Chapter 7
Double Agents: Good Arabs, Bad Arabs and the Economic Miracle

‘We cannot let a dangerous Left government with Lapid, Ohdeh, Ganz and Lieberman be established next week. A secular, weak Left government that counts on the Arabs that want to exterminate us all – women, children and men – will allow Iran to annihilate us. This cannot happen! (Bibi-Bot, Likud Campaign, 2019 election day).
‘There are only two options: either a rightwing government under me, or a left government with the Arabs’ (Netanyahu, 18/9/2019)
‘Arabs, go to vote in droves’ (David Grossman, 12/9/2019)

At the height of the September Israeli election, second election in a row in 2019, Netanyahu’s campaign accused the Arab citizens of Israel of stealing the April elections by forgery and therefore attempted to change the election laws, during a government-in-transition. Netanyahu sought to equip every representative of every party, serving as a political member in all the polling stations’ committees, with cameras, to document at will within the Arab polling stations, booth excluded.[footnoteRef:1] This was to serve as a double-edged sword: on the one hand, it is well known that the Likud’s focus groups over the last decade maintain, time and again, that the one subject which is most effective in recruiting rightwing voter to go out and vote Likud is the alert from the danger that the Arabs pose, particularly if there is a seeming tie between the Left and the Right blocs.[footnoteRef:2] On the other hand, the cameras at the hands of the representatives of the Likud, Yamina and Ultra-Orthodox parties, were to be posted specifically in the Arab sector,[footnoteRef:3] aiming to deter the Arab voters from even going to vote. The fall elections were to be determined on electoral turnout. The incitement against the Arabs was to serve both ends – send the Likud supporters, despite their dismay with Netanyahu, to go out and vote, and keep the Arab voters, who in April got a record low turnout of 49%, at home once again. Ironically, the double-edged sword worked, only to stub Netanyahu’s campaign in the back: the Likud voters saw the third elections (after 2015 and April 2019) that used the Arabs to symbolized danger to the rightwing rule as crying out ‘wolf, wolf’ while the Arab citizens were fed up with the consistent incitement of the prime minister’s campaign against them, and used his hate-speech act from the 2015 to create their own election slogan: ‘Arabs, go to vote in droves’.[footnoteRef:4] [1:  Nahum Barnea, ""Without Us No One Can"," Yediot Aharonot, August 22 2019.]  [2:  Amit Segal, "This Is How Netanyahu Won the Elections," Channel 2, January 25 2015.]  [3:  Tal Schneider and Danny Zaken, "Israel Heads for a Second Election in 6 Months; Netanyahu: "Liberman Joined the Left"," Globes, May 30 2019.]  [4:  David Grossman, "Go in Droves Friends, Go in Droves," Yediot Aharonot, September 12 2019.] 

But is this all campaign tactics, or is it part of a greater ideological change to the narrative of the right, part of its reinterpretation of Israel as ‘Jewish and Democratic’? In this chapter I take the relation of Netanyahu’s governments to the Arab citizens of Israel, with focus on the five election cycles, 2015-2021, as a cornerstone in the evolution of a populist national-conservative worldview, and its internal ideological tension between its neoliberal economics and national-conservative ethos.  Drifting away from the traditional pillars of the Likud – National and Liberal – which in the September 2019 election were annexed by Lieberman’s Yisrael Beteinu and arguably Gantz’ Blue- and White – the Likud-led government established an ethno-nationalist, anti-liberal ethos in which the concept of ‘the Arabs’ played a crucial role in the reproduction of ‘the Jewish people.’ This revised interpretation of the concept served to change the meaning of cornerstone of Israeli democracy: the rule of the people, meaning the Jewish people, distancing further the vision of a civic demos with equality to all citizens. Rather, ‘the people’ – meaning the Jewish people exclusively – became impenetrable – not a civic people of all Israeli citizens but an ethnoreligious people which non-Jews cannot join and those who vow for a civic national Israeliness are accused of being traitors. ‘The Arabs’ thus became instrumental concept of the other, with particular reference to friend and foe.
I take the Arab case to demonstrate the ideological complexity of enemy-from-within in the national-conservative outlook, drawing on the tensions between neoliberalism and neo-conservatism. The case is rooted in a paradox which ironically tilted the process against the initial intention of the government. Take for example Lieberman’s ‘No Citizenship without Loyalty’ emblem of 2009 which was discussed in chapter 4. It resulted in the changes made by the Likud government to the citizenship law in 2010 but also in changing the electoral law and raising the threshold to 3.25% under the governability act; ironically this forced the unification of the Arab parties. They thus became the third largest party in the 2015 Knesset. The two cases in this chapter rotate between incitement against the Arabs in the elections, and generous, structural economic plan for the Arab society. The first take is 2015 election, emblematized by Netanyahu’s speech on election day ‘the Arabs are coming in droves to the polls’. Netanyahu’s declaration was empirically wrong at the time. After the election, the recognition of the racist overtones of the incitement against the Arabs ironically induced the signature of Netanyahu’s government on 922 economic plan for the Arab society, producing a systemic change in the budget mechanism for the Arabs. The economic plan is the economic flip side of the conservative coin. The second such double-episode, is between the 2019-2020, with the accusation that the Arabs ‘have stolen the election’ on the one hand, and the negotiation with Ra’am. Mansur Abbas’ Islamic party which had defected from the Arab Joint List, securing formidable funds of the Arabs. The inner-tensions in the ideological construct of the right would thus be exposed, based on King’s initial tension between neoliberalism and nationalism in Thatcher’s government, but taken forward with a clearer national-conservative populist edge in Netanyahu’s 2015-9 government.[footnoteRef:5] Finally, the accusation that the Arabs are ‘stealing the elections’ created a surge of 10% in Arab turnout in September 2019 election and in fact ensured that Netanyahu would not have a narrow-rightwing coalition which would pass the overriding clause and the immunity law and challenge the ‘democratic’ side of the Jewish state. In the final round of election, 2021, Netanyahu has turned away from his incitement and became ‘Abu-Yair’ – offering Mansur Abbas, leader of Ra’am – to support Netanyahu’s coalition in returnm for economic benefits for the Arab sector. It was the racist Religious Zionismt party that blocked this option, which was finally – albeit reluctantly – adopted by the Bennett-Lapid government. “Abbas tax is Hamas Tax” reiterated Netanyahu, now the chairperson of the opposition.[footnoteRef:6] The 30 billion shekels approved by the Bennet-Lapid government, however, was planned by Netanyahu’s previous government as program 923, the continuation of the 922 plan. Economics is posed against national-conservatism and played at will. [5:  King.]  [6:  Yehonatan Gotlieb, "Benjamin Netanyahu: "We Want Elections Right Now"," Arutz 7, October 25 2021. 
] 


