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Professor Gerald M. Steinberg N
Netanyahu’s Foreign Policy:

Between History, Geography, and International Anarchy

“IThe Jews] have enjoyed rather too much
history and too little geography”,
Isaiah Berlin: The Origins of Israel”, 1953

1. Introduction
Benjamin Netanyahu was first elected Prime

Minister of Israel in 1996, defeated in 1999,
returned ten years later (2009), and will begin

a third term following elections in January

2013. In examining his overall foreign policy
framework, there are many dimensions that
demonstrate continuity between the two dis-
tinct periods, while in other aspects, there are
significant changes.

In both his first and second terms, Netanyahu
implemented a security-based foreign policy,
focusing on threats of mass terrorism, re-
gional instability, large-scale missile attacks,
and the proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction (particularly Iran’s illicit efforts to ac-
quire nuclear weapons). This security agenda
reflects the views of the majority of Israelis, in-
cluding the Likud party and coalition partners
further to the right on the political spectrum.

The Zionist-based principles of Jewish self-
determination and sovereign equality among

‘the nations have also been constant guiding

principles.! Netanyahu has acted on these
principles in rejecting demands made by Eu-
ropean leaders, and, on occasion, also in re-
sponse to US Presidents Bill Clinton and
Barack Obama.

Netanyahu is not a foreign policy innovator or
. risk-taker, in contrast to Menachem Begin’s
active pursuit of a peace treaty with Egypt
(1977-1981) or the Yitzhak Rabin govern-
ment’'s embrace of the Oslo process (1992-
1995). In the absence of grand strategic
visions and plans, he emphasizes factical di-

mensions of foreign policy, seeking to pre- -

serve options and influence.

Netanyahu'’s electoral successes in 1996,
2009 and again in 2013 reflect the extent to
which he articulates the perceptions and pri-
orities of a majority of Israelis, particularly

after the perceived.failure of the Oslo peace

process,? renewed Palestinian mass terror,.

and the potential threat of annihilation from a
hostile Iranian regime armed with nuclear
weapons.

But in contrast to earlier Likud leaders Begin
(1977- 1983) and Yitzhak Shamir (1983-1984;

1986-1992), whose foreign policies often re- -

flected the ideology of Zionist Revisionism,

Netanyahu is more of a pragmatist than an -

ideologue:® His decision-making can be un-

derstood in terms of rational cost-benefit’

analysis, reflecting calculations of national se-
curity, risk avoidance, as well as domestic po-
litical interests. This pragmatism; which has
generated:strong criticism from ideologues on
the right, was demonstrated in his willingness
to negotiate with Yasser Arafat in the context
of the Oslo framework (1996), and in the en-
dorsement (2009) of the two-state peace for-
mula, meaning the recognition of the
legitimacy of a Palestinian state in Judea and
Samaria (the West Bank).

In a broad sense, Netanyahu can be
described as a Hobbesian realist (or pes-
simist), particularly when it comes to assess-
ing Israel’'s vuinurability as a solitary and
vulnerable Jewish state amidst a hostile Mid-
dle Eastern environment and an anarchic in-
ternational system. This perspective has
created friction with world leaders who do not
share or understand Netanyahu’s world-view,
including Americans (particularly Democrats,
such as Clinton and Obama) and most Euro-
peans.

In this context, like Begin and Shamir, Ne-
tanyahu frequently gives voice to the dark les-
sons in the history of antisemitism and Jewish
vulnerability. In his 2011 speech to a joint ses-

sion of the US Congress, Netanyahu de-

clared:

“Less than seven decades after six mil-
lion Jews were murdered, Iran’s lead-
ers deny the Holocaust of the Jewish
people, while calling for the annihilation -
of the Jewish state.™

1 Binyamin Netanyahu, A Place Among Nations: Israel and the World (New York: Bantam, 1993)
2 Gerald M. Steinberg and Jonathan Rynhold, “The Peace Process and the Israeli Elections,” Israel Affairs, Vol. 10 (4)

Summer 2004, pp. 181-204.

