
		
			Advance Praise for

			In the Path of Abraham

			 

			“Jason Greenblatt served the United States of America with distinction during his time at the White House. He played a significant role in helping establish my historic policies and achievements regarding our Middle East allies, including those relating to Jerusalem and the Abraham Accords. Read Jason’s book to learn about his essential work and to understand how the Trump Administration created peace in the Middle East.”

			— President Donald J. Trump

			 

			“Jason Greenblatt played a pivotal role in our efforts to recognize Jerusalem as the capital of Israel and in establishing a future for peace and prosperity with the Abraham Accords. There are few people better positioned to reflect on those accomplishments and contemplate the possibilities of future successes in the name of peace and opportunity in the Middle East.”

			— Vice President Mike Pence

			 

			“The Abraham Accords will stand the test of time. Read Jason Greenblatt’s book to learn about the work that led to these historic peace deals and how standing with our allies and friends is an essential complement to diplomacy.  Jason writes with the same power and clarity he showed working for America and its relationship with Israel.”

			— Mike Pompeo, former US Secretary of State

			 

			“The Abraham Accords were historic and will go down as an amazing legacy for a small group of people, including Jason Greenblatt. Jason’s work toward Middle East peace is remarkable, inspiring, and well worth reading about.”

			— Ambassador Nikki Haley, former US Ambassador to the United Nations

			 

			“While working at the White House, Jason Greenblatt did a tremendous job helping to create President Trump’s economic and political vision for a long-sought peace in the Middle East. He is an American patriot, devoted to Israel, a diplomat who understands today’s Middle East and he continues to build peace between Israel and its Arab neighbors. This book is a must-read for anyone seeking to understand the Trump Administration’s efforts to chart a new course for the Middle East.”

			— Jared Kushner, former Assistant to the President and Senior Advisor to President Donald J. Trump

			 

			“Jason Greenblatt’s work as Middle East Envoy at the White House improved dramatically the relationship between the United States and our allies in the Middle East and fostered an historic new dynamic between Israel and some of its Arab neighbors. What we now know as the Abraham Accords would not have been possible without Jason’s empathetic nature and selfless commitment to foster peace and prosperity for all the peoples of that troubled region. This is a story that must be told, and Jason is the right person to tell it. Anyone interested in how the Trump Administration made progress on what many described as a fool’s errand and want to know what might be possible in the future must read this book.”

			— Lieut. Gen. (ret.) H.R. McMaster, 26th National Security Advisor and author of Battlegrounds: The Fight to Defend the Free World.

			 

			“From when I met Jason Greenblatt in early 2017, I knew I was talking to a man with a sincere devotion to achieving peace. While Jason and I have different views about certain issues, including the best route to a just and peaceful settlement for the Palestinian people, he and I share common ground in our passion to help make the world a better place. His book charts his account of his remarkable journey working at the White House and should be read by all who are interested in the Middle East.”

			— Sheikh Mohammed Bin Abdulrahman Al Thani Deputy Prime Minister & Foreign Minister of the State of Qatar

			 

			“During his eventful tenure in the Trump Administration, Jason Greenblatt worked tirelessly to strengthen the alliance between Israel and the United States, defend Israel at the United Nations and advance peace by helping lay the foundations for the Abraham Accords. An insider’s account from a first-class mensch, Jason’s book is sure to be a must read for anyone interested in one of the most consequential periods in the history of US-Israel relations.”

			— Ambassador Ron Dermer, former Israeli Ambassador to the United States of America

			 

			“Jason Greenblatt, together with his colleagues, created something historic that continues to lead to new economic opportunities and demonstrated to the world the possibilities and potential of peace. I highly recommend reading about Jason’s historic journey throughout the Middle East, which ultimately led to the signing of the Abraham Accords and the dawn of a new era in the Middle East.”

			— His Excellency Yousef Al Otaiba, United Arab Emirates Ambassador to the United States

			 

			“Jason Greenblatt, an outsider to traditional Washington D.C. and diplomatic circles, approached his role of achieving peace between Arab nations and Israel with zeal, passion and sincerity. The work that he and his colleagues did to achieve the historic Abraham Accords has without a doubt changed the landscape of the Middle East forever. Jason’s book about his time in the White House is an important read for anyone who wants to better understand today’s Middle East.”

