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Editor Õs Message:

Absurd Obsession

As real danger to western democracies 
proliferates from hate-filled regimes as far flung
as Iran, North Korea, and Venezuela, as it  
mushrooms from terrorist enclaves hidden in 
corners of Pakistan or Yemen or even Great
Britain, media chatter and diplomatic efforts 
continue to focus on the conflict between Israel
and its Arab neighbors, just as they have for the
past forty years. 

An obsession with ÒThe Peace Process,Ó the 
on-again off-again negotiations between Israel
and the Palestinian Authority (PA) generated by
the 1993 Oslo Accords and facilitated by the
Quartet, idealizes the potential of a Òfinal peace
agreementÓ and infinitely agonizes over the fate
of Palestinians on the West Bank and in Gaza.  

One would never know that ÒThe Peace
ProcessÓ has been a failure, despite massive 
international efforts and repeated attempts by
Israeli administrations, from both the left and
right, to discover a formula that would conclude a
real peace.

Whether by agreement or in response to 
unilateral Israeli concessions and/or retreats,
Palestinian leaders, supported by Muslim regimes
across the region, repeatedly refuse to sign on to
any peace proposal unless it includes their 
maximalist demands, especially the unfettered
resettlement of millions of Palestinians within
IsraelÕs borders, suicide for the Jewish state.  On
the contrary, each Israeli concession in the past
decade (such as the withdrawal from Gaza) 
yielded increased Palestinian violence (i.e., 
unrelenting shelling of the Israeli town of Sderot
and environs).  With the Palestinians currently
divided into two factions vying for politic al
supremacy, Fatah in control of the Palestinian
Authority in the West Bank and Hamas in charge
of Gaza, there is virtually no chance for any 
resolution of the Israel-Palestinian conflict at this
time, especially since HamasÕraison dÕetre is the
destruction of Israel.

Yet, ÒThe Peace ProcessÓ remains at the top of
the American and European list of diplomatic 
priorities.  Given the importance of the United
States to IsraelÕs security (particularly with
respect to the looming Iranian nuclear threat),
Israel makes appropriate genuflections to the ÒThe

Peace ProcessÓ god.  Accordingly, IsraelÕs Prime
Minister Netanyahu issued yet another unilateral
concession, declaring a 10-month ÔfreezeÕon new
approvals for construction of residential housing
within existing Israeli communities located in the
West Bank, excluding east Jerusalem.  

Ironically, this Israeli gesture became necessary
as a result of a misconceived U.S. demand that
Israel unilaterally freeze all construction on the
West Bank (including Jerusalem), leading the
Palestinians to adopt the same demand as a 
precondition for returning to ÒPeace ProcessÓ
negotiations - something that had never 
previously been a hindrance to their participation.  

As the outside world continues to impose tried
and failed strategies, the Netanyahu government
is looking for new paradigms that would make
peace with Israel compelling for the average
Palestinian.  Netanyahu has pursued a relatively
quiet policy of facilitating Palestinian economic
development in the West Bank by taking a series
of measures, including gradually eli minating
security check points that impede transportation
and delegating to the American trained PA police
force responsibility for general security in major
Palestinian cities (while Israel still retains an
active nocturnal counter-terrorism program).  The
immediate results, including major economic
expansion on the West Bank (and the murder thus
far of at least one Israeli by Palestinian terrorists),
should give ÒThe Peace ProcessÓ junkies pause.  

Some herald the recent economic success of
Prime Minister NetanyahuÕs strategy as key to the
bottom-up development of a reliable civilian
Palestinian institutional infrastructure, essential
for the ultimate creation of a stable Palestinian
state.  By creating an alternative to the top-down
model of institution building (which fed the type
of political and financial corruption perfected by
the late Yasir Arafat and extant to this day), the
hope is that the advantages of corruption-free self-
governance will become irresistible to the majori-
ty of Palestinians.  A sound economic foundation
will be good for Palestinians individually and will
strengthen their ability and desire to develop 
technical expertise in proper self -governance
(e.g., credible fiscal management and the delivery
of basic civil and security services). 

Furthermore, Israeli counter terrorism strategy
must succeed in assuring a pacified and more 
tranquil Palestinian society. A healthy economic
environment can only help by providing 
opportunities for those members of the defeated
Palestinian terrorist groups interested in returning
to a normal life that includes gainful employment
at reasonable wages.  Economic opportunity may
also siphon off potential new recruits away from
the terrorist outfits.

Prime Minister NetanyahuÕs economic peace
initiative deserves serious attention and support
from all parties interested in lasting peace
between Israel and its neighbors.  Nevertheless,
since the beginning of this conflict, economic
well-being has been trumped by the priorities of
Palestinian/Muslim politics.  If economics were
the key, the huge strides in standard-of-living the
Palestinians experienced between 1967, when the
West Bank and Gaza came under the 
administration of Israel, and 1988 should never
have yielded the violence of Intifada I, let alone
the Oslo Accord-induced terror war of Intifada II.

Palestinian leaders have proven that the
Palestinians could be living the lifestyle of Saudi
kings, but that does not mean that there would be
peace with a Jewish State.  

For there to be any chance for real peace, the
Jew hatred that permeates all  aspects of
Palestinian culture must go through radical 
transformation.  Coincidental with the signing of
the Oslo Accords, below the radar screens of
Western media, feverish anti-Jewish/anti-Israel
hatred was formalized in Palestinian institutions
and media. This genocidal poison is fed into the
minds of everyone from the youngest school 
children through every adult who prays at a
mosque.  In all spheres - news media, education,
entertainment, religion - the core message to
Palestinians and their  Arab neighbors is 
criminally dehumanizing: ÒMurder the Jews and
destroy their infidel Jewish state.Ó

Insti tutionali zed hatred of this magnitude 
undermines the possibility of peace. Who is con-
fronting this resurgence of vengeful anti-Semitism
on the international scene?  No one is talking
about it in the Europe countries where anti-
Semit ism is once again becoming visibly 



prominent.  Nor is it on the United NationsÕ
priority l ist that focuses its attention on the 
travesty called the Goldstone Report.  When the
question of an Israeli-Palestinian peace 
agreement is the subject, the United States, with
an office in the State Department that reports
annually on anti-Semitism, seems to treat this
malignant matter with almost studied indifference.
One would expect Israel and its friends in the
American Christian and Jewish communities to
make a major issue of the toxic Arab message,
conveyed 24/7, by all media associated with
Palestinian institutions and culture.

The same hatred phenomenon exists in the two
Arab states with which Israel signed peace
treaties: Egypt and Jordan.  The Anti-Defamation
League recently reported that anti-Semitism and
Israel-hatred routinely saturates the Egyptian
media at alarming proportions.  This is not news.
EgyptÕs number one best-seller is the infamous
Protocols of the Elders of Zion.  So popular, it was
turned into a television series!  Jordan is not much
better. And if Islamists were to succeed Mubarak
or Abdullah, a not outlandish possibility, how
likely are those peace treaties with Israel to
endure?  Only IsraelÕs military might assures Ôcold

peaceÕwith its neighbors.  That is what makes the
entire ÒPeace ProcessÓ with the Arab world a 
theology that is fragile and ultimately unreliable. 

It is time for Israel and its friends to lead a 
full-throated effort to identify Arab indoctrination
of Jew hatred into the minds of their peoples as 
the number one obstacle to peace.  Without 
addressing this basic problem, the would-be
Middle East ÔPeace ProcessersÕwill continue 
pursuing an absurd obsession.

David Schimel
Editor

Editor Õs Message (continued)
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DOES THE PA HAVE A FUTURE?

Israeli off icials and experts were init ial ly 
reacting to Palestinian president Mahmoud
AbbasÕs promise not to seek re-election in one

of three ways: They believed him and didnÕt
really care; they believed him and worried about
the possible vacuum following his disappearance
from the political scene; or they didnÕt believe
him. Last week, the third option seemed to be the
most common read in Jerusalem. Abbas is 
bluffing, the reasoning goes, in the hope of getting
more sympathy from the international community,
making Israel more prone to concessions, and
forcing a nervous American administration to
pressure Israel some more.

Despite contentions that his Òdecision is not for
negotiation or maneuver,Ó there were numerous
signs that is precisely what he is doing. Abbas 
hasnÕt said he is going to resign his role as 
chairman of the Palestinian Liberation
O rganization or as the head of the Fatah 
movement. If he keeps these positions for himself,
the position of president becomes of less 
importance - even in the case that someone else
gets it. And since Palestinian elections arenÕt
likely to happen any time soon, Abbas doesnÕt
have to be Òre-electedÓ to stay in charge. ItÕs
revealing that Fatah is not even looking for 
substitutes yet. ÒWe wonÕt search for 
replacements for President Abbas,Ó Palestinian
negotiator Saeb Erekat said last week.

But recent daysÕevents have caused some
Israelis observers to scratch their heads. Can he
seriously mean it? With every passing day, with
every added combative statement, with every
blow to his stated goal - not even Europe agreed
to endorse the unil ateral declaration of a
Palestinian state - theyÕve realized that if Abbas
didnÕt initially mean it, he might be reaching a
point where thereÕs no turning back.

Abbas has certainly succeeded in attracting
sympathy. Thousands of demonstrators have taken

to the streets of Palestinian cities calling him to
stay, as have dignitaries such as Quartet Middle
East peace envoy Tony Blair and Israeli President
Shimon Peres. Such pleas donÕt come because
Abbas is such a brilliant leader, but because of
fear of the expected void in the unlikely case he
really goes. ItÕs a serious concern: The collapse of
the Palestinian Authority would definitely pose a
problem to Israel and the international 
community.

But AbbasÕs promise not to run is unlikely to
solve his underlying challenges - and he largely
has himself to blame. While the Americans and
Israelis were finally reaching an agreement on a
partial settlement freeze at the trilateral meeting
this past September in New York, Abbas refused
to admit that a total freeze was no longer a viable
option. He continued his intransigence in a 
meeting with Secretary of State Hillary Clinton
two weeks ago in Abu Dhabi. And this past
Wednesday, in a public appearance marking the
five years that have passed since the death of
Yasser Arafat, Abbas vowed, yet again, that he
will  not go back to negotiating with Israel 
Òwithout a full  cessation of settlement 
construction, including Jerusalem and natural
growth.Ó

That is one tall tree he has climbed. Abbas is
now committed to a stance that cannot be 
acceptable to an American administration that
prides itself on engagement with friend and foe,
and dialogue without preconditions. If Obama is
willing to negotiate with Mahmoud Ahmadinejad,
how can Abbas get away with refusing to talk to
Israeli prime minister Benjamin Netanyahu? On
the other hand, with every bombastic statement,
Abbas seems to be limiting his domestic options.
How can he go back to negotiations while saving
face with his own people after repeatedly 
promising not to do so unless Israel freezes all 
settlement construction?

He canÕt - and the frustrated Obama 
administration has finall y realized that the 
negotiations are unlikely to happen any time soon.
Netanyahu, quick to sense the changing mood in
the Obama administration, has turned to an old
Israeli trick: When Palestinians stumble, rekindle
negotiations with Syria. Israeli prime minister
Yitzak Rabin did the same thing in the early Ô90s,
as he was Ònot averse to the notion of playing
Syria and the Palestinians against each other,Ó as
Efraim Inbar explained in his book on Rabin and
IsraelÕs national security. Now Netanyahu and
Defense Minister Ehud Barak - another master of
zigzagging between the two tracks - are playing
the same game, with rumblings emerging over the
past few days from the supposedly deep-freezed
Israeli-Syrian negotiations. 

All this presents Abbas with new challenges and
few options. He can cave and return to the 
negotiating table - but this will weaken him
domestically even more than he is now. He can try
the unil ateral course proposed by his prime 
minister, Salam Fayyad - or go even further, as
some statements this past week seem to suggest -
and establish a state without the benefit of Israeli-
Palestinian agreements, hoping that the ÒworldÓ
will come around to recognizing it. Or he can 
disappoint all the cynics and actually quit with his
tail between his legs, with very little to show,
having lost Gaza to Hamas and gained nothing
through negotiations.

When Abbas was first appointed in 2004, Israeli
expert Danny Rubinstein described him as Òthe
default leader, the person one dates on the
rebound, a Ôconsolation loverÕfor a time after a
hard separation, until true love appears.Ó Five
years later, not much has changed. And until a
more nimble paramour enters the dating pool,
Israel will be relegated to spinsterhood for the
foreseeable future. !

Reprinted from The New Republic (November 18, 2009)

The Break-up
By Shmuel Rosner

Shmuel Rosner, an editor and columnist based in Tel Aviv.
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Does the PA Have a Future?

The Palestinian territories are descending
into chaos, but many in Washington seem
unconcerned. The Palestinians in the West

Bank have too much to lose from a new uprising,
some are arguing, given the recent moderate
improvements in their daily lives.  Others assert
that the Palestinian Authority Security Forces,
trained under American supervision, will prevent
the Palestinians from making the mistakes of 1987
and 2000. Yet the dynamics of Palestinian politics
indicate that a third intifada is likely to erupt in the
near future. If history is any guide, the Palestinian
leadership of the West Bank - whether it includes
Mahmoud Abbas or not - may again look to a 
violence to improve its sagging domestic 
popularity.

Throughout contemporary Palestinian history,
spilling Israeli blood has often been the best way
for competing political factions to burnish their
nationalist credentials. Consider, for example, the
founding of Hamas. In the 1980s, Islamic Jihad
became popular among Palestinians because of
their attacks on Israelis - to the extent that they
began siphoning off supporters from the Palestine
branch of the Muslim Brotherhood. In order to
compete, the Brotherhood formed the Islamic
Resistance Movement (better known by its Arabic
acronym, Hamas). By most measures, the strategy
worked: Hamas is now a mass movement that
controls the Gaza Strip and enjoys deep support in
the West Bank. To be sure, the group also uses
social services, education, and health care as
mechanisms for political mobilization. Yet what
has enabled Hamas to remain more popular than
other Palestinian factions is - as the middle word
of its name suggests - its violent resistance to
Israeli occupation.

Around the same time that Hamas emerged, a
car accident outside the Jabaliya refugee camp in
Gaza sparked the first intif ada. The uprising 
surprised almost everyone, but it soon became
abundantly clear that the fight was not just
between stone throwing Palestinian kids and the
Israel Defense Forces. The more important 
conflict for the Palestinians was yet another
internecine battle: the PLO Òold guardÓ in Tunis
versus a new group of West Bank and Gazan
elites. No one recognized the danger of this 
situation for the Palestinian leadership better than

Yasser Arafat. Had the first intifada been left to
the Ònew guard,Ó the PLO and ArafatÕs dominant
faction, Fatah, would have surely withered and
eventually died. As a result, Arafat quickly sought
to leverage the violence directed at Israelis to his
political advantage, turning the intifada into a
resistance project of his Tunis-based leadership.

There is no clearer example of this strategic use
of violence than the second intifada, which began
in September 2000. Suffering politically because
he almost made a deal with Israel at Camp David
that summer, then-President Arafat used violence
to re-establish his credibility  with the many
Palestinians who not only regarded him as corrupt
and ineffective, but also complicit with Israel and
the United States in undermining Palestinian 
aspirations of statehood. Moreover, li ke the 
emergence of Hamas in the 1980s, ArafatÕs Fatah,
which had been negotiating peace with the Israelis
for the better part of the previous decade, was
forced to match the violence of both Hamas and
Islamic Jihad with a new militant arm, the al-Aqsa
Martyrs Brigade.

The political dynamics at work that led to
Hamas, two intifadas, and the creation of al Aqsa
Martyrs Brigade have not suddenly disappeared
today. Indeed, the warning signs are just beneath
the surface. After a modest uptick in Mahmoud
A b b a s Õs popularity through the spring and 
s u m m e r, Palestinian confidence in him has 
plummeted. His wil l ingness to delay 
consideration of the Report of the United Nations
Fact Finding Mission on the Gaza Conflict - the
Goldstone Report - left the Palestinian president
open to withering attacks from within his own
party and Hamas. The Islamists have consistently
sought to portray Abbas as a stooge of Israel and
the United States, and the controversy over the
Goldstone Report provided ample opportunity for
Hamas to hammer away at his leadership and
commitment to the Palestinian cause. At the same
time, the recent exchange of 20 female Palestinian
prisoners for a videotape of Corporal Gilad Shalit,
who has been held in Gaza for three years, was a
political victory for Hamas.

The Palestinian A u t h o r i t y Õs newfound 
toughness on the issue of settlements, which was
never before a precondition for negotiations, 
indicates that the West Bank leadership is feeling

the political heat from Hamas. The Islamists have
long argued that the PAÕs commitment to 
negotiations is tantamount to capitulation to the
Israelis who, Hamas concludes, have no intention
of ceding any territory to the Palestinians. As the
Israelis continue to build in Jerusalem and
beyond, HamasÕs narrative will likely make sense
to more and more Palestinians. Secretary of State
Hilary ClintonÕs description of Israeli proposals to
temporari ly l imit settlement construction as
ÒunprecedentedÓ further damaged Abbas, who
had placed enormous faith in the Obama 
administration to bring the Israelis to heel.

In a December 2004 interview with the pan
Arab daily Al Sharq Al Awsat, Abbas affirmed the
right of Palestinians to resist occupation, but at the
same time stated, ÒUsing the weapons was 
harmful and has got to stop.Ó Abbas was making
the statement from a position of strength as the
presumptive winner of Palestinian presidential
elections with no real competitors. Almost five
years later, things are looking very different for
Abbas and his associates. Given their deteriorat-
ing political fortunes - The New York Ti m e s
recently warned of potential PA collapse -
Palestinian leaders may well conclude that an
intif ada can be useful for their  short-term 
domestic political benefit.

To be sure, an inti fada would wreck the 
significant progress that Palestinians in the West
Bank have made over the last year to rebuild their
shattered economy and establish state institutions.
Yet societyÕs interests often come at the expense
of personal political expediency, especially if the
survival of political leaders is at stake. An intifada
would allow Abbas and his partners to shake off
the lingering notions among Palestinians that the
PA has become a mere servant of Israel and its
American masters.

Faith in the Palestinian AuthorityÕs security
forces, which have received U.S. supervised 
training in Jordan, seems misguided. Although the
Palestinian police have received high marks from
the Israelis, it remains an open question whether
the rank and file would intervene to prevent 
clashes between Israelis and Palestinians. They
prevented West Bank anger from turning violent
during last winterÕs Operation Cast Lead in Gaza.
But it may be difficult for the Palestinian forces to

Reprinted from The New Republic (November 16, 2009)

The Third Intifada
By Steven A. Cook
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maintain security in a fraught political 
environment, with the PAÕs future in doubt and
Hamas engaging in psychological warfare to 
convince Palestinians that these forces are little

more than a branch of the Israeli military.
For Washington, which is working hard to bring

Israelis and Palestinians back to the negotiating

table, the Middle East impasse is about to get a lot
worse. When the violence finally erupts, no one
should be terribly surprised. !

Steven A. Cook is the Hasib J. Sabbagh Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the Council on
Foreign Relations.

The Government is sending British police
and intelligence officers to the West Bank
to try to stop a wave of brutal torture by

Palestinian security forces funded by UK 
taxpayers. 

Their mission is to set up and train a new 
Ôinternal aff a i r s Õdepartment with sweeping 
powers to investigate abuse and bring torturers to
justice. 

The department is being paid for by Britain,
with an initial planning budget of £100,000 - a
sum set to soar as it becomes established.

Yesterday a senior offic ial from the semi-
autonomous Palestinian Authority (PA), which
runs the West Bank and its security agencies,
admitted for the first time that torture, beatings
and extra-judicial killings have been rife for the
past two years, with hundreds of torture 
allegations and at least four murders in custody,
the most recent in August.

Haitham Arar, head of the Palestinian Authority
interior ministryÕs human rights department, said:
ÔThis is a shame on the Palestinian Authority. We
are determined with the help of our British 
colleagues to instill respect for human rights as
part of the security forcesÕdaily behaviour and to
teach them how to treat prisoners properly.Õ

She said planning for the new department was
well advanced and it should be operational in four
monthsÕtime.

Besides investigation, British detectives will
train the Palestinian police and ÔPreventive
S e c u r i t y Õforces in how to question suspects 
without torturing them. 

The next step would be for officers from MI5

and MI6 to train the PAÕs Mukhabarat intelligence
agency.

ÒObviously police cannot train intelligence 
officers,Ó Ms Arar said. ÒFor that you need other
intelligence officers. We need all the help we can
get.Ó

Support for the new department follows the 
disclosure by The Mail on Sunday in January that
Britain spends £20 million a year funding the
forces responsible for the abuse. 

Most of their victims are accused of 
involvement with Hamas, the radical Islamist
party that seized power through violence in the
Gaza Strip in 2007. The Palestinian Authority in
the West Bank is controlled by the rival Fatah
party.

ÒAlot of people were talking in a bad way about
the PA and saying they wanted the West Bank to
be like Gaza,Ó Ms Arar said. 

ÒThere were people who had weapons and 
others who were money-laundering to support 
terrorism. We had to bring these people to order.
But there were violations because not all the 
security officers were aware of human rights 
standards. We need oversight over the security
forcesÕactions.Ó

On the ground in the West Bank last week, 
however, it was clear that realising Ms ArarÕs
aspirations is some way from fulfillment. 

In the regionÕs largest city, Nablus, Nasser 
al-Shaer, a former Manchester academic who was
deputy prime minister in the short-lived Hamas
Palestinian Authority government elected in 2006,
said many of those released from detention in
recent months were telling the same story - of 

torture, including beatings, being suspended from
the ceiling and electric shocks.

Some of those who previously spoke to The
Mail on Sunday had been arrested and tortured
again, Dr al-Shaer added. ÒI wish I could 
introduce you to them. But the fear has become
too pervasive.Ó

One young man told in a whisper how he had
been assaulted with a high-voltage device with
electrodes Ôlike fingers.ÕRefusing to allow me to
take notes, he said: ÒI was inside for 12 months
and released without charge, but if it gets out I
have talked to a journalist, they will come for me
again.Ó

H o w e v e r, Dr al-Shaer said that since the 
beginning of this month, he had heard no fresh
reports of torture.

A spokeswoman at the British Consulate in
Jerusalem, where aid to the PA is channelled, said
UK police had already started the first courses for
senior Palestinian officers, including aggressive
questioning techniques that are nonetheless fully
in accordance with international human rights
standards.

To assist the internal affairs investigators, 
officers were being given a clear message - that
they must be prepared to blow the whistle on 
colleagues if they witnessed abuse. 

Ms Arar said that in the past week, 32 officers
accused of abuse had been brought before
Palestinian courts, and 15 recommended for 
prosecution. Two had been charged with torture. 

Prime Minister Salam Fayyad told me: ÒThe 
situation is going to change. This is not only
morally right, but a political imperative.Ó !

Reprinted from Daily Mail (UK) (October 27, 2009)

British Police and Intelligence Officers Sent To Tackle
UK-Funded Torturers On West Bank
By David Rose
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Many of us were deeply disappointed
when our prime minister approved a
broader settlement freeze than initially

envisaged. It is surely bizarre to impose such
harsh restrictions for almost a year on major 
settlement blocs which even the previous US
administration had recognized would always
remain within Israel. What makes it even more
galling is that the Palestinians refused to make any
reciprocal gesture, reinforcing the belief that 
unil ateral concessions embolden rather than 
moderate the radicals. 

But before accusing Binyamin Netanyahu of
betrayal, lacking the courage to stand up against
American pressure, or challenging his integrity, a
dispassionate review of the options he faced is
warranted. Politics is, after all, the art of the 
possible. 

In making his decision, Netanyahu was obliged
to take into account two cardinal elements. Firstly,
we are dependent on the United States for our 
military and technological superiority, without
which we would face an abyss. In addition, in the
absence of US global support and employment of
its veto at the UN, the Europeans would have a
free hand to unilaterally approve a Palestinian
state which could soon be appropriated by Hamas.
Our adversaries could also impose crippling 
boycotts and other punitive measures against us. 

S e c o n d l y, the US is one of the very few 
remaining countries in which public opinion
remains overwhelmingly pro-Israel. Any US
administration inclined to adopt policies which
would visibly undermine IsraelÕs security would
trigger a major backlash from the public. 

Yet, despite NetanyahuÕs repeated denials to the
c o n t r a r y, the ÒliberalÓ Obama government is
markedly less friendly than recent Democratic and
Republican administrations. 

That is not to suggest that President Barack
Obama hates Israel, as some of his more extreme
US critics allege. But he certainly displays a lack
of chemistry with Israel. There is also no denying
that many of his former intimate political 
associates and friends were hostile toward Israel.
In addition, he has surrounded himself  with 
advisers, some Jewish, whose track records on
Israel are disconcerting. 

In fact, the Obama administration has been
insensitive to some of our most profound concerns
and has certainly displayed a penchant to deal
much more harshly with Israel than with the
Palestinians. Even if  motivated by good 
intentions, this policy has proven to be an abject
fail ure and simply intensified Palestinian 
intransigence, encouraging them to believe that
the US will bring Israel to its knees without
requiring any reciprocity on their part.
Presumably to impress the Arabs, the 
administration has also made a point of publicly
distancing itself from Israel, even behaving 
inappropriately toward our prime minister. It is
thus no coincidence that ObamaÕs personal 
standing here is appallingly low. We simply donÕt
have faith in him. 

However these factors and our reliance on the
US do not oblige us to behave like a banana
republi c and accede to every diktat of this 
administration. We must simply ensure that if we
are obliged to resist a particular US demand, it
should be over an issue on which Congress 
and the American people would be inclined to
support us. 

Alas, the settlement issue has become so 
convoluted and distorted in the minds of the 
publi c that even many American Jews are 
confused and unable to distinguish between 
outposts, isolated settlements and the major 
settlement blocs. 

In this environment, in addition to weighing the
awesome consequences of a major breakdown
with the Americans, Netanyahu was also obliged
to take into account the Iranian nuclear threat and
the negative fallout from the Goldstone Report. 

To his credit, despite walking a diplomatic
tightrope, NetanyahuÕs performance as a 
statesman has been impeccable - resisting the 
initially brutal and draconian demands from the
US administration while recognizing the danger
of being dragged into a confrontation over the 
settlements which, rightly or wrongly, have
become our AchillesÕheel among the American
public. 

In the final arrangement he negotiated, any 
suggestion that Jerusalem would come under the
rubric of settlements was firmly rejected. Housing
under current construction would proceed and

public requirements such as hospitals, schools,
synagogues, etc. would be maintained. 

NetanyahuÕs action should not be viewed in 
isolation. It is only the first in a highly complex
series of negotiations. The ball is now in the
Palestinian court. Should they come to their 
senses and renew negotiations, in their present
frame of mind they will undoubtedly be making
demands which we will be obliged to reject. These
will include the Arab right of return, the status of
Jerusalem and possibly a role for Hamas. 

A deadlock wil l also ensue should the
Palestinians reject the stipulation in NetanyahuÕs
B a r-Ilan address that Israel retain defensible 
borders or refuse to undertake that a Palestinian
state be demilitarized. 

In the immediate short term we must also
demand that real action be taken toward 
dismantli ng the terrorist entities and ending 
anti-Semitic incitement. Should the Obama 
administration try to pressure us to compromise
on these issues, we will be obliged to resist and, as
a last resort, appeal for support from Congress and
the American people. But we would be in a much
stronger position to generate public support on
such issues than on the settlements. 

It was to be expected that the settlers, concerned
about their homes and livelihoods, and others
would be deeply distressed and would fiercely
criticize Netanyahu. However they must resist
indulging in character assassination and 
defamation of the prime minister or fanning 
hysteria among those who do not comprehend the
highly complex issues at stake. 

Despite understandable bitterness and 
frustration, opponents of the freeze should take
into account that NetanyahuÕs action is not
unprecedented. Menachem Begin also introduced
a three-month freeze on settlement construction
when he initiated negotiations with Egyptian 
president Anwar Sadat. They should also ask
themselves why men of principle from the 
national camp like Moshe YaÕalon and Bennie
Begin have endorsed Netanyahu. And opponents
of the freeze should be wary and remember how
their predecessors undermined a previous 
politically moderate government, which led to
disastrous consequences for the entire nation. 

Reprinted from The Jerusalem Post (December 2, 2009)

Was NetanyahuÕs Settlement Freeze a Betrayal?
By Isi Leibler
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It has frequently been stated that Israel will only
be able to make peace under a right-wing 
government. The fact that despite this painful
decision, Netanyahu enjoys the support of the vast
majority of the population is an affirmation of this
adage. 

But there are difficult days ahead. The prospects
for a Palestinian state which would genuinely

make peace with us are more remote than ever. If
the Palestinians once again shoot themselves in
the foot and refuse to negotiate, the suspension of
the freeze should be reviewed and the Obama
administration will hopefully cease pressuring us
for more unilateral concessions. 

On the other hand, if negotiations are resumed
and the Obama administration backs Palestinian

demands which undermine our long-term security,
our resolve and ability to stand firm will be put to
the test. Ideally, such a situation would warrant a
unity government. However if our dysfunctional
political system inhibits this, we the people should
seek to empower our government by enabling it to
demonstrate that it enjoys the support of the bulk
of the nation. !

ÒHe talks too much,Ó a Saudi academic
in Jeddah, who had once been 
smitten with Barack Obama, recently

observed to me of AmericaÕs 44th president. He
has wearied of Mr. Obama and now does not 
bother with the Obama oratory.

He is hardly alone, this academic. In the endless
chatter of this region, and in the commentaries
o ffered by the press, the theme is one of 
disappointment. In the Arab-Islamic world,
Barack Obama has come down to earth. 

He has not made the world anew, history did not
bend to his will, the Indians and Pakistanis have
been told that the matter of Kashmir is theirs to
resolve, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is the 
same intractable clash of two ir reconcilable 
nationalisms, and the theocrats in Iran have not
Òunclenched their fist,Ó nor have they abandoned
their nuclear quest. 

There is little Mr. Obama can do about this 
disenchantment. He canÕt journey to Turkey to tell
its Islamist leaders and political class that a
decade of anti-American scapegoating is all  
f o rgiven and was the product of American 
policies - he has already done that. He canÕt
journey to Cairo to tell the fabled ÒArab streetÓ
that the Iraq war was a wasted war of choice, and
that America earned the malice that came its way
from Arab lands - he has already done that as well.
He canÕt tell Muslims that America is not at war
with Islam - he, like his predecessor, has said that
time and again. 

It was the norm for American liberalism during
the Bush years to brandish the Pew Global
Attitudes survey that told of AmericaÕs decline in
the eyes of foreign nations. Foreigners were 
saying what the liberals wanted said. 

Now those surveys of 2009 bring findings from
the world of Islam that confirm that the animus
toward America has not been radically changed by

the ascendancy of Mr. Obama. In the Palestinian
territories, 15% have a favorable view of the U.S.
while 82% have an unfavorable view. The Obama
speech in Ankara didnÕt seem to help in Turkey,
where the favorables are 14% and those 
unreconciled, 69%. In Egypt, a country thatÕs
reaped nearly 40 years of American aid, things
stayed roughly the same: 27% have a favorable
view of the U.S. while 70% do not. In Pakistan, a
place of great consequence for American power,
our standing has deteriorated: The unfavorables
rose from 63% in 2008 to 68% this year.

