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Despite What It Says, Saudi Arabia Doesn’t Want a Palestinian State 
By Yoram Ettinger     jns.org    May 21, 2020  
Why would Riyadh want to undermine the security of 
a reliable ally? 

Notwithstanding Saudi Arabia’s philo-Palestinian talk, 
Riyadh considers the Palestinian issue a low priority. It 
ranks significantly lower than the clear and present lethal 
threat posed by Iran’s ayatollahs; the potential tectonic 
eruption in Iraq; the lethal threat from volcanic Yemen; 
and the domestic powder keg in the oil-rich and Shi’ite-
dominated Qatif and al-Hasa areas. 

It is also a much lower priority than the imminent 
threats of Islamic State and the Muslim Brotherhood; the 
potential threat of Turkish President Recep Tayyip 
Erdoğan; the regional implications of the domestic 
upheaval in Syria and Lebanon; the vulnerability of all pro-
US Arab regimes (e.g., Bahrain, Jordan and Egypt), etc.  

The House of Saud does not forget, or forgive, the 
Palestinian track record of intra-Arab terrorism and 
treachery, most notably the 1990 Palestinian collaboration 
with Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait, which was the 
Palestinians’ most generous Arab host. 

Riyadh is convinced based on the Palestinian track 
record that a Palestinian state would constitute another 
rogue anti-Saudi regime. They consider the Palestinians 
(the Palestinian Authority and Hamas) a role model of 
subversion and treachery, and active and potential allies of 
Turkey’s Erdoğan, Iran’s ayatollahs, Hezbollah and the 
Muslim Brotherhood, as well as rogue elements in Syria, 
Iraq, Algeria, Libya and Yemen which aim to topple the 
House of Saud. 

At the same time, Saudi ties with Israel (as has been 
the case with all pro-U.S. Arab countries) have expanded 
substantially—militarily, commercially, technologically, 
medically and agriculturally—despite the lack of progress 
on the Palestinian issue and in the face of mutual threats 
and challenges. 

Irrespective of the warm pro-Palestinian Saudi talk, 
which welcomes every Western dignitary to Saudi Arabia, 
the Saudi walk on the issue has always been cold. 

Saudi Arabia has never flexed its military muscle on 
behalf of the Palestinians (nor has any other Arab 
country), while flexing very limited diplomatic muscle. 

While it has generously showered the Palestinians with 
words, Saudi Arabia’s financial contribution has been 
meager. While appropriating for Egypt ($15 billion), 
Jordan ($3 billion with Kuwait and the UAE) and Yemen 
($8 billion) mega-billions of dollars in foreign aid, the peak 
of Saudi foreign aid to the PLO and P.A. was $100 million 
to $150 million. To put it in perspective, the leading Saudi 
princes acquired a Da Vinci painting for $450 million, a 

flashy French palace for $300 million and a royal yacht for 
$500 million. 

Moreover, recently Saudi Arabia began to change its 
talk on the Palestinian issue as well: 

On May 10, Saudi writer Abdulhameed al-Ghobain, a 
political activist who shares the state of mind of Saudi 
Crown Prince Mohammed bin-Salman, told the pro-
Palestinian London-based BBC Arabic radio: “There is a 
deluge of opinions against the Palestinian cause. Our 
public has turned against the Palestinians, in general … If 
you came to Saudi Arabia and conducted a survey—even 
among middle and high school students—they will tell you 
that they are indifferent to the Palestinian cause.” 

Al-Ghobain continued: “These opinions have been 
voiced very loudly in Saudi Arabia for the past two years. 
At first it was said quietly, but now this voice is very loud. 
People say out in the open that they do not care about the 
Palestinian cause … and that we must steer our relations in 
keeping with our interests. It is in our strategic interest, 
and in keeping with our future economic interests, to 
maintain real relations with Israel. Israel is an advanced 
country and we can benefit from it. Turkey established 
relations with Israel and experienced great progress … We 
should deal with reality. The relations with Israel have 
become warm. It is no longer just about normalization.” 

In addition, two Saudi TV drama series aired during 
the Islamic holy month of Ramadan—”Umm Haroun” 
and “Exit 7,” broadcast by the Dubai-based Saudi MBC—
promote normalization with the Jewish people and Israel, 
while criticizing the Palestinians. According to Morocco 
World News, the Saudi TV series cozy up to Israel, and are 
considered by Palestinians to be a blow to the support of 
the Palestinian cause. The New York-based Moroccan 
online newspaper claims that the TV series reflect the 
policy of the Saudi crown prince. According to “Exit 7,” 
the Palestinians are Saudi Arabia’s enemy. 

The Saudis are not philo-Israel; they are philo-Saudi 
Arabia, acting in the best interests of their country, 
notwithstanding their adherence to the fundamentals of 
Islam. 

While the House of Saud associates Palestinians with 
regional threats, it considers Israel an essential, reliable and 
effective ally in the face of these threats. While the United 
States is, by far, a more significant ally of Saudi Arabia, its 
reliability was deeply eroded in Riyadh during the 2009-
2016 U.S.-Iran honeymoon. 

Israel’s posture of deterrence is based—to a large 
extent—on topographic high grounds (the Golan Heights 
and the Judea and Samaria mountain ridges), which have 
transformed Israel into a key regional force-multiplier, 
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bolstering the national security of Jordan, Saudi Arabia and 
other pro-U.S. Arab regimes. A retreat from these high 
grounds would demolish Israel’s posture of deterrence, 

denying Saudi Arabia and all other pro-U.S. Arab regimes a 
critical line of defense. 
Mr. Ettinger is a former ambassador and head of Second Thought: 
A U.S.-Israel Initiative. 

 
With Its Threats against Israel, the EU Undermines International Law 
By David Wurmser     besacenter.org   May 26, 2020  
And it does so while claiming to uphold it. 

If the EU tries to present its cynical political 
calculations regarding annexations as upholding 
international law, there are a few things EU members need 
to learn. 

Sometimes events provide clarifying moments. The 
European Union’s response to the prospect of Israel’s 
annexation of parts of the Jordan Valley, in which several 
almost entirely Jewish settlement blocs are located, is such 
a moment. By dressing up cynical political calculations as 
“the rule of law,” Europe in fact risks undermining Jewish 
rights and violating the very body of international law EU 
leaders claim to defend. 

According to the EU, the lands Israel seized in 1967 
are covered by the acquisition-of-force provisions of the 
Fourth Geneva Convention, and therefore Israel is to be 
considered an occupying power of the territories with all 
the legal obligations the convention imposes on such 
powers. Those include the nontransfer of populations, the 
prohibition on revision of borders to cede land to the 
occupier, and a variety of measures to protect the human 
and cultural rights of the populations, including the 
provisions not to change the cultural or religious nature of 
the occupied lands. It also establishes legal rights of the 
populations, including the prohibition on putting an 
inhabitant of that territory on trial in the occupier’s 
territory. As a result, the EU claims that any changes to the 
1967 border are Geneva Convention violations. It further 
claims that Israel commits many more violations with its 
settlement and other policies. Even bringing an accused 
terrorist from Jerusalem or Hebron to stand trial in an 
Israeli court would violate the Fourth Geneva Convention, 
according to the EU. Annexations of land would 
constitute yet more violations. 

Therefore, to maintain the rule of law and fulfill the 
EU’s rule-of-law ethos, the EU presidency and many of its 
members are seeking to punish Israel if it continues to 
build settlements, continues archaeological projects across 
the 1967 lines, or seeks to change the 1967 lines — which 
annexations would effectively do. 

Right off the bat, it is hard to take Europe’s insistence 
on the 1967 lines as sacrosanct too seriously. EU members 
collectively still refuse to move their embassies to the 
western parts of Jerusalem, which have been part of Israel 
since 1948 but in some fantasy scenario might someday be 
part of a Palestinian state. It is a very strange formulation 
when land on the western side of the 1967 line — that is, 
land indisputably belonging to Israel for 72 years — is 
considered negotiable, but every inch on the other side is 
off the table. Are the 1967 lines sacrosanct or not? The 

double standard, applied to Jews but not to Palestinians, 
only raises questions about intent. 

Some inconsistency can be dismissed, but 
undermining the rule of law should not be. Let’s be clear: 
Applying the Geneva Convention to the territories under 
Israeli control undermines rather than advances the rule of 
law. 

Fifty years of propagandistic debate over Israel in the 
international community must not be allowed to obscure 
facts, both historical and legal. The legal disposition of all 
the territories defined by the League of Nations’ Mandate 
for Palestine of 1921, which today encompasses the State 
of Israel, Jordan, and the territories under question, is still 
grounded in that Mandate. All the Mandate’s provisions 
were perpetuated in no less than the UN Charter (Article 
80), which is ratified by the United States and all European 
countries. Those provisions were then transitioned into the 
law codes of the countries that ratified it. 

So what are those provisions? The preamble to the 
Mandate “recognizes” that the Jewish people have an 
inherent right to the territory defined by the Mandate, a 
sole claim to the deed in terms of property law, as opposed 
to being “granted” or awarded that right by the 
international body. It essentially says that the right is 
already that of the Jewish people, and the international 
community cannot therefore grant to a people that which 
is already theirs. The passage of the preamble is: 

Whereas the Principal Allied Powers have also agreed 
that the Mandatory should be responsible for putting into 
effect the declaration originally made on November 2nd, 
1917, by the Government of His Britannic Majesty [the 
Balfour Declaration], and adopted by the said Powers, in 
favour of the establishment in Palestine of a national home 
for the Jewish people. . . Whereas recognition has thereby 
been given to the historical connection of the Jewish 
people with Palestine and to the grounds for reconstituting 
their national home in that country. . . 