			— His Excellency Shaikh Abdulla Bin Rashed Al Khalifa, Ambassador of the Kingdom of Bahrain to the United States of America.
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			To my incredible wife Naomi and my amazing children: I am deeply indebted to you for allowing our family to take the wondrous journey of seeking peace. To my dear Noah, Julia and Gabe, Anna and Eric, Sophia, Avery and Vera—may you always strive to bring peace and tranquility to all people of the world. With all my love and devotion, Abba.





 

			 

			 

			“For the LORD shall comfort Zion: He will comfort all her waste places; and he will make her wilderness like Eden, and her desert like the garden of the LORD; joy and gladness shall be found therein, thanksgiving, and the voice of melody.”

			Yesha’yahu—Isaiah 51:3
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A New Way Around Old Obstacles

			This is a different kind of book about diplomacy. Most books like this are written by professional politicians or longtime Washington insiders. I am neither of those. What I am is an impossibly fortunate husband, a proud father of amazing children, a grateful American, an observant Jew, and a passionate supporter of Israel.

			Although I wear my support and sympathy for Israel on my sleeve, that does not mean that I am opposed to the Palestinians. Far from it. That each of them—man, woman, and child—may one day soon live in peace and prosperity, realizing their full potential, is, quite literally, my daily prayer.

			As White House Envoy to the Middle East during Donald Trump’s administration, it was my honor and privilege to have served as one of the chief architects of the Peace to Prosperity Plan between Israel and the Palestinians. It was ultimately, though not unexpectedly unsuccessful, at least at the time. It did play a significant role in creating the infrastructure, developing the relationships, and helping shape the mindset for what became the Abraham Accords, between Israel and its Arab neighbors, which proved far more fruitful. These agreements, as the name suggests, were named after the biblical figure Abraham to emphasize the shared origin of belief between Judaism, Islam, and Christianity.

			Thus far, the United Arab Emirates, the Kingdom of Bahrain, Sudan, and the Kingdom of Morocco have agreed to normalized relations with Israel. Each of these agreements is another step toward peace and greater economic opportunities for Israel and its neighbors, and a step back from the murderous conflicts that have, for far too long, characterized this region of the world. I believe our work in the Trump Administration demonstrates conclusively that the Abraham Accords are a useful template that can be applied successfully, nation by nation, to forge a more peaceful and prosperous Middle East between Israel and its Arab neighbors.

			Such progress is neither inevitable nor permanent. The hard truth is, so much of the critical momentum that the Abraham Accords has accomplished thus far can sputter and stall unless the current and future administrations decide to remain actively engaged in encouraging it. The stakes could not be higher—and time is not on our side.

			When I first began to think about writing this book, I watched on TV as several hundred pro-Palestinian demonstrators in Brooklyn, roughly twenty miles from my home, were blocking traffic and making their murderous intentions toward Israel known to all.

			In an outrage no doubt borne of social media misinformation and an educational system that has utterly failed to acquaint them with the history of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, they loudly cheered for new intifada uprisings against the Jewish State. Organized by a group calling itself “Within Our Lifetime—United for Palestine,” these deeply delusional demonstrators proudly marched behind three large banners: “Globalize the Intifada,” “Zionism is terrorism,” and “We will free Palestine within our lifetime.”

			For those who aren’t familiar with the word, intifada is of Arabic origin and literally means “shaking off.” It’s the name given to a violent uprising or rebellion. There have been two such intifadas directed against Israel. The First Intifada raged from 1987 to 1993. During the Second Intifada from 2000 to 2005, Palestinian terrorist groups, including Hamas, Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and some affiliated with Fatah—among those Israel is supposed to negotiate a “peace plan” with—carried out hundreds of terrorist attacks against Israeli civilians and security personnel.

			During the Brooklyn rally, marchers chanted, menacingly, “We don’t want two states, we want all of it,” a reference to the so-called “two-state solution” that has formed the basis of many failed Israeli-Palestinian peace proposals. Other slogans were no less provocative: “If we don’t get justice, then they don’t get peace.” And this: “From the river to the sea, Palestine will be free.” This rhyme was originally used in the 1960s by Palestinian nationalists who called for the elimination of Israel.

			After the Oslo Accords were signed in 1993, some Palestinian groups stopped using it, since under the agreement, the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) recognized Israel. But old habits die hard. The sanguinary phrase remains popular with Hamas and other Islamist groups. The marchers were thus, knowingly or unknowingly, the mouthpieces of bloodthirsty terrorists.