M r. ObamaÕs election has not drained the
swamps of anti-Americanism. That anti-
Americanism is endemic to this region, an alibi
and a scapegoat for nations, and their rulers,
unwilling to break out of the grip of political
autocracy and economic failure. It predated the
presidency of George W. Bush and rages on 
during the Obama presidency.

We had once taken to the foreign world that
quintessential American difference-the belief in
liberty, a needed innocence to play off against the
settled and complacent ways of older nations. The
Obama approach is different.

Steeped in an overarching idea of American
guilt, Mr. Obama and his lieutenants offered 
nothing less than a doctrine, and a policy, of
American penance. No one told Mr. Obama that
the Islamic world, where American power is
engaged and so dangerously exposed, it is 
considered bad form, nay a great moral lapse, to
speak ill of oneÕs own tribe when in the midst, and
in the lands, of others. 

The crowd may have applauded the cavalier
way the new steward of American power referred
to his predecessor, but in the privacy of their own
language they doubtless wondered about his 
character and his fidelity. ÒMy brother and I
against my cousin, my cousin and I against the
stranger,Ó goes one of the Arab worldÕs most 

honored maxims. The stranger who came into
their midst and spoke badly of his own was 
destined to become an object of suspicion.

Mr. Obama could not make up his mind: He was
at one with Òthe peopleÓ and with the rulers who
held them in subjugation. The people of Iran who
took to the streets this past summer were betrayed
by this hapless diplomacy - Mr. Obama was out to
ÒengageÓ the terrible rulers that mil li ons of
Iranians were determined to be rid of. 

On Nov. 4, on the 30th anniversary of the
seizure of the American embassy in Tehran, the
embattled reformers, again in the streets, posed an
embarrassing dilemma for American diplomacy:
ÒObama, Obama, you are either with us or with
them,Ó they chanted. By not responding to these
cries and continuing to ÒengageÓ Te h r a n Õs 
murderous regime, his choice was made clear. It
w a s n Õt one of American diplomacyÕs finest
moments. 

M r. Obama has himself  to blame for the 
disarray of his foreign policy. American arms had
won a decent outcome in Iraq, but Mr. Obama
would not claim it-it was his predecessorÕs war.
Vigilance had kept the American homeland safe
from terrorist attacks for seven long years under
his predecessors, but he could never grant Bush
policies the honor and credit they deserved. He
had declared Afghanistan a war of necessity, but
he seems to have his eye on the road out even as
he is set to announce a troop increase in an address
to be delivered tomorrow.

He was quick to assert, in the course of his 
exuberant campaign for president last year, that
his diplomacy in South Asia would start with the
standoff in Kashmir. In truth India had no interest
in an international adjudication of Kashmir. What
was settled during the partition in 1947 was there
to stay. In recent days, Mr. Obama walked away
from earlier ambitions. ÒObviously, there are 
historic conflicts between India and Pakistan,Ó he

Reprinted from The Wall Street Journal (November 30, 2009)

The Arabs Have Stopped Applauding Obama
By Fouad Ajami
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said. ÒItÕs not the place of the United States to try
to, from the outside, resolve those conflicts.Ó

Nor was he swayed by the fate of so many
Òpeace plansÓ that have been floated over so many
decades to resolve the fight between Arab and Jew
over the land between the River Jordan and the
Mediterranean. Where George W. Bush offered
the Palestinians the gift of clarity - statehood but
only after the renunciation of terror and the break
with maximalism - Mr. Obama signaled a return to
the dead ways of the past: a peace process where
America itself is broker and arbiter.

The Obama diplomacy had made a settlement
freeze its starting point, when this was precisely
the wrong place to begin. Israel has given up 
settlements before at the altar of peace - recall the
historical accommodation with Egypt a quarter
century ago. The right course would have set the
question of settlements aside as it took up the
broader challenge of radicalism in the region - the
menace and swagger of Iran, the arsenal of Hamas
and Hezbollah, the refusal of the Arab order of
power to embrace in broad daylight the cause of
peace with Israel. 

The laws of gravity, the weight of history and of
precedent, have caught up with the Obama 
presidency. We are beyond stirring speeches. The
novelty of the Obama approach, and the Obama
persona, has worn off. There is a whole American
diplomatic tradition to draw upon - engagements
made, wisdom acquired in the course of decades,
and, yes, accounts to be settled with rogues 
and tyrannies. They might yet help this 
administration find its way out of a labyrinth of its
own making. !

Mr. Ajami, a professor at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies and a senior fellow at
Stanford UniversityÕs Hoover Institution, is the author of ÒThe ForeignerÕs GiftÓ(Free Press, 2007). 

President Obama came into office insisting
that his administration would press hard and
fast to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict. But after nine months, analysts and
diplomats say, the administrationÕs efforts have
faltered in part because of its own missteps. 

As Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton
made clear during her Middle East trip, which
ended We d n e s d a y, U.S. officials are now 
promoting new tactics - what they called the
Òbaby stepsÓ of lower-level talks - to bring the
Israeli and Palestinian leaders together for direct
talks. 

But the dynamics have changed since Obama
named a special envoy to the region on his second
day in office and tried to make a fresh start. Israeli
Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu, whom the
administration once would have been happy to see
undermined, has been strengthened - whil e
Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas,
whom the administration had hoped to bolster, has
been weakened. 

ÒThere was an excess of zeal at first,Ó said
Edward S. Walker Jr., who was assistant secretary
of state for Near Eastern affairs in the Clinton
administration. ÒIt is a noble endeavor to try to
hammer out peace. But you have to look at the
relationships. You have to read the players. They
got out in front of studying the problem and were
anxious to show progress.Ó 

Daniel Levy, a veteran Israeli peace negotiator
now at the Century Foundation in Washington,
summed up the administrationÕs efforts in recent
days as Òamateur night at the Apollo Theater.Ó He

said the administration did not game out the 
consequences of its demands on the parties - and
then flinched. ÒThey just dug deeper and deeper
their own grave,Ó he said. ÒAll of this talk of 
negotiations doesnÕt cut the mustard in the
region.Ó 

To be sure, Mideast diplomacy is always 
d i fficult; it is especially so when the Israeli 
government leans to the right and the Palestinian
government is deeply split between a secular party
in the West Bank and an Islamist movement in the
Gaza Strip. A solution to end the conflict has 
eluded U.S. administrations for decades - and
President George W. Bush was heavily criticized
for largely ignoring the problem until his final
months in office. 

Ghaith al-Omari, a former Abbas aide who is
advocacy director for the American Task Force on
Palestine, said, ÒThe situation is so complicated
that no matter what approach the administration
would have taken would have led to difficulties.Ó
He said that things have improved in the past nine
months, including getting a reluctant Israeli 
government to embrace the idea of talks.
Negotiations will  begin eventually, he said,
because the Obama administration has signaled
that it will not waver in pursuit of direct talks. 

U.S. officials also insist that much progress has
been made behind the scenes and that the 
administration remains undaunted in the face of
current obstacles. 

ÒI am not someone who is in any way affected
by difficulty, who is living in a world apart from
the real world in which we inhabit, where it takes

just an enormous amount of effort to get to where
we are headed,Ó Clinton said in Cairo. ÒThe two-
state solution is one of the most difficult.Ó 

The administrationÕs key error, many analysts
say, was to insist that Israel immediately freeze all
settlement growth in Palestinian-occupied 
territories. The United States has never accepted
the legitimacy of Israeli settlements, but the
Obama administration took an unusually tough
stance. It refused to acknowledge an unwritten
agreement between Israel and Bush to li mit
growth in settlements, with Clinton leading the
charge to demand a full settlement freeze. 

U.S. officials say that in the wake of the war in
the Gaza Strip in the winter, they wanted to send
a signal of toughness and push both sides to take
positive steps to build an atmosphere for talks. By
that measure, there has been some progress:
Israelis and Palestinians have been deep in 
conversations trying to set the parameters for
negotiations. 

But Abbas, emboldened by the U.S. rhetoric,
announced that he would not begin negotiations
unti l settlements were frozen. Facing Israeli 
opposition, the administration appeared to back
off the demand for a full settlement freeze, first
exempting East Jerusalem and then signaling
approval of an Israeli plan to exempt nearly 3,000
housing units on the West Bank. 

Meanwhile, Abbas got into political trouble at
home when he succumbed to U.S. pressure to
delay U.N. consideration of a report accusing
Israel of war crimes in Gaza; he later reversed
himself. When Clinton met him Saturday and

Reprinted from The Washington Post (November 5, 2009)

Administration Missteps Hamper Mideast Efforts
By Glenn Kessler



MASKIOT, WESTBANK - 
The backhoes are busy on housing plots for this

new Israeli settlement in the Jordan Valley, and
young families, under army guard and toting 
M-16s, have begun cultivating dozens of acres of
land with dates, olives and other crops. 

To the south, a water pipeline from Jerusalem
has let veteran farmers double the land irrigated
for date trees to 9,000 acres, with a second
pipeline and more farmland expansion planned. 

As the United States tries to restart peace talks
between Israel and the Palestinians, the Jordan
Valley is emerging as a key point of contention:
Palestinians envision it as a core part of a future
Palestinian state, and Israeli officials forcefully
assert a longstanding claim that control over the
area is vital to their security.

The new settlement of Maskiot and the 
expansion of farmland are just two tangible signs
of tension over the area. When Palestinian Prime
Minister Salam Fayyad issued a two-year 
development plan, he said he wanted to place a
Palestinian-controlled airport in the Jordan Valley,
and he recently said that any state that does not
include it would be ÒMickey Mouse.Ó 

Israeli officials and others close to Prime
Minister Binyamin Netanyahu have been saying
that the Jordan Valley should remain in Israeli
hands, encircling any Palestinian state to the east
and controlli ng the international border with

Jordan - steps needed, they say, to make sure 
militant groups donÕt infiltrate. 

The Jordan Valley, which makes up about 25
percent of the West Bank, is almost entirely under
Israeli control, with an electronic fence running
the length of the eastern border facing Jordan. 

It is an argument that recalls IsraelÕs initial
occupation of the West Bank after the 1967 Arab-
Israeli war, when the Labor Party government
viewed the Jordan Valley as a security buffer
against an Arab invasion and began authorizing
the first settlements to create what was intended as
a permanent Israeli presence. 

ÔSomething worryingÕ
Visions of a million Israelis living in the area

never materialized - about 8,000 live there. But
Palestinians say they see a similar logic at 
work -- whether it is the spurt of building at
Maskiot, expansion of farmland by the roughly
two dozen kibbutz and moshav farming 
communities in the region, or an upswing in the
demoli tion of Palestinian homes and other 
structures built outside the narrowly defined areas
allotted them. 

While the city of Jericho is under Palestinian
control, permission for Palestinians to build, 
irrigate fields or sink water wells elsewhere in the
Jordan Valley is tightly proscribed; travel by
Palestinians from outside the area is restricted. 

In contrast to the construction at Maskiot, where

an embryonic settlement of eight families is due to
expand to 100, Palestinians say that even small
shelters added onto cramped family compounds to
house adult children are being demolished, as are
Bedouin encampments. In some developed areas,
service from the Israeli water network is limited to
every fourth day.

ÒThere is something worrying,Ó Fayyad said at
a recent news conference in which he spoke in
detail about what he sees as a developing fight
with Israel over ÒArea CÓ - the approximately 60
percent of the West Bank that, under the Oslo
Accords of the early 1990s, is under full Israeli
civil and military control. 

That includes the Jordan Valley, an area that
Fayyad has cited as a vital economic and 
logistical resource for a future state. Along with
agriculture and tourism, the Jordan Valley - which
includes the Dead Sea and its potential for resort
and mineral development - would provide 
independent access to the world beyond Israel for
Palestinian goods and people. The areaÕs sparsely
populated plains and hil lsides have been 
mentioned as a place to resettle Palestinian
refugees returning from abroad. 

Israeli officials Òare talking about the Jordan
Valley and making it clear that it is not part of the
calculationÓ in new negotiations, Fayyad said. ÒIf
that is not part of the calculation, then I say forget
it.Ó 

Reprinted from The Washington Post (November 2, 2009)

Jordan Valley May Be Hurdle In Peace Talks
By Howard Schneider
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pressed him to accept the li mited Israeli  
settlement plan as a basis for talks, he refused. 

Hours later, Clinton met with Netanyahu in
Jerusalem and pronounced the Israeli off e r
ÒunprecedentedÓ - sparking Arab outrage, which
she spent the next several days trying to dampen.
She extended her trip to include a stop in Cairo to
meet with Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak to
explain the U.S. position. 

ÒOur policy on settlements has not changed,Ó
Clinton insisted Wednesday. The Israeli proposal
Òis not what we prefer,Ó she said, Òbecause we
would like to see everything ended forever. But it
is something that shows at least a positive 
movement.Ó 

Elliott Abrams, a former White House aide who

helped negotiate the unwritten agreement on 
settlements in the Bush years, said there is little
d i fference between that agreement and what
Clinton claimed as unprecedented. ÒIt really is the
same deal that presumably could have been had
on January 20,Ó he said. 

Instead of demanding an unrealistic freeze,
Abrams said, the administration could have made
the Bush deal public, noted that Israel had not
consistently lived up to it and declared that it
would now be enforced. ÒInstead, we had nine
months of nonsense,Ó he said. ÒPalestinians and
Israelis are not sure what the United States stands
for.Ó 

Administration officials dispute that critique,
saying the Israeli offer actually holds the key to a

real settlement freeze. If negotiations progress,
Israel would come under fierce pressure not to lift
the moratorium after it ends in nine to 12 months.
So, once the grandfathered units have been 
completed, officials said, construction would end
- and a real settlement freeze would be in place. 

Such nuances are lost now in the sands of
Middle East rhetoric. Saeb Erekat, the chief
Palestinian negotiator, mused Wednesday about
the end of the dream of a Palestinian state and
scoffed at the Obama administrationÕs notion of
baby steps to talks. ÒAs to the baby steps, we
begun taking them in 1990-1991, and we have
been crawling for 19 years,Ó he said. ÒWe need
youthful steps to end the occupation and establish
a Palestinian state.Ó !

Staff writer Karen DeYoung in Cairo and correspondent Samuel Sockol in Ramallah, West Bank, 
contributed to this report.
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Special correspondent Samuel Sockol contributed to this report. 

Where to draw borders?
The issue is an obstacle that the Obama 

administration faces as it tries to develop the 
parameters or Òstarting pointÓ for renewed 
discussions. 

Negotiations between the Palestinians and 
previous Israeli prime ministers included offers
under which virtually all of the West Bank would
be turned over to the Palestinians, and Fayyad and
other officials have said they think that should be
the aim of any talks. Heavily settled blocs of land,
near the likely border between the two countries,
may be subject to a land swap, but central parts of
the West Bank, such as the Jordan Valley, are 
presumed by Palestinians to be integral to their
state-building venture. 

In a speech in June, Netanyahu laid out 
condit ions under which he would accept a
Palestinian state, but he has not spoken in detail

about dividing West Bank land. Aides have said
he is unlikely to offer as much as previous prime
ministers, and Netanyahu has said that the Ògreen
lineÓ that separated Israel from Arab troops before
the 1967 war would not be an acceptable border.

The green line is Òindefensible, something that
is unacceptable to me,Ó Netanyahu said in an
interview in September with the Israel Today
daily. ÒIsrael needs defensible borders and also the
ongoing ability to defend itself.Ó 

That is certainly the view from Maskiot, where
settlers such as Yosi Chazut are confident they
have a permanent home. Chazut, 30, was among
the thousands of Israelis removed from 
settlements in the Gaza Strip when Israel left the
area in 2005. The government let him and his wife
and three children settle here a year and a half ago
with a long-range plan to develop the surrounding
hillsides. 

During one of NetanyahuÕs visits to Maskiot,
Òhe said clearly - the Jordan Valley remains in
Israeli hands in every future negotiation,Ó Chazut
said. 

Along the edges of the Palestinian village of
Jiftlik, a slender stretch of farmland, Jordan Valley
activist Fateh Khederat noted that the valley was
the scene of a double displacement during the 
creation of Israel. 

Thousands of people ended up in the Jordan
Valley after leaving or being forced from their
homes during IsraelÕs 1948 war of independence,
then left again in 1967 when the conflict pushed
eastward into the West Bank, which up until then
had been under Jordanian control. 

ÒIf they keep the Jordan Valley, they control all
of Palestine,Ó Khederat said. ÒThen Israel will be
the middleman between us and the rest of the
world.Ó !

Can anything else possibly go wrong for the
Obama administrationÕs Middle East 
policy? In the past ten days, Secretary of

State Hillary Clinton has twice reversed herself
publi cly on her atti tude toward the Israeli  
settlements. Palestinians have refused her direct
request to rejoin peace talks with Israel, and
Palestinian Authority president Abbas has said he
will not run for reelection. U.S.-Israel relations are
in a state of frozen mistrust. The New York Times
and Washington Post, among others, are calling
ObamaÕs policy a complete failure - in news 
stories as well as editorials. The only thing 
missing is a plague of locusts.

The policy is indeed a complete failure. In ten
months the administration has managed to offend
and demoralize Israelis and Palestinians, lose the
support of Arab governments, and reduce 
previously excellent relations with the 
government of Israel to levels unmatched since
the James Baker days. Meanwhile, Georg e
MitchellÕs trips to the region are increasingly 
reminiscent of the Colin Powell visits in 2002 and
2003 - producing little but embarrassment. The
Israeli Ò100 percent settlement freezeÓ and the
Arab outreach to Israel, early goals of the Obama
team, are now forgotten, as is an early resumption

of serious Israeli-Palestinian peace talks.
These disasters are mostly the product of an

ignorant and belligerent attitude toward Israel and
especially its prime minister. The ignorance was
most evident in the administrationÕs view that a
total construction freeze could be imposed not
only in every settlement but in Jerusalem itself.
But the U.S. policy was worse: We demanded a
freeze that would apply to construction by Jews,
but not by Arabs; could any Israeli leader be
expected to support such a position? One does not
need to be a member of the Knesset to understand
that such a freeze was impossible for Benjamin
Netanyahu and his coalition as it would have been
for any Israeli prime minister - but apparently this
fact was beyond the understanding of Mitchell,
Rahm Emanuel, and all the other ÒexpertsÓ on the
Obama team. 

The belligerence toward Netanyahu has been
evident all along, but is best shown by the refusal
to tell IsraelÕs prime minister whether or not the
president will see him this coming week when
Netanyahu (li ke the president) addresses the
United Jewish Communit ies annual general
assembly in Washington. The Israelis gave the
White House weeks of notice that Netanyahu had

agreed to speak, would be in town, and hoped to
see Obama. The White House reaction has been to
keep him twisting in the wind, with news stories
several days before his arrival saying the president
had not decided yet whether to see Netanyahu. 

Think of it: Our closest ally in the region, 
critical issues at stake (from IranÕs nuclear 
program and the recent Israeli seizure of an
Iranian arms shipment meant for Hezbollah to
AbbasÕs announcement), yet the Israelis get no
answer. Obama and his ÒexpertsÓ may think they
are reminding Netanyahu who is boss, but they are
in fact reminding all of us why Israelis no longer
trust Obama - and making closer cooperation
between the two governments that much harder.

The problems Netanyahu has with Obama pale
in comparison with those of the Palestinians, and
AbbasÕs announcement reflects their frustrations.
The best example: Obama and Clinton lured
Abbas out on the settlements-freeze limb and then
sawed it off. When they said a total freeze 
including Jerusalem was necessary, he of course
happily agreed. But when they abandoned that
doomed policy and instead began talking of
Òrestraint,Ó he could not climb down.

Abbas has threatened to leave many times

Reprinted from The Weekly Standard (November 16, 2009)

Next, Locusts?
The Abject Failure Of the Obama AdministrationÕs Middle East Policy.
By Elliott Abrams



ÒThere is no doubt he is our friend,Ó
Tu r k e y Õs prime minister, Recep
Tayyip Erdogan, says of IranÕs 

president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, even as he
accuses IsraelÕs foreign minister Av i g d o r

Lieberman of threatening to use nuclear weapons
against Gaza. These outrageous assertions point to
the profound change of orientation by TurkeyÕs
government, for six decades the WestÕs closest
Muslim ally, since ErdoganÕs AK party came to

power in 2002.
Three events this past month reveal the extent of

that change. The first came on October 11 with the
news that the Turkish military - a long-time 
bastion of secularism and advocate of cooperation

Reprinted from The Jerusalem Post (October 28, 2009)

Turkey: An Ally No More
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before, and itÕs worth  noting that he did not
resign. He said he would not seek reelection next
year, in elections scheduled for January 24 but
highly unlikely to take place then - if ever. So he
will  be around for months more, in fact 
indefinitely if elections keep getting postponed.
His statement must be regarded, then, not as a
Shermanesque personal denial but as a protest
against an American policy that has weakened
him and left him high and dry.

Israeli s and Palestinians when I visited in
October had two main questions: Who is making
this Middle East policy, and do they not realize by
now that it is a disaster? At least in this, one can
say the administration has produced Israeli -
Palestinian unity. They are also united in watching
warily as the president seems unable to make a
decision about Afghanistan. For the Palestinians,
this suggests heÕll never really take on the Israelis
for them, as they thought he might back in
January. For the Israelis, it means heÕll never take
on Iran, and that they may in the end face the
Iranian nuclear threat on their own.

They all wonder whether to blame Mitchell or
Clinton or Dennis Ross or National Security
Adviser Jim Jones or the State DepartmentÕs Near
East bureau, and each individual Israeli and
Palestinian has a favorite target. But the answers
to their questions seem obvious: I t is the 
presidentÕs policy, and no, he does not seem to be
aware that it has already failed. While he has
backed off from the early targets, he has not
changed his attitude toward -IsraelÕs government,
nor altered his basic approach: to push for 
negotiations over Òcore issuesÓ as soon as 
possible. 

And this is the fundamental problem with
O b a m a Õs policy: Like too many of his 
predecessors he believes that a solution is at hand
if only he can force the parties to the table. There,
presumably under American tutelage, they will
reach American-style compromises (pragmatic,
sensible, realistic) and resolve the dispute, with

Nobel Peace Prizes for all. The only question is
where the table is: Camp David, Taba, Annapolis,
Oslo, perhaps this time Chicago.

This approach undermines the one real hope in
the region, which is the practical advances being
made in the West Bank. There, the economy is
improving, law and order are maintained, the
Palestinian Authority is fighting Hamas, Israeli-
Palestinian security cooperation is growing, and
mobility for the population is increasing. In recent
months Israel removed more checkpoints and
expanded the hours of the Allenby Bridge to
Jordan. It isnÕt paradise, but it isnÕt Gaza either,
and life is better each year. It could be far better if
the Obama administration would abandon its
doomed efforts to force an Israeli construction
freeze in Jerusalem and an Arab embrace of Israel,
and instead ask them all to think of real-world
ways to keep improving life in the West Bank.
There are many ways this could be done, from 
further steps to remove Israeli barriers to 
movement, to reli able and generous Arab 
financial support.

The way forward does not lie through fancy
international conferences, and one idea sti l l 
mentioned as an Obama option - proposing a final
status plan - would be disastrous and 
unsuccessful. The way for the Palestinians to get a
state is to go ahead and build it. If and when the
institutions are there and functioning, from police
and courts to a parliament, negotiations will
reflect that fact. But the argument that settling the
borders and removing the Israeli troops must
come first is a path to failure. For one thing, Israel
will not and should not leave until it is clear that
the West Bank can be policed by Palestinians and
that the region will not be a source of terrorism
against Israel, as Gaza and South Lebanon became
when Israel left there. No conference and no treaty
can provide such a guarantee; only functioning
Palestinian police forces that are already fighting
and defeating terror can do so. 

Such a practical approach would bring other

benefits. It would enhance the status and power of
Palestinian moderates who are working to
improve li fe in the West Bank, rather than 
enhancing the status and power of old PLO 
o fficials who thrive on endless, useless 
negotiating sessions. It would put a premium on
practical Israeli-Palestinian cooperation, rather
than elevating precisely the final status questions
(like Jerusalem or Palestinian refugees) that most
bitterly divide them. It would increase the gap
between the West Bank and Gaza, thereby 
showing Palestinians that Hamas rule brings only
despair and poverty. It would press the Arab states
to help real live Palestinians in the West Bank,
rather than the imaginary Palestinians - all either
bold jihadists or desperate widows and orphans -
whom they see on Al Jazeera. In fact, except for
occasional visits by Jordanians and Egyptians
(who have peace treaties with Israel already), top
Arab officials havenÕt a clue whatÕs going on in
the West Bank, for theyÕve never been there. Not
one head of state or government or foreign 
minister, not once. If George Mitchell wants to do
something useful, he could organize a tour; take a
few princes and foreign ministers to Ramallah and
Jericho and Jenin, where they would find that they
are neither in Somalia nor some heroic battle
scene against Zionist oppressors. 

But thus far, the anniversary of ObamaÕs 
election appears to have passed with no rethinking
of policy. Instead the administration slogs 
forward, judging itself by its elevated intentions
rather than its performance. Cli ntonÕs 
pronouncements - demand a total construction
freeze one day, accept NetanyahuÕs more modest
offer the next, then back to the wider demands two
days later in Morocco - are increasingly 
reminiscent of World War I trench warfare: gain a
few yards, lose a few more, while the casualties
pile up. There will be no progress this way, and
the practical efforts that should be at the heart of
U.S. policy will instead be undermined as we 
poison Israeli-Palestinian relations and degrade
the trust both parties have in us. !

Elliott Abrams is a senior fellow for Middle Eastern studies at the Council on Foreign Relations.
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with Israel - abruptly asked Israeli forces not to
participate in the annual ÒAnatolian EagleÓ air
force exercise.

Erdogan cited Òdiplomatic sensitivitiesÓ for the
cancelation and Foreign Mi nister A h m e t
Davutoglu spoke of Òsensitivity on Gaza, East
Jerusalem and Al-Aqsa mosque.Ó The Tu r k s
specifically rejected Israeli planes that may have
attacked Hamas (an Islamist terrorist 
o rganization) during last winterÕs Gaza Strip 
operation. While Damascus applauded the 
disinvitation, it prompted the U.S. and Italian 
governments to withdraw their forces from
Anatolian Eagle, which in turn meant canceling
the international exercise.

As for the Israeli s, this Òsudden and 
unexpectedÓ shift shook to the core their military
alignment with Tu r k e y, in place since 1996.
Former air force chief Eytan Ben-Eliyahu, for
example, called the cancelation Òa seriously 
worrying development.Ó Jerusalem immediately
responded by reviewing IsraelÕs practice of 
supplying Turkey with advanced weapons, such
as the recent $140 million sale to the Turkish Air
Force of targeting pods. The idea also arose to
stop helping the Turks defeat the Armenian 
genocide resolutions that regularly appear before
the U.S. Congress.

Barry Rubin of the Interdisciplinary Center in
Herzliya not only argues that ÒThe Israel-Turkey
alliance is overÓ but concludes that TurkeyÕs
armed forces no longer guard the secular republic

and can no longer intervene when the government
becomes too Islamist.

The second event took place two days later, on
October 13, when SyriaÕs Foreign Minister Walid
al-Moallem announced that Turkish and Syrian
forces had just Òcarried out maneuvers near
Ankara.Ó Moallem rightly called this an important
development Òbecause it refutes reports of poor
relations between the mil itary and poli tical 
institutions in Turkey over strategic relations with
Syria.Ó Translation: TurkeyÕs armed forces lost
out to its politicians.

T h i r d l y, ten Turkish ministers, led by
Davutoglu, joined their Syrian counterparts on
October 13 for talks under the auspices of the 
just-established ÒTurkey-Syria High Level
Strategic Cooperation Council.Ó The ministers
announced having signed almost 40 agreements to
be implemented within 10 days; that Òa more
comprehensive, a biggerÓ joint land mili tary 
exercise would be held than the first one in April;
and that the two countriesÕleaders would sign a
strategic agreement in November.

The council Õs concluding joint statement
announced the formation of Òa long-term strategic
partnershipÓ between the two sides Òto bolster and
expand their cooperation in a wide spectrum of
issues of mutual benefit  and interest and 
strengthen the cultural bonds and soli darity
among their peoples.Ó The councilÕs spirit ,
Davutoglu explained, Òis common destiny, history
and future; we will build the future together,Ó

while Moallem called the get-together a Òfestival
to celebrateÓ the two peoples.

Bi lateral relations have indeed been 
dramatically reversed from a decade earlier, when
Ankara came perilously close to war with Syria.
But improved ties with Damascus are only one
part of a much larger effort by Ankara to enhance
relations with regional and Muslim states, 
a strategy enunciated by Davutoglu in his 
influential 2000 book, Stratejik deri nli k:
TŸrkiyeÕnin uluslararasõ konumu ( Ò S t r a t e g i c
Depth: TurkeyÕs International PositionÓ).

In brief, Davutoglu envisions reduced conflict
with neighbors and Turkey emerging as a 
regional power, a sort-of modernized Ottoman
Empire. Implicit in this strategy is a distancing of
Turkey from the West in general and Israel in 
p a r t i c u l a r. Although not presented in Islamist
terms, Òstrategic depthÓ closely fits the AK partyÕs
Islamist world view.

As Barry Rubin notes, Òthe Turkish government
is closer politically to Iran and Syria than to the
United States and Israel.Ó Caroline Glick, a
Jerusalem Post columnist, goes further: Ankara
already Òleft the Western alliance and became a
full member of the Iranian axis.Ó But official 
circles in the West seem nearly oblivious to this
momentous change in TurkeyÕs allegiance or its
implications.

The cost of their error wil l soon become 
evident. !

Mr. Pipes is director of the Middle East Forum and Taube distinguished visiting fellow at the Hoover
Institution of Stanford University.

Executive Summary
If IsraelÕs detractors can associate the Jewish

movement for self-determination with the
Apartheid South African regime, they will have
done lasting and maybe irreparable damage. Yet
the comparison of Israel to South Africa under
white supremist rule has been utterly rejected by
those with intimate understanding of the old
Apartheid system.

¥ Israel is a mult i-racial and mult i-colored 
s o c i e t y, and the Arab minority actively 

participates in the political process. There are
Arab parliamentarians, Arab judges including on
the Supreme Court, Arab cabinet ministers, Arab
heads of hospital departments, Arab university
professors, Arab diplomats in the Foreign Service,
and very senior Arab police and army officers.
Incitement to racism in Israel is a criminal
offence, as is discrimination on the basis of race or
religion.

¥The accusation is made that the very fact that
Israel is considered a Jewish state proves an
ÒApartheid-likeÓ situation. Yet the accusers have

not a word of criticism against the tens of liberal
democratic states that have Christian crosses
incorporated in their flags, nor against the Muslim
states with the half crescent symbol of Islam.

