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Biden's Untimely Assault on Israel       By Elliott Abrams 

On Monday, Israel was assaulted twice: once by terrorists, and once by 
the vice president of the United States. 
 The physical attack was in Jerusalem, where a bomb injured 21 people 
on a bus, several of them seriously. 
 On the very same day, Vice President Joe Biden addressed the group 
called J Street and shared with it not solidarity with Israelis under attack but 
-- with remarkable timing -- a rhetorical attack on the government of Israel. 
 As reported in the Times of Israel: "Vice President Joe Biden 
acknowledged 'overwhelming frustration' with Israel’s government on 
Monday and said Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu’s administration has 
led the country in the wrong direction, in an unusually sharp rebuke of 
America’s closest ally in the Middle East. 
 "'I firmly believe that the actions that Israel's government has taken 
over the past the past several years -- the steady and systematic expansion 
of settlements, the legalization of outposts, land seizures -- they’re moving 
us and more importantly they’re moving Israel in the wrong direction,' 
Biden said. 
 "He said those policies were moving Israel toward a 'one-state reality' -- 
meaning a single state for Palestinians and Israelis in which eventually, 
Israeli Jews will no longer be the majority. 
 "'That reality is dangerous,' Biden added." 
 Put aside the exquisite timing of Biden's remarks on a day when Israel 
suffered a terrorist attack, and they are still quite something. For one thing, 
President Barack Obama is about to join a GCC summit in Saudi Arabia. 
Does Biden really think the Arabs pay no attention to how we treat our 
closest friends and allies? Does he not know that they 
will read all of this and not gloat -- but instead wonder 
when they will be getting the same treatment? 
 Then there are the facts. How do you get to a 
"one-state reality" when the people and government of 
Israel refuse it? Who will force them into it? How do you get to 
"systematic" expansion of settlements when just about every analyst 
understands that Netanyahu has been constraining many aspects of 
settlement growth -- to the great anger of the settlers? And finally, why is 
Biden not familiar with the history of his own administration's peace 
efforts? As Dennis Ross made clear in his most recent book, "Doomed to 
Succeed: The U.S.-Israel Relationship from Truman to Obama," Netanyahu 
was in fact ready to take significant political risks to meet American 
requests -- and Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas was not. 
 As Martin Indyk put it in July 2014, "Netanyahu moved to the zone of 
possible agreement. I saw him sweating bullets to find a way to reach an 
agreement." Abbas, for his part, did not show flexibility, Indyk added. 
 None of this was reflected in Biden's remarks. 
 In his book, Ross wrote, "Obama believed Israel was capable of doing 
more on peace. And it could help change the regional realities, and our 
place in the region, if it would only move on the Palestinians. But what if 
the Palestinians were not prepared to move? What if they were not capable 
of moving, regardless of Israeli actions? He never seemed to ask that 
question." 
 Neither did Biden.    (Israel Hayom Apr 20) 
 

 
All the UNESCO Lies      By Nadav Shragai 
 Sometimes a nation needs those who hate it so it can look in the mirror 
and see its own true face. The UNESCO decision in response to a 
Palestinian Authority initiative to stop using the term "Temple Mount" and 
from now on refer to the holiest side in Judaism as "Al-Aqsa mosque" is 
such a reminder. UNESCO is forcing us to review what we've forgotten: 
 In 1967, the Jewish state made a colossal, almost unthinkable 
concession. It left its holiest place in the hands of a rival religion, Islam, for 
which it is only the third-holiest place in the world. The state forfeited the 

right of Jews to pray 
on the Mount. 
 The Muslims never 
knew how to thank the Jews for that 
pathetic concession. They attacked 
Jews who visited the Mount, damaged 
antiquities, and destroyed the Jewish 
relics that remained there. They built 
two underground mosques, and for 
years have been spreading the 