3 Neill Lochery, “Netanyahu Deciphered!,” Middle East Quarterly, Vol. 6 (1), March 1999, pp. 29-36, http://www.mefo-

rum.org/472/netanyahu-deciphered. :

4 |srael Ministry: of Foreign Affairs, “Speech by PM Netanyahu to a Joint Meeting of the U.S. Congress,” May 24, 2011,
http://www.mfa.gov. |l/MFA/Government/Speeches+by+lsrael|+leaders/2011/Speech PM_Netanyahu_US_Con-

gress_24-May-2011.htm. .
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As is the case with many other Israeli leaders
and policy makers, Netanyahu gives little cre-
dence to idealist dimensions of international

- politics, and institutions such as the United

Nations and the International Criminal Court.
These are skeptically dismissed as inherently
biased by an anti-Israel majority, subject fo

- double standards, and readily exploited. Eu-

ropean policies in the region that invoke the
language of international idealism are dis-
missed as naive, based on dependence on
Arab and Iranian oil and markets, and in-many
cases, inherently hostile to Jewish sovereign
equality and to Israeli interests.

These factors explain Netanyahu’s emphasis
on deterrence and his caution with respect to
changes in the status quo. Tangible security
assets, such as territory and strategic depth
to reduce vulnérability to attack, are to be
carefully protected, while expectations of po-
litical breakthroughs towards stable peace are
minimal. Arab and Islamic leaders are viewed
as ideologically committed to a zero-sum
framework, unchanged since 1947 when they
rejected the UN framework that included a
Jewish state. In addressing the Knesset in
May 2011, Netanyahu declared:

“What were they yelling in Gaza yes-
terday? They were shouting that they
want to return to Jaffa. What were they
crying in Syria yesterday? They were
chanting that they want to return to the
Galilee. What did the leader of Hamas
say yesterday? ‘We want to see the
end of the Zionist agenda.™

To the degree that accommodation might be
achieved, such developments would foliow a
realization on the part of the Arab leaders and
societies that the goal of destroying Israel is
out of reach, and that their own vital interests
require such cooperation, as in cases of Egypt
and Jordan.

Il. The Regional Dimension

Reflecting Hobbesian pragmatism, Ne-
tanyahu’s policies towards the region empha-

size aims of deterring threats and seeking to

.expand areas of cooperation on security and

economic issues.® The public record shows
consistent cooperation with the Jordanian
leadership, reflecting the long-standing
shared threat perceptions, particularly from
radical Islamists and Palestinian groups such
as Hamas and Islamic Jihad.” In 1996, Ne- .
tanyahu welcomed the involvement of King
Hussein in the crisis management led by the
us governmeﬁt following violent clashes with
Palestinians following the opening of the Has-
monean tunnel in Jerusalem. In his second
term, during the revolutions in a number of
Arab countries, most notably Egypt and Syria,
the policy of consultation and ¢oordination
with King Abdullah was extended.®

The relationship with Egypt under the military
government led by Hosni- Mubarak was
largely static, in the form of a “cold peace”,
characterized by popular and elite enmity to
Israel and to Jews, as reflected in major
media broadcasts.® Netanyahu sought to
avoid clashes despite Egypt’s failure to end
major arms smuggling into Hamas-controlled

Gaza or to preventterror groups from operat-

ing in the Sinai and carrying out attacks in
southern Israel. This pragmatism continued
during the fall of the military regime in Egypt,
and the rise of the Muslim Brotherhood.

The civil war in Syria has even greater impli-
cations for Israel, as it involves Iran and its
proxy, Hezbollah — both important ailies of the
Assad regime, whose defeat could improve

Israel's security environment significantly.