For a Western state, with Jewish and Muslim
minorities, to have Christmas as a national holiday
is permissible, but for Israel to celebrate Passover
as a national holiday is somehow racist. For 
various Arab states to denote themselves as Arab
Republics is not objectionable.

Zionism is perhaps the only national movement
that has received explicit  support and 

Reprinted from Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs (November 11, 2009)

The Campaign To Delegitimize Israel 
With the False Charge Of Apartheid
By Robbie Sabel
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endorsement both from the League of Nations and
from the United Nations. It was the League of
Nations that approved the mandate for Palestine
with its ringing endorsement of Òthe historical
connection of the Jewish people with Palestine
and to the grounds for reconstituting their 
national home in that country.Ó

¥The real goal behind the Apartheid campaign
is the denial of the legitimacy of the State of Israel
and the determination that the only status the
Jewish population in Israel can hope for is that of
a ÒprotectedÓ ethnic minority in an A r a b
Palestinian state.

How to Respond to a Lie
It is always a dilemma for an individual or a

nation as to how to react to the publication of a
c a l u m n y. By def inition, a calumny is a 
deliberately malicious misrepresentation of the
facts about a particular matter in order to ruin the
reputation of whomever is its target. To ignore the
calumny may be interpreted as an admission or as
a partial admission of the lie and it leaves the
arena open for the lie to spread unhindered. To
respond puts the responder in the invidious 
position of having to prove his innocence and to
engage in a dialogue on the subject, a dialogue
which by its very nature may serve to spread the
calumny.

Attempts to smear Israel with the abhorrent 
phenomenon of racism and Apartheid have
reached the level where I believe Israel must react
notwithstanding the above dilemma. International
law blogs on the subject are proliferating 1,2 and
one organization has published a 300-page treatise
by prominent lawyers ÒprovingÓ that Israel is
applying Apartheid. 3

If IsraelÕs detractors can somehow, by analogy,
associate the Jewish movement for self-
determination with the Apartheid South African
regime, they will have done lasting and maybe
irreparable damage. Analogy to something odious
is a very effective tool. It diverts attention from
the reality of the subject, in this case Jewish self-
determination and Israel, to a regime that is 
universally detested.

The comparison of Israel to South Africa under
white supremist rule has been utterly rejected by
those with intimate understanding of the old
Apartheid system. Benjamin Pogrund, a former
deputy editor of the Rand Dail y Mail i n
Johannesburg, and an anti- Apartheid activist,
responded to a 2006 report in The Guardian
c h a rging Israel with practicing Apartheid. He
remarked that after he went through surgery in an
Israeli hospital in Jerusalem, he noted that the
doctors, nurses, and patients around him were

both Arabs and Jews. He concluded: ÒWhat I saw
in the Hadassah Mt Scopus hospital was 
inconceivable in the South Africa where I spent
most of my life, growing up and then working as
a journalist who specialized in Apartheid.Ó4

In contemporary South Africa itself, the false
equation between Israel and the former Apartheid
regime appears to have become popularized 
largely after the 2001 UN Durban Conference
with the infamous anti-Israel declaration made by
the NGOs that attended.5 Indeed, at the time,
South A f r i c a Õs Deputy Foreign Minister A z i z
Pahad issued a statement after the Òdisgraceful
eventsÓ at the NGO meeting criticizing the way it
had been Òhijacked and used by some with an
anti-Israel agenda to turn it into an anti-Semitic
event.Ó6 Nonetheless, the Apartheid accusation
against Israel has persisted and even gained a
broader international following.

H i s t o ry of the A p a rtheid Campaign
Against Israel

The genesis of the campaign to try and equate
Zionism, the Jewish national movement, with
racism and consequently Apartheid came from the
coalition between the Arab states and the Soviet
Union with their al l ies in the non-aligned 
movement in the 1970s. They used their 
automatic majority in the UN General Assembly
to pass the 1975 resolution which defined Zionism
as a form of racism.7 This resolution was widely 
condemned by Christian leaders as anti-Semitic.
Cardinal Terence Cooke of New York declared:
ÒWe must reject anti-Semitism just as much when
clothed with seeming legali ty at the United
Nations as when crudely exhibited on a 
neighborhood street corner.Ó The U.S. National
Catholic Conference for Interracial Justice
declared that ÒThis resolution is anti-Semitism at
its worst.Ó The presiding bishop of the U.S.
Episcopal Church, John M. Allin, decried the UN
action as Òan inexcusable offense against those
legitimate aspirations of the Jewish people for a
homeland which the UN itself certified back in
1 9 4 7 . Ó8 The resolution was subsequently 
rescinded by the General Assembly in 1991,9

apparently the first time that the UN General
Assembly has taken such a step, but nevertheless
the poisonous calumny had been planted.

The UNÕs World Conference Against Racism,
Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and Related
Intolerance, held in Durban, South Africa, in
September 2001, gave the Israel Apartheid 
calumny new force in international circles. The
Declaration of the NGOs at the Durban meeting
openly stated: ÒWe declare Israel as a racist,
A p a rt h e i d state in which IsraelÕs brand of

A p a rt h e i d as a crime against humanity 
has been characterized by separation and 
s e g regation, dispossession, restri cted land 
access, denationalization, ÔbantustanizationÕand 
inhumane actsÓ (emphasis in original text). The
Durban NGO declaration set off  a global 
campaign against Israel that included an ÒIsrael
Apartheid WeekÓ initiative across Canadian 
college campuses and at some U.S. universities as
well.

Then in 2006, former President Jimmy Carter
published his bestselling book, Palestine: Peace
Not Apartheid.10 Although he wrote at the end of
his book that the situation in Israel Òis unlike that
in South Africa,Ó in subsequent public 
appearances he stressed the comparison between
Israel and Apartheid South Africa.11 Carter chose
to use the term ÒApartheidÓ in his title to create
controversy. His book gave the defamation of
Israel as an Apartheid state new traction. Indeed,
in reviewing the book for the New York Review of
Books, Joseph Lelyveld, the former executive 
editor of the New York Times, asserted that Carter
could have taken the calumny much further and
should have done so.12

What Apartheid Really Means
Apartheid has been defined as a Òsocial and

polit ical policy of racial segregation and 
discrimination enforced by white minority 
governments in South Africa from 1948 to
1 9 9 4 . Ó1 3 A dictionary definit ion is Òracial 
segregation; s p e c i f i c a l l y: a former policy of 
segregation and polit ical and economic 
discrimination against non-European groups in
the Republic of South Africa.Ó14 It was a situation
where the black majority of the population was
segregated, discriminated against, and denied the
right to vote in the general elections and 
participate in the government.15

Among the prominent features of South African
Apartheid policies were:

¥Prohibition of marriages between white 
people and people of other races.16

¥Prohibition of extra-marital sex relations
between white and black people.17

¥Forced physical separation between races by
creating different residential areas for
different races.18

¥Prohibiting a black person from performing
any skilled work in urban areas except in those
sections designated for black occupation.19

¥Prohibiting colored persons from voting in
general elections.20

¥Requiring all black persons to carry a special
pass, at all times. No black person could leave a



17

Does the PA Have a Future?

rural area for an urban one without a permit from
the local authorities.21

¥Prohibiting strike action by blacks.22

¥Establishing a Black Education Department.
Verwoerd (then Minister of Native Affairs, later
Prime Minister) stated that its aim was to prevent
Africans from receiving an education that would
lead them to aspire to positions they wouldnÕt be
allowed to hold in society.23 Black students were
banned from attending major white 
universities.24

¥The so-called Òpetty segregationÓ in all public
amenities, such as restaurants, swimming pools,
and public transport. ÒEuropeans OnlyÓ and
ÒNon-Europeans OnlyÓ signs were put up to
enforce this legislation.25

The Nature of Israeli Society
Israel suffers from all the internal strains and

tensions that every immigrant society endures.
The continuous security threats facing Israel add
to the tension. The presence of the Arab minority,
some of whom have strong family and cultural
bonds to their kinsmen in hostile Arab states, is
another unsettling factor. However, no objective
observer could claim that there is Apartheid in
Israel.

Israel is one of the more open societies in the
world.26 Jews comprise some 80 percent of the
population, but it is a multi-racial and multi-
colored society. Israel has universal suffrage with
free elections and an independent and effective
judiciary. The Arab minority actively participates
in the poli tical process. There are Arab 
parl iamentarians, including Arabs as Deputy
Speakers of the Knesset. There are Arab judges
including on the Supreme Court, Arab cabinet
ministers, Arab heads of hospital departments,
Arab university professors, Arab diplomats in the
Foreign Service, and very senior Arab police and
army officers.27

Incitement to racism in Israel is a criminal
offence.28 A number of Israeli towns have mixed
Arab-Jewish populations. In the past, when a 
private cooperative vil lage instituted a 
membership selection process that was seen to
discriminate against Arabs, it was declared by
IsraelÕs Supreme Court to be discrimination and
hence illegal.29 It is a crime under Israeli law for
any public body to discriminate on the basis of
race or religion.

The Israel Supreme Court has ruled that Òthe
rule prohibiting discrimination between persons
on grounds of race, sex, national group, 
community, country of origin, religion, beliefs or
social standing is a basic constitutional principle,
intertwined and interwoven into our basic legal

concepts and forming an integral part of it.Ó30

The law prohibiting discrimination in public
places31 has been interpreted broadly by the courts
as applying to even private places, including
schools, libraries, pools, and stores serving the
public. A law from the year 2000 bans any form of
discrimination concerning the registration of 
students by governmental and local authorities or
any educational institution. It is not surprising that
after examining the false analogy between Israel
and Apartheid South Africa, Rhoda Kadalie, a
South African anti-Apartheid activist, concludes
in an analysis, co-authored with Juli a
Bertelsmann, that:

Israel is not an Apartheid state....Arab citizens
of Israel can vote and serve in the Knesset; black
South Africans could not vote unti l
1994....Whereas Apartheid was established
through a series of oppressive laws that governed
which park benches we could sit on, where we
could go to school, which areas we were allowed
to live in, and even whom we could marry, Israel
was founded upon a l iberal and inclusive
Declaration of Independence....Israeli schools,
universities and hospitals make no distinction
between Jews and Arabs. An Arab citizen who
brings a case before an Israeli court will have that
case decided on the basis of merit, not ethnicity.
That was never the case for blacks under
Apartheid.32

Thus, it is difficult to visualize a society less
akin to South Africa under Apartheid.

Since accusations of actual Apartheid in modern
Israel lack credence, the accusation is made that
the very fact that Israel is considered a Jewish
state proves an ÒApartheidlikeÓ situation.33 One
website writes that ÒApartheid began and is 
rooted in the very establishment of the colonial
Jewish state, both in law (de jure) and in the
implementation of its goals on various levels (de
facto)Ó34 and that Òthe establishment of a ÔJewish
PeopleÕis a construct and tool of the Zionist 
project to legitimize it and to define the very real
t a rget of i ts racism.Ó3 5 One ÒlearnedÓ study 
concludes: ÒThe system Israeli Zionism resembles
is that operative in the Union, later Republic of
South Africa between 1948 and (at the latest)
1994.36

The crux of the accusation against Israel is
encapsulated in the often-repeated charge that the
racism of Israel Òis symbolized most clearly in
IsraelÕs Jewish flag, anthem and state holidays.Ó37

The accusers have not a word of criticism against
the tens of liberal democratic states that have
Christian crosses incorporated in their flags, nor
against the Muslim states with the half crescent

symbol of Islam. For a Western state, with Jewish
and Muslim minorities, to have Christmas as a
national holiday is permissible, but for Israel to
celebrate Passover as a national holi day is 
somehow racist. For various Arab states to denote
themselves as Arab Republi cs is not 
objectionable, but a Jewish state is racism and
Apartheid. As one of the most active websites 
promoting the calumny puts it: ÒThe Zionist 
project is a European construct, born out of
European nationali sm expressed in nation-
statehood during the era of colonialism. T h e
Palestinian struggle for liberation is in essence an
anti-colonial struggle. Inherent within any 
colonial project is a racist, Euro-centric 
w o r l d v i e w. Ó3 8 In other words, the Palestinian
national movement is legitimate, but the Jewish
national movement is Apartheid.39 One website
equating Zionism with Apartheid explains the
analogy on the grounds that Israeli law requires
that ÒPalestiniansÕpolitical participation inside
Israel is expressly conditional upon the 
acceptance of the Jewish exclusivity of the
state.Ó40 The authors neglect to quote the full text
of the law which in fact makes no reference to
Òexclusivity,Ó but denies a political list the right to
participate in elections if it calls for:

¥Negation of the existence of the State of Israel
as a Jewish and democratic state;

¥ Incitement to racism;
¥Support for armed struggle by a hostile state

or a terrorist organization against the State of
Israel.41

A law outlawing racism is not A p a r t h e i d .
Another website accuses Israel of Apartheid since:
Òmilitary veteran benefits are awarded mostly
only to Jews.Ó42 The website fails to mention that
Arabs are not subject to compulsory military 
service and hence can study or work during the
three-year period when other 18-year-olds are
doing their compulsory service. The website also
fails to mention that those Arabs who do join the
Army receive the identical mil itary veteran 
benefits.43 It would appear that any country that
grants military veteran benefits, such as the U.S.
GI Bill of Rights, is guilty of Apartheid in the eyes
of such websites.

Despite massive propaganda over the years by
Arab states and by hate-mongers from both the
extreme Left and the extreme Right, the 
overwhelming majority of people l iving in 
democratic societies have shown support for the
principle that the Jewish people were exercising a
legitimate right to self-determination in creating
Israel. It is against this massive show of solidarity
with Israel that the specter of association with
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Apartheid has been raised. It is an attempt to 
delegitimize the Jewish national movement. It is
perhaps all the more pernicious in that it is not
raised as an argument against any specific issue of
I s r a e l Õs foreign poli cy but against the very 
legitimacy of a Jewish national movement.

International Legal Endorsement of the
Jewish National Movement

Needless to say, none of the accusations against
Zionism as being a form of Apartheid point out
that it is perhaps the only national movement that
has received explicit support and endorsement
both from the League of Nations and from the
United Nations. It was the League of Nations that
approved the Mandate for Palestine with its 
ringing endorsement in the Preamble that:
ÒWhereas recognition has thereby been given to
the historical connection of the Jewish people
with Palestine and to the grounds for 
reconstituting their national home in that 
country.Ó44 The Mandate interestingly also called
on the Mandatory Power to Òfacilitate Jewish
immigration under suitable conditions and shall
encourage, in co-operation with the Jewish
agency..., close settlement by Jews on the land,
including state lands and wastelands not required
for public purposes.Ó45 It was the United Nations
that in 1947 called for the establishment of
ÒIndependent Arab and Jewish States.Ó46 Here
again, presumably, the call for an independent
Arab state is legitimate, but the call for an 
independent Jewish state is somehow racism. It
was the United Nations that in 1949 by a two-
thirds majority declared that the Jewish state was
a Òpeace-loving stateÓ and accepted Israel as a full
member of the UN.47

The Peace Process as a Form of Apartheid?
Another track to try and associate Israel with the

South African Apartheid regime is to claim that
the Middle East Peace Process is somehow a 
manifestation of Apartheid.48

Chomsky writes of the Òadministration put into
the hands of a corrupt and brutal Palestinian
a u t h o r i t y, playing the role of indigenous 
collaborators under imperial rule such as the
Black leadership of South AfricaÕs Bantustans.Ó49

Professor Francis Boyle described the Oslo
process as Òakin to the Bantustans that the
Apartheid Afrikaner regime had established for
the Black People in the Republic of South Africa.50

One writer states that Òin the name of security:
Israel sets up Apartheid zones.Ó51 Learned NGOs
have held workshops on the subject.52

The Peace Process has had its detractors, but it
is surely strange to ignore that the process has

given hope for a lasting peace settlement. It
gained its protagonists three Nobel Peace Prizes
and the support, in democratic elections, of the
majority of the population of Israel and of the
Palestinians in the West Bank. The Israel-
Palestinian Oslo Declaration of Principles, as part
of the Madrid peace process,53 was signed as an
act of support by the United States and by the
Russian Federation. The Interim 1995 Israeli-
Palestinian Agreement, also part of the Madrid
process,54 was signed as an act of support by 
representatives of the United States, the Russian
Federation, Egypt, Jordan, the European Union,
and Norway. The Middle East ÒRoadmap,Ó5 5

incorporating the Madrid principles, has been
repeatedly endorsed by the UN Security Council.56

The United Nations General Assembly has
endorsed these Israeli-Palestinian agreements;57

they have even been mentioned with approval by
the International Court of Justice.58

This is hardly ÒBantustans,Ó puppet regimes that
were not supported by a single state other than
South Africa which unilaterally created them. The
virulent criticism would seem to derive from those
who are not interested in any peaceful resolution.

The ÒWallÓ as Apartheid
The most popular use of the word ÒApartheidÓ

in relation to Israel appears to be in connection
with IsraelÕs security fence. The Israeli Army has
explained the need for the fence: ÒBetween Israel
and the areas of the Palestinian Authority there is
no border or natural obstacles, which, to date,
enables the almost unhindered entry of terrorists
into Israel. The security fence that exists along the
Gaza Strip has proven its defensive robustness
and the vast majority of infiltration attempts
through it were discovered and thwarted.Ó59

Those criticizing the construction tend to use
the word ÒwallÓ and call it a separation wall
though in fact Òonly a tiny fraction of the total
length of the barrier (less than 3 percent or about
10 miles) is actually a thirty-foot-high concrete
wall.Ó60 Any border fence in fact serves to separate
areas and one may hope for a world with no 
borders. However, as long as Israel has to face 
terrorist acts, it is legitimate for it, as it is for other
states, to erect a barrier to prevent terrorist attacks
and illegal crossings.61 Those calling the fence the
ÒApartheid wallÓ make frequent reference to the
advisory opinion of the International Court of
Justice on the issue.62 They fail to point out that in
its opinion on the wall the International Court of
Justice at no time made any analogy or reference
to Apartheid or referred to an ÒApartheid wall.Ó
Furthermore, although the International Court
criticized the route of the ÒwallÓ as being beyond

the 1949 ÒGreenÓ Armistice Line,63 the court was
careful not to deny IsraelÕs right in principle to
build such a security fence.

The ÒOccupied TerritoriesÓ and
Settlements as Apartheid?

Some exponents of the ÒIsrael ApartheidÓ 
thesis, aware that they have a problem with 
branding Israeli society as an Apartheid society,
l imit  themselves to claiming that the Israeli
administration and Israeli settlements in the West
Bank are a manifestation of Apartheid.64

Exponents of the Israel-Apartheid campaign
claim that eastern Jerusalem is subject to an
Apartheid regime and argue that ÒSince the illegal
annexation by Israel in 1967, all successive Israeli
governments have made great efforts to reduce
significantly the number of Palestinians residing
in eastern Jerusalem, to assure Israeli sovereignty,
[and] a Jewish majority.Ó65 This is a very strange
accusation. The Arab population of Jerusalem was
68,000 in 1967, comprising 25 percent of the total
population. In 2007 the Arab population of
Jerusalem was 260,000, comprising 35 percent of
the total population of the city.66

The existence of some roads in the West Bank
where, for security reasons, Israeli and Palestinian
traffic is separated is also presented as proof of
Apartheid.67 This claim completely ignores the
very real security threat to Israeli road traffic and
incidentally also ignores the fact that ÒIsraeli 
trafficÓ includes the vehicles of the more than one
million Arabs who are Israeli citizens, and who
also have been subject to terrorist attacks.

A major theme of the ÒIsrael applies Apartheid
to the territoriesÓ campaign is that Israeli law, with
all its built-in safeguards of individual rights,
applies to Israeli settlers but not to the local
Palestinian population who are subject to Israeli
military administration. Such criticism ignores
two major facts. The first is that since 1993, as
part of the peace process, it is the Palestinian
Authority that has jurisdiction over the 
overwhelming majority of Palestinians in the West
Bank. Hamas, which splintered off from the
Palestinian Authority, has jurisdiction over the
whole population of the Gaza Strip. The vast
majority of Palestinians in the West Bank and
Gaza are hence subject neither to the Israeli 
military administration nor to regular Israeli law.
Their laws, courts, police, prisons, taxes, etc., are
Palestinian and Israel has no jurisdiction over
them.

The other issue the criticism ignores is that any
attempt to apply internal Israeli law to the few
local Palestinians who are still under temporary
Israeli military administration would be met by
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vehement world opposit ion. According to 
international law, temporary mil itary 
administration is the norm to be applied to 
territories that are not under the sovereignty of a
state. Israel is damned if it does and damned if it
doesnÕt. What Israel has done is to allow all
Palestinians within its jurisdiction access to the
Israel Supreme Court to petition against the Israeli
army and government. This is apparently the only
time a state has allowed such access to persons
under its military administration.

The issue of settlements in the West Bank is a
matter of debate in the international community as
well as within Israel society. What is clear, 
however, is that it will be resolved if Israel and the
Palestinians can agree on a boundary. When that
boundary is fixed, any Israeli settlement on the
Palestinian side of the future boundary can only
continue to exist with the agreement of the
Palestinians. The issue is one of boundaries
between Israel and a future Palestinian state. It is
not an Apartheid system of a minority controlling

a majority, but a border dispute that hopefully will
be negotiated peacefully
in the near future.

Conclusion
The Apartheid campaign against Israel has

another revealing feature. It rarely deals with the
massive abuse of human rights or cases of real
Apartheid elsewhere in the world. In other words,
it singles out Israel with a false accusation. For
example, President Carter has spoken about
Israeli Apartheid but is careful about how he
describes the conflict in Darfur, where SudanÕs
Arab regime has been slaughtering black Muslims
with the backing of many Arab states.68 The 
campaign against Israel is not based on a concern
with the universal application of human rights, but
on something else. This treatment of Israel is
nothing less than an effort to delegitimize the
Jewish state, by attributing to it the most heinous
crimes. Michael Ignatieff, the head of CanadaÕs
Liberal Party who served as a professor of human
rights policy at Harvard University in previous

years, made this very point in March 2009:
ÒInternational law defines ÔApartheidÕas a crime
against humanity. Labeli ng Israel as an
Ô A p a r t h e i d Õstate is a deliberate attempt to 
undermine the legitimacy of the Jewish state
itself.Ó69

Perhaps the most chilling indication of the real
purpose behind the ÒIsrael is ApartheidÓ campaign
is revealed in one of the most active websites
behind the campaign. They write that among the
goals of Òprosecution for the crime of Apartheid is
to force Israel to - enable the true majority to
return to power over their own lands, while 
protecting the rights of ethnic minorities.Ó70

In other words, the real goal behind the
Apartheid campaign is the denial of the 
legitimacy of the State of Israel and the 
determination that the only status the Jewish 
population in Israel can hope for is that of a 
ÒprotectedÓ ethnic minority in an Arab Palestinian
state. !

Dr. Robbie Sabel served as Legal Adviser to the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs from 1985 to 1993, and
is a visiting Professor of International Law at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.
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Religious Zionists are confronted by an
unenviable chall enge which could 
permanently undermine their status in

Israel. From being regarded by the mainstream as
the voice of religious moderation and a force of
societal unification - whose youth have earned the
reputation as role models of devotion and 
dedication to the state and its defense - they are
now teetering on marginalization at best, and 
stigmatized as zealots at worst.

The current impasse was an inevitable 
consequence of edicts issued by a number of 
rabbis proclaiming that forfeiture of territory in
the Land of Israel constitutes a breach of Halacha.
These rabbis refused to consider any exceptions to
this decree - not even for pikuah nefesh, the
requirement to safeguard human li fe, which 
overrides most halachic injunctions. 

Nor were they willing to respect the authority of
the majority of their rabbinical colleagues, who
disagreed with their interpretation of Jewish law
and also recognized the potential societal 
polarization it would create. 

Indeed, such polarization came strongly to the
fore in 2005, when former prime minister Ariel
Sharon used IDF combat troops to implement the
disengagement from Gaza. Among these were
religious soldiers, many from settler families.
That they were obliged to forcibly evacuate 
settlements naturally evoked bitterness and 
resentment. These emotions were subsequently
compounded when it turned out that the whole
endeavor only served to embolden the jihadists,
who transformed the evacuated areas into missile-
launching sites from which to attack Israeli  
civilians. 

Now, a mere four years later, the settlement
freeze has caused settlers to become apprehensive

that another displacement is pending. It was in this
context that small groups of hesder soldiers from
the Shimshon and Nahshon battalions unfurled
banners during military ceremonies proclaiming
that they would never again take part in IDF 
evacuations of settlements. 

They were jailed for insubordination. 
Whereas most hesder rabbis and religious-

Zionist spokesmen condemned or distanced them-
selves from these actions, a number of rabbis,
headed by a rather unworldly Rabbi Eliezer
Melamed of the Har Bracha Yeshiva, not only
endorsed their actions but told students they
would be breaching Halacha if they were to obey
orders to evacuate settlements. 

This led to hysterical media accusations against
the entire hesder movement, and accusations that
rabbis were taking over the IDF. Rabbis were even
blamed for creating the climate for the recent 
desecration of the mosque in Yasuf, despite the
fact that they were at the forefront of the nationÕs
condemnation of that despicable vandalism. 

In an attempt to stave off confrontation, Defense
Minister Ehud Barak gave Rabbi Melamed every
opportunity to backtrack with dignity. But
Melamed rebuffed BarakÕs request for a meeting
with undue arrogance, retorting: ÒI donÕt work for
the defense minister.Ó Fearing negative 
repercussions on army morale if he failed to act,
Barak took the unprecedented step of severing the
IDF relationship with MelamedÕs yeshiva. His
response was to accuse Barak of Òblood libeling.Ó
R e g r e t t a b l y, initiall y most hesder rabbis -
including moderates - were reluctantly dragged

into supporting Melamed. And more than 100 
hesder yeshiva graduates announced that unless
the army rescinded its decision to cut off the Har
Bracha Yeshiva, they would refuse orders when

called up for reserve duty. Now, belatedly, the 
rabbis have succeeded in pressuring Rabbi
Melamed to withdraw his call on soldiers to 
disobey orders, but the damage has been done. 

In the past, religious Zionists accepted the 
rulings of their rabbis on halachic questions, but
refused to take instructions from them on social
and political matters. This approach is now being
challenged by an increasing number of rabbis,
particularly in the hesder yeshivot. 

However, the current debate is not as black and
white as protagonists from both sides claim. Even
IDF Chief of General Staff Gabi Ashkenazi has
repeatedly affirmed that a conscripted army like
the IDF, which is continuously engaged in wars
and other violent confrontations with deadly 
terrorists, should not be used by the state as a
vehicle for evacuating civilians from their homes. 

In most countries such activities are clear-cut
civil issues and it is the police or other state-
controlled entity that are tasked with 
implementing such policies. That may be difficult
or even impossible in Israel. But there is surely a
lack of compassion in forcing soldiers who hail
from settlements to forcibly evacuate neighbors,
friends and even their own family members from
homes which the state not only sanctioned but
promoted until  the moment that a poli tical 
decision was made to unilaterally withdraw from
them and hand them over to the Palestinians. 

Furthermore, religious soldiers are not the first
group of inappropriately named ÒrefuseniksÓ to
emerge from the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Nor
are their rabbis the first figures of moral and 
intellectual authority to call upon their ÒflocksÓ to
disobey orders. Take, for example, the hundred or
so university professors who exhorted their  
students to refuse to serve in the Òarmy of the

Reprinted from The Jerusalem Post (December 23, 2009)

Religious Zionists Must Disown the Zealots
By Isi Leibler
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occupation.Ó Even though rabbis undoubtedly
carry greater weight with their students than 
professors, the double standard here is 
unmistakable. While no action was taken against
universities for failing to take disciplinary action
against such academics, Rabbi Melamed - who
consistently remained adamant that his students
serve in the IDF - was penalized for telling them
to refuse to evacuate settlements. 

This is not to suggest that there is room for 
sectarian militias in an army, certainly not in the
IDF. In the absence of utter discipline, the military
would be dysfunctional, to say the least, and the
country endangered. As Prime Minister Binyamin
Netanyahu said, ÒIf you want to close down the
IDF, then promote refusal to obey orders, which
could lead to the collapse of the state.Ó 

Religious Zionists - whose children, including
those in hesder institutions, have volunteered for
combat units in numbers greatly disproportionate
to their population - understand this all too well.
This was evident by their reluctance, in spite of
great anguish, to defy orders during 
disengagement. It is still evident today. The fact is
that the vast majority of religious Zionists are
pained and infuriated by the recent behavior of
Melamed and other rabbis - behavior which has
jeopardized their highly sensitive relationship
with the state carefully nurtured over the years. 

The onus to correct this rests on the religious-
Zionist community as a whole. It is urgent for
them to put their house in order.

This does not deny them their democratic right
to oppose such actions. But they should do so by

fighting the battle in the civil-political arena
where it belongs. With this right, however, comes
responsibil ity - that of publicly denouncing 
anyone, rabbis included, who encourages soldiers
to espouse insubordination which could lead to
chaos within the IDF.

This will require courage and determination,
particularly by moderate religious-Zionist 
laymen. These represent the vast majority of 
religious Zionists whose commitment to the state
is unconditional, but have hitherto lacked the
backbone to resist, condemn and ostracize the
extremists. They must do so now, before this 
h e s d e r-IDF imbroglio spins out of control, 
endangering the entire religious-Zionist 
enterprise. This would represent a great loss not
only for the IDF, but for the entire nation. !
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President Barack Obama recently warned
that time is Òrunning outÓ for Iran to join
international negotiations over its nuclear

program.[1] The Islamic Republic, the worldÕs
leading state-sponsor of terror, has been deceiving
the international community about its nuclear
activities for almost a decade, prompting British
Prime Minister Gordon Brown to declare that Òthe
international community has no choice today but
to draw a line in the sandÓ regarding IranÕs nuclear
aspirations.[2] 

Following are facts and figures relating to IranÕs
nuclear violations, terror sponsorship and 
domestic and international affairs.

