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Second-Class Citizens No More    By Gideon Israel 
 Speaking at the AIPAC policy conference in 2016, then-candidate 
Donald Trump proclaimed: “When I become president, the days of 
treating Israel like a second-class citizen will end on day one. And 
when I say something, I mean it, I mean it.” 
 Obviously, this was an applause line, meant to fire up the 
audience, many of whose members felt that the past eight years under 
the administration of U.S. President Barack Obama had put a strain on 
the U.S.-Israel relationship. 
 Upon hearing that line, the majority most likely assumed that if 
Trump was elected, the U.S.-Israel relationship would return to 
something akin to what it had been during the administrations of 
George W. Bush or Bill Clinton. In both cases, it was a warm 
relationship, and Obama’s administration was a departure from that. 
However, Trump’s phrase “second-class citizen” didn’t appear to have 
a specific meaning. 
 Though many supporters of the U.S.-Israel relationship hoped that 
Trump would live up to his campaign promises, there was still 
skepticism. Would he be fundamentally different from previous 
presidents on issues such as Jerusalem and the settlements, and would 
he actually take the major step of withdrawing from the Iran nuclear 
deal? Yes, these issues were important to his evangelical base, and his 
campaign team contained pro-Israel figures. But how he would operate 
as president remained unknown. 
 As we have witnessed over the past four years, the Trump 
administration’s approach to Israel has been qualitatively different 
from that of all its predecessors. Trump adviser Jared Kushner 
summed up this difference in October, saying that previous 
administrations viewed being to openly pro-Israel as inhibiting peace, 
whereas in reality the opposite happened. 
 He also dismissed the “false notion of America being an honest 
broker.” 
 “America is not impartial,” he said. “America’s job is to look after 
the interests of America. And one of the things that is a fundamental 
underpinning of our Middle East policy toward stability is the 
relationship with Israel, which we want to strengthen.” 
 And strengthen it they did. 
 Some of the most notable and public steps that the Trump 
administration took were its recognition of Jerusalem as Israel’s 
capital; moving its embassy in Israel from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem; 
recognizing Israeli sovereignty over the Golan Heights; declaring that 
Israeli communities in Judea and Samaria are not illegal per se; taking 
swift and decisive action at the United Nations to quash anti-Israel 
resolutions from seeing the light of day; putting international 
institutions discriminating against Israel on notice that such behavior 
would no longer be tolerated; cutting off the numerous channels that 
the Palestinian Authority used to delegitimize Israel; and declaring the 
BDS movement to be anti-Semitic. 
 There were other, more symbolic, moves, as well, such as Trump’s 
having visited Israel on his first foreign trip; being the first U.S. 
president to visit the Western wall; Mike Pompeo’s having been the 
first U.S. secretary of state to visit Judea and Samaria; and Pompeo’s 
encouraging Israel to defeat its enemies decisively—rather than merely 
accepting its need to defend itself, which was the attitude of previous 
administrations. 
 And though the Trump administration supported Israel in a way 
that no other U.S. administration had done, its actions shouldn’t be 
extraordinary where the treatment of a close ally is concerned. 
Recognizing an ally’s stated capital; recognizing sovereignty over land 
captured in a defense war and vital to an ally’s security; combating 
diplomatically those who would try to destroy an ally—all are normal 
steps that a country would and should take. 
 In retrospect, however, Israel was subjected to and accepted many 
norms that contradicted the above, which made Trump’s actions—
those he had promised at the AIPAC conference prior to his election—

remarkable. 
 As Pompeo said to 
Israeli Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu during a 
joint press conference in 
November—held to announce 
that the U.S. State Department 
would regard the BDS movement 
as anti-Semitic and would begin 