1. Arabs as the Foe and Beyond
tThe Arabs are framed in the Netanyahu campaign both as the external enemy and internally with the Arab Israelis as part of the left. Rahat and Shamir analyze the 2015 election in light of the conversion of the external and internal collective identity ideological axes.[footnoteRef:7] The political framework of friend and foe is a classical Schmittian one, characterizing the distinction as determined "existentially": the enemy is whoever "in an especially intense way, existentially something different and alien, so that in the extreme case conflicts with him are possible”.[footnoteRef:8] As we have already seen, this was also the case with the illegal immigrants, the ultimate strangers. Yet the case of the Israeli-Arabs is even more indicative for the prime minister’s government, as they were used both as an internal-cum-external enemy, and as the prime way of delegitimizing his political rivals –the left (2015) and center (2019-20). In the Israeli-Arab case it is thus ‘existential’ foe in both ways: Netanyahu stressed, time and again during elections, the existential threat that the Arab world and especially Iran, ISIS, Hizbulla and Hamas put on Israel: “the biggest challenge Israel is facing in our life as citizens and a state, is the nuclear armament of Iran. They speak about the cost of living – I do not forget also life itself”.[footnoteRef:9] He deliberately connects the existential threat from Iran to the Arab citizens in Israel so much so that Netanyahu’s facebook page, with hundred of thousands of followers, sent a message just before the 2019 September election, after his allegations that the Arabs are stealing the elections, which read: “we cannot allow a Left government that will rely on the Arabs that want to exterminate us all and enable nuclear Iran that will annihilate us.”[footnoteRef:10] Yet, the former IDF chief of stuff, Gadi Eisenkot, argued that “since the 1960s Israel is an invincible state militarily”[footnoteRef:11]: the existential threat posed by the Arabs is an ideological construct.  [7:  Michal Shamir, Shira Dvir-Gvirsman, and Raphael Ventura, "Taken Captive by the Collective Identity Cleavage: Left and Right in 2015 Elections," in The Elections in Israel 2015, ed. Michal Shamir and Gideon Rahat (New York & London: Taylor & Francis, 2017).: 2-3]  [8:  Charles E. Frye, "Carl Schmitt's Concept of the Political," The Journal of Politics 28, no. 4 (1966).]  [9:  Moran Azualy, Roy Yanovski, and Alexandra Lukash, "Netanyahu after the Housing Report: The Largest Challenge Is Iran” Y-Net 26 February," y-net, February 26 2015.]  [10:  Moran Azualy, "Netanyahu on Facebook: "The Arabs Want to Annahilate All of Us"," ibid., September 11 2019. Once the post received a lot of criticism it was said to be a mistake of a campaign worker that put up the post and it was removed. ]  [11:  Gadi Eisenkot, interview by Alex Fishman, September 27, 2019.] 



2. LLoyalty-cum-governability: Divide, Exclude and Jewish Rule
Analyzing Lieberman’s ‘No Citizenship without loyalty’ in chapter four, we have so far distinguished two major national-conservative insights. First, the idea of loyalty to the State of Israel as a Jewish state, generating a thick notion of the Jewish people as ethnonational essentialist and impenetrable category. It thereby excluded an egalitarian concept of the state of Israel as a state (also) of all its citizens, the idea of the demos became unimaginable as the citizenship Law was to  demand a pledgea of loyalty from non-Jews to the idea that the state belongs first and foremost – and perhaps exclusively – to the Jews.[footnoteRef:12] Second, replacing the democratic discourse of rights with at least a republican notion of rights and obligations: one, even a native born and bred in Israel, does not have a right even to be a citizen if he is not also fulfilling his obligations – especially the obligation of being loyal to the state as a Jewish state. Thus, the republican discourse of loyalty synthesizes citizenship laws with ethno-national Basic Law and eliminates the possibility that Israel can be the nation-state of the Jewish people and also a state of all its citizens: the choice is either/or, as Lieberman and Netanyahu, publicly declared.[footnoteRef:13] Israel is the nation state of the Jewish people and a democracy for its citizens, who are more and more narrowly defined based on their loyalty to the Jewish state. What Lieberman saw as just the beginning in 2013, made a dramatic leap forward in 2018 with the passing of the Basic Law: Nation-State, which contains no civil equality clause at all.  [12:  Alexander Yakobson, "Their Laws You Shall Not Obey: The Nation Law and Rules on National Identity in Democratic Constitutions," in Basic Law: Israel the Nation-State of the Jewish People, ed. Yuval Shany and Yedidya Shtern (Jerusalem: Israel Democracy Institute, 2021). ]  [13:  Shumpalvi.] 

The third dimension of the ideological discourse of Neoconservatism is that of governability. The context is seemingly completely different – the concept of governance was part of the change of discourse brought by the 2011 social protest and translated into institutional politics by the Trachtenberg committee and its 2013 recommendations for changing the structures of government into being more effective and more responsive; yet, governance has swiftly turned into governability under Netanyahu’s government which was determined to seek ever more power to the prime minster and his ministers, as chapter 6 demonstrated.[footnoteRef:14] In general, strengthening the government is needed due to the electoral system which gives excessive powers to junior coalition partners. Complementarily, the civil service was said to restrict the ministers using the rule of law, regulation and procedures which are said to hinder policy changes sought by the government. The governability act was therefore to give more power to a smaller and a more effective government. Indeed, one of the main demands made by Lieberman in 2013 in the governability act, was that of raising the threshold to 3.25%. At first sight, this indeed sounds like a minor change to reduce the number of the smaller parties and allow a more compact, efficient government. Yet, one main reason for Lieberman’s insistence on the 3.25% is that no Arab party could have reached this threshold alone, thereby hoping to eliminate, or at least sharply reduce, the representation of the Arab citizens from the Israeli Knesset.[footnoteRef:15]  One of the trademarks of neo-conservatism – the concept of governability – was aptly tied to the mission of redefining the state of Israel not as the state of all its citizens, but as the state of its Jews. Eliminating representation of the Arabs was to go a long way towards this goal. But history has its own ways; ironically, raising the threshold produced the unification of the four Arab parties under one list, receiving 13 seats in the next Knesset and becameing the third largest party. The ‘threat’ of the Arab vote will be the main issue on the internal campaign of Netanyahu to his ‘base’ in 2015.  [14:  For the difference between governance and governability, and their effects on the political discourse, see Gayil Talshir, "Introduction," in Democracy or Governability?, ed. Gayil Talshir (Tel Aviv: Resling, 2020).]  [15:  Jonathan Liss, "Netanyahu and Lieberman Agreed to Raise the Election Thershhold," Ha'aretz, December 26 2013.] 

In short, ‘loyalty in citizenship’ – pledging loyalty to Israel as the Jewish state – has turned from being a prerequisite for a handful of immigrants seeking citizenship not through the Law of Return to a guideline for determining not just who is a citizen, but who is a loyal citizen. The definition of a citizen, based on rights and obligations, moved from a civic to an ethnonational definition. This was sealed with the Basic Law: Nation-State which recognized only the Jews as the sovereign people in Israel. Thus, the concept of loyalty in citizenship led the way to building a populous-based neo-conservatism, which entailed the delegitimization of all those who are not Jewish, patriotic or rightwing. With the governability act, a threat to the very political representation of the Arab citizens of Israel was posed. Ironically, the unintended consequences of this act were the formation of a joint Arab list that became to third largest list in Israeli parliament in 2015.