NuclearActivity
¥5 , 4 1 2: Centrifuges Iran is operating for 

uranium enrichment as of February 2009. Another
125 have been installed but are not currently being
used.[3] 

¥2 . 7 5 kilograms (6.1 lbs): Amount of 
low-enriched uranium (LEU) Iran was reportedly
producing daily as of June 5, 2009. At this rate,
Iran would have enough weapons-grade uranium
to create two nuclear weapons by February 2010.
If all reported 7,052 centrifuges were used, the
weapons could be developed as early as mid-
December 2009.[4] 

¥4: UN Security Council (UNSC) resolutions
calling for Iran to halt its uranium enrichment 
program which Iran is currently defying: UNSC
resolutions 1696, 1737, 1747 and 1803.[5] 

¥3 , 0 0 0: Number of centrifuges IAEA
inspectors confirmed the once-secret Qom nuclear
facility is capable of housing; enough to produce
material for nuclear weapons but unsuitable for
the production of fuel for civilian purposes.[6] 

¥Approximately 6: Countries-including Saudi
Arabia, Egypt and Turkey-which would also 
pursue nuclear technology if IranÕs nuclear 
program continues to develop, initiating a Middle
East arms race and destabil izing the entire
region.[7] 

Terrorism
¥900: Hamas operatives trained by Iran.[8] 

¥3 , 0 0 0: Hezboll ah operatives trained by
Iran.[9] 

¥$20 million  - $30 mil lion: Funding Iran 
provides annually to Hamas. Iran gave another
$50 million following HamasÕs victory in the
2006 Palestinian elections.[10] 

¥$200 million : Funding Iran provides annually
to Hezbollah. Iran also gave an additional $300
million following IsraelÕs defensive war against
Hezbollah in 2006.[11] 

¥$2 million : Funding Iran provides annually to
Palestinian Islamic Jihad.[12] 

¥29 killed and 242 woundedin the bombing of
the Israeli embassy in Buenos Aires, Argentina, in
1992. In February 2008, a U.S. judge ruled that
Hezbollah and Iran were responsible for the
bombing. The judge awarded the family of David
Ben Rafael, one of the victims of the attack who
was born in the United States, $63 million in 
damages and interest owed.[13] 

¥85 killed and 300 woundedin the bombing of
the AMIA Jewish center in Buenos Aires in 1994.
In October 2006, Argentine prosecutors accused
Hezbollah of carrying out the bombing and the
government of Iran for instructing Hezbollah to
do so.[14] 

¥7: Iranians charged in the bombing of
A rg e n t i n a Õs A M I A Jewish center, including 
former Iranian president Akbar Hashemi
Rafsanjani. The Lebanese Hezbollah commander
Imad Mugniyeh, who was killed in February
2008, was also charged in the bombing. The
charges were made by Argentine prosecutors in
October 2006 and Interpol issued international
arrest warrants for six of those charged in March
2007, although not for Rafsanjani.[15] 

¥70,000: Suicide bombers in Iran who have
volunteered to attack Israel.[16] 

¥500: Tons of advanced weaponry seized Nov.
3 by the Israeli Navy from an Iranian ship headed
to Hezbollah in southern Lebanon.[17] Weapons
seized include: 9,000 mortar bombs, 2,000
Katyusha artillery rockets, 3,000 recoilless gun
shells, 20,000 grenades and more than a half 
million rounds of small arms ammunition.[18] 

¥60 kil ometers (37 miles): Distance Iran-
funded rockets given to Hamas can reach. If fired
from Gaza, the rockets could hit Tel Aviv.[19] 

¥2 0 0: 122mm Grad-type Katyusha rockets,
provided by Iran and fired by Hamas at Israeli
cit ies during Operation Cast Lead, IsraelÕs 
defensive operation in Gaza.[20] Iran has also
supplied Hamas with 120mm standard Iranian
manufactured mortar shells, dozens of which were
fired at Israel during the defensive operation, 
Dec. 27, 2008 - Jan. 18, 2009.[21] 

¥40 countries and 5 continents: Areas where
Hezbollah is active.[22] 

¥1 , 2 4 8: Days Iran-backed Hamas has held
Israeli Staff Sgt. Gilad Shalit  captive since 
kidnapping him from Israel on June 25, 2006 in an
unprovoked, cross-border raid.[23] 

Domestic Affairs: Crime and Punishment
¥6.0: Freedom HouseÕs rating of IranÕs freedom

status (7.0 being the lowest and 1.0 the 
highest).[24] 

¥39: Child offenders executed by Iran since
1990, according to Amnesty International; the
most recent of these executions occurred in
January 2009.[25] 

¥Approximately 381: People executed in Iran
in 2008.[26] 

¥Approximately 2 0 people were killed and
more than 1,000arrested during clashes between
police and protesters following the fraudulent
June re-election of Iranian President Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad.[27] 

International Affairs
¥20: Languages in which radio and television

programs are aired by the government-controlled
World Service of the Islamic Republic of Iran
Broadcasting Company.[28] 

¥400 employees and 26 correspondentswho
work for Press TV, an Iranian news network 
funded by the Iranian government.[29] 

¥10 - 30: Percentage of income residents of
Maicao, Colombia donate to Hezbollah.[30] 

¥1: Flight per week between the Iranian capital,
Tehran and Caracas, Venezuela.[31] 

Reprinted from The Israel Project (November 25, 2009)
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Significant In ternational Investments in
Iran [32] 

1. BNPParibas, France
2. ING, the Netherlands
3. Royal Dutch Shell plc, the Netherlands

4. China National Petroleum Company, China
5. Gazprom, Russia
6. Lukoil, Russia
7. Essar Oil, India
8. Hyundai, South Korea

9. Siemens, Germany 
10. Nokia, Finland
11. Mitsubishi, Japan
12. HSBC, London
13. Volvo, Sweden

The Israel Project  is an international non-profit organization devoted to educating the press and the pub -
lic about Israel while promoting security, freedom and peace. The Israel Project provides journalists, lead-
ers and opinion-makers accurate information about Israel. The Israel Project is not related to any govern-
ment or government agency.
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The UNÕs nuclear watchdog has asked Iran
to explain evidence suggesting that Iranian
scientists have experimented with an

advanced nuclear warhead design, the Guardian
has learned.

The very existence of the technology, known as
a Òtwo-point implosionÓ device, is officially secret
in both the US and Britain, but according to 
previously unpublished documentation in a
dossier compiled by the International A t o m i c
Energy Agency (IAEA), Iranian scientists may
have tested high-explosive components of the
design. The development was today described by
nuclear experts as ÒbreathtakingÓ and has added
urgency to the effort to find a diplomatic solution
to the Iranian nuclear crisis.

The sophisticated technology, once mastered,
allows for the production of smaller and simpler
warheads than older models. It reduces the 
diameter of a warhead and makes it easier to put a
nuclear warhead on a missile.

Documentation referring to experiments testing
a two-point detonation design are part of the 
evidence of nuclear weaponisation gathered by
the IAEA and presented to Iran for its response.

The dossier, tit led ÒPossible Mi l itary
Dimensions of IranÕs Nuclear Program,Ó is drawn

in part from reports submitted to it by western
intelligence agencies.

The agency has in the past treated such reports
with scepticism, particularly after the Iraq war.
But its director general, Mohamed ElBaradei, has
said the evidence of Iranian weaponisation
Òappears to have been derived from multiple
sources over different periods of time, appears to
be generall y consistent, and is suff iciently 
comprehensive and detailed that it needs to be
addressed by IranÓ.

Extracts from the dossier have been published
previously, but it was not previously known that it
included documentation on such an advanced
warhead. ÒIt is breathtaking that Iran could be
working on this sort of material,Ó said a European
government adviser on nuclear issues.

James Acton, a British nuclear weapons expert
at the Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace, said: ÒItÕs remarkable that, before 
perfecting step one, they are going straight to step
four or five ... To start with more sophisticated
designs speaks of level of technical ambition that
is surprising.Ó

Another western speciali st with extensive
knowledge of the Iranian programme said: ÒIt
raises the question of who supplied this to them.

Did AQ Khan [a Pakistani scientist who confessed
in 2004 to running a nuclear smuggling ring] have
access to this, or is it another player?Ó

The revelation of the documents comes at a time
of growing tension. Tehran has so far rejected a
deal that would remove most of its enriched 
uranium stockpile for a year and replace it with
nuclear fuel rods which would be much harder to
turn into weapons. The Iranian government has
also balked at negotiations, which were due to
begin last week, over its continued enrichment of
uranium, in defiance of UN security council 
resolutions.

There are fears in Washington and London that
if no deal is reached to at least temporarily defuse
tensions by the end of December, Israel could set
in motion plans to take military action aimed at
setting back the Iranian programme by force, with
incalculable consequences for the Middle East.

Iran has rejected most of the IAEA material on
weaponisation as forgeries, but has admitted 
carrying out tests on multiple high-explosive 
detonations synchronised to within a 
microsecond. Tehran has told the agency that
there is a civilian application for such tests, but
has so far not provided any evidence for them.

Western weapons experts say there are no such

Reprinted from The Guardian (UK) (November 5, 2009)
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civilian applications, but the use of co-ordinated
detonations in nuclear warheads is well known.
They compress the fissile core, or pit, of the 
warhead until it reaches critical mass.

A US national intelligence estimate two years
ago said that Iran had explored nuclear warhead
design for several years but had probably stopped
in 2003. British, French and German officials
have said they believe weaponisation continued
after that date and may still be continuing.

In September, a German court found a German-
Iranian businessman, Mohsen Vanaki, guilty of
brokering the sale of dual-use equipment with
possible appli cations in developing nuclear
weapons. The equipment included specialised
high-speed cameras, of the sort used to develop
implosion devices, as well as radiation detectors.
According to a report by the Institute for Science
and International Security, the German foreign
intelligence service, the Bundesnachrichtendienst,
testified at the trial that there was evidence that

IranÕs weapons development was continuing.
The IAEA is seeking to find out what the 

scientists and the institutions involved in the
experiments are doing now, but has so far not been
given a response. The agencyÕs repeated requests
to interview Mohsen Fakhrizadeh, whose name
features heavily in the IAEAÕs documentation and
who is widely seen as the father of the Iranian
nuclear programme, have been turned down.

The agency has also asked Iran to explain 
evidence that a Russian weapons expert helped
Iranian technicians to master synchronised high-
explosive detonations.

The first implosion devices, like the ÒFat ManÓ
bomb dropped on Nagasaki on 9 August 1945,
used 32 high-explosive hexagons and pentagons
arrayed around a plutonium core like the panels of
a football. The IAEA has a five-page document
describing experimentation on such a 
hemispherical array of explosives.

According to a diplomat familiar with the IAEA
documentation, the evidence also points to 
experiments with a two-point detonation system
that represents Òa more elegant solutionÓ to the
challenges of making a nuclear warhead, but it is
much harder to achieve. It is used in conjunction
with a non-spherical pit, in the shape of a rugby
ball, or explosives in that shape wrapped around a
spherical pit, and it works by compressing the pit
from both ends.The IAEA has expressed Òserious
concernÓ about IranÕs failure to give an account of
the research its scientists have carried out.

Descriptions of Òtwo-point implosionÓ 
warheads designs have occasionally appeared in
the public domain (there are extensive 
descriptions on Wikipedia) and they were first
developed by US scientists in the 1950s, but it
remains an offence for American officials or even
non-governmental nuclear experts with security
clearance to discuss them. !

I s r a e l Õs options vis-a-vis IranÕs nuclear 
ambitions are frequently discussed by experts
and analysts abroad. A vast body of literature

already has been produced by U.S. scholars 
debating whether Israel should, could, or finally
would choose to mount a preemptive strike
against IranÕs key nuclear installations in an effort
to disrupt the Islamic Republi cÕs pursuit of 
atomic weapons. However, in Israel itself there is
surprisingly little public discussion of this issue. 

Little Public Debate 
The Israeli political leadership - in government

as well as in the opposition - refrains from
addressing this very complex dilemma except by
making brief vague statements. The military and
intell igence communities are under strict 
instructions to avoid making remarks except to
affirm that Israel is preparing itself for Òany 
eventuality.Ó They also refuse to take part in off-
the-record briefings related to IsraelÕs possible
response to the challenge. The Israeli media has
not generated a public debate on the pros and cons
of military action - partly in view of censorship
restrictions. Even members of local think tanks
and academic circles prove reluctant to venture
into this domain. 

Therefore, the nature of the quiet deliberations

within IsraelÕs top echelons - and the different
positions expressed by the participants in these
sessions - remains largely unreported and so far
removed from public scrutiny. There is no doubt,
of course, that an intense discussion of the Iranian
threat is taking place and that Prime Minister
Binyamin Netanyahu and Defense Minister Ehud
Barak are updated constantly concerning various
military options as well as strategies relying on
deterrence and upgrading of the countryÕs 
antiballistic defenses. 

Assessing IsraelÕs Stance 
Israel has no great appetite for taking on Iran on

its own, recognizing the difficulties involved in an
attack as well as the potential that Iran could 
retaliate either with its Shehab-3 missiles, already
operational, by embarking upon a large-scale ter-
rorism campaign, or by having Hizballah ignite a
conflict on the Lebanese front. Many view the
military option as the Òworst possible courseÓ
other than tolerating an Iran equipped with
nuclear warheads. The Israeli leadership would,
therefore, prefer action by the United States to
stop Iran from acquiring a bomb either through
diplomatic dialogue, effective sanctions, or -- if it
came to it -- military strikes. Needless to say, a
U.S. attack is bound to be much wider in scope

and more devastating than any blow delivered by
the Israel Defense Forces. 

At the same time, many in Israel feel strongly
that the country does possess the mil i tary 
capability to launch a successful strike against a
limited number of Iranian nuclear installations to
delay the pace of IranÕs nuclear program by at
least a couple of years. At least some in Israel
believe that Iranian reprisals would be more
restrained than public warnings from Te h r a n
might indicate, and that Hizballah may attempt to
employ its long-range Iranian missiles in a 
manner that would not necessarily lead to full-
scale war. The argument would be that although
the organizationÕs long-range missiles are effec-
tively under the control of the Islamic
Revolutionary Guards Corps Qods Force,
H i z b a l l a h Õs leader Hassan Nasrall ah would 
hesitate to provoke the Israelis into undertaking an
all-out counteroffensive. Some Israelis argue that
Iran would not necessarily retaliate against the
United States and its Arab allies in the Gulf or Iraq
for fear of compelling President Obama to strike
back. 

The Israelis are well aware that they would not
be able to completely eliminate IranÕs nuclear
capabilities or deny the Islamic Republic the 
possibility of doubling its efforts in the future. But

Reprinted from The Washington Institute for Near East Policy (Policy Watch #1597) (November 5, 2009)
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Israel feels it could gain time for additional efforts
by the United States and others to persuade the
Iranians to give up their nuclear ambit ions.
Israelis remember that their 1981 attack on the
Iraqi reactor only led Saddam Hussein to speed up
his plans to achieve nuclear capability. They are
not yet sure that Syrian leader Bashar al-Asad has
given up his own nuclear ambitions following the
air attack on al-Kibar in September 2007. Still,
from an Israeli point of view, delaying the threat
by a few years is a worthy goal. 

Assessing Iranian missile power, Israelis tend to
believe that as time passes IranÕs ability to launch
more missiles simultaneously wil l  grow 
considerably. In the near term, they feel Iranian
retaliation would essentially entail a repeat of the
first Gulf war experience in 1991, when Israel had
to absorb forty Iraqi Scuds - mainly directed
against Tel Aviv and Haifa - with minimal 
casualties. The Iranian air force simply does not
have the ability to reach Israel, and a naval attack
of any sort is a remote possibility.

The majority view at this point is that Hamas
may violate the present de facto truce along the
Gaza Strip with a few rocket salvos in solidarity
with Iran - perhaps in an attempt to hit the 
outskirts of Tel Aviv - but that the group seeks to
avoid a repetition of Operation Cast Lead, even if
i t were promised that Israel would also be
engaged on the Lebanese front and exchanging
blows with Iran itself. Hamas is quite eager not to
appear as an Iranian proxy, and its leader, Khaled

Mashal, has already quietly warned his Iranian
sponsors that any nuclear attack against Israel is
bound to hit many Palestinians. 

The current assessment in Israel is that although
the Iranian regime long ago decided to get 
Òwithin reachÓ of a bomb and is doing its utmost
to move toward this objective, no decision has yet
been made to go for a Òbreakout.Ó The reason is
that Iran would not risk the consequences of a
breakout for a bomb or two but rather would only
contemplate such a dramatic step when it had
enough low-enriched uranium for a modest 
ÒarsenalÓ of about a half dozen bombs. In effect,
Israel shares the assumption that very limited time
still remains, though without much hope, for
attempts to persuade Iran to halt its pursuit of
atomic weapons. 

Yet, for Israel, not only the purely nuclear clock
is ticking. Aside from watching the speed with
which the Iranians assemble a Òmini arsenal,Ó
Israeli strategic planners have their eyes on 
another ticking clock: that marking the pace of
Iranian efforts to improve defenses for their most
sensit ive targets, whether by burying them 
underground or by trying to make them otherwise
immune to attack by air forces or by IsraelÕs
missile force. IsraelÕs decision on whether to go it
alone will depend greatly on its estimation of the
likelihood that a strike would succeed. Thus, a
concern may be IranÕs successful protection of its
installations, which could force Israel to make an
early decision. 

Israelis are concerned that a nuclear Iran will
trigger an arms race among neighboring Arab
states. They suspect Saudi Arabia may already
have tacit understandings with Pakistan regarding
some form of nuclear assistance, and the Israeli
intelligence agencies are closely watching moves
by Egypt, the United Arab Emirates, and others to
develop nuclear programs for so-called peaceful
purposes. The Arab media is rich with calls to
have a ÒSunni Arab bombÓ to counter IranÕs quest
for hegemony with a ÒPersian Shiite bomb.Ó 

One scenario advanced by Israelis assumes that
the Iranian leadership may resolve to Òhang inÓ
for a considerable period just below the
weaponization red line, while upgrading and
broadening its technical capabilities and enjoying
the political clout associated with being an
ÒalmostÓ nuclear power. One good reason for the
Iranians to Òhang inÓ would be to wait for the
development of future generations of long-range
missiles. This scenario would translate into an
extended period of regional tension and 
uncertainty.

No Expectation of Deal 
As Israelis monitor the ups and certainly the

downs of the current negotiations of the so-called
P-5 + 1 with Iran, they will not rush their 
decisions. Those Israelis charged with following
Iran are convinced that, at present, a deal could
prove elusive. This means the time for Israel to
determine its course may come by around 
mid-2010. !

Ehud Yaari is a Washington Institute Lafer international fellow and Middle East correspondent for IsraelÕs
Channel Two.

I n the run-up to talks with Iran last month,
many in Europe and the United States asked
whether Iran would, or even could, come

clean on its nuclear activities.
Should the West trust Iranian promises? The

short answer is Òno.Ó But the underlying question
is ÒWhy not?Ó 

The answer lies in Iranian belief systems -
notably the doctrine of taqiyya, a difficult concept
for many non-Muslims to grasp. Taqiyya is the
Shiit e reli gious rationale for concealment or 
dissimulation in political or worldly affairs. At
one level i t means that President Mahmoud

Ahmadinejad and his regime can tell themselves
that they are obliged by their faith not to tell the
truth. 

This doctrine has not been discussed much in
the West, but it should be. How should the world
deal with taqiyya in Shiite Islam in the context of
IranÕs nuclear file? 

Can Iran be trusted?
In Iran, the teachings of Shiite Islam govern all

aspects of society.And taqiyya - dissimulation and
concealment - is one of the key elements of the
Shiite faith. While many outsiders are surprised
by IranÕs concealment of its nuclear installations,

those who study the Shiite faith and recognize the
signs of taqiyya are not. 

Many governments lie about strategic secrets,
especially secrets about nuclear weapons. Witness
IsraelÕs concealment of its nuclear capabilities.
And former Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping 
counseled his country to Òhide its brightnessÓ - for
strategic reasons. 

I r a n Õs approach to its nuclear ambit ions, 
however, is a different form of deception and
denial. Certainly states do not need a religious
edict to lie or obfuscate. But it helps if a state has
one already in place. 

Reprinted from Christian Science Monitor (November 20, 2009)

The Real Reason Ir an CanÕt Be Tr u s t e d
By Mamoun Fandy
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Mamoun Fandy is the director of the Middle East program at the International Institute of Strategic Studies
in London. HeÕs also the author of the forthcoming book, ÒThe Shia-Sunni Divide and the Coming Middle
Eastern Cold War.Ó 

What can the West do?
Western negotiators must be mindful, not only

of the technical side of IranÕs nuclear program, but
the historical evolution of taqiyya. Such context
sheds critical light on the insecurities of the
Iranian regime and that of the Shiite community at
large. 

Taqiyya doesnÕt mean the West should give up
all negotiations with Iran, or that Iran can never be
trusted. TehranÕs concealment is a means to an
end: It wants nuclear weapons to provide security
for the clerical regime and the Shiite community.
So long as Iran feels threatened, it will deceive.
But if the West can ease TehranÕs anxiety with
strong assurances, then negotiations will be more
truthful. 

How a doctrine of deceit developed
Taqiyya requires the faithful to be deceitful at

times of weakness. The history of Shiites in their
confl ict with Sunnis is a history of the 
downtrodden. They have been the underdogs in
Islamic history, and have had to protect both their
communities and their faith from being overrun
by the more numerous Sunnis. Taqiyya emerged
as a response.

Taqiyya offers a license to violate the strict rules
of the faith in cases of extreme pressure or threat
of extinction - something not unusual in Sunni-

Shiite history. The doctrine allows dissimulation
in the service of self-preservation, practiced by the
faithful. 

The teachings of Jafar al-Sadiq, the sixth Shiite
imam, emphasise taqiyya as a political tool.
ÒBefriend people on the surface, and keep your
grudges and intentions hidden,Ó he advised. He
also defined the relationship between the Shiite
and other Muslims: Ò[B]eing double-faced with
oneÕs own takes one outside the bounds of faith,
but with others [with non-Shiites] is a form of
worship.Ó 

The words of Shiite imams are viewed as 
having the authority of the prophet Muhammad,
and they entail obligations. Taqiyya is one 
component of the faith, and the Shiites are
instructed to practice it until the time the Mahdi
returns. The Mahdi is the figure who, like the
Messiah in Christianity, will return and spread 
justice on earth. 

Until that moment occurs, the Shiite faithful are
obliged to practice taqiyya in their dealings with
other Muslims, as well as with non-Muslims. 

Opposing value systems
While the policies of the West and of the

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) are
driven by the concept of transparency as a key
doctrine of modernity and modern states, those
who are negotiating with Iran must question the

extent to which the Shiite regime in Tehran is 
driven by the concept of concealment. There are
two different value systems at work here, making
common ground exceedingly difficult to find. 

Today the West may rightly be obsessed with
nuclear installations in Iran, or the number of 
centrifuges it has, or even uranium-enrichment
levels. 

Last month, Iranian officials allowed IAEA
officials to inspect a nuclear facility near the city
of Qom. But they wonÕt reveal everything: that
would violate their faith. Shiites are obliged by
their religious teachings to protect both the faith
and the community until the return of the Mahdi.
From TehranÕs perspective, ÒnuclearÓ taqiyya is a
must, because strategic nuclear weapons are the
only means to protect the Shiite community in
these modern times.

The West must understand that IranÕs nuclear
guile is a function of regime insecurities. And its
insecurity is rooted in reality: Iran feels squeezed
by the tens of thousands of US troops who
brought regime change to its west, in Iraq, and to
its east, in Afghanistan. 

If  Washington wants a breakthrough in its 
negotiations with Iran, it should make fewer
threats and more assurances. Only when the
Iranian regime feels safe will it negotiate in good
faith. !

The postcard from the Home Front
Command that recently arrived in my 
mailbox looks like an ad from the Ministry

of Tourism. A map of Israel is divided by color
into six regions, each symbolized by an upbeat
drawing: a smiling camel in the Negev desert, a
skier in the Golan Heights. In fact, each region
signifies the amount of time residents will have to
seek shelter from an impending missile attack. If
you live along the Gaza border, you have 15 
seconds after the siren sounds. Jerusalemites get a
full three minutes. But as the regions move farther
north, the time drops again, until finally, along the
Lebanese and Syrian borders, the color red 
designates Òimmediate entry into a shelter.Ó In
other words, if youÕre not already inside a shelter

donÕt bother looking for one.
The invisible but all-pervasive presence on that

cheerful map of existential dread is Iran. If Israel
were to launch a pre-emptive strike against
Iranian nuclear facilities, TehranÕs two terrorist
allies on our borders - Hezbollah and Hamas -
would almost certainly renew attacks against the
Israeli home front. And Tel Aviv would be hit by
Iranian long-range missiles.

On the other hand, if  Israel refrains from 
attacking Iran and international efforts to stop its
nuclearization fail, the results along our border
would li kely be even more catastrophic.
Hezbollah and Hamas would be emboldened
politically and psychologically. The threat of a
nuclear attack on Tel Aviv would become a 

permanent part of Israeli reality. This would do
incalculable damage to IsraelÕs sense of security.
Given these dreadful options, one might assume
that the Israeli public would respond with relief to
reports that Iran is now considering the
International Atomic Energy AgencyÕs proposal to
transfer 70% of its known, low-enriched uranium
to Russia for treatment that would seriously
reduce its potential for military application. In
fact, Israelis from the right and the left have react-
ed with heightened anxiety. ÒKosher Uranium,Ó
read the mocking headline of IsraelÕs largest daily,
Yediot Aharonot. Media commentators noted that
easing world pressure on Iran will simply enable
it to cheat more easily. If Iranian leaders are pre-
pared to sign an agreement, Israelis argue, thatÕs

Reprinted from The Wall Street Journal (October 30, 2009)

The Return Of IsraelÕs Existential Dread
By Yossi Klein Halevi
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because they know something the rest of us donÕt.
In the last few years, Israelis have been asking

themselves two questions with increasing
urgency: Should we attack Iran if all other options
fail? And can we inflict sufficient damage to 
justify the consequences?

As sanctions efforts faltered, most Israelis came
to answer the first question affirmatively. A key
moment in coalescing that resolve occurred in
December 2006, when the Iranian regime 
sponsored an ÒInternational Conference to
Review the Global Vision of the Holocaust,Ó a
two day meeting of Holocaust deniers. For
Israelis, that event ended the debate over whether
a nuclear Iran could be deterred by the threat of
c o u n t e r-force. A regime that assembles the
worldÕs crackpots to deny the most documented
atrocity in history - at the very moment it is 
trying to fend off sanctions and convince the 
international community of its sanity - may well
be immune to rational self-interest.

Opinion here has been divided about the ability
of an Israeli strike to significantly delay IranÕs
nuclear program. But Israelis have dealt with their
doubts by resurrecting a phrase from the countryÕs
early years: Ein breira, thereÕs no choice. Besides,

as one leading Israeli security official who has
been involved in the Iranian issue for many years
put it to me, ÒTechnical problems have technical
solutions.Ó Israelis tend to trust their strategic
planners to find those solutions.

In the past few months, Israelis have begun 
asking themselves a new question: Has the Obama
administrationÕs engagement with Iran effectively
ended the possibility of a military strike?

Few Israelis took seriously the recent call by
former U.S. National Security Adviser Zbigniew
Brzezinski to shoot down Israeli planes if they
take off for Iran. But American attempts to 
reassure the Israeli public of its commitment to
IsraelÕs security have largely backfired. Secretary
of State Hil lary ClintonÕs recent threat to 
ÒobliterateÓ Iran if it launched a nuclear attack
against Israel only reinforced Israeli fears that the
U.S. would prefer to contain a nuclear Iran rather
than pre-empt it militarily.

On the face of it, this is not May 1967. There is
not the same sense of impending catastrophe that
held the Israeli public in the weeks before the Six
Day War. Israelis are preoccupied with the fate of
Gilad Shalit (the kidnapped Israeli soldier held by
Hamas), with the countryÕs faltering relations with

Turkey, with the U.N.Õs denial of IsraelÕs right to
defend itself, and with an unprecedented rise in
violent crime. 

But the Iranian threat has seeped into daily life
as a constant, if barely conscious anxiety. It
emerges at unexpected moments, as black humor
or an incongruous aside in casual conversation. ÒI
think weÕre going to attack soon,Ó a friend said to
me over Sabbath dinner, as we talked about our
children going off to the army and to India. 

Now, with the possibility of a deal with Iran,
Israelis realize that a military confrontation will
almost certainly be deferred. Still, the threat
remains.

A recent cartoon in the newspaper MaÕariv
showed a drawing of a sukkah, the booth covered
with palm branches that Jews build for the autumn
festival of Tabernacles. A voice from inside the
booth asked, ÒWill these palm branches protect us
from Iranian missiles?Ó

Israelis still believe in their ability to protect
themselves - and many believe too in the divine
protection that is said to hover over the fragile
booths. Both are expressions of faith from a 
people that fear they may once again face the
unthinkable alone. !

Mr. Klein Halevi is a senior fellow at the Adelson Institute for Strategic Studies at the Shalem Center in
Jerusalem, and a contributing editor to the New Republic.

VIENNA - The last place you would expect
to hear the apocalyptic soundtrack of the
movie ÒChariots of FireÓ would be Iran.

This 1981 film recounts the story of a Jewish
Brit ish athlete and his teammate, a devout
Christian, who refuses to compete on Sunday, his
day of rest. But this soundtrack accompanies a
highly secret video, produced by Iranian nuclear
scientists, but never screened before the general
publi c - a three-minute fil m depicting a 
computerized simulation of the detonation of a
warhead, most likely a nuclear one. Whether it
was intentional or merely coincidental, the 
nameless Iranian editor decided to use the 
soundtrack of the Brit ish blockbuster to 
accompany the video. 

This film was, however, screened on February

26, 2008, in the fourth-floor conference room of
Building C at the Vienna headquarters of the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
overlooking the Danube. The host of the screening
was Finnish nuclear physicist Olli Heinonen, the
IAEAÕs deputy director general and head of its
inspection department, off icial ly called the
Department of Safeguards. In attendance were
representatives of the 35 member states that 
constitute the organizationÕs board of governors. It
was one of the most important meetings ever held
by the IAEA. 

In the seven years prior to the gathering,
Heinonen visited Iran many times as part of his
inspections on behalf  of the agency. Iranian 
intelligence agents followed his every move, 
hoping to catch him doing something that could

either embarrass him or be used for blackmail 
purposes. They offered him bribes, but the 
stern-faced Finnish nuclear scientist never took
the bait.

Heinonen even laid out his own money for the
clock with a Farsi inscription that now adorns one
of the walls in his office. He found it in one of the
warehouses of the Kalaye Electric Company, in
the southern outskirts of Tehran. The Iranians
were adamant that Kalaye produced only 
electronic watches and clocks, although the IAEA
discovered that i t clandestinely manufactures 
centrif uges for uranium enrichment. These 
centrifuges are being used today in IranÕs nuclear
program, both at the uranium-enrichment facility
in Natanz and at the recently discovered plant in
Qom. 

Reprinted from HaÕaretz (October 16, 2009)

The 3-Minute Video That May Prove IranÕs Nuclear Intentions
By Yossi Melman
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A dedicated off icial, esteemed by agency 
colleagues for his integrity, Heinonen is known to
oppose the conciliatory approach toward Iran that
has for years been the policy of IAEA director
general Mohamed ElBaradei, who will be leaving
his post at the end of the year. Heinonen managed
to recruit  his bossÕagreement to invite the 
representatives of the board of governorsÕmember
states to the briefing on that wintry Vienna day.
The purpose: a briefing on the suspected Òmilitary
aspectsÓ of IranÕs nuclear program, which Tehran
claims is intended only for peaceful purposes. 