That makes Israel one of only a very few nations 
anchored in an inherited right (which can be revoked by 
no one), rather than a granted right (which the giver of the 
right can take back). Under international law, only a 
handful of European countries, and very few elsewhere, 
have such an inherited right. That right, which essentially 
recognizes a deed to the land, also legally establishes the 
unbroken link between modern Israel and the Israel of two 
millennia ago. 

Article 2 then lays out the specific, primary purpose of 
the entire Mandatory government and period: “The 
Mandatory shall be responsible for placing the country 
under such political, administrative and economic 
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conditions as will secure the establishment of the Jewish 
national home, as laid down in the preamble, and the 
development of self-governing institutions.” 

Article 5 of the Mandate establishes the borders of the 
land as defined in the Mandate, which includes the 
territories that today are Jordan, Israel, the Palestinian 
Authority (in what is commonly known as the West Bank), 
and Gaza. Article 5 also asserts the principle that the 
Jewish people, as the deed-holders of the land, possess the 
sole legal right to make any modifications to the territorial 
definitions (including borders) of that land. It was for this 
reason that the cease-fire agreement (the Rhodes 
Agreement) of 1949, which ended the 1948 War of 
Independence and set what is commonly referred to as the 
1967 lines, quite clearly could not, and did not, terminate 
any Jewish claims to the lands beyond the control of the 
Israeli army. To be clear, this is the text of the 1949 
Rhodes Agreement, which delineated the 1967 lines: “The 
Armistice Demarcation Line is not to be construed in any 
sense as a political or territorial boundary, and is delineated 
without prejudice to rights, claims and positions of either 
Party to the Armistice as regards ultimate settlement of the 
Palestine question.” 

In short, under international law, the 1967 lines cannot 
be considered a border and cannot be used to prejudice 
the setting of a border. Thus, for the EU to regard the 
1967 lines as some sort of legal absolute in fact has no 
legal foundation, and indeed undermines existing legal 
foundations. 

The Mandate’s Article 6 elaborates on the obligation 
to fulfill the Mandate’s purpose: to assist — in terms of 
translating the Jewish people’s claims into a practical 
program — in the effort to realize the Jewish people’s 
rights, and to restore its nation in the territory of the 
Mandate. Settlement is explicitly stated as one of those 
rights and obligations. For the Mandatory authority and 
any successor (Britain then, Israel now), the legitimacy of 
its continued rule in the territory is contingent on its being 
the agent of resurrecting the Jewish nation. Thus the ruling 
authority has the explicit obligation to facilitate settlement 
of all the land. 

To summarize: First, the legal basis for governance of 
what is Jordan, Israel, and the Palestinian territories starts 
from the foundation that the Jewish people are the deed-
holders of the land. Second, the Jewish people alone have 
the right to adjust its borders. Third, the Jewish people 
have the full right to settle the land in its entirety, which 
actually any authority in the territory has the legal 
obligation to encourage. 

Shortly after the Mandate went into effect in 1922, the 
Mandatory Palestinian lands east of the Jordan River, or 
“Trans-Jordanian Palestine” (or simply Transjordan) were 
separated for practical and political reasons under Article 
25. (The British needed a piece of real estate to 
compensate the Hashemite clan for London’s having 
ignobly abandoned the Hejaz, in western Saudi Arabia, to 
the Saud clan.) But to do so the British Mandatory 

Authority first had to secure the approval of the Jewish 
people. The Jewish Agency — the formal representative of 
the Jewish people under the Mandate — informed the 
British that they agree to suspend, but not surrender, the 
right to Transjordan (which eventually became today’s 
Jordan). It was only under the Jordanian–Israeli peace 
treaty of 1995 that Israel finally formally surrendered its 
right to the east bank of the Jordan River, namely 
Transjordan, and granted it to the Hashemite Kingdom of 
Jordan. That the legal foundations of Jordan’s very 
existence rest on the indulgence of the Jewish State should 
give pause to the current Jordanian king when he threatens 
Israel, as he has unwisely begun to do over the issue of 
Israel’s annexation plans to the west of the Jordan River. 

The remaining territories of Mandatory Palestine, 
along the western banks of the Jordan River, were known 
after 1922 as Cis-Jordanian Palestine, or West-Bank of the 
Palestinian Mandate, which is what today includes Israel, 
the Palestinian Authority areas, and Gaza. The Mandate 
still defines the terms of this terrain. The Jewish people are 
still the deed-holders for the real estate; as the successor of 
the Mandate, Israel alone has the right to adjust its borders 
and cede land; and the government of Israel has not only 
the right but the obligation to encourage settlement of the 
land. This is international law. 

The Fourth Geneva Convention takes effect only 
when the sovereign territory of a nation is seized from it, 
and the legal sovereign of that nation, namely the High 
Contracting Authority, as it is called, formally submits its 
continued claim to that territory, making it “occupied 
territory” still belonging to the sovereign nation. The only 
valid High Contracting Authority, namely the sovereign 
deed-holder to the land, in the Palestinian Mandatory areas 
west of the Jordan, remains Israel. As such, the taking of 
any territory from that terrain against the will of the Jewish 
people makes the Israeli government a valid High 
Contracting Authority and invokes the Fourth Geneva 
Convention provisions to protect its interests and those of 
the Jewish people. Jordan’s occupation of the territories 
west of the Jordan River from 1948 to 1967, the 
annihilation of the Jewish communities there, the 
destruction of the Jewish cultural presence in the land 
(including the razing of the Jewish Quarter of Jerusalem) 
— all constitute serious war crimes under the Geneva 
Convention by the Jordanian government. Again, the 
current Hashemite king would do well to remember these 
facts in light of Israel’s plans to annex lands to the west of 
the Jordan River. 

The upshot is this: Only Israel can invoke the Fourth 
Geneva Convention as the High Contracting Authority 
(sovereign) over the portions of the Palestinian Mandate 
west of the Jordan River, and then as protection of Jewish 
national rights, and not as a mechanism to deny the Jewish 
people their rights. The Europeans cannot legally invoke 
the Fourth Geneva Convention against Israel. And that 
eviscerates the entirety of claims against Israel regarding 
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the illegality of altering the 1967 lines and encouraging 
settlements. 

Moreover, any hostile act, such as sanctions of any 
sort, blocking the extension of Israeli sovereignty into any 
portion of the Mandate on the western banks of the 
Jordan River would undermine the rule of law and violate 
the international community’s legal obligations to defend 
the rights of the Jewish people in their homeland, as 
defined and recognized by the international community 
nearly a century ago, enshrined in the UN Charter, and 
ratified by the member states of the United Nations, 
making it their own law. 

If the EU really cares about the rule of law and 
consistency, it will accept the implementation of 
annexations and settlements under the laws they claim to 
uphold rather than try to invoke this or that inapplicable 
treaty or agreement to condemn them. 

If, however, the reigning elites of the EU proceed as 
expected to threaten Israel, holding sanctions or other 

punishments over them like a sword of Damocles, it will 
reaffirm for Americans (who broadly support Israel in this 
matter, according to all polls) and Israelis that their 
growing distrust of European elites and cynicism regarding 
European intentions are warranted. To put it simply, when 
European elites try to pressure Israel into territory-ceding 
positions it cannot accept, then their behavior becomes a 
threat to the rule of law, undermines the credibility and 
importance of international law, and only encourages those 
Palestinians and others who seek to destroy Israel rather 
than reconcile with it, thus leading to greater conflict, 
violence, and bloodshed. The one thing it will surely not 
achieve is peace. 
Mr. Wurmser is a senior fellow at the Center for Security Policy. He 
was formerly a senior adviser to the National Security Council under 
President Trump, to Vice President Cheney on Near East affairs, 
and to then–Under Secretary John Bolton at the State Department, 
as well as a senior intelligence officer in the U.S. Navy Reserves. 

Why Germany’s Recognition of Hizballah’s Terrorist Activity Matters 
By Omer Dostri      jiss.org.il  May 25, 2020
The dangerous myth of separate “military” and 
“political” wings. 

For many years, Germany refrained from declaring 
Hezbollah movement a terrorist organization. The 
organization’s so-called political arm is a key component 
of the March 8 camp, led by Hezbollah and Amal, which 
plays a significant role in the government and the 
Lebanese parliament. Germany, which seeks stability in 
Lebanon, did not see fit to act fully against Hezbollah. 
Germany exploited the legal vacuum to allow its 
representatives to meet with Hezbollah officials and 
influence the Lebanese political system, mainly for 
mediation and behind-the-scenes coordination between 
Israel and the organization. 

That position changed on April 30, 2020 when 
Germany cancelled the distinction between Hezbollah’s 
“political arm” and its “military arm,” essentially declaring 
all of Hezbollah a terrorist organization. The move is a 
continuation of a decision taken in the German federal 
parliament in December 2019 that called on the Merkel 
government to completely ban Hezbollah activity in 
Germany due to the organization’s “terrorist activity,” 
including in Syria. The proposal was backed by Merkel’s 
Conservative Party, the Social Democratic Party and the 
opposition’s Free Democrats. 