However, the -anti-Assad rebels and the in-
volvement of radical Jihadist groups could po-
tentially pose a threat, if they take power.
Therefore, while maintaining a low profile, the
major Israeli involvement has focused on pre-
venting the transfer of chemical weapons and
advanced technology to Hezbollah or to Ji-
hadists. Israeli aircraft reportedly destroyed a

. convoy. preparing to move weapons from a

Damascus ‘research institute’ on February 1,
2013. This action was consistent with a secu-
rity-based Hobbesian policy framework, as
well as the assessment that no other country

5 Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “PM Netanyahu's address at the opening of the Knesset summer session,” May 16, 2011,
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Government/Speeches+by+Israelitleaders/2011/PM_Netanyahu_Knesset_summer_sessi-

on_16-May-2011.htm.

& While Benjamin Netanyahu's perspectives can be compared to those of his father, the late-Professor Benzion Ne-
tanyahu attempts to analyze policy on the basis of personal and psychological factors are entirely speculative and sub-

jective. The senior Netanyahu did not hold public office.

7 Alia A. Toukan, “Crown Prince, Netanyahu issue joint statement.aimed at strengthening bilateral cooperation”, Jordan

Times, March 11, 1998.

8 Reuters, “Netanyahu, - Jordan’s Abdullah discuss Syria chemical arms: reports,” December 26, 2012,
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/12/26/us-israel-jordan-syria-idUSBRES8BPOGM20121226.
® MEMRI, “Egyptian Clerics Intensify Antisemitic Rants against the Backdrop of the Gaza Fighting,” December 28-29,

2008, hitp:/fwww.memritv.org/clip/en/1965.htm.
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or international force was likely to act to pro-
tect Israel’s vital interests.®

In contrast, the political clashes and decline
in cooperation with Turkey were an exception
to the pragmatic realist model during Ne-
tanyahu’s second term. However, it should be
noted that this policy of confrontation was led
by Foreign Minister Avigdor Lieberman,
Deputy Foreign Minister Danny Ayalon, and
Strategic Affairs Minister Moshe Yaalon, and
not Netanyahu."

Ill. Stopping Iran — Going Alone?

In 1992, Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin identi-
fied Iranian - efforts to acquire nuclear
weapons, in violation of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT),
as the primary threat to Israeli security, and
this assessment has been shared by all Israeli
leaders since, including Netanyahu. Iran is
perceived as a fundamentalist Islamic state,
seeking regional domination, whose leaders
are prone to dangerous military adventures,
largely through terrorist: proxies such as
Hezboltah. The evidence showing the in-
volvement of Iran and Hezbollah in the Ar-
gentina mass terror attacks against the Israeli
embassy and the AMIA Jewish community
center, as well as in the recent attack in Bul-
garia in 2012, are clear examples of this dan-
gerous adventurism.*2

Netanyahu has given highest priority to inter-
national efforts, led by Washington, designed
to block Iran’s effort to acquire nuclear
weapons. At the same time, in the absence of
effective international action, Netanyahu and
other government officials have indicated a

readiness to use the military on a unilateral

basis."® According to media reports, Israel
was prepared to launch. military action in the
summer of 2012, but was persuaded by the
LS to postpone this-decision.

During Netanyahu’s second term, as Iran
accelerated production of enriched uranium
and long-range missiles, Israel intensified
efforts to gain more effective international
action, including credible threats of force. In
very public confrontations with the Obama

administration, Netanyahu addressed the-

Congress (2011) as well as- the United
Nations General Assembly (2012), pressing
the urgency far stronger measures against
Iran. He also met with key European leaders,
as well as Russian leader Viadamir Putin,
while  also hinting .at preparations for
Israeli military -action, if necessary. These
policies again reflect a Hobbesian. frame-
work through increasing power and deter-
rence capabilities, and giving little credence
to formal international organizations and
processes.