3. “The Arabs are coming in droves”: Ethnonationalism 
The rise of the joint Arab list became a pivot of the Netanyahu campaign against the Israeli Arabs in the very final days before the elections. 2015 Israeli elections were primarily on the possibility of political change, shifting the ruling power: the polls consistently gave advantage to Labor, then Zionist Camp, over its rival and ruling party – the Likud; the personal dissatisfaction from prime minister Netanyahu – the investigations, and the Yisrael Beitenu affair of systemic corruption – were expected to produce a low turnout on the right. The media concluded: a change of government may well be on its way.[footnoteRef:16] The reaction of Netanyahu was to go back to the basic fears of the people: while other parties talked about the economy and the cost of living, Netanyahu talked about the threat from Iran and ISIS. In the very last days before the elections, when it was clear that the right may well lose, and that even Netanyahu’s own camp is fed up with the government’s corruption and inaction, translated into low turnout, he launched a campaign which focused on the Arab vote in connection with the threat of terror and radical Islamization and their connection to the Left. On the election day Netanyahu gave a speech on his Facebook: [16:  Michal Shamir and Gideon Rahat, "Introduction," in The Elections in Israel 2015, ed. Michal Shamir and Gideon Rahat (New York & London: Taylor & Francis, 2017).] 

The rule of the right is in danger. Arab voters are streaming in droves to polling stations. Leftist NGOs are bringing them in buses. We don’t have a V-15 [activist group for the opposition], we have only a ‘Tsav 8’ [emergency military call-up]. We only have you. Go vote, bring friends and family, vote MAHAL and we’d close the gap with Labor. With your help and with God’s help we’ll establish a national government that will defend Israel.” 

This was filmed on the following background:

 [image: ../../../Desktop/1240731132.png]


This, coupled with more than half a million SMS messages sent to targeted Likud voters in specific neighborhoods and towns with low turnout, in the last hours of the election, all dealing exclusively with the Arabs in Israel, reading ‘turnout is three times higher in the Arab sector’ and ‘Hamas called the Israeli Palestinians to vote in the elections’ or ‘residents of Beer Shiba – the Arabs are voting in masses don’t let them determine the ministers in the next government’. The messages, that were based on fake news and were wrong, and included what some would call pure incitement against the Arabs, did the work. In the last two hours of the elections twice the number of voters went to vote, voting for the Likud.
Consider the background: Netanyahu is filmed with the map of the Middle East behind him, and the flag of Israel to his side. The image does its own work: he is talking about the Arab citizens of Israel, but invoking the Islamic world at large: Saudi with its connections to Al-Qaida, Egypt with the Arab Spring turning to Islamic revolution and the military takeover, Iran-supported Gaza with the Hamas rule, and the nuclear threat, Lebanon’s Hezbollah and Syria and Iraq – two failed states with ISIS taking over parts of them. You hear about the Arabs in Israel but you imagine Islamic fundamentalism around Israel; Netanyahu in portrayed, as ever, as mister security, the sole savior of the Jewish State. Furthermore, Netanyahu erects a binary opposition – friend vs. foe, good vs. evil. On the evil side are the Arabs and V-15 – what the prime minister tags consistently as extreme leftwing organizations which are supported by foreign European governments to aid Labor. These are human rights organizations and social movements. The delegitimization process is at work – the extreme left and the Islamists threaten the national government. They are anti-Zionists, and they are evil. But who is on the other side? On the other side of the normative divide are the ‘good Jewish guys’: they don’t have V-15 they have Tsav 8 – the emergency military order: the IDF is on the good side, as is every voter going to vote for the right, as is God and Netanyahu. In his coalition – the IDF, God and the people. This is the bad vs. good, we vs. enemy.
Why are the Arab Israelis so crucial for Netanyahu’s views of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict? After all, the Arab voters in Israel are a marginal force. Before 2015 the voters were always divided into three different parties with no real power to influence any legislation or policy. The data given by Netanyahu’s campaign was far from accurate: the turnout of Arab Israelis in national elections is substantially lower than the Jews. By 18.30 on the election day, after Netanyahu’s speech, the Arab turnout was identical to the 2013 elections – 56% only.[footnoteRef:17] In 2015 the general vote was 72.3% and the Arab vote 63.5%. So why were the Arabs the centerpiece of Netanyahu’s election day? Because in his argument they are a fifth column. They, and the left that supports them, are traitors. They rose fear and colored the whole Left block with disloyalty and anti-patriotism. This tactic has worked. The SMS messages, targeting rightwing voters in low socioeconomic and low turnout areas brought Netanyahu a resounding victory. The first-ever pure rightwing government – with no center or left party – was formed. [17:  Yasser Ukabi, "Average Turnout in the Arab Sector," Ma'ariv, March 17 2015.] 


4. Arab Israelis as the Economic Miracle
Ironically, the Joint Arab List received won 13 MKs seats and became the third largest party in the 20th Knesset. The iIrony, however, does did not stop there.: On December 30, 2015, tthe new Netanyahu government approved approved on December, 30 2015 programResolution 922, entitled “Governmental Activity for Economic Development of the Minority Populations in Israel.”.[footnoteRef:18] It The planning had begun a year earlier instarted as a professional committee in 2014, ledchaired by the head of the Finance Ministry’s Bbudgetsing Ddepartment, Amir Levi, who analyzed systematically analyzed the economic reasons for the cleavages disparities between the Jewish majority and the Arab minorityies, and mappeding the main areas of disadvantages holding back the latter. Moshe Kahlon, leader of Kulanu and the 2015 newly appointed finance minister in 2015, approved this effortdirection. Casted Resolution 922 dramatically increased the budget for the Arab sector, allocating 15 billion shekels over as a five years’ plan of 15 billion shekels, it changed dramatically the budget for the Arab sector. The A key feature of the 922 plan was to set a standard of apportioning crucial characteristic was that it allocates 20% at the base of the annual national budget of central key governmental ministries – education, housing, infrastructures, transportation, etc. – for the Arab sector, which comprises approximately 20% of Israel’s citizenry. Whereas In the past, special plans for assisting the Arab sector had usually failed due to sub-executionin the implementation stage. T, this time, however, the Ffinance Mministry worked systematicallymeticulously to devise comprehensive guidelines from the planning to the implementation phases – in collaboration, with all the top civil servants in the relevant ministries, and, to devise a guideline from planning to implementation, while cooperating in partnership with the Arab local authorities and civic organizations as partners. Furthermore, the Arab parliamentarians, who are usually very cautious about cooperating with the “‘Zionist regime,”’ were fully cooperative and worked together with the Ffinance Mministry to realizebring this plan about.  [18:  Governmental Activity for Economic Development of the Minority Populations in Israel.] 