Background for the Decision 
There are several reasons for Germany’s recent 

decision to abolish the separation of Hezbollah’s so-called 
military and political arms. First, Germany realized that 
this was not a zero-sum game. The US and the UK have 
proven that Hezbollah can be declared a terrorist 
organization, and at the same time both countries can 
continue to influence Lebanon’s political system. 

Second, it is possible that Israel’s public campaign to 
expose the existence of Hezbollah precision missile works 

in a civilian populated area in Beirut, and the revealing of 
Hezbollah’s involvement in the establishment of a terror 
enclave in the Syrian Golan (which could undermine 
regional stability and lead to escalation and large-scale 
conflict) also were factors. Israeli intelligence gave accurate 
and specific information about Hezbollah activity in 
Germany to the German intelligence agency.[1] 

Third, the German federal government’s decision also 
was the result of pressure exerted by the Trump 
administration, notably by the US Ambassador to 
Germany, Richard Grenell. In an article in the German 
newspaper Die Welt in September 2019, Grenell called on 
Germany to abolish the distinctions in definition of 
Hezbollah, because it is a terrorist organization that acts 
from anti-Semitic motivations and calls for the destruction 
of the State of Israel.[2] 

Hezbollah’s Activities in Germany 
Hezbollah activists in Germany have taken advantage 

of the distinction between the military and political arm of 
the organization for drug trafficking, money laundering 
and fundraising for the Lebanese home base. Hezbollah’s 
criminal activity in Germany took place as part of its 
organized crime network, which operates mainly in South 
America and Africa, whose products are destined for 
European soil. 

According to an intelligence report of the North 
Rhine-Westphalia State, about 110 Hezbollah members 
were active in the state in 2018.[3] There are about 250 
Hezbollah members in Berlin and 30 in Hamburg.[4] 
Hezbollah activists and supporters in all of Germany are 
estimated to be over 1,000 people. Hezbollah’s activity in 
Germany is divided into two main areas: criminal activity, 
and socio-cultural activity aimed at Shiite immigrants 
(mainly from Lebanon). 
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According to the Tagesspiegel newspaper, Hezbollah’s 
criminal proceeds stem from drug smuggling, trade in 
stolen cars and money laundering. For example, cocaine is 
smuggled from South America to Europe via Africa, 
including through the port of Hamburg.[5] In February 
2016, an extensive international operation was conducted 
with German participation to thwart Hezbollah’s 
international criminal activities. Security forces in Germany 
and France arrested 16 suspects involved in drug 
trafficking and money laundering allegedly belonging to 
Hezbollah’s finance department. 

In addition, Hezbollah operates in Germany a network 
of cultural and welfare centers aimed at strengthening the 
organization’s image among Shiite Muslims in Germany 
and raising funds for the organization in Lebanon. 
According to the Hamburg Intelligence Agency, about 30 
mosques or cultural centers throughout Germany are 
associated with Hezbollah or the organization’s ideology. 
One of the main goals of the organization’s supporters is 
to raise funds for the terrorist organization.[6] A report by 
the North Rhine-Westphalia State Intelligence Agency 
states that the Hamam Mahdi Center has been operating 
for over 20 years in the city of Munster, providing a 
meeting place and platform to support Hezbollah.[7] 

A 2019 Berlin Intelligence Agency report shows that 
Hezbollah is operating in the country to spread 
propaganda, recruit new members and transfer donations 
to Beirut. For example, a Muslim preacher at the Imam 
Riza Islamic Center in the Berlin district of Neukölln 
distributes Hezbollah propaganda on social networks, 
echoing Hezbollah leaders’ incitement against the State of 
Israel and publishing anti-Semitic conspiracy theories. 
Another building located near the Islamic Center is prayer 
center for Hezbollah supporters.[8] 

Implications of the German Decision 
Germany’s decision to outlaw the entire Hezbollah 

organization has significant implications for its operation 
in the country, in Europe and to some extent in Lebanon. 
The direct impact of the decision is that it will be easier to 
combat the criminal, cultural and terrorist activities of the 
organization in Germany. Law enforcement agencies in 
Germany will hold better legal, intelligence and operational 

tools, including the abilities to freeze bank accounts and 
financial assets, and level financial sanctions against 
Hezbollah companies and individuals. In addition, 
international cooperation against the organization will 
intensify as Germany joins the US, the UK, Canada and 
the Netherlands, which have already declared Hezbollah as 
a terrorist organization. 

The damage to the organization could reach its home 
base in Lebanon. In recent years, Hezbollah has been 
suffering from a fall in its revenue due to the economic 
sanctions imposed on Iran, the organization’s main 
sponsor. Germany’s decision may reduce the flow of 
money to Lebanon at a very problematic time for 
Hezbollah. 

Cancelling the distinction between Hezbollah’s so-
called military and political arms is an important goal of 
Israeli foreign policy; it reveals the true nature of terrorist 
organizations in the Middle East and around the world. To 
increase the pressure on Hezbollah, extensive international 
cooperation is needed. Israel, with the help of the United 
States, needs to press other countries to emulate Germany. 
The EU must be targeted first and foremost, as well as 
France and Italy, which are among the leading countries on 
the continent that have not yet outlawed Hezbollah’s 
military “branch.” 

Alongside intelligence and cooperation with 
intelligence agencies around the world, Israel needs to 
increase government-to-government contacts and public 
diplomacy efforts. For example, Israel should publicly 
expose Hezbollah activists and exert pressure on the 
French government, which ignores the organization’s 
activities in the country. In addition, Israel should take 
advantage of its close relations with eastern European 
countries, which are more supportive of Israel than 
western European countries. These include the countries 
of the “Visigrad” group: Hungary, Slovakia, Poland and 
the Czech Republic; and other countries in the region such 
as Romania and Bulgaria. The decision of Germany, 
perhaps the most important country in Europe, represents 
an important stage in the international fight against 
Hezbollah. 

 
Israeli Military Technology Can Keep American Soldiers Safe from Iranian Rockets 
By John Hannah and Jacob Nagel  realcleardefense.com   May 23, 2020 
Bring Iron Dome to the Middle East. 

The recent U.S. decision to withdraw two Patriot 
missile defense batteries from Saudi Arabia has again 
highlighted how vulnerable U.S. interests in the Middle 
East remain to Iran’s growing arsenal of short- to medium-
range ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, unmanned aerial 
systems (UAS), and rockets. Repeatedly over the last year, 
Iran and its regional proxies have used these weapons to 
attack U.S. personnel and partners in the Persian Gulf, 
inflicting significant damage on lives and property while 
exposing dangerous gaps in current American defense 

capabilities. Finding fast and practical solutions to fill those 
gaps should be an urgent U.S. priority. Battle-proven 
Israeli technology could be of significant help. 

On March 10, the commander of U.S. Central 
Command (CENTCOM), General Frank McKenzie, 
testified that Iran’s inventory of 2,500 to 3,000 ballistic 
missiles constituted the primary threat faced by the United 
States and its allies in the Middle East. Though McKenzie 
provided no breakdown of Iran’s missile arsenal, he 
indicated that most fall into the category of shorter-range 
systems. 
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On April 22, Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard 
Corps (IRGC) successfully launched a very small (6U 
CubeSat, weighing about 30 pounds) military satellite into 
space using a 3-stage rocket – marking potentially 
important progress in its efforts to develop an 
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) capable of striking 
the United States. While requiring careful monitoring and 
planning, however, Iran likely remains years away from an 
ICBM capability. When it comes to spending America’s 
limited missile-defense resources, the priority against Iran 
should clearly remain on defeating the full spectrum of 
short- to mid-range threats that are capable of wreaking 
havoc on U.S. interests today. 

The immediate danger comes not from Iranian 
weapons with ranges over 3,000 miles, but from those that 
operate under 1,500 miles. Indeed, within days of its 
satellite launch, Iran’s regular Army announced that it had 
added three new types of combat drones to its arsenal, 
while the IRGC claimed that it was preparing to deploy an 
updated “Fotros” long-range attack drone, capable of 
flying for 30 hours with a range of 1,250 miles, threatening 
Israel, U.S. forces across the Gulf region, and parts of 
Europe as well.   

The two Patriot systems being withdrawn from Saudi 
Arabia had been protecting the country’s critical energy 
infrastructure. They were deployed on an emergency basis 
last fall after more than 20 low-flying Iranian drones and 
cruise missiles conducted an unprecedented precision 
strike against two of the kingdom’s most important oil 
facilities, temporarily knocking out 5 percent of the world’s 
supply of crude. With the withdrawal of the U.S. batteries 
(allegedly for maintenance and redeployment to Asia), 
those installations are potentially once again acutely 
vulnerable. For reasons not entirely clear, Saudi Arabia’s 
own extensive air defense capabilities, including multiple 
Patriots, proved woefully ineffective in the face of Iran’s 
surprise attack last September. 

