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Death By A Thousand Cuts 
By Avi Blum and Yossi Elituv   mishpacha.com   June 21, 2022 
Likud insider MK Yoav Kisch shares new details of 
the Likud’s quiet efforts to bring a fatally flawed 
coalition to its end. 
 The longest funeral in history,” was Bibi’s lacerating 
description of the Bennett-Lapid government’s slow 
toppling last week. 
 But after being born with congenital defects in the 
shape of irreconcilable coalitions partners, and suffering 
through a torturous political lifespan punctuated by 
frequent close calls, the funeral cortege for this perpetually 
flawed coalition has almost reached its final destination. 
 In a move that stunned Israel’s jaded political system, 
co-prime ministers Naftali Bennet and Yair Lapid — 
who’d spent weeks reacting to events like punch-drunk 
boxers — seized the initiative by announcing a vote to 
dissolve the Knesset and pave the way for fresh elections 
in October, Israel’s fifth in three and a half years. 

The agreement between Bennett and Lapid hands the 
latter the prime minister’s office — a post many had 
thought permanently beyond his reach — completing 
Bennett’s betrayal of his voters, after promising them that 
he’d never serve under the former TV anchor, a 
heavyweight of Israel’s center-left. 
 Israel is now so deep into uncharted political waters 
that no one can say what really lies ahead. But the slow-
motion collapse that this government has undergone, 
including the blindsiding of senior partners like Benny 
Gantz and Ayelet Shaked, will be analyzed by pundits for 
what it says about the road ahead. 
 Two main factors delayed the inevitable collapse of 
Bennett and Lapid’s hybrid government. The first was the 
realization by many of its members that the alternative for 
them was either political oblivion in fifth elections or 
another bitter four years on the opposition benches. 

The second factor, of course, was the government’s 
willingness to subordinate the treasury to the whims of any 
rebellious MK. Any crack in the coalition’s ranks could 
thus be fixed overnight, by simply throwing more money 
at its pet cause. This reality made Binyamin Netanyahu and 
Aryeh Deri’s quest to topple the government almost 
impossible. 

The first to separate himself from the governing pack 
was Yamina MK Amichai Chikli. It seems strange that the 
one man who hadn’t grown up in the ranks of the dati-
leumi world was the first to leap into the waters, like 
Nachshon ben Aminadav in the Midrash. His firm stand 
and immunity to political temptation were key in ensuring 
the government’s instability from day one. 

Next came Idit Silman, not someone widely seen as a 
candidate for defection. Just the opposite: Deri and 
Netanyahu had written her off from the start. But time 
proved otherwise, and Silman’s defection paved the way 

for the government’s disintegration by encouraging its 
leftist elements to do some grandstanding of their own. 
 Last came Nir Orbach, a close Bennett ally, who, after 
very public agonizing, concluded that his credentials as a 
right-winger would be reduced to zero if he stayed a 
moment longer in a coalition that was clearly a plaything of 
leftist Meretz and the Islamist Ra’am party. 
 Unwieldy as it was, the coalition didn’t just collapse 
under the weight of its own Frankenstein-esque 
contradictions. It died a death of a thousand cuts, impaled 
on the bayonets of the most militant opposition in Israel’s 
political history. 
 Over the past few months, Bibi-confidant and Likud 
MK Yoav Kisch has been on the front lines of that battle 
to bring down the coalition. He has worked tirelessly to 
keep the opposition in fighting form, corralling flagging 
MKs with carrot and stick, cajolery, and arm-twisting. 
 As he watches his insurgency pay off, Kisch says that 
the experiment of a left-right government has failed; that 
parties such as Ra’am which remain fundamentally hostile 
to Israel have no place at the country’s top table; and that 
what Netanyahu couldn’t do in the first four elections, he’ll 
finally pull off in the fifth. 
 This has been a great week for the opposition — and 
no doubt for you personally as well, as someone intimately 
involved in the opposition’s maneuvers in the Knesset.  
What role did you play in toppling this coalition? Because 
you were working on two fronts — the coaltion was 
plagued by both unstable right-wing element and an 
unstable left-wing element. Share some of the inside story 
of how you’ve brought this coalition to the brink of 
collapse. 
 “I’m not at liberty to disclose everything at this stage, 
but I’ll remind you of the period after the government 
passed the budget: Everyone said the government had 
stabilized and the opposition would collapse. In reality, the 
exact opposite is what happened. We’ve seen a strong and 
cohesive opposition with a clear agenda, facing a 
crumbling coalition.” 

We all remember Bennett standing on the runway 
before his flight to Washington and predicting the 
opposition’s collapse. So let’s try to reconstruct how this 
remarkable turnaround occurred. 

“What happened was the reverse of Bennett’s 
prediction. The national camp is highly cohesive. We all 
agree about the damage being caused by this coalition, and 
thus all of our MKs understand implicitly why they 
couldn’t cooperate with it. That shared understanding 
essentially forged the opposition into an iron fist. 

“That’s on a macro level. But at the end of the day, 
you keep an eye out for areas where the coalition is 
struggling, and you find that it’s often in the little things. 
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I’ll give you an example of an important decision I pushed 
for that had an immediate impact. The opposition chiefs 
ruled unanimously to ban our MKs from agreeing to cover 
for ministers by abstaining when the latter couldn’t make it 
to the plenum. [This is an informal arrangement known as 
kizuz, meaning “offset”; if a coalition member can’t be 
present for voting, the opposition will agree to have one of 
its MKs abstain from voting, in order to expedite Knesset 
proceedings —Ed.] They had the Norwegian Law to 
bolster them, but we stood our ground.” 
 Wait a second, ministers who resigned from the 
Knesset in accordance with the Norwegian Law don’t have 
to be present at Knesset votes… 
 “Yes, I’m talking about ministers who remained in the 
Knesset: Bennett, Lapid, Gantz, Merav Michaeli, Meir 
Cohen — they had to be present at every vote we 
contested. After all, what would happen if the ministers 
were covered by abstention deals? We would be stuck in 
the Knesset with the coalition’s rank-and-file MKs, while 
the leaders laughed at us. As far as they’re concerned, let 
the losers sit there all night. But this grueling war of 
attrition, in which they had to come every time, because 
every vote counted, helped us grind down the coalition 
and significantly slow its legislative schedule.” 
 We heard that last week you asked Netanyahu to call a 
certain Knesset member who’s abroad, and Bibi in fact 
called to interrogate him: “Why aren’t you voting? Why 
aren’t you in the Knesset?” He didn’t hang up until he was 
convinced that he had good reason to be absent. And this 
wasn’t the only case. We take it that there was an intense 
effort behind the scenes to corral every opposition MK. 