IV: Realism, Palestinians and Peace Talks™

Consistent with Netanyahu’s political realism,

his approach to negotiations with the Pales- '

tinians is based on security concerns and the

lessons of history. Reflecting the dominant Is-

raeli perception,’ Netanyahu views the con-
flict in the context of the ongoing Arab and
Islamic efforts to reverse Israel's recognition
as the nation-state of the Jewish people. He
rejects the image of Palestinians as power-
less victims and demands reciprocity, includ-
ing explicit recognition of Jewish historical
rights - (particularly in Jerusalem). Peace
agreements would require “secure and rec-
ognized borders”, as stated in UN Security
Council Resolution 242 (1968).

Netanyahu'’s policies resonated with Israeli
voters. In the 1996 Israeli- elections, Ne-
tanyahu defeated Labor Party leader Shimon
Peres, to a large degree due to the failure of
the Oslo process, led by Peres, to provide se-
curity, as brutally shown in a series of mass
terror attacks.'® In addition, the electoral slo-

10 Amos Yadlin, “Confronting Enemy Force Buildup: The Case of Advanced Weaponry for Hizbollah,” INSS Insight, No.
401, February 7, 2013, htip://www.inss.org.il/publications.php?cat=21&incat=&read=10942.
1 Oded Eran, “Israel: Quo Vadis, Turkey?” INSS Insight Turkey, Vol. 13 (4), 2011, p. 34,

http://www.inss.org.il/upload/(FILE)1319551853.pdf.

2 Augustus Richard Norton, Hezbollah: A Short History, (Princton: Princeton University Press, 2007), p.79; Yoram
Schweitzer, “Behind the International Terrorism Campaign of Hizbollah and Iran,” INSS Insight, No. 356, July 24, 2012

hitp://www.inss.org.il/upioad/(FILE)1343117113.pdf.

3 Jeffrey Goldberg, “Netanyahu to Obama: Stop [ran — Or | Will,” The Atlantic, March 2009,

" http:/iwww.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2009/03/netanyahu-to-obama-stop-iran-or-i-will/307390/.
14 Neill Lochery, The Difficult Road to Peace: Netanyahu, Israel and the Peace Process (Reading: lthaca Press, 1999).
5 The Peace Index, “January 2013,” February 13, 2012, University of Tel Aviv, hitp://iwww. peacemdex org/indexMon-

thEng.aspx?num=249&monthname=January.

16 Gerald Steinberg and Jonathan Rynhold, “The Impact of the Failure of Oslo on Israeli Politics”, Israel Affairs, Vol 10 (4)

Summer 2004.
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gan that Peres would re-divide Jerusalem was
a central feature of Netanyahu's campaign.'”

A decade later, after leading opposition
against Ariel Sharon’s policies of unilateral
disengagement from Gaza (2005), the ' Hamas
takeover of Gaza in 2007, vindicated Ne-
tanyahu’s Hobbesian realism. This was: rein-
forced by the inaction of the ’international
community’ in the face of escalating Palestin-
ian missile attacks from Gaza.'®

As Prime Minister, Netanyahu’s policies on
the Palestinian issue were also grounded in
political realism, based on both the-domestic
climate and the international environment, in-
cluding the centrality of relations with the US.
Thus, -after he was elected in 1996, Ne-
tanyahu, while not embracing the Oslo frame-
work, also did not renounce it. He demanded
and largely received a complete halt to.Pales-
tinian attacks before agreeing to continue ne-
gotiations,® but to the disappointment of the
settler leadership, he negotiated the January
1997 Hebron Agreement, as an extension of
the Oslo framework. In this framework, Israel
agreed to cede more territory to the Palestin-
ian Authority, as part of a package based on
reciprocity and including specific PA commit-
ments to act consistently to prevent terror, in-
cluding trials and incarceration for convicted
terrorists, and to halt anti-Israel incitement.2°
When these terms were clearly violated, he
froze further transfer of territory.

In October 1998, under intense pressure-from
the Clinton administration, Netanyahu signed
the Wye Memorandum largely reiterating the
Hebron framework. However, Netanyahu lost
his parliamentary majority, in part due to per-
ceived failure to obtain the reciprocity in the

peace process from the Palestinians. New
elections were called, and he was defeated
by Ehud Barak in May 1999.