The threat to the United States from Iran’s short-
range weapons is even more directly apparent in Iraq. 
Since May 2019, Iranian-backed militias have launched 
more than 40 rocket attacks against U.S. military, 
diplomatic and commercial targets, resulting in the deaths 
of an American contractor, two U.S. troops, and a British 
soldier. On January 8, just days after a U.S. drone strike 
killed Iran’s top general, the terrorist mastermind and 
IRGC paramilitary leader Qassem Soleimani, Iran itself 
conducted an unprecedented direct attack on the U.S. 
military, launching at least 16 short-range missiles at two 
Iraqi bases hosting U.S. troops, scoring several near-direct 
hits, including on housing barracks. Though there were no 
fatalities (thanks to a combination of advanced warning 
and sheer luck), more than 100 U.S. soldiers suffered 
traumatic brain injuries. 

One of the most disconcerting aspects of the Iraq 
attacks has been the seeming absence of any active U.S. 
defenses. Despite the sustained severity of the Iranian-

backed threat, it was only in late March 2020 that Patriots 
were finally sent to Iraq to protect the two bases where the 
majority of U.S. forces have consolidated in recent months 
– at least in part due to force protection concerns. Up until 
that point, the limited number of available Patriots in the 
U.S. arsenal had been deployed at high-priority targets 
elsewhere in the Middle East and around the world, 
including the Saudi oil facilities. As a result, until very 
recently, the only real option available to U.S. personnel in 
Iraq who received warning of incoming missiles or rockets 
was to take cover and pray that their positions did not 
suffer a direct hit. 

Unfortunately, even the deployment of Patriots is, at 
best, a partial solution to the Iranian threat. Designed for 
taking out high-flying planes and ballistic missiles, the 
Patriots – with Patriot Advanced Capability-3 Missile 
Segment Enhancement (PAC-3 MSE) missiles – would no 
doubt have been well-suited for neutralizing Iran’s January 
8 ballistic missile attack. But they are far less capable 
against the other elements of the Iranian short to mid-
range arsenal, in particular rockets, drones, and cruise 
missiles. 

How well Patriots would have fared against the 
ground-hugging drones that struck the Saudi oil processing 
facility at Abqaiq last September, much less the Katyusha 
rockets that actually pose the greatest threat to U.S. 
personnel in Iraq, is very much in doubt. Indeed, in the 
wake of the Abqaiq attack, the Pentagon’s third highest 
ranking official admitted publicly that the United States 
and its NATO allies were not ready to defend against the 
sort of swarming drones and cruise missiles used in the 
Saudi attack, calling it a “serious problem.” 

A better short-term solution would ideally supplement 
Patriots with a mixture of two existing Israeli air-defense 
systems. The first and most urgent is Iron Dome, 
developed by the Israeli company Rafael, and now co-
produced with the American defense firm Raytheon. Since 
Iron Dome was first deployed in 2011, the United States 
has provided more than $1.5 billion to support its 
production for the Israel Defense Forces. To date, Iron 
Dome has successfully intercepted more than 2,000 short-
range rockets fired at Israel’s population centers, mostly 
coming from Hamas in Gaza – a similar threat to the one 
that U.S. personnel currently face from Iranian-backed 
militias in Iraq. Iron Dome’s interception rate is close to 
90 percent, making it by an order of magnitude the most 
battle-tested and successful missile defense system in the 
world. 

Though Iron Dome is advertised as being able to 
defeat drones and cruise missiles as well, its track record 
with regard to those threats is far less established. 
Nevertheless, when Congress in 2018 recognized that the 
United States faced a dangerous gap in defending against 
cruise missiles, and mandated that the Army field an 
interim solution by 2020, the Army opted to purchase two 
Israeli Iron Dome batteries over other competitors. Recent 
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improvements have reportedly further enhanced the 
system’s effectiveness against both cruise missiles and 
drones. 

Even Army officials skeptical of whether Iron Dome 
can be part of the long-term solution to the cruise missile 
threat that the U.S. hopes to develop by 2024 have 
acknowledged Iron Dome’s success. The system has 
“demonstrated the ability to deal with some cruise 
missiles” (though not all), said the Army’s acquisition 
chief, Bruce Jette. Iron Dome, said Army Secretary Ryan 
McCarthy, “brings more capability [against cruise missiles] 
than we have in our missile defense today” – i.e., more 
than Patriots. 

The second Israeli technology that the U.S. should 
give serious consideration to is the Skyceptor missile from 
Rafael and Raytheon. Based on the Stunner interceptor 
developed for Israel’s David’s Sling missile-defense system, 
Skyceptor can be fired from Patriots and was specifically 
designed to intercept not only ballistic missiles but also 
low altitude, maneuverable cruise missiles and drones as 
well. The United States has provided nearly $2 billion to 
support David’s Sling. Though operational in Israel since 
2017, it has yet to accumulate the battlefield experience of 
Iron Dome. Critically, however, Skyceptor costs less than 
half the price of the PAC-3 MSE missile. 

The issue of affordability strongly reinforces the 
argument for incorporating Israeli systems into America’s 
defense architecture against Iran. At the upper end, each 
Iron Dome interceptor missile (known as Tamir) costs at 
most $200,000. Each Skyceptor is around $2 million. The 
PAC-3 MSE, by contrast, can approach $6 million per 
missile. A crude calculation based on the Iranian attack 
against the Saudi oil facilities underscores the Israeli value 
proposition. Assuming one interceptor was used to defeat 
each of the approximately 25 drones and cruise missiles 
that Iran fired, Iron Dome would have cost $5 million, 
Skyceptor approximately $50 million, and the PAC-3 MSE 
upwards of $150 million. 

Especially in the wake of the deadly rocket attacks in 
Iraq, Congress has pressed the Pentagon to accelerate its 
deployment plans for the two Iron Dome batteries already 
contracted for. For its part, the Army has expressed deep 
skepticism about investing further resources in Iron Dome 
based on an assessment that the system is likely not 
compatible with its comprehensive, long-term missile 
defense architecture, known as the Integrated Air and 
Missile Defense Battle Command System (IBCS). 

In a recent interview, the head of Army Futures 
Command, General Mike Murray, said, "it would be ... 
exceptionally difficult to integrate Iron Dome into our 
layered air defense architecture [and] to get Iron Dome to 
talk to other systems, other radars.” In that case, Murray 
concluded, “What you’re probably – almost certainly – 
going to see is two standalone [Iron Dome] systems, and if 
the best we can do is standalone systems, we do not want 
to buy another two batteries.” 

The Army has still allowed elements of the Iron Dome 
system, including the Tamir interceptor, to compete in a 
“shoot off” to be held in the spring of 2021 for a chance 
to become part of its next-generation Indirect Fire 
Protection Capability (IFPC), which hopes to use multiple 
types of missiles, lasers, high-powered microwaves, and 
other technologies to deal with every conceivable mid- to 
short-range threat, from rockets to small drones to 
supersonic cruise missiles. All competitors will need to 
prove that their missile can “talk” to IBCS and be fully 
compatible with the Army’s overarching missile defense 
vision. Given the urgent need to enhance the protection of 
U.S. forces as soon as possible, the Army should also 
require proof that systems participating in the shoot-off 
can be fielded quickly, in less than a year’s time. 

Whether or not Iron Dome would be as difficult to 
integrate as the Army has suggested is subject to significant 
dispute. Some experts strongly argue that the ability to 
connect Iron Dome to U.S. systems through an interface is 
an eminently solvable technological problem, one that 
doesn’t require Iron Dome’s manufacturer to hand over 
the system’s so-called source code – its most sensitive and 
commercially valuable proprietary information – as some 
reports claim the Army has demanded. 

Though by no means dispositive, the fact that the U.S. 
Marine Corps has conducted successful tests to integrate 
Iron Dome missiles with Marine radars lends credence to 
the idea that making Iron Dome talk to U.S. systems is by 
no means an insurmountable challenge. Further evidence 
is provided by the excellent connection that Israel’s longer-
range Arrow system has demonstrated with its American 
counterparts using the Link 16 military data link network. 

Even if the Army is right about Iron Dome’s 
incompatibility with its long-term vision for an all-in-one 
missile-defense solution, the fact remains that the lives of 
U.S. troops and diplomats in Iraq today are under 
immediate threat from the type of rockets for which Iron 
Dome is almost certainly the most effective and affordable 
answer available. They shouldn’t have to wait years until 
the IFPC finally becomes operational when a short-term 
solution could be deployed almost immediately that would 
dramatically enhance their protection. 

That’s precisely the point that Congressman Doug 
Lamborn (R-CO) made about Iron Dome during a hearing 
in March, just days after a militia rocket barrage killed two 
U.S troops and a British soldier in Iraq. “I don’t want to 
see the perfect be the enemy of the good. I don’t want to 
see a perfect, hoped for, and expected capability deter us 
from using something that is available and usable right 
now – and will save lives.” 

Having sent its personnel into harm’s way, the highest 
U.S. obligation should be finding fast, effective and 
affordable responses to defeat the threats that they face in 
the next few months – not just developing the ultimate 
solutions that may not be ready to deploy for the next five 
to ten years. As part of that effort, the Army should 
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prioritize getting the two Iron Dome batteries it has 
already purchased onto the battlefield as soon as possible, 
while remaining open to acquiring more should they prove 
to have the same kind of game-changing strategic effects in 
Iraq as they have already had in Israel. 
Brigadier General (Res.) Nagel is a senior fellow at the 
Foundation for Defense of Democracies (FDD) and a visiting 

professor at the Technion Faculty of Aerospace Engineering. He 
previously served as Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu’s John 
Hannah is senior counselor at FDD and a former national security 
advisor to Vice President Dick Cheney.  
Visit suburbanorthodox.org for the current issue.  