What was going on? Some would say this was another case of is theNetanyahu’s  back-and-forth Netanyahu’s behavior – inciting in the elections, and apologizing the morning after.[footnoteRef:19] Others would suggest that the direct assault on the Israeli Arabs received drew so such severemuch criticism that some step had to be takenthing had to give. Yet, if one we looks at the deeper ideological roots, observing the two sides of the paradox, one we can recognize the fingerprints of two, coexisting and yet contradicting contradictory right-wing ideological trends: neo-conservatism and neo-liberalism. The formerNeo-conservatism is a nationalist, xenophobic, “‘friend vs. foe”’ ideology: Arabs against Israelis, Muslims against Jews, the internal enemy, the fifth column and their lLeftist supporters who conspire, against the state. Neo-liberalism, on the other hand, provides aThe latter had an economic rationale for supporting investment in the Arab sectorbehind 922: economic growth. The economic reality is that the rate of employment among Arab women in Israel isArab women have only 33% rate of employment in Israel, in comparedison to 71% of Jewishthe Hebrew Israeli womens. (The employment rate of Arab women is still higher in Israel than in Arab countries.)despite the fact these are higher rates than Arab women in Arab countries), About and 75% of the Arab men in Israel are employed, compareduntered with to 81% of the general male population. Economics tells a simple story: there is a tremendous potential for national economic gain in by closing the gaps. Some of the gaps are due to governmental discriminatory policies and neglect, while otherssome are attributabledue to the traditional Arab society’s with its norms and practices. Yet, from an economic growth perspective, the picture is clear. One such example for of economic transformation is the Druze population. Over the last decade, the Druze community performed underwent nothing less than a revolution in education – moving from very low matriculation rates to being joining the top ranksat the top of in Israeli society.[footnoteRef:20] The result ofT the Druze society’s investment in education, which has combined the infusion of governmental funds with internal change of in the community, had a clear impact on a crucial factor: the child birth rate dropped sharply from 7.5 children per family in the 1960s to 2.2 childrenchildren per family.  [19:  Netanyahu invited guests from the Arab and Druze sectors and said “I know my words insulted Israel’s Arab population. I had no intention of doing that. I’m sorry.”
Read more: Amir Oren, "Netanyahu's 'the Arabs Are Coming’ - Not Incitement to Racism, Says AG," Ha'aretz, November 26 2015.]  [20:  Lior Datal, "Secret for Success Reveled: How Druze Villages Are Schooling Jewish Schools," The Marker, October 4, 2015. 
] 

Thus, there are were two ideological streams that conflict competed within Netanyahu’s government: Gila Gamliel, Kahlon and Deriy supported Resolution 922. Levin, Elkin, Regev and Akunis opposedwere against it. And the prime minister? While Netanyahu initiated the committee that formulated the plan, he was resentful of Resolution 922the plan. The Ffinance Mministry, Ppresident Rivlin and others pushed for its approval. GivenIn  his reluctance, Netanyahu sought to link the economic program with to stringent measures against the illegal construction in the Arab villages. Two weeks after the program plan has was approved,passed 11 houses were destroyed razed in QKalansuwa. and Umm aEl-HChiran was slated to suffer the same destiny fate had it not been for a policeman that who was killed in the riots protests against the obliteration demolition of houses there. TIn the end of the day the prime minister was ultimately pushed into accepting the economic plan,. In so he emphasized in the public media, however,, he emphasized the linkage between law and order in the Arab villages and a halt to illegal construction as conditions for economic benefits.
Thus, politics and economics intertwined while being in a tensed relationship in Netanyahu’s ideology. The Arabs –  as the “‘fifth column,’” a non-Jewish national minority – could may hold the key to economic growth in the Israeli economy. In essence, Netanyahu took his’s old idea slogan of “if they‘should give, they’ll would receive,”’ originally used in the context of negotiations with the Palestinians, and adopted it as the state’s attitude toward – which he invented for the Palestinians, might end up being the approach that will characterize his attitude towards the Arab citizensIsraelis too. Needless to say, there is no symmetry between the give (halting construction violations) and take (the economic plan). Indeed, as many of the construction violations that Netanyahu referred to and later tried to link together toin the discussion of the economic plan are the result of to , are due to the fact that the Israeli government rarely authorized construction plans, much less expansion plans, for the Arab sector. 
But what is at work here, is also a change of in the public discourse was also underway: The Israeli-Palestinian conflict, which was hardly part of the debate in the 2015 elections, re-entered through the back door of the Rightright-/lLeft argument. The external enemy was internalized – as the enemy from within. Yet This change in discourse was its powerful  was in delegitimizing the rivals of |Netanyahu’s  of the center-left rivals – and had less of an impact onnot so much the Arabs themselevesthemselves. The ultimate neo-conservative argument was that: Arabs are the people to thatwhom (leftist) civil rights (leftist) organizations want to aid. It is a battle of their rights versus Jewish national collective rights. Thus posed, the sides are clear: it is clear with whom Tthe national camp stands for Jewish national rights, whileand who are the unpatriotic (, and even traitorous) left stands with the Arabspossibly traitors. The political axis is was being transformed into a collective identity axis;, on which the 2015 elections was were actually fought on this axis of collective identity.

5. “‘Weak. Left. Government with the Arabs”’: From A Threat to Reality
Netanyahu decided to call for an early elections in 2019 in a last-ditch attempt to stymieundermine the criminal process proceedings through a political referendum.[footnoteRef:21] His plan was as follows: Netanyahu wins the 2019 April elections with an overwhelming majority the 2019 April election, well before his court hearing. The people have voted for Bibi, and so the argument becomes that t – the people have democratically chosen Netanyahu, but the judicial system, the unelected elites of the left, are trying to oust the elected prime minister by using state mechanisms of unelected bureaucrats, undermining the will of the people. The second phase of this plan – would be for Netanyahu to builds an extreme right-wing coalition that includes, with the Likud, (top minister and the head of the coalition themselves under investigation before trials) the ultra-Orthodoxreligious parties and the national religious parties. (It is noteworthy that a senior Likud minister and the party’s coalition chief were being investigated for suspected corruption, as were the leaders of the two ultra-Orthodox parties.)(the two leaders of these parties themselves under investigation and before indictment) and the national religious parties. IThey commitn, under the coalition agreement, the parties would commit to enactinglegislate the overrideining clause and the an iimmunity law. The Knesset committee in charge of parliamentary immunity would rules that Netanyahu – and his 5 ministers – could annnot be prosecutedersecuted as they have parliamentary immunity, and any attempt by the Supreme Court to strike down the committee’s decision would be the appeals to the supreme court are being rejected by the Knesset through the new override clause. (The override clause would which states that even if the Ssupreme Ccourt rules legislation unconstitutional, the Knesset can is entitled to actually reject the court’s decision with a regular majority overcome the supreme court and maintain the unconstitutional legislation.)  [21:  Ben Caspit, "Fear of Indictment Drives Netanyahu to Call Early Elections," Al-monitor, December 26 2018.] 