cracking down on groups affiliated with it—“I know this may sound 
simple to you, Mr. Prime Minister; it seems like a statement of fact.” 
 In other words, it ought to have been clear that Israel’s closest 
ally wouldn’t tolerate such a movement. But Netanyahu, used to 
having his country given the “second-class citizen” treatment, 
replied: “It doesn’t sound simple. It sounds simply wonderful.” 
 The same view of the U.S.-Israel alliance led Trump to publicly 
question why Israel would allow Reps. Rashida Tlaib (D-Mich.) and 
Ilhan Omar (D-Minn.) to visit the country when their only purpose 
was to slander and create a PR disaster for it. 
 Ditto with regard to Trump’s decision to pull U.S. troops out of 
Syria despite Israeli concerns, which he dismissed by reminding 
Israel that the United States gives it $4.5 billion for its defense. 
 With the dawn of the incoming administration of U.S. President-
elect Joe Biden, policy changes concerning Israel and the Middle 
East can be expected. 
 But one of the major gifts that the Trump administration has 
bequeathed to Israel—along with all of the aforementioned actions, 
both concrete and symbolic—is the knowledge that it should no 
longer see itself, nor accept a reality in which it is seen, as a “second-
class citizen” among the nations.   (JNS Jan 19) 

 
 
Wendy Sherman and the Art of Failing Upward 
By Jonathan S. Tobin 
 Albert Einstein didn’t say it. Neither did Benjamin Franklin. 
Whoever it was who was the first to observe that doing the same 
thing over and over again and expecting a different result is the 
definition of insanity may not have been as smart as either of those 
two acclaimed geniuses, but they were nonetheless correct. Yet 
unfortunately no one seems to have informed either President-elect 
Joe Biden or Wendy Sherman about this. 
 Sherman, who was officially named as Biden’s choice to be 
Deputy Secretary of State over the weekend, is yet another familiar 
name among those slated to lead the new administration. Biden’s 
foreign-policy team is a veritable Obama era reunion party with 
virtually every leading figure having been part of the same group that 
led the nation from 2009 to 2017, including incoming Secretary of 
State Anthony Blinken and National Security Advisor Jake Sullivan. 
 The new president has chosen people with whom he is already 
comfortable and who know the ropes. After four years of the circus 
that was the Trump administration, that sounds good to a lot of 
people. But while Americans will welcome calm and discretion from 
those in power, that is not necessarily the same thing as being smart 
or effective. And while experience is usually an asset in most facets 
of life, there are exceptions to that rule. When people continually fail 
at their jobs—and then not only don’t learn from their mistakes, but 
are so self-deluded that they believe they’ve been right all along—
that’s where that line about insanity may prove relevant. 
 Sherman has already served at the State Department in a few 
different capacities. During the Clinton administration, she was an 
Assistant Secretary of State and then served as Counselor to 
Secretary Madeleine Albright. Under Obama, she was Deputy 
Secretary of State for Political Affairs, which made fourth in the 
pecking order at the department. Now, after spending the Trump 
years raking in cash working for Albright’s consulting group and 
enjoying a comfortable sinecure as a professor at Harvard 
University’s Kennedy School of Government, she’ll be the No. 2 at 
State. 
 But Sherman’s claim to fame is not her glittering résumé and 
connections. She is what passes for an “expert” in negotiating nuclear 
agreements with rogue regimes. That makes her a living, breathing 
example of how overrated diplomatic experience can be. No one else 
can claim credit for playing the principal role in two of the worst 
negotiations ever conducted by an American diplomat. 
 In 1994, Clinton gave her the job of negotiating an agreement 
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with North Korea with a goal to obligate that mad Communist 
government to freeze and then dismantle its nuclear program. 
 Clinton had given her a fool’s errand. North Korea was then led by 
Kim Jong-il, the father of Kim Jong-un, the current head of that 
criminal regime. There was no possible inducement that the United 
States could offer to get him to give up his bid for nuclear weapons. A 
wiser diplomat than Sherman would have told her superiors that any 