“I won’t enter into the details of a particular personal 
case, but we definitely worked closely with every 
opposition MK who was unable to be present, creating 
situations where the government committed itself only to 
lose. And Baruch Hashem, we succeeded. 

“The second thing I started to explain about 
abstention deals [kizuz] is that the moment you deny 
ministers this expedient, you start causing problems for 
them in the plenum. So you get a legislative traffic jam, 
among other reasons due to mistakes by the coalition. 

“For example, here’s one big mistake they made in the 
last Knesset session. The MKs responsible for advancing 
government legislation were from New Hope and Yesh 
Atid, and due to the bottleneck caused by our tactics, they 
gave priority to their ministers’ bills and sidelined those of 
Blue and White. So toward the end of the session, Blue 
and White found itself without a single significant piece of 
legislation to its name. The result was that the party 
announced that it wouldn’t show up to votes until their 
bills were respected. So another conflict arose in the 
coalition. One step a time, it started coming apart at the 
seams.” 

Let’s talk about two “clients” of yours, Naftali Bennett 
and Yair Lapid. Tell us how you managed to undermine 
their leadership, to turn their own followers against them 
and shake their edifice from within. 

“I don’t think the two men fall in the same category. 
Naftali Bennett took MKs elected to advance a right-wing 
agenda and made liars of them. They had to lie to their 
own voters. There’s only so long this could hold together. 
The first to say, ‘Enough, I’m not doing this,’ was Amichai 
Chikli.” 
 Let’s pause a moment over Chikli, because it seems 
that now the Likud is promising slots on its next Knesset 
list to every defector, but the pioneer, the Nachshon ben 
Aminadav, won’t be able to run in an existing party, 
because he’s been declared a defector by his party. How do 
you make sure that he doesn’t end up paying for his loyalty 
to the Right? 

“We’re taking care of it. The Likud will insist on his 
reinstatement, and the declaration was completely 
illegitimate. The real defectors in Yamina are the ones who 
are finally beginning to remember their principles and the 
promises they made to the public. But the declaration of 
Chikli as a defector is a dirty political move, which should 
never have happened and must be rectified. Without 
promising slots — it’s illegal, anyway, and we don’t do that 
— the Likud will stand by Chikli. At the same time, if 
anyone in Yamina deserves a reserved slot in a given 
constellation, it has to be Chikli, and when the time comes, 
our view is very clear.” 

Now let’s get back to Bennett and Lapid. You were 
explaining the differences between them. 

“Bennett took a group of people and conned them, 
and it exploded in his face. Lapid has managed to keep his 
people in line. By the way, almost everything he’s done in 
the government is the exact opposite of what he promised. 
For example, he promised a small government, and his is 
the most bloated in history. He said there wouldn’t be 
coalition money, and he took more coalition money than 
anyone. He said there would be no ‘equal-representation’ 
government [like there was in the ill-fated Likud–Blue and 
White national unity government], he derided Gantz for 
accepting the office of alternate prime minister, and 
became the alternate prime minister himself. 
 “But despite the fact that he’s done everything he 
condemned, his faction is still firmly behind him, and there 
are no perceptible cracks there. Unlike Bennett, who took 
a party with a right-wing platform, eviscerated it, and led it 
over the lines to the left, only for the whole thing to fall 
apart.” 
 You’re the one who alerted Netanyahu when Silman 
defected, advising him to convey his personal admiration 
for her move. And those in the know say that you gave 
him the idea to call Smotrich too, so he wouldn’t feel left 
out. How were you really able to pry Bennett’s closest 
confidants away from him? 
 “I’ll say again, I prefer not to get into particular events, 
but in general I can say that Yamina was the most unstable 
faction in the Knesset, and rightly so. Because Bennett led 
his people somewhere they don’t belong. I’ll give you an 
extreme example: the Judea and Samaria regulations. The 
government couldn’t pass this most basic of laws.” 
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 There’s one problem with your narrative: There are 
three right-wing parties that left the national camp after 
their leaders’ relations with Netanyahu deteriorated, 
Lieberman, Bennett, and Saar. Even as we face new 
elections, it won’t be easy for the right-wing camp to 
achieve a majority of 61 seats without any of these three 
parties. We know that from the polls and from previous 
elections. 
 The big question is whether you’ve thought of going 
for some kind of reconciliation on the right, for some kind 
of appeal on Bibi’s part to tone down the animosity. After 
all,  these men all grew up under Netanyahu’s wing, and as 
Gideon Saar’s campaign manager in the Likud primaries, 
you might be best suited to bridge this divide. 
 “I haven’t spoken with Gideon since he left the Likud. 
I’ll confess that I wouldn’t be able to support such a move. 
In my view, those who desert the Likud have made a big 
mistake, so I can’t play any part in a reconciliation effort. 
 “But let me raise two points about what you’ve said. 
One, the reason they’ve boycotted Netanyahu is the trial, 
and you see how trumped up the charges were, how rife 
the whole process was with lies and fabrications, from 
investigations being launched without the authorization of 
the attorney general, to feeding state witnesses false 
narratives and lies. With every passing day, we learn more 
about how these charges were cooked up to bring down 
Netanyahu as head of the right. And unfortunately, now 
that the left has demonized him, Bennett with his 
ambitions and Saar with his personal issues have exploited 
this for their own purposes.” 

Let’s stick to pure facts. Bennett says that he only did 
what he did when there was no alternative but fifth 
elections. 

“Let me put this bluntly: a right-wing government was 
a viable option, and Bennett took his votes across the aisle 
because he wanted to become prime minister. And what 
we got was a failed prime minister, the shortest-serving 
prime minister in Israel’s history.” 

You haven’t yet mentioned Ayelet Shaked. Does this 
mean the door is open for her return? 

“It’s true that Ayelet Shaked hasn’t behaved quite like 
Bennett and Kahana, but still, I can tell you that she was 
the driving force behind this government of shmad.” 
Government of shmad? Are you sure you don’t want to 
reword that? 

“Yes, government of shmad! That’s what I call a 
government that brings the Muslim Brotherhood into the 
corridors of power in Israel, while other countries have 
ruled them illegal. Shaked is an accomplice in this. I’ll 
oppose her entrance to the Likud. If she supports a Likud 
government from outside the party, like New Hope — 
that’s a different story.” 