This classic deep- state argument was the discourse thatwhich Netanyahu and his advisoers cultivated developed throughout the 20th Knesset, repeatedly accusing the gatekeepers offor being disloyal to the government in general and to the prime minister in particular. Ironically, most of they the gatekeepers had beenwere by and large personally appointed by Netanyahu as his trusteesloyalists: the inspector general, the attorney general, the state comptroller, even the president  – all of whom came under fierce attack by Netanyahu’s ministers and campaign managers, and, of course, by Netanyahu himself. For In order to secure a personal victory by the people against “‘deep- state”’ mechanisms, Netanyahu had to create the image thatpush the newcomer of Israeli politics – Gantz’s centrist party Blue-White party – was really part ofinto the lLeft-wing bloc. “Gantz will formmake a gGovernment with the Arab MKs,” read warned the Likud campaign.[footnoteRef:22] “Gantz. Left. Weak.” bBecame Bibi’s election slogan, pushing the center-right party Blue-White party into the left-wing camp in the mind of the voters to the Left bloc, to creatinge  an even impressionmage of parity between the two blocs in order to ensure that the turnout of the right-wing voters would will be high enough to bring the victory and allow a narrow coalition with supporting the overridecoming clause and immunity law.  This scenario materialized almost into the full: – Netanyahu and his natural partners received 65 mandatesseats,, and advanced negotiations on the override clause and the immunity law were begantaken place immediatelyjust after the April election. The association of Blue-White with the lLeft and with the Arabs proved effective. Only, of courseHowever, Lieberman hindered upset thise scenario by jumping ships – from the nationalist lLeft-rRight axis to the state-/religion axisone. Netanyahu did could not cobble togethernot have a government and, f. For the first time in Israeli history, there will would be two back-to-back elections in a row, one after another. This time, it was a struggle for the judicial and political life of Netanyahu, who was scheduled to appear in court  – the hearing was to be two weeks after the elections. Netanyahu had to win. The new weapon in histhe campaign arsenal was the charge that the Arabs had have stolenn the April elections and would also steal the September elections without unless anthe cameras amendment allowing cameras at polling stations was added to the election law.   [22:  Israel Ohayon, "Right Wing Parties Attack Gantz: "Will Form a Left-Wing Government with the Arab Mks"," Acualic, February 06 2019.] 

Thus, the foundations to of the neo-conservative government – republican obligations and arights discourse of rights, the notion of the will of the (Jewish) people and governability, based on ideological and personal loyalty – , were now utilized mobilized for a fierce attack seekingthat aimed to deleigitimizeation of the center-left. The public media, judicial system, civil service and the police were identified as enemies of the will of the people, and by extrapolation extension – as enemies of Netanyahu. 
A. An Anti-Arab and Ppro-Republican Ethos
Before pushing the deep- state argument to its limit with the allegations that the Arabs had have stolenn the April elections with the helpunder the auspices of the Ccentral Eelections Ccommittee, it is crucial to comprehend understand that the right-wing anti-Arab campaign of the rightwing was workingsucceeding. Blue-White – a party built on the wide broad Israeli both-left-and-right consensus of nationalism-liberalism (, the Likud’s original ideology), and whose leadership is included such former Likudniks asvastly associated with people who came from the Likud – like Moshe Ya’alon, Zvi Hauser, and Yoaz Hendel – or were sitting in Netanyahu’s government, like Lapid – was was denounced bypushed by Netanyahu asunder the now derogative title “leftist ‘left’.” Under normal circumstances, the Likud and Blue-White could have both been seen as center-of-right parties andgoverned rule together as a coalition of center-right parties; yet under the special conditions of Netanyahu’s trial and the sincere belief of Blue-White’s sincere belief that a prime minister under indictedment of on corruption charges should resign, – this was impossiblecould not have been the case. However, Blue-White ofthe April elections demonstrateds how dominant Netanyahu’s neo-conservatism hads become. Rather than proposingputting an different ideology different from that ofthan the Likud, especially on issues related toof the Arabs, Caholavan Blue-White consistently followed in Bibi’s footsteps. For example, As part of their campaign, the partythey released a campaign ad clip highlighting the numberof how many of Arabs were killed in Operation Protective Edge, whenunder Gantz was serving ’s term as the IDF chief-of-staff. general in Zuk Etan operation, Gantz declares in the video: reiterating ‘“Oonly the strong are victorious.”wins’.[footnoteRef:23] Time and again, the four4 leaders of Blue-White stated they would only form only a Zionist government. When asked whetherif the ultra-Oorthodox parties were therefore excluded from their government, they respondedanswered  that all Jewish parties wereare welcome at to the negotiation table. It was clear that in the April 2019 elections, that Blue-White was excludinged only the Arab parties. Netanyahu’s discourse hads penetrated the alternative centrist party, which bluntly blatantly marginalizedexcluding the Arabs. The one place area in which they the two parties differed was in their Blue-White’s commitment to changing amend the Nation-State Basic Law by adding the an equality clause – out of solidarity with the Druze soldiers in the IDF. Thus, the anti-Arab vibe ethos transformed pervaded the whole entire party system and not only the the hard rightwing. Moreover, the arguments used by Blue-White to support the Druze was reflected a Republican republican ethos of rights and obligations. That is, the Nation-State Law was discriminating against – since the Druz Druze, who had earned their rights by fulfilling the obligation to serve in the IDF. Muslim– unlike the Muslim Arabs, on the other hand, could be denied these same rights because they had not  – served in the IDF. the Nation-State Basic Law is discriminating against them. Both the anti-Arab sentiment and the rights-and-obligations ethos dominated Blue-White, the main rival of the right-wing parties, in the April 2019 elections. [23:  Yaki Adamker, ""Only the Strong Wins": Benny Gantz Publishes New Clips - with Security Message," walla, January 20 2019.] 


B. The Man from Nokdim against versus the Man from Caesarea 
AfterYet this has changed after the April election results were tallied, everything changed.came through. The right-wing bloc, with With the a 65-seat majority, quickly began of the rightwing, and rapid coalition negotiations on the overridecoming clause and immunity law, while Blue-White called for a mass demonstration against Netanyahu. Aymaen Odeh, the head of the six-seat Hadash-Ta’al party, agreedmastering 6 MKs, was willing to give a speakech at the rally. Blue-White had first opposed his participationturned him down, but then Gantz telephonedhas called Odeh and on the phone, inviteding him personally to joinparticipate in the anti-Netanyahu rally; Odeh accepted the invitation and, and he did give delivered a speech at the demonstration. This caused a change of in the tide: the more greater the post-election incitement that came  from the Netanyahu campaign against the Arabss, the more open Blue-White after the April election became vis-à-vis the Arab parties. gged to differ. Thise new attitude was also expressed change also came byfrom tw ano unexpected sources: first, Natan Eshel, the Netanyahu’s chief coalition negotiator of Netanyahu, wrote an article calling for the right-wing bloc to create form an alliance with the Arabs, the majority of whom just want better education, economic conditionss and security, he argued which the right can provide.[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  Natan Eshel, "Stop Splitting, and Talk to the Arabs," Ha'aretz, June 16 2019.] 