effort to appease him was doomed to failure, and that the goodies the 
United States were offering would strengthen him while worsening the 
plight of North Korea’s people and further destabilizing the region. 
 But Sherman was not in possession of that kind of wisdom. 
Instead, she went ahead offering various cash prizes and diplomatic 
concessions in order to get the North Koreans to sign an agreement 
that could be presented to the world as a foreign-policy triumph. She 
continued in that vein until Clinton left office, in spite of the fact that 
the other side simply pocketed every gift she brought while not 
actually doing anything they were asked to do. On her watch, the 
North Korean nuclear problem was not only not solved, but grew 
worse as rather than “freeze and dismantle,” Kim Jong-il continued to 
accumulate nukes and missiles. 
 One would think that after this abysmal failure, Sherman would 
have lost any credibility as a diplomat. But if you are a member in 
good standing of the foreign-policy establishment, there’s no such 
thing as having your work judged by arbitrary standards like success 
or failure. In that world, the only assets worth having are experience 
and connections—and Sherman had both. So the next time a Democrat 
arrived in the White House, she was back in business at the State 
Department with an even more important title and an even bigger task: 
negotiating an agreement with Iran that would fulfill President Barack 
Obama’s campaign promise to eliminate Iran’s nuclear program. 
 In the talks with Iran, Sherman had an advantage that she hadn’t 
had when faced with Kim Jong-Il. Unlike the North Koreans, Iran had 
a large economy that was connected to the rest of the world. It was 
dependent on the sale of oil to keep its government and the vast 
terrorist enterprise run by the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps 
afloat. Congress had forced Obama to go along with tough 
international sanctions on Iran and the pain they inflicted forced Iran 
to the negotiating table. 
 But while Iran’s position was weak, its chief negotiator, Foreign 
Minister Mohammad Javad Zarif had one card to play, and he did so 
expertly. He knew that Sherman’s primary goal—and that of Obama 
and Secretary of State John Kerry—was a deal at any price. 
 So when Zarif said “no” to each of the West’s demands, Sherman 
conceded each point. Like all appeasers, Sherman claimed that the 
only alternatives were a false choice between appeasement and war. In 
the agreement that Obama heralded as a triumph for diplomacy, 
sanctions would be lifted, yet there would be no dismantling of Iran’s 
nuclear program. While it would temporarily halt nuclear enrichment, 
it would keep its advanced technology. Nor did the deal place any 
curbs on Iran’s support of terrorism, its illegal missile production or its 
foreign adventures in pursuit of regional hegemony. Worst of all, 
Sherman agreed to sunset clauses that would mean that each of the 
limited restrictions on Iran’s program would eventually expire. The 
last of them will end in 2030, at which point Iran can race to build a 
bomb with Western approval. 
 By any objective standard, Sherman’s handiwork was a disaster. A 
government that was a merciless tyranny at home, a threat to the 
stability of neighboring Arab states and pledged to Israel’s destruction 
had been enriched and empowered. 
 Sherman was one of those who greatly benefited from Obama’s 
decision to make support for the deal a partisan litmus test for 
Democrats. Since something so closely identified with a popular 
president against whom criticism was often falsely attributed to 
racism, Sherman’s handiwork escaped the sort of close analysis from 
journalists who had become—in the words of Obama staffer Ben 
Rhodes—a “media echo chamber” for the administration. 
 The deal left future presidents with the unenviable task of having 
to clean up Sherman’s mess. Sooner or later, the United States was 
going to have to scrap the pact and start the work of pressuring Iran to 
renegotiate and get a deal that would foreclose, rather than postpone 
the nuclear threat, in addition to dealing with its terrorism and 
missiles. President Donald Trump chose to do so sooner, and his 
“maximum pressure” strategy returned the West to the position of 
strength it held in 2013, when Sherman started giving away the store 
to Zarif. But rather than negotiate, Iran listened to the advice of Kerry 