Aren’t you declaring victory a bit too quickly? 
Remember that you failed to form a stable government 
four times. Why would you succeed the fifth time? 

“The answer is clear. During the previous four rounds, 
Netanyahu and the Likud were still in power, and people 

didn’t understand the stakes. Today, after just one year, 
people see the collapse in the Negev, they see the price of 
freezing the Kaminitz Law, of the electricity law, they see 
money going to the Muslim Brotherhood, they see women 
removing the Israeli flag from their cars because they’re 
afraid they’ll be attacked by Arabs. 
 “What haven’t we seen during this government’s rule? 
It even reached the point of Palestinian flags flying at 
Israeli universities. Everything’s in the open now. It took 
the public a year, and now they understand. I hear it on the 
street. We’ve been ruled by a government of shmad for an 
entire year, and the public now has their chance to set 
things straight.” 
 And can you confirm that you won’t sit with Ra’am 
under any circumstances? 
 “Absolutely. I’m telling you, Mansour Abbas is the 
most dangerous man in the Knesset. He smiles and talks 
and looks friendly, but he’s taking money for the most 
dangerous purposes, leading the Arab public to the most 
dangerous places, fighting against the Jewish identity of the 
state with all his might. We have to take him out of the 
political consensus that these failing politicians have 
brought him into. He’s not a partner — he’s exactly like 
the Joint List, if not worse.” 

We’ve spoken about Mansour on the left, let’s talk 
about Ben Gvir on the right. Is he a worthy candidate to 
be a minister in a Netanyahu government? Is it legitimate 
for a disciple of Kahana to become a minister of the State 
of Israel? 

“I don’t hand out portfolios and I don’t build 
coalitions. From my personal acquaintance with Ben Gvir 
in the Knesset, the left has tried to make him into 
something he’s not. He’s fighting for important and moral 
causes, I have no idea about portfolios.” 
 Are you being too optimistic? Remember, we’ve seen 
too many crises in the right-wing camp caused solely by 
Netanyahu’s inability to maintain functional interpersonal 
relationships. It’s happened with too many people: Saar, 
Bennett, Shaked, Elkin. And they aren’t the only ones. 
 “I don’t accept that. Let me put it bluntly: Bennett and 
Shaked planned this whole thing due to pure political 
ambition. It wouldn’t have made a difference whether it 
was Netanyahu or someone else. Listen, I’m not blind to 
the interpersonal aspect. But at the end of the day, Bennett 
and Shaked made a rational, calculated decision to betray 
the right, to take their Knesset votes and form a 
government in which Bennett could become prime 
minister. 
 “They thought they could get away with it. They made 
two big miscalculations. One, they expected the prime 
minister’s office to give Bennett an aura that would elevate 
him to 15 to 20 seats. It didn’t happen. The man was 
revealed as a fraud. Two, they thought the trial would 
damage Netanyahu’s standing and dent his support. That 
didn’t happen either. The charges were shown to be 
cooked up. Netanyahu’s repeated statement, that ‘nothing 
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will happen because nothing happened,’ was vindicated. 
And so it’s irrelevant. 

“These are two people who made a conscious decision 
to harm the right, and in my view they need to pay for this 
decision. Now we’re going to see their voters returning to 
the right. It’s not a coincidence that the Likud has been 
polling at 60 seats while Bennett’s government crumbled. 
That didn’t come out of nowhere. 

 “Now we need to bring people to the right-wing camp 
and get them out to vote, and I’m telling you that we’ll 
even get 61. The right wing, not just the chareidi public, 
understands the price our country has paid for a 
government not led by the Likud, and the cost of people 
as inexperienced and incapable as Lapid and Bennett 
running the country, and I’m convinced we’ll see that 
understanding play out in the next elections.” 

 
Israel Needs to Take a New Approach to Combatting Hamas 
By Pnina Shuker   jpost.com   June 24, 2022 
What a sole observation tower explains about the 
conflict. 
 There is arguably no greater symbol of Israel’s 
reluctance to go on the military offensive than the Hamas 
observation and sniper tower which overlooks the Israeli 
community of Netiv Ha’asara. 

This simple structure, erected around half a year ago, 
was built to threaten by its presence hundreds if not 
thousands of Israeli civilians – men, women and children – 
going about their daily lives. 

Its continued presence is an affront to the security that 
the State of Israel is supposed to provide to every single 
one of its citizens. 

Nevertheless, recent events have put it into even 
sharper contrast. 

After rocket fire from Gaza into Israel last Saturday, 
Israel responded with a few strikes, including on the cabin 
of the observation tower, destroying it but not the 
structure itself, meaning it could be easily and speedily 
rebuilt. Which it was only a few days later. 

According to reports, the IDF preferred not to take 
out the whole structure because it would have endangered 
Hamas operatives on the ground. Instead, it is now being 
reported that Israel’s reaction to the observation tower is 
simply to move the entrance to Netiv Ha’asara so it is no 
longer visible from the tower. 

Unfortunately, this episode sends another clear 
message to Hamas and other enemies of Israel that they 
are winning, and the Jewish state will only react to events 
lightly and not take the necessary steps to defeat them. 

Israel has to start changing the equation, and fast. 
Outgoing Prime Minister Naftali Bennett said the 

other day that “Our new rule is: Whoever sends attackers, 
pays.” While this sounds tough, it is still a reactive 
statement of intent. 

It says to our enemies that they can sleep comfortably 
in their beds because Israel will not come to hunt and 
destroy them and their capability to harm Israelis. 

Lest Anyone think that purely reactive statements are 
unique to the current leadership, previous prime ministers 
have not been much better. 

In 2018, then-prime minister Benjamin Netanyahu 
said: “There’s no tolerance for spillover, no ‘drip-drip’ [of 
rockets] — they get hit immediately.” 

The so-called “zero tolerance” for attacks by Hamas 
has been oft stated, by the current and former prime 

ministers, as well as Defense ministers Gantz, Ya’alon and 
Liberman. 

What Israel and its citizens need is an offensive policy, 
a strategy which does not wait for the other side to 
threaten or strike, but that puts it constantly on the run 
and fearing for its existence. 

One that eventually makes it feel the pressure of 
unpredictability enough that it accepts defeat. 

To win wars and conflicts, a state and its army has to 
be unpredictable, pushing the enemy on the back foot to a 
point where it feels it is no longer worth pursuing its war 
aims. 

Israel and Hamas 
At the moment, it is Israel that is constantly being 

pushed onto the back foot by the unpredictability of 
Hamas. 

The terrorist group controlling the Gaza Strip has 
used mass charges towards the border fence, incendiary 
balloons and attack tunnels under the border to keep one 
of the best equipped and technologically sophisticated 
armies on its toes. 

With each Hamas tactic, Israel tries to develop a 
sophisticated response which sometimes costs the state 
and its tax-paying citizens billions of dollars, such as an 
underground anti-tunnel barrier. 

These are short term and failed answers to Hamas, 
because they just move on to their next tactic. They drain 
Israel’s economy and resolve at the same time with their 
simplistic but effective military tactics. 

The enemy knows the pain it is inflicting on Israel and 
sees in our weakened resolve to take the fight to the enemy 
as an indication that they are on the right path. 

Time for a new strategy 
After Rebuilding the observation tower, Hamas put up 

a warning sign in broken Hebrew to Israelis watching only 
yards away that they will be driven “Out of Palestine 
soon... The destruction of the enemy is near.” 

These are the unfortunate words of an enemy 
confident in its mission. It sees that in reaction to the 
construction of a simple observation tower, the State of 
Israel, an OECD member which spends almost $25 billion 
annually on its military, decides the best course of action is 
to hide Israeli civilians from sight. 

This is not just cowardice, it is a losing strategy, which 
merely emboldens our enemies near and far. 

If Israel is to survive long-term, it must finally go on 
the offensive. 
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It must be unpredictable and change the rules of the 
game. 

The asymmetrical nature of this war is that while 
Hamas will seek any excuse to kill Israeli civilians, Israel 
will not even kill Hamas combatants for fear of escalation. 

We need new rules of engagement that won’t wait 
until there is a reason to shoot and worry about the 
response. 

This needs to become a major issue in the upcoming 
elections, and every leader and party should make their 
position clear on this point. 

Regardless of elections, Israel must take out the 
observation tower once and for all, without warning or 
care for those manning it. This is a relatively minor action, 
but can signal the start of a new strategy that will change 
the equation and lead Israel towards victory. 
Ms. Shuker is a research fellow at the Jerusalem Institute for 
Strategy and Security, a postdoctoral fellow at the School of Political 
Science, Government and International Affairs at Tel Aviv 
University and a deputy editor for the Jerusalem Strategic Tribune. 

 
By Bringing an Arab Party into the Government, Israel Fulfilled Part of Vladimir Jabotinsky’s Vision 
By Einat Wilf     stateoftelaviv.com   June 17, 2022 
The other side of the Iron Wall.  
 In June 2021 for the first time ever, an Arab political 
party, Ra’am, joined a governing coalition in Israel. Equally 
extraordinary is the fact that Ra’am, led by Mansour 
Abbas, is a conservative, Islamic party aligned with the 
Muslim Brotherhood. 

Supporters of the coalition, mainly from the Center 
and Left, praised what they saw as the fuller realization of 
a liberal Jewish state. 

Yesh Atid leader and newly minted Foreign Minister 
Yair Lapid spoke of a “change to the history books.” 

 “The Arab public,” affirmed Labor party leader 
Merav Michaeli, “is part of Israeli society.” And Naftali 
Bennett, the new prime minister and head of the right-
wing Yamina party, called Abbas a “unifier.” 

In stark contrast, the right-wing opposition issued 
warnings of impending doom for the Jewish state. They 
assailed Abbas as a sly politician working to destroy the 
Jewish state from within. Benjamin Netanyahu (who had 
also courted Abbas when trying to cobble together a 
government) declared that the new coalition “will be 
celebrated in Tehran, Ramallah, and in Gaza, just as they 
celebrate every terror attack. But,” he warned, “this will be 
a national historic terror attack on the State of Israel from 
within.” 

According to Netanyahu and his supporters, Ra’am 
and Abbas had not “accepted” the Jewish state, but merely 
changed tactics. Having failed to defeat Israel through 
decades of wars, terrorism, violence and global propaganda 
campaigns, Netanyahu asserted, Ra’am was spearheading 
an effort on behalf of Arabs and Muslims to subvert the 
Jewish state. 

So – which is it? Real change as heralded by the Left? 
Or a sinister masquerade as characterized by the Right? 

This question, clearly, is acutely important. 
Abbas represents a radical break with decades of 

Israeli-Arab refusal to join an Israeli government coalition. 
Yet, his party is also loyal to the Muslim Brotherhood, 
which is the parent movement of Hamas and other sworn 
enemies of Israel. 

Either way, the stakes could hardly be higher. The 
dilemma puts in sharp relief the two dichotomous 
possibilities: that Abbas’s politics represent the realization 

of the vision of pre-state Zionist thinkers or that the 
survival of the Jewish state is gravely threatened. 

I. Mansour Abbas: “Israel Is A Jewish State” 
Unlike his predecessors, Mansour Abbas skillfully and 

genuinely dealt with challenges that made it otherwise 
impossible for Arab politicians to participate in governing 
coalitions. He openly acknowledged and accepted Israel as 
a Jewish state. 

Faced with a wave of terror attacks this past spring, 
some of which were carried out by Arab citizens of Israel, 
Abbas’ repeated condemnations of these attacks 
contrasted starkly with signs carried by protesters at a 
Likud rally reading: “Abbas is a terrorist and supports 
terrorism against the Jewish state.” 

In the immediate aftermath of a terror attack on 
civilians in Hadera, Abbas said it was “a despicable display 
of ISIS terrorism that does not represent Arab society 
within Israel.” Israeli-Arabs, he said, “seek a dignified life 
within the rule of law and a value system that sanctifies 
human life. Arab and Jewish co-existence, and the values 
of peace and tolerance.” 

As tensions and violence between Israeli soldiers and 
Palestinians escalated on the highly sensitive location of 
the Temple Mount and Al-Aqsa Mosque, Abbas very 
soberly addressed the situation, saying that while “the 
scenes at Al-Aqsa were very difficult, it doesn’t matter how 
it started or how it ended.” He added that he “put out a 
call for calm and to give [the mosque] its respect, to allow 
people to pray in peace.” Again, he wasted no time in 
making his statement. 

Abbas was bold enough to raise the ante yet again 
when he stated clearly in December 2021 that: "Israel was 
born as a Jewish state. It was born that way and that's how 
it will remain... the question is how we integrate Arab 
society into it." 

Such unqualified acceptance of Israel by an Arab 
political leader is unprecedented. 

Nor was this statement a “one-off.” Again and again, 
Abbas made it clear that his goal was to deliver tangible 
results for his voters. “I want to maintain the hope for 
Arab society,” he said, “[that] we'll achieve our goals of full 
social equality and a society that is prosperous and a 
partner in decision making.” Indeed, during the one year 
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of this government’s existence, substantial funds were 
allocated to many issues of particular concern to Israel’s 
Arab citizens, including infrastructure, education, and a 
significant reduction in violent crime. 

Ii. Ze’ev Jabotinsky Predicted Mansour Abbas 
And The Iron Wall 

The Zionist leader who most directly considered the 
issue as to whether Jews and Arabs could be true partners 
in a liberal democracy was Ze’ev Jabotinsky in his 1923 
essay, “The Iron Wall.” 

Jabotinsky was one of the foremost thinkers and 
leaders of early Zionism. He is perhaps best known for 
having founded the right-wing Revisionist movement 
which considered the exercise of Jewish power – militarily 
and politically – to be imperative if a nation was to be 
built. Jabotinsky was revered both by his political 
opponents, such as Israel's first prime minister, David 
Ben-Gurion, and by fiercely loyal followers, including his 
protégé and future prime minister, Menachem Begin. 

Contrary to the caricature of early Zionist thought by 
its detractors, their vision for a Jewish state was never one 
of Jewish exclusivity. Whether it was Theodor Herzl, 
Jabotinsky, or the leaders of Labor Zionism, they all 
understood that ever since the Arab and Islamic conquests 
of the land in the seventh century, a large cohort of the 
local population was Muslim or Christian by religion and 
Arab by language and culture. All visions of the Jewish 
state included the Arabs of the land as equal citizens and 
governors of the Jewish state. 

To the extent they differed, it was on how this vision 
would be realized. Herzl assumed, given that the Zionists’ 
intentions were to work and develop the land rather than 
exploit it, that the Arabs who lived in the sparsely 
populated and underdeveloped region would 
enthusiastically welcome the Jews. 

Jabotinsky, however, recognized that regardless of the 
good intentions of the Zionists, the local population would 
resist a growing Jewish presence. Countering Arab 
resistance necessitated Jewish power. He questioned 
whether “peaceful aims could be achieved by peaceful 
means.” Only if the Zionists had the capability to repel 
such resistance – erecting an “Iron Wall” – would the 
Arabs of the land finally come to accept them. 

While Herzl’s naïve assessment of “no resistance” was 
probably essential to mobilize the youthful optimism of 
the early Zionists, Jabotinsky articulated the practical 
imperatives for the movement to succeed. The 
establishment of a Jewish state, he maintained, necessitated 
the exercise of Jewish power. 

Israel’s commitment to military, economic and 
diplomatic power derived from the Iron Wall theory. Herzl 
envisioned the path to a Jewish state. Jabotinsky 
envisioned the path to Arab acceptance of that state. 

But even the more hard-headed Jabotinsky did not 
believe that the Zionists were destined to always live by the 
sword. Once the Arabs truly accepted the existence of the 

Jewish state, Jews and Arabs would govern together. On 
the other side of the Iron Wall, he believed in a highly 
liberal vision for the emergent state where “in every 
Cabinet where the prime minister is a Jew, the vice-
premiership shall be offered to an Arab, and vice-versa.” 

But Jabotinsky underestimated the magnitude, 
ferocity, and persistence of the Arabs' violent rejection of 
Zionism. When he first called for the mounting of an Iron 
Wall, there were about 10 million Jews in Europe and Asia 
and several hundred thousand Arabs in the land itself. 
Through immigration, he believed, the Jews would 
ultimately constitute the overwhelming majority in the 
fledgling state. (For this reason, Jabotinsky’s liberal vision 
of an alternating Jewish and Arab Prime Minister was not a 
vision of bi-nationalism based on numerical parity. It was 
still a vision of a Jewish state, just a liberal one.) 

Jabotinsky could not have foreseen that the 
devastating convergence of the rise of Nazism, World War 
II and Arab violence in Mandatory Palestine would cause 
the British to choke off Jewish migration, at the most 
desperate time. This meant that millions of Jews, who 
could have otherwise immigrated to the embryonic Jewish 
state, were left to perish in Europe. The possibility of a 
Jewish majority in the entire territory allocated to the 
future Jewish state by the League of Nations Mandate, as 
envisioned by Jabotinsky and other Zionists, would be 
deferred, perhaps indefinitely. As a result, the Iron Wall 
would have to persist much longer than he had hoped. 

Nearly a century after Jabotinsky wrote “The Iron 
Wall,” does Mansour Abbas herald its success? Has Israel’s 
continuous display of power finally caused its Arab 
population to accept its core identity as a Jewish state? 

There is a parallel development in Israel’s relations 
with neighboring Arab states. The 2020 Abraham Accords 
certainly suggest that Jabotinsky’s model worked. This was 
the view set out by the Israeli Ambassador to the United 
States, Mike Herzog, speaking at a JINSA event (Jewish 
Institute for National Security of America) in January 
2021, stating: 

It was only due to the uncompromising willpower 
behind the Iron Wall and Israel's refusal to bend the knee 
to its neighboring enemies that it later became an 
appealing partner for others in the Arab world against the 
mutual threat of Iran. 

But does the same rationale also guide Israel’s Arab 
citizens and their political representatives? 

Iii.  The Curious Political Parallels Of Israeli-
Arabs And The Ultra-Orthodox 

Upon Israel’s founding, two groups which did not 
share its Zionist vision became part of the state of Israel: 
the Haredi Ultra-Orthodox Jews and the Arabs living in 
Mandatory Palestine. Arab and Haredi political parties, 
nevertheless, were quick to grasp the importance of 
ensuring that they had political representation in Israel’s 
Parliament, the Knesset, and became active participants in 
the democratic life of the Zionist Jewish state. 
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But while both Haredim and Arabs opposed Zionism, 
the relationship between Israel’s Jewish majority and its 
Arab minority was even more fraught. Following their 
defeat in the 1948 war against the establishment of Israel, 
Arabs were suddenly citizens of the new state they had just 
fought violently to destroy. Moreover, while Jews 
established themselves as a majority within Israel’s 
sovereign territory, they remained a miniscule ethnic, 
national, religious and linguistic minority in a region 
overwhelmingly dominated by Arab culture and Islam. 
Israeli-Arabs shared a sense of identity, belonging and 
cultural affiliation with the dominant Arab and Muslim 
nations of the region – which collectively remained sworn 
enemies of the Jewish state. 

And so, while Israel’s Arab citizens had the right to 
vote and be elected to the Knesset from the outset, the 
continued ideological opposition of the Israeli-Arab 
population to the existence and legitimacy of a Jewish state 
and their identification with Israel’s mortal enemies, meant 
that for more than seven decades Arab political parties 
were not part of any governing coalition. 

Haredi parties, like Israeli-Arabs, were ideologically 
opposed to Zionism, but because their opposition was 
never violent they were able to chart a different course to 
political participation, joining governing coalitions, serving 
as deputy ministers with ministerial authority (but not 
serving officially as ministers in the government until a 
recent legal ruling compelled one of them to do so). They 
were thus able to leverage their political representation in 
the Knesset to secure policies and legislation beneficial to 
their voters, without officially compromising their 
ideological opposition to Zionism. 

It would take Israel’s Arab citizens more than seven 
decades to produce a political party that would follow the 
Haredi path of balancing politics and ideology. That party 
is Ra’am. 

Submit 
Iv. A New Type Of Israeli Arab Leader 
In March 2021, Mansour Abbas broke with more than 

70 years of Israeli-Arab political parties’ rejection of open 
political cooperation with Zionism. Instead, he ran on a 
platform echoing the traditional Haredi formula of seeking 
participation in Israel’s ruling coalition, if not its 
government. Abbas declared that he is “a man of the 
Islamic Movement, a proud Arab and Muslim, a citizen of 
the State of Israel who heads the leading, biggest political 
movement in Arab society. What we have in common is 
greater than what divides us.” 

Abbas’ unprecedented political gamble paid off. He 
was able to clear the parliamentary threshold to command 
four seats in Israel’s 120-member Knesset. While that may 
not sound like much, Abbas had already announced before 
the final election results were in that he was willing to join 
any governing coalition – Left or Right. His party, he said, 
“was not obligated to any bloc or any candidate. We are 

not in anyone’s pocket, not on the Right and not on the 
Left.” 

Immediately after being elected to parliament, he 
quoted verses from the Quran in Hebrew 

Abbas repeatedly made it clear that his goal – like that 
of the Haredi parties – was to deliver tangible 
achievements to his constituency. “I want to maintain the 
hope for Arab society,” he said, “[that] we'll achieve our 
goals of full social equality and a society that is prosperous 
and a partner in decision making.” 

Abbas cemented his kingmaker position when he was 
seriously courted by Benjamin Netanyahu in the latter’s 
fourth, failed effort in two years to establish a governing 
coalition. This may have seemed counterintuitive – it was 
traditionally the position of the Left to support inclusion 
for Arab representatives. But Netanyahu’s signal that 
Likud also endorsed this approach was a game changer, 
opening the way to an unprecedented Right-Center-Left 
coalition that included Ra’am – and not Netanyahu. 

Ironically, Abbas indicated that his party and 
constituents felt more comfortable with the conservative 
and religious coalition of Netanyahu than with the secular, 
LGBTQ+ supporters of the Left. "What have I to do with 
the Left?" he asked, pointedly. "In foreign policy we 
support the two-state solution, but in religious matters, I'm 
right-wing.” 

Abbas further facilitated the process of Ra’am’s entry 
into the coalition by abandoning the traditional militant 
anti-Zionist stance of Israel’s Arab parties. Immediately 
after being elected to parliament, he quoted verses from 
the Quran in Hebrew, calling for the creation of “an 
opportunity for a shared life, in the holy and blessed land 
for the followers of the three religions and both peoples. 
Now is the time for change.” He adopted the Haredi 
message of caring for his constituents, leaving aside the 
conflict with the Palestinians. 

All of which begs the question: Does Mansour Abbas’ 
personal conduct and the partial acceptance of Ra’am’s 
message among Israel’s Arab citizens confirm the success 
of Jabotinsky’s Iron Wall? 

V. Is The Iron Wall Needed Forever? 
Israel is closer today than it has ever been in its history 

to realizing the goal of full acceptance in a predominantly 
Arab and Islamic region. The Abraham Accords present a 
compelling alternative Arab-Muslim narrative, one that 
embraces the Jewish state as an integral part of the region 
rather than a foreign implant. 

Similarly, Mansour Abbas has given political voice to 
the Arab citizens of Israel who seek true integration into 
the Jewish state. Those are the Arab citizens who are 
volunteering in increasing numbers to serve in Israel’s 
Defense Forces. Those are the Arab citizens who defend 
Israel in diplomatic forums and on social media against its 
detractors. 

These developments reflect very real achievements of 
Jabotinsky’s Iron Wall. Many Arab Israelis do not seek the 
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country’s destruction. They support and participate in its 
success. 

But these achievements remain fragile. Abbas’ political 
rival among Israel’s Arab political leaders, Ayman Odeh, 
leader of the Joint List (an alignment of Arab parties), 
recently told young Israeli-Arabs not to join the 
“occupation forces.” Odeh described Abbas’ conduct as 
being “insulting and humiliating” and called on those who 
already serve in the security forces to “throw the weapons 
in their (the Israelis’) face and tell them that our place is 
not with you.” 

Odeh represents a substantial number of Israel’s Arab 
citizens, if not its majority. This complex situation is best 
summed up by Abbas himself who, criticizing his 
colleagues, called on them “to not look at the half-empty 
cup but at what we have achieved so far.” 

The Iron Wall, as applied through a century of the 
Zionist movement, has led to great achievements, but the 

process continues. The IDF will be needed for the 
foreseeable future, and the Jewish state must continue to 
be vigilant regarding those who would celebrate its demise, 
from without and within. Israel must insist that it be 
embraced as the Jewish state, rather than allow for the 
negation of this core principle of its nationhood. While 
positive signs of acceptance need to be celebrated, it would 
be unwise to ignore or explain away indications to the 
contrary. 

Ultimately, Jabotinsky best combined the realism of 
necessary strength with a hopeful vision of peace based on 
Arab acceptance of the Jewish state. Those two goals – 
strength and peace – remain the twin pillars grounding the 
reality and vision of the Jewish state. 
Dr. Wilf is the co-author of “The War of Return: How Western 
Indulgence of the Palestinian Dream Obstructed the Path to Peace,” 
and a former Labor Party Member of the Israeli Knesset.  

 
The Dangers of Peace in Yemen 
By Katherine Zimmerman   foreignpolicy.com   June 15, 2022 
The only way to strike a better political deal with the 
Houthis would be to weaken them militarily. 
 On June 2, Yemen’s warring parties agreed to a two-
month extension of a United Nations-negotiated truce. 
Initially begun on April 2, the truce is the first cessation of 
hostilities since 2016 and has delivered short-term reprieve 
for many Yemenis after nearly eight years of civil war: 
Civilian casualties in the country are down, commercial 
imports are up, and humanitarian organizations’ access has 
improved. What’s more, small confidence-building 
measures implemented during the truce could finally lead 
to a negotiated resolution to a conflict that once seemed 
intractable. U.S. President Joe Biden heralded news of the 
truce’s renewal and called for parties to “move 
expeditiously towards a comprehensive and inclusive peace 
process.” 

A September 2014 coup by the Houthi militant group 
sparked Yemen’s civil war, which has since become 
entangled in regional conflicts. The Houthis, an Iranian-
backed Zaydi Shiite group, claimed their seizure of power 
from the internationally recognized Yemeni government as 
part of a revolution against a corrupt regime. But Saudi 
Arabia saw the specter of the Houthis on its border and, in 
March 2015, pulled together a military coalition that 
includes the United Arab Emirates to restore the previous 
government. The United States, which initially supported 
the Saudi-led military intervention, sought to end its 
entanglement as civilian casualties mounted by halting 
direct military support and offensive arms sales to Saudi 
Arabia. But Washington has remained committed to 
helping its strategic partner defend against cross-border 
attacks enabled by Iranian-sourced weapons. 

The conflict’s toll on civilians has been catastrophic, 
deepening the world’s largest and worst humanitarian 
crisis. Indiscriminate shelling by the Houthis—including 

on camps of displaced persons—and Saudi-led coalition 
airstrikes remain the leading causes of civilian casualties 
since 2018. Deadlier still has been the conflict’s indirect 
impact on civilians: A U.N. Development Programme 
report found that of the estimated 377,000 deaths caused 
by the conflict as of the end of 2021, nearly 60 percent 
were caused by lack of access to food, water, or health 
care. Today, 2 out of 3 people in a country of 31 million 
rely on humanitarian assistance to meet their daily needs. 
Soaring food prices are also pushing Yemenis closer to 
starvation—42 percent of Yemen’s wheat comes from 
Ukraine, where a Russian blockade is preventing wheat 
products from being exported to global markets—while 
preventable diseases, such as cholera, dengue, malaria, and 
diphtheria, are spreading rapidly. 

War has also impeded the flow of commercial goods 
and humanitarian assistance into Yemen, which the U.N.’s 
truce seeks to fix. The Saudi-led coalition limits access to 
Houthi-controlled air- and seaports to prevent Iran from 
smuggling arms to the Houthis. Yet this loose blockade 
also slows shipments of much-needed food and fuel into 
the country—with Houthi authorities at times exacerbating 
shortages for political benefit. And humanitarian 
organizations face significant bureaucratic hurdles to 
delivering aid across the country. 

A resolution to Yemen’s war would be most welcome 
for Yemeni civilians and the international community, 
which has struggled to respond to the humanitarian crisis. 
But peace comes at a cost that few people discuss openly: 
The Houthis would be negotiating from a position of 
strength and thus would almost certainly retain outsized 
influence in the country. This is true despite the recent 
developments that pushed the war into a mutually hurting 
stalemate. Giving the Houthis—a minority in Yemen—a 
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majority stake in the national government would extend 
rather than end Yemen’s cycle of conflict. 

Over the course of 2020 and 2021, the Houthis broke 
the 2016 cease-fire with an aggressive offensive to capture 
the oil-rich province of Marib and the northern parts of a 
neighboring province, Shabwah. Houthi control of Marib 
would have been a turning point in Yemen’s war, but 
UAE-backed forces countered the Houthi advances in late 
2021 and declared recaptured territory liberated in early 
2022, disabusing the Houthis of any notions of further 
territorial expansion. 

Although they thwarted the Houthis’ advance, 
coalition-backed Yemeni forces have seemed to otherwise 
accept the informal border that the conflict’s front line 
traces through the country: The Houthis have been the de 
facto authority in northern and central Yemen for the past 
seven years, holding off sporadic efforts from other 
Yemeni forces to claw back territory. 

Regional actors are unlikely to tip the balance of the 
war at this point. Iranian-sourced drones and missiles 
expanded the conflict deep into Saudi and Emirati 
territory, destabilizing the region to Iran’s advantage rather 
than enabling the Houthis to make and hold significant 
gains on the ground. Saudi Arabia and the UAE have 
made it clear they will train, equip, and advise Yemeni 
forces but will not fight in their stead. The Saudi air 
campaign, which had been ineffective in defeating the 
Houthis and resulted in a significant number of civilian 
casualties, has now transformed into more limited, 
punitive strikes on Houthi targets. In 2019, the UAE drew 
down its commitments in Yemen, and Saudi Arabia began 
seeking an exit from the war. 

The ongoing truce provides a way out for both sides. 
For the Yemeni government and its Persian Gulf backers, 
the truce sets conditions to seek a political resolution to 
end the war, which the Biden administration and others 
have repeatedly called for. Seven years have proved anti-
Houthi Yemeni forces to be incapable of weakening the 
Houthis militarily, and factional infighting paired with a 
lack of coordination among various forces have been an 
obstacle to success. The formation in April of the 
Presidential Leadership Council, an eight-member body 
vested with presidential authority, has sought to unite 
these factions. 

The truce also meets the Houthis’ conditions for any 
dialogue, primarily their demand for an end to the Saudi-
led coalition’s blockade of Yemen. The agreement 
included terms that have helped reopen the war-torn 
country: the resumption of some commercial flights from 
Yemen’s capital, Sanaa, to Jordan and Egypt; the entry of 
18 commercial fuel shipments into Hudaydah, the Red Sea 
port city under Houthi control; and road access for all 
parties around Yemen’s third-largest city, Taiz, which the 
Houthis have besieged. The first fuel shipment entered 
Hudaydah on the first full day of the truce. The first 
commercial flight in six years took off from Sanaa for 

Amman, Jordan, on May 16, and the first flight to Cairo 
departed on June 1. The full reopening of roads around 
Taiz has yet to occur, however. Talks that began on May 
25 stalled and resumed on June 5. 

The truce’s extension provides space for these 
confidence-building measures to take effect and jump-start 
more comprehensive negotiations. Yet it also buys more 
time for forces on the ground to reset for renewed 
campaigns once the truce expires. Ongoing violations by 
both sides show that even though the national truce holds, 
skirmishes still occur along the front lines. 