In his second term (2009-2012), Netanyahu'’s
overall approach to negotiations with the
Palestinians was unchanged, reflecting real-
ism and reciprocity. Under pressure from the
Obama administration, he publicly declared
support for a "two-state solution”, marking the
first time that a Likud prime minister had ac-
cepted the principle of a Palestinian sover-
eignty. In return, Netanyahu demanded
recognition of Israel as the nation-state of the
Jewish people.?’ In addition to the external
push, the two-state formula also addresses
the concern shared by many Israelis over the
long-term viability of the status quo, including
the impacts of the occupation and growing
Palestinian population.

In this context, Netanyahu also agreed to a

- ten month freeze on settlement construction

activity. However, in the absence of reciproc-

" ity from the ‘Palestinian leadership, he re-

jected Obama’s demand for an extension of
the freeze.?? As in the earlier period (1996-
1998), the language of rejectionism, including
the failure to soften demands for the so-called
‘right of return’, which would mean the end of
Jewish national self-determination, were
among the reasons for the absence of sub-
stantive negotiations. (In this context, discus-
sions of an international force to safeguard
Israeli security were rejected as unrealistic,
particularly given the failure of the European
Union Border Assistance Mission Rafah.23)

Thus, in the absence of realistic strategic
alternatives or Palestinian initiatives,
Netanyahu’s policies can be explained in

7 In 1948, Jordan occupied Jerusalem’s Old City and despite an armistice agreement guaranteeing free access to holy

20

21

22

23

sites, Jews were systematically excluded, including from the Western Wall — the remnant of the Jewish Temples, parts
of which were constructed 3,000 years ago. In 1967, [srael reunited Jerusalem, and since then, a large majority of Is-
raelis have opposed redivision of the city, fearing a return to the pre-1967 situation, in which no country or international
body intervened to enforce the armistic agreement providing access to Jews.

Gerald Steinberg, “Unilateralism and Separation: Internal Developments and External Pressures after Oslo”, David
Newman and Joel Peters, edltors Routledge Handbook on the Israeli Palestinian Conflict, 2012.

The Institute for Advanced Strategic and Poiitical Studies, “A Clean Break: A New Strategy for Securing the Rea|m
Study Group on a New Israeli Strategy Toward 2000, 1996, http://www.iasps.org/strat1.htm.

Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Protocol Concerning the Redeployment in Hebron,” January 17, 1997,
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Peace+Process/Guide+to+the+Peace+Process/Protocol+Concerning+the+Redeployment+in
+Hebron.htm; Dennis Ross, The Missing Peace: The inside Story of the Fight for Middle East Peace, (New York: Far-
rar, Straus and Giroux, 2004), p. 319. ,
Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Address by PM Netanyahu at Bar-llan University®, June 14, 2009,
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Government/Speeches+by+Israeli+leaders/2009/Address_PM_Netanyahu_Bar-
llan_University _14-Jun-2009.htm.

Martin S. Indyk, Kenneth G. Lieberthal, and Michael E. O’Hanlon, “Scoring Obamas Foreign Policy: A Progressive
Pragmatist Tries to Bend History,” Foreign Affairs Vol. 81 (29) 2012, pp. 35-36.

Yaakov Katz, “Rafah’s EU monitors seek escape route,” The Jerusalem Post, March 19, 2007,
http://www.jpost.com/LandedPages/PrintArticle.aspx?id=55262; EUBAM, “Activities,” n.d,
http://iwww.eubam-rafah.eu/node/2302.
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terms of risk avoidance, and tactics designed
to minimize the threat to Israeli security inter-
ests in the context of a Hobbesian environ-
ment.