The video depicted a room made of stone. At the
center stood a Perspex mock-up - equipped with a
flashing red light - of a ball-shaped bomb resting
in the metallic, gold-plated cone of a missile 
warhead. In the most important scene in the film,
the computer simulation shows the launched 
warhead reentering the atmosphere and exploding
600 meters above the earthÕs surface. According to
experts, this is the ideal altitude for detonating a
nuclear bomb in order to generate the maximum
degree of destruction on the ground. 

At the briefing, Heinonen noted that the type of
warhead represented by the model could fit an
Iranian Shahab missile. 

Thus, with the soundtrack of ÒChariots of FireÓ
in the background, the participants in Vienna had
the impression they were viewing a PR marketing
film produced to advance the sales of some 
corporation. Some present thought it  was a 
training film intended to demonstrate to senior
Iranian officials - either members of the countryÕs
political or religious echelons, or the top brass of
its Revolutionary Guard - that Tehran had reached
an advanced stage in its nuclear program. 

In addition to the video, Heinonen displayed
documents in Farsi, which he said dated back to
July 2003-January 2004, and which included a
number of sketches. Both the film and sketches
showed a machine that can produce light-weight
aluminum warheads. 

Heinonen was very cautious, emphasizing there
was no evidence proving that what they had seen
was necessarily a mock-up of a nuclear warhead;
it could have been a conventional one.
Nonetheless, his listeners were stunned. It was
clear to most of them that it was likely a nuclear
device. 

As one of those who was present explained to
HaÕaretz: ÒIf it walks like a duck and talks like a
duck, it must be a duck.Ó That is, one can assume
the Iranians have conducted research and 

calculations for weaponization - how to assemble
a nuclear device - as part of a secret military
nuclear program alongside their civilian one. 

At the briefing, Heinonen told participants that
he and other IAEAofficials had asked the Iranians
for an explanation of the video - specifically,
about the warhead, its simulated reentry into the
earthÕs atmosphere, the detonation of its nuclear
payload at an altitude of 600 meters, the ball-like
mechanism and so on. However, as befitting their
usual tactics, the Iranians delayed their response,
and then argued that the materials - the footage,
photos and sketches - were a total fabrication, pro-
duced by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency or
IsraelÕs Mossad, or perhaps by both of them
together. According to the Iranians, the forgery
was intended to frame them, to present Iran as a
country engaged in developing nuclear weapons,
and thus operating in blatant violation of 
international conventions. 

The IraniansÕnext move was to admit half-
heartedly that the video was authentic, but that it
depicted a computer simulation of a reentry 
vehicle of a conventional warhead - not a nuclear
one. 

Smuggled out 
Three years prior to the Vienna gathering,

reports leaked to the media and also published by
Haaretz already claimed that Iran was involved in
secret research for weaponization purposes. The
reports were based on secret documents that had
reached the IAEA. This data, according to the
reports, had been concealed in a laptop smuggled
out of Iran, ostensibly by a scientist who had been
a part of his countryÕs nuclear program, and who
handed the computer over to the German 
intelligence service, the BND. 

Recently, however, a new version of events has
surfaced. David Albright, a physicist who serves
as president of the Institute for Science and
International Security (ISIS) in Washington, D.C.,
wrote that the data was smuggled out as 
Òelectronic mediaÓ and not via a laptop. A former
IAEA inspector, Albright is considered to have
very good relations with the agency as well as
with American intelligence. In recent years, ISIS
has beat even the media in publicizing on its Web
site information about the nuclear programs of
Iran and Syria. Indeed, Albright was the first to
publish aerial photos of the nuclear site at Qom. 

Albright explained last month that the scientist
who smuggled out the secret data was indeed an

agent for German intelligence, who suspected
I r a n Õs security services had discovered his 
espionage activities. For that reason, he gave his
wife the Òelectronic media,Ó including the video,
and instructed her to go to Turkey and hand it over
to American diplomats there. A short while 
afterward, reported Albright, the scientist-agent
vanished without a trace: Apparently, he was
arrested by Iranian intelligence and executed for
treason. 

When it reached the United States, the data was
sent to the Sandia National Laboratories to verify
whether it  was authentic and whether the 
simulation of the detonation of a nuclear device
had, in fact, been carried out. Subsequently, 
probably in 2005, the information was transmitted
in censored format to the IAEA. However, after
examination, the organizationÕs experts could not
determine definitively whether it was genuine. 

Nonetheless, the data convinced the IAEAÕs
board of governors that Iran had indeed reneged
on its obligations, and the agency decided to 
submit a report on the matter to the UN Security
Council. In 2006, that body imposed sanctions on
Iran for breaching its safeguards agreements and
called upon it to suspend its uranium-enrichment
activities. However, because of the internal 
dispute within the IAEA, the Vienna briefing was
held only two years later.

Heinonen and his team compiled a 67-page
report and asked ElBaradei to include it as an
appendix to one of the IAEAÕs seasonal reports on
Iran. However, on this issue, ElBaradei gained the
upper hand: Convinced that there was no evidence
of an Iranian military program, he refused to
append the internal report and even asked that the
fact of its very existence be concealed. 

A few weeks ago, Haaretz revealed the very
existence of the appendix. However, the bitter
truth is that such information cannot change the
reality on the ground. Iran continues to enrich 
uranium while claiming that it has no military
nuclear program. Russia and China insist on
opposing harsh sanctions on Iran. Israeli
spokespersons have hinted at, or even threatened,
a military operation against Iran, but they prefer it
be carried out by the United States. The United
States and the European Union oppose the use of
force and f ind themselves isolated in their
attempts to deal with TehranÕs nuclear challenge.
This week, the IAEA said it had no comment
when asked by Haaretz about the information 
presented at the Vienna briefing. !
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The chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of
Staff, Adm. Michael Mullen, said last week
in Washington that a nuclear Iran would

pose an existential threat to Israel. 
Mullen said he would prefer that the U.S. work

diplomatically to keep the country from acquiring
nuclear weapons, but hinted that should such
efforts fail, the U.S. air force and navy could be
put into action as well. 

Ahead of Defense Minister Ehud BarakÕs visit
to the Pentagon this week, Israeli military sources
said they were satisfied with the progress in talks
with their American counterparts over acquiring
F-35 fighter jets. Israel will pay $135 million per
jet if it buys 25, and $100 million if it buys 75. 

Meanwhile, Washington has retracted its 
opposition to installing Israeli-made systems on
the jets. However, a disagreement over IsraelÕs
request for complete access to the planesÕ
computer systems is yet to be resolved. 

At a conference at the National Press Club,
Mullen said he has spent a significant amount of
time with his Israeli counterpart, IDF Chief of
Staff Gabi Ashkenazi, and that ÒitÕs very clear to
me that a nuclear weapon in Iran is an existential
threat to Israel,Ó according to a transcript released
by his office. 

ÒThere is no doubt in my mind thatÕs how the
Israelis feel,Ó he said, adding, ÒGiven that view,
[and] their sense of both focus and urgency ... it is
up front. It is at the top of their list.Ó 

Mullen has held frequent talks with Ashkenazi
over the past two years. The most recent was last
month in Normandy, France. 

Ashkenazi, his deputy Maj. Gen. Benny Gantz,
and Brig. Gen. Yossi Baidatz (head of the Military
Intelligence research division), met last week with
Adm. James Stavridis, the commander of U.S.
European Command (EUCOM) and NATO
supreme allied commander of Europe, while

Stavridis visited Israel with several of his top 
officers. 

Israel is within EUCOMÕs area of responsibility,
but lately ties have grown tighter between Israel
and U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM), which
is responsible for Iran. 

Hinting at differences in perceptions between
the administrations in Washington and Jerusalem,
Mullen said IranÕs nuclear program appears Òto be
the No. 1 priority for Israel, and certainly itÕs a
very high priority for us.Ó 

Mullen added that a nuclear Iran would 
undermine the stability of a region that is already
highly unstable, and that he supports U.S.
President Barack ObamaÕs view that Òthe goal is
to make sure that they donÕt get a nuclear weapon.
At the same time, a strike on Iran, getting into a
conflict with Iran, I think would also be incredibly
destabilizing.Ó !

Reprinted from HaÕaretz (November 8, 2009)

U.S. Top Brass: Nuclear I ran Is Existential Threat To Israel
By Amir Oren

Nearly six months after the demonstrations
that followed JuneÕs disputed presidential
election, IranÕs pro-democracy Ògreen

movementÓ is as strong as ever. Rallies took place
in downtown Tehran today, having been in the
works for months through Twitter, blogs, and
word of mouth. Iran, it seems, is on the verge of
having a new, unified opposition party.

But the solidarity on the streets hides wide - and
growing - splits within. The ostensible leaders of
the movement, Mi r Hossein Mousavi,
Mohammad Khatami, and Mehdi Karroubi, are
former high-ranking off icials of the Islamic
Republic who would likely keep much about the
Islamic Revolution in place. Contrast this with the
young men and women on the streets, and you see
differences that go beyond the generational. The
protesters are aiming to bring down the very 
system of which their leaders are a part.

Despite being lauded as modernizers, 
opposition front-runner Mousavi and his two
green movement colleagues are deeply loyal to
the ideals of Ayatollah Rouhollah Khomeini, the

founder of the Islamic Republic, and advocate a
theocratic political system. Had Mousavi come
into office following the June 12 presidential 
election, he would not have chall enged the 
political order. He would have tried to fix the
Islamic RepublicÕs internal and external crises
through slight policy tweaks. Nor would the West
have seen an ÒopeningÓ of the sort that some 
suggest. Indeed, MousaviÕs rivalry with President
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has little to do with the
current regimeÕs foreign policy and far more to do
with internal power struggles, economic policy,
and, to some extent, cultural agendas. A new
leader would not have fundamentally changed
IranÕs position on nuclear policy or its regional
role. The reason is simple: Everyone who ran for
president concedes that foreign-policy decisions
should fall to IranÕs supreme leader, Ayatollah Ali
Khamenei. 

So how did such moderates end up at the helm
of a revolution? By accident. None of the reform
candidates could have predicted that, following
the mass vote-rigging during the presidential 

election, a popular movement would arise. These
ÒleadersÓ had only a small role both in organizing
and creating the movement, but they were swept
into power by a spontaneous and improvised
groundswell. The government had carefully vetted
candidates, keeping anyone too reformist from
running. So the grass-roots movement was left
with a choice between two evils: Mousavi, the
lesser one, and Ahmadinejad. 

Mousavi reluctantly became the symbolic
leader of the green movement, but he, Karroubi,
and Khatami remain aloof. To d a y Õs 
demonstrations, for example, were imagined and
promoted by bloggers and leaders of human rights
and womenÕs movements for at least two months.
It was only last week, after these plans were well
circulated (and the Grand Ayatollah had warned
against them), that Mousavi issued a statement
calling for demonstrations on Nov. 4.

So today, these three former officials find 
themselves at the helm of a movement whose
views they do not necessarily represent. That gap
- between the green movementÕs leaders and the

Reprinted from Foreign Policy (November 4, 2009)

W h o Õs Really Running IranÕs Green Movement?
By Mehdi Khalaji
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people in the streets - is widening. Even in the
midst of protests, there is growing discord. For
instance, Mousavi and Karroubi have both 
criticized slogans like ÒNo Gaza, no Lebanon - 
I sacrifice my life for IranÓ as Òextremist,Ó despite
their  being a widespread feature of current 
popular action in Iran.

But the most fundamental split comes over what
the movement makes of the Iranian Revolution.
Mousavi and Khatami have reiterated their
desired goal of returning to the ideals of late
Ayatollah Khomenei and the original principles of
the Islamic Republic. But those in the streets are
conscious of the failure of past reforms and have
little hope that the Islamic Republic - a system in
which the supreme leader has the authority to veto
both Islamic and national law - can be saved. And
the green movement remains motivated by the
notion of human rights and citizenship, both
absent in IranÕs Constitution. Hence, the part of
the movement that first began to peacefully
protest against the vote manipulation in this 

s u m m e rÕs election finds itself diametrically
opposed to Ayatollah Khamenei and the
Revolutionary Guard under him. 

Khatami, a former president himself, is 
certainly cognizant of the split; in a recent speech,
he tried to distinguish between those participating
in current protests, who reject the entire existing
system, and his own followers, who prefer to
work within the political structure of the Islamic
Republic with a ruling jurist above all.

But the bulk of the movement agrees less with
the so-called leaders and more with the Islamic
RepublicÕs young third generation, who form 70
percent of the Iranian population and make up
most of the demonstrators. The true leaders of this
movement are students, women, human rights
activists, and political activists who have little
desire to work in a theocratic regime or in a 
government within the framework of the existing
Constitution. This movement is much broader
than the reform movement of the 1990s, when

Khatami was president. Then, the number of 
people demanding reform on the streets never
exceeded 50,000. According to Te h r a n Õs 
conservative mayor, Mohammad Baqer Qalibaf,
more than 3 million people protested in the wake
of this yearÕs June 12 election.

If you want to know the unconventional nature
of this movement - and what the people who have
bravely taken to the streets really want - donÕt
listen to Mousavi, Karroubi, and Khatami. 

Since the true representatives of reform owe 
little to them, a successful green movement would
likely push them aside anyway.

This is why it is not only the regime in Tehran -
but also the reformist ÒleadersÓ who pretend to
lead this movement - that fear the success of the
green movement. Democracy in Iran will emerge
only through a rupture with the late Ayatollah
KhomeiniÕs ideals and Islamic ideology - concepts
to which the accidental leaders of the green 
movement are still loyal. !
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As officials continue to investigate the
alleged Fort Hood killer, it is looking
increasingly likely that the Army missed

several red flags in Major Nidal Malik HasanÕs
behavior. Many observers say it wouldnÕt be 
surprising if such signals had been missed, given
that Hasan was a psychiatrist whom the Army 
desperately needed to help tend to the mental
wounds of two wars. But at the same time, some
members of the military are quietly discussing the
more troubling possibility that the Army looked
the other way precisely because Hasan was
Muslim.

Army officials strongly deny any suggestion
that HasanÕs religion resulted in his being given
special treatment. But one officer who attended
the PentagonÕs medical school with Hasan 
disagrees. ÒHe was very vocal about being a
Muslim first and holding ShariÕa law above the
Constitution,Ó this officer recalls. When fellow
students asked, ÒHow can you be an officer and
hold to the Constitution?,Ó the officer says, Hasan
would Òget visibly upset - sweaty and nervous -
and had no good answers.Ó This medical doctor
would speak only anonymously because his 
commanders have ordered him not to talk about
Hasan, he says.

This officer says he was so surprised when
Hasan gave a talk about Òthe war on terror being a
war on IslamÓ that he asked the lieutenant colonel
running the course what HasanÕs presentation had
to do with health care. ÒI raised my hand and
asked, ÔWhy are you letting this go on - this has
nothing to do with environmental health.ÕThe
course director said, ÔIÕm just going to let him

go.ÕÓ The topic of HasanÕs presentation, the 
officer says, had been approved in advance by the
lieutenant colonel. 

The officer says he and a colleague complained
to staff at the Uniformed University of the Health
Sciences in Bethesda, Md., but got nowhere: ÒIt
was a systemic problem - the same thing was 
happening at Walter Reed,Ó the Army medical
center several miles away, where Hasan was
working as a psychiatrist. (The Washington Post
reported Tuesday that Hasan gave a simi lar 
presentation at Walter Reed in which he said
Muslims should be released as conscientious
objectors rather than forced into combat against
fell ow Musli ms.) But Òpoli tical correctnessÓ
inside the military, the officer asserts, insulated
Hasan. ÒPeople are afraid to come forward and
chall enge somebodyÕs ideology,Ó he says,
Òbecause theyÕre afraid of getting an equal-
Óopportunity complaint that can end careers.Ó

A retired four-star officer says that, on the basis
of the evidence gleaned so far, it was HasanÕs
career that should have been cut short. ÒThey
could have given him a dishonorable discharge
and said what heÕs doing works against good order
and discipline,Ó says the general, who also
requested anonymity. But rather than it being a
matter of giving preferential treatment to Hasan
because of his religion, Òmy guess is he fell
through the cracks,Ó the general says. 

Whether he fell through the cracks or was cut
slack because of concerns about appearing to
impinge on his religious freedom will be a focus
of the investigations under way. ÒThe Army was
just under such pressure that they planned to send

him to Afghanistan,Ó says Lawrence Korb,
Pentagon personnel chief during the Reagan
Administration. But Korb says heÕs perplexed by
reports that Hasan received poor evaluations and
still got promoted. ÒThat tells me the Army didnÕt
do its job,Ó he says - though he attributes that to
the unrelenting demand to keep mental-health
professionals on duty rather than to HasanÕs 
religion.

But Ralph Peters, a retired Army lieutenant
colonel who now writes military books and a
newspaper column, contends that HasanÕs religion
protected him from punitive action by the Army, a
view shared privately by many in uniform. While
stressing Òthere shouldnÕt be witch huntsÓ against
Muslims in uniform, Peters insists Òthis guy got a
pass because he was a Muslim, despite the ArmyÕs
claim that everybodyÕs green and weÕre all the
same.Ó 

Congress is already beginning to look into why
an Army psychiatrist who reportedly had to be
counseled against sharing his antiwar views with
soldiers back from combat could have possibly
been promoted in May. Senator Joe Lieberman of
Connecticut, chairman of the Homeland Security
Committee, said on Monday that he will hold a
hearing next week to see Òwhether the 
government missed warning signs that should
have led to [HasanÕs] expulsionÓ before he killed
13 people on the Texas post last T h u r s d a y.
HasanÕs former classmate, for one, says he wasnÕt
surprised to see HasanÕs face flash across his 
television screen. ÒAfter the shock,Ó he says, Òthe
first thing that went through my mind was, Hey, I
remember everything this guy said.Ó !

Reprinted from Time Magazine (November 10, 2009)

Did the Army Ignore Red Flags Because Of HasanÕs Religion?
By Mark Thompson

The admonition not to rush to judgment or
jump to conclusions might sound fair and
prudent enough, perhaps even states

manlike when uttered by the president, as long itÕs

borne in mind that such advice is itself a judgment
that is more than halfway to a conclusion. What it
plainly implies in the present case is that the
actions of Maj. Nidal Malik Hasan should not be

assumed in any meaningful way to be related to
his Muslim faith. 

Perfect subjective knowledge of the majorÕs
possibly disordered mind is not available to me,

Reprinted from Slate.com (November 16, 2009)

Hard Evidence: Seven Salient Facts About Maj. Nidal Malik Hasan
By Christopher Hitchens
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but nor is it available to the host of damage-
control commentators and FBI drones who have
had things mostly their own way so far. In order to
demonstrate the absence of a connection, 
however, the following facts would have to be
regarded as relatively random or secondary:

1) Hasan had been in direct correspondence
with a notorious preacher of violence, Anwar 
al-Awlaki, whose enthusiasm for the teachings
and actions of al-Qaida has long been well-known
to researchers and intelligence agencies.

2) He bought weapons for himself well in
advance of a murderous assault on unarmed 
soldiers awaiting treatment at a clinic-people to
whom, in addition to his responsibilities as a
human being, he also owed, as a physician, a
sworn duty of care.

3) As he unleashed his volleys, he yelled the
universal cry of jihad, ÒAllahu akbar!Ó or ÒGod is
great!Ó (The eyewitnesses on this point, originally
doubted, are especially convincing since some of
them didnÕt understand the meaning of the words
and only sought to reproduce them phonetically.)
On his business card, he described himself as
ÒSOAÓ or Òslave,Ó or possibly, Òsoldier of Allah.Ó
Neither would be especially reassuring in this
context.

4) He had attracted considerable attention by
repeatedly using his postgraduate classes at the
Uniformed Service University in Bethesda, Md.,
for the purpose of Islamic proselytizing, for a 
version of Islam that, to say the least, did not
overemphasize it as a Òreligion of peace.Ó

5) He had, in spoken and written 
communications, demonstrated a fascination 
with the love of death and the concept of suicide
martyrdom (better described as suicide murder)
that is the central concept of Bin Ladenism. 

6) Though he may have been upset by the 
harrowing stories of returned soldiers - as many,
many of us have been, incidentall y - his 
overwhelming and reiterated objection to the war
against the Taliban in Afghanistan, and al-Qaida
in Iraq, is that it is Òa war on Islam.Ó It might be
worth noting that this means that the Taliban does
represent Islam, whereas the current governments
of Iraq and Afghanistan somehow do not - a core

belief of the Islamic purists who use the dogma of
takfir to excommunicate such Muslims and render
them liable, along with many other kind of infidel,
to holy slaughter.

7) He seems to have been especially obsessed
with the Quranic injunction that forbids devout
Muslims to make alliances with Christians and
Jews.

The above list is not exhaustive, but I would
submit that five of the seven items (the first and
the last four) would have been grounds to have
had him either put under close surveillance or 
dismissed from the service. Proselytizing in 
uniform, for example, is already banned by a 
general order. To be Òinclusive,Ó the United States
armed forces must exclude or discipline those
who oppose inclusion. This, of course, goes for
zealots of all faiths, and it wonÕt do to point out
that it isnÕt always universally applied. The Hasan
atrocity makes such an application more urgent,
not less.

What about the emphasis on HasanÕs 
supposedly knife-edge mental state? Well, even
supposing it to have been precarious, it can 
hardly have been improved by immersion in the
rantings of Anwar al-Awlaki. I do not say that all
practi tioners of woman-hating, anti-Semit ic, 
sadomasochistic suicide immolations are 
themselves insane, but I do say that the teaching
itself is demented. In the same way, I do not say
that all Muslims are terrorists, but I have noticed
that an alarmingly high proportion of terrorists are
Muslim. A paranoid or depressive person - of
whom we have many millions in our midst - does
not have to end up screaming religious slogans
while butchering his fellow creatures. But a 
paranoid or depressive person who is in regular
touch with a j ihadist Òspiritual leaderÓ is 
presented with a ready-made script that offers him
paradise in exchange for homicide.

All right, then, wasnÕt the gallant major also
subject to ill treatment and even abuse? Only up to
a point, when you consider that his parents had
been given refuge from Palestine and enabled to
build a life here, that he himself had knowingly
joined an all-volunteer army, that he had been 
promoted (it seems rather faster and higher than
his true abilities warranted) and allowed on the

job to vent extremely noxious opinions about
members of other faiths, to say nothing about his
adopted country. No doubt he came in for a taunt
or two, but if you want to avoid that, then donÕt
express contempt for your fellow soldiers while in
uniform. Black Americans used to be segregated.
Jewish recruits were mercilessly hazed, as were
men or women who looked as if they might be
gay. Did any of them ever come up with an act of
mass murder as a response? Did any of them ever
offer a black or Jewish or gay ideology in justifi-
cation of it? Would they have earned sympathy
and understanding if they had? By the time the
mushy Òpre-post-traumaticÓ school was done with
the story, Maj. Hasan was not just acquitted of
being a bad Muslim. He was more or less 
exonerated of having even done a bad deed.

This is not at all a matter of the usual stupid
refusal of the FBI and other security services to
understand an early warning even when they have
detected one. It is a direct challenge to the unity
and integrity of the armed services, which have
been one of our societyÕs principal organs and
engines of ethnic and religious integration. A U.S.
soldier who wonders about the reliability of his,
let alone her, Muslim colleague is not being
ÒIslamophobic.Ó (A phobia is an irrational or
uncontrollable fear.) If Maj. Hasan has made this
understandable worry in the ranks more 
widespread, he has done his fanatical preacher
friend the greatest possible service. But thatÕs his
fault for doing what he did, and his superiorsÕfault
for letting him openly rehearse it for so long, not
mine for pointing it out. 

I wrote some years ago that the three most
salient characteristics of the Muslim death-squad
type were self-righteousness, self-pity, and self-
hatred. Surrounded as he was by fellow shrinks
who were often very distressed by his menacing
manner, Maj. Hasan managed to personify all
three traits-with the theocratic rhetoric openly
thrown in for good measure-and yet be treated
even now as if the real word for him was troubled.
Prepare to keep on meeting those three symptoms
again, along with official attempts to oppose them
only with therapy, if that. At least the holy 
warriors know they are committing suicide. !
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Thirteen dead and 31 wounded would be a
bad day for the U.S. mili tary in
Afghanistan, and a great victory for the

Taliban. When it happens in Texas, in the heart of
the biggest mili tary base in the nation, at a 
processing center for soldiers either returning
from or deploying to combat overseas, it is not
merely a ÒtragedyÓ (as too many people called it)
but a glimpse of a potentially fatal flaw at the
heart of what we have called, since 9/11, the ÒWar
on Terror.Ó Brave soldiers trained to hunt down
and kill AmericaÕs enemy abroad were killed in
the safety and security of home by, in essence, the
same enemy - a man who believes in and supports
everything the enemy does.

And heÕs a U.S. Army major.
And his superior officers and other authorities

knew about his beliefs but seemed to think it was
just a bit of harmless multicultural diversity - as if
believing that Òthe Muslims should stand up and
fight against the aggressorÓ (i.e., his fell ow
American soldiers) and writing Internet paeans to
the ÒnobleÓ ÒheroismÓ of suicide bombers and,
indeed, objectively supporting the other sidein an
active war is to be regarded as just some kind of
alternative li festyle that adds to the general
vibrancy of the base.

When it emerged early on Thursday afternoon
that the shooter was Nidal Malik Hasan, there
appeared shortly thereafter on Twitter a flurry of
posts with the striking formulation: ÒPlease judge
Major Malik Nadal [sic] by his actions and not by
his name.Ó

Concerned Tweeters can relax: There was never
really any danger of that - and not just in the sense
that the New York TimesÕs first report on Major
Hasan never mentioned the words ÒMuslimÓ or
ÒIslam,Ó or that ABCÕs Martha RaddatzÕs only
observation on his name was that Òas for the 
suspect, Nadal Hasan, as one officerÕs wife told
me, ÔI wish his name was Smith.ÕÓ

What a strange reaction. I suppose what she
means is that, if his name were Smith, we could all
retreat back into the same comforting illusions
that allowed the bureaucracy to advance Nidal
Malik Hasan to major and into the heart of Fort
Hood while ignoring everything that mattered
about the essence of this man.

Since 9/11, we have, as the Twitterers 
recommend, judged people by their actions - 
flying planes into skyscrapers, blowing 
themselves up in Bali nightclubs or London Tube

trains, planting IEDs by the roadside in Baghdad
or Tikrit. And on the whole weÕre effective at
responding with action of our own - taking out
training camps in Afghanistan, rol l ing up 
insurgency networks in Fallujah and Ramadi,
intercepting terror plots in London and Toronto
and Dearborn.

But weÕre scrupulously non-judgmental about
the ideology that drives a man to fly into a 
building or self-detonate on the subway, and thus
we have a hole at the heart of our strategy. We use
rhetorical conveniences like Òradical IslamÓ or, if
that seems a wee bit Islamophobic, just plain old
Òradical extremism.Ó But we never make any
e ffort to delineate the l ine which separates 
Òradical IslamÓ from non-radical Islam. Indeed,
we go to great lengths to make it even fuzzier.And
somewhere in that woozy blur the pathologies of
a Nidal Malik Hasan incubate. An army 
psychiatrist, Major Hasan was an American, born
and raised, who graduated from Viriginia Tech
and then received his doctorate from the
Uniformed Services University of the Health
Sciences in Bethesda, which works out to the best
part of half a million dollarsÕworth of elite 
education. But he opposed AmericaÕs actions in
the Middle East and Afghanistan, and made
approving remarks about jihadists on American
soil. ÒYou need to lock it up, Major,Ó cautioned
his superior officer, Col. Terry Lee.

But he didnÕt really need to Òlock it upÓ at all.
He could pretty much say anything he liked, and
if any Òred flagsÓ were raised they were quickly
mothballed. Lots of people are Òanti-war.Ó Some
of them are objectively on the other side - thatÕs to
s a y, they encourage and support attacks on
American troops and civilians. But not many of
those in that latter category are U.S. Army majors.
Or so one would hope. Yet why be surprised?
Azad Ali, a man who approvingly quotes such
observations as ÒIf I saw an American or British
man wearing a soldierÕs uniform inside Iraq I
would kill him because that is my obligationÓ is
an adviser to BritainÕs Crown Prosecution Service
(the equivalent of the U.S. attorneys). In Toronto
this week, the brave ex-Muslim Nonie Darwish
mentioned en passant that, on flying from the U.S.
to Canada, she was questioned at length about the
purpose of her visit by an apparently Muslim 
border official. When she revealed that she was
giving a speech about Islamic law, he rebuked her:
ÒWe are not to question sharia.Ó

ThatÕs the guy manning the airport-security
desk.

In the New York Times, Maria Newman touched
on HasanÕs faith only obliquely: ÒHe was single,
according to the records, and he listed no religious
preference.Ó Thank goodness for that, eh? A
neighbor in Texas says the major had ÒAllahÓ and
Òanother wordÓ pinned up in Arabic on his door.
ÒAkbarÓ maybe? On Thursday morning he is said
to have passed out copies of the Koran to his
neighbors. He shouted in Arabic as he fired. But
donÕt worry: As the FBI spokesman assured us in
nothing flat, thereÕs no terrorism angle.

ThatÕs true, in a very narrow sense: Major
Hasan is not a card-carrying member of the Texas
branch of al-Qaeda reporting to a control officer in
Yemen or Waziristan. If he were, things would be
a lot easier. But the pathologies that drive 
al-Qaeda beat within Major Hasan too, and in the
end his Islamic impulses trumped his expensive
Western education, his psychiatric training, his
military discipline - his entire American identity.
One might say the same about Faleh Hassan
Almaleki of Glendale, Ariz., arrested last week
after fatally running over his Òtoo WesternizedÓ
daughter Noor in the latest American honor
killing. Or the two U.S. residents - one American,
one Canadian - arrested a few days earlier for
plotting to fly to Denmark for the purposes of
murdering the editor who commissioned the
famous Mohammed cartoons. But Noor
AlmalekiÕs brother shrugs thatÕs just the way it is.
ÒOne thing to one culture doesnÕt make sense to
another culture,Ó he says.

Indeed. To infidels, Islam is in a certain sense
unknowable, and most of us are content to leave it
at that. The vast majority of Muslims donÕt 
conspire to kil l  cartoonists or murder their  
daughters or shoot dozens of their fellow soldiers.
But Islam inspires enough of this behavior to
make it a legitimate topic of analysis. DonÕt hold
your breath. WeÕd rather talk about anything else
- even in the Army.

What happened to those men and women at Fort
Hood had a horrible symbolism: Members of the
best trained, best equipped fighting force on the
planet gunned down by a guy who said a few
goofy things no one took seriously. And thatÕs the
problem: America has the best troops and fiercest
f i r e p o w e r, but no strategy for throttl ing the 
ideology that drives the enemy - in Afghanistan
and in Texas. !

