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The Agenda that Undermines America’s Bond with the Jews 
By Melanie Phillips 
 mong those who understood the depth of former U.S. President 
Barack Obama’s hostility to Israel, there’s understandable anxiety 
about the Obama retreads and acolytes among the foreign policy and 
security nominees being chosen by the prospective president-elect, Joe 
Biden. 
 Obama’s hostility is assumed to derive from his left-wing mindset 
which regards Israel, falsely and ahistorically, as a colonialist 
occupying power. He demonstrates this in his new memoir, A 
Promised Land, in his profoundly distorted account of the origins of 
the modern State of Israel. 
There is, however, a deeper reason why both Obama and the left find 
Israel so intensely problematic, and why a Biden presidency will once 
again have Israel in its cross-hairs. This isn’t about foreign policy. It’s 
about the program for America itself. 
 The core of the left’s agenda is to remake the Western world; and 
the agenda of Obama and the American left is to remake America. 
 Their target is the Western nation-state and its culture. The core 
precepts of that culture are articulated and enshrined within the 
different histories, laws, religions, institutions and traditions of 
individual Western nations. 
 The left, however, deems the Western nation-state to be evil 
because it declares itself superior to cultures that don’t share its values 
while excluding those who don’t belong to it. 
 Hence the left’s constant undermining of immigration laws in their 
attempt to erase national borders; their refusal to grasp that 
citizenship is a bargain between the citizen and the state to 
which he or she belongs; and their savage denunciations of 
those who uphold such notions as racists or xenophobes, 
in order to erase their voices altogether from the cultural 
conversation. 
 The nation, its specific attributes and the borders that 
define its territory must instead give way to a Kumbaya vision of the 
brotherhood of man expressed through transnational institutions and 
laws. 
 Much of this erosion of Western values has already been achieved, 
in schools and universities, through the culture wars. Obama’s strategy 
in his eight years in the White House was to weaponize this agenda 
through the presidency. 
 The four-year interlude under President Donald Trump is clearly 
viewed as an irritating setback that must now be reversed. In his 
memoir, Obama writes that he is “not yet ready to abandon the 
possibility of America.” 
 This should chill the blood of all who care about defending 
America and the Western culture that it leads. For what Obama means 
is that his project in remaking America is unfinished, and he now sees 
the chance to complete that transformation. 
 He writes: “I’m convinced that the pandemic we’re currently 
living through is both a manifestation of and a mere interruption in the 
relentless march toward an inter-connected world, one in which 
peoples and cultures can’t help but collide. 
 “In that world—of global supply chains, instantaneous capital 
transfers, social media, transnational terrorist networks, climate 
change, mass migration and ever-increasing complexity—we will 
learn to live together, co-operate with one another and recognize the 
dignity of others, or we will perish.” 
 Alliances and co-operation between nations committed to the same 
values of freedom, democracy and innate respect for life are indeed all 
to the good. 
 What Obama is eulogizing, however, is a world in which the 
boundaries between nations are blurred, transnational corporations and 
institutions rule America, and representative democracy—as the 
political vehicle for a nation’s identity and culture—is evacuated of 
power and meaning. 
 Beneath his honeyed euphemisms, his agenda raises the 
“possibility” of an America whose historic self-image as the 
“exceptional nation” is condemned as racist, whose desire to defend 
itself is dismissed as xenophobic aggression, and which is all too eager 
to “recognize the dignity” of those who pose a mortal threat to 

America and the West. 
 This agenda brings 
the left into a headlong 
confrontation with both Israel 
and Judaism itself. 
 Judaism is the ultimate 
particularist culture. As was 
noted by the former British Chief 
Rabbi, the late Jonathan Sacks, 
the people who are always in the 