IV. Between Jerusalem and Washington

As a realist, Netanyahu understands the
centrality of American support to Israeli secu-
rity interests, particularly in the absence of
other reliable allies. The Israeli military re-
mains dependent on US combat aircraft, tank
~ components, and other weapon platforms, as
well as on US funding for key Israeli develop-
ments, such as the Arrow and Iron Dome mis-
sile interceptors. In seeking to prevent Iran
from achieving a nuclear weapons capability,
the ‘US role is central, both in terms of the
diplomatic efforts and in the case that military
action is required. In the one significant IDF
operation during Netanyahu’s second term —
the  brief confrontation with. Hamas in
November 2012 — cooperation and coordina-
tion with Washington were at a very high level.
In addition, on the diplomatic front, the US
often plays a central role in blocking
anti-Israeli resolutions and initiatives in the
United Nations, such as opposing the adop-
tion of the discredited Goldstone Report
(2009) produced under the auspices of the
anti-Israel majority in the UN Human Rights
Council.

At the same time, however, relations between
Netanyahu and the two US presidents that he
has faced — Clinton and Obama — were often
characterized by personal friction and political
conflict. Netanyahu’s natural allies in the US
are security-orientated Republicans (and a
dwindling group of like-minded Democrats)
who identify with Israel as a democratic soci-
ety under an extraordinary and unique threat,
and have a detailed understanding of the se-
curity environment. But in both his terms as
Prime Minister, he has faced liberal Demo-
cratic presidents whose approaches to inter-
national relations were relatively optimistic
and Kantian, with an emphasis on interna-
tional law and dialogue — factors that are an-
tithetical to the Hobbesian framework. For
example, Clinton in the mid-1990s, and then,
to an even greater degree, Obama (since
2009) based their policies regarding Iran’s nu-
clear program on negotiations and engage-
ment, and pressed Israel for risky
concessions regarding security and territory
vis-a-vis the Palestinians.

From this perspective, the US is not always
seenas a reliable security guarantor, and in
some situations, Israeli leaders have acted in-
dependently, rejecting US pressures, while
highlighting sovereignty and responsibility for
the fate of the Jewish nation-state. In the
1960s, Ben Gurion defied President John F.
Kennedy’s demands that Israel submits the
nuclear reactor in Dimona to international in-
spection - this ‘option of last resort’ was
deemed the best guarantor of Israel’s sur-
vival. Later, Begin rejected Jimmy Carter’s re-
peated demands regarding disengagement

from the:West Bank. And in 2002, following

Palestinian -mass terror attacks, Sharon
launched Operation Defense Shield, placing
Palestinians cities again under IDF control,
and refused the Bush Administration’s initial
demands for immediate withdrawal. Thus, in
the ongoing friction with both Clinton and
Obama; Netanyahu could cite similar exam-
ples of Israeli leaders who have rejected mis-
placed ‘American pressure, and acted
independently to ensure Israel’s vital inter-
ests.

Netanyahu’s conflicts at the presidential level
stood in- direct contrast to the amicable links
with the US Congress, particularly during pe-

~ riods of Republican majorities. In addition to

frequent meetings with Congressional lead-
ers, both in Jerusalem and in Washington,
Netanyahu addressed the Congress in May
2011. To some degree, these\links offset the
intense pressure during both the Clinton and
Obama administrations regarding settlement
construction and other points of friction in re-
lations with the Palestinian Authority. In March
2010, during a visit by Vice President Joe

Biden, an lIsraeli announcement regarding °

plans to build additional housing in a

Jerusalem neighborhood considered by the .

US (but not Israel) to be in “occupied/ East
Jerusalem” brought a sharp rebuke, but no
change in policy.