Reprinted from National Review Online (November 7, 2009)

The Hole At the Heart Of Our Strategy
By Mark Steyn

Mark Steyn, a National Review columnist, is author of America Alone.
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What a surprise -- that someone who
shouts ÒAllahu AkbarÓ (the ÒGod is
greatÓ ji hadist battle cry) as he is 

shooting up a room of American soldiers might
have Islamist motives. It certainly was a surprise
to the mainstream media, which spent the 
weekend after the Fort Hood massacre playing
down Nidal HasanÕs religious beliefs. 

ÒI cringe that heÕs a Muslim. . . . I think heÕs
probably just a nut case,Ó said NewsweekÕs Evan
Thomas. Some were more adamant. TimeÕs Joe
Klein decried Òodious attempts by Jewish 
extremists . . . to argue that the massacre 
perpetrated by Nidal Hasan was somehow a direct
consequence of his Islamic beliefs.Ó While none
could match KleinÕs peculiar c h e rc h e z - l e - j u i f
motif, the popular story line was of an Army 
psychiatrist driven over the edge by terrible 
stories he had heard from soldiers returning from
Iraq and Afghanistan. 

They suffered. He listened. He snapped. 
Really? What about the doctors and nurses, the

counselors and physical therapists at Walter Reed
Army Medical Center who every day hear and
live with the pain and the suffering of returning
soldiers? How many of them then picked up a gun
and shot 51 innocents? 

And what about civilian psychiatrists - not the
Upper West Side therapist treating Woody Allen
neurotics, but the thousands of doctors working
with hospitalized psychotics - who every day hear
not just tales but cries of the most excruciating
anguish, of the most unimaginable torment? How
many of those doctors commit mass murder? 

ItÕs been decades since I practiced psychiatry.
Perhaps I missed the epidemic. 

But, of course, if the shooter is named Nidal
Hasan, who National Public Radio reported had
been trying to proselytize doctors and patients,
then something must be found. Presto! Secondary
post-traumatic stress disorder, a handy invention
to allow one to ignore the obvious. 

And the perfect moral finesse. Medicalizing
mass murder not only exonerates. It turns the 
murderer into a victim, indeed a sympathetic one.
After all, secondary PTSD, for those who believe
in it  (you wonÕt find it in DSM-IV-TR, 
psychiatryÕs Diagnostic and Statistical Manual), is
known as Òcompassion fatigue.Ó The poor man -
pushed over the edge by an excess of sensitivity.

Have we totally lost our moral bearings? Nidal
Hasan (allegedly) cold-bloodedly killed 13 inno-
cent people. His business card had his name, his
profession, his medical degrees and his 
occupational identity. U.S. Army? No. ÒSoAÓ -
Soldier of Allah. In such cases, poli tical 
correctness is not just an abomination. ItÕs a 
danger, clear and present. 

Consider the A r m y Õs treatment of HasanÕs 
previous behavior. NPRÕs Daniel Zwerdling 
interviewed a Hasan colleague at Walter Reed
about a hair-raising grand rounds that Hasan had
apparently given. Grand rounds are the most 
serious academic event at a teaching hospital -
attending physicians, residents and students 
gather for a lecture on an instructive case history
or therapeutic finding. 

IÕve been to dozens of these. In fact, I gave one
myself on post-traumatic retrograde amnesia - as
you can see, these lectures are fairly technical.
Not HasanÕs. His was an hour-long disquisition on
what he called the Koranic view of military 

service, jihad and war. It included an allegedly
authoritative elaboration of the punishments 
visited upon nonbelievers - consignment to hell,
decapitation, having hot oil poured down your
throat. This Òreally freaked a lot of doctors out,Ó
reported NPR.

Nor was this the only incident. ÒThe 
psychiatrist,Ó reported Zwerdling, Òsaid that he
was the kind of guy who the staff actually stood
around in the hallway saying: Do you think heÕs a
terrorist, or is he just weird?Ó 

Was anything done about this potential danger?
Of course not. Who wants to be accused of
Islamophobia and prejudice against a colleagueÕs
religion? 

One must not speak of such things. Not even
now. Not even after we know that Hasan was in
communication with a notorious Yemen-based
jihad propagandist. As late as Tuesday, The New
York Timeswas running a story on how returning
soldiers at Fort Hood had a high level of violence. 

What does such violence have to do with
Hasan? He was not a returning soldier. And the
soldiers who returned home and shot their wives
or fellow soldiers didnÕt cry ÒAllahu AkbarÓ as
they squeezed the trigger.

The delicacy about the religion in question -
condescending, politically correct and deadly - is
nothing new. A week after the first (1993) World
Trade Center attack, the same New York Times ran
the following front-page headline about the arrest
of one Mohammed Salameh: ÒJersey City Man Is
Charged in Bombing of Trade Center.Ó 

Ah yes, those Jersey men - so resentful of New
York, so prone to violence. !

Reprinted from The Washington Post (November 13, 2009)

Medicalizing Mass Murder
By Charles Krauthammer

Maj. Nidal Malik Hasan is accused of
murdering last week 13 people (12 of
whom were soldiers) and wounding

another 30 at Fort Hood, Texas. It was not the
first, nor will it be the last, domestic terrorist 
incident since Sept. 11, 2001.

We now see that authorities had, or should have

had, reason to be suspicious of Hasan - including
his contact with a radical cleric and a bizarre
ÒmedicalÓ presentation he once gave to Army 
doctors that focused on Islam and the military.

Now, weÕre also learning that someone going by
the name Nidal Hasan posted extremist views on
the Internet, and that at least one former classmate

questioned his loyalty to America.
Yet no one acted.
Was, as there appears to be, a fear among

would-be accusers of being charged with 
politically incorrect bias?

That worry has certainly been evident in the
postmortem Fort Hood analysis. Repeatedly the

Reprinted from National Review Online (November 12, 2009)

Same Old, Same Old At Fort Hood
By Victor Davis Hanson
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media advised us not to rush to judgment about
the motives of Hasan, who, witnesses say, yelled
ÒAllahu Akbar!Ó before he shot the unarmed.

Many commentators were more likely to cite
the stresses of hearing patients discuss two wars in
Afghanistan and Iraq than HasanÕs own apparent
extremist beliefs.

In truth, the Fort Hood murders fit into a now
familiar pattern of radical Islam-inspired violence
that manifests itself in two principal ways.

First are the formal terrorist plots. Radical
Muslims have attempted, in coordinated fashion,
to blow up a bridge, explode a train, assault a 
military base, and topple a high-rise building - in
ways al-Qaeda terrorist leaders abroad warned us
would follow 9/11.

This year alone, three terrorist plots have been
foiled.

Najibullah Zazi was indicted for plans to set off
a bomb in New York on the anniversary of 9/11.

Daniel Patrick Boyd and Hysen Sherifi were
charged with conspiring to murder U.S. military
personnel at the Quantico, Va., military base.

Hosam Maher Husein Smadi - a 19-year-old
Jordanian in the U.S. illegally - was arrested after
being accused of placing what he thought were
explosives near a 60-story office tower in Dallas.

In all these cases, the plotter (or plotters) either
had ties to terrorists or voiced Islamic-fueled

anger at the U.S.
More than 20 other domestic terrorist plots have

been stopped by law enforcement agencies since
9/11. On average, in the 98 months since the
World Trade Center and Pentagon attacks, 
a radical Islamic-inspired terrorist plot has been
uncovered every four months.

There have also been Òlone wolfÓ mass murders
in which angry radical Muslims sought to channel
their frustrations and failures into violence against
their perceived enemies of Islam.

Since September 11, several Muslim men have
run over innocent bystanders or shot random 
people at or near military bases, synagogues, and
shopping malls.

After the initial hysteria died down, we were
usually told that such acts were isolated incidents,
involving personal ÒissuesÓ rather than radical
Islamic hatred of the U.S. Yet a few examples
show that was not quite the case.

The just-executed sniper John A l l a n
Muhammad, who, along with an accomplice,
killed ten, voiced approval of Osama bin Laden
and radical Islamic violence.

Naveed Afzal Haq is currently on trial for going
on a murderous rampage at the Jewish Federation
of Greater Seattle building. A survivor said Haq
stated his attack was a Òpersonal statement against
Jews.Ó

Mohammed Reza Taheri-azar ran over nine 
students at the University of North Carolina.
Officers said he told them afterward he wanted to
avenge the deaths of Muslims worldwide.

Omeed Aziz Popal struck 18 pedestrians with
his car near a Jewish center in San Francisco.
Witnesses say he said, ÒI am a terrorist,Ó at the
scene.

No doubt in each case, experts could assure us
that there were extenuating personal 
circumstances - stresses and mental illnesses that
better explain what happened.

Mere mention that such killers typically voiced
radical Islamic or virulently anti-Semitic themes
often can earn one charges of Islamaphobia,
racism, or other illiberal biases. Indeed, I expect
dozens of angry, accusatory letters in response to
this column.

Nevertheless, the facts since 9/11 reveal an
undeniable reality.

Every few months either an Islamic-inspired
terrorist plot will be foiled, or a young Muslim
male will shoot, run down, or stab someone while
invoking anger at non-Muslims.

In other words, the attack on Fort Hood 
happened on schedule. It was the rule, not the
exception. And something like it will occur again
- soon. !

For late-19th-century anarchists, terrorism
was the Òpropaganda of the deed.Ó And the
most successful propaganda-by-deed in 

history was 9/11 - not just the most destructive,
but the most spectacular and telegenic. 

And now its self-proclaimed architect, Khalid
Sheik Mohammed, has been given by the Obama
administration a civilian trial in New York. Just as
the memory fades, 9/11 has been granted a second
lif e - and KSM, a second act: Ò9/11, T h e
DirectorÕs Cut,Ó narration by KSM. 

September 11, 2001 had to speak for itself. A
decade later, the deed will be given voice. KSM
has gratuitously been presented with the greatest
propaganda platform imaginable - a civilian trial
in the media capital of the world - from which to
proclaim the glory of jihad and the criminality of
infidel America. 

So why is Attorney General Eric Holder doing
this? Ostensibly, to demonstrate to the world the
superiority of our system where the rule of law
and the fair trial reign. 

Reall y? What happens if KSM (and his 
co-defendants) Òdo not get convicted,Ó asked
Senate Judiciary Committee member Herb Kohl.
ÒFailure is not an option,Ó replied Holder.

Not an option? DoesnÕt the presumption of
innocence, er, presume that prosecutorial failure -
acquittal, hung jury - is an option? By 
undermining that presumption, Holder is 
undermining the fairness of the trial, the 
demonstration of which is the alleged rationale for
putting on this show in the first place. 

Moreover, everyone knows that whatever the
outcome of the trial, KSM will never walk free.
He will spend the rest of his natural life in US 

custody. Which makes the proceedings a farcical
show trial from the very beginning. 

Apart from the fact that any such trial will be a
security nightmare and a terror threat to New York
- what better propaganda-by-deed than blowing
up the entire courtroom, making KSM a martyr
and making the judge, jury and spectators into
fresh victims? - it will endanger US security.

Civilian courts with broad rights of cross-
examination and discovery give terrorists access
to crucial information about intelligence sources
and methods. 

ThatÕs precisely what happened during the civil-
ian New York trial of the 1993 World Trade Center
bombers. The prosecution was forced to turn over
to the defense a list of two hundred unindicted 
co-conspirators, including the name Osama bin
Laden. ÒWithin ten days, a copy of that list

Reprinted from The Washington Post (November 22, 2009)

Travesty In New Yo r k
By Charles Krauthammer
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reached bin Laden in Khartoum,Ó wrote former
Attorney General Michael Mukasey, the presiding
judge at that trial, Òletting him know that his 
connection to that case had been discovered.Ó 

Finally, thereÕs the moral logic. ItÕs not as if
Holder opposes mil itary commissions on 
principle. On the same day he sent KSM to a 
civilian trial in New York, Holder announced he
was sending Abd al-Rahim al-Nashiri, 
mastermind of the attack on the USS Cole, to a
military tribunal. 

By what logic? In his congressional testimony
We d n e s d a y, Holder was utterly incoherent in 
trying to explain. In his November 13 news 
conference, he seemed to be saying that if you
attack a civilian target, as in 9/11, you get a 
civilian trial; a military target like the Cole, and

you get a military tribunal. 
What a perverse moral calculus. Which is the

war crime - an attack on defenseless civilians or
an attack on a military target such as a warship, an
accepted act of war which the US itself has
engaged in countless times? 

By what possible moral reasoning, then, does
KSM, who perpetrates the obvious and egregious
war crime, receive the special protections and
constitutional niceties of a civilian courtroom,
while he who attacked a warship is relegated to a
military tribunal? 

Moreover, the incentive offered any jihadi is as
irresistible as it is perverse: Kill as many civilians
as possible on American soil and Holder will give
you Mir anda rights, a lawyer, a propaganda 
platform - everything but your own blog. 

Alternatively, Holder tried to make the case that
he chose a civilian New York trial as a more 
l ikely venue for securing a conviction. An 
absurdity: By the time Obama came to office,
KSM was ready to go before a mil i tary 
commission, plead guilty and be executed. ItÕs
Obama who blocked a process that would have
yielded the swiftest and most certain justice. 

Indeed, the perfect justice. Whenever a jihadist
volunteers for martyrdom, we should grant his
wish. Instead, this one, the most murderous and
unrepentant of all, gets to dance and declaim at the
scene of his crime. 

Holder himself told The Washington Post that
the coming New York trial will be Òthe trial of the
century.Ó The last such was the trial of O.J.
Simpson. !

The only good news out of the Fort Hood
massacre is that U.S. electronic 
surveillance technology was able to pick up

Major HasanÕs phone calls to an al Qaeda-loving
imam in Yemen. The bad news is the people and
agencies listening to Hasan didnÕt know what to
do about it. Other than nothing. 

Next week, Sen. Joe Lieberman (I., Conn.) will
convene the Homeland Security Committee to
find out if someone in the Army or FBI dropped
the ball on Hasan. At Ford Hood itself, grief has
been turning to anger as news of possible dropped
balls has emerged. 

Earlier in the week at Fort Hood, President
Obama spoke about the consequences of doing
nothing. He named and described each of the 13
dead. That properly gave individual reality to
what soon will become Òthe victims of Fort
Hood.Ó 

This is how it always goes. For about a week
after these awful incidents-such as the USS Cole
bombing in Yemen (year 2000, 17 dead)-the rest
of us feel, just a little, what the surviving families
feel. This week, 13 American famili es are 
shattered, forever. ItÕs a big deal, the biggest deal
there is.

On Tuesday night at 9:06 p.m. in Virginia, the
state executed the Beltway sniper, John Allen
Muhammad, who gunned down 10 in 2002. The
day before the execution, the father of a dead

daughter described why he would witness it: 
ÒI want to see what he made me see. He forced

us to look at our little girl laying in a coffin. I want
to see justice done. I want to see him take a last
breath. I want to be able to describe it to the rest
of the family.Ó

Pretty rugged. But that is what they are feeling
at Fort Hood. They think Hasan should have been
caught. The reason we erect an apparatus of 
surveillance and intelligence in what some donÕt
want to call the war on terror is to avoid this death
and unfathomable grief. 

The national grief wonÕt last. 
In our time, nothing was bigger than the nearly

3,000 killed on September 11. But anyone who
got involved with the development of public 
policy then knows that for the next seven years the
battle never stopped over the details of the Patriot
Act, the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act,
then Guantanamo, then waterboarding, renditions
and secret prisons and all the other issues that for
some could be summed up in two words: ÒBush-
Cheney.Ó 

This will never come up in the Lieberman 
hearings next week, but I think that nonstop 
policy battle is why HasanÕs overseers dropped
the ball. 

The most-heard reason for the possible failure is
polit ical correctness. No doubt. But Sen.

LiebermanÕs committee should avoid making this
its main line of inquiry, because that is a problem
without a policy fix. It minimizes the real 
problem.

The problem is confusion. The combatants at
each end of the spectrum in the war over the war
on terror know exactly what they think about 
surveilling suspected terrorists. But if you are an
intel officer or FBI agent tasked with providing
the protection, what are you supposed to make of
all this bitter public argument? What you make of
it is that when you get a judgment call, like Maj.
Hasan, you hesitate. You blink.

Now everyone thinks the call was obvious. But
it wasnÕt so obvious before the tragedy. Not if for
years you have watched a country and its political
class in rancorous confusion about the enemy, the
legal standing of the enemy, or the legal status and
scope of the methods it wants to use to fight the
enemy.

In war, uncertainty gets you killed. It just did. 
Former Attorney General Michael Mukasey

recently described in these pages the fight over
renewal of the Patriot Act, expiring at yearÕs end.
At issue is Òlone wolfÓ authority-the ability to
monitor a target not connected to a terrorist 
organization or foreign power, such as Zacharias
Moussaoui, the Ò20thÓ 9/11 hijacker.

M r. Mukasey noted bil ls sponsored by
Democrats to narrow the scope of surveillance.

Reprinted from The Wall Street Journal (November 12, 2009)

Why Fort Hood Really Happened
By Daniel Henninger
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Jihad At Fort Hood

This led to a debate in our letters between 
Mr. Mukasey and Sen. Russ Feingold over the
meaning of Òforeign powerÓ and whether search
warrants were or were not obtainable in the Òlone
wolfÓ surveillance of Moussaoui. 

Everyone has seen the pictures of inconsolable
grief amid the coffins of Fort Hood. Only one 
person can resolve the confusion that let this 
happen: the president.

This is the president who told his attorney 
general to decide if the CIA officers who water-
boarded Khalid Sheikh Mohammed should be
held criminally liable. 

But two weeks ago, Mr. Obama met 18 coffins
returned from Afghanistan. Whatever he decides
about the Afghan troop deployment, what wonÕt
change is that over there or here at home, they will
keep trying to kill us. 

To give us better odds of protection than we had
last week, President Obama should do two things:
Call off the CIA investigation. Then call in the
guys who didnÕt make the right call on Hasan and
ask why not. Then, whatever set the bar too high,
lower it. His ÒbaseÓ wonÕt like it. So what? What
he saw in Texas was worse. !
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ISRAELÕS MIRACLES

Dr. Karl Skorecki works on the cutting edge
of molecular science, revolutionizing
medicine through genetics and the use of

stem cells to test anti-cancer therapies.
But as a sideline, the former University of

Toronto professor has become world famous for
applying genetics to genealogy and transforming
h i s t o r y. He has found evidence to support 
traditional claims that modern-day Jewish priests,
Cohanim, are descended from a single common
male ancestor - biblically said to be Aaron, the
older brother of Moses.

Among the other intriguing findings he has
uncovered: that 40% of Ashkenazi Jews can trace
their descent to four Òfounding mothersÓ who
lived in Europe 1,000 years ago, evidence that all
Jewish communities share a common paternal 
origin in the Near East, and genetic evidence 
supporting claims southern AfricaÕs Lemba tribe
may be AfricaÕs ÒBlack Jews.Ó

ÒIt began as a hobby, but it took on a life of its
own,Ó Dr. Skorecki says. ÒI didnÕt think anyone
would really be that interested. IÕm a nephrologist
and a physician but IÕve always been interested in
the genetic predisposition to disease.Ó

Fif teen years ago, as he attended Shabbat 
services at his Toronto synagogue, Dr. Skorecki
says his mind wandered during the reading of the
Torah.

ÒA Cohen [Jewish priest] of North African,
Sephardic, non-Ashkanazi origin was called up to
read the Torah and it just got me to thinking what
we have in common,Ó he says.

ÒI myself am also a Cohen, but of recent
European ancestry. It struck me as interesting that,
on one hand, our paternal genealogies have been
geographically separated for at least a thousand
years. Yet, on the other hand, we share a Biblical
oral tradition of common male ancestry dating
back more than 100 generations.Ó

According to tradition, the status of priest
(Cohen) was conferred on Aaron and his sons, and
has been passed on from father to son ever since
the Exodus from Egypt.

As he sat in his Toronto synagogue, Dr.
Skorecki says, ÒI realized if that were true, then it
was a scientific hypothesis that was testable.Ó

He reasoned the Cohanim should all have a
common set of genetic markers at a higher 
frequency than the general Jewish population.
After consult ing Dr. Michael Hammer, a 
geneticist at the University of Arizona and a 
pioneer in studying the Y chromosome, the two
men developed an experiment to test his thesis.

Besides determining maleness, the Y
chromosome consists almost entirely of non-
coding DNA, which is passed from father to son
without recombination. Therefore the genetic
information on a Y chromosome of a man living
today is basically the same as that of his ancient
male ancestors, with rare mutations that occur
along hereditary lines.

By tracking those neutral mutations or genetic
markers scientists can come up with the genetic
signature of a manÕs male ancestry.

D r. SkoreckiÕs test found an array of six 
common chromosomal markers in 97 of the 106
Cohens he tested. Calculations based on 
variations of the mutations rooted the menÕs
shared ancestry 106 generations in the past --
3,300 years ago, or the approximate time of
Exodus.

He also discovered the common set of genetic
markers in both Ashkenazi (European) and
Sephardic (North African) Cohens, indicating
they shared the same ancestry before their 
communities were separated more than 1,000
years ago.

ÒItÕs amazing,Ó Dr. Skorecki says. ÒItÕs like an
archeological finding. But instead of digging up in
the sand, we dig in contemporary DNA.Ó

His findings triggered a storm of interest in
Jewish genealogy and the application of DNA
analysis to the study of history.

The only child of Holocaust survivors, Dr.
Skorecki was born and raised in Toronto. He took
his medical degree at the University of Toronto,
where he taught for 11 years before moving to
Israel in 1995.

He is now director of the Rappaport Family
Institute for Research in Medical Sciences and a
researcher at the Rambam-Technion University
Medical Center in Haifa, IsraelÕs largest medical
centre. After moving to Israel, Dr. Skorecki 

continued to dabble in genetic genealogy and 
conducted studies that suggest there is genetic 
evidence to support a common paternal origin for
all Jewish communities.

In yet another study, Dr. Skorecki discovered an
unusual genetic signature, thought to have 
originated in Central Asia, in more than half the
Levites of Ashkenazi descent.

ÒThey seem to be the descendants of one man
who lived about 1,000 years ago somewhere
between the Caspian and the Black Sea,Ó he says.
ÒWhether his ancestors originated there or he
migrated from the Near East is unclear. We canÕt
tell. But that is also the time and location of the
mythical Khazar kingdom.Ó

Dr. Skorecki says one of the most surprising 
discoveries of his genetic analysis of Jewish
genealogy involves claims by the Lemba tribe of
southern Africa to have Jewish origins.

The Bantu-speaking tribe of roughly 70,000,
now mostly Christians, are spread across South
Africa, Mozambique, Malawi and Zimbabwe. But
the tribeÕs oral history claims Jewish ancestry,
saying their founding fathers were Jews, led by a
man named ÒBubaÓ who sailed to East Africa.

Unlike any of their surrounding neighbours, the
Lemba observe many Jewish traditions, such as
k o s h e r-l ike dietary restrictions and slaughter 
practices, male circumcision and one holy day a
week.

ÒMost historians were skeptical,Ó Dr. Skorecki
says. ÒBut the genetic evidence is one of the most
surprising stories weÕve encountered.

It is not clear whether the genetic origin was
Jewish or Arab or a mixture. But a strikingly high
number of Lemba males also carry the same
genetic signature markers Dr. Skorecki discovered
in modern-day Jewish Cohanim.

More remains to be done, but Dr. Skorecki is
convinced genetic research is a powerful tool for
historical study.

ÒItÕs not perfect. ItÕs not physics. But it is not
less reliable than lets say fossil records, 
archaeology, liturgy or oral histories,Ó he says.

ÒIn the larger context it adds further insight.Ó !

Reprinted from National Post (Canada) (October 28, 2009)

Holy Discovery
By Peter Goodspeed
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IsraelÕs Miracles

I sraeli scientists have identified a substance
that can kill cancerous cells without harming
healthy ones, paving the way for more 

effective cancer treatment. 
The findings by researchers at Tel Av i v

University and Sheba Medical Center, Te l
Hashomer, were published in the current issue of
the international peer-reviewed journal Breast
Cancer Research. 

ÒWe actually found the Achilles heel of the 
cancer cell,Ó said Prof. Malka Cohen-Armon from
Tel Aviv University, who headed the research
team. ÒAs soon as you can target cancerous cells
without killing healthy ones, you can produce
medications that would cause a lot less suffering
to the patient. We can even give a much more
aggressive treatment without worrying about
harming healthy tissues.Ó 

The substance identified by the researchers,
which delays cell proliferation in healthy and 
cancerous cells, is a component of a drug 
developed a decade ago to preserve nerve cells
and prevent them from dying after a stroke. 

But while the drug causes the rapid death of

cancer cells, healthy cells activate a mechanism
that overcomes the delay in proliferation within
hours, and those cells continue to proliferate
exactly like cells not exposed to the substance. 

Cohen-Armon said the drugÕs effectiveness in
treating cancer cells was discovered accidentally.

ÒIÕm not even a cancer researcher,Ó she said.
ÒBut two years ago an article we published on 
various functions in the cell got me interested in
cancer cells.Ó 

She said the scientists involved in the discovery
- who include doctoral student Asher Castiel and
Professor Shai IzraeliÕs research group at the
Sheba Cancer Research Center - havenÕt figured
out why the drug affects the cells the way it does. 

ÒWe donÕt even fully understand why this is
happening, but we see cancerous cells die and
healthy cells overcome this obstacle,Ó said Cohen-
Armon. ÒThey somehow find a way to proliferate
even in the presence of the substance.Ó 

She said the drug was tested on several types of
cancer, but so far only the breast cancer tests
results have been published. 

The experiment has been carried out on female
mice, which were injected with human cancerous
cells. The substance was gradually released over
two weeks. The mice that werenÕt treated with the
substance developed malignant tumors - but in
those that got the treatment, the substance either
prevented or significantly stalled the development
of the cancerous cells. 

The experiments did not find any changes in the
behavior of the mice treated with the substance. 

One of the obstacles to applying the discovery
to all forms of cancer is that the medicine 
is registered as a patent of an American 
pharmaceutical company. Tel Aviv UniversityÕs
technology transfer company, Ramot, has secured
a usage patent enabling it to develop the drug to
treat only breast cancer.

The future development of the drug depends on
the goodwill of the American company, or on
another company developing a similar substance. 

ÒWe really want to develop this drug, but there
are some completely non-scientific obstacles,Ó
Cohen-Armon said. ÒI hope the research doesnÕt
fade away because of that.Ó !

Reprinted from HaÕaretz (November 5, 2009)

Israeli  Scientists Find Stroke Drug Could Help Cure Cancer
By Ofri Ilani

Why is Israel so economically successful?
Dan Senor and Saul Singer go beyond
stereotypes and beyond the continuing

Mideast conflict to analyze this question in their
new book, Start-up Nation: The Story of IsraelÕs
Economic Miracle. Senor, a former Bush-
administration official in Iraq, took questions
from National Review OnlineÕs Kathryn Jean
Lopez on what IsraelÕs done right, what stands in
her way, and how we can learn a little from our
ally.

KATHRYN JEAN LOPEZ: WhatÕs so special
about Israel?

DAN SENOR: Israel represents the highest 
concentration of innovation and entrepreneurship
in the world today: the most start-ups per capita;
the highest percentage of GDPinvested in civilian
R&D; more companies on NASDAQ than all of
Europe, Korea, Japan, India, and China combined;
and the biggest destination for global venture 

capital per capita. Israel raises 2.5 times as much
global venture capital as the U.S., 30 times more
than Europe, 80 times more than India, and 350
times more than China - and these numbers are
from 2008, when the world was in the midst of an
economic meltdown. Israel all but escaped the 
crisis that ripped through economies everywhere
else.

LOPEZ: What makes Israel an economic 
miracle? WhatÕs most impressive?

DAN SENOR: The jaw-dropping data above
would be impressive for any country, but to
accomplish all  this whil e under a near- t o t a l
regional economic boycott, under physical attack,
and absorbing millions of refugees in a tiny 
country with no resources is hard to comprehend. 

LOPEZ: WhatÕs the secret of its success?
DAN SENOR: Our book dives into many 

interacting factors, but one of the most important
is the training and battlefield experience that most

Israelis receive in the military. The military is
where many Israelis learn to lead and manage
people, improvise, become mission-oriented,
work in teams, and contribute to their country.
They tend to come out of their years of service
(three for men, two for women) more mature and
directed than their peers in other countries. They
learn Òthe value of five minutes,Ó as one general
told us. They even learn something more 
uniquely Israeli: to speak up - regardless of ranks
and hierarchy - if they think things can be done
better.

LOPEZ: Where has Israel fallen behind?
DAN SENOR: The non-tech portion of the

economy is overconcentrated, overregulated, and
overtaxed, and has consequently performed at a
mediocre level. If the conditions that have allowed
the high-tech sector to flourish were applied to the
rest of the economy, Israel could grow even faster.
If Israel also were to address the low labor-force-

Reprinted from National Review Online (October 28, 2009)

A Military Can Do Wonders For an Economy
Understanding IsraelÕs economic miracle.
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participation rates in certain demographics, we
agree with Prime Minister Netanyahu that Israel
could become one of the top ten largest economies
in the world. 

LOPEZ: Has this been an ethical success story?
DAN SENOR: We believe that the free-market

system is progressively eliminating the extreme
poverty that was the lot of the world throughout
h i s t o r y. This process is largely driven by 
improvements in productivity, which are in part a
result of advancements in technology, especially
by small,  scrappy start-ups. Also, Israel has 
specialized in l i fe-enhancing and l if e-saving 
technologies l ike medical devices, water 
conservation, desalination, and irrigation, not to
mention the information technology that is 
making the world smaller. The great thing about
innovation is that, unlike physical resources, ideas
can be shared and duplicated by all without taking
from anyone else. 

LOPEZ: Is there something particularly Jewish
about IsraelÕs success?

DAN SENOR: Many people conjecture that
there is something specifically Jewish at work.
The notion that Jews are ÒsmartÓ has become
deeply embedded in the Western psyche. We saw
this ourselves; when we told people we were 
writing a book about why Israel is so innovative,
many reacted by saying, ÒItÕs simple - Jews are
smart, so itÕs no surprise that Israel is innovative.Ó
But pinning IsraelÕs success on a stereotype
obscures more than it reveals.

For starters, the idea of a unitary Jewishness -
whether genetic or cultural - would seem to have
little applicability to a nation that, though small, is
among the most heterogeneous in the world.
IsraelÕs tiny population is made up of some 70 
different nationalities. A Jewish refugee from Iraq
and one from Poland or Ethiopia did not share a
language, education, culture, or history - at least
not for the two previous millennia. As Irish 
economist David McWilliams explains, ÒIsrael is
quite the opposite of a uni-dimensional, Jewish
country. . . . It is a monotheistic melting pot of a
Diaspora that brought back with it the culture, 
language, and customs of the four corners of the
earth.Ó

While a common prayer book and a shared 
legacy of persecution count for something, it was
far from clear that this disparate group could form
a functioning country at all, let alone one that
would excel at - of all things - teamwork and 
innovation.