modern-day blood libel that "Al-Aqsa is in danger." 
 Thanks to that fiction, tensions on the Mount have flared repeatedly. 
For years, terrorists have set out in the name of the libel to murder Jews. 
In the face of this Muslim offensive, Israel has retreated from the Temple 
Mount step by step, and UNESCO is blind to all of this. 
 The Jewish people's connection to the Temple Mount cannot be 
proved, just as it cannot be proved that the sun shines in the day and not at 
night. Nevertheless, there are a few relevant facts that Israel can use to 
show how ridiculous the hypocritical UN body's lies are: for hundreds of 
years, Muslim scholars themselves wrote in their own religious and 
historical texts that Solomon's Temple -- which Muslims today refer to as 
"Al-Mazoum" (the imagined or false) -- was located on the Temple 
Mount. 
 The Muslim nonsense that holds that Al-Aqsa [the Temple Mount] 
was built by the first human being or was located in either Yemen or 
Nablus, contradict its identification as the site of King Solomon's Temple 
made by figures such as Jerusalem-based Muslim historians like Al-
Muqaddasi or Aref al-Aref, Iranian scholar Al-Mastoufi, the poet Jalal ad-
Din Muhammad Rumi and the Muslim preacher Abu Bakhar al-Wasati for 
hundreds of years. 
 What's more, in the time of Grand Mufti Haj Amin al-Husseini, who 
was a partner of Adolf Hitler's and who was responsible for the 1929 riots, 
the Waqf published a visitor's guide to the Temple Mount that read, "The 
site's identification with the Solomonic Temple is beyond all doubt." 
 The Temple's existence is supported by various archeological 
discoveries made at and around the Teple Mount, such as a fragment of a 
Second Temple-era Greek inscription found near the Lion's Gate, or the 
corner where trumpets were blown to herald the start of Shabbat and 

holidays, unearthed at excavations at the compound's 
southern wall. And, of course, there is the Bible, the 
Mishneh, the Talmud, and a wealth of Jewish and other 
historical sources that show that the Temple stood on 
the Temple Mount. 

 But UNESCO has never been interested in such minor matters. 
Anyone who is capable of turning Rachel's Tomb into the "Balal Ibn 
Rabbah Mosque" can erase the Temple Mount from its language, too. 
 Maybe it's time for us to delete the word UNESCO from our lexicon, 
recall our ambassador and stop hosting its "learned" researchers in our 
country.    (Israel Hayom Apr 18) 
    

 
Shame on the US at the UN       By Ruthie Blum 
 At an open debate on the Middle East at the United Nations Security 
Council in New York on Monday -- as a bus was being blown up in 
Jerusalem -- Israeli Ambassador to the U.N. Danny Danon told his 
Palestinian counterpart, Riyad Mansour, that he ought to be ashamed for 
not denouncing terrorism and incitement. 
 Danon had brought Natan and Renana Meir to the session to personify 
the devastation that Palestinian Authority incitement to violence against 
Jews continues to wreak. Natan is the widower of Dafna Meir, a 38-year-
old nurse who was murdered three months ago by a Palestinian teenager at 
the entrance to her home in Otniel, a settlement south of Hebron. Renana 
is Natan's 17-year-old daughter, who not only witnessed her mother being 
stabbed to death, but tried to help fend off the assailant. 
 The 15-year-old terrorist later told Israeli interrogators that he had 
been inspired to commit his heinous act from broadcasts on PA television 
and social media. 
 Mansour did not condemn any of it, of course. Instead, he berated 
Israel for imprisoning and killing Palestinian children. No surprise there, 
which is why Danon -- who should be lauded for standing alone in the 
hornets' nest of hypocrisy and deceit that the Security Council occupies -- 
was wasting his breath. As Natan Meir said later in a small press 
conference after the event, it hurt him to hear a diplomat referring to jailed 
Palestinian kids as victims, when one of those "kids" had slaughtered his 
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wife in cold blood. 
 Danon already knows that the PA is a lost cause in every possible 
respect. So his finger-pointing at Mansour was a gesture aimed elsewhere -- 
but hopefully not at the United States, which is just as deserving of a 
tongue-lashing as the PA that it morally equates with Israel. 
 Indeed, "disgraceful" doesn't begin to describe the statement made by 
David Pressman, the U.S.'s "alternative representative to the U.N. for 
special political affairs," at the session in question. Condemning terrorism 
and settlements in the same sentence, Pressman talked about America's 
"steadfast" efforts to "advance dialogue and progress," which, he said, "will 
be borne from hard choices made by both leaders to advance the cause of 
peace over parochial politics." 
 Thus, he continued: "We remain very concerned by the wave of 
terrorism, violence and the utter lack of progress the parties have made 
toward a two-state solution. It is important that both sides demonstrate, with 
concrete policies and actions, a genuine commitment to achieving a two-
state solution to reduce tensions and restore hope in the possibility of peace. 
What we have seen on the ground, and what families like the Meir family 
present here today have experienced first-hand, is absolutely 
unconscionable." 
 Yes, said Pressman, "acts of terrorism have taken too many lives, 
including Americans. The victims have included soldiers and civilians, 
pregnant women and mothers, Israelis and Palestinians. ... Terrorism is 
terrorism. It is wrong. It is bloody. And it must stop. Anyone that aspires to 
achieve a viable and independent Palestinian state must understand that 
engaging in incitement to violence only serves to undermine this goal. Only 
a political outcome, not violence, will allow this goal to be realized." 
 And here came the clincher: "We remain deeply concerned about the 
shooting of a Palestinian assailant on March 24 in Hebron by a member of 
the Israeli security forces, and are following the legal proceedings against 
the accused perpetrator closely. We note that just today charges of 
manslaughter were brought against the soldier. ... In cases where anyone 
from any side acts outside the law, they must be held accountable." 
 In other words, while Israel always holds each and every soldier 
accountable for the slightest whiff of wrongdoing, and the PA encourages, 
glorifies and funds terrorists as a matter of course and principle, "both 
sides" share responsibility for the violence that is causing the deaths of 
Israelis and Palestinians alike. 
 But Pressman didn't stop there. No, he completed his comparison by 
reprimanding Israel for "settlement activity" that the U.S. "strongly 
opposes." Such actions as "land expropriations, settlement expansions, and 
legalizations of outposts," he said, "are wrong and fundamentally 
undermine the prospects for a two-state solution." 
 Shame on him and the entire Obama administration for not realizing 
that the only kind of construction the U.S. should be linking to the jihad that 
the Palestinians are waging against Israel is that of terror tunnels, rocket 
launchers and lies.   (Israel Hayom Apr 19) 
    