 
In Iraq, the U.S. Can Learn from Israel’s Approach to Confronting Iran  
By Eliora Katz and Eyal Tsir Cohen  nationalinterest.org  May 31, 2020  
The campaign between the wars. 
 Anew flag recently appeared on the Iraqi horizon 
featuring a raised fist clenching an AK-47 in front of a 
globe. This is the ensign of the newly announced militia, 
Usbat al-Thairen (League of Revolutionaries), which 
claims responsibility for the March 11 rocket attack that 
killed two Americans, a British soldier, and wounded 
fourteen others at Camp Taji, a military base north of 
Baghdad. The United States responded with airstrikes two 
days later, resulting in condemnation from Iraqi officials. 
The following day another rocket attack on Camp Taji 
wounded five coalition soldiers and two Iraqi ones. 

This back-and-forth demonstrates the breakdown of 
American efforts to deter attacks by Iran-backed Shiite 
militias. U.S. officials receive daily intelligence of assaults 
planned against assets in Iraq, and they believe it is only a 
matter of time before more troops are wounded or killed. 
May has already seen two separate rocket attacks near 
American personnel in Iraq. U.S. airstrikes might do 
substantial damage to the attackers, but the United States 
is far more sensitive to casualties. Thus, the current 
dynamic favors Iran and its proxies. As the Pentagon 
braces for further aggression and lays down the blueprint 
for a new campaign in Iraq, it should consider 
incorporating elements of the Israeli approach to dealing 
with Iranian proxies, known as the Campaign Between the 
Wars (CBW). Through preemptive and continuous kinetic 
actions that degrade and deter enemy capabilities, CBW 
delays wars and improves Israel’s position should a war 
erupt. It depends on proportional kinetic measures, 
financial warfare, and dynamic diplomacy. It is more 
proactive while containing the risk of escalation. 

CBW seeks to address Iran’s growing military 
entrenchment in the region and deployment of advanced 
weapons to allied groups surrounding the Jewish state. 
Specifically, Iran has spent decades developing a base for 
aggression on Israel’s northern border. The frustration 
Israel encountered in its 2006 war with Hezbollah led the 
Jewish state to rethink its approach to dealing with Iran. 
Instead of preparing for the next war, Israel would have to 
prevent Iran from building up the capabilities necessary to 
launch the next war. 

As Syria descended into civil war, it became clear that 
Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) was not 
just supporting the regime of Bashar al-Assad, but 
preparing to turn Syria into a second base for aggression 

against Israel, just as Lebanon had become the base for 
Hezbollah.   

During the war in Syria, and especially since 2017, 
Israel has conducted hundreds of airstrikes, recently 
expanding its campaign into Iraq and Lebanon. In 2018 
alone, the air force dropped two thousand bombs in Syria. 
This implementation of CBW has thwarted attacks on 
Israeli soil, slowed Iran’s force buildup, and curtailed 
Hezbollah’s precision missile capabilities while avoiding a 
wider conflict, diplomatic backlash, or significant Israeli 
casualties. Yet the campaign is far from over. CBW 
demands consistency in the face of an enemy that has been 
fighting for decades. 

The key to this strategy’s success is Israel’s precise 
targeting of infrastructure—not people—in order to 
minimize the risk of escalation. The IDF gathers 
intelligence to target enemy infrastructure when empty, or 
drops dummy missiles warning militants to evacuate 
buildings or cars, a tactic known as “knock on the roof” or 
“knock on the bumper.” Hezbollah operatives in Syria 
have reportedly even received phone calls from Israeli 
officials urging them to vacate bases before they are 
demolished. Although there has been collateral damage, 
the number of casualties per raid appears to be low. 
Precise data is not available, but a survey of open-source 
reporting has counted 452 fatalities over the eight years.  
Israel’s Defense Ministry Director-General acknowledged 
conducting one hundred raids from 2012 through 2017, 
and the pace appears to have accelerated, so there seems to 
be an average of one or two fatalities per raid. 

Instead of being dragged into tit-for-tat skirmishes on 
Iraqi soil, the United States should conceptualize and 
implement a systematic, proactive campaign independent 
of attacks by Iran and its proxies. Such a campaign, like 
CBW, would focus on degrading the adversary’s critical 
infrastructure while minimizing unnecessary casualties that 
would trigger inevitable retaliation.  

Iranian Strategy in Iraq  
The Islamic Republic’s geopolitical playbook is built 

on a paradox. On the one hand, Tehran cultivates foreign 
paramilitaries who build states within states by penetrating 
their national governments. Hezbollah is a case in point: 
Lebanon’s current government is an extension of the 
group and its allies. Iraq is moving in a similar direction as 
militias who take orders from Tehran have become among 
the most powerful players in the country’s political and 
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public life. These paramilitaries became an official part of 
the Iraqi security forces and their political arms formed a 
coalition that placed second in the 2018 parliamentary 
elections. Yet as these militias are institutionalized, they 
acquire a more stable and visible structure that is 
increasingly susceptible to retaliation. Thus, in order to 
protect its proxies from retaliation by the United States 
and others, Iran often seeks to give them plausible 
deniability for attacks, by rebranding branches of existing 
groups as distinct entities, frequently labeled as “up and 
coming” or “rogue” militias. 

Maj. Gen. Qassim Suleimani, the late commander of 
the IRGC external operations branch known as the Quds 
Force, was the architect of Iran’s efforts to sow militias 
across the Middle East. Since Soleimani’s death, a slew of 
allegedly new entities have emerged in Iraq including 
Saraya Thawra al-Ashreen, Ashab al- Kahf, Qadbat al-
Huda, and Usbat al-Thairen—the latter having claimed 
responsibility for the March 11 attack on Camp Taji that 
killed two Americans and a Briton. 

These groups present themselves as novel grass-roots 
formations seeking revenge for the U.S. attack that killed 
Soleimani and Iraq’s top paramilitary commander, Abu 
Mahdi al-Mohandes, yet U.S. officials have discerned that 
such groups are, in fact, fronts for established militias such 
as Kata'ib Hezbollah and Asa'ib Ahl al-Haq—essentially 
proxies for Iran’s proxies. One need not look further than 
the logos of the new outfits to notice they all borrow the 
IRGC insignia of an upstretched fist clenching an AK-47 
in front of a globe. Ironically, in an age where hard 
evidence has become the standard for establishing state 
culpability, these groups realize they can maintain plausible 
deniability while still flaunting their patron’s symbols. 

Indeed, proxy proliferation is a fulfillment of 
Suleimani’s direct orders. Last October, the late general 
tasked Kata’ib Hezbollah with assembling a group of low-
profile militiamen to strike American troops in Iraq, noting 
that said unit “would be difficult to detect by the 
Americans.” 

In response to the growing threat, the United States 
has taken force protection measures such as consolidating 
troops on at fewer bases and deploying enhanced missile 
defense systems. The Trump administration is also 
increasing pressure on the Iraqi government to rein in the 
militias while ramping up sanctions on actors underwriting 
Iran’s aggression. 

Yet these measures are not without limitations. While 
defensive measures reduce the effectiveness of Iranian 
attacks, they can only go so far, and a diminished U.S. 
presence allows militias to roam more freely. Just last 
month, members of several Iranian proxies took over two 
areas near both the prime minister’s office and the U.S. 
Embassy in Baghdad’s Green Zone. Relations between 
Washington and Baghdad are already strained, and Iraq has 
proven incapable of cracking down on these militants. 

The Trump administration’s economic sanctions have 
been remarkably successful in hitting Iran’s economy and 
restricting some of the cash flow to its empire of proxies, 
however, Tehran still seems able to operate its networks, 
and militias in the PMF receive Iraqi state funding as well.   

How the United States Can Adapt  
The United States can deal with the militia threat in 

Iraq more effectively by pursuing a campaign informed by 
the principles of CBW. Pursuing infrastructure and assets, 
as opposed to personnel, lessens political fallout, reduces 
the likelihood of retaliation, and exacts a higher financial 
toll on the Islamic Republic. In time, it sends a devastating 
message to Tehran that its investments in command and 
control centers, training campaigns, weaponry, and bases, 
will be lost. A persistent campaign would handicap 
Tehran’s ability to retaliate given that the United States will 
have systematically degraded enemy capabilities, and more 
importantly, reestablish deterrence. Iran will also pay a 
political price domestically as Iranians will be further 
enraged that their government is pouring capital into 
projects that are all for naught as its own people suffer 
economically at home. Indeed, last year, in the deadliest 
political unrest since the Islamic Revolution, many 
demonstrators chanted, “Not Gaza, not Lebanon, my life 
only for Iran.” 

Flaunting the vulnerability of Iran’s proxies is also a 
form of psychological warfare. The targeting of highly 
visible infrastructure denies militia the appearance of 
strength, tarnishing their public image among local 
populations. Hitting a militia office and having the image 
of the aftermath shared widely via traditional and social 
media is an effective way to humiliate Iran-aligned forces, 
lower morale, and display how much damage the United 
States can inflict. This is likely to be met with little 
resistance by Iraqi citizens who have themselves torched 
headquarters of Iran-back militias over the past two years. 

 
Islamic Texts Provide Evidence That Belies Palestinian Propaganda about the Temple Mount 
By Nadav Shragai    israelhayom.com  May 22, 2020 
The Jews who first acquainted Muslim scholars with 
Jerusalem. 