Indeed, IsraelÕs secret seems to lie in something
more than just the talent of individuals. There are

lots of places with talented people, certainly with
many times the number of engineers that Israel
has to offer. Singaporean students, for example,
lead the world in science and mathematics test
scores. Multinationals have set up shop in places
like India and Ireland, too. ÒBut we donÕt set up
our mission-critical work in those countries,Ó an
American executive from eBay told us. ÒGoogle,
Cisco, Microsoft, Intel, eBay . . . the list goes on.
The best-kept secret is that we all live and die by
the work of our Israeli teams. ItÕs much more than
just outsourcing call centers to India or setting up
IT services in Ireland. What we do in Israel is
unlike what we do anywhere else in the world.Ó 

LOPEZ: WhatÕs the Buffett test?
DAN SENOR: Without spoiling the surprise,

letÕs just say that Warren Buffett - the apostle of
risk aversion - bought his first company overseas
in 2006 while HezbollahÕs katusha rockets were
landing near the companyÕs factories. This was his
$4 bil l ion acquisit ion of the manufacturing 
company Iscar, and the deal was being closed in
the midst of the Lebanon War. Buffett didnÕt blink.
He went through with the deal. Even up against
such geopolitical and security volatility, he bet on
the Israelis, and in the book, we describe the 
test he used to justify that bet. ItÕs key to 
understanding why so many investors and multi-
national companies (Cisco has bought nine Israeli
companies and is looking to buy more) are willing
to take the risk to do business in Israel.

LOPEZ: Can we have an economic miracle too?
DAN SENOR: Yes! America has untapped

ÒIsraeliÓ potential in the tens of thousands of
returning veterans whose leadership experience is
not appreciated by the American corporate world.

U.S. vets coming out of the Iraq and
Afghanistan wars are better prepared than ever for
the business world, whether building start-ups or
helping lead larger companies through the current
turbulent period. Yet the capacity of U.S. 
corporate recruiters and executives to make sense
of combat experience and its value in the business
world is l imited. As Israeli entrepreneur 
Jon Medved explained, most American 
businesspeople simply do not know how to read a
military rŽsumŽ. 

U.S. military career adviser Al Chase told us
that a number of the vets heÕs worked with have
walked a business interviewer through all their
leadership experiences from the battlef ield,
including case studies in high-stakes decision-
making and management of large numbers of 
people and equipment in a war zone, and at the
end of it the interviewer has said something along

the lines of, ÒThatÕs very interesting, but have you
ever had a real job?Ó 

In Israel, i t is the opposite. Whil e Israeli 
businesses still look for private-sector experience,
military service provides the critical standardized
metric for employers - all of whom know what it
means to be an officer or to have served in an elite
unit. Our book explores ways in which the U.S.
might close the cultural gap between the business
world and the military communities in the U.S.

LOPEZ: Can economic miracles lead to peace?
DAN SENOR: IsraelÕs economic success has

been a key component in convincing the Arab
world that its existence is permanent in the region,
which is the threshold incentive for the Arab
world to end its attempts to destroy Israel. The
moment the Arab world is ready for peace, the
opportunities for economic cooperation are great,
and Israel could play a pivotal role in helping
regional economies advance. 

LOPEZ: If Israel is so smart, why canÕt it seem
to fully outsmart its enemies?

DAN SENOR: Well, on the one hand, you have
to be pretty deft and tenacious to be surrounded by
enemies whoÕve been at war with you since the
dawn of your existence and still function like the
Israelis do each day. On the other hand, it is
remarkable that the Arab world has been attacking
Israel incessantly yet has managed to paint Israel
as the aggressor.

LOPEZ: Could Iran easily end all this success?
DAN SENOR: No, but if Iran goes nuclear, the

possibilities for regional peace shrink to nil, and
this is a great opportunity lost for Israel and the
Arabs alike. 

LOPEZ: What is the biggest threat facing
Israel?

DAN SENOR: The threat of radical Islamists
backed by an Iranian nuclear umbrella, but this is
a threat that would cast a pall over global security
and prosperity, not just Israel.

LOPEZ: What makes you two economists all of
a sudden, by the way?

DAN SENOR: Aha, you have discovered that
this is not a book about economics, really, but 
culture, history, and chutzpah. We came at this
story with the tools of policy analysis, investment
experience, and journalism, and tried to tell it for
non-economists like ourselves. 

LOPEZ: ItÕs hard not to notice the prominent ÒA
Council on Foreign Relations Book.Ó When did
Israel buy the Trilateral Commission?

DAN SENOR: YouÕll have to read the book to
find out; but weÕre not sure that even we will be
able to validate that conspiracy theory. !

Kathryn Jean Lopez is editor-at-large of National Review Online.
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IsraelÕs Miracles

Many illusions were shattered during the
past decade. It was a decade that began
with Camp David and ran head-on into

a murderous intifada; a decade beginning with a
soaring dot-com bubble that crash-landed within a
year; a decade that America began as the worldÕs
only superpower, and within less than two years
had national symbols destroyed by terrorists; a
decade in which a small country discovered how
limited its ability is to defend its towns from
threats from the skies and its soldiers from threats
from below the surface; a decade in which the
superpower discovered that its ability to deal with
extremely dangerous small threats is limited. 

In many respects, this decade of illusions was
too close for comfort to the 1930s. In the national
security realm, thatÕs when the countdown began
for the great cataclysm of the Ô40s. Are the 
accumulating signs in this realm pointing to an
outcome with similarly catastrophic potential? 

In the socioeconomic realm, memories from the
1930s received a place of honor during the past
year - and not by coincidence. During the first 12
months of the Great Depression, global output fell
by 13 percent, a figure echoed in the first 12
months of this current crisis. Eventually, as 
economists Barry Eichengreen and Kevin H.
OÕRourke so vividly showed in their recent study,
ÒATale of Two Depressions,Ó output continued to
fall during the Depression, and after three years,
global industrial output was nearly 40 percent
lower than it had been before the crisis.

The stock market was down 20 percent by the
end of the first year of the Great Depression. This
time, the drop was much greater, approximately
40 percent. In recent months, there have been
signs that this freefall has stopped, and there have
even been some relative increases. That said, the
overall decline in todayÕs global stock markets is
identical to what it was at this stage of the Great
Depression. It is important to point out that that
crisis came in a series of waves, and within three
years, the average value of stocks worldwide was
70 percent lower than at the beginning of the
Depression. One of the greatest policy lessons
from the Great Depression was in the area of
international trade. Countries that saw a steep rise
in unemployment adopted autarkic policies of
closing their borders to imports, with the intention
of protecting their workers - which only 
magnified the DepressionÕs negative impact on
other countries. The result were trade wars, which

substantiall y reduced world trade and only 
worsened an already bad situation. During the first
three years of the Depression, world trade fell by
about 30 percent.

This time, Western economies have been 
working together to minimize the recessionÕs
damage - with cooperation between governments
and between central banks. Despite this, the
decline in trade this past year was even sharper
than it was during the Great Depression. During
the DepressionÕs first year, global trade fell by less
than 9 percent, while during the first year of the
current crisis, it was down 15 percent. During the
first half of 2009, the decline halted, and it is 
possible that we are changing direction. IsraelÕs
export statistics this past month point to a sharp
positive turnaround. 

So, we may be at the beginning of an emergence
from this severe crisis. If so, hopefully, we will
then open our eyes and stop looking at the past
month, the past quarter, or even the past year, and
begin to see the big picture. When we do, we will
see that it reveals a surprising perspective of the
pace at which Israel is speeding toward its future. 

That future is sitting today in classrooms. Who
is sitting there? What kind of tools is the future
receiving? We need to internalize how quickly
things changed over only one decade, and 
understand the implications. 

Massive non-employment 
I s r a e l Õs education system has four streams:

state, state-religious, ultra-Orthodox and Arab.
There are fewer primary school students in the
state education stream now than there were a
decade ago. In contrast, the state-religious 
primary schools have seen a 9 percent increase
since 2000. The number of children in the Israeli-
Arab stream grew by 35 percent, while the 
number of ultra-Orthodox children grew by 49
percent. All of this transpired in just one decade.
About half of all primary school students in Israel
already study in either the Israeli Arab or the ultra-
Orthodox systems. 

And what is IsraelÕs next generation studying?
Is it receiving the tools it needs to survive in a
modern and competitive market? 

If  these children adopt their parentsÕw o r k
norms, then what can Israel look forward to in a
number of years? Last year, 12.5 percent of men
of prime working age (25 to 54) in OECD Western
countries were non-employed, meaning they were

either unemployed, or had dropped out of the
labor force. The percentage of non-employed
Israeli Arab men was almost twice that. Of the
ultra-Orthodox men, more than 70 percent were
non-employed. Among women, 74 percent of
Arabs and 46 percent of ultra-Orthodox were non-
employed, compared to only a third in the West. 

Could such rates of non-employment 
characterize the majority in a first-world country?
Could a non-first world, non-Muslim country 
survive in this Middle Eastern neighborhood? 

And what about the current majority that is 
destined to become the minority? Non-
employment rates of 16.5 percent among non-
ultra-Orthodox Jewish men of prime working age
may look good when compared to other groups,
but they are nonetheless one-third more than is
common in the West. How has this happened? 

One explanation can be found in grade-school
curricula as it relates to core subjects. Recent 
studies have found that education in core subjects
affects an individualÕs income and the countryÕs
standard of living. A new study by the Taub
Center for Social Policy Studies in Israel, which
will appear in an upcoming report on the state of
the countryÕs society and economy, summarizes
an entire decade of international exams, and 
compares Israel to a fixed list of 25 OECD 
countries. 

Since 1999, Israel has participated in five 
d i fferent international exams in mathematics, 
science and reading. In all but one of the exams,
IsraelÕs children performed lower than their peers
in every single Western country. In light of the fact
that since the 1970s, IsraelÕs living standards have
been steadily falling farther and farther behind the
leading Western countries, these outcomes do not
suggest a change in direction is in the offing. 

Educational gaps within Israel were higher than
those in each of the 25 OECD countries during
every year in the past decade. Since IsraelÕs
economic gaps are already among the highest in
the West, and in view of the fact that the education
system is the primary springboard into the labor
market, how could one expect any future 
improvements? 

Since 1999, IsraelÕs weakest students, those in
the bottom fifth percentile, have performed worse
than the weakest students in every one of the 25
OECD countries, on every single exam. Israel has
one of the Western worldÕs highest poverty rates -
and among its children, one can see what the

Reprinted from HaÕaretz (December 25, 2009)

After a Turbulent Decade, What Does IsraelÕs Future Hold?
By Dan Ben-David
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future holds.
It is important to point out that pupils in ultra-

Orthodox schools, who do not study math or 
science at core curriculum levels, do not 
participate in the international exams. In other
words, IsraelÕs children managed to garner these
problematic achievements without any assistance
from the ultra-Orthodox sector.

During the decade since 1999, Israel passed a
milestone when its future formally parted ways
with its past. In the past decade, former Israeli
pupils went on to receive more Nobel Prizes in the
sciences per capita than in any other country in the
world. Meanwhile, current pupils, those in the
countryÕs top fifth percentile, ranked close to the
bottom compared to the Western world in every
single exam (see table). How ironic it is that while
receiving such a reminder of Israeli societyÕs
potential, weÕre also witnessing the terrible
bungling of the batonÕs passing between 
generations. 

Is this our destiny? 
We could look at the decade that ends next week

and return our heads to the sand. We could look
for false comfort in the delusion that this is 

d e s t i n y. We could continue to depend on 
politicians who act as though there is nothing that
can be done. We could ignore, or we could pack
our suitcases. 

But there are also other possibilities. We could
stop the incessant bickering on small matters, and
start distinguishing between what is truly 
important and what is not. Dreams cannot be a
substitute for an operational plan - and there is
such a plan. The kind of systemic reforms
required in education, employment and in other
areas do not have a chance of passing in the 
current electoral system, in which personal and
sectoral incentives far outweigh national 
concerns. 

When instability is inherent in the system; when
the executive branch is made up of heads of 
competing political parties who view policy as a
zero-sum game - your failure is my success; when
a third of the legislative branch is serving in the
executive branch, while the other two-thirds do all
they can to bring down the first third; when the
fragments of parties representing the heart of the
Israeli consensus barely constitute a majority in
the Knesset - then, there is no other issue more
important for saving the countryÕs future than a

comprehensive change in IsraelÕs system of 
government. 

I happen to favor a particular system that I have
written about often - a president as chief executive
and MKs all having to get elected on a personal
basis to fixed terms of off ice; a complete 
separation of powers between branches, including
checks and balances that enable governance and
oversight; cabinet ministers who are chosen not
because they head political parties but because
they are people who actually know something
about the offices that they head - but this is not the
point. There is no perfect system, and there are
other possibilities. The point is that we may not
have another opportunity to learn from our 
mistakes. 

This is a time for real leaders, and there are
some in the Knesset, who understand the 
importance of the hour and what their place will
be in the history of the Jewish people if they donÕt
start taking care of its home. No one can do it on
his or her own. But together, they can. This is one
of our best and last opportunities. The decade that
begins next week must be our reality check
decade, otherwise it could be the countdown
decade. !

Dan Ben-David is executive director of the Taub Center for Social Policy Studies in Israel and an 
economist at Tel Aviv University. All opinions are his alone.
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I n order to eli minate the Tali ban leader
Baitullah Mehsud, the United States launched
at least 15 missile strikes in Pakistan this year

and kill ed, besides Mr. Mehsud, somewhere
between 200 and 300 people, according to a study
by the New America Foundation. At least a 
quarter of those who died were civilians. 

Was that toll ÒdisproportionateÓ to the threat
posed by a single terrorist and therefore a war
crime? How about the recent NATO bombing of
hijacked fuel tankers in northern Afghanistan, in
which a mix of 80 to 120 Taliban militants and
civilians died? Justified strike, accident or war
crime? 

This is the sort of fraught question that the
United Nations and its Human Rights Council, in
theory, ought to be focused on. Asymmetrical
wars, in which terrorists and insurgents 
deliberately mix among civilians, are the story of
the 21st century so far - and there are no clear
norms for managing the moral dilemmas they
pose. Can a droneÕs targeter knowingly expose
civilians to injury if a terrorist leader is in range?
How should a civilized army respond when its
soldiers are mortared, or its own civilians exposed

to rocket fire, from a position inside a schoolyard? 
A commission appointed by the Human Rights

Council to investigate IsraelÕs war with Hamas in
Gaza last winter could have set an example of
serious treatment of such issues. Headed by the
respected South African jurist Richard Goldstone,
the panel altered the one-sided mandate it
received, so as to examine abuses by both Israel
and Hamas during the three-week conflict. 

But Israel refused to cooperate - and the
Goldstone commission proceeded to make a
mockery of impartiality with its judgment of facts.
It concluded, on scant evidence, that 
Òdisproportionate destruction and violence against
civilians were part of a deliberate policyÓ by
Israel. At the same time it pronounced itself
unable to confirm that Hamas hid its fighters
among civi li ans, used human shields, fired 
mortars and rockets from outside schools, stored
weapons in mosques, and used a hospital for its
headquarters, despite abundant available 
evidence. 

By pretending it did not know whether Hamas
employed such tactics and by claiming that

IsraelÕs actions were driven by a motivation to kill
civilians on purpose, rather than to defeat Hamas,
the panel dodged the hard issues it should have
tackled. It did not seriously attempt to balance
civilia n deaths against the threats Israel was 
targeting or to understand the real motivations for
the destruction in areas from which rockets were
launched at Israeli cities. 

As it happens, Israel is ahead of most other
nations in managing these issues. In Gaza its
forces used thousands of e-mails, phone calls and
even non-lethal explosives to warn civilians away
from airstrike targets. Its armyÕs criminal division
is investigating 45 complaints of abuses. 

A broader, government-sanctioned independent
investigation is called for: a number of specific
allegations in the Goldstone report, one-sided
though they are, deserve a full answer. Not just
Israel but the United States and many other
nations ought to face more pressure to justify the
means they use to fight insurgents and terrorists.
Sadly, the only thing proved by the Goldstone
commission is that the United Nations is 
incapable of performing that service. !

An editorial reprinted from The Washington Post (November 15, 2009)

War Unchecked

NOTABLE & QUOTABLE

On November 9, 1938, a massive 
nation-wide anti-Jewish pogrom took
place during peacetime across the entire

territory of the Third Reich. 
The pretext for this orgy of violence against

German Jews was the shooting in Paris two days
earlier of German diplomat Ernst vom Rath by
Herschel Grynszpan, a 17-year-old Polish-Jewish
refugee. 

The state-organized pogrom, instigated by
Hit ler and Joseph Goebbels, resulted in the 
burning or damaging of more than a thousand 
synagogues; the ransacking of about 7,500 
businesses, the murder of at least 91 Jews, and the

deportation of another 30,000 Jewish males to
concentration camps in Dachau, Buchenwald, and
Sachsenhausen. 

This murderous onslaught against German
Jewry, cynically described by the Nazis as the
ÒNight of Broken GlassÓ (Kristallnacht), was a
major turning point on the road to the Final
Solution of the so-called Jewish Question. 

It signified that the Nazi regime had crossed a
Rubicon and would no longer be deterred by
Western public opinion in its Òwar against the
Jews.Ó 

The economic expropriation of German Jewry,
its complete social ostracism and publi c 

humiliation swiftly followed. Jews were banned
from public transport, from frequenting concerts,
theaters, cinemas, commercial centers, beaches, or
using public benches. 

Only a fortnight after ÒCrystal Night,Ó the SS
journal, Das Schwarze Korps, chil l ingly 
prophesied the final end of German Jewry through
Òfire and swordÓ and its imminent complete 
annihilation. 

Today, shocking to relate, the specter of such
apocalyptic anti-Semitism has returned to haunt
Europe and other continents, whil e often 
assuming radically new forms. 

In the Middle East, i t has taken on a 

Reprinted from HaÕaretz (November 3, 2009)

Comparing Islamic Anti-Semitism To Nazi Germany At Its Worst
By Robert S. Wistrich
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particularly dangerous, toxic and potential ly
genocidal aura of hatred, closely linked to the
ÒmissionÓ of holy war or jihad against the West
and the Jews. 

Islamist anti-Semitism is thoroughly soaked in
many of the most inflammatory themes that 
initially made possible the atrocities of Crystal
Night and its horrif ic aftermath during the
Holocaust. 

For example, the pervasive use of the Protocols
of the Elders of Zion with its perennial theme of
the ÒJewish conspiracy for world domination;Ó or
the medieval blood-libel imported to the Muslim
world from Christian Europe; or the vil e 
stereotypical image of the Jews as a treacherous,
rapacious, and bloodthirsty people engaged in a
ceaseless plotting to undermine the world of
Islam. 

To these grotesque inventions one must add

such more up-to-date libels like Holocaust denial
which has become a state-sponsored project in
AhmadinejadÕs Iran and is increasingly pervasive
in the Arab world. 

Equally fashionable (and increasingly popular
in Europe) is the slanderous identification of
Israel with Nazism or the Òethnic cleansingÓ of the
Palestinians. This modernized version of inverted
anti-Semitism which sails under the mask of
Òanti-ZionismÓ and anti-Americanism, is today a
global phenomenon, but it has special resonance
in the Middle East as a result of the unresolved
ÒPalestinian question.Ó 

The scale and extremism of the literature and
commentary available in Arab or Muslim 
newspapers, journals, magazines, caricatures, on
Islamist websites, on the Middle Eastern radio and
T V news, in documentaries, fi lms, and 
educational materials, is comparable only to that
of Nazi Germany at its worst. 

Yet the Western world largely turns a blind eye
to the likely genocidal consequences of such a
culture of hatred, much as it did 70 years ago. My
own extensive research into this phenomenon has,
unfortunately, convinced me that the Holocaust
did not truly succeed in neutralizing the scourge of
anti-Semitism. 

In a sinister and sometimes devious manner, the
widespread defamation and demonization of
Israel has in effect revived fantasies of completing
the murderous work of the Third Reich. This is
especially palpable in the case of Iran. Hence, the
anniversary of Crystal Night raises two 
fundamental moral questions for the future of
human civilization. Are we at all capable of 
learning from history, and will the Jewish people
once again have to stand alone in the face of 
concrete threats to annihilate it? On the answer to
these questions much may depend. !

ÒHave you no shame? Have you no
decency?Ó That was the question that
Israeli  Prime Mi nister Benjamin

Netanyahu asked during his important speech to
the U.N. General Assembly on Sept. 24.

He was referring to the decision of those 
members of the General Assembly who remained
in their seats when Iranian President Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad spoke the day before.

ÒYesterday, the man who calls the Holocaust a
lie spoke from this podium,Ó Mr. Netanyahu said.
ÒTo those who refused to come here and to those
who left the room in protest, I commend you. You
stood up for moral clarity, and you brought honor
to your countries.

ÒBut to those who gave this Holocaust-denier a
hearing, I say on behalf of my people, the Jewish
people: Have you no shame? Have you no 
decency?Ó

The question was reminiscent of the famous
question asked by lawyer Joseph Welch of Sen.
Joseph McCarthy on June 4, 1954, during the
nationally televised Army-McCarthy hearings.

It came at a moment after Mr. McCarthy had
accused a young lawyer working for Mr. Welch of

being associated with a communist-front 
o rganization. Mr. Welch, incredulous and 
outraged, confronted Mr. McCarthy in the drama
of live television in its early days, with a national
audience glued to their sets:

ÒHave you no sense of decency, sir, at long last?
Have you left no sense of decency?Ó

By those two questions, most historians agree,
Mr. McCarthyÕs reckless demagogic career was
effectively over. (He was subsequently censured
by the U.S. Senate and died a year or so later.)

M r. NetanyahuÕs two questions, one would
hope, should also have the same effect on the
credibility of those nations that chose to stay 
during Mr. AhmadinejadÕs speech, giving, the
Israeli leader said, Òlegitimacy to a man who
denies that the murder of 6 million Jews took
place and pledges to wipe out the Jewish state.
What a disgrace! What a mockery of the charter of
the United Nations!Ó

ÒPerhaps some of you think that this man and
his odious regime threaten only the Jews. YouÕre
wrong. History has shown us time and again that
what starts with attacks on Jews eventually ends
up engulfing many others.Ó

On Friday, the U.N. ÒHuman Rights CouncilÓ -
as Mr. Netanyahu described it, Òa misnamed 
institution if there ever was oneÓ - voted on a 
resolution supporting dozens of recommendations
of a one-sided report accusing Israel of war crimes
during its Gaza intervention last January.

But the resolution utterly ignored the fact that
the intervention was an act of self-defense and,
moreover, failed to mention Hamas rockets that
had been fired and intentionally targeted Israeli
civilians - by definition, a war crime and a terror-
ist act.

Also ignored by the so-called Human Rights
Council that accused Israel of war crimes was
what Mr. Netanyahu described as the Òdouble war
crime of [Hamas] firing on civilians while hiding
behind civiliansÓ - referring to the established fact
that Hamas hid its rocket launchers in mosques,
schools, hospitals and apartment houses.

The resolution also failed to acknowledge that,
as the prime minister pointed out, Israel Òtried to
minimize casualties by urging Palestinian 
civilians to vacate the targeted areas.Ó

ÒWe dropped countless fliers over their homes,
sent thousands of text messages and called 

Reprinted from The Hill (October 19, 2009)

Questioning LiberalsÕMoral Consistency
By Lanny Davis
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thousands of cell phones asking people to leave.
Never has a country gone to such extraordinary
lengths to remove the enemyÕs civilian population
from harmÕs way.Ó

ItÕs one thing for a U.N. entity calling itself a
ÒHuman Rights CouncilÓ to include governments
that are notorious serial human rights violators.
That hypocrisy has been long noted and ridiculed
by fair-thinking people around the world. But it is
quite another when people who call themselves
ÒliberalsÓ or ÒprogressivesÓ on the left side of the
ideological spectrum are complicit in similar
hypocrisy.

Recent polling data in the U.S. since IsraelÕs
Gaza intervention has shown increased negative
attitudes toward Israel by liberal Democrats (and,
c o n v e r s e l y, increased support by Republi can 
conservatives), although the data show 
substantially greater support from all Americans,
including liberals and Democrats, for the Israeli
positions versus the Palestinian positions.

Why are people who call themselves liberals
less supportive of Israel than self-described 
conservatives? I donÕt get it. I consider myself a
proud l iberal on all major issues and have 
supported an independent Palestinian state since I
was a kid - consistent, of course, with IsraelÕs
security. Israel is a parliamentary democracy, with
transparent courts and a vigorous free press, 

granting its women, minorities and gays equal
rights and the same civil rights for all its Arab 
citizens as are enjoyed by Israeli citizens. Not one
Arab country surrounding Israel can make that
claim.

So why wouldnÕt liberals support Israel as much
as conservatives, if not more so? So why the
apparent double standard on the left, not just on
Israel, but when it comes to Iran, too?

For example, there were plenty of 
demonstrations by the left in America and in
Western Europe when Israel intervened in Gaza -
but none when, during the previous eight years,
Hamas aimed its terrorist rockets, intentionally
killing Israeli civilians. Why?

Then Israel unilaterally withdrew from Gaza in
2005, dismantling 21 settlements and uprooting
more than 8,000 Israelis. And the response 
from Hamas: to send another 6,000 rockets 
intentionally aimed at killing Israeli civilians.
Where was the U.N. and its so-called Human
Rights Council? Where was the left demonstrating
for human rights in Europe and the U.S.?

There was ... well ... silence from most of the
left. Why?

Liberals have always taken the lead against
nuclear prolif eration. Yet as Iran develops a
nuclear weapon, threatening a dangerous cycle of
nuclear proliferation in the Middle East among

Sunni Arab states, why isnÕt the liberal leadership
in the U.S. and abroad - the legatees of the Òban
the bombÓ and Ònuclear freezeÓ movements -
leading the call for draconian economic sanctions
against Iran until it halts its nuclear-weapons 
program, including a world ban on exporting to
Iran the refined oil products on which it heavily
depends?

Historically, liberalism stands, above all, for the
core values of civil liberties, due process, and
peaceful negotiations and diplomacy - and
uncompromising opposition to the immoral acts
of terrorists, whether al Qaeda, Hezbollah or
Hamas, who justify the intentional kil ling of 
innocent civilians for some political or theological
purpose.

No exceptions. Thus, liberals should over-
whelmingly demand that the Palestinians accept
IsraelÕs minimal request to bring peace. In Mr.
NetanyahuÕs words: ÒWe ask the Palestinians to
finally do what they have refused to do for 62
years: Say ÔyesÕto a Jewish state.Ó

And we liberals must invest just as much 
energy and grass-roots commitment to supporting
our governmentÕs efforts to deter the Iranians
from getting the bomb as enacting a national
health insurance system. !

The weathervanes of conventional wisdom
are registering another round of angst about
America in decline. New theories, old 

slogans: Imperial overstretch. The Asian 
awakening. The post-American world. Inexorable
forces beyond our control bringing the inevitable
humbling of the world hegemon.

On the other side of this debate are a few -
notably Josef Joffe in a recent essay in Foreign
Affairs - who resist the current fashion and insist
that America remains the indispensable power.
They note that declinist predictions are cyclical,
that the rise of China (and perhaps India) are just
the current version of the Japan panic of the late
1980s or of the earlier pessimism best captured by
Jean-Fran•ois RevelÕs How Democracies Perish.

The anti-declinists point out, for example, that

the fear of China is overblown. ItÕs based on 
the implausible assumption of indefinite, 
uninterrupted growth; ignores accumulating 
externalities like pollution (which can be ignored
when growth starts from a very low baseline, but
ends up making growth increasingly, chokingly
d i fficult); and overlooks the unavoidable 
consequences of the one-child policy, which 
guarantees that China will get old before it gets
rich. 

And just as the rise of China is a straight-line
projection of current economic trends, American
decline is a straight-line projection of the fearful,
pessimistic mood of a country war-weary and in
the grip of a severe recession. 

Among these crosscurrents, my thesis is simple:
The question of whether America is in decline

cannot be answered yes or no. There is no yes or
no. Both answers are wrong, because the 
assumption that somehow there exists some 
predetermined inevitable trajectory, the result of
uncontrollable external forces, is wrong. Nothing
is inevitable. Nothing is written. For America
today, decline is not a condition. Decline is a
choice. Two decades into the unipolar world that
came about with the fall of the Soviet Union,
America is in the position of deciding whether to
abdicate or retain its dominance. Decline - or 
continued ascendancy - is in our hands. 

Not that decline is always a choice. BritainÕs
decline after World War II was foretold, as indeed
was that of Europe, which had been the dominant
global force of the preceding centuries. The 
civilizational suicide that was the two world wars,

Reprinted from The Weekly Standard (October 19, 2009)

Decline Is a Choice
The New Liberalism and the End Of American Ascendancy.
By Charles Krauthammer
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and the consequent physical and psychological
exhaustion, made continued dominance 
impossible and decline inevitable.

The corollary to unchosen European collapse
was unchosen American ascendancy. We - whom
Lincoln once called GodÕs Òalmost chosen 
peopleÓ - did not save Europe twice in order to
emerge from the ashes as the worldÕs co-hegemon.
We went in to defend ourselves and save 
civilization. Our dominance after World War II
was not sought. Nor was the even more 
remarkable dominance after the Soviet collapse.
We are the rarest of geopolitical phenomena: the
accidental hegemon and, given our history of 
isolationism and lack of instinctive imperial 
ambition, the reluctant hegemon - and now, after a
near-decade of strenuous post-9/11 exertion, more
reluctant than ever.

Which leads to my second proposition: Facing
the choice of whether to maintain our dominance
or to gradually, deliberately, willingly , and indeed
relievedly give it up, we are currently on a course
towards the latter. The current liberal ascendancy
in the United State - controlling the executive and
both houses of Congress, dominating the media
and elite culture - has set us on a course for
decline. And this is true for both foreign and
domestic policies. Indeed, they work 
synergistically to ensure that outcome.

The current foreign policy of the United States
is an exercise in contraction. It begins with the
demolition of the moral foundation of American
dominance. In Strasbourg, President Obama was
asked about American exceptionali sm. His
answer? ÒI believe in American exceptionalism,
just as I suspect that the Brits believe in British
exceptionalism and the Greeks believe in Greek
exceptionalism.Ó Interesting response. Because if
everyone is exceptional, no one is. 

Indeed, as he made his hajj from Strasbourg to
Prague to Ankara to Istanbul to Cairo and finally
to the U.N. General Assembly, Obama drew the
picture of an America quite exceptional - 
exceptional in moral culpabil ity and heavy-
handedness, exceptional in guilt for its treatment
of other nations and peoples. With varying
degrees of directness or obliqueness, Obama
indicted his own country for arrogance, for 
dismissiveness and derisiveness (toward Europe),
for maltreatment of natives, for torture, for
Hiroshima, for Guant‡namo, for unilateralism,
and for insufficient respect for the Muslim world.