 
Israel and Golan Heights are Inseparable         By Gabi Avital 
 For many years I've wondered whether the official position of the 
United States on the Golan Heights (and Judea and Samaria) is updated 
from time to time according to conditions that have changed on the ground, 
or whether its policy is set in stone. 
 Based on a statement from State Department spokesman John Kirby 
this week, the policy is somewhat nebulous: The Golan is "not part of Israel 
and the status of those territories should be determined through 
negotiations. The current situation in Syria does not allow this. … This 
position was maintained by both Democratic and Republican 
administrations." 
 In contrast to Kirby's sentiment, Republican presidential candidate Ted 
Cruz chose to back Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu's position that the 
Golan Heights are part of Israel’s sovereign territory and are not up for 
negotiation. 
 If we look back at just about every round of U.S.-led negotiations, there 
were those inside the various American administrations, and Israel, who 
supported giving back the entire Golan to Syria in exchange for peace. In 
other words, the pre-condition was that Israel would return the Golan to its 
"owner" and only then could negotiations begin. 
 "The price is known to every Syrian child in Damascus and every 
Israeli child in Katzrin," pundits and public figures declared unequivocally. 
Others described the Golan as the "price tag" for peace with Syria. 
 As we know, the more a lie is repeated the more it becomes accepted as 
truth. In the period preceding the civil war in Syria, one could sense a 
palpable joy from those in favor of returning the entire Golan prior to any 
negotiation. Today only scarce voices speak with such conviction, because 
to whom exactly can it be returned these days? I suppose they occasionally 
glance at the polls that say keeping the Golan Heights in Israeli hands is 
infinitely preferable to ceding them to the "butcher" from Damascus. It is 
generally accepted among sociologists and political scientists that a 

correlation exists between rationalism and political affiliation. Reality, 
however, is a bit different. 
 Let us make sense of things. Fact number one: At the apex of the 
Second World War, the Soviet Union conquered the Kuril Islands, four 
tiny islands in Japan's so-called "Northern Territories." Despite countless 
entreaties from Japan, Russia continues to insist that "these islands are 
ours forever." Over time, one of the Soviet Union's more fascinating 
justifications for keeping the islands was that "so much time has already 
passed since they were won." That the islands are the relative size of a 
pencil dot is irrelevant, what matters is the principle: Conquered territory 
will not be returned, especially not to the losing side. 
 Fact number two: The entire area of the Golan Heights, including 
Mount Hermon, comprises less than six-tenths of one percent of the entire 
country of Syria (1,158 kilometers out of over 185,000 kilometers, or 720 
miles out of 115,000 miles). In other words, a gigantic country is 
fearlessly fighting, at least according to declarations from its leaders, with 
considerable patience one might add, for a tiny piece of territory that was 
conquered by Israel, which was attacked first from that territory. And all 
this happened 49 years ago. Clearly those who support returning the Golan 
will immediately say that Israel fired first, but according to the rules of 
war the side that fires first poses his adversary with two options: fire back 
and try to survive, or surrender. 
 Fact number three: The first two facts are completely unrelated. No 
one can magically claim that Israel is 10 times larger than Syria or a 
hundred times larger than the area of the Golan Heights -- the deciding 
principle is that whoever attacks first, makes threats or provokes fear must 
suffer the consequences. 
 Fourth fact: A "peace of the brave" has existed on the Israeli-Syrian 
border ever since the Six-Day War in 1967, not including a breach in the 
Yom Kippur War in 1973. President Bashar Assad is very aware of the 
range of Israel's artillery cannons and the price he would have to pay. 
 Finally, fact number five: There are no Palestinians living under 
occupation on the Golan Heights. 
 Regardless, all these facts are of no interest to the current American 
administration. Indeed, some of the supposed axioms the administration 
uses as arguments to support the approach of returning the entire Golan to 
Syria (for example, that if only Israel withdrew from the Golan the link 
between Syria and Iran, Syria and Lebanon, and Lebanon and Hezbollah 
would be severed) -- are baseless. 
 The big question that interests me, however, is: What is Assad 
prepared to give in exchange for the Golan Heights? The Syrian civil war 
is yet another reason why the Golan needs to remain in Israeli hands, 
forever.   (Israel Hayom Apr 20) 
 

 
Abbas' Diplomatic Campaign        By Ephraim Herrera 
 As of late, Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas has been 
trying to recruit global support for the resolution to condemn construction 
in the settlements and east Jerusalem, which he will present before the 
U.N. Security Council. This is his second attempt of this kind, after the 
United States vetoed a similar resolution in 2011. Abbas has been making 
an effort to take down the State of Israel via the diplomatic arena for 
decades now, rather than using guerilla tactics and popular uprising -- 
though he has not stopped financing the families of terrorists or 
commemorating the terrorist martyrs by naming PA streets and schools 
after them. 
 There is a lot of evidence supporting his goal: Abbas recently 
mentioned on Palestinian television that the Israeli occupation has been 
ongoing for 68 years and clarified that the "occupied territories" include 
the entire land of the State of Israel, rather than just Judea and Samaria. He 
repeated that he would not recognize Israel as a Jewish state and that he 
would never give up the Palestinian right of return. 
 On his official website, you can read his doctoral thesis about the 
supposed cooperation between the Zionists and the Nazis, wherein he 
claims that the Zionists pressured the Nazis to murder as many anti-
Zionist Jews as possible in order to gain support to establish the State of 
Israel. He also lowers the number of Holocaust victims based on the 
claims of a French Holocaust denier. Likewise, Israel has been wiped off 
the maps that appear in Palestinian Authority textbooks. Palestinian 
children are also taught about the importance of jihad to destroy the State 
of Israel. 
 Abbas has taken hold of the horns of the altar of government illegally 
and in contravention of the agreements: Elections were set to take place in 
2009, but they have been delayed again and again. His leadership is 
dripping with corruption and the Panama Papers uncovered just the tip of 
the iceberg with the hundreds of millions of shekels revealed to be in his 
son's possession. But the relevant bodies, chief among them Israel, are 
covering their eyes. After all, the security cooperation in place is 
satisfactory to the leaders, and fear of an election that could bring Hamas 
or other Islamists to power is worse than the suffering of oppressed 



Palestinians and the clear violation of the law. 
 Abbas' diplomatic efforts have already yielded results. The growing 
importance of the Muslim voice in Arab countries, alongside the enormous 
financial interests of Europe, the United States, Russia and China in the 
Muslim countries, may lead to the adoption of strong anti-Israel positions, 
easily disguised by claims of "occupation," apartheid" and "the historic 
injustice done to the Palestinian people." This can be seen in the stance of 
the French Foreign Ministry and in the statements made by U.S. 
Democratic residential Candidate Bernie Sanders. 
 The Western-style suit and carefully worded speeches in English cannot 
hide the PA leader's clear intentions. We will pay a steep price in the long-
term for his efforts to train the young generation to hate Jews and to support 
jihad against the Jewish state -- and the current relative calm will be quickly 
forgotten. We just shouldn't wait long enough to regret our position in the 
way we now regret the assumption that Hamas would act as a 
counterweight to Fatah.   (Israel Hayom Apr 17) 
The writer is a researcher specializing in Islam. 
 

 
Does Israel Need US Jewish Support?         By Daniel Pipes 
 Elliott Abrams began a conversation by asking what has caused 
American Jews to distance themselves from Israel and finding the main 
cause to be the 50%-to-60% rate of Jewish intermarriage with non-Jews. 
 Martin Kramer then added a second factor: the changing balance of 
power between American and Israeli Jews. "When the state of Israel was 
established in 1948, there were six million American Jews and 700,000 
Israelis: a proportion of nine to one. … today, the ratio of American to 
Israeli Jews is one-to-one -- about 6 million in each country. In another 20 
years, there will be well over 8 million Jews in Israel, and probably fewer 
than 6 million in America." Nor are numbers the whole story: "these 
Israelis are economically prosperous and militarily powerful" even as 
"Jewish political clout" erodes in the United States. As a result, Israelis pay 
less attention to American Jewish opinion, which in turn leads to American 
Jewish alienation. 
 I agree with both their arguments and should like to add a third 
perspective: 
 Jewish support for Israel has weakened primarily because Jews are 
solidly on the liberal-left of the political spectrum (these days symbolized 
by Bernie Sanders), the side most critical of Israel. 
 From Israel's point of view, the fact that American Jews are losing their 
ardor for Israel is a distinct loss. But it is made up for by American 
conservative support for the Jewish state. 
 The conservative-moderate-liberal spectrum of opinion is consistent in 
poll after poll (I have collected a decade’s worth of them here) and it shows 
a large and growing conservative support for Israel. For example, the 
Gallup poll in February 2016 found Republicans favoring Israel over the 
Palestinians by 79% to 7%, or a margin of over 11-to-1. With such political 
backing, Jews have lost their primacy in pushing the U.S. government to a 
favorable policy toward Israel. 
 To be sure, this support could one day erode too but it looks solid for 
now, being a core issue of the conservative outlook. As one proof, note how 
a Republican politician (Charles Boustany) who associated with J Street felt 
compelled publicly to apologize for this step ("I had been deliberately 
misled.") 
 Conservative support includes self-professed Christian Zionists, of 
course, but it also comprises many others (such as defense hawks or those 
worried about Islamism) who do not have a religious outlook. 
 Mathematically, is it better to have the near-unanimous support of Jews, 
who make up 1.8% of the U.S. population, or the very substantial support 
of the 38% who are conservative? To ask that question is to answer it. That 
said, this change does have disadvantages for Israel: For one, conservatives 
tend to know less about Israel. For another, Israel has become a partisan 
issue. 
 These subtleties aside, it remains true that as Jewish support weakens, 
conservative backing has moved in to take its place. The focus on Jewish 
opinion, therefore, has less salience than it once did. Conservatives, now 
the Zionist bulwark, deserve that attention and solicitude.   (Israel Hayom 
Apr 18) 
 

 
We are in the Golan to Stay          Uri Heitner 
 One cannot overestimate the significance of Sunday's historic cabinet 
meeting on the Golan Heights. By choosing that venue, Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu declared that the debate of the fate of this stretch of 
land was over. 
 Moreover, the event served as an official recognition by the state of the 
fabulous settlement enterprise that has sprung up in the Golan Heights over 
the past five decades. 
 By every possible measure, it is one of the most impressive enterprises 
undertaken by the State of Israel and Zionism: the quality of the people, the 

education services and the cultural richness, and the agriculture and 
tourism industries. The Golan's uniqueness also lies in the special relations 
between its secular and religious inhabitants, between city dwellers and 
kibbutzniks and the overall solidarity between various segments of 
society. Some 49 years after Israelis began settling the Golan and 35 years 
after it was annexed, the government decided to salute this enterprise. 
 Over the years, even after the Golan had been annexed, successive 
governments continued to hold talks about relinquishing it and uprooting 
its communities. Today every levelheaded individual, with the exception 
of some who have yet to sober up, believe that an Israeli withdrawal 
would have led to a national catastrophe. Had Israel withdrawn from the 
Golan, God forbid, the overarching question today would have been: Who 
will sit on the northeastern shore of the Sea of Galilee, the Islamic State 
group or Hezbollah? The entire north could have been held hostage by 
Islamic State. 
 By calling on the world to recognize Israeli sovereignty over the 
Golan Heights, Netanyahu took a most crucial diplomatic step. Israel 
should reiterate this demand whenever it launches a new diplomatic 
initiative. 
 Until recently, there was no point in raising the issue, because such a 
request had no chance of success. But today Syria no longer exists and a 
civil war is raging. The only way to stop the bloodshed is by redrawing its 
borders along ethnic lines. This means that time is ripe to demand 
international recognition of the reality on the Golan Heights. 
 Having compromised Israel's security through the Iran nuclear deal, 
the U.S. is duty-bound to compensate Israel by bolstering its conventional 
defense means -- with defensible borders being chief among them. 
Recognizing Israel's sovereignty on the Golan Heights is an important step 
in that direction. 
 The government's decision to hold its cabinet meeting at the Golan 
Heights dovetails with concrete decisions to develop the state's 
northeastern periphery -- the eastern Galilee and the Golan. These steps 
are historic and will have a major impact on Israeli society and its 
economy -- and on the important goal of settling the land of Israel. They 
also involve the investment of hundreds of millions of shekels in Druze 
villages on the Golan Heights. 
 I am only mentioning those figures because they are usually not 
reported by the press. Having said that, only when the state budget is 
revealed will we be able to determine whether the promises have been 
followed by action. The prime minister and the ministers should be 
commended for holding the meeting on the Golan and on sending a clear 
cut message to Israelis and the world.     (Israel Hayom Apr 19) 
    

 
Unspoken Reasons for the American Jewish Distancing from Israel 
By Martin Kramer  

Elliott Abrams has put his finger on the main cause of American 
Jewish “distancing” from Israel, and the answer is discouraging. He picks 
up on this passage from one of the two books he surveys, Dov Waxman’s 
Trouble in the Tribe: The American Jewish Conflict over Israel: 
 Perhaps the biggest reason why young American Jews tend to be more 
dovish and more critical of Israel is because they are much more likely 
than older Jews to be the offspring of intermarried couples. . . . Young 
American Jews whose parents are intermarried are not only more liberal 
than other Jews, but also significantly less attached to Israel. 
 Abrams rightly calls this the “crux of the matter,” and the evidence he 
musters from surveys is unequivocal. With a 50-to-60 percent rate of 
intermarriage, Jewish communal solidarity in America is steadily eroding, 
with regard both to religious practice and to engagement with Israel. The 
children of intermarriage are less in touch with everything Jewish; their 
“sheer indifference” to Israel, in Abrams’ phrase, has nothing to do with 
the “occupation.” 
 But let me introduce two additional demographic explanations for the 
“distancing,” even among American Jews who do remain affiliated and 
committed. When the state of Israel was established in 1948, there were 
six million American Jews and 700,000 Israelis: a proportion of nine to 
one. Israelis were those feisty little cousins, and while American Jews 
admired their grit, they didn’t let Israelis forget who had the numbers (and 
the money). When American Jewish leaders talked, Israeli leaders 
listened—and when the two parties disagreed, the burden of proof fell on 
the Israelis. 
 What a difference 70 years have made! Over that time, the number of 
American Jews has hardly budged, due to low fertility and intermarriage. 
In Israel, by contrast, the number of Jews has increased almost tenfold 
through immigration and high fertility. The result is that today, the ratio of 
American to Israeli Jews is one-to-one—about six million in each country. 
In another twenty years, there will be well over eight million Jews in 
Israel, and probably fewer than six million in America. And these Israelis 
are economically prosperous and militarily powerful in ways no one could 
have foretold in 1948. 



 American Jews are rightly proud of the important role they played in 
Israel’s transformation, and Israelis are grateful for it. But as Abrams 
admits, American Jewry “is in significant ways growing weaker.” 
Demographic stagnation and geographic dispersion aren’t just taking their 
toll within the community; they are eroding Jewish political clout more 
broadly. 

So it is hardly surprising that, from the prime minister down, Israelis 
entrusted with the exercise of sovereign power are less attentive to what 
American Jews think Israel should do. Israeli Jews have worked out a 
successful survival strategy, and while it’s not perfect, the numbers don’t 
lie. The American Jewish survival strategy is struggling. As Abrams 
concludes, the day won’t be long in coming when the Jewish state will have 
to assume the direct burden of sustaining Jewish communal identity in 
America, “for Israel’s sake and for ours.” 
 Old patterns in relationships die hard. It’s not easy for many American 
Jews to recognize the stupendous shift in the balance, and when they don’t, 
this is often expressed in disappointment, disillusionment, and even 
dissociation from Israel. These are the discontents of gradual decline. 
Israelis should empathize with the deeper dilemma of American Jewry, but 
it should surprise no one that they discount some of its symptoms, and 
certainly don’t intend to change their own national priorities in a futile 
attempt to alleviate them. 
 There is another demographic reason for “distancing.” In 1948, 
American and Israeli Jews were landslayt. They or their parents had come 
out of the same cities, towns, and shtetls of Europe. American Jews looked 
at Israeli Jews like family, and often they were: almost everyone in Israel 
had some (allegedly rich) uncle or cousin in America. True, other Jews 
began to arrive in the 1950s, as refugees from Arab and Muslim lands. But 
they were mostly out of sight in immigrant refugee camps and development 
towns. As for the political leaders, most were born in Russia or Poland—
from David Ben-Gurion through Golda Meir, Menachem Begin through 
Yitzḥak Shamir. Levi Eshkol could hardly refrain from slipping into 
Yiddish in cabinet meetings. They all hailed from what Irving Howe called 
“the world of our fathers.” 
 All that has changed. Today, over half of all Israeli Jews identify 
themselves as being of Sephardi or Mizraḥi descent; less than half, of 
European or American descent. (Were it not for the immigration from the 
Soviet Union in the 1990s, the Ashkenazi share would be closer to a third.) 
Israelis today just don’t look as much like family to American Jews, 90 
percent of whom are of Ashkenazi descent. 
 Because Israeli Jews are drawn from a wider spectrum of cultures, 
everything else about them is more diverse. Jewish religious practice, 
despite the formal monopoly of Orthodox, is more varied in Israel than in 
the United States. Nor are the historical legacies that inform politics limited 
to the Holocaust, so central to American Jewish identity. The forced Jewish 
flight from Arab and Muslim lands is just as relevant, and explains much of 
the present skew of Israeli politics with regard to the Palestinian Arabs. 
 On top of this, about 70 percent of Israeli Jews are Israeli-born. Israel is 
no longer primarily a nation of immigrants. The hybrid Hebrew-language 
culture nourished by native-born Jewish Israelis isn’t easy to pin down in a 
sentence, but it’s a lot edgier than the dominant culture of the blue-state 
suburbs where most of American Jewry resides. 
 One reason is that those suburbs are more peaceful and stable than any 
environment in the history of humankind since Adam. Israel, in contrast, 
sits on the crust of the world’s most active geopolitical fault line. It isn’t 
that American Jews are from Venus and Israeli Jews are from Mars. It’s 
that they reside on opposite ends of planet Earth, one nearing perpetual 
peace, the other leaning toward perpetual war. 
 So an American Jew, disembarked at Ben-Gurion airport for the first 
time, might have to stretch his or her imagination quite a bit to see Israelis 
as “my people” and Israel as “my homeland.” For some significant number 
of American Jews, indeed, this is precisely what makes contemporary Israel 
so exhilarating. If there is any meaning to ahavat Yisrael, love of the Jewish 
people, it is solidarity not with Jews who look and think like you, but 
precisely with those who don’t. 
 But other American Jews, seeing shifts in Israel that suggest to them the 
neighborhood may be changing, begin, as it were, to move out. Israel has 
become too this or too that, things seem more black than white, the people 
there sound too uncouth. The next thing you know, “progressive” American 
Jews are moving their Jewish identity elsewhere—to some place where they 
never have to rub elbows with people whose “Jewish values” differ from 
their own. 
 It’s not tragic: Israel will make good the loss elsewhere, through its 
own spectacular growth and the forging of new friendships. But it’s sad that 
there are Jews in America, however few or many, who do not stand in pure 
wonder that they live in a time when there exists a Jewish sovereign state. 
They would like a different one. 
 They must have millennia to spare.    (Mosaic Apr 14) 
 

 

Israel is Less Isolated than the U.S.      By Jennifer Rubin  
One of the oddities of President Obama’s approach to the Middle East 

is that its hostility to Israel and its lack of support for Sunni allies have left 
the United States less influential and less respected with everyone in the 
region (including Iran) while Israel has become closer to its Arab 
neighbors. A recent event highlights this phenomenon. 
 The Times of Israel explains: “The islands of Tiran and Sanafir are 
two tiny specks of land located at the entrance of the Gulf of Aqaba. . . . 
And yet, the islands continue to make headlines. In the last 70 years, they 
have changed hands nearly half a dozen times. This week, Tiran and 
Sanafir — which historically belong to Saudi Arabia but since 1950 were 
ruled by Egypt and twice captured by Israel — were in the news again as 
Cairo agreed to hand them back to Riyadh in exchange for the creation of 
a $16-billion investment fund.” 
 This is a bigger deal than one might imagine. “It is very significant. 
The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia is agreeing, according to press reports, to 
abide by the Egypt-Israel peace treaty,” Elliott Abrams, former deputy 
national security adviser, tells me. “When that treaty was signed in 1979, 
the Saudis denounced it and broke relations with Egypt. Now they are 
formally accepting it, and that means they acknowledge and will respect 
Israel’s rights to use the Gulf of Aqaba and pass through what are formally 
Saudi waters.” Abrams continues: “Moreover, all three parties–Egypt, 
Israel, and Saudi Arabia–are acting like neighbors, agreeing (though there 
are still no open and direct Saudi-Israeli diplomatic contacts) on not only 
the islands and the Gulf but also a bridge to be built across the Gulf 
between Egypt and Saudi Arabia.” He sums up: “It is a remarkable 
demonstration of how the attitude of Arab states toward Israel is 
changing.” 
 Indeed, the island transfer is not an isolated event, Al-Monitor reports: 
“The recent move — the transfer of the two islands to Saudi Arabia — 
reveals part of the dialogue that has been developing between Israel and its 
Sunni neighbors. A highly placed Israeli security official, who spoke to 
Al-Monitor anonymously, added some details: Israel’s relationships in the 
region are deep and important. The moderate Arab countries have not 
forgotten the Ottoman period, and are very worried about the growing 
strength and enlargement of the two non-Arab empires of the past: Iran 
and Turkey. On this background, many regional players realize that Israel 
is not the problem, but the solution. Israel’s dialogue with the large, 
important Sunni countries remains mainly under the radar, but it deepens 
all the time and it bears fruit.” 

There are several takeaways here. 
First, the notion that Israel had to solve the Palestinian problem before 

getting along with its neighbors (“linkage”) has proved to be utterly false. 
Threats from Obama and his secretary of state that the United States could 
not help Israel or protect it from boycotts and U.N. resolutions because of 
the Jewish state’s conduct can now be seen as false, a pathetic attempt by 
the administration to twist arms in Israel. In fact, the linkage may go in the 
other direction, as Al-Monitor notes: “In the past, several proposals were 
raised regarding regional land swaps, with the goal of resolving the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict. The framework is, in principle, simple: Egypt would 
enlarge Gaza southward and allow the Gaza Strip’s Palestinians more 
open space and breathing room. In exchange for this territory, Egypt 
would receive from Israel a narrow strip the length of the borderline 
between the two countries, the Israeli Negev desert region from Egyptian 
Sinai. The Palestinians, in contrast, would transfer the West Bank 
settlement blocs to Israel. Jordan could also join such an initiative; it could 
contribute territories of its own and receive others in exchange. To date, 
this approach was categorically disqualified by the Egyptians in the Hosni 
Mubarak era. Now that it seems that territorial transfer has become a 
viable possibility under the new conditions of the Middle East, the idea of 
Israeli-Egyptian territorial swaps are also reopened …” 
 Second, Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, whom the 
Obama administration portrays as some kind of diplomatic oaf and 
blunderbuss, has better relations with the Saudis and Egyptians than the 
administration does. The administration is proving itself to be unreliable 
and infatuated with the dangerous notion that Obama can bring about a 
reorientation in the Middle East with Iranian detente; meanwhile, Arab 
states recognize that Israel is trustworthy and shares the same antipathy to 
Iran as they do. Obama has openly disparaged both Saudi Arabia (whom 
he contemptuously called a “free rider”) and Israel (whom he blames for 
the failure of the “peace process”). Perhaps he could learn some 
diplomatic finesse from Cairo, Riyadh and Jerusalem. 
 Finally, if the next president stops trying to appease Iran and instead 
repairs relations with both Israel and Sunni neighbors, there is the 
potential for unprecedented diplomatic, military and economic 
cooperation. It is a measure of Obama’s refusal to operate in the real world 
and inability to assess rationally other countries’ motives and interests that 
he has done the exact opposite, leaving the region more unstable and 
bloody than when he arrived in 2009.    (Washington Post Apr 14)   