			Holding aloft Palestinian flags and firing red, green, and black flares—the colors of that flag—they held up oversized photos of Palestinians they claimed had been killed by the Israeli military. Of course, photos of innocent Israelis, killed by past intifadas or other terror attacks over what are now decades, were nowhere in evidence.

			And so it goes. Another day, another outrageous attack on the only functioning democracy in the entire Middle East—and America’s greatest ally in the region.

			Since the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, the world’s memory of Israel being attacked, time and again, has faded. With that war itself largely forgotten, the world has increasingly focused on how Israel administers the very territories that still contain those who once tried their best to murder them, and those who still dream of doing so today.

			But more than half a century later, that actual history has been replaced by an alternative narrative. It is one carefully contrived, and repeatedly advanced and fostered by the Palestinian leadership and Hamas, some in the United States, as well as the United Nations and our European allies. They strive to perpetuate an alternative story, to wit: that this essentially defensive act of Israeli governance, which was thrust upon it as a result of war, is now an unlawful “occupation” that has, as its sole purpose, the wholly unwarranted daily degradation and subjugation of the Palestinian people. Meanwhile, the original aggression that caused it has evanesced into the mists of memory, leaving Israel to shoulder the responsibility for what others in the region—themselves—initiated.

			Judging from those marching in Brooklyn, the idea that Israel and its people—many of whom have survived the Holocaust, two full-scale wars, and almost daily terror attacks from the moment their nation was born—are not villains, but victims, was obviously inconceivable.

			As for Israel’s reluctance to peremptorily withdraw from so-called “occupied territories,” is it paranoid to want to protect yourself from further mayhem and murder? Is it immoral to simply want to live?

			Of Israel’s inherent vulnerability, former US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld once summed it up nicely by observing that “If you have a country that’s a sliver and you can see three sides of it from a high hotel building, you’ve got to be careful what you give away and to whom you give it.” Wiser words were never spoken.

			For decades now, the Palestinian leadership has continued the public pretense that all of their misfortunes are the result, not of their own making, but of Israel’s unilateral and unprovoked actions. According to their account, the long-suffering Palestinian people have never been offered a state of their own. But that is demonstrably untrue. In fact, the idea of a “Palestinian State” actually predates the identification of “Palestinians” as a distinct people.

			Yes, that’s right. At the risk of making the heads of those pro-Palestinian protesters in Brooklyn explode, here’s a bit of history that might prove useful. Until the twentieth century, the name “Palestine” had never been anything other than an exclusive reference to the ancient homeland of the Jews. Up until that time, no one argued about the supposed rights of the “Palestinians” for the simple reason that they did not exist as a separate people at that point.

			The Turks, the Druze, the Kurds, the Circassians, and the Arabs who lived in the region were known as Turks, Druze, Kurds, Circassians, and Arabs—for so they were. All of these different peoples understood that they were living in an area that was part of southern Syria.

			According to the 1910 edition of the Encyclopedia Britannica, an overview of “Palestine” lists no less than nineteen foreign ethnicities other than the Jews. “Palestinian” is not among them. Why? Once again, because the Arabs who lived there did not identify as “Palestinian” then or ever before. By contrast, it was scarcely remarkable to anyone that the scattered nation of Israel, exiled for so long, in so many distant lands, would wish to return and thereby re-establish their national life in this place.

			Following swiftly on the heels of World War I, the Allied powers signed the Treaty of Versailles. This treaty established President Woodrow Wilson’s League of Nations, the forerunner of today’s United Nations, and enshrined Wilson’s concept of “self-determination.” It meant that a nation—a group of people with similar political ambitions, such as the Jews—should be free to seek the creation of its own independent government or state.

			The Treaty of Versailles and the series of conferences that were created from it also produced a political template of sorts that was predicated on the principle that distinct national groups were entitled to form countries of their own choosing.

			This, for example, is how Czechoslovakia and Hungary, once merely a part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, became nations unto themselves. This was how Poland, which had been divvied up among Austria, Prussia, and Russia, became a country in its own right. This was how Canada, Australia, and South Africa were, for the first time, recognized as sovereign countries, as well as Albania, Armenia, Georgia, Latvia, Lithuania, and so on.