Of all the Palestinian lies about the Temple Mount, 
the most dangerous is the false thinking being  created. In 
recent years, the Palestinians have been kneading the 
timeline of history as if it were  dough. They are writing a 
new historical story for Jerusalem: the Muslims were here 
first, while the  Jews – who have no ties whatsoever to the 

city and its holy sites – arrived after them, then  proceeded 
to steal, block off, and invent a story about the Mount and 
the Temple that sits there.   

For the past few years, Israel has opted to stay in its 
PR comfort zone. In the face of these mega-lies, it  chose 
to focus on the Palestinian ritual that goes along with the 
invented history and assigns Israel an  intention of 
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destroying "Al-Aqsa" by means of an artificial earthquake 
and "throwing chemicals on the  foundations of the 
mosque," as well as horrific cartoons that show Jews as 
"Dr. Streimer" or as snakes  and octopuses wrapping 
themselves around the Dome of the Rock, stealing ice 
cream bars shaped like  Al-Aqsa with evil looks, or cutting 
off the top of the Dome of the Rock with a guillotine and 
rushing Al- Aqsa on D9 bulldozers to raze it.   

But none of these imaginings or works of art comes 
close to the seriousness of what Palestinian  leaders have 
been doing to their people's thinking for several years now: 
the "historical" statement  that Jewish ties to Jerusalem are 
based on falsehoods; that Jews have no true ties to 
Jerusalem; that  the Temple never stood on the Temple 
Mount; or that the Temple itself was only imaginary – "Al-
 Mazoom," as they call it.   

The immediate reaction to this false version of history 
is to turn to archaeology and well-established  history – 
hundreds of Jewish and Christian historical sources – to 
disprove the plié. But it seems that  isn't enough. Even the 
long list of prominent Muslim religious figures who for 
1,300 years wrote  unhesitatingly about the Temple Mount 
as the location of the Jewish Temple makes no impression 
of  missions of Muslims.   

So we need something else – to delve into the history 
of the Mount. In the past few years the  research "tool belt" 
at our disposal has expanded, and we should use it. More 
and more academic  studies are showing that the Muslims, 
from the first time they visited the Mount, used Jews to 
find  their way around and that the Jews were the ones who 
taught Muslims about the Mount and where  its borders lie, 
as well as the boundaries of the Foundation Stone, and 
that the first Muslim  ceremonies at the Dome of the Rock 
bore a striking resemblance to Jewish ceremonies at the 
very  Temple whose existence the Muslims now deny.   

These studies demonstrate that the original reason 
why the Temple Mount was sacred to Islam and  why the 
mosques were built there in the first place was the return 
to the place where the Temple had  stood with the goal of 
replacing Judaism and Christianity with Islam, the 
"supreme religion."  Muhammad, it turns out, was 
influenced by his Jewish neighbors in Medina more than 
we thought.  The similarity between Islamic customs and 
the customs of Judaism, which directly inspired Islam in its 
 early days, is not coincidental at all.   

The most convincing sources that argue for the 
existence of the Temple and the Mount having  belonged 
to the Jews first are Islamic texts from the period in which 
the Dome of the Rock was  constructed. These indicate 
that the Jews sort of mentored the Muslims, helping them 
get to know  the holy compound, shortly after their joint 
enemy – the Byzantines – were defeated.   

Archaeologist Professor Dan Bahat, for example, 
notes that the Muslims, who knew about the Jewish  ties to 

Jerusalem and the Temple Mount, respected the Jews in 
the first centuries following the  construction of the Dome 
of the Rock and Al-Aqsa Mosque. He found plenty of 
evidence of that,  including writings by Mujir al-Din of the 
15th century, considered a preeminent source for the 
Muslim  history of Jerusalem.   

Other research by prominent current-day students of 
Islam show that in the early days of the Dome of  the 
Rock, Muslim religious rites on the Mount were very 
similar to those held in the Temple. Historian  Dr. Milka 
Levy-Rubin describes how the Muslims would anoint the 
Foundation Stone with "incense,"  based on ancient Jewish 
literature. She says that in the compound itself, Jews and 
Christians served  religious role, dressed very like the 
priests as they were described in the Bible: a cloth robe, a 
miter,  and sashes of expensive and embellished fabric. 
"Even though this all existed for a very short time, it 
 clearly shows the reason the place was originally chosen… 
apparently, the Muslims in the beginning  saw themselves 
as carrying out the rites of the Jewish Temple," she writes. 

 Levy-Rubin has tracked the earlier findings of Herbert 
Busa and professors Amikan Elad and Moshe  Sharon. Her 
discoveries shouldn't surprise us. From its inception, Islam 
adopted Jewish traditions, such  as the prohibition against 
eating pork, ordered daily prayers, circumcision, and fast 
days. Along with all  this, we now learn, Islam copied part 
of the rites of the Temple from Judaism, even though it 
now  vigorously denies Judaism's primacy – and even its 
existence – on the Mount.   

Even Umayyad coins bearing the symbol of the 
famous Temple menorah along with a text from the 
  "Shahada" (the Muslim declaration of faith) discovered 
over the years indicate the extent to which the  Muslims 
were first influenced on the Mount by its original owners, 
the Jews. Two researchers have  addressed this point, the 
late Professor Dan Barag and Dr. Yoav Farhi. These 
Muslim coins that feature  such an iconic Jewish symbol, 
were minted by the Muslim rulers in the time of the 
Umayyad dynasty.  

Moreover, only a few years ago archaeologists Asaf 
Abraham and Peretz Reuven discovered a 1,000- year-old 
inscription in a mosque in the village of Nuba in the 
southern Hebron Hills. The inscription  proves that at the 
beginning of the Muslim period, the structure of the 
Dome of the Rock was called   "Beit al-Maqdis," a reference 
to the Temple that had once stood there. The inscription 
calls into  question the narrative recited by many Muslims 
about a total lack of Jewish ties to the Temple Mount,  and 
sheds more light on the frequent Muslim use of the words 
"Beit al-Maqdis" as a name for  Jerusalem or the Temple 
Mount.   

Now, on the 53rd Jerusalem Day, this is the topmost 
public diplomacy mission for Foreign Minister Gabi 
 Ashkenazi and Jerusalem Affairs and Heritage Minister 



Page 11             June 6, 2020    Focus on Israel 
 
Rafi Peretz. Historical research from Jewish,  Christian, and 
Muslim sources that can blast apart the pack of Palestinian 
lies stands at their disposal.  They only need to disseminate 

it. It could be a game-changer in the war for how people 
see  Jerusalem, especially anti-Israel entities in the West, 
which blindly accept the lies, and even the  Muslim world. 

 
Israel-Iran attacks: ‘Cyber winter is coming’ 
By Mehul Srivastava/Tel Aviv, Najmeh Bozorgmehr/Tehran, Katrina Manson/Washington   ft.com   May 31, 2020 
Suspected online assaults on water plant and port 
offer clues to next stage of rivalry. 

In early April, municipal workers at a water pumping 
station in central Israel noticed a warning from their 
computer systems — a few pumps had been 
malfunctioning, turning off and on without being told to. 

At first, it seemed innocuous — water pumps are 
finicky and the malfunctions did not seem to disrupt the 
supply — but within hours, investigators found something 
more ominous. 

A piece of Iranian-written code had travelled around 
the world, passing through servers in the US and Europe 
to hide its origins, and finally to the commercially 
manufactured software controllers that operated the water 
pumps, according to four Israeli officials and a western 
intelligence official briefed on the findings. 

Its suspected goal? To trick the computers into 
increasing the amount of chlorine added to the treated 
water that flows to Israeli homes, the western official said. 

An Israeli official said the suspected attack — the 
latest salvo in the four-decade hostility between the two 
countries — had opened the door to “an unpredictable 
risk scenario”. The official added that it had created a 
precedent for tit-for-tat cyber attacks on civilian 
infrastructure that both countries have so far avoided — 
and may still be keen to avoid. 

An Iranian regime insider dismissed the allegations. 
“Iran cannot politically afford to try to poison Israeli 

civilians. And even if Iran did so, where is the Israelis’ 
appropriate response?” the regime insider said. “Our 
suspicion is that Israelis want more money from the US 
and made up the whole thing. But the Americans are no 
idiots.” 

Alireza Miryousefi, spokesman for Iran’s mission to 
the UN, said Iran’s cyber activities “are purely defensive 
and protective”. 

 “As a victim of cyber warfare . . . and other cyber 
sabotages, we know well how destructive it can be,” Mr 
Miryousefi said. “We have been continuously a target by 
malevolent forces, and will continue to defend against any 
attack.” 

Both governments regularly accuse each other of 
nefarious activities and engage in propaganda. 

The alleged Iranian cyber attack on the water plant 
could have triggered fail-safes that would have left tens of 
thousand of civilians and farms parched in the middle of 
an Israel heatwave, as the pumping station shut down 
when the excess chemical was detected. In the worst-case 
scenario, hundreds of people would have been at risk of 

becoming ill, said the western official, whose government 
was briefed on the attack. 

“It was more sophisticated than they [Israel] initially 
thought,” the official said. “It was close to successful, and 
it’s not fully clear why it didn’t succeed.” 