Another incident occurred in December 2012,
after the head of the Palestinian Authority,
Mahmoud Abbas, campaigned for statehood
in the United Nations General Assembly,
avoiding negotiations and reciprocity. Ne-
tanyahu (during a hard-fought election battle
against parties to the right of Likud) author-

ized highly controversial construction in an -

area on the outskirts of Jerusalem known as
E-1. An adminjstration official rebuked Ne-
tanyahu, stating:
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“We believe these actions are counter-
productive and make it harder to re-
sume direct negotiations or achieve. a
two-state solution.”?*

A prominent journalist also reported . that
Obama “told several people that this sort of
behavior on Netanyahu's part is what he has
come to expect, and he suggested that he has
become inured to what-he sees as self-de-
feating policies of his Israeli counterpart (...).
Obama said privately and repeatedly, ‘Israel
doesn’t know what its own best interests are.’
With each new settlement announcement, in
Obama’s view, Netanyahu is moving his coun-
try down a path toward near-total isolation.”?®
The friction at this stage was particularly in-
tense. .

However, in this context, Netanyahu avoided
further escalating the conflict with Obama,
and close coordination continued on develop-
ments in‘lran, Syria and elsewhere in the re-
gion. At least on the surface, the friction
regarding the Palestinians and peace efforts
was contained and compartmentalized, so
that it did not spill over onto wider strategic is-
sues.

V. Netanyéhu and Eufope — A Troubled Rela-
tionship

Although in some ways, Netanyahu is a Eu-
rophile, and has called for [sraeli entry into the
economic framework of the EU,? his political
realism finds few allies in Europe’s political
framework, with its emphasis on international
law, organizations such as the United Nations,
and soft power. European political elites have
close links with Shimon Peres and the Labor
Party, and clashes with Netanyahu began
early in his first term, with one-sided Euro-
pean condemnations of Israel in the wake of

violence in Jerusalem.? The friction continued

through his second term, despite numerous
top-level meetings as well as joint cabinet
meetings in a number of European capitals.

It should be” noted that long before Ne-
tanyahu,- Israelis were “deeply suspicious of
European policies, and are untrusting of Eu-
rope’s intentions toward the Arab-Israeli con-
flict (...). European leaders have displayed an
equally ambivalent attitude concerning:(...) Is-
rael."? |sraelis recall Europe’s refusal to allow
refueling of US emergency flights to bring
weapons during the 1973 War; the embrace
of Yasir Arafat and the PLO, including large-
scale funding;?® the 1980 Venice Declaration,
in which Europe called for a Palestinian state;
and European condemnations of Israeli re-
sponses to Palestinian terror campaigns dur-
ing the 2001-2004 period, including the
security barrier.?® In addition, in contrast to the
US, Europe (with the partial exception of Ger-
man-made submarines®') does not provide
significant security assistance or cooperation.
The efforts of Britain, France and Germany
(2003-2006) to negotiate with lran on this
issue was a complete failure, and -while Eu-
rope has generally led economic sanctions
against Iran, this has not produced results.

As a result of these factors, many Israelis op-
pose European efforts to play major political
and security roles, except perhaps in a NATO
framework. This view is reinforced by failure
of the European troops under UNIFIL in south
Lebanon to prevent the rearmament of
Hezbollah,* as well as by the EUBAM expe-
rience in Gaza. From a Hobbesian security
perspective, these dimensions are central.

Netanyahu also articulates the widely shared
Israeli distrust of Europe in the shadow of an-
tisemitism and the Holocaust, as well as the
prevalence of double standards and demo-
hization.®®* European government funds the

2 Jeffrey Goldberg, “Obama: ‘Israel Doesn't Know What lts Best Interests Are™, The Aflantic, January 15, 2013,
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-01-14/what-obama-thinks-israelis-don-t-understand-.html.

% |bid.

% Sharon Pardo and Joel Peters, Uneasy Neighbors: Israel and the European Union, (Lanham: Lexington, 2010), p. 74.

277 |pid, p. 12.
% [bid, p. 2.