Quite an indictment, the fundamental 
consequence of which is to effectively undermine
any moral claim that America might have to world
leadership, as well as the moral confidence that

any nation needs to have in order to justify to itself
and to others its position of leadership. According
to the new dispensation, having forfeited the 
mandate of heaven - if it ever had one - a newly
humbled America now seeks a more modest place
among the nations, not above them. 

But that leads to the question: How does this
new world govern itself? How is the international
system to function?

Henry Kissinger once said that the only way to
achieve peace is through hegemony or balance of
power. Well, hegemony is out. As Obama said in
his General Assembly address, ÒNo one nation can
or should try to dominate another nation.Ó (The
ÒcanÓ in that declaration is priceless.) And if 
hegemony is out, so is balance of power: ÒNo 
balance of power among nations will hold.Ó

The president then denounced the idea of 
elevating any group of nations above others -
which takes care, I suppose, of the Security
Council, the G-20, and the Western alliance. And
just to make the point unmistakable, he denounced
Òalignments of nations rooted in the cleavages of
a long-gone Cold WarÓ as making Òno sense in an
interconnected world.Ó What does that say about
NATO? Of our alliances with Japan and South
Korea? Or even of the European Union? 

This is nonsense. But it is not harmless 
nonsense. ItÕs nonsense with a point. It reflects a
fundamental view that the only legit imate 
authority in the international system is that which
emanates from Òthe community of nationsÓ as a
whole. Which means, I suppose, acting through its
most universal organs such as, again I suppose,
the U.N. and its various agencies. Which is why
when Obama said that those who doubt Òthe 
character and causeÓ of his own country should
see what this new America - the America of the
liberal ascendancy - had done in the last nine
months, he listed among these restorative and
relegitimizing initiatives paying up U.N. dues,
renewing actions on various wholly vacuous 
universalist declarations and agreements, and
joining such Orwellian U.N. bodies as the Human
Rights Council. 

These gestures have not gone unnoticed abroad.
The Nobel Committee effused about ObamaÕs
radical reorientation of U.S. foreign policy. Its
citation awarding him the Nobel Peace Prize 
lauded him for having Òcreated a new climateÓ in
international relations in which Òmulti lateral
diplomacy has regained a central position, with
emphasis on the role that the United Nations and
other institutions can play.Ó 

Of course, the idea of the Òinternational 
communityÓ acting through the U.N. - a fiction

and a farce respectively - to enforce norms and
maintain stability is absurd. So absurd that I 
suspect itÕs really just a metaphor for a world run
by a kind of multipolar arrangement not of 
nation-states but of groups of states acting through
multilateral bodies, whether institutional (like the
International Atomic Energy Agency) or ad hoc
(like the P5+1 Iran negotiators). 

But whatever bizarre form of multilateral or
universal structures is envisioned for keeping
world order, certainly hegemony - and 
specifically American hegemony - is to be retired. 
This renunciation of primacy is not entirely new.
Liberal internationalism as practiced by the 
center-left Clinton administrations of the 1990s -
the beginning of the unipolar era - was somewhat
ambivalent about American hegemony, although
it did allow America to be characterized as Òthe
indispensable nation,Ó to use Madeleine
AlbrightÕs phrase. Clintonian center-left liberal
internationalism did seek to restrain American
power by tying Gulliver down with a myriad of
treaties and agreements and international 
conventions. That conscious constraining of
America within international bureaucratic and
normative structures was rooted in the notion that
power corrupts and that external restraints would
curb arrogance and overreaching and break a 
willful America to the role of good international
citizen.

But the liberal internationalism of today is 
different. It is not center-left, but left-liberal. And
the new left-liberal internationalism goes far
beyond its earlier Clintonian incarnation in its 
distrust of and distaste for American dominance.
For what might be called the New Liberalism, the
renunciation of power is rooted not in the fear that
we are essential ly good but subject to the 
corruptions of power - the old Clintonian view -
but rooted in the conviction that America is 
so intrinsically flawed, so inherently and 
congenitally sinful that it cannot be trusted with,
and does not merit, the possession of overarching
world power.

For the New Liberalism, it is not just that power
corrupts. It is that America itself is corrupt - in the
sense of being deeply fl awed, and with the 
history to prove it. An imperfect union, the theme
of ObamaÕs famous Philadelphia race speech, has
been carried to and amplified in his every major
foreign-policy address, particularly those 
delivered on foreign soil. (Not surprisingly, since
it earns greater applause over there.) 

And because we remain so imperfect a nation,
we are in no position to dictate our professed 
values to others around the world. Demonstrators
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are shot in the streets of Tehran seeking nothing
but freedom, but our president holds his tongue
because, he says openly, of our own alleged 
transgressions towards Iran (presumably 
involvement in the 1953 coup). Our shortcomings
are so grave, and our offenses both domestic and
international so serious, that we lack the moral
ground on which to justify hegemony.

These fundamental tenets of the New
Liberalism are not just theory. They have strategic
consequences. If we have been illegitimately
playing the role of world hegemon, then for us to
regain a legitimate place in the international 
system we must regain our moral authority. 
And recovering moral space means renouncing 
ill-gotten or ill-conceived strategic space.

Operationally, this manifests itself in various
kinds of strategic retreat, most particularly in
reversing policies stained by even the hint of
American unilateralism or exceptionalism. Thus,
for example, there is no more ÒGlobal War on
Te r r o r.Ó ItÕs not just that the term has been 
abolished or that the secretary of homeland 
security refers to terrorism as Òman-caused 
disasters.Ó It is that the very idea of our nation and
civilization being engaged in a global mortal
struggle with jihadism has been retired as well.

The operational consequences of that new view
are already manifest. In our reversion to pre-9/11
normalcy - the pretense of pre-9/11 normalcy -
antiterrorism has reverted from war fighting to
law enforcement. High-level al Qaeda prisoners,
for example, will henceforth be interrogated not
by the CIA but by the FBI, just as our response to
the attack on the USS Cole pre-9/11 - an act of
war - was to send FBI agents to Yemen.

The operational consequences of voluntary 
contraction are already evident: 

¥Unilateral abrogation of our missile-defense
arrangements with Poland and the  

¥Czech Republic - a retreat being felt all
through Eastern Europe to Ukraine and Georgia as
a signal of U.S. concession of strategic space to
Russia in its old sphere of influence. 

¥ Indecision on Afghanistan - a widely
expressed ambivalence about the mission and a
serious contemplation of minimalist strategies that
our commanders on the ground have reported to
the president have no chance of success. In short,
a serious contemplation of strategic retreat in
Afghanistan (only two months ago it was declared
by the president to be a Òwar of necessityÓ) with
possibly catastrophic consequences for Pakistan.

¥ In Iraq, a determination to end the war 
according to rigid timetables, with almost no
interest in garnering the fruits of a very costly and

very bloody success - namely, using our Strategic
Framework Agreement to turn the new Iraq into a
strategic partner and anchor for U.S. influence in
the most volatile area of the world. Iraq is a prize
- we can debate endlessly whether it was worth
the cost - of great strategic significance that the
administration seems to have no intention of
exploiting in its determination to execute a full
and final exit. 

¥ In Honduras, where again because of our
allegedly sinful imperial history, we back a
Ch‡vista caudillo seeking illegal extension of his
presidency who was removed from power by the
legitimate organs of state - from the supreme court
to the national congress - for grave constitutional
violations. 

The New Liberalism will protest that despite its
rhetoric, it is not engaging in moral reparations,
but seeking real strategic advantage for the United
States on the assumption that the reason we have
not gotten cooperation from, say, the Russians,
Iranians, North Koreans, or even our European
allies on various urgent agendas is American 
arrogance, unilateralism, and dismissiveness. And
therefore, i f we constrict and rebrand and 
diminish ourselves deliberately - try to make 
ourselves equal partners with obviously unequal
powers abroad - we will gain the moral high
ground and rally the world to our causes.

Well, being a strategic argument, the hypothesis
is testable. LetÕs tally up the empirical evidence of
what nine months of self-abasement has brought. 

With all the bowing and scraping and 
apologizing and renouncing, we couldnÕt even
sway the International Olympic Committee.
Given the humiliation incurred there in pursuit of
a trinket, it is no surprise how little our new 
international posture has yielded in the coin of
real strategic goods. Unil ateral American 
concessions and offers of uncondit ional 
engagement have moved neither Iran nor Russia
nor North Korea to accommodate us. Nor have the
Arab states - or even the powerless Palestinian
Authority - offered so much as a gesture of
accommodation in response to heavy and 
gratuitous American pressure on Israel. Nor have
even our European allies responded: They have
anted up essentially nothing in response to our
pleas for more assistance in Afghanistan.

The very expectation that these concessions
would yield results is puzzling. Thus, for example,
the president is proposing radical reductions in
nuclear weapons and presided over a Security
Council meeting passing a resolution whose goal
is universal nuclear disarmament, on the theory
that unless the existing nuclear powers reduce

their weaponry, they can never have the moral
standing to demand that other states not go
nuclear.

But whatever the merits of unilateral or even
bilateral U.S.-Russian disarmament, the notion
that it will lead to reciprocal gestures from the
likes of Iran and North Korea is simply childish.
They are seeking the bomb for reasons of power,
prestige, intimidation, blackmail, and regime
preservation. They donÕt give a whit about the
level of nuclear arms among the great powers.
Indeed, both Iran and North Korea launched their
nuclear weapons ambitions in the 1980s and the
1990s - precisely when the United States and
Russia were radically reducing their arsenals.

This deliberate choice of strategic retreats to
engender good feeling is based on the na•ve hope
of exchanges of reciprocal goodwill with rogue
states. It comes as no surprise, therefore, that the
theory - as policy - has demonstrably produced no
strategic advances. But that will not deter the New
Liberali sm because the ultimate purpose of 
i ts foreign policy is to make America less 
hegemonic, less arrogant, less dominant.

In a word, it is a foreign policy designed to 
produce American decline - to make America
essentially one nation among many. And for that
purpose, its domestic policies are perfectly 
complementary.

Domestic policy, of course, is not designedto
curb our power abroad. But what it lacks in intent,
i t makes up in eff ect. Decli ne wil l be an 
unintended, but powerful, side effect of the New
LiberalismÕs ambition of moving America from its
traditional dynamic individualism to the more
equitable but static model of European social
democracy.

This is not the place to debate the intrinsic 
merits of the social democratic versus the Anglo-
Saxon model of capitalism. ThereÕs much to be
said for the decency and relative equity of social
democracy. But it comes at a cost: diminished
social mobili ty, higher unemployment, less 
innovation, less dynamism and creative 
destruction, less overall economic growth.

This affects the ability to project power. Growth
provides the sinews of dominance - the ability to
maintain a large military establishment capable of
projecting power to all corners of the earth. The
Europeans, rich and developed, have almost no
such capacity. They made the choice long ago to
devote their resources to a vast welfare state.
Their expenditures on defense are minimal, as are
their consequent military capacities. They rely on
the U.S. Navy for open seas and on the U.S. Air
Force for airlift. ItÕs the U.S. Marines who go
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ashore, not just in battle, but for such global social
services as tsunami relief. The United States can
do all of this because we spend infinitely more on
defense - more than the next nine countries 
combined.

Those are the conditions today. But they are not
static or permanent. They require constant 
renewal. The express agenda of the New
Liberalism is a vast expansion of social services -
massive intervention and expenditures in energy,
health care, and education - that will necessarily,
as in Europe, take away from defense spending. 

This shift in resources is not hypothetical. It has
already begun. At a time when hundreds of 
billions of dollars are being lavished on stimulus
and other appropriations in an endless array of
domestic programs, the defense budget is 
practically frozen. Almost every other department
is expanding, and the Defense Department is 
singled out for making Òhard choicesÓ - forced to
look everywhere for cuts, to abandon highly
advanced weapons systems, to choose between
readiness and research, between todayÕs urgencies
and tomorrowÕs looming threats.

Take, for example, missile defense, in which the
United States has a great technological edge and
one perfectly designed to maintain American 
preeminence in a century that will be dominated
by the ballistic missile. Missile defense is actually
being cut. The number of interceptors in Alaska to
defend against a North Korean attack has been
reduced, and the airborne laser program (the most
promising technology for a boost-phase 
antiballistic missile) has been cut back - at the
same time that the federal education budget has
been increased 100 percent in one year.

This preference for social goods over security
needs is not just evident in budgetary allocations
and priorities. It is seen, for example, in the 
liberal preference for environmental goods. By
prohibiting the drilling of offshore and Arctic
deposits, the United States is voluntarily denying
itself access to vast amounts of oil that would
relieve dependency on - and help curb the wealth
and power of - various petro-dollar challengers,
from Iran to Venezuela to Russia. Again, we can
argue whether the environment versus security
trade-off is warranted. But there is no denying that
there is a trade-off.

Nor are these the only trade-offs. Primacy in
space - a galvanizing symbol of American 
greatness, so deeply understood and openly 
championed by John Kennedy - is gradually being
relinquished. In the current reconsideration of all
things Bush, the idea of returning to the moon in
the next decade is being jettisoned. After next

September, the space shuttle will never fly again,
and its replacement is being reconsidered and
delayed. That will leave the United States totally
incapable of returning even to near-Earth orbit, let
alone to the moon. Instead, for years to come, we
shall be entirely dependent on the Russians, or
perhaps eventually even the Chinese.

Of symbolic but also more concrete importance
is the status of the dollar. The social democratic
vision necessarily involves huge increases in
domestic expenditures, most immediately for
expanded health care. The plans currently under
consideration will cost in the range of $1 trillion.
And once the budget gimmicks are discounted
(such as promises of $500 billion cuts in Medicare
which will never eventuate), that means hundreds
of billions of dollars added to the monstrous 
budgetary deficits that the Congressional Budget
Office projects conservatively at $7 trillion over
the next decade.

The effect on the dollar is already being felt and
could ultimately lead to a catastrophic collapse
and/or hyperinflation. Having control of the
w o r l d Õs reserve currency is an irreplaceable
national asset. Yet with every new and growing
estimate of the explosion of the national debt,
there are more voices calling for replacement of
the dollar as the world currency - not just 
adversaries l ike Russia and China, Iran and
Venezuela, which one would expect, but just last
month the head of the World Bank.

There is no free lunch. Social democracy and its
attendant goods may be highly desirable, but they
have their price - a price that will be exacted on
the dollar, on our primacy in space, on missile
defense, on energy security, and on our military
capacities and future power projection. 

But, of course, if oneÕs foreign policy is to reject
the very notion of international primacy in the
first place, a domestic agenda that takes away the
resources to maintain such primacy is perfectly
complementary. Indeed, the two are synergistic.
Renunciation of primacy abroad provides the
added resources for more social goods at home.
To put it in the language of the 1990s, the 
expanded domestic agenda is fed by a peace 
dividend - except that in the absence of peace, it is
a retreatdividend.

And thereÕs the rub. For the Europeans there
really is a peace dividend, because we provide the
peace. They can afford social democracy without
the capacity to defend themselves because they
can always depend on the United States.

So why not us as well? Because what for Europe
is decadence - decline, in both comfort and 
relative safety - is for us mere denial. Europe can

eat, drink, and be merry for America protects her.
But for America itÕs different. If we choose the life
of ease, who stands guard for us? 

The temptation to abdicate has always been
strong in America. Our interventionist tradition is
recent. Our isolationist tradition goes far deeper.
Nor is i t restricted to the American left.
Historically, of course, it was championed by the
American right until the Vandenberg conversion.
And it remains a bipartisan instinct. 

When the era of maximum dominance began 20
years ago - when to general surprise a unipolar
world emerged rather than a post-Cold War 
mult ipolar one - there was hesitation about 
accepting the mantle. And it wasnÕt just among
liberals. In the fall of 1990, Jeane Kirkpatrick, -
heroine in the struggle to defeat the Soviet Union,
a rgued that, after a half -century of exertion 
fighting fascism, Nazism, and communism, Òit is
time to give up the dubious benefits of 
superpower status,Ó time to give up the Òunusual
burdensÓ of the past and Òreturn to ÔnormalÕ
times.Ó No more balancing power in Europe or in
Asia. We should aspire instead to be Òa normal
country in a normal time.Ó 

That call to retreat was rejected by most of
American conservatism (as Pat Buchanan has
amply demonstrated by his very marginality). But
it did find some resonance in mainstream 
liberalism. At first, however, only s o m e
resonance. As noted earl ier, the l iberal 
internationalism of the 1990s, the center- l e f t
Clintonian version, was reluctant to fully embrace
American hegemony and did try to rein it in by
creating external restraints. Nonetheless, in 
practice, it did boldly intervene in the Balkan wars
(without the sanction of the Security Council,
mind you) and openly accepted a kind of 
intermediate status as Òthe indispensable nation.Ó 

Not today. The ascendant New Liberalism goes
much further, actively seeking to subsume
America within the international community -
inter pares, not even primus - and to enact a
domestic social agenda to suit. 

So why not? Why not choose ease and bask in
the adulation of the world as we serially renounce,
withdraw, and concede?

Because, while globalization has produced in
some the illusion that human nature has changed,
it has not. The international arena remains a
Hobbesian state of nature in which countries 
naturally  strive for power. If we voluntarily
renounce much of ours, others will not follow suit.
They will fill the vacuum. Inevitably, an inversion
of power relations will occur.

Do we really want to live under unknown,
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untested, shifting multipolarity? Or even worse,
under the gauzy internationalism of the New
Liberalism with its magically self-enforcing
norms? This is sometimes passed off as Òrealism.Ó
In fact, it is the worst of utopianisms, a fiction that
can lead only to chaos. Indeed, in an age on 
the threshold of hyper-proli feration, it  is a 
prescription for catastrophe.

Heavy are the burdens of the hegemon. After the
blood and treasure expended in the post-9/11
wars, America is quite ready to ease its burden
with a gentle descent into abdication and decline. 

Decline is a choice. More than a choice, a 
temptation. How to resist it? 

First, accept our role as hegemon. And reject
those who deny its essential benignity. There is a
reason that we are the only hegemon in modern
history to have not immediately catalyzed the 
creation of a massive counter-hegemonic alliance
- as occurred, for example, against Napoleonic
France and Nazi Germany. There is a reason so
many countries of the Pacific Rim and the Middle
East and Eastern Europe and Latin America 
welcome our presence as balancer of power and
guarantor of their freedom.

And that reason is simple: We are as benign a
hegemon as the world has ever seen.

So, resistance to decline begins with moral self-
confidence and will. But maintaining dominance
is a matter not just of will but of wallet. We are not
inherently in economic decline. We have the most
dynamic, innovative, technologically advanced
economy in the world. We enjoy the highest 
productivity. It is true that in the natural and often
painful global division of labor wrought by 
globalization, less skilled endeavors like factory
work migrate abroad, but America more than
compensates by pioneering the newer 
technologies and industries of the information
age.

There are, of course, major threats to the
American economy. But there is nothing
inevitable and inexorable about them. Take, for
example, the threat to the dollar (as the worldÕs
reserve currency) that comes from our massive
trade deficits. Here again, the China threat is 
vastly exaggerated. In fact, fully two-thirds of our
trade imbalance comes from imported oil. This is
not a fixed fact of life. We have a choice. We have
it in our power, for example, to reverse the absurd
de facto 30-year ban on new nuclear power plants.
We have it in our power to release huge domestic
petroleum reserves by dropping the ban on 
offshore and Arctic drilling. We have it in our

power to institute a serious gasoline tax (refunded
immediately through a payroll tax reduction) to
curb consumption and induce conservation. 

Nothing is written. Nothing is predetermined.
We can reverse the slide, we can undo dependence
if we will it.

The other looming threat to our economy - and
to the dollar - comes from our fiscal deficits. They
are not out of our control. There is no reason we
should be structurally perpetuating the massive
deficits incurred as temporary crisis measures 
during the financial panic of 2008. A crisis is a 
terrible thing to exploit when it is taken by the
New Liberalism as a mandate for massive 
expansion of the state and of national debt -
threatening the dollar, the entire economy, and
consequently our superpower status abroad.

There are things to be done. Resist retreat as a
matter of strategy and principle. And provide the
means to continue our dominant role in the world
by keeping our economic house in order. And
finally, we can follow the advice of Demosthenes
when asked what was to be done about the decline
of Athens. His reply? ÒI will give what I believe is
the fairest and truest answer: DonÕt do what you
are doing now.Ó !

Charles Krauthammer is a syndicated columnist and contributing editor to The Weekly Standard. This
essay is adapted from his 2009 Wriston Lecture delivered for the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research
in New York on October 5.

Like Norman Podhoretz, I am often asked by
non-Jewish conservatives why American
Jews cling so tenaciously to the Left and

vote so consistently for Democrats, and like him I
believe the answer to that question is theological:
liberalism has superseded Judaism as the religion
of most American Jews.

Unlike Podhoretz, however, I cannot personally
remember a time when this ardent liberalism
seemed a sensible response to American Jewish
life. Nor did I take it in with my motherÕs milk.
One of my earliest political memories is of
accompanying my father to the polls early on
Election Day in November 1968.  It was the first
time I had seen the inside of a voting booth, and
my father let me pull  the lever for Hubert

Humphrey, the Democratic presidential candidate.
When I described this adventure to my mother

after returning home, she told me that she would
be going later that day to cast her own vote - for
Richard Nixon. At a young age, therefore, I
absorbed the lesson that Jews need not vote in
lockstep and that voting for a Republican was as
normal as voting for a Democrat.

Most American Jews, on the other hand, seem to
have learned from an early age that to be Jewish is
to be a liberal Democrat, no matter what.  No 
matter that anti-Semitism today makes its home
primarily on the Left, while in most quarters of the
Right, hosti li ty toward Jews has been 
anathematized.  No matter that IsraelÕs worst 
enemies congregate with leftists, while its

staunchest defenders tend to be resolute 
conservatives. No matter that Republicans support
the Jewish state by far larger margins than
Democrats do. No matter that on a host of issues -
h o m o s e x u a l i t y, abortion, capital punishment,
racial preferences, public prayer - the ÒTorahÓ of
contemporary liberalism, as Podhoretz calls it,
diverges sharply from the Torah of Judaism. As
Why A re Jews Liberals? convincingly and
depressingly demonstrates, the loyalty of
American Jews to the Left has been unaffected by
the failure of the Left to reciprocate that loyalty.

The Jewish predilection for ill-advised political
choices isnÕt new. The Bible describes the yearn-
ing of the ancient Israelites for a king and GodÕs
warning that monarchy would bring them 

Reprinted from Commentary (September 2009)

Why Are Jews Liberals: A Symposium
By Jeff Jacoby
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despotism and misery. Appoint a king, God has
the prophet Samuel tell the people, and he will
seize your sons and daughters, your fields and
vineyards: ÒHe will take a tenth of your flocks,
and you yourselves will become his servants.
Then you will cry out in that day because of your
king whom you have chosen, but the Lord will not
answer you in that day.Ó

His warning fell on deaf ears: ÒNevertheless, the
people refused to listen to the voice of Samuel,
and they said, ÔNo, but there shall be a king over
us, that we also may be like all the nations.ÕÓ

The longing to Òbe like all the nationsÓ is a
recurring motif in Jewish history. Baal worshipers
in the time of the prophets, Judean Hellenists in
the Chanukah story, 19th-century assimilationist
maskilim, Jewish socialists enthralled by MarxÕs
classless Utopia, modern post-Zionists in quest of
a non-Jewish Israel - down through the ages, in
one way or another, innumerable Jews have
fought or fled from Jewish ÒothernessÓ and
embraced ways of life or beliefs that promised to
make them less distinctive. Given the cruelty and
violence to which Jews were so often subjected, it
is not 
surprising that many would seek to shed or 
neutralize their Jewishness.

Even in America, a haven of security and 
prosperity without parallel in the long Jewish
Diaspora, many Jews wanted nothing to do with
the old Jewish identity. There are stories, perhaps
apocryphal, of Jewish men throwing their tefillin
into the ocean as the ship bringing them to
America came within sight of New York Harbor.
ÒBecause tefillin were something for the Old
World,Ó explains a character in Dara HornÕs
acclaimed 2002 novel, In the Image, Òand here in
the New World, they didnÕt need them anymore.Ó

Apocryphal or not, there is no disputing that
countless European Jewish immigrants to the
goldene medina-the Ògolden landÓ-took advantage
of their new circumstances to cast off the old faith.
Or their children did. Or their grandchildren. As a
result, Jews today are the least rel igious 
community in the United States. According to the
Pew Forum on Religion & Public Life, only 16
percent of Jews attend religious services at least
once a week, compared with 39 percent of
Americans generally. Just 31 percent say religion
is Òvery importantÓ in their lives (vs. 56 percent of

Americans).
Such data led Jonathan Sacks, BritainÕs chief

rabbi, to quote a comment made by the late
hasidic troubadour Shlomo Carlebach after a 
lifetime of visiting American campuses: ÒI ask
students what they are. If someone gets up and
says, IÕm a Catholic, I know thatÕs a Catholic. If
someone says, IÕm a Protestant, I know thatÕs a
Protestant. If someone gets up and says, IÕm just a
human being, I know thatÕs a Jew.Ó

ÒJust-a-human-beingÓ liberalism, secular and
universalist - there is the dead end into which the
flight from Jewish separateness has led so many
American Jews. To call it a dead end is not to deny
its allure. Much of liberalismÕs appeal lay in 
making Jews feel good about themselves, secure
in the conviction that they were part of a broad
and enlightened mainstream. Liberalism freed
them from the charge of parochial self-interest
that had so often been leveled against Jews. It
replaced the ancient, sometimes difficult burden
of chosenness - the Jewish mission to live by
G o d Õs law and bring the world to ethical 
monotheism - with a more palatable and popular
commitment to equality, tolerance, and Òsocial
justice.Ó

To be sure, loyalty to the Democratic party
came naturally  to Jews, with their inherited 
memories of a Europe in which emancipation had
been a project of the Left and where reactionary
anti-Semites had (usually)  attacked from the
Right. As Norman Podhoretz writes, that loyalty
understandably intensified during World War II,
when the most lethal enemy in Jewish history was
ultimately destroyed by an alliance led by a 
liberal Democrat named Franklin Roosevelt.

But liberal Democrats no longer lead such
alliances, and they heatedly oppose those who do.
The Soviet Union was defeated not by Jimmy
Carter, who urged his countrymen to shed their
Òinordinate fear of Communism,Ó but by Ronald
Reagan, who labeled the USSR an Òevil empireÓ
and was denounced by the Left as a warmonger.
Bill Clinton signed the Iraq Liberation Act, but it
was George W. Bush who carried out that 
liberation in the face of scathing liberal hostility.
Republicans constitute the party that sees the 
current conflict against global jihadists as the
decisive struggle of our time, while the few
Democrats who express that view - as Connecticut

Senator Joseph Lieberman can testif y - are
scorned by their partyÕs liberal base.

FDR and Harry Truman are long gone, and so
too is the muscular Democratic liberalism that
defeated Adolf Hitler and brought the Holocaust
to an end. To deal with the would-be Hitlers of our
era-Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and the Jew-hating
mullahs in Iran - todayÕs Democrats counsel 
pacif ism and appeasement and endless 
negotiation. These days it is the Right that calls
for strong and decisive action against the enemies
of the free world. Today the beleaguered Jewish
s t a t e Õs most unshakable American all ies are
Republican and conservative. Yet American Jews
remain what they have been for so long: 
unshakably Democratic and liberal.

This liberalism isnÕt rational. It isnÕt sensible. It
certainly isnÕt good for the Jews.

But it is, as reli gions often are, deeply 
reassuring.

It is reassuring for liberal Jews to believe that all
people are fundamentally decent and reasonable,
and that all disputes can be settled through 
compromise and conciliation. It is reassuring to
believe in a world in which nothing is ever solved
by war, so that military force is unnecessary and
expensive weapons systems are wasteful. It is
reassuring to believe that America is a secular
nation, that God and religion have no place in the
public square, and that no debt of gratitude is
owed to the Christians who created the 
extraordinary society in which American Jews
have thrived. It is reassuring to believe that crime
is caused by guns, that academia is the seat of 
wisdom, and that humanityÕs biggest problem is
global warming. It is reassuring to believe that
compassion can be achieved by passing the right
laws and that big government can create 
prosperity. It is reassuring to believe that tikkun
olam - healing the world - is a synonym for the 
liberal agenda and that the liberal agenda flows
directly from the teachings of Judaism.

Above all, it is reassuring to believe that Jews
are no different from anyone else, that they are not
called to a unique role in human events, and that
the best way to be a good Jew is to be a 
conscientious citizen of the world. To be liberal, in
short, is to be Òlike all the nations.Ó It is a 
seductive and comforting belief, and American
Jews are far from the first to embrace it. !
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What would you call a group that 
opposes sanctions on Iran, questions
I s r a e l Õs right to defend itself  from 

terrorist groups firing rockets from Gaza, seeks to
pressure Israel into making major concessions
without regard to the views of the elected 
government in Jerusalem, and supports a U.N.-
commissioned report accusing Israel of 
committing war crimes in the course of 
self-defense? That group is J Street, the new 
advocacy organization that calls itself Òpro-Israel, 
pro-peace.Ó

J Street held its inaugural conference last week.
But a lot of the fanfare came the week before the
event, when 13 members of Congress withdrew
their support. The names of 160 senators and 
representatives appeared on the list of conference
sponsors, but suddenly names started to disappear.
First to go was Representative Mike Castle, the
Delaware Republican who is planning to run for
Joe BidenÕs Senate seat in 2010. Just hours later,
Politico reported that New YorkÕs senators, Chuck
Schumer and Kirsten Gillibrand, had pulled their
names off the list as well. 

The floodgates were open. By the time the 
conference started, every Republican on J StreetÕs
list save Louisiana representative Charles
Boustany had bailed. Joining them were an even
larger number of Democrats, including Arkansas
senator Blanche Lincoln and North Carolina sen-
ator Kay Hagan. Ultimately only a quarter of the
congressmen - and just two of the senators - listed
as conference sponsors showed up at the event.

Meanwhile J Street organizers were becoming
uncomfortable with some of their own invited
guests after a video turned up of Josh Healey, one
of the speakers, reading a poem called ÒQueer
Intif ada.Ó He compared Guant‡namo to
Auschwitz and Anne Frank to Matthew Shepard.
In another poem, he asked if ÒweÕre the ones 
writing numbers on the wrists of babies born in
the ghetto called Gaza?Ó Other videos were soon
discovered, including one that showed another
panelist calling Israel a ÒwhoreÓ in a reading at a
Chicago establishment called ÒCafŽ Intifada.Ó 

J Street cancelled the poetry session citing the
Òuse and abuse of Holocaust imageryÓ by the
scheduled speakers. Then the Israeli ambassador,
Mi chael Oren, turned down an invitation to
address the conference. The embassy explained
the decision by saying that it feared certain of 

J StreetÕs positions might Òimpair IsraelÕs 
interests.Ó While the Israeli government declined
to send a representative, noted Zionist King
Abdullah of Jordan did deliver a taped greeting.

When J Street was launched 18 months ago, the
group basked in favorable press coverage 
heralding the arrival, at long last, