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Meet Benjamin Netanyahu's potential successors to head Likud 
By  Gil Hoffman     jpost.com  January 16, 2022 
With nine candidates running, Israel's next prime 
minister could be elected by the fewest people ever. 

Plenty of people were angry that Prime Minister 
Naftali Bennett came to power despite winning only 
273,836 votes for his Yamina Party in the last election. 

The next prime minister could be decided by only 
150,000 votes, the current membership of the Likud Party, 
if Benjamin Netanyahu decides to sign a plea bargain that 
would require him to leave politics for at least seven years. 

The party’s paid membership would be responsible for 
choosing a new Likud leader who could have a relatively 
easy time forming a government in the current Knesset. 

With as many as nine candidates running, it is 
inevitable that there will be a run-off among the top two 
finishers. Depending on turnout, it is possible to earn a 
spot in that run-off race with a tenth of the votes Bennett 
won and become prime minister. So why not run? The 
following candidates (in alphabetical order) intend to try: 

Nir Barkat, 62 The former Jerusalem mayor is the 
leading candidate in the polls. He has built himself up as a 
worldly figure who can talk to the international community 
in perfect English and is ready to be prime minister. 
Barkat, unlike other candidates, can bring the Likud many 
mandates from other parties, polls show. Having a hi-tech 
fortune of more than one billion dollars at his disposal 
could not hurt. 

Avi Dichter, 69 The only serious security figure in the 
race, as the former head of the Shin-Bet security service. 
As the oldest candidate in the race, he looks prime 
ministerial. It also helps that he has no significant political 
enemies. But he also does not have enough support inside 
the party, and his background in Kadima will not help him. 

Yuli Edelstein, 63 The final prisoner of Zion to leave 
the Soviet Union, he showed courage by being willing to 
run against Netanyahu and by taking the Health portfolio 
during a pandemic. He has the statesmanlike experience of 
being Knesset speaker. Like Barkat, he speaks perfect 
English and can form a government immediately. As the 
husband of an oligarch’s daughter he has no problem 
financing a campaign. 

Gilad Erdan, 51 The ambassador to the United 
Nations has the great disadvantage of not living in Israel 
and not being a Knesset member, which would legally 
prevent him from forming a government. 

If Erdan would become Likud leader, he would have 
to force a Knesset election that almost no MKs want. But 
he also has stayed above the fray as an outsider, which 
makes him untainted and clean.  Netanyahu signing a plea 
agreement would save Erdan from testifying against him. 
He is on the prosecution’s witness list in Case 4000, due to  

his ousting as communication’s minister. He has gained 
diplomatic experience in Washington and New York and is 
young enough to wait patiently to win. 

Moshe Feiglin, 59 The former Zehut Party leader 
recently returned to Likud. “If Netanyahu leaves and they 
shorten the minimum membership requirement, I intend 
to run,” he said Sunday. Feiglin’s vocal opposition to 
vaccination could harm him and paint him as an extremist. 
Like Erdan, he is not an MK. 

Tzachi Hanegbi, 64 Has the most Knesset 
experience, getting elected first in 1988 and serving as 
justice minister in Netanyahu’s first cabinet in 1996. He 
also has decades of diplomatic experience and strong ties 
with both Democratic and Republican administrations in 
Washington. He even raised his children in English. 

But he does not have the support in Likud that he had 
when he headed its central committee before leaving for 
Kadima. 

Israel Katz, 66 The former foreign minister and 
finance minister has the most senior ministerial experience. 
He also has the longest tenure in Likud and the most 
connections in the Likud central committee, which could 
help him at least become temporary head of the party. But 
his English is not good enough and Netanyahu has battled 
him lately. Likud MK Miki Zohar blasted him for 
announcing his candidacy. “Hold your horses,” Zohar 
said: “We are in the most critical moments of Netanyahu, 
the Right and the Likud. Such declarations and 
explanations don’t help anyone. A little patience wouldn’t 
hurt.” 

Amir Ohana, 45 The youngest candidate, and 
arguably the closest to Netanyahu and his family. Ohana 
has quickly become very popular with the Likud’s Sephardi 
masses who cheer him like a celebrity whenever he enters a 
Likud rally. A former justice and public security minister, 
he speaks forcefully against the legal establishment. But he 
cannot win the support of anti-Netanyahu members, and 
he was tainted by his role in the Meron disaster. 

Miri Regev, 56 The only woman in the race. She said 
Sunday that whoever gets elected will unite the party, 
speaking in the feminine tense. In a controversial interview 
five months ago, she told Yediot Aharonot that Likud 
members should stop voting for “white people” and vote 
for her due to her Sephardic roots and her deprived 
background. Regev was born in the southern development 
town of Kiryat Gat to immigrants from Morocco, Felix 
and Marcelle Siboni. “The time has come to have a 
Sephardi prime minister,” Regev said. “I think the Likud 
rank and file must vote this time for someone who 
represents their class, their ethnicity and their agenda.” 
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The New Iran Deal Could Be Worse Than Its Predecessor 
By Elliott Abrams  nationalreview.com  January 14, 2022 
Rewarding the ayatollahs’ malfeasance as they move 
closer to getting nuclear weapons. 

How could the Biden administration defend a terrible 
nuclear deal with Iran? Simple: blame Trump. 

An awful agreement was never inevitable, mostly 
thanks to the ayatollahs: Their demands may be so 
excessive that not even the EU3 and the Biden negotiators 
can accept them. But it seems increasingly likely that the 
United States will soon acquiesce to a deal in which Iran 
does one thing — such as agreeing to stop enriching 
uranium to 60 percent — in exchange for billions of 
dollars in sanctions relief. A recent visit to Vienna by 
South Korean officials suggests that unfreezing the $7 
billion Iran has on the books there will be step one. Step 
two will likely be lifting all sanctions on Iranian oil exports, 
allowing the regime to increase sales to China and others 
in Asia immediately. My own guess: In exchange for Iran’s 
ceasing to enrich uranium to 60 percent, virtually all U.S. 
sanctions will be lifted. 

This “less for less” deal would be a terrible agreement. 
It could really be termed “less for more” — Iran does less 
and gets more. It would ignore Iran’s subversion of the 
IAEA and its refusal to allow serious inspections. It would 
ignore Iran’s refusal to deal with the “previous military 
dimensions” of its nuclear program, which are quite 
obviously real (the nuclear archive purloined by Israel 
proved that) and still exist today. It would ignore Iran’s use 
of advanced generations of centrifuges and would certainly 
permit enrichment above the 3.67 percent limit agreed in 
Obama’s 2015 deal. And it would supply the regime with 
billions — likely tens of billions — of dollars to use, for 
instance, subverting Iraq, fighting in Yemen, and 
supporting Hamas and Hezbollah. 

So how would the Biden administration possibly 
defend such a deal? Trump! Here is how a Politico story 
began this week: 

The White House sought Wednesday to reframe the 
Washington debate about the Iran nuclear deal, asserting 
that former President Donald Trump’s decision to quit the 
agreement is what has led to an Iran on the verge of an 
atom bomb. 

In other words, “We had no choice.” You may not 
like this agreement, they will argue, but the United States 
was left with no alternative. 

We should expect to see this line come from the 
White House, the State Department, CNN, the New York 
Times, and the rest of the echo chamber. But it is false.  

 

The “maximum pressure campaign” of sanctions that 
began in 2018 had, by the end of the Trump 
administration, had a devastating impact on the Iranian 
economy. According to the U.S. Institute of Peace: 

Iran earned $41 billion in oil exports in 2016 and $53 
billion in 2017. But Iran earned only $8 billion to $9 billion 
in oil revenues from March 2019 to March 2020. And over 
the next six months, from March to September 2020, 
parliament claimed that Iran earned only $2.5 billion from 
oil exports. 

The Iranian rial also depreciated 49 percent against the 
dollar in 2020, and inflation was 30 percent in 2018 and 40 
percent in 2019. Moreover, as the BBC put it, “The 
reinstatement of US sanctions in 2018 – particularly those 
imposed on the energy, shipping and financial sectors that 
November – caused foreign investment to dry up . . .” 
And most stunningly of all, between 2018 and 2020, Iran’s 
accessible foreign-currency reserves fell from $122.5 
billion to $4 billion, according to the IMF. 

The Biden administration could have kept the pressure 
on until the Iranian regime — aware far more than the 
White House is of the hatred ordinary Iranians feel for 
their leaders — faced economic crisis and agreed to a 
better deal. Instead, Team Biden decided on the Obama 
administration approach, and is on a path toward an 
agreement that rewards Iran’s malfeasance and gets it 
closer and closer to a nuclear weapon. 

An agreement with Iran, following on the chaotic 
retreat from Afghanistan, would further rattle America’s 
allies. It would mean that Joe Biden looked at the worst 
case — no deal, Iran proceeding toward a nuclear weapon, 
and the United States forced to act militarily — and 
blinked. 

Congress should demand to review any agreement the 
administration reaches under the Iran Nuclear Agreement 
Review Act (INARA). Passed by bipartisan congressional 
majorities in 2015, that law requires congressional review 
of any new agreement with Iran, and any deal reached in 
Vienna would certainly qualify. But would the Biden 
administration even submit the new agreement to 
Congress, as the law requires? If it refused, would 
Congress demand that it do so? Would the mainstream 
media, so concerned in other contexts with ensuring that 
presidents follow the law, demand that it do so? 

I hope that the answer to all three questions is, “Yes.” 
But I won’t be holding my breath. 
Mr. Abrams chairs the Vandenberg Coalition and is a senior fellow 
at the Council on Foreign Relations.  

Islamism meets inflation and Turkey teeters 
By Todd L. Pittinsky    blogs.timesofisrael.com  January 18, 2022 
The Western experts who can't fathom Erdoğan's 
ruinous fiscal policies should heed his emphatic, 
repeated explanation: He answers to a higher 
authority. 

Turkey’s economy is going mad. More accurately, it is 
being driven mad by Turkey’s president, Recep Tayyip 

Erdoğan, who has dominated Turkish politics since 2002. 
Turkey’s annual Inflation rate has hit 36% and some 
analysts think it may go as high as 50%. Turkey’s currency, 
the lira, is collapsing. It lost 44% of its value against the 
dollar just in 2021 and it is still on the way down. 
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Interest rates should be immediately and aggressively 
hiked – this is basic economics. But Erdoğan is lowering 
them. He can do this because he has continually replaced 
key executives at Turkey’s Central Bank with his hand-
picked choices. Just last year he replaced the bank’s entire 
board. 

Western voices – the pundits, professors, journalists, 
and policymakers who drive the public conversation – 
have been chewing over possible explanations for this 
madness. What they haven’t paid attention to is Erdoğan’s 
own explanation. He is an avowed Islamist and 
fundamentalist Islam considers interest on loans to be a 
violation of God’s law – the sin of usury. He has 
repeatedly referred to interest as the “mother and father of 
all evil.” Data, expertise, and historical experience don’t 
matter; it is prohibited by the Quran. End of discussion. 
“We are lowering interest rates,” he has said. “Don’t 
expect anything else from me… As a Muslim, I’ll continue 
to do what is required by nas [Islamic teachings].” 

While Erdoğan and his government make these 
terrible mistakes, many in the West are making a related 
mistake. Our experts and opinion leaders are far too 
accustomed to looking at leaders around the world as so-
called rational actors. Possibly evil, possibly ignorant, but 
still rational. History shows something different. Plenty of 
world leaders are irrational and willing to follow irrational 
ideologies right over a cliff, taking their own and possibly 
other countries with them. Case in point: Venezuela. The 
more wreckage the policies of the Hugo Chavez and 
Nicolás Maduro governments created, the more those 
leaders kept and keep pursuing the same policies. Erdoğan 
may be such a one. 

For some reason, Western experts can’t seem to come 
to grips with such craziness. Most in the mainstream media 
have legitimized his economic “leadership” as an 
“experiment” testing out a “new model.” And not just 
fringe new sources. Foreign Policy and The Washington 
Post, for example, call it simply an “experiment”. Reuters 
oddly calls it a “risky” experiment, as if there is some 
conceivable benefit at the end (after all, high risk can bring 
high reward). What’s wrong with calling it an experiment? 
Well, dropping a nuclear bomb is in some sense an 
experiment. One doesn’t know beforehand exactly how 
many people will die, so there’s something to be learned. 
But we don’t call it an experiment. (The Economist comes 

the closest to pointing out the obvious by summarizing it 
as “zany experiment”). 

Others see in him a leader falling prey to his worst 
authoritarian impulses, as so many others have done. 
There is no doubt that Erdoğan lusts for power, which 
explains many of the things he’s done. But it doesn’t 
explain wrecking one of the world’s more promising 
economies and liberalizing countries, which isn’t going to 
add to his power. You don’t see Xi Jinping wrecking the 
Chinese economy. 

Erdoğan has made clear his commitment to a 
fundamentalist Islamist faith that does not recognize any 
legitimate separation of religion and government – or 
economics. He has made clear that he seeks to end Turkey 
as a constitutional state. 

We find this hard to believe. Especially the most 
secular among us. Who would want to turn a country as 
successful as Turkey had been into a horror show like Iran 
or Afghanistan? In fact, there has been no shortage of 
leaders who wanted to do something like that and we 
should take Erdoğan’s word that he aspires to be one of 
them. 

Instead, some analysts frame his Islamism and its 
residual description of the Turkish as a pandering ploy to 
get votes from conservative voters, ignoring the more 
parsimonious: Erdoğan is set on something that, to him, is 
more important than winning votes. And indeed, there is 
nothing in his history to suggest that he is anything but 
sincere. From education to foreign policy to the economy, 
he seems increasingly determined to establish a “New 
Turkey” based on the old cultural and religious values of 
the Ottoman Empire. He continually lambasts secularism 
and pluralism. 

We in the ever-more secular West are ill-equipped to 
understand extreme religious impulses in the public space. 
But we’re going to have to get wiser about what seems to 
us just madness because that madness is growing. And at 
least one of the madmen is at the helm of countries 
sponsoring Islamist extremism and supporting jihadist 
mercenaries abroad, let alone toying with the fates of the 
84 million people who call Turkey home. 
Mr. Pittinsky is a professor at Stony Brook University (SUNY) 
and author of "Leaders Who Lust: Power, Money, Sex, Success, 
Legitimacy, Legacy.” 

The Dangers of China’s Ever-Closer Relationship with Iran 
By Bradley Bowman and Zane Zovak   fdd.org   January 13, 2022 
United in their opposition to the United States and to 
the rule of law. 

Iranian Foreign Minister Hossein Amir-Abdollahian 
will visit China on Friday to deepen the “comprehensive 
strategic partnership” the two countries signed last year. 
Growing Sino-Iranian security cooperation represents a 
serious threat to core U.S., Israeli, and Gulf Arab security 
interests. To address them, the Biden administration needs 
to take several urgent steps now. 

Chinese foreign ministry spokesperson Wang Wenbin 
confirmed Tuesday that Amir-Abdollahian will visit China 
on Friday, reiterating that “China is ready to work with 
Iran to further deepen the China-Iran comprehensive 
strategic partnership.” 

The 25-year strategic partnership, which Beijing and 
Tehran signed in March 2021, offers major benefits for 
two U.S. adversaries united in their opposition to the 
United States and to the rule of law. By building relations 
with Iran, China strengthens its foothold in the Middle 
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East, undermines the United States, and further secures 
access to Iranian oil and other important commodities. For 
its part, Iran will get billions of dollars in Chinese energy 
and infrastructure investment, undercutting the 
effectiveness of U.S. sanctions against the regime. 

Much of Beijing and Tehran’s cooperation focuses on 
economic and diplomatic ties. Indeed, the Chinese- and 
Russian-led Shanghai Cooperation Organization decided 
unanimously last September to elevate Iran to full 
membership. 

It would be a mistake, however, to miss the security 
implications of the Sino-Iranian relationship. 

For one thing, China’s purchase of Iranian energy and 
willingness to invest in Iran will have at least two negative 
security impacts that will get worse with time. First, 
Chinese investment will provide economic stimulus and 
revenue for Iran. If past is prologue, Tehran will use a 
significant portion of that additional revenue to build its 
missile and drone arsenal, advance its nuclear program, 
export terrorism, and attack its neighbors. 

Sino-Iranian military cooperation is not a theoretical 
or future concern—it is already happening. 

More broadly, additional Chinese investment will 
increasingly mitigate the effectiveness of U.S. sanctions 
against Iran. That will have the effect of intensifying 
Iranian intransigence in any negotiations regarding its 
nuclear program. China’s backing also increases the 
chances that diplomacy will fail and U.S. and/or Israeli 
military action may be required to prevent Iran from 
acquiring nuclear weapons. 

Furthermore, while the final terms of the strategic 
partnership agreement remain secret, a leaked copy of the 
agreement, labeled “final version,” called for China and 
Iran to conduct combined military training, exercises, 
weapons development, and intelligence sharing. That 
should make the United States, Israel, Saudi Arabia, and 
the United Arab Emirates sit up and take note. 

Increased Sino-Iranian military cooperation could, 
over time, significantly improve Iranian military capability. 
If Iranian forces were to acquire improved anti-
access/area-denial capabilities from China, Tehran may 
come to believe it could deter or defend against an attack 
designed to halt an Iranian sprint to a nuclear weapons 
capability. That perception in Tehran could make an 
Iranian nuclear breakout both more likely and more 
difficult to stop. 

To be clear, Sino-Iranian military cooperation is not a 
theoretical or future concern—it is already happening. 
Iran, China, and Russia conducted combined military 
exercises in the Indian Ocean in December 2019 and in 
Russia in September 2020. Another combined military 
exercise involving Iranian and Chinese forces is reportedly 
scheduled to take place in the Persian Gulf. 

Notably, according to a report by the U.S.-China 
Economic and Security Review Commission, at least one 
of the ballistic missiles Iran claimed to have used in the 

2020 attack on U.S. forces at Ain al-Asad Air Base in Iraq 
was “very likely to have been developed with Chinese 
ballistic missile technology.” 

It’s no coincidence that the precise details of Sino-
Iranian security cooperation remain opaque. Beijing has 
good reason to downplay the growing cooperation with 
Tehran. The Chinese Communist Party is eager to build 
relations with Gulf Arab governments, and helping the 
Iranian military is unlikely to win Beijing any fans in 
Riyadh or Abu Dhabi. 

This balancing act likely explains why the foreign 
ministers of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Oman, and Bahrain—
joined by the Gulf Cooperation Council’s secretary-
general—are in China this week as well. Beijing is trying to 
cultivate relations with both Tehran and Gulf states 
simultaneously. That makes it necessary for China to frame 
its growing bilateral security cooperation with Iran in a way 
that will not agitate leaders on the other side of the Gulf. 

That will be a challenge for Beijing, and Washington 
should seek to make that challenge even more difficult. 

To do so, the first step for Washington is to 
understand that a refusal to provide Gulf Arab partners 
with the means to defend themselves will only incentivize 
them to turn to China and Russia for weapons. That would 
empower the United States’ two main adversaries and 
reduce U.S. leverage in the Middle East. This dynamic has 
already played out with respect to Egypt. When Cairo was 
unable to acquire U.S. aircraft, tanks, and missiles around 
2013, it turned to Moscow and Paris for warplanes and 
Beijing for drones. The same dynamic is starting to play 
out with Saudi Arabia, and China is eager to take 
advantage. 

Second, Washington should encourage Gulf partners 
to make clear to China and Russia that providing major 
weapons systems to Iran would seriously damage their 
relations with Gulf Cooperation Council countries. 

Third, Congress should ensure that the Pentagon and 
intelligence community provide detailed, annual, written, 
and unclassified reports on Sino-Iranian military training, 
exercises, weapons development, and intelligence sharing. 
Statutory requirements to report on the relationship 
already exist but could be improved and better enforced. 
To inform decisions and avoid strategic surprise, 
Washington should proactively exchange intelligence on 
Sino-Iranian military cooperation with Israel and Gulf 
Arab partners. 

The Sino-Iranian “comprehensive strategic 
partnership,” Iranian accession to the Shanghai 
Cooperation Organization, and the Iranian foreign 
minister’s trip to China this week demonstrate three things: 
a growing alignment between Beijing and Tehran, Beijing’s 
burgeoning clout in the Middle East, and the reality that 
Washington’s great-power competition with China won’t 
occur in the Indo-Pacific alone. 

Washington may be tired of the Middle East, but  
Beijing is just getting started. 
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Mr. Bowman is the senior director of the Center on Military and 
Political Power at the Foundation for Defense of Democracies 

(FDD) Mr.  Zovak is a research analyst at the FDD. 

US informs Israel it no longer supports EastMed pipeline to Europe 
By Lahav Harkov    jpost.com  January 18, 2022  
Washington informed Athens that they no longer 
support the EastMed project earlier this month. 

The US no longer supports the proposed EastMed 
natural-gas pipeline from Israel to Europe, the Biden 
administration has informed Israel, Greece and Cyprus in 
recent weeks. 

State Department officials conveyed the new position 
to the Foreign Ministry, a diplomatic source in Jerusalem 
confirmed Tuesday. The Foreign Ministry declined to 
comment on the matter. 

The reversal of position from that of the Trump 
administration was first reported in Greece earlier this 
month. 

Former US secretary of state Mike Pompeo and 
former energy secretary Dan Brouillette expressed US 
support for the pipeline when they were in office. 

But Washington informed Athens it was reversing 
course from the Trump administration in a “non-paper,” a 
diplomatic term for an unofficial, or off-the-record, 
communication this month. 

 “The American side expressed to the Greek side 
reservations as to the rationale of the EastMed pipeline, 
[and] raised issues of its economic viability and 
environmental [issues],” a Greek government source told 
Reuters. 

“The Greek side highlighted that this project has been 
declared a ‘special project’ by the European Union, and 
any decision on its viability will logically have an economic 
impact,” the official said. 

The EastMed pipeline, meant to transfer natural gas 
from Israeli waters to Europe via Greece and Cyprus, was 
announced in 2016, and several agreements have been 
signed between the three countries on the subject. The 
three states aimed to complete the €6 billion project by 
2025, but no financing has been secured for it. 

The US Embassy in Jerusalem said that the Americans 
“remain committed to the energy security and connectivity 
of the Eastern Mediterranean.” 

Among the proposals the US supports is the EuroAsia 
interconnector linking Israeli, Cypriot and European 
electricity grids, “allowing for future exports of electricity 
produced by renewable energy sources, benefiting nations 
in the region.” The interconnector “would not only  
connect vital energy markets, but also help prepare the 
region for the clean energy transition,” the embassy said. 

The US Embassy also said this is “a time when 
Europe’s energy security is – more than ever – a question 
of national security,” and as such, the US is “committed to 
deepening our regional relationships and promoting clean 
energy technologies.” 

The US Embassy in Greece made a similar statement 
last week, saying Washington still supports the 3+1 

mechanism of meetings between Israel, Greece, Cyprus 
and the US. 

Claims over natural gas in the Eastern Mediterranean 
have been a point of contention with Turkey in recent 
years, with Ankara saying it should be part of the EastMed 
project. 

Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdogan took the 
opportunity of the US withdrawing its support to say: “[If 
Israeli gas] would be brought to Europe, it could only be 
done through Turkey. Is there any hope for now? We can 
sit and talk about the conditions.” 

He also noted his recent phone calls with Prime 
Minister Naftali Bennett and President Isaac Herzog and 
said engagement with Israel had improved. 

Turkish state media channel TRT last week aired a 
documentary opposing the EastMed pipeline titled The 
Pipe Dream, which includes footage of State Department 
Senior Advisor for Energy Security Amos Hochstein 
discussing the matter before he was appointed to his 
current position. 

Hochstein said he would be “extremely uncomfortable 
with the US supporting this project” because of its 
environmental implications. 

“Why would we build a fossil fuel pipeline between 
the EastMed and Europe when our entire policy is to 
support new technology... and new investments in going 
green and in going clean?” he asked. “By the time this 
pipeline is built we will have spent billions of taxpayer 
money on something that is obsolete – not only obsolete 
but against our collective interest between the US and 
Europe.” 

Hochstein said the project was not financially feasible. 
It would cost more than €6b., he said, adding that 
international financial institutions no longer are committed 
to investing in fossil fuels. 

The pipeline plan was “totally driven by politics,” but 
“multibillion-dollar deals should be driven by the 
commercial side,” Hochstein said. 

“This idea came up in 2016, but no movement has 
been made except for signing some contracts, MOUs 
[memorandums of understanding] and the big hoopla of 
politics... Some ministers in the region are talking about 
the EU supporting [the plan]; they agreed to a feasibility 
study on the project. That’s a big difference,” he said. 

“This is politicians talking, but there’s [nothing] there,” 
Hochstein said. “This project probably will not happen 
because it’s too complicated, too expensive and too late in 
the arch of history.” 

Gabriel Mitchell, director of external relations for the 
Mitvim Institute for Regional Foreign Policy, said Israel’s 
relationship with Greece and Cyprus, which has grown 
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very warm in recent years, does not depend on the 
EastMed pipeline. 

“The cooperation between the parties has expanded 
beyond the narrow scope of an undersea pipeline project, 
incorporating multiple fields and interministerial 
cooperation,” he said. 

Regarding Israel’s future in exporting natural gas, the 
EastMed was never its only option, Mitchell said. 

“The story of the EastMed pipeline should serve as a 
reminder that these projects require a high level of 

commercial, technical and political feasibility,” he said. “As 
one door potentially closes, others could open that present 
a different but no less important set of commercial and 
geopolitical opportunities.” 

“The EastMed pipeline’s feasibility issues were well-
documented, but in the end, it may be other energy 
initiatives – such as the EuroAsia interconnector – that 
become the tripartite relationship’s flagship project,” 
Mitchell said. 

Israel Shouldn’t Forget Yitzhak Rabin’s West Bank Map 
By Gershon Hacohen    israelhayom.com  January 7, 2022  
If it does, it could risk creating a second Gaza. 
 Defense Minister Benny Gantz's meeting last week 
with Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas 
drew, as expected, criticism from one side of the political 
spectrum and praise form the other. As far as politics and 
security go, the meeting was legitimate. The question on 
which we should focus is what political vision led to it in 
the first place, and what trends it sought to promote. 

The repeated policy of the Israeli government is that it 
will not promote any significant diplomatic steps, whether 
they be annexation or a peace deal. It's also clear to the PA 
and the Americans what constraints the Israeli leadership 
is under. But in the meantime, things on the ground can't 
stay as they are. This is what is causing concern about the 
process the defense minister is leading. While all the actors 
have realized that there will be no official diplomatic steps 
in the next two years, it appears as if Gantz is working to 
move toward two states, under the radar. In a creeping 
process of a fraction of an acre here and there, encouraged 
by the US administration, a Palestinian state is being built 
in areas that go over what the PA has already received in 
Areas A and B. 

There has been much discussion about Palestinian 
construction and encroachment in Area C. It's possible 
that the defense minister thinks that ultimately, most of 
what is currently defined as Area C will be transferred to 
Palestinian hands, anyway. He envisions Israel holding 
onto the settlement blocs that are near the Green Line, 
which is about 3% of Judea and Samaria, as well as a 
narrow strip the length of the Jordan Valley. 

The main difference between the post-peace deal 
maps proposed by the late Yitzhak Rabin and Ehud Barak 
and Ehud Olmert has to do with the role of Area C. On 
Rabin's map, this territory was vital to Israel's security 
outlook, whereas Barak and Olmert saw it as a "deposit" 
for a future agreement, to be handed over at the end of the 
process. 

After more than 25 years, one can cast a critical eye 
over the vision of security for Judea and Samaria vs. the 
one that has taken shape for the Gaza Strip. Especially 
after the disengagement in 2005, Gaza came to be 
surrounded by a contiguous border that determined the 
operations of IDF forces deployed along it, with the 
separation being complete – "They're there, and we're 
here." It has become a difficult military operation for the 
IDF to cross the border into Gaza, which is controlled by 
Hamas. 

This reality has led to the IDF losing its ability to 
operate deep in the Hamas-controlled area. In contrast, in 
Judea and Samaria – thanks to Rabin's creative views, 
which led to the division of the territory into Areas A, B, 
and C – the IDF still has almost unlimited freedom to 
operate. Among other things, led to the success of 
Operation Defensive Shield in 2002 and what still allows 
IDF forces to pursue terrorists and arrest them without 
sending in heavy forces. 

The way in which Area C is interwoven between Areas 
A and B is an expression of a unique take on security that 
in the 25 years since it was conceived continues to prove 
its efficacy in terms of defense. The Palestinian Authority's 
subversive construction in Area C, as well as the Israeli 
concessions the defense minister is promoting, are eating 
away at the territorial infrastructure that Rabin laid out as 
vital to Israel's security. Herein lies the danger of a plan for 
new boundaries that the IDF Civil Administration is 
backing, which would see an expansion of Palestinian 
quarries next to main roads in Area C. 

The processes that Defense Minister Gantz is  
promoting for Judea, Samaria, and the Jordan Valley are 
part of Israel's overall defense and security outlook and 
have significance for the country's future, and as such 
should be the subject of public debate. 
Maj. Gen. (res.) Hacohen is a senior research fellow at the Begin-
Sadat Center for Strategic Studies.  

The Connections between Russia’s Threats to Ukraine and the Nuclear Negotiations with Iran 
By Anna Borshchevskaya  washingtoninstitute.org  January 11, 2022  
The majority of regional users are young men from 
Putin’s anti-Western posture has never been limited 
to Europe. 
 Although Russia has always played a key role in 
multilateral nuclear negotiations with Iran, its recent 

escalation in Ukraine is casting an especially wide shadow 
over the current talks in Vienna, which aim to resurrect the 
imperiled 2015 Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action 
(JCPOA). Between the threat of open war with Kyiv, an 
ongoing crackdown in Kazakhstan, and assorted 



Page 7             January 22, 2022    Focus on Israel 
 
interventions in the Middle East, Russian relations with the 
West have reached perhaps their most dangerous 
inflection point since the fall of the Soviet Union. What 
does this mean for President Vladimir Putin’s approach to 
the Iran talks? 

Russia’s Iran Strategy 
Understanding Putin’s current mindset requires a 

clear-eyed look at his past approach to Iran’s nuclear 
program and related diplomacy. Although Moscow has 
always preferred a non-nuclear-armed Iran, it does not 
necessarily share Western goals, methods, or redlines on 
this issue. The Kremlin has supported sanctions against 
Tehran while simultaneously working to dilute them, 
claiming that Western concerns were overblown and were 
hurting its efforts to expand bilateral trade with the Islamic 
Republic. Russia has also used its support for sanctions as 
leverage to extract concessions from the West. 

Indeed, as negotiations waxed and waned over the 
years, many Russian analysts privately concluded that Putin 
could live with a nuclear Iran if necessary—of greater 
concern to him was the prospect of Iran turning pro-
Western. As reported recently by the New York Times, 
this notion is supported by leaked audio of former foreign 
minister Mohammad Javad Zarif admitting that his 
Russian counterparts in past negotiations did not want a 
nuclear agreement to succeed “because it was not in 
Moscow’s interests for Iran to normalize relations with the 
West.” Although it is debatable whether this concern was 
ever warranted in the case of the narrowly focused 
JCPOA, Zarif’s revelation nevertheless highlights 
Moscow’s chief priorities. 

Before and After Crimea 
Even when they occur at the same time, Putin’s policy 

decisions on Ukraine and Iran are better viewed as 
manifestations of a general anti-Western strategy than as 
directly connected actions. Hence, Washington should be 
cautious about how much store it puts in Moscow’s 
assurances on either front unless they are accompanied by 
concrete indications of deeper policy shifts.   

This imperative becomes clearer when looking at 
Russia’s past technical and diplomatic involvement in 
Iran’s nuclear program. By September 2013, Moscow 
officially gave Tehran control of the Bushehr nuclear 
power plant, which had been built and previously operated 
by the Russian state-owned company Atomstroyexport. 
Two months later, Russia, the United States, and other 
members of the P5+1 signed an interim nuclear agreement 
with Iran. 

Shortly thereafter, Moscow illegally annexed Crimea in 
March 2014 and began supporting separatists in east 
Ukraine. That decision engineered a frozen conflict that 
continues to this day and elevated Russia’s standoff with 
the West to a new plateau. Meanwhile, Putin upgraded his 
relations with Iran to unprecedented heights due to the 
Syria war and the broader geopolitical struggle it 
portended, directly intervening in the conflict in 2015. 

Russia’s handling of the S-300 missile sale to Iran 
further illuminates how Putin often works against U.S. 
goals despite participating in U.S.-led diplomatic efforts—
and, by extension, how dealing with Moscow in good faith 
can be naive. When the sale was originally agreed in 2007, 
key Russian defense entities such as Rosoboronexport 
were already subject to U.S. sanctions that were renewed in 
2008. In June 2010, the UN passed a stronger arms 
embargo against Iran, and later that year, Putin suspended 
actual delivery of the air defense system under U.S. and 
Israeli pressure. Yet given the Obama administration’s 
desire to secure Russian cooperation in the P5+1 nuclear 
negotiations, the United States did not renew sanctions; it 
also made the unprecedented concession of agreeing not 
to ban the sale of S-300s to Tehran. Once the JCPOA 
framework was agreed to in April 2015, Moscow 
proclaimed that an arms embargo on Iran was no longer 
necessary and resumed the S-300 sale in earnest. 

Viewed another way, the Kremlin calculated early on 
that cooperating to some degree on the Iran nuclear talks 
was in its self-interest regardless of whether doing so 
might relieve international pressure stemming from the 
concurrent Crimea crisis. Years of P5+1 talks elevated 
Moscow’s standing as a global power without whom major 
diplomatic decisions could not be made, bolstering its 
position as a counterweight to the West. The JCPOA also 
enabled Moscow to expand ties with Tehran while 
extracting concessions from Washington and Europe. As 
Deputy Foreign Minister Sergey Ryabkov put it at the 
time, “Would there have been a deal if Russia had not 
participated in these talks? I think there would have been a 
deal, but the conditions would have been far worse for the 
Russian Federation.” 

What’s Different Now? 
Russia vocally condemned President Trump’s decision 

to withdraw from the JCPOA in 2018 and publicly 
supported subsequent European efforts to save it. 
Officially, Moscow supports the current talks as well. Yet 
Western policymakers should take care not to 
misunderstand the motivations behind these decisions. 

First, when Lavrov noted in late December that the 
Kremlin opposes any changes to the deal, he was no doubt 
referring in part to the idea of incorporating a permanent 
arms embargo against Iran. The UN Security Council has 
previously failed to pass a resolution on such a ban after 
Russian (and Chinese) vetoes. 

Second, Moscow is keen on continuing to portray 
itself as a key global powerbroker regardless of whether 
the talks bear fruit. In an interview with Newsweek last 
month, for instance, Russian ambassador Anatoly 
Antonov called on the United States and Iran to 
“demonstrate maximum flexibility in negotiations” and 
seek “the optimal combination of responsibilities and 
benefits for both the participants and the entire world 
community.” 

Third, even as it participates in talks aimed at bringing 
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Iran back into compliance with important nuclear 
restrictions, Moscow is once again downplaying Western 
concerns about Tehran’s intentions. In late December, for 
instance, Foreign Ministry spokesperson Maria Zakharova 
dismissed assertions that Iran was stalling negotiations. 
Similarly, she defended Tehran in February 2021 by 
arguing that its refusal to comply with the JCPOA did not 
contradict its obligations to the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty—a notion that the U.S. State Department 
previously disputed in great detail. 

Meanwhile, Russian commercial and defense 
transactions with Iran appear to have grown since the U.S. 
withdrawal from the JCPOA. According to the Tehran 
Times, total bilateral trade increased from $1.74 billion in 
2018 to $2 billion in 2019. And last August, the Russian 
news agency TASS reported that trade had grown by 
almost 40 percent in the first six months of 2021 
compared to the same period in 2020. One possible 
explanation is that Russia was less affected than other 
trade partners after Washington reimposed sanctions—for 
instance, cereals make up the bulk of Russian sales to Iran, 
and U.S. sanctions do not apply to such items. Moreover, 
Moscow is reportedly poised to sell thirty-two Su-35 
fighter jets to Iran, which would significantly bolster the 
country’s air force. 

Thus, despite voicing pro forma condemnation of 
Washington’s withdrawal from the JCPOA, Russia largely 
avoided negative consequences from the resultant 
sanctions—in fact, it was able to spin the decision as 
another example of dangerous American unilateralism. 
And while joining the JCPOA framework in 2015 
provided Moscow with short-term advantages, resurrecting 
the deal today may not necessarily reap further benefits. 
Yet remaining part of the discussions as long as they last 
can help Putin retain his role as a global powerbroker. 

How Does Ukraine Factor In? 
Russia’s current military buildup on Ukraine’s border 

and other destabilizing moves are more serious than 
previous provocations, and the demands it has delivered to 
NATO are seemingly deliberate nonstarters. After the 
Biden administration’s botched withdrawal from 
Afghanistan and suspension of sanctions against the Nord 

Stream 2 pipeline project, Putin likely feels more 
emboldened than ever to renegotiate the terms of the 
Soviet dissolution. On December 30, he warned Biden that 
sanctioning Russia for the Ukraine buildup could lead to 
“a complete rupture of relations”—an unprecedented 
ultimatum that veteran analyst John Erath aptly described 
as “nuclear blackmail.” 

What does this mean for Iran negotiations? First, 
Moscow will remain committed to its own self-interest 
regardless of where the Vienna talks lead. Putin has 
worked hard to erode the U.S.-led global order for years, 
so he will do what he can to steer the latest developments 
in that direction. His original cooperation on the JCPOA 
was never a favor to Washington, and any seemingly 
helpful Russian behavior in Vienna should not be viewed 
through that lens either, regardless of what happens in 
Ukraine. 

Second, because Moscow apparently has little to gain 
from renewing the JCPOA, it can afford to wait as it goes 
through the motions and posturing of Iran diplomacy. In 
contrast, the West still perceives Iran as a paramount 
threat, so Putin can keep using this fact as leverage in other 
theaters, perhaps even signaling that he will be more 
helpful with Tehran if Washington accommodates him on 
Ukraine. Should that happen, the last thing policymakers 
should do is take him at his word. 

In theory, Moscow could signal a genuine policy shift 
by taking concrete steps to limit Iranian influence in Syria, 
halting weapon sales to Tehran, and/or criticizing Iran on 
the nuclear issue. Unfortunately, none of these scenarios is 
realistic. Western policymakers may wish to believe that 
Russia can be helpful on Iran even if it makes harmful 
moves against Ukraine, but they need to see the bigger 
picture—Putin’s anti-Western posture has never been 
limited to Europe. Accordingly, Washington and its 
partners should focus on building a unified strategy that 
not only strengthens the U.S. negotiating position in 
Vienna, but also demonstrates the political will to 
forcefully defend the rules-based global order if necessary. 
Ms. Borshchevskaya is author of Putin’s War in Syria: Russian 
Foreign Policy and the Price of America’s Absence. 

Officials are afraid to say 'antisemitism' when Jews are targeted 
By Seth J. Frantzman     jpost.com   January 16, 2022  
When Iran is angry over offensive cartoons in Europe, 
it attacks the memory of the Shoah and Jews. When 
Pakistan is angry it attacks Jews. When Al-Qaeda is 
angry it targets Jews. 

In the wake of the attack on a synagogue in 
Colleyville, Texas, authorities have indicated that the 
hostage taker’s demands were not specifically connected to 
the Jewish community. This is a reminder of the bizarre 
privilege that those who attack Jewish people and Jewish  
communities around the world often enjoy in the eyes of 
officials and the media. 
 While there are ample statements condemning the 

attacks, there is not a great willingness to examine how 
a global milieu of rising antisemitism often leads 
perpetrators to target Jewish communities, even if their 
main goal isn’t an attack on Jews. 

Prefacing this discussion by noting that a day after the 
incident we don’t know the full details of the perpetrator 
or how it unfolded, we can conclude that the person 
targeted a synagogue. Officials have also indicated that the 
hostage taker was apparently motivated by a demand to 
have Aafia Siddiqui released from prison. 

Siddiqui was convicted in 2010 after attacking US 
military personnel in Afghanistan. Her case has garnered 
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support from extremists and the government of Pakistan. 
She is also known for antisemitic statements. 

The desire to disconnect the attack from the 
synagogue and see it as solely part of the wider cause of 
Siddiqui and the popularity she enjoys among Islamist 
extremists, as well as some human-rights groups, is part of 
a wider pattern where attacks on Jewish communities are 
often portrayed as random. 

This was the case in the attack on the Hypercacher 
kosher market in Paris in 2015. That attack was carried out 
by ISIS supporter Amedy Coulibaly. US president Barack 
Obama said the attack was related to “a bunch of violent, 
vicious zealots who behead people or randomly shoot a 
bunch of folks in a deli in Paris.” 

Except there was nothing random about it. It’s not 
reasonable to conclude that in a Paris with thousands of 
supermarkets and delis a perpetrator just happens to attack 
a kosher supermarket belonging to a small minority group. 

The attack on the supermarket was one of many 
attacks targeting Jews in Europe. In 2015, there was an 
attack outside a synagogue in Denmark. In 2019, a 
synagogue in Halle was attacked. “A 16-year-old Syrian 
boy and three other people have been arrested in Germany 
over a suspected Islamist plot to attack a synagogue [in 
Hagen], officials say,” the BBC reported last year. 

In the UK, on London’s Oxford Street, a gang of men 
attacked Jews celebrating Hanukkah last December. Two 
years ago, a suspect in a 1982 attack on a Jewish restaurant 
in Paris was detained in Norway. More recently, there was 
the case of the Mumbai terrorist attacks in 2008, when the 
Mariman House, a Chabad House, was attacked, together 
with many sites targeted by a Pakistan-based terrorist 
network. 

In another vile attack, an Islamist terrorist in 2012 
targeted a Jewish school in Toulouse, France. He did so 
after killing French soldiers in the Pyrenees. Once again, 
the pattern of attacking one landmark and then killing Jews 
was part of the manifesto. 

When we look at the wider pattern – whether it is an 
ISIS-inspired attacked in Paris leading to an attack on a 
kosher supermarket, or groups linked to Palestinians 
attacking Jewish sites in the 1980s, or murdering Leon 
Klinghoffer aboard the hijacked cruise ship Achille Lauro 
in 1985, targeting a Chabad House in India, or a synagogue 
in Texas – there is almost always the same pattern. 

Jews are attacked as a “normal” target for every group 
that has grievances, usually groups inspired by Islamist 
extremism, and official accounts tend to see the attacks as 
random, as opposed to part of systematic anti-Jewish hate 
crimes. This is because a more convenient explanation is 
to see the perpetrators as randomly choosing a Jewish 
target than asking deeper questions about how those 
targets enter their minds in the first place. 

We prefer the random and “crazy” or “deranged” 
narrative with the “thoughts and prayers” ending, or the 
“senseless act of violence” narrative, to asking about how 

all over the world similar movements with similar origins 
and links tend to communicate to their followers that 
killing Jews as part of an “operation” is a positive part of 
“martyrdom.” 

Uncovering the way in which Jews are described by 
the milieu that create ISIS terrorists, by the groups in 
Pakistan that back attacks in India, by the hateful groups in 
the UK that organized a caravan of cars to call for the 
raping of Jewish women in May during Israel-Hamas 
hostilities, would be to look more deeply at how Jews are 
portrayed by far-right governments, such as Pakistan, and 
extremist groups such as ISIS, al-Qaeda, Hamas and the 
Muslim Brotherhood. 

Anti-Jewish views that lead to attacks on synagogues, 
kosher delis and Jewish communities are part and parcel of 
a global far-right Islamist milieu. The Hamas Covenant, a 
kind of manifesto issued in 1988, is full of antisemitic 
conspiracies. Malaysia’s government was, for many years, 
run by the openly antisemitic Mahathir Mohammed, an 
extremist who called Jews “hook-nosed,” mocked the 
Holocaust and claimed Jews rule the world. Despite his 
hatred, he received invitations to speak at universities in 
the UK and US. 

In all these cases and many more there is a clear trend: 
Groups and individuals push antisemitic views as part of a 
wider world view. These views percolate around so that 
people who become radicalized may hold both extremist 
anti-Jewish views and also claim to be part of some other 
agenda or movement, such as al-Qaeda, ISIS, Pakistan-
based terrorist groups that attack India, “Palestine” 
supporters or some other cause. 

It’s not unusual to see leaders of countries such as 
Pakistan draw parallels between their anger at European 
countries for anti-Muslim cartoons and denying the 
Holocaust, as if Holocaust denial somehow is a way to 
offend Europeans and “get back” at them for cartoons. 

The leader of Pakistan made this comparison in 2021. 
“[I] call on Western governments who have outlawed any 
negative comment on the holocaust to use the same 
standards to penalize those deliberately spreading their 
message of hate against Muslims by abusing our Prophet,” 
Pakistani Prime Minister Imran Khan tweeted. 

Iran held a cartoon contest several times to mock the 
Holocaust as a way to get back at European countries for 
cartoons. In essence, “the Jews” become the natural 
scapegoat and victim in each of these cases. 

When Iran is angry over offensive cartoons in Europe, 
it attacks the memory of the Shoah and Jews. When 
Pakistan is angry, it attacks Jews. When al-Qaeda is angry, 
it targets Jews. When ISIS is radicalizing people, it 
encourages attacks on Jewish targets. When countries or 
groups want to insult each other in the Middle East, they 
compare their enemies to Jews.“Jew” is a word of derision, 
an insult. That extremiststhen target kosher delis, 
synagogues, schools and Jews throughout the world, from 
India to the US, is part of this milieu.
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8 outstanding young Israelis to watch in 2022 
By Naama Barak     israel21c.org   January 17, 2022  
In honor of the new year, here are some of the top 
stars born after the year 2000 to watch. 

Israel, you may have noticed, is a young and energetic 
country, with about a fifth of its population aged between 
18 and 34. It’s also a country with incredibly 
entrepreneurial young people, which might have to do 
with the fact that kids are entrusted with huge 
responsibilities at a very young age (think 12-year-old 
babysitters, 16-year-old youth group leaders and 19-year-
old army commanders). 

So it comes as no surprise that by the time they’re in 
their late teens or early 20s they’re absolutely owning it, 
whether in business, sports or culture. Take a look at some 
of our most promising young people to watch this 
upcoming year – they’re certain to leave us with our jaws 
dropped. So here they are in age order. 

When Maor Romem’s dad died in a work accident 
when she was a little girl, she discovered that 
volunteering and helping others brought her great 
comfort. Now 16, she’s channeled her do-good attitude to 
inspire other teens with her popular talks. At the end of 
each talk, she asks her audience to think of ways in which 
they can volunteer and has already backed more than 40 
groups volunteering in various fields such as beach clean-
ups, visiting the elderly, blood and hair donations and 
hospital visits. With a growing network of likeminded 
young people, she is set out to make 2022 a whole lot 
better.. 

Perhaps the person with the coolest title on this 
list, 17-year-old Nevo Abutbul is the self-proclaimed 
youngest mentalist in the world. Following in the 
footsteps of other Israeli mentalist masters such as Uri 
Geller and Lior Suchard, Abutbul has already wowed TV 
audiences, carried out a Miami and LA tour and 
successfully recreated a drawing made by the Israeli prime 
minister in front of the cameras. As befitting his young 
age, he is currently focused on completing his 
matriculation exams, and his next stop will be military 
service. Canteen spoons, beware! 

For 18-year-old swimmer Anastasia Gorbenko, 
2021 was a truly golden year: she won seven gold 
medals at the European Championships and the 
Swimming World Cup, the most recent of which was 
presented to her in Abu Dhabi. The young swimmer also 
represented Israel at the Tokyo Olympics as part of the 
national swimming team, from which she unfortunately 
came back empty-handed. But at the rate she’s going, she’s 
going to have to get herself a new cabinet for all those 
medals this upcoming year. 

Asaf Yasur, 19, made headlines in Israel when he 
brought home Israel’s first-ever para taekwondo gold 

medal that he won in the under-58 kg category at last 
year’s World Para Takwondo Championships. Yasur had 
both his arms amputated as a young boy after he touched a 
high-voltage cable, an accident which did not prevent him 
from branching out into a career as a professional athlete. 
While he didn’t make it to the Tokyo Paralympics last year, 
we have no doubt we’ll still be seeing him gracing podiums 
across the world in years to come. 

Makeup mogul Aline Cohen is one sharp young 
businesswoman with an inspiring story. Now 20, 
Cohen underwent a life-threatening bicycle accident as a 
young girl that left her in need of long rehabilitation and a 
big scar on her head, the latter prompting her interest in 
makeup and, later on, also in YouTube makeup and 
lifestyle tutorials. 

Fast-forward to the grand old age of 15, and Cohen 
established her own makeup company whose lipsticks 
were sold out across the country. She has since become a 
household name in Israel and plans to branch out into the 
international cosmetics market. Kylie Jenner, watch out. 

Noa Kirel is one of our absolute favorite 
superstars, and there’s a good chance that this year she’ll 
become one of yours, too. The Israeli pop sensation, 20, 
recently signed with American record label Atlantic 
Records and has already released three international songs 
– “Please Don’t Suck,” “Bad Little Thing” and “Thought 
About That” – meaning that she’s likely going to hit a 
radio station or headphones near you. In Israel, Kirel has 
masses of fans of all ages, who all admire her tough 
attitude, body positivity and empowerment messages. As 
well as her incredibly catchy tunes, obviously. 

If Dorit Revelis looks familiar, it might be 
because you’ve seen her on a billboard near you. The 
international model, 20, has already led campaigns and 
walked the runways for Calvin Klein and Miu Miu and has 
rubbed shoulders with the modeling world’s elite. Looking 
forward, Revelis reportedly is interested in branching out 
into acting, as well as to completing what most young 
women her age in Israel are eager to do – going traveling 
on their post-army trip. With a few modeling stopovers in 
between, of course. 

The oldest person on this list – having just 
celebrated his 21st birthday – basketball player Deni 
Avdija is one of Israel’s proudest exports. Avdija started 
out his professional career with local club Maccabi Tel 
Aviv and now regularly stars in the NBA with the 
Washington Wizards, where each point he scores receives 
extensive national media coverage back home. Covid and 
injuries permitting, we foresee some more wonderful 
season for him ahead. 
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