The The question of collaboration with the Arab parties figured prominently in the tense bitter dispute between Netanyahu and Avigdor Lieberman after the latter declaredlast straw came with Lieberman’s response to Netanyahu’s accusation against him, once Lieberman declared he wouldill not join a Halachic state government – a narrow religious-rightwing government. Netanyahu responded: “Lieberman is now part of the lLeft”.[footnoteRef:25] and Allegations that he will now join a coalition with the Arab Joint list were immanent by the Likud ministers suggested that Lieberman was keen to join forces with the Joint List. Yet Lieberman forcefully respondedcame forcefully against Netanyahu by reminding everyone how Bibi hads created an alliancecollaborated with the the Arabs parties to call for a new elections instead of returning the mandate to the president afterhaving failinged to create a government in April, and how he had won approval forpassed his candidate appointee asfor the  state comptroller with the votes of Arab MKs. (Once approved, the new state comptroller promptlywho in his first actions dismissed the committee investigating corruption in the government, and thus allowed  allowing Netanyahu to have his legal expenses paid by ato have his  friend, contrary to the committee’s ruling. finance his trial after dismissing the professional committee that ruled to the contrary) by the votes of the Arabs. The man from Caesarea [Netanyahu], who voted for the disengagement from Gaza, would not teach the man from Nokdim [Lieberman], who voted against it, what it is means to be a rRight-winger, Lieberman concluded.[footnoteRef:26] 	Comment by Susan: 	Comment by Susan: This seemed to be more than a mere squabble, although it was public and noisy. [25:  Schneider and Zaken.]  [26:  Yanir Kuzin, "Liberman: "If They Pass on the Draft-Law We Will Go to the Oppsition or Towards New Elections," Ma'ariv, April 15 2019.] 

All this did not deter Netanyahu’s September 2019 campaign from his final strike, alleging that the Arabs hadve stolen the April elections and proposing that therefore cameras should be given to each party representative to film at will atin the polling stations in the Arab sector. Lieberman, who heldwas the pivotal vote on this proposal,in the voting and itsthe right-wing proponents hoped that his traditional anti-Arab stance would secure his support ofattitude would support permitting cameras at the polling stations. However, their hopes were dashed: Lieberman claimed that the proposed camera the vote, responded: ‘this law was intended tois for “disrupt” and “steal” the ing the election, a law of stealing elections’.[footnoteRef:27] First, the facts.: Tthere were allegations thatcame very close to the September elections, the argument being that the voting fraud  forgery of the Arab vote havein the September elections had allowedled to the Balad-Ra’am list to pass the 3.25% threshold, with just under 4% of the vote, and that the Ccentral Eelections Ccommittee did not investigate the alleged voting fraudforgery; the suggestion was, thereby suggesting that the committee bureaucrats and judges were trying to oust Netanyahu. However, in the two polling booths stations that were in fact investigatedchecked, the forgery voting fraud in the Arab sector actually favoredwas in favor of the Likud party and its ultra-Oorthodox partner United Torah Judaism. Second, the Likud called for the investigating the Arab votegation not even beforeafter the election results were published; this was part of the party’s camera initiative, aimed  but just before they wanted at incitingto incite against the Arabs with the camera law. Third, it became clear that Netanyahu wanteds to taint severe the elections so he could later claimargue that the election was they were unlawful altogether.  [27:  Moran Azualy and Nina Fuks, "Lieberman against Netanyahu's Camera Law: "Leads a Law to Steal the Elections"," y-net, September 9 2019.] 

The end is knownIn the end, r: rather than deterring the Arabs from voting in the September election, Netanyahu’s campaign was achieved the opposite: turned on its head with the Arab politicians urged their constituentsing the Arabs to vote in droves to offset topple Netanyahu’s regime. The turnout from the Arab sector went roseup from 49% in April 2019 to 60% in Septemberfive months later. Not only thatFurthermore, but for the first time in 25 years the JArab joint Llist has decided to recommend to the president that Gantz should be awarded the mandate to form a the coalition. Odeh even said that the list would consider joining the Gantz coalition.[footnoteRef:28] The 13 MKs of the Arab unitedJoint Llist gave the center-left two a two-seat edge overmandates above the right, and thus secured prevented Netanyahu’s failure to from forming create a narrow right-wing government and passingwhich would legislate the overridecoming clause and the immunity law.  [28:  Barnea.] 


C. The Liberal-Nnational Ffront and Anti-Zionists: Jeopardizing a Minority Government without Netanyahu

The March 2020 election results offered an alternative: F were, for the first time in over a decade, there was a chance with to form a government withoutan optional majority against Netanyahu and his “’s ‘natural partners.”’. With the support of the Joint Arab List’s support of in a minority government led by Blue-White, the end to Netanyahu’s rule was immianent. Yet this was not to be – because of. T he two right-wingers who were once among the closest to Netanyahu’s closest confidantes: –  his former cabinet secretary of government, Zvi Hauser, and his former director of communications and public diplomacy,  head of communication ראש  מערך ההסברה, Yoaz Hendel. The two had forwarded a , have together taken the complaint of a female civil servant that was sexsually harassmented complaint against by Netanyahu’s right-hand man, Natan Eshel, to the attorney general. To their amazement, they instead of beingwere not rewarded commended for helping the woman female civil servant lodge her harassment complaint,in need  but they were punished fired by Netanyahu who terminated their jobs after his close adviser and ally had to resign. Hauser and Hendel joined Blue-White and became the right-wing fig leaf of for the centrist ruling-would-be ruling party led by Gantz. However, aIn t the crucial moment, when they could have helped to created a minority government which andwould oustset Netanyahu, however, they stated refusedthat they would not to allow support a minority government based on a vote of confidence of that included anti-Zionists – the Arab Joint Llist. They did not disqualify the ultra-Oorthodox anti-Zionist parties, for they were Jewish. But tThey disqualified the representatives of the Arab citizens of Israel, – the Joint Llist, claiming that . They’ve argued that in counterdistinction to the Arab citizens, the Arab parlametariansparliamentarians publicly supported terrorism, and are anti-Zionists.[footnoteRef:29] Hendel sStressed that the Joint List opposedworks against Israel’s dual being Jewish- and democratic essence and that it wais not anti-Zionist:; “I prefer a government with Zionists only,” he said, reiterating that he had always belonged to the liberal statehood camp of the modern right.[footnoteRef:30] The identification of the liberal-national camp, with the disqualification of the Arab MKs, at that stage the only legitimate representative of the Arab citizens of Israel –representing over 201% of the population, – demonstrates the anomaly of Israeli politics. In the same vain, Deri, Netanyahu’s the minister of interior, acting on Netanyahu’s has made, on behalf of Netanyahu, pressed all of the MKs inof  the right-wing bloc to sign a loyalty plea that they wouldpledge  not to sit in a government supported by the Arab list in the KnessetMKs. This pledge of loyalty to Netanyahu stated: “Wwe strongly object to a minority government supported by MKs that who support terror and object to the State of Israel as the nation-state of the Jewish people.”.[footnoteRef:31] The requirement for Arab MKs to be a Zionists and to be be loyal to Israel as a Jewish sState reflected  – from the Arab representatives – is a directthe radicalization due to of the public discourse led by Netanyahu’s government and his “‘natural partners.” Their’ – a thick,  concept of ethno-religious national identity leftwhere no room for non-Jews and non-Zionist is conceivable.	Comment by Susan: Consider changing fig leaf to front, as fig leaf implies that Blue-White was really left but masquerading as centrist. [29:  Nina Fuks, "They Have a Common Problem: This Is How Hauser and Handel Became the Barriers to a Minority Govenment," y-net, March 14 2020. ]  [30:  Yoaz Hendel, interview by Ofer Hadad, November 2, 2021.]  [31:  Moran Azualy et al., "Deri Collects Signatures on Another "Loyalty Contract": We Will Not Join Gantz's Government," y-net, March 8 2020. ] 