way of any universalizing agenda are the Jews. This is something that 
progressively minded Jews, who form the majority of the American 
Jewish community and who have effectively made a religion out of 
liberal universalism, simply cannot understand. 
 The principal target of liberal universalism is the Western nation-
state, which was supposedly brought into being in 17th-century 
Europe. The belief, however, that the nation was essential to 
safeguard life and liberty was pioneered thousands of years ago by 
the Jews. 
 The template for the nation-state was the ancient kingdom of 
Israel, composed of a particular people in their own land bound by 
their own laws, which expressed the history, traditions and principles 
that formed their shared identity and purpose. 
 As Yoram Hazony observes in his book The Virtue of 
Nationalism, ancient Israel, which formed a nation out of the 
unification of tribes, laid down a formula for national unity that 
created England in the ninth century, the Dutch Republic in the 16th 
century and, in the 18th century, the United States of America. 
 The profound influence of the Hebrew Bible on America has 
been dwelt upon at length by the New York Rabbi Meir Soloveichik. 
In his preface to the book he helped edit, Proclaim Liberty 
Throughout the Land, he records how the founders of the United 
States constantly turned to the Hebrew Bible as their shared heritage 
and foundational text. 
 Soloveichik writes: “From the Puritan fathers to the American 
Framers, from slavery to abolition, from the Liberty Bell to 
America’s celebration of national Thanksgiving, the Hebrew Bible is 
one of America’s formative books, reflecting in the new continent, in 

the new nation, in America’s rebirth of freedom, the 
moral and narrative inspiration of ancient Israel.” 
 A nation, however, ceases to exist as such if it cannot 
defend itself within its own borders. One reason why 
Israel falls foul of the Western left is that it is single-
mindedly determined to defend itself as a nation. 

 By contrast, if Biden becomes the 46th president, he will 
undermine his country’s defenses. He has said that he will undo 
policies introduced by Trump to deter illegal immigrants and which 
aimed to restore the integrity of the notion of citizenship. 
 He has pledged to revoke Trump’s restrictions on immigration 
from eight countries—six of them Muslim—which are viewed by the 
Department of Homeland Security as presenting a terrorist threat to 
America. 
 He is also reportedly rethinking the role of the military in the way 
America deals with the world, and is looking for a defense secretary 
who will share his aim to “de-emphasise the military as an instrument 
of national power.” 
 Instead of promoting his nation’s strength, he will therefore 
advertise its weakness—and he will call this virtue. 
 He will not just be undermining the security of his country. He 
will also be taking an ax to the Jewish roots of America’s idea of 
itself as a nation. 
 That’s the context in which to frame his anticipated coolness 
towards Israel—the nation-state of the people who, whenever a 
society succumbs to any universalizing ideology, are always to be 
found in the way.   (JNS Dec 3) 

 
 
Power Move or Sour Move? Sa’ar’s Gambit could Tilt Israel’s 
Political System    By Mati Tuchfeld 
 Whether he was actually sick and tired of the Benjamin 
Netanyahu-led Likud Party or simply concluded he would fare poorly 
in the next primaries, Gideon Sa’ar’s latest move is a bold one. Not 
everyone has the audacity to embark on a political adventure into the 
unknown. Particularly those such as Sa’ar whose prior independent 
political gambits have ended in failure. 
 The big question at this stage is whether Likud voters disaffected 
with Netanyahu have already jumped ship to Blue and White, Naftali 
Bennett and others, or whether Sa’ar’s departure will trigger another 
wave of flight from the ruling party. 
 This question—crystallized by Communications Minister Yoaz 
Hendel and Knesset member Zvika Hauser’s declared intent to join 
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Sa’ar—could determine the fate of the entire political system, which at 
present is swiftly marching toward another general election. Should 
new polls indicate Sa’ar is siphoning votes from Likud, Netanyahu 
could slam on the brakes and open serious negotiations with Blue and 
White head Benny Gantz in an attempt to stave off an early election. It 
would be ironic if Sa’ar’s resignation from the Likud brings Gantz, 
and not himself, closer to the premiership. 
 It’s uncertain, however, that Sa’ar will take a significant number of 
votes from Netanyahu. It’s possible his move will do more harm to 
those who have already announced they will vie for the premiership—
Yair Lapid and Bennett. Both Lapid and Bennett currently have 
considerable support from the ‘anyone-but-Netanyahu’ voters, and 
now a new player, playing the exact same position, has entered  the 
game. It seems the “anyone-but-Netanyahu” camp is already too 
crowded. 
 An election under these circumstances doesn’t weaken Netanyahu, 
but strengthens him. It’s reasonable to assume, therefore, that if an 
election is indeed in the offing we will see unifications and significant 
recruitments from outside the political system, otherwise we can 
already name Netanyahu the next prime minister. 
 The latest developments aren’t soothing to Netanyahu. Although 
Gideon Sa’ar could be a real detriment to Bennett, his resignation from 
the Likud could actually bring the Yamina chairman closer to the 
premiership he covets. If, until today, an alternative coalition sans 
Likud and headed by Bennett seemed an unlikely and unrealistic 
scenario because it would require nonsensical alliances—such as 
Lapid with the ultra-Orthodox or Bennett with the left—an option now 
exists for a coalition between two right-wing parties, which is a 
different story. This would be a coalition with legitimacy, and it 
doesn’t include Netanyahu. 
 Another scenario exists, meanwhile, whereby Sa’ar quickly 
vanishes from the political scene and is forgotten along with his new 
party. Gideon Sa’ar is a well-liked figure in the television studios, 
mainly because he is hostile toward Netanyahu, but this isn’t always 
enough to garner the public’s affection. 
 Although Sa’ar is a polished and experienced politician, it’s quite 
difficult to remember an initiative or achievement that justifies asking 
for the public’s trust. From this perspective, even Moshe Kahlon, who 
said he wanted the finance portfolio rather than the premiership, 
entered the game with a more impressive record, having reformed the 
cellular phone market.   (Israel Hayom Dec 9) 

 
 
Don’t Let the Palestinians Fool Israel Twice     
By Stephen M. Flatow 
 Reading a prominent think tank’s latest proposal for a new Israeli 
peace initiative reminded me of that timeworn adage: “Fool me once, 
shame on you. Fool me twice, shame on me.” 
 The new proposal, crafted by the Jerusalem Institute for Strategy 
and Security, claims that Israel could win over the next U.S. 
administration by preemptively putting forth a plan that would trade 
Israeli territorial concessions for “an end to Palestinian incitement, 
BDS efforts and support for terrorists.” 
 Are they kidding us? Is it possible that they really do not know 
that the Palestinian Arab leadership already made those exact same 
promises, in writing, 27 years ago? Do they really think it makes sense 
for Israel to now surrender even more territory in exchange for literally 
the same promises? 
 For those who have forgotten, here’s what the Palestinian-Arab 
leadership previously agreed to in the September 1995 Oslo II 
Agreement: 
 Incitement: Article XXII requires the Palestinian Authority “to 
foster mutual understanding and tolerance” with Israel, “to abstain 
from incitement, including hostile propaganda” against Israel, and to 
“take legal measures to prevent such incitement by any organizations, 
groups, or individuals within their jurisdiction.” 
 BDS: The term “BDS” (Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions) did 
not exist at the time of the Oslo accords, but the concept of normal, 
friendly relations—as opposed to organizing international boycotts—is 
the entire premise of the agreements. It’s the entire premise of peace 
between two opponents. The preamble to Oslo II states that the 
purpose of the accords is “to put an end to decades of confrontation 
and to live in peaceful coexistence, mutual dignity and security.” 
 Support for Terrorists: Article XV obligates the Palestinian 
Authority to “prevent acts of terrorism” and “take legal measures 
against offenders.” Annex I, Article II, (1)(b) requires the P.A. police 
to “act systematically against all expressions of violence and terror”; 
(1)(d) requires it to “arrest and prosecute individuals who are 
suspected of perpetrating acts of violence and terror”; (3)(b) requires it 
to “actively prevent incitement to violence”; and (3)(d) requires it to 
“apprehend, investigate and prosecute perpetrators and all other 