Israel is now braced for further cyber attacks. 
“Cyber winter is coming and coming even faster than I 

suspected,” Yigal Unna, the head of Israel’s National 
Cyber Directorate told a conference last week, without 
mentioning Iran’s alleged role in the suspected attack on 
the water station. “We are just seeing the beginning — we 
will remember this as a changing point in the history of 
modern cyber warfare.” 

Israel officials said the Jewish state retaliated last 
month for the alleged Iranian attack. 

Under orders from Naftali Bennett, then acting 
defence minister, Israel carried out a small, but 
sophisticated attack on the Shahid Rajaee Port, which 
handles nearly half of Iran’s foreign trade, according to 
two of the Israeli officials, who asked not to be identified 
because they were not authorised to discuss the issue in 
public. 

“It was small, very small — like a knock on the door,” 
said one official. “Think of it [as] a gentle reminder. ‘We 
know where you live.’” 

Neither Israel nor Iran have officially acknowledged 
targeting each other’s civilian infrastructure, nor have they 
publicly described the severity of the cyber attacks. 

The Iranian regime insider said: “Iranian ports are 
usually chaotic and disruptions happen.” 

The Washington Post first reported the Israeli attack 
on the Iranian port, citing US intelligence officials. An 
Iranian government statement said Tehran was 
investigating the possibility of a cyber attack at the port. 

Striking at Iranian civilian infrastructure was an 
escalation taken at the behest of Mr Bennett, who insisted 
on a visible response to the suspected attack on the water 
infrastructure, according to two Israeli officials. At the 
time, Mr Bennett’s tenure as caretaker defence minister 
was close to ending, as a new Israeli government had been 
agreed upon, but not sworn in. 

Mr Bennett, who served in an elite military unit, and is 
considered more rightwing than prime minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu, demanded a list of targets from the Israeli 
military, said two of the Israeli officials. His office declined 
to comment. 

The Israel Defense Forces has a small cyber security 
unit specifically dedicated to probing enemy defences, 
including a still unclaimed attack using malware that ended 
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up crippling Iran’s centrifuge program around 2010 that is 
widely attributed to Israel. 

The port was “roughly in the middle of the page of 
options,” said an Israeli official. “Any disruption would be 
economic, nobody’s safety would be placed at risk, they 
would be reminded we are here, we are watching.” 

It is unclear how successful the attack was in 
disrupting the port’s activities, which are already chaotic 

due to sanctions that have crippled Iran’s economy. The 
western official said he was shown evidence of lines of 
trucks waiting to enter the port as the authorities sought to 
fix the damage. 

“So Iran may have caused a temporary water shortage, 
and Israel may have caused a temporary traffic jam,” the 
official said. “In the grand scheme of things, it’s nothing. 
But it never stops at that.” 

 
At an Elite American University, Tolerance and Pluralism Apply to Everyone but Israelis 
By Zohar Levy     stanforddaily.com   May 25, 2020  
A report from the frontlines of campus anti-Semitism. 

Does the United States have a right to exist? Do the 
statements and actions of President Donald Trump 
unilaterally dictate U.S. values or intentions? Is the U.S. 
military a terrorist organization? 

Most Americans would reject these questions as 
unreasonable and unfair. Many would feel attacked at the 
very core of their national identity. Even the few who 
might argue that the U.S. does not have a right to exist 
virtually never argue for its dissolution. Yet the Stanford 
community widely accepts these questions as justifiable 
when “U.S.” is replaced with “Israel.” 

In the face of rising anti-Semitism, including violence 
against Jews and Jewish community centers and outlandish 
accusations that Jews started COVID-19, one might 
expect Stanford’s student body to stand up against these 
injustices rather than contribute to them.  

Nevertheless, as an Israeli-American student, I’m 
constantly asked to defend my nationality. On my first day 
of freshman fall, after my classmate and I exchanged our 
names and their etymologies, they asked my opinion on 
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in the brief moments before 
class started. My peer demonstrated that mentioning Israel, 
or even Hebrew, on campus immediately eliminates any of 
the social norms that empower us to spend time 
respectfully engaged in intricate and vulnerable 
conversations. Instead, students seem to feel entitled to 
demand my nuanced opinion in a 10-second soundbite. 

Moreover, the term “Zionism” has lost the 
conversation it deserves, as many are quick to categorically 
condemn it. I do not believe that anti-Zionism is always 
anti-Semitic, and I do not insist that Israel is flawless. As in 
the U.S., many Israelis also criticize their government and 
its policies. It is everyone’s civic duty to encourage all 
nations to work toward peace, prosperity and equality. Like 
any other country, the state of Israel has work to do. But 
questioning the legitimacy of Israel’s very existence is anti-
Semitic. Jews have a right to self-determination and 
national aspirations, just like all other people. Zionism is 
not as simple as people make it out to be.  

Zionism is the Jewish national aspiration to establish a 
homeland (preferably in Zion, the Land of Israel, but not 
necessarily so). It does not define the borders of such a 
state. It does not necessitate removing people from their 
homes. It does not propose an exclusively Jewish nation, 

nor does it deny the right of Palestinians to have their own 
state. Zionism is simply a movement to establish a state for 
a people that has been persecuted around the world for 
millennia. 

Jewish nationalism stems from the constant 
marginalization and forced migration Jews have faced. My 
family is a patchwork of Jewish histories. I am a Zionist 
because my Mizrahi grandfather, like millions of other 
Arab Jews, deserved a safe home after he was forced to 
flee Iraq in 1936. I am a Zionist because my Ashkenazi 
grandmother needed security after escaping Nazi-
controlled Austria. I am a Zionist because I believe that 
my Sephardic grandmother has the right to continue her 
ninth-generation lineage of living in Jerusalem. I am a 
proud Zionist because my father was born in Israel, the 
only land where my family has been welcomed.  

Because of my own family history, and the larger 
history of widespread persecution of Jewish people, I am 
also intensely sensitive to how my Israeli identity affects 
others. I know that many people have strong feelings 
about Israel. At the same time, many people at Stanford 
are unfamiliar with the complexities of the Middle East, 
just as I am less familiar with any number of complex 
international conflicts in other regions. However, the 
increasingly common belief that Zionism fundamentally 
denies Palestinians humanity or a homeland is both 
inaccurate and anti-Semitic. 

As a Jewish student at Stanford with a strong 
commitment to human rights, I often feel excluded from 
discourse intended to protect minorities. Even on this 
campus, I have been told by peers and professors that all 
Jews are privileged, all Jews are rich and cheap, all Jews are 
white and all Jews have big noses. The new wave of anti-
Judaism includes a new trope: All Jews who support Israel 
hate Muslims and Arabs. Normalizing these anti-Semitic 
assumptions has allowed students to freely express 
aggression and hatred toward Israel and Israelis. If this 
slander or abhorrent language were directed toward any 
other nationality, it would never be tolerated. While 
Stanford students are quick to say they support all 
communities, commonplace anti-Israel rhetoric on our 
campus is clear, repeated hypocrisy.  

Two years ago, a Stanford student posted that he 
would “physically fight Zionists on campus.” He soon 
resigned from his role as a dorm’s resident assistant and 
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apologized for his language in a statement to The Daily. 
The University responded by saying it was investigating the 
situation. Suffice to say, as an Israeli-American and 
incoming Jewish frosh that summer, I did not feel safe on 
my new campus. Ironically, that student continues to lead 
the Faces of Community initiative, which aims to support 
minority experiences and make all new frosh feel safe and 
welcome on campus. 

Last week, past tweets of an incumbent Student 
senator running for reelection conveyed similarly violent 
rhetoric as she said supporters of Israel should “choke.” I 
was horrified by her anger toward my identity, and soon 
realized her tweets were far more dangerous than a 
physical threat. By her standards, not only did being pro-
Israel mean compromising my progressive values, but I 
was alarmed to see that she even went so far as to compare 
supporters of Israel to sexual predators. Although she 
apologized to the Stanford community with a statement 
titled, “My Freedom of Speech Does Not Stop as a 
Senator,” she insinuated her statements had been 
misunderstood and taken out of context. She has since 
been reelected. As a member of the Jewish and Israeli 
communities at Stanford, I do not feel that this apology is 
sufficient to exonerate her. I am disappointed that 
someone who publicly threatened me and my community 
was still allowed to rerun and win office as my 
representative. 

I do recognize my own biases when talking about 
Israel; I recognize that even after a lifetime of research and 
discussion, I will still be a stranger to the Palestinian 
experience. This does not mean, however, that I don’t 
actively pursue means for mutual understanding and aspire 
for peace and prosperity for both Israelis and Palestinians. 
In high school and at Stanford, I’ve not only engaged in 
worthwhile dialogue but also developed friendships with 
Arab and Muslim friends. In line with my passion for 
language, studying Arabic these past two years at Stanford 
has given me the tools to engage directly with Arabic-
speaking people in their own tongue. Within the Arabic 
department, the meaningful relationships we’ve cherished 
have established linguistic and personal foundations that I 
look forward to building upon. I intend to study the 

Palestinian dialect in the coming years in Israel where I can 
personally cultivate relationships with people in the Arab-
Israeli and Palestinian communities.  

I, as a Zionist, am proud that Israel is both the 
historical and present homeland for Jewish and non-Jewish 
citizens. I wish no harm toward Palestinians living in the 
West Bank, Gaza or abroad. On the contrary, I believe in a 
future of celebrating both an Israeli state and a Palestinian 
state. I am disappointed that for many, “pro-Israeli” and 
“pro-Palestinian” are mutually exclusive. More 
distressingly, “pro-Israel” is too often interpreted as “anti-
Palestine” or “anti-Muslim” — which is plainly false.  

Each and every one of us is entitled to opinions 
crafted from our own experiences. I look forward to 
engaging in conversation with people who broaden my 
own perspectives. But I can only do so if we all agree to 
respect the other as humans equally worthy of human 
rights and empathy. I do not shy away from tough and 
vulnerable discussions or stories from my Palestinian 
neighbors. Through the Stanford Israel Association this 
year, I helped bring Comedy for Peace and leaders of the 
Israeli Jewish-Israeli Muslim village Wahat al-Salam Neve 
Shalom to promote dialogue and remind ourselves of our 
shared cultures, values and humanity — and I hope other 
organizations at Stanford and beyond will join me in this 
mission to promote respectful and productive discussion 
and friendship. 

Stanford’s administration, professors and students 
have failed to support the Israeli community and students 
who support Israel. This pervasive, anti-Israel commentary 
rarely comes with intentions for respectful dialogue. It 
promotes the misperception that one cannot support both 
Israel and Palestine, and that supporting Israel is inherently 
“anti-Palestine.” 

Denying me, an Israeli citizen, protection from 
harassment and ignorance at Stanford is a tremendous 
oversight on the part of a community that prides itself on 
diversity, tolerance and open scholarly discourse. Quite 
simply, these ignorant and hateful comments have no 
place on our campus. I ask that you treat me with the same 
humanity in this conversation as you would peers from any 
other political, religious, ethnic or racial background. 

 
How Michel Foucault Initiated the Western Left’s Love Affair with Radical Islam 
By Reza Parchizadeh     besacenter.org   May  28, 2020  
Despite protestations to the contrary, Brussels cares 
about neither the Palestinians nor international law. 

The Islamist regime in Iran has now been firmly in 
power for over 40 years. The leaders of the regime and 
those they favor continue to benefit from their decades-
long rule, but the people of Iran—as well as the countries 
in its neighborhood—suffer from the tyranny and terror 
unleashed on them by the regime and its ruthless 
Revolutionary Guards. 

Analysts of different stripes usually tend to interpret 
the so-called “Islamic Revolution” of 1979 as the 

manifestation of the yearning of the Iranian people to free 
themselves from the tyranny of monarchy and Western 
interference. They tend not to mention that the revolution 
had a broad ideological scope that pitted the global left 
against the global right on the Iranian battleground. 

Some of the most influential Western leftist 
intellectuals had a great personal stake in the Iranian 
revolution.  They played a significant role in pushing Iran 
into the arms of Islamism in order to fulfil their ideological 
dream of “defeating capitalism” around the world. 
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The foremost of those intellectuals was French 
philosopher and journalist Michel Foucault. 

Foucault’s interest in Islamism started in 1978, when 
the Italian newspaper Corriere della Sera called on him to 
write a series of articles about Iran. To fulfill that 
assignment, Foucault spent time among members of the 
left-leaning Confederation of Iranian Students and other 
opponents of the Pahlavi regime in Europe. He then went 
to Tehran and met with many prominent revolutionaries. 
When he returned to France, he visited Ayatollah 
Khomeini in the village of Neauphle-le-Château near Paris 
where he was exiled at the time. 

Foucault strongly supported what he called the 
“spiritual revolution” in Iran, an event he believed was 
meant to save humanity from the clutches of materialism 
and capitalism. Though he was occasionally called out in 
French intellectual circles and in the French press for 
taking such a stance, he did not stop supporting the 
Islamist revolution. 

However, the subsequent violence of the Islamofascist 
regime eventually repelled even the enthusiastic Foucault. 
When news of summary executions on school rooftops in 
Tehran and mass executions of regime opponents in 
prisons—especially those who had leftist leanings—began 
to make the rounds in the international media, Foucault 
was severely hurt both intellectually and emotionally. He 
wrote a letter to the PM of Iran’s interim government, 
Mehdi Bazargan, in which he condemned the violence. It 
was at that point that Foucault began to distance himself 
from Islamism, a subject he avoided until his death a few 
years later. 

The impact of Foucault’s experience with the Iranian 
revolution can be perceived in his later works, especially 
The History of Sexuality (1976-84). In this three-volume 
study on the epistemology of power—one of his most 
mellow works—he challenges some of his own most 
controversial earlier positions. In this work, Foucault no 
longer regards capitalism as a totalitarian system. Despite 

its shortcomings and constraints, he sees in it room for 
positive action. 

Be that as it may, the legacy of Foucault’s advocacy of 
Islamism remains with us to this day. His favor made it 
much easier for the Islamists to justify their positions to 
Western audiences despite their tyranny and violence in 
the Middle East, North Africa, and Southeast Asia. 
Leftists, who are hostile on principle to Western values 
under the all-encompassing term “capitalism,” felt free to 
ally themselves with Islamists and thereby helped to 
promote their agenda in the West. 

Almost from the very beginning of the revolution in 
Iran, it became fashionable in the Western academic world 
to employ Islamist professors, scholars, and researchers. 
The recruitment of Islamists at Middle East Studies centers 
in Europe and North America, and their promotion in 
influential Western media, became commonplace. Over 
the past 40 years, the global intellectual approach to Iran 
has thus been firmly in the clutches of Islamists and their 
left-leaning allies. Iran has enjoyed Western intellectual 
protection throughout its descent into decades of tyranny 
reminiscent of that of the tsar-like Putin and Communist 
China. 

Throughout these years, liberal Iranians who called for 
Western-style democracy in Iran and normalization of 
relations with the West, Israel, and the Arab world have 
been opposed and silenced with the chimera of 
“Islamophobia.” However, as the majority of the people of 
Iran and the Middle East are sick and tired of Islamism, a 
great opportunity has arisen to reverse that trend. 

Iran must be brought back to the West. But to achieve 
that end, Islamism must lose its intellectual impunity and 
be relentlessly put to question. The time has come to 
review and banish entrenched clichés for the sake of a 
more liberal, peaceful, and prosperous world. As the 
mayhem started in Iran, it is only appropriate that it should 
also end in Iran. 
Dr. Parchizadeh is a political theorist, historian, and senior analyst.

  
The Unjust and the Unjustifiable 
EDITORIAL     hamodia.com   June 2, 2020  
The murder of an innocent man can never be ignored. 
Nor can a civilized society look the other way on acts 
of anarchy and arson. 

The anguish and fury felt by many Americans upon 
learning of the brutal and unjust death of 46-year-old 
George Floyd is not only understandable but 
commendable. Yet the actions of the rioters who have 
exploited this senseless murder to commit and incite acts 
of violence against innocent people are indefensible. These 
rioters are dishonoring the memory of Mr. Floyd and are 
emulating the very conduct they are supposedly protesting 
against. 

Floyd — the father of two daughters, the younger only 
six years old — was arrested last Monday in Minneapolis, 
Minnesota, after an employee at a grocery store accused 

him of trying to pass a counterfeit $20 bill. The African 
American was lying facedown on the ground with his 
hands cuffed behind his back. According to a cell phone 
video taken by a bystander, he did not seem to be resisting 
as a white police officer ignored Floyd’s desperate pleas 
that he couldn’t breathe and used a knee restraint on his 
neck that culminated in his death. 

The African American community has every right, 
even an obligation, to demand answers as to how this was 
allowed to happen in America in 2020. The fact that three 
other officers at the scene actively assisted in this horrific 
crime — one of them held Floyd’s back, another his legs, 
and a third prevented onlookers from intervening — 
indicates that this was a broader issue than a single rogue 
cop. While all four officers have been fired, only one of 
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them has thus far been charged. This is unacceptable. All 
those involved in any sort of police brutality must be 
brought to justice. 

At the same time, this should not be taken to mean 
open season on police officers nationwide. It is vital for all 
to recognize that the vast majority of police officers treat 
all citizens, including suspects in custody, in a professional 
and just manner. Much as it is unfair to blame all members 
of any group for the actions of a minority of their 
members, it is unacceptable to hold all police officers 
responsible for what happened in Minneapolis. 

No matter how reprehensible the crime being 
protested may be, it does not justify assaults on innocent 
civilians and the wanton destruction of property. Among 
the rampaging rioters who set fire to stores and cars were 
whites, and among their many victims were a significant 
number of African Americans. As is invariably the case in 

a breakdown of law and order, anti-Semitic elements took 
the opportunity to pursue their own hate-filled agenda and, 
in some areas, Jewish-owned shops and shuls were 
specifically targeted. 

In a particularly symbolic gesture, in Los Angeles, a 
statue of Raoul Wallenberg, the gentile who heroically 
risked his life to save tens thousands of Jews from the 
hands of the Nazis, was defaced. This is not the work of 
demonstrators seeking justice, but thugs using a terrible 
tragedy as an excuse to commit crimes of their own. 

Every American — of every race and religion — is 
entitled to be able to make a purchase at a grocery without 
fear that it will end in a deadly confrontation with police. 
And every police officer, store owner and civilian is 
entitled to be protected from violent marauders. 

Justice must be colorblind, and the rule of law, meted 
out fairly but firmly, must reign throughout the land. 
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