			Among this dizzying list of “new” nations that are now familiar to people the world over, there is just one that a dedicated core of fanatical enemies has made into an international fetish of hatred and abuse: Israel. Why is Israel regarded as the sole illegitimate state among so many others? Why don’t the Palestinians have a state? The first is obviously about anti-Semitism; the second would appear to be just plain stubbornness.

			As the late Abba Eban, Israel’s longtime ambassador to the United States and its first permanent representative to the United Nations once archly observed, “The Arabs never missed an opportunity to miss an opportunity” when it comes to rejecting statehood. Notice, if you will, that Ambassador Eban said “Arabs,” not “Palestinians,” for the very simple reason that “the State of Palestine” was a proposed political construct, not the recognition of a preexisting set of people calling themselves by that name.

			The Palestinian leadership considered the Trump administration’s Peace to Prosperity Plan dead on arrival when it was unveiled in January 2020. However, we were only the latest in a long, long line of similarly rebuffed “olive branches”—so many, in fact, that they would now make a considerable tree, a tree whose roots stretch back for nearly a century.

			The Arabs said “no” to the 1937 Peel Commission that proposed a partition plan and the creation of an Arab state. They said “no” again to the 1939 British White Paper that proposed an Arab state; it was “no” again to a 1947 United Nations plan that would have created an even larger Arab state as part of an overall partition plan. In the nearly two decades from 1948 to 1967, when Israel did not control the West Bank, the Arabs could have, again, demanded an independent state from Jordan, which did control it, but they never did.

			In 1979, during the Israel-Egypt peace negotiations, Palestinians were again offered autonomy, which would have inevitably led to full independence, but again, they refused. In 1993 there was, and technically still is, the Oslo agreement, but it was never followed, much less implemented. And in 2000, then-Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak offered to create a Palestinian State, but then-Chairman of the Palestinian Liberation Organization Yasser Arafat rejected it.

			In 2005, Israel gave up all of its settlements in the Gaza Strip and several more in the northern part of Samaria, a “land for peace” deal that produced nothing but Hamas terror attacks in return. In 2008, Israel offered to give up nearly 94 percent of the so-called “West Bank,” but the Palestinian leadership rejected that, too.

			After so many decades of repeatedly rejected peace offers from Israel, the so-called “Palestinian cause” that was once widely hailed by its advocates as a compelling, even tragic, one in urgent need of a solution, has succeeded in one sense. It’s begun to make more than a few countries in the Arab world experts on the ultimate futility of appeasing the Palestinian leadership.

			In fact, in so many ways, Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas is quickly starting to resemble the Imperial Japanese officer, Hiroo Onoda, who refused to surrender in August 1945 when World War II ended. He stubbornly held on in the jungles of the Philippines for another 29 years, until 1974. Like Lt. Onoda, Abbas is in danger of becoming an irrelevant relic of an era that no longer has a purchase on the political sensibilities or the realities of a new Middle East.

			In my nearly three years at the White House, almost no one ever mentioned Abbas’s predecessor, Arafat, other than a handful of people who called him a terrorist or a fool for missing so many opportunities. Essentially, he was, and remains, an irrelevant figure when it came to a potential solution for the conflict, or any form of positive future for the Palestinians. I think President Abbas has it within him not to suffer that same fate, but the question is: Does he have the courage to leave a lasting legacy? I don’t know the answer to that question. But sadly, more and more, I think the answer is no.

			That doesn’t make resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict meaningless, but it does serve to place that conflict in perspective.

			Before President Trump arrived in Washington, it had been popular to refer to the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as the “Middle East Peace Process.” Unfortunately, for far too many, it still bears that political branding. But that name is a colossal misnomer.

			The Israeli-Palestinian conflict is just one of a multitude in the region, and I knew that solving it would not put an end to other conflicts, such as the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria, terrorists in the Sinai Desert in Egypt, the tragic civil war in Syria, the war in Yemen and the Iran-sponsored Houthi terrorists there, Hezbollah—a terrorist organization sponsored by Iran—in Lebanon, instability in Libya, and last but certainly not least, an Iranian regime that oppresses and kills thousands of its own people and foments terrorism around the world on a staggering scale.

			One of the things that the Abraham Accords demonstrated is that the path to better relations between Israel and many of its Arab neighbors does not depend on finding the proverbial “Goldilocks” solution for the ultimate contours of a Palestinian State, especially when the political “porridge” never seems to be “just right” to the Palestinian leadership.

			The Abraham Accords confounds the conventional wisdom that Israel has to accept the creation of a Palestinian State—on the unyielding terms of the Palestinian leadership—to have warm relations with other nations in the region. Among other things, it demonstrates conclusively that former US Secretary of State John Kerry was completely wrong when he repeatedly claimed that peace between Israel and its Arab neighbors in the Middle East was impossible without Israel abandoning its settlements and accepting the geostrategic straitjacket of what some claim are its former, pre-1967 borders, but which are in fact nothing more than armistice lines, not actual borders, no matter how many times and how many people claim otherwise.

			The Biden administration, and future ones, would be wise to follow our lead in this respect. Until approximately September 2021, they were reluctant to even call the Abraham Accords by their name—referring to them obliquely as “normalization of relations agreements.” Whether this reflected mere political optics and an aversion to giving credit where credit is due, or opposition to the process that has already amply proven itself, is difficult to discern. For the sake of those countries which are part of the Abraham Accords, and for the sake of a safer and more stable Middle East, I sincerely hope it is the former rather than the latter.

			I not only actively encourage the pursuit of more such agreements, but I also remain deeply concerned that America’s failure to attend to these practical expressions of political cohesion could undo the progress we began, making the Middle East a more volatile, more dangerous, place.

			Power is a relative thing, and nature abhors a vacuum. If the Biden administration, as it would seem, is anxious to reduce its footprint in the Middle East to confront a more bellicose China, America’s relative absence will have consequences—for Israel, for the Middle East, and for America itself.

			For Israel, this could mean that all the hard work it has put into building relationships with the Sunni Muslim countries around it may begin to fray as America looks for an exit ramp from the region, and a newly emboldened Iran looks to make even more murderous mischief than before. For that matter, Iran is scarcely keeping a low profile now.

			As this book is being written, the office of the US Attorney in Manhattan has announced kidnapping conspiracy charges against an Iranian Intelligence Officer and members of an Iranian intelligence network who that office says plotted to kidnap an American journalist off the streets of New York City for rendition to Iran. And that’s apparently just the tip of the proverbial iceberg. Such a plot is, of course, an egregious violation of fundamental international norms. That the kidnapping was planned to silence a US citizen exercising her free speech rights to criticize Iran is all the more outrageous. The State Department confirmed the charges and said it remains aware of “ongoing interest in targeting yet other American citizens, including current and former US officials.”

			Such operations are nothing new. Iranian Intelligence Services have previously lured other Iranian dissidents from France and the United States for the purposes of capturing and imprisoning Iran’s critics, and have publicly claimed responsibility for these capture operations. And this is the regime that President Biden dreams of signing a new nuclear deal with?

			Iran likely already has more than enough enriched uranium for a nuclear bomb. It also has amply demonstrated that it has long-range missile capability for delivering such a bomb. Unless something or someone derails that program, the murderous mullahs who run Iran will one day—and soon—have nuclear weapons. By that time, no “deal” that any American president can dream up will tempt them in the slightest to give them up. By then, there simply won’t be a carrot or a stick big enough to entice or dissuade them from realizing their ambitions.

			And what are those ambitions? They’re certainly not a secret. First and foremost, Iran wants to destroy Israel, to wipe it from the map and from the memory of man. Nuclear weapons will give them the means and the ability to do so. But for all the horror of that doomsday scenario for Israel, that’s just the start, not the end, of the Iranian regime’s evil, destructive ambitions. For that matter, Iran doesn’t care about the Palestinians or their Arab neighbors, either. They’re in as much danger as Israel is from the nuclear terror from Tehran.

			A nuclear Iran would set off an arms race in the Middle East that would make previous conflicts there look like a spat in a sandbox. If you think the Middle East looks unstable now, consider for a hot second or two what multiple countries with multiple nuclear warheads aimed at one another would mean to the possibility of a peaceful future in that part of the world—in a place through which a majority of the world’s oil is located and distributed.

			Would there even be a future?

			It’s readily apparent that the Biden administration wants to “do a deal” with Iran, thus giving it the fig leaf of an excuse to disengage from the Middle East and concentrate on other, apparently more important things. So far, the president doesn’t seem to be having much luck with that.

			Is America’s disastrously managed withdrawal from Afghanistan a preview of an even greater tragedy-in-waiting in the Middle East? Sadly, that seems increasingly likely. Here’s something else to think about: For Iran, Israel is merely the “Little Satan.” After Tehran has tasted the delicious appetizer that is the destruction of the Jewish State, it will no doubt direct its attention and appetite toward the feast of all feasts—the destruction of the “Great Satan,” the United States. We can stop Iran now—or later. To paraphrase President Harry S. Truman, the buck stops here, with us. No other nation on Earth has the power—and perhaps just as important—the willingness to do so.

			Peace is a precious thing—and we were well on the path to achieving it in meaningful portions of the Middle East—both for Israel and a growing number of its Arab neighbors. But it wasn’t a matter of luck or timing, although both those things certainly played a part.

			As history shows all too clearly, peace is often an uneasy equilibrium between wars, not an active force in its own right. Peace isn’t easy. It isn’t a matter of “consensus” or thinking good thoughts about your enemies.

			Peace is hard, but the consequences of its alternative are harder still. Moreover, peace doesn’t come by blurring the essential differences between people or groups. Rather, it comes from bringing those differences into sharper relief, sharper focus. It doesn’t depend on adhering to a silly diplomatic “two-side-ism” that attempts to attach equal blame to both right and wrong, but to identify right from wrong—and taking the side of right against that wrong—no matter how many others counsel against it.

			The Trump administration’s approach to the Middle East challenged the myth that America has to be an “honest broker”—that is, indifferent to the fate of its chief ally, Israel—in negotiations with its Arab neighbors.

			Rather, our approach showed that America’s willingness to be stalwart in support of a key ally is respected, not reviled, and that Israel’s acceptance lies not in the extent of the concessions it is willing to make, but in the inherent value it has to its neighbors, both technologically and militarily. When America is perceived as a weak sister, that weakness is exploited. When it pressures an ally to sacrifice its sovereign interests in the name of peace, as the previous administration did, it doesn’t win new friends but merely encourages old foes, while harming its ally, besides.

			Consider this passage from President Barack Obama’s much-lauded Cairo Speech on June 4, 2009. It’s a model of the “honest broker” approach so dear to the political left, a warped world where Palestinian terrorism, aided and abetted by Iran and Syria, is no more problematic than Israeli settlements. The delusion that Palestinian terrorism will cease once Israel makes suicidal settlement concessions is a kumbaya compromise that not even a kindergarten class would regard as plausible. Here is what President Obama said:

			So let there be no doubt: the situation for the Palestinian people is intolerable. And America will not turn our backs on the legitimate Palestinian aspiration for dignity, opportunity, and a state of their own.

			For decades, there has been a stalemate: two peoples with legitimate aspirations, each with a painful history that makes compromise elusive. It’s easy to point fingers—for Palestinians to point to the displacement brought about by Israel’s founding, and for Israelis to point to the constant hostility and attacks throughout its history from within its borders as well as beyond.

			But if we see this conflict only from one side or the other, then we will be blind to the truth: the only resolution is for the aspirations of both sides to be met through two states, where Israelis and Palestinians each live in peace and security. That is in Israel’s interest, Palestine’s interest, America’s interest, and the world’s interest. That is why I intend to personally pursue this outcome with all the patience that the task requires.

			President Obama’s unwillingness, or inability, to judge right from wrong here is both astounding and disturbing. It’s “easy to point fingers,” he says, as he wags his own finger at anyone with the temerity to actually identify the cause of the conflict, and the address of the aggressor. He goes on to breezily equate Israel’s construction of houses, hospitals, and schools with Palestinian terror attacks. His patronizing tsk-tsking is deliberately designed to create an illusionary, even obfuscating, balance between perpetrator and victim, between right and wrong. One can easily imagine him speaking about World War II with the same affected amorality: “The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor was a regrettable incident to which America overreacted.”

			The message that Israel had been trying to deliver to the Palestinians for decades was that violence was not going to make them give up land upon which they depended for their safety and security. Instead of joining Israel in that message, President Obama signaled his desire to get everyone back to the negotiating table as quickly as possible. If that meant Israel would have to deliver its settlements up on a silver platter to Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas, no matter the consequences to Israel, so be it.

			Of course, this magical thinking had already been tried by Israel before Obama showed up in Cairo to peddle this political prescription. It was a “solution” he and his coterie of admirers seemed to regard as something new under the sun. It wasn’t. “Land for peace” in Gaza had ended with Israel merely allowing Hamas and other terrorist groups to get closer than ever before to launch rockets and mortars and loose suicide bombers into its communities.

			Here, again, the Trump presidency provides a template for a way forward in the Middle East that relies on two main observations, or principles, upon which our approach was predicated.

			First, we recognized not only the futility, but the danger—both to Israel and the region—by continuing to allow the Palestinian leadership a virtual veto on Israel’s ability to form relationships with other Arab countries, as well as effectively paralyzing any real hope for progress and a brighter future for the Middle East generally.

			Although we tried our level best to construct a plan we thought resonated with reality, the Palestinian leadership saw it otherwise and walked away long before they even saw any portion of the peace plan. It would appear, after previous offers of a Palestinian State have been made by Israel—and summarily dismissed as inadequate by the Palestinian Authority—that there is no longer any point in attempting to negotiate with the Palestinian leadership who, quite literally, refuse to negotiate.

			Issuing unrealistic demands is not negotiating; it is a temper tantrum, and it shouldn’t be tolerated, much less encouraged. That’s a shame for the Palestinians, and especially those suffering under the oppressive yoke of Hamas in Gaza, but it is not the business of Israel or of the United States—or indeed of other Arab countries in the region—to help leaders who refuse to be helped.

			For now, at least, and perhaps for many years to come, a Palestinian State should be put on the diplomatic back burner. That is, until or unless the political leadership in Ramallah finally decides it wants to actually construct a functioning state, as opposed to merely complaining that they don’t have the “perfect” state their daydreams are made of. And even a “perfect” peace deal with Ramallah doesn’t begin to address the problem of Hamas in Gaza. Why should Israel make hard compromises for peace with a Palestinian leadership that doesn’t actually represent all of the Palestinians? Why conclude a “peace deal” that conspicuously excludes Hamas? This closes one door, only to open another one.

			The second principle that the Trump administration was focused on in the Middle East did not originally proceed from the first, but the failure of the Palestinian leadership to step up to the plate to honestly engage in negotiations gave it added urgency.

			That principle was based on our repeated experiences with Arab leaders who, while still championing a Palestinian State, were nevertheless interested in a closer relationship with Israel. Hearing this, we were determined to, in White House Senior Advisor Jared Kushner’s words, “align the different countries in the region around their common interests, as opposed to focusing on historical grievances.”

			While those common interests ran the gamut from greater ease of travel and tourism to technology exchanges and other business opportunities, perhaps the most pressing and critical one was a shared realization that Iran is the real threat to the entire region. While many of our European allies and practically the entirety of the United Nations commonly considered the Israeli-Palestinian conflict to be the core problem in the Middle East, we saw very quickly that the proverbial elephant in the room was no elephant at all, but the terrorists from Tehran.

			Designated as a “State Sponsor of Terrorism” in 1984, Iran has continued to live up—or down, as it might more accurately be stated—to its well-deserved reputation. The list, which is an ever-lengthening one, reads like a history of terrorism itself.

			Iran has long supported Hezbollah, Palestinian terrorist groups in Gaza, and various terrorist groups in Syria, Yemen, Iraq, and others throughout the Middle East. Iran also used the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps-Qods Force (IRGC-QF) to provide support to terrorist organizations, provide cover for associated covert operations, and create instability in the region. Iran has acknowledged its involvement of the IRGC-QF in the Iraq and Syria conflicts. It is Iran’s primary mechanism for cultivating and supporting terrorists abroad.

			Iran has also provided hundreds of millions of dollars in support of Hezbollah and trained thousands of its fighters at camps in Iran. Hezbollah fighters have been used extensively in Syria to support the Assad regime. In Bahrain, Iran has continued to provide weapons, support, and training to local Shia militant groups, including the al-Ashtar Brigades. In Yemen, Iran has provided weapons, support, and training to the Houthi terrorists, who have engaged in terrorist attacks against regional targets, including Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates. Lest people think Iran confines its malign activity to the Middle East, they are active elsewhere as well—in the Moroccan Sahara, for example.

			Iran views the Assad regime in Syria as a crucial ally, and Syria and Iraq as vital routes through which to supply weapons to Hezbollah, Iran’s primary terrorist proxy group. Through financial or residency enticements, Iran has facilitated and coerced primarily Shia fighters from Afghanistan and Pakistan to participate in the Assad regime’s brutal crackdown in Syria.

			Iran-supported Shia militias in Iraq have also committed serious human rights abuses against primarily Sunni civilians. Iranian forces have directly backed militia operations in Syria with armored vehicles, artillery, and drones. Since the end of the 2006 Israeli-Hezbollah conflict, Iran has supplied Hezbollah with thousands of rockets, missiles, and small arms.

			The United States Department of State has issued reports that identify Iran as supplying Hezbollah with advanced weapons systems and technologies, as well as assisting the group in creating infrastructure that would permit it to indigenously produce rockets and missiles to threaten Israel from Lebanon and Syria.

			Iran provides ongoing support to Hamas and other designated Palestinian terrorist groups, including the Palestinian Islamic Jihad and the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine–General Command. These groups have been behind numerous deadly attacks originating in Gaza and the West Bank, including attacks against Israeli civilians, as well as in the Sinai Peninsula. The Iranian government also maintains a robust offensive cyber program and has sponsored cyber-attacks against foreign governments and private sector entities.

			Of all the terrorists in all the world, President Biden wants to make a deal with these thugs? Wasn’t watching his old boss do the first deal with Iran instructive? Did he miss the message?

			The proverbial clock is ticking here. Even if Iran agreed to a second “nuclear deal,” do President Biden and his team really believe that they are doing anything other than allowing Tehran to run out that clock? Does the President truly think that some “over the horizon capability” on America’s part—the monitoring of terrorist activity from halfway around the globe—will be sufficient to keep Israel and our other friends and allies in the Middle East—the Gulf Cooperation Council, Jordan, Egypt, and others—safe from Iran’s evil intentions?

			Obama’s old political calculus was that by doing a nuclear deal with Iran, he would have greater leverage with Israel to curb its settlements. As usual, Obama’s strategy revealed just how far down the rabbit hole he had fallen, and how utterly biased against Israel he was. He didn’t see Iran’s ever-expanding role in terrorism as the problem. Instead, he saw the settlements as the problem. If Israel would just give those up, the President promised to “contain” Iran’s nuclear program.

			Such invincible ignorance of the Middle East and its history, combined with the equally credulous belief that evil simply melts away in the glow of diplomatic “engagement,” is risible. As privately held beliefs, they are merely unfortunate, but they are fatal as the basis for, and the conduct of, American foreign policy. From this unique mix of nonsense and naivete would flow eight years of some of the most damaging policies that region has seen in modern times.

			Speaking of damaging policies, in that same speech in Cairo, President Obama pledged to offer talks with Iran with absolutely no preconditions, a proposal he appeared to regard as something new under the diplomatic sun. Many in the media, both in America and abroad, swooned over this “bold outreach” as well, but there was nothing new here.

			Since the days of the Iranian hostage crisis, American administrations had sought any number of public or back-channel ways to encourage communication with the rogue regime, from Carter to George W. Bush. Iran’s response was always the same. Cold silence. But President Obama, as always, was vocationally cheerful about the power of a tête-à-tête to turn a terrorist’s heart:

			Rather than remain trapped in the past, I’ve made it clear to Iran’s leaders and people that my country is prepared to move forward. The question, now, is not what Iran is against, but rather what future it wants to build. It will be hard to overcome decades of mistrust, but we will proceed with courage, rectitude and resolve. There will be many issues to discuss between our two countries, and we are willing to move forward without preconditions on the basis of mutual respect.

			Of course, it was not, and is not, a dialogue that Iran’s leaders want with us, but rather our death. This has been true since 1979 when they overthrew the Shah and seized the American embassy and took fifty-two members of its staff as their hostages. They only returned those hostages when Ronald Reagan was sworn in as president. They recognized a strong leader when they saw one, and they reacted accordingly. But their long-term strategy has remained the same: death to Israel, and death to the United States.

			Obama’s stated goal of rapprochement with the rogue regime in Tehran, and especially the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action—an agreement on the Iranian nuclear program reached in Vienna on July 14, 2015, between Iran and the P5+1 (the UN Security Council’s five permanent members (the P5); namely China, France, Russia
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