persons directly or indirectly involvement in acts of terrorism, 
violence and incitement.” 
 In addition, Annex IV, Article 2 (7)(b) and (7)(f)(1) states that if 
Israel requests it, the P.A. “shall effect the arrest and transfer 
requested” to Israel of any “individual suspected of, charged with, or 
conceited of, an offense that falls within Israeli criminal jurisdiction.” 
 How could any of that possibly be more explicit? 
 Oslo said that the P.A. has to stop inciting against Israel. It has to 
maintain normal, friendly relations with Israel. It has to disarm and 
arrest terrorists and extradite them to Israel. 
 Obviously, for the past 27 years, the P.A. has continued inciting 
against Israel, in its media and schools and everywhere else; it has 
promoted BDS boycotts of Israel instead of friendly relations; and it 
has not disarmed or outlawed terrorist groups, imprisoned terrorists 
or honored any of Israel’s dozens of extradition requests. 
 Yet now, the think-tank crowd wants Israel to hand over even 
more territory—land which is vital for Israel’s security—in exchange 
for the P.A. making the same worthless promises. 
 Is this what they mean by the term “peace process”? Do they 
seriously think that the “peace process” should consist of Israel 
giving up additional land for previously-made promises, waiting a 
few years, then giving up more land, and then a few more years and 
giving up more, and on and on, until Israel has nothing left to give? 
 I understand that many people have short memories. And I guess 
that applies as well to some people who are paid to think about Israel-
Palestinian matters. But that’s no excuse for the never-ending stream 
of proposals, plans and initiatives, all of which are based on the 
equivalent of amnesia. 
 The P.A.’s obligations have been spelled out in black and white 
in the Oslo agreements. If those obligations are not taken seriously, 
then the agreements have no meaning. If the Palestinians’ obligations 
are overlooked or forgotten or dismissed, what is the point of Israel 
signing any agreement, ever?    (JNS Dec 8) 

 
 
The Abraham Accords: The Strategic Aspect   By Shmuel Sandler 
 There is no doubt that the Abraham Accords, the agreements 
recently signed by Israel and the Gulf principalities of the United 
Arab Emirates and Bahrain, represent a historic breakthrough in 
terms of Israel’s regional status. The leaked meeting between Israeli 
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and Saudi Crown Prince 
Mohammed bin Salman reinforces that a new alignment is emerging 
in the Middle East. 
 The main reason the Gulf states have been willing to normalize 
relations with Jerusalem (with the blessing of Riyadh) is their 
common sense of threat emanating from Tehran. This is a textbook 
case of the Middle Eastern maxim that “the enemy of my enemy is 
my friend,” especially when it comes to international alliances. 
 The new relationships forged by the shared need to combat a 
common menace entail commitments of strategic significance. These 
relations take on additional significance as the administration of 
President Donald Trump, the matchmaker who made this 
breakthrough happen, draws to a close. In just a month, Joe Biden 
will be inaugurated as the next president of the United States. 
 The political background to the breakthrough was American 
pressure on the parties to turn the “mistress relations” that had 
developed over decades between Israel and the Gulf states into open 
and legitimate relations. The political needs of Trump, as well as the 
economic needs of the U.S. arms industry, coincided with the 
military needs of the Gulf states. 
 At the same time, events like the Iranian-sponsored direct attacks 
on Riyadh’s oil facilities as well as the ongoing war in Yemen, in 
which forces under Tehran’s auspices are fighting Saudi Arabia, were 
met by a tepid response from Washington. The lack of American 
interest in these provocations prompted new thinking on the part of 
the Gulf states, which began to consider that it might be worthwhile 
to go public with their relations with Israel even though that state has 
long been an outcast in the Arab and Muslim world. Behind all the 
genuinely important talk of advanced technology exchanges and 
economic cooperation, there is value for the Gulf states in publicizing 
that they have a new ally with nuclear teeth—one that shares their 
determination to curb Iranian aggression. 
 This rationale takes on special significance in light of 
Washington’s slow but consistent withdrawal from the Middle East—
a process that has been going on for more than a decade due to 
American energy independence and growing U.S. fatigue with the 
region. The fact that both Democratic and Republican administrations 
have been disengaging from the Middle East suggests that this is a 
new doctrine that could gather momentum under the incoming 
Democratic government, which is less likely to show sympathy for 
the Gulf than was Trump. 



 The political needs of President Donald Trump and the economic 
needs of the U.S. arms industry, coincided with the military needs of 
the Gulf states. 
 The bloc of conservative countries in the Middle East is 
apprehensively watching the U.S. withdrawal, which is continuing 
even as Russia and China deepen their penetration into the region, and 
Iran and Turkey expand their regional influence. The ideological-
religious context for the current regional struggles is the war being 
waged by Iranian Shi’ite Islam and the militant Sunni Islamism of the 
Muslim Brotherhood (affiliated with President Recep Tayyip 
Erdoğan’s Turkey) against moderate Sunni Islam. In accordance with 
the well-known rule of international relations that there are no eternal 
allies but only fixed interests, Israel finds itself allied with Arab 
countries against its “friends” of the 1950s and 1960s: Iran and 
Turkey. 
 From a geopolitical perspective, Israel is expected by its Gulf 
allies to strengthen deterrence against a potentially nuclear imperialist 
Iran. If the United States continues to disengage from the region, 
Israel’s relative weight will increase in the growing regional alliance, 
and it will have to be prepared to take military action in situations 
where there is not necessarily an existential threat to Israel. Refusing 
to do so could create cracks in the anti-Iranian system that could result 
in desertions in the direction of the Iranian bloc or even in the 
direction of Ankara and the Muslim Brotherhood. 
 The new alignment in the Middle East confers on Jerusalem not 
only rewards but also obligations. The Israeli government will have to 
prepare the Israeli public for a kind of commitment it has not had in 
the past: to fulfill the traditional American role of regional military 
involvement as the United States winds down its presence in the 
region. At the same time, Jerusalem must do its best to slow down 
Washington’s disengagement from the region because a robust 
American-Israeli partnership is the basis for the success of the new 
alignment.    (JNS/BESA Dec 8) 

 
 
Why are Jews Trying to Undermine the Fight Against Jew-
Hatred?     By Jonathan S. Tobin 
 A group of 122 Palestinian academics, journalists, writers and 
filmmakers signed a letter last month taking issue with the widespread 
adoption of the International Holocaust Remembrance Association 
(IHRA)’s definition of anti-Semitism. Their statement has gotten a lot 
of attention and been rightly criticized as both disingenuous and 
illegitimate since it is absurd for a group that is the object of prejudice, 
as is the case with the Jews, to be denied the right to define the hatred 
that is directed at them. 
 But as much as the Palestinian protest against the IHRA 
declaration is deserving of scorn, it should not be our primary focus of 
concern in this controversy. The real problem is not the unsurprising 
fact that a cause that has become the main engine driving anti-
Semitism would seek to redefine it so as to make their hate seem more 
legitimate. Rather, it is the willingness of so many Jews, including 
those who have labeled themselves as “liberal Zionists,” to support 
their objections and to undermine the growing international support for 
the IHRA definition. 
 Groups like Americans for Peace Now and the New Israel Fund 
are now weighing in against adoption of the definition. That has made 
it clear that the line between groups that were heretofore deeply 
critical of Israel but still avowedly Zionist and those that are open 
about their opposition to Israel’s existence and, as in the case of 
Jewish Voice for Peace, guilty of themselves spreading anti-Semitism 
has become completely blurred. In doing so, these groups aren’t 
merely expressing criticism of Israeli policies or society, but materially 
aiding an anti-Semitic cause that targets the sole Jewish state on the 
planet for elimination, in addition to subjecting Jews who speak up for 
Zionism to anti-Semitic slanders and attacks. 
 The IHRA’s definition has become a rallying point in the effort to 
roll back the rising tide of Jew-hatred that has swept across the globe 
in recent years. The definition has been a useful tool to combat anti-
Semitism because it focuses the discussion on actual examples of 
prejudicial conduct and discourse. In doing so, it allows communities 
to avoid being sidetracked by the attempts of anti-Semites to distract 
from what they are doing by uttering meaningless platitudes about the 
subject, whose only purpose is to allow them to continue propagating 
hate while not being held responsible for their conduct. Simply put, the 
IHRA definition correctly labels those who want to discriminate 
against Jews in a way that they would never think of treating anyone 
else—as is true of all anti-Zionists—as anti-Semites. That the United 
States and many other governments have officially adopted it is an 
encouraging sign that a coalition of decent people of all faiths will 
stand up against this hate. 
 So it is unsurprising that those who have been the thought leaders 