and simply waited for a Democrat to win in 2020. 
 With Biden’s victory, he now has a chance to fulfill his pledge to 
revive the nuclear deal with Iran. Still, he understands that’s not 
enough and is therefore also promising to strengthen the agreement to 
correct Sherman’s mistakes. 
 But who has he chosen to accomplish that difficult task? None 
other than Wendy Sherman. 
 While choosing someone with such a dismal record of failure is a 
terrible idea under any circumstances, it might be somewhat 
defensible had Sherman publicly held herself accountable for her 
errors and pledged not to repeat them in the future. But she has not 
done so. 
 While Sherman is clearly an appalling negotiator and a terrible 
diplomat, she is something of a genius when it comes to gaining 
favor with Democratic presidents. Indeed, if capitalizing on your 
mistakes as opposed to learning from them is an art, then she is the 
Michelangelo of failing upward. 
 Her ascent in spite of her colossal incompetence is a cautionary 
tale of the perils of prioritizing political loyalty and familiarity in 
making appointments. But as comic as the prospect of her returning 
to the task of appeasing Iran might seem to the theocrats of Tehran, 
it’s a tragedy for the United States and its allies. 
 Like allowing someone with a record of drunk-driving arrests at 
the wheel of a car with your children in the backseat, putting Wendy 
Sherman in charge of dealing with the Iranian nuclear threat is an act 
of criminal negligence. While all patriotic Americans wish the new 
administration success, Biden is already setting himself—and the 
world that looks to him for leadership—up to fail on one of the most 
important foreign-policy challenges facing him.   (JNS Jan 18) 

 
 
Will Biden’s Presidency be Obama’s Third Term?  
By Amnon Lord 
 The administration of Joe Biden and the current situation in the 
United States raises more concerns than hope. 
 New York Times columnist Bret Stephens this week published a 
comprehensive essay in Commentary magazine on U.S. policy in the 
Middle East, and his advice to the new president is: “Please Don’t 
Mess Up the Abraham Accords.” 
 But a more interesting part of the article is his description of the 
rise of Israel in the Middle East, and the retreat and recklessness of 
the United States. 
 Israel’s rise since the bombing of the nuclear reactor in Syria in 
2007 has mainly occurred under the helm of Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu. Whereas the goal of de facto ending the Israeli-
Arab conflict was achieved together, with impetus from U.S. 
President Donald Trump. Both Netanyahu and Trump acted against 
globally accepted institutional perceptions. 
 The achievement came about after two terms of former President 
Barack Obama, who acted against the national interests of the United 
States, particularly where Middle Eastern countries were concerned. 
Now President-elect Joe Biden appears to be starting Obama’s third 
term. 
 He is being used by fanatics in a political party that is based on 
lies of systemic racism in society. The Republican Party, the right, 
the conservatives—anything that is identified as “white”—falls under 
the democratic ideology of “white supremacy,” at least in the best-
case scenario. In the worst-case scenario: “Nazism.” 
 Co-founder of Black Lives Matter Alicia Garza has recently 
published a book. The revolutionary movement is the rear engine of 
the Democratic Party. She sees the new radical black movement as a 
generation of activists who are “being shaped by the conservative 
consensus and the right’s rise to power.” 
 This, 32 years after President Ronald Reagan’s retirement and 
after the lengthy terms of Democratic presidents Bill Clinton and 
Obama, who was obviously a leftist. According to Garza’s 
worldview, there are “increased repressions, a retrenchment of 
systemic racism, and increasingly predatory forms of capitalism.” 
One book reviewer wrote that her goal is nothing less than to uproot, 
transform and radically rebuild America as reflected in her vision. 
 Biden is considered a pragmatist, but thus far there have been 
forces stronger than he in the Democratic Party. Returning to the 
nuclear deal seems more like a belief of the party’s Obamist elite 
rather than part of the reexamination of U.S. policy in the Middle 
East. 



 If the United States jumps back into a nuclear deal, relations 
between Israel and the Arab countries will be strengthened, especially 
with those in the Abraham Accords. Meanwhile, America will bring us 
closer to the danger of war. 
 Biden has so much on his plate in rehabilitating the country’s inner 
workings and dealing with the pandemic, that there’s a good chance he 
will avoid fixing that which is not only not broken but is actually 
functioning well. Restoring the nuclear deal will not be seen as a 
success but as a surrender. Success—that is what everyone wishes for 
the new president. There is one surefire path to success in the Middle 
East, and it certainly doesn’t run through Tehran. 
(Israel Hayom Jan 20) 

 
 
American Jews, Israel and Donald Trump   By Irwin J. Mansdorf 
 For the past number of years, I have been conducting research on 
the attitudes of Jewish Americans towards Israel. The detailed results 
have been published and discussed, but there is one constant 
undercurrent that emerged in all the data collected: Liberal Jewish 
Americans (and that represents most) are concerned with, fearful of, 
and, to extreme degrees, loath Donald Trump. They doubt his 
sincerity, they question his stability and they see him as a source of 
hatred and incitement, even towards the Jewish community; yes, 
despite his being dubbed “the most pro-Israel president in history.” 
 After the events of what is now known as the U.S. Capitol riots, I 
again examined transcripts of various focus groups I conducted and 
reviewed correspondence with different Jewish American activists I 
had communicated with while doing my research. One underlying 
sentiment that I can see them all expressing now, and many would say 
they are right, is “we told you so.” 
 They said that under pressure the man could not be trusted. That 
his judgment is immature and juvenile. That he would incite people 
that are extremists and haters to act wildly. That he would abandon 
friends who helped him and that he would stop at nothing to stay in 
power. That they see a man whose language and behavior runs counter 
to all measures of derech eretz (proper behavior). They said that 
Donald Trump was unpredictable and uncontrollable. And they would 
all almost gleefully albeit still somewhat woefully look at many 
Israelis and now say, “we were right all along.” 
 But the enigma Jewish Americans represent to Israelis and the 
dilemmas created by the relationship of the community with Trump is 
deepened by the fact that this problematic personality, one whom 
almost everyone agreed was “different,” one who may have had a very 
flawed personal character and skewed moral stance, this strange 
individual actually promoted policies that were quite supportive of the 
Jewish state, although many liberal Jews would argue even that. What 
resulted was many more politically conservative Jews, and many 
Israelis and Israeli leaders, embracing not only the policies but also, 
unfortunately, and perhaps unwisely in retrospect, the person with the 
troubling personality. 
 Herein lies problem No. 1. The “we told you so” crowd, the 
mostly on-the-left Jewish Americans who reviled Trump, saw many 
Israelis and Israeli leaders express unbridled and adoring support for 
the man they considered an unrepentant symbol of divisiveness. 
Recognition of the Golan Heights and moving the U.S. embassy to 
Jerusalem were actions met by Israelis not with a diplomatically 
proper “thank you, we appreciate your support,” but with a fawning 
and almost obsequious bear hug that focused less on policy and more 
on the flawed person who took credit for it. 
 These Israelis appeared to be supportive of Trump the person, 
something that so many Jewish Americans could not accept. So, while 
Americans will remember Trump as a man who was twice impeached 
and left office in ignominy, they will be able to look to Israel to find 
train stations named for him and villages created in his name. 
 Then we have the more serious and more consequential problem 
number two. Our data (as well as the data of other studies) consistently 
show that Jewish Americans are genuinely concerned about anti-
Semitism. However, this concern is almost exclusively with anti-
Semitism from the right, the type of anti-Semitism that Trump 
opponents blame him for fostering and nurturing. 
 The dangerous and real anti-Semitism of the left, associated with 
groups that often have a “social justice” cover, the anti-Semitism that 
is expressed as Israel-hatred and Israelophobia, is often ignored, 
underplayed and even excused. This very real danger that exists from 
certain circles within the left is likely to continue to be overlooked, in 

large part because of Trump’s legacy. 
 Because of the revulsion so many understandably feel for what 
happened at the Capitol and at the rally that preceded the attack, it 
will be more difficult to credibly raise concerns about the left when 
what is perceived as the right is cast as being responsible for what 
will undoubtedly be indelible images for some time to come. Never 
mind the notion that the 75 million Trump voters are all unrepentant 
racists and extremists is unsupported and utter nonsense. 
 And never mind the reality that so many demonstrations 
following the killing of George Floyd were dangerous and even anti-
Semitic, a negative psychological label will, like the bells of Pavlov’s 
dogs, be firmly conditioned and set in place for people and issues 
perceived to come from the “right.” 
 For Israelis who remember the dark days following the 
assassination of Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin, this is a déjà vu 
moment: the collective blaming, the polarization, the delegitimization 
of whole sectors of society because of the behavior of a single fringe 
individual seen as representing the ideology of many others. 
 Rabin’s assassin, Yigal Amir, was the fringe representation of 
what was labeled an illegitimate ideology of incitement and hate, and 
his behavior colored how people saw nationalist Jews, especially 
those from the religious Zionist movement of which he was a part. 
Trump now gets to be the representation of a fringe movement of 
lawless anarchists who distrust government and distrust today’s 
America. 
 And just as Amir damaged the image of those who, like him, 
wore a kippah on their heads, so will the image of Trump’s Jewish 
and Israeli supporters be tinged with the distaste that so many 
Americans, and Jewish Americans, now have for him. 
 We know from Jewish history that when new leaders who “did 
not know Joseph” rise, Joseph’s people may be in trouble, and not 
necessarily because the new Pharaoh is evil in any way, but only 
because there are some different policies that weren’t considered or 
sufficiently prepared for. Too many Israelis and Israeli leaders may 
not have adequately considered what would happen not if, but when, 
a new Pharaoh takes the oath of office in the United States. 
 That is the problem with supporting the person and not the 
agenda. That was the problem with the worship-like adoration of 
Trump, the person. And that is the problem with promoting the 
agenda that pro-Israel activists who were identified with the “most 
pro-Israel president in history” may now have to face.   (JNS Jan 20) 
The writer is a fellow at the Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs 
specializing in political psychology and a professor of psychology. 

 
 
The Changing of the Guard in US-Israel Relations  
By Alex Traiman 
 Like many American policies now expected to undergo an about-
face following the inauguration of 46th President Joe Biden, U.S.-
Israel relations may be gearing up for a great reset. 
 The past four years featured punishing sanctions on an Iranian 
regime that openly calls for the destruction of Israel, while pursuing 
nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and funding malign terror 
activity across the region all the way up to Israel’s borders. Yet many 
of the senior members of Biden’s incoming diplomatic and security 
team were the authors, negotiators and supporters of the original Iran 
nuclear deal in 2015—the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action 
(JCPOA)—that provided Iran with $150 billion. It was a deal that 
Israel ardently opposed. 
 For Israel, Iran remains the most important national security 
concern. No other issue even comes close. 
 The Trump administration had an unprecedentedly close 
relationship with Jerusalem and worked hand-in-glove with the 
Netanyahu administration to overturn long-held U.S. policies that had 
not contributed towards peace. Together, Trump and Netanyahu 
ultimately changed the course of the region. 
 Working together with Jerusalem, the U.S. administration 
recognized Israeli sovereignty in its capital city of Jerusalem and the 
strategic Golan Heights, held the Palestinian Authority accountable 
for the failure to end the intractable Israeli-Palestinian conflict, 
declared that suburban housing across Jewish settlements in Judea 
and Samaria was not illegal, and protected Israel from systemic anti-
Israel bias at the United Nations. 
 The results were astounding. Terror attacks in Israel sank to all-
time lows with Palestinians themselves holding their own corrupt 



kleptocracy led by Mahmoud Abbas accountable for their lower 
standards of living. Yet most impressively, American policy 
culminated with the signing of four separate normalization agreements 
between Israel and states across the Middle East and North Africa—
the United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, Morocco and Sudan—and paving 
the way for future agreements already being negotiated. 
U.S. Ambassador to Israel David Friedman 
 This week, Netanyahu praised outgoing U.S. Ambassador to Israel 
David Friedman, a longtime Trump ally and adviser, for his role in 
advancing Israel’s position in the region. A major component of 
Friedman’s success was his direct line to the president. 
 “I must say that over the years, I have met many ambassadors 
from many countries, including from the U.S., our great ally, but I can 
say that there was never a better ambassador than David Friedman in 
establishing the deep ties between Israel and the U.S.; in correcting the 
diplomatic injustices that were created over the years in global 
diplomacy regarding Israel, and in establishing the status of Jerusalem 
as the capital of Israel, and many other things some of which have yet 
to be told,” stated Netanyahu. 
 Those sentiments are shared by Israel’s right- and left-wings, by 
those who support Benjamin Netanyahu in his upcoming re-election 
bid, and by those who vehemently oppose Israel’s longest-serving 
prime minister. Across the spectrum, Israelis recognize that regardless 
of Trump’s performance in other areas, his pro-Israel bona fides were 
beyond dispute and greatly appreciated. 
Israeli Ambassador to the U.S. Ron Dermer 
 Meanwhile, Friedman’s counterpart, Israeli Ambassador to the 
United States Ron Dermer, has not received the same superlative 
sendoff, despite his sterling diplomatic record during eight often-
difficult years in Washington. 
 In a tasteless hit piece on Dermer published by The Times of 
Israel, head of the progressive lobby J Street Jeremy Ben-Ami claimed 
that “Ambassador Dermer’s tenure sadly set back both the U.S.-Israel 
relationship and the relationship between Israeli and American Jews. 
His determination to act as a partisan operative, aligning Prime 
Minister Netanyahu’s government with the Republican Party, seriously 
angered and alienated many leading Democrats.” 
 For Ben-Ami and many Democrats, Dermer’s tenure will not be 
measured on the merits of his vast accomplishments for Israel and the 
greater U.S.-Israel alliance, but rather, based on his intense loyalty to 
his mentor, Netanyahu, and his strong working relationship with the 
now-toxic outgoing Trump administration. 
 Dermer played an outsized role behind the scenes in nearly every 
major diplomatic accomplishment, including the negotiations of the 
Abraham Accords. 
 Perhaps surprising to most, one of the key foundation blocks of the 
Abraham Accords was also an accomplishment of Dermer’s: 
organizing Netanyahu’s public opposition to the JCPOA Iran nuclear 
deal via a controversial address to a joint session of Congress in March 
2015. 
 Then-president Obama’s support for the deal, which would 
embolden and enrich Iran, sent Gulf states scrambling for reliable 
allies in the sudden absence of the United States. Netanyahu’s bold 
opposition demonstrated that Israel would place its vital security 
interests and those of the entire region well above any other partisan 
interests in a divided Washington. 
 The results of Dermer’s numerous accomplishments are virtually 
all irreversible and will strengthen the Jewish state for decades to 
come, including the negotiation of a $38 billion, 10-year MOU in 
September 2016 to provide for Israeli military needs. That MOU was 
signed directly with the same Obama administration that claimed to 
have been so insulted by the speech just a year-and-a-half earlier. 
 For Netanyahu, Dermer has been an irreplaceable asset. 
 In a video celebrating the end of Dermer’s tenure as ambassador 
during a private session of the Conference of Presidents of Major 
American Jewish Organizations, obtained exclusively by JNS, 
Netanyahu praised his close adviser and associate. 
 “I can tell you unequivocally that among some extraordinary 
people who served in that post, none has been better than Ron 
Dermer,” stated Netanyahu. “I am choosing my words carefully 
because I think he’s been an extraordinary ambassador. What he did 
for Israel, what he did for the Israel-American alliance, what he did for 
all of us is something that is not widely known, at least not in Israel.” 
 The prime minister, who noted that his own diplomatic career 
started as deputy chief of mission under then Ambassador to the 

United States Moshe Arens, said that Dermer “fought for Israel’s 
interests whether it be on questions like Iran that are terrifically 
important for our future, our survival, whether it is to bring Jonathan 
Pollard home … whether it is the peace treaties that have changed 
history. Ron has been a crucial and central figure in all these efforts, 
and so many others. I cannot begin to list them. They are truly 
innumerable … 
 “Ron has left an indelible imprint on Israeli diplomacy, on these 
defining years in Israel’s history,” he said. 
Intersectionality and race 
 Yet the left in both Israel and the United States see it differently. 
 The TOI hit piece went on to quote an anonymous “Democratic 
Party operative” in stating that, “You cannot overstate the impact that 
[Netanyahu’s speech to Congress] had. I still hear from members of 
the Black Caucus to this day who are sure that Netanyahu and 
Dermer would not have done that to a white president.” 
 Like so many other critical issues, Israel’s vital security interests 
are now dangerously conflated with issues of affiliation, 
intersectionality and race. 
 On Tuesday, Rep. Rashida Tlaib (D-Mich.) ranted on the 
Democracy Now! Television program that: 
 “I think it’s really important to understand Israel is a racist state 
and that they would deny Palestinians like my grandmother access to 
a vaccine, that they don’t believe that she’s an equal human being 
that deserves to live, deserves to be able to be protected by this global 
pandemic. And it’s really hard to watch as this apartheid state 
continues to deny their own neighbors, the people that breathe the 
same air that they breathe, that live in the same communities … a free 
life, free from these oppressive policies, these racist policies that 
deny them access to public health, deny them access to freedom of 
travel, deny them access to academic opportunities.” 
 Just a few years ago, amid the surprising momentum of the 
Trump administration’s Mideast policies, Tlaib and her ideas were 
considered to align at the fringe of the Democratic Party. They 
represent just the latest in centuries of anti-Semitic canards and the 
more recent biased anti-Israel narrative. 
 Tlaib’s views certainly are not shared by the Gulf States that have 
now chosen to forego anti-Israel narratives, in favor of diplomatic 
and commercial normalization with the Jewish State. 
 Yet today, with the changing of the guard, Israelis and many 
others in the region are concerned that the Biden administration may 
align much closer with the inflammatory views of Tlaib, as well as 
the policies of Obama, who sought to create “daylight” between 
Washington and Jerusalem, empower Iran, elevate the standing of the 
Palestinian Authority and isolate Israel in diplomatic forums. 
Obama’s parting shot is Biden’s starting point 
 The Obama administration’s parting shot to Israel in December 
2016 was enabling the passage of U.N. Resolution 2334, which 
claimed that Israeli settlements represented a “flagrant violation of 
international law.” At the time, Israel accused the United States of 
authoring the resolution behind the scenes before abstaining during 
the voting to allow the unprecedented resolution’s passage. 
 Just this week, U.N. Secretary-General António Guterres called 
on Israel to “halt and reverse” plans to build nearly 800 new homes in 
Judea and Samaria. In his statement, Guterres called Israel’s 
suburban housing “a major obstacle to the achievement of the two-
state solution, and a just, lasting and comprehensive peace,” adding 
that “the establishment by Israel of settlements in the Palestinian 
territory occupied since 1967, including East Jerusalem, has no legal 
validity and constitutes a flagrant violation under international law.” 
 In other words, the parting shot of an Obama administration 
appears to be the starting point of the Biden administration. 
 Israel and America were privileged to work closely together 
during four highly productive years, led in large part by the efforts of 
Friedman and Dermer. Never before have the two countries 
simultaneously had ambassadors able to loyally carry out the 
mutually aligned policies of their respective leaders. 
 Yet now, with the changing of the guard, Israelis rightfully worry 
that the incoming Biden administration will seek to reset the 
relationship and attempt to undo the progress that has been made and 
diplomatic achievements Israel recorded, simply because they arose 
from the wrong administrations.  (JNS Jan 20) 

 
 
 