D. 5Mansour Abbas: An Islamist Party Ttransforming the Discourse of Citizenship
The A surprising switch awayshift from this view was led by none other than Netanyahu himself. Two years after the event, Abbas disclosed that Natan Eshel’s op-ed in Haaretz was had been cooerdinatedcoordinated with him. In 2019, Eshel was working as the Netanyahu family’s liaison after being forced to resignnot in an his official role in the Pprime Mminister’s Ooffice in the wake of the sexual harassment scandal. Hisbut as the Netanyahu family liason; he published the opinion article in Haartetz, calleding for cooperation with the Arab MKs whothat advocate civic aspects of politics for the Arab-Israeli society.[footnoteRef:32] The Eshel op-ed, it turned out, was partpart  of the trust-building efforts moves agreed upon between by Netanyahu and Abbas. Also, personal meetings commenced in April 2019, with Netanyahu’s cabinet secretary, Tzahiof government, Braverman, and the director-general of the Prime Minister’s Office, Yoav Horowitz, also began a series of personal meetings and negotiations with Abbas in April 2019.[footnoteRef:33] In addition to Netanyahu’s secretary of government, Netanyahu also sent his general director to negotiate with Abbas already in April 2019.[footnoteRef:34]  At the time, Netanyahu had only 60 MKs in his bloc and he wanted Ra’am, which was not part of the Joint party List at the time, and run separately for the elction (with Balad), to support the option of direct elections for to the prime minister only. Direct elections would have given Netanyahu, so he estimated, a clear victory and a de facto immunitysafeheaven away from his trial. The negotiations were stopped as Netanyahu terminated the negotiations after becoming convinced that he could winwas sure he would get a safe majority in new Knesset elections. He dissolved the and dismissed the Knesset and newcalling a new  elections were scheduled for, in September 2019. [32:  Eshel.]  [33:  Moran Azualy, Atila Shumpalvi, and Alexandra Lukash, "Abbas Reveals the Negotiations with Netanyahu: "He Told Me - Only I Can Recognize the Settlements in the Negev," y-net, November 02 2021.]  [34: 
] 

 Netanyahu, so it seems, was also instrumental also in the Abbas’s decision of Abbas to take a big risk and run alone, not partnering withelection by himself – with no partnership of another Arab party. All polls before the election predicted he would not pass the 3.25% threshold. This of course was to serve Netanyahu’s bloc as this would give an automatic majority to the other side – the rightwing bloc. Yet, Abbas’ party Ra’am did just passed the threshold and had 4 MKs to negotiate. They have campaigned, for the first time in Arab Israeli history, for making a difference and entering a coalition to influence the situation of the Arabs in Israel from within the corridors of power. After terminating the talks with Abbas in 2019, Netanyahu The resumed negotiations with himAbbas were resumed after the March 2020 elections; he hoped to establish a right-wing coalition with the support of Ra’am. ThusThis time, , it was Netanyahu himself whothat personally negotiated with Abbas. One of his promises was to revoke the Kaminetz Law, which was designed to accelerate the demolition of homes built without construction permits. According to Abbas, Netanyahu declared,: “Only I can cancel revoke the Kaminetz Law.Kaminitz Law” Abbas recalls Netanyahu had promised him to rebuk the law which authorized the destruction of illegal houses.[footnoteRef:35] Abbas said many times that he believed Netanyahu and preferred him to any other partner. Netanyahu:  he had the complete loyalityloyalty of his partners, with no dissent in his coalition, Abbas explained. The idea was to be part of the coalition, but not to have serve as ministers in the government.  [35:  Ibid.] 

Netanyahu, so it seems, had been instrumental in Abbas’ decision to take a huge gamble and run independently in the March 2021 elections. (Ra’am had rejoined the Joint List in the previous two election rounds after running with Balad in the April 2019 elections.) The pre-election polling had predicted that Ra’am would not pass the 3.25% threshold for entering the Knesset. This, of course, would serve Netanyahu’s bloc. However, Abbas’ party did succeed in garnering over 3.25% of the vote and won four seats in the Knesset, giving the party a pivotal role in post-election coalition talks. Ra’am had broken new ground in advocating participation in the governing coalition in order to make a real difference for the Arabs in Israel from within the corridors of power. 
Thus, it turned out that as of April 2019, there wasThe  an iintensive, discreet negotiations that between Abbas and Netanyahu and his men had conducted with Abbas since April 2019 did not lead to a deal after the March 2021 elections.. In the end, after the extremist Religious Zionism party refused to allow Ra’am to support join from outside Netanyahu’s coaltioncoalition, Bennett and Lapid have offeredgiven Abbas the same deal – and wonreceived a political partner in return. Hauser and Hendel, madeking a distinction between an anti-Zionist party like the Joint List, and a party like Ra’am that was striving to influence the civic life of the Arab citizens – and did not object. 
Abbas kept it secret and decided to disclosed his series of talks with Netanyahu only  it only two years after the event, when Netanyahuthe latter accused Ra’am of being funneling funds connected to the Hamas. Netanyahu made this accusation, after Abbas hads entered into a coalition agreement with the Bennett-Lapid coalition, based on the same terms – the same deal Netanyahu hads discussed personally with Abbas at the Prime Minister’s Residence onin Balfour Streetwhen he was still an omnipotent prime minister. However, i. In November 2021, citing Netanyahu has accused the alleged Hamas- Ra’am connection, of passing on funds to the Hamas in Gaza under Bennet’s government.Netanyahu’s loyalists called the government’s proposed budget  “aA budget with blood on its hands.” They organized Netanyahu’s men titled a demonstration at Rabin Square in Tel Aviv, but referred to the site as the which they called in Kings of Israel Ssquare – its name prior to the assassination of Rabin thereas they deleted the current name of the square – the Rabin square.[footnoteRef:36] Abbas explained that the reason for the delegitimization of Ra’am and incitement against it was, is that Netanyahu feareds that passage of the national budget would pass and secure Bennett’s government for two years. The budget has indeed passed in November 2021, greatly increasing securing  the chances of their government’s survival for two years– w. With the support of the Islaimist party, – Ra’am. [36:  Rotem Shterkman, "If the Likud's Slogan Catches-on, Also Netanyahu's Government Has 'Blood on Their Hands'," The Marker, October 31 2021. ] 