seeking to normalize hatred of Jews in our time would push back 
against the IHRA definition. Sadly, the Palestinian national 
movement is inextricably tied to a century-old war against Zionism 
and the Jewish presence in Israel, and its advocates have routinely 
practiced Jew-hatred. More than that, they have sought to normalize 
it. So when the signers of the Palestinian letter claim that they 
condemn anti-Semitism while insisting on their right to, “deny the 
Jewish people their right to self-determination” or to term Israel a 
“racist endeavor” (the wording of the IHRA definition), they are 
being utterly disingenuous. 
 More to the point, they ignore the fact that there are parts of the 
definition they don’t contest. These include applying double-
standards not used to judge any other democracy, let alone one at 
war; accusing Jews in the Diaspora of dual loyalty; using “symbols 
and images associated with classic anti-Semitism” or comparing 
Israeli policy “to that of the Nazis,” sections—parts of the definition  
that they don’t contest; are commonplace examples of Palestinian 
advocacy against Israel and Zionism. 
 While the signers of the Palestinian attack on the IHRA claim 
that they oppose Jew-hatred—and their Jewish fellow travelers like 
the NIF’s president, historian David Myers similarly falsely acquit 
them of the charge—you’d have to forget the entire history of the 
Palestinian Arabs during the last century to accept the claim that 
classic anti-Semitism has nothing to do with advocacy for their cause. 
 Their argument seeks to give Palestinian a pass because of the 
suffering that they were caused by the return of the Jews to their 
ancient homeland. Many on the Jewish left argue that there is a 
difference between classic anti-Semitism, which is rooted in 
irrational hate for the Jews—such as belief that Jews killed their God 
or that Jews secretly control the world as in the lies propagated by 
The Protocols of the Elders of Zion—and the Palestinian desire to 
erase Israel from the map. They say the latter sentiment is 
understandable and perhaps even justified given that Zionism is a 
colonialist movement that sought to disenfranchise and drive out the 
indigenous inhabitants of the country. 
 But treating Jews as having no rights to the land is a denial of 
history. Jews are not like Europeans seeking to govern foreign 
territory but are instead indigenous to the land of Israel, as well as 
being as likely to have come from places other than Europe. It also 
fails to take into account the fact that the Arabs were determined at 
every point to refuse compromise and to treat the Jews as not merely 
unwelcome, but as an inferior dhimmi (“second-class”) people who 
must be subjugated by Muslims. 
 Such hatred is not merely a relic of the past when Palestinian 
leader Amin Al-Husseini, the Mufti of Jerusalem, fomented pogroms 
and then allied his people with the Nazis during the Holocaust and 
encouraged the mass murder of the Jews. Nor is it confined to the 
period when arch-terrorist Yasser Arafat led the Palestinian 
Liberation Organization and then the Palestinian Authority. And the 
drumbeat of anti-Semitic incitement only continued under Mahmoud 
Abbas, his successor at the P.A., with the Palestinian official media 
and education system fomenting spread of the hatred of Jews. It is 
also an essential part of the official doctrine of the Hamas rulers of 
the independent Palestinian state in all but name that exists in the 
Gaza Strip. The same is true for groups, like Students for Justice in 
Palestine,that advocate for BDS on American college campuses. 
 What then motivates those Jews who speak in favor of this 
dishonest Palestinian claim? 
 Those who identify with the far-left of the Israeli political 
spectrum—and therefore hold views now outside the mainstream in 
the Jewish state—have become so alienated from normative pro-
Israeli advocacy that they are uncomfortable speaking up on its 
behalf. All too many of them have already accepted the false 
premises of the anti-Zionists and regard those who rightly brand anti-
Zionists as anti-Semites as political foes. Groups like Peace Now and 
the New Israel Fund seem more interested in delegitimizing their 
Zionist critics with attempts to throw them out of groups like the 
Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations or 
local Jewish Community Relations Councils than they are in calling 
out Jew-haters who want to destroy Israel. 
 Though some members of these left-wing groups may claim that 
they are still Zionist and opposed to anti-Semitism, their increasingly 
ambivalent attitude towards Israel, coupled with hostility to those 
who have called out Palestinians and other anti-Zionists for their anti-
Semitism, seem far more important to them. Unfortunately, they have 
crossed the line that ought to separate them from those who hate the 
Jews and have become their “useful idiots,” even open allies. That—
and not another Palestinian attempt to deflect accurate charges of 
Jew-hatred—is not merely a problem but a Jewish tragedy.   
(JNS Dec 7) 

 



Israel’s Center-Left is in Disarray     By Mati Tuchfeld 
 Blue and White Party head Benny Gantz reiterated his refusal to 
compromise on the state budget in a series of interviews on Saturday 
night. The move by Gantz means Israel will be heading toward another 
round of elections soon. Should another election be held, Prime 
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, who says he isn’t interested in elections 
at this time, will find himself in a pretty good place, all things 
considered. By pushing the country toward elections, Gantz is putting 
not just the party he heads but the entire bloc at risk. It seems the 
center-left is in disarray now more than ever. If things don’t change, 
Netanyahu’s victory is almost guaranteed. 
 Last week, Telem Party head and former Israel Defense Forces 
Chief of Staff Moshe Ya’alon met with Yesh Atid Party leader Yair 
Lapid to discuss his desire to look for other options outside of their 
parties’ alliance. At the same time, commentators and politicians are 
setting the stage for a possible run by former IDF Chief of Staff Gadi 
Eizenkot, and the names of Tel Aviv Mayor Ron Huldai and former 
Military Intelligence chief Amos Yadlin have also come up as possible 
candidates in the next elections. 
 But the center-left’s problem won’t be a surplus of names, but 
rather a surplus of parties if they fail to unite. As things stand, Gantz 
won’t serve under Lapid, and Lapid won’t serve under Gantz. Ya’alon 
may be abandoning ship, but he has no intention of serving as 
Eizenkot’s No. 2, while Eizenkot, for his part, isn’t interested in 
joining a party with either Ya’alon or Huldai. Labor Party head Amir 
Peretz wants to join forces with Blue and White, but Gantz seems less 
keen on that union. 
 While all of these statements and hints seem aimed at the 
negotiations ahead, plans, as we all know, tend to go awry at the last 
minute. The Otzma Yehudit Party was left without an alliance in the 
lead-up to the most recent election, and in the one before that, Orly 
Levy-Abekasis’s Gesher Party, whose union with Gantz was nearly a 
done deal, was left without a political anchor to take her past the 
electoral threshold. 
 Should Eizenkot enter politics, and that is not at all for certain, he 
will need to cross a hurdle no former IDF chief of staff before him has 
been forced to cross—contempt for the senior position and its dramatic 
devaluation, a development for which his predecessors who made their 
way from the IDF headquarters to the Knesset are responsible. 
 While we have yet to see anyone switch parties for personal 
reasons on the right, the polls point to Israel being on the brink of the 
unprecedented situation in which the main party claiming the throne 
comes from the same bloc as the one in power. 
 It’s still hard to assess what the possible consequences of such a 
situation will be. If this remains the case once the campaigns kick off, 
we may witness an election the likes of which we have not yet seen. If 
the Likud in recent years took care to situate itself as the leader of the 
right and attack everyone on the left, it may now end up defending 
itself from precisely the same line of attacks.   (Israel Hayom Dec 6) 

 
 
Politics, America, and Culture: Behind Saudi Arabia’s Hesitation 
By Mordechai Kedar 
 Many are puzzled by the Saudi reluctance to join the peace train 
and normalize relations with Israel. It is clear, after all, that Riyadh 
gave the green light to the United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, and Sudan 
to advance their relations with Israel to the maximum possible degree. 
Saudi Arabia has opened its airspace to Israeli aviation, which in itself 
is a step toward normalization. Yet despite all this, the meeting held on 
the night of November 22 between the Israeli prime minister and the 
Saudi crown prince did not yield the expected results. The proof is the 
official Saudi denial that the meeting even took place. The global 
publicity surrounding the meeting embarrassed the Saudis and does 
not work in Israel’s favor. 
 The question of why Riyadh is hesitant is even more pressing 
against the backdrop of a US administration that will change in under 
two months. With an imminent shift in US policy and Saudi reluctance 
to move forward toward normalization, the efforts of other countries 
— the UAE, Bahrain, Sudan, and Israel — to create a new political 
reality that represents a kind of anti-Iranian regional alliance might be 
at risk of being undone. 
 There are several explanations for Riyadh’s hesitation. The most 
important is the kingdom’s fear of Iran and its possible reaction to a 
Saudi rapprochement with Israel. The Saudis well remember the night 
in September 2019 when Iran (through its proxies in Yemen and Iraq) 
attacked vital oil facilities and shut them down for a long time. The 
Saudis also remember that no one, including the US and Israel, 
responded to this attack. They concluded from this that they are alone 
in the battle against Iran and that power relations are not in their favor. 

 A second reason for Saudi hesitation is their fear of the Biden 
administration, and this concern is divided into several sub-reasons. 
 First, the new US administration is expected to try to get closer to 
Tehran by lifting sanctions and returning to the nuclear deal, steps 
that will revive Iran’s economy and bolster its efforts to fuel the 
Houthi struggle against Yemen and Saudi Arabia. 
 Second, the Biden administration, unlike its predecessor, will 
once again view the kingdom through the lens of human rights and 
will raise embarrassing questions about the Khashoggi affair, 
executions, and rights of foreign workers in the kingdom. 
Washington’s support for Riyadh will be grudging and limited, and it 
is highly doubtful that Biden and his government will allow Israel to 
warm its relations with a country about which they have reservations. 
The Biden administration is also expected to bring the Palestinian 
issue to the forefront and will resist any Arab progress with Israel that 
does not take Palestinian wishes into account. The Americans might, 
in fact, insist on a return to the 2002 Saudi-Arab peace plan as a 
condition for any progress toward peace between Israel and Saudi 
Arabia. 
 The third reason for Saudi hesitation is the internal situation in 
the kingdom. The Western world and Israel see the kingdom and its 
conduct mainly through the words and actions of Crown Prince 
Mohammed bin Salman (MBS), and especially through the reforms 
he has led: cuts in the powers and budgets of the “moral police”; 
permission for women to drive and move about in public without a 
male escort and even without a head covering; the 2030 plan, which 
is designed to send Saudi Arabia forth into an oil-free future; and the 
proposed establishment of the “City of the Future.” 
 But there are other important elements at play in Saudi Arabia 
that have not been taken sufficiently into account. First and foremost 
is the status of the Crown Prince. Ever since he was appointed heir to 
the throne in June 2017 he has been the subject of much resentment 
among the royal family. When he was appointed, he was only 32 
years old — very young compared to the previous heirs, King 
Salman’s brothers, who are much older than he is. In traditional 
Saudi society, age is a major factor in considering whether to appoint 
a person to an important public office. Appointing a young person 
while bypassing older adults is considered illegitimate. 
 Another drawback is the inexperience of the Crown Prince at 
managing organizations and policies. This deficiency further stains 
him in comparison to the other previous heirs, who were ministers, 
ambassadors, army commanders, and executives of giant 
corporations. They are considered by some in the kingdom to be 
much better suited to run a state and set policy. 
 MBS’s opponents spoke out against him day and night from the 
moment of his accession, and he knew very well who was saying 
what. In November 2017, six months after he was appointed heir to 
the throne, he arrested dozens of his cousins — members of the royal 
family — and detained them at the Ritz-Carlton Riyadh, where he 
extorted billions of dollars from them and even had two of them 
killed. These family members have neither forgotten nor forgiven 
him for this humiliation. 
 Many in the royal family blame the Crown Prince for the deep 
Saudi involvement in Yemen and the bloody price the kingdom is 
paying for that involvement. Many blame him for the fiasco of the 
murder of the exiled Saudi journalist Jamal Khashoggi in Istanbul in 
October 2018 and the dire consequences of that affair in terms of 
Riyadh’s image and its foreign relations with the US and Turkey. 
 The reforms to the status of women introduced by MBS are also 
not to the liking of many in the kingdom, though a large majority of 
young people support them. Thus the likelihood that he will be the 
next King of Saudi Arabia is not 100%. Official bodies refer to MBS 
as regent (i.e., the next king), but this is by no means guaranteed. 
 Another reason for Saudi hesitation is cultural. In the Bedouin 
heritage of the kingdom, there is a rule in the Hadith (the Islamic oral 
law): “Nothing happens in the desert, so nothing is urgent.” In other 
words, it is better to wait and see what will happen than risk taking 
action that could be dangerous. This position is deeply rooted in the 
way of thinking and behaving in traditional societies in the Middle 
East, and Westerners — who espouse an opposite culture of “instant” 
and “now” (like, for example, the Israeli group “Peace Now”) — do 
not sufficiently appreciate the depth to which hesitation is a cultural 
trait in Saudi Arabia. 
 Riyadh is reluctant to advance its relations with Jerusalem due to 
a variety of internal, external, and cultural factors. Only a very strong 
reason will change this, and I do not see such a reason at present.   
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