For the Houthis, the truce has paved the way for the 
group to translate its success on the battlefield into 
political gains. Over the past five years, the Houthis have 
taken on the vestiges of a state, exchanging ambassadors 
with Iran and seeking international recognition as the 
government of Yemen. The group keeps an ambassador in 
Syria and has diplomatic representatives in Iraq, Lebanon, 
and Oman. 

For the Houthis, the truce has paved the way for the 
group to translate its success on the battlefield into 
political gains. 

The Houthis have also taken steps to impose their 
fundamentalist interpretation of the Zaydi branch of Shiite 
Islam on Yemeni society, severely restricting certain 
freedoms in the name of religion. Historically, Zaydi 
practices were nearly indistinguishable from those of 
Yemen’s Shafi’i Sunnis, who comprise more than 60 
percent of Yemen’s population, and Zaydis and Shafi’is 
practiced together in the same mosques. Yet the Houthis 
have changed the education curriculum, limited space for 
non-Zaydi Islamic practices, and persecuted religious 
minorities. They have also cracked down on women’s 
liberties—restricting access to education and increasingly 
excluding women from public spaces. The internationally 
recognized Yemeni government is nowhere near as hard-
line. 

In exchange for the loss of liberties, Yemeni civilians 
don’t benefit from a better government under the Houthis 
either. Their government is equally inept and corrupt as 
the previous one was: The Houthis retained many of the 
Yemeni government structures in their territory, except 
Houthi advisors now oversee official posts to ensure all 
actions and decisions benefit Houthi interests—and 
coffers. 

The Houthis still hold the upper hand in Yemen’s 
conflict and, in potential peace negotiations, are unlikely to 
make concessions that diminish their ability to rule or limit 
their access to Red Sea ports and revenue streams. 
Without a doubt, the Houthis will refuse to break ties with 
their Iranian sponsors, with whom they enjoy decadeslong 
ties. Any concessions the Houthis do make could be 
fleeting given the group’s disingenuous track record. Their 
hard-line approach to leadership and lineage also threatens 
to undermine the republican principles of any power-
sharing agreement. 
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This is problematic for the United States and its Gulf 
partners. The internationally recognized Yemeni 
government will be negotiating from a position of 
weakness. Yemenis may see relief from their immediate 
suffering but only under the prospect of a more illiberal 
government. Although the current alternative to a Houthi-
dominated government has its own problems—an 
endemic system of corruption and patronage, for one—the 
internationally recognized Yemeni government has trended 
toward being more representative of a broader 
constituency. 

If the renewed truce breaks, continued war won’t 
improve the lives of Yemeni civilians. But it buys time for 
the international community to bolster the Presidential 
Leadership Council, which stands a chance of reunifying 
the opposition against the Houthis. The council has sought 

to integrate the armed forces under a national command 
structure, and such integration could be sufficient to tip 
the scales slightly toward the internationally recognized 
government, improving its position at the negotiating table 
and the prospects for a better political resolution. 

In short, the only way to strike a better political deal 
with the Houthis would be to weaken them, and that 
would require military action. The cost of war is steep, 
however, and it is possible that pursuing peace today is still 
the least bad outcome in Yemen. But although it is 
tempting to focus on all the benefits of the ongoing 
truce—which have provided much-needed relief to a 
suffering population—we must remember that any peace 
negotiated at this moment comes at a cost to all the 
Yemenis who have rejected the Houthis’ vision for their 
country. 

 
Ben & Jerry's' corporate owner found a workaround to sell ice cream in the West Bank 
By Daniel Estrin [Radio Transcript]   npr.org   June 29, 202 
Palestinians aren’t surprised, but the international 
press is silent. 
 The corporate owner of Ben & Jerry's has made a deal 
to keep selling ice cream in Israel and its West Bank 
settlements, working around an attempt by the ice cream 
maker to protest Israeli occupation. 
 Ari Shapiro, Host: 
A year after Ben & Jerry's said it would no longer sell its 
ice cream in the Israeli-occupied West Bank, its corporate 
owner, Unilever, has found a new way to keep sales going. 
It's selling its Israeli Ben & Jerry's operation to the local 
company that's been distributing it all along. NPR's Daniel 
Estrin reports. 
 Daniel Estrin: Ben & Jerry's Israeli manufacturer 
makes kosher Chunky Monkey, Cherry Garcia and even 
made a special flavor for Passover. Their ice cream is also 
sold in the occupied West Bank, including Israeli 
settlements. In the U.S., Ben & Jerry's faced a campaign 
from pro-Palestinian activists last year and decided to pull 
out of the West Bank in protest of what its founders called 
an occupation that violates the human rights of 
Palestinians. That led to a dispute with Avi Zinger, the 
owner of Ben & Jerry's Israeli manufacturer, and it 
prompted anger from Israeli officials. 
 Yair Lapid: The Ben & Jerry's factory in Israel is a 
microcosm of the diversity of Israeli society. Today’s 
victory is a victory for all those who know that the struggle 
against BDS is, first and foremost, a struggle for 

partnership and dialogue, and against discrimination and 
hate.. 
 ESTRIN: Foreign Minister Yair Lapid [in 2021] called 
it a disgraceful surrender to anti-Semitism, which the 
Jewish ice cream company's founders denied. Several U.S. 
states divested their pension funds from Ben & Jerry's 
parent company, Unilever. Today, Unilever announced a 
workaround to keep the ice cream in the West Bank. 
 Lior Haiat: I think this is a huge victory for Israel 
over the boycott organization. 
 Estrin: Israeli Foreign Ministry spokesman Lior Haiat. 
Unilever sold its business interests to the Israeli 
manufacturer. The details are convoluted, and it's part of a 
larger debate about the complexities of putting economic 
pressure on Israel. 
 Omar Shakir works for Human Rights Watch and 
advised Ben & Jerry's on its position against sales in the 
West Bank. He sees something positive in the deal. 
 Omar Shakir: Unilever has tried to undermine the 
Ben & Jerry's decision by selling that business to an Israeli 
distributor or supplier. But that, you know, does not 
change the reality that Ben & Jerry's isn't operating, isn't 
doing business, you know, in settlements. 
 Estrin: Ben & Jerry's flavors and brand name will stay 
the same, just won't appear in English. Ben & Jerry's in the 
U.S. will get to say it's not selling in the West Bank, an 
Israeli company is. And Israelis in the West Bank will get 
to still have their Ben & Jerry's ice cream and eat it, too. 
Daniel Estrin, NPR News, Tel Aviv. 
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