6. DPopulist Neo-Cconservatismve against Versus Liberal Democracy?
Far from being merely campaign tactics, Tthe incitement against the Arab citizens of Israel was not merely a campaign tactic. It was a core concept reflecting the transformation of the Likud-led government from national liberalism to populist neo-conservatism.  Starting with speeches by Lieberman and Netanyahu’s speeches on the Citizenship Law infrom 2010 in regard to the citizenship law, the choice was between choice between Israel as the Jewish sState and Israel as a state of all its citizens. Both leaders chosehave vowed to  the former. By changing the Ccitizenship Llaw to require every non-Jew who seeks Israeli citizenship to declare loyalty to the Jewish state, by changing through the governability lawraising the electoral threshold to prevent the Arab lists from entering the Knesset, and by enactinglegislating the Basic Law: Israel – The Nation- State of the Jewish People without an equality clause, “the Jewish people” became impenetrable, thick, a firmly entrenched ethno-national concept. This notion of ‘the Jewish People’ people entailed a different reading of democracy, emphasizing the rule of the (Jewish) people, stressing collective national rights and countering the rights discourse by with a rRepublican interpretation of rights as emanating from obligations. Military or national service was set as posed a conditionin return for receiving rights, – once again excluding denying the Arab citizens from being equal citizenship in the Jewish state. Loyalty to the Jewish people became an essential  condition for beingdefining who is an Israeli. The populouspopulace, the quintessential concept of populism, was thus redefined. 
Israel’sWhile the Ddeclaration of Iindependence told the history of the Jewish people, but yet also envisionedconstituted a democratic state with equal civic, political and social  rights to for all its citizens. In contrast, , the populist neo-conservative narrative formed cultivated by the Netanyahu governments over the lastfor over a decade emphasized the dichotomy between Israel as the state of all its citizens and the Jewish state. A Jewish ethno-national-religious narrative replaced the Israeli story that promised both  formulating the ‘people’ not through the Israeli story, which allows for national Jewish rights civic equality and national Jewish rights. side by side with equality among citizens, but through an ethnonational-cum-ethnoreligious people, which is virtually impenetrable. 
The concept portrayal of “‘the Arabs”’ also exposed the core concepts of this rising burgeoning populist neo-conservativest ideology. At the centerT is the neo-conservative concept of the Jewish people, facilitating led to a different interpretation of “‘rule byof the people”’ in thefor democracy in Israeli democracy and also of majoritarian rule – that byof the Jewish majority. The core concept of liberal democracy – rights – was to be modified to include bothreplaced with rights and obligations. The obligations were framed, first and foremost, as a demand for loyalty to Israel as the Jewish state. This loyalty was also marked byexpressed in military or national service, and thus excluded exempting the Arab citizens. Loyalty also became also a way to distinguishemarcate the patriots from the enemies of the state – and their supporters. “‘The Arabs”’ electorally speaking were a negligible force in the 2015 elections, but they facilitated the delegitimizationation of the lLeft – the human rights organizations and the Left left-wing parties which that supported them, which  and were denounced asdubbed “‘anti-Zionist”’ for their quest of advocating equality of rights and peace. Loyalty has also become the key concept of governability. as a way of governing: Tthose who criticized or placedput restrictionslimits on government the ministers (who were ostensibly the chosen representatives– the chosen by  of “the people,” but were ultimately loyal to the prime minister who appointed them) representatives (of course, the ministers are appointed by the prime minister and loyal only to him) – were defined as enemies of the rule of the people. The “leftist” c: the delegitimation of the civil servants, the the public mMedia and, the the judicial (“‘unelected”’) judiciary, along with the Arabs, of course, were designated as traitors. In this deep-state scheme, system, but also the Left and the Arabs were designated as traitors. This put in place the deep state argument: the state’s apparatusmechanisms of the state are was seen as liberal and therefore hostile to the conservative prime minister and his government. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]However, the our Schmittian framework focusing our analysistical exposition ofn the constructions of “the ‘Arabs”’ as an existential foe , a unitary playerand, a fifth column, which is used over the last decade by the rightwing to recreate a notion of an ethnoreligious people – the impenetrable Jewish people, is only half of the story. Already in 2014, Netanyahu authorized the committee of the budget unit at the fFinance Mministry to work on an gransdioseambitious economic program for the Arabs. It was approved by the most extreme right-wing government in Israel’s history – Netanyahu’s 2015–-2019 government. It The economic program changed the budgeting system and incorporated brought the Arab representatives – mayors, civil society organizations and Arab MKs from the Joint Arab lList – into the policy making process of planning and implementing policy. It This had a was transformational impact oning in facilitating the Arab politicians (– and certainly Mansour Abbas, but also Ayman Ohdeh), encouraging them t – into thinking consider new ways differently on the role of representing the Israeli Arabs. However, Resolution 922, approved byhaving a national-conservative government, the 922 program was conditioned upon a right-wing ethos: placing police stations within Arab towns, demolishing illegally built Arab houses, and fighting crime within the Arab society. 
The secondAnother round of incitement followedcame after the April 2019 elections, when accusing the Arabs were accused of steailling the elections. The threat of Arab voting fraud was also a recurrent theme in Netanyahu’s campaign prior to the next round of elections, in September 2019. In this way, the election results were delegitimized in advance – as an excuse for losing, if this occurred. , and using the threat that Arabs would cheat in the elections to delegitimate the result of the election should Netanyahu loose. YetHowever, even as he continued to  at the same time he was inciteing against the Arabs, Netanyahu – he was also negotiating with Abbas. For the first time, Netanyahu has promisedinvited an Islamist party to become apartnership in the coalition partner and promised substantial economic programs which aimed were toat transforming the infraestructures of the Arab Israeli society. What failed prevented this plan from materializing was what Netanyahu did with his other hand: – legitimizing the racist Jewish Power party and pressuring virtually making its neo-KCahanist leader, Itamar Ben-Gvir, to unite with his rival, Bezalel Smoutrich and together to form the Religious Zionismt party. It was this extremist party which that denied Netanyahu his coalition with Ra’am. However, it was Netanyahu’s double twofold deal which wonwon in the end, albeit for his opposition: Bennett and Lapid had offered Abbas both thea full partnership in the coalition (without ministerial positions, which Ra’am declined) and a transformative ten-year economic plan for a decade to come with the total worth a total of 30 billion shekels. In the end, economics triumphedhas won.
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