2 |n 2003, the European Parliament ordered the European Commission’s anti-fraud office (OLAF) to investigate funding

30

3
32

33

for Arafat and the PLO, but in contrast to transparency principles, the resulting report is labeled “top secret”, adding to
Israeli distrust. Gerald Steinberg, “Kantian Pegs into Hobbesian Holes: Europe’s Policy in Arab-Israeli Peace Efforts”,
Conference on “The EU in Regional and Bilateral Dispute Settlement”; The Israeli Association for the Study of Euro-
pean Integration, October 2004.

Declaration of the European Union, Third meeting of the Association Council EU Israel. (Luxembourg, 21 October
2002), http:/Mww.europa.eu/rapid/press-release_PRES-02-329_en.pdf. ’

Oz Aruch, “Reevaluating Germany’s Commitment to Israel’s Security”, Israel Journal of Foreign Affairs, Volume 7, no.1.
Guy Aviad, “Hizbollah’s Force Buildup of 2006-2009: Foundations and Future Trends”; Military and Strategic Af-
fairs,Vol.1(3), December 2009, hitp://www.inss.org.il/upload/(FILE)1269344472.pdf, Hanan Greenberg, “The Explosion
in Lebanon; Hizbollah Katyusha Warehouse,” Ynef, July 14, 2009, http://www.ynet.co.il/articles/0,7340,L-
3746588,00.html. .

“Sunday Times apologizes for Netanyahu cartoon”, Ynet, 3 February 2013, http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-
4340584,00.html. '
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‘civil society’ groups that are among the lead-
ers of the anti-Israel boycott campaigns,® and
in the exploitation of universal jurisdiction stat-
ues to promote false “war crimes” allega-
tions.® [n 2009, during a state visit to London
and meetings with British Prime Minister Gor-
don Brown, Netanyahu voiced this criticism,
stating:

“Israel, like Britain, is fighting terrorism
and is exercising its right to self-de-
fense. There is no place for accusing
IDF officers just as no one can accuse
British officers operating in Afghanistan
or Iraq. Ultimately, these things will also
hurt [the British].”®

This source of friction with Europe is also
prominent in Netanyahu’s domestic political
agenda.’”

-~ VI. Netanyahu’s Third Term — Continuity and
Change

During his third term in office, there is no rea-
son to expect a change in Netanyahu’s

Hobbesian realist framework. Indeed, recent -

events have reinforced the image of anarchic
regional and international environments — a
war of all against all — in which Israel’'s sur-
vival and Jewish national self-determination
remain under continuous threat. Security-
based objectives such as preventing Iran from
acquiring nuclear weapons, blocking the
transfer of advanced weapons to terror
groups such as Hezbollah and Hamas, and
‘acting where necessary (particularly Syria) to
protect Israel’s vital interests, are likely to re-
main top priorities. :

At the same time, there is some evidence of
renewed pragmatism, particularly with respect
to repairing the relationship with US President
Obama, who announced his first presidential
visit to Israel, scheduled for March 2013.
Statements regarding the agenda suggest a
significant reduction in the conflict between
Jerusalem and Washington over options for
stopping Iran’s nuclear program, and on rela-
tions with the Palestinians.

Also on the basis of pragmatism, and if Pales-
tinian 'demands for preconditions are dropped,
Netanyahu has indicated a willingness to re-
sume negotiations, perhaps towards an in-
terim agreement that would include a return
to the Bush-Sharon parameters on limiting
construction- to recognized “settlement
blocs™® and limited Israeli territorial transfers.

The results of the Israeli elections, particularly
the strong showing of the new centrist party
(Yesh Atid — ‘There is a Future’), should
strengthen domestic support for negotiations
and calculated risk-taking in terms of
security. '

However, expectations or demands for a
radical change in policy, such as major
changes in the status quo in'Jerusalem, or
with respect to the Jordan Valley and the
definition of ‘secure borders’ are likely to
be disappointed. Unlike some other Israeli
leaders, Netanyahu’s legacy will not be ex-
pressed through ephemeral peace agree-
ments, but rather through increasing Israeli
security and ensuring Jewish national self-

determination in. an extremely dangerous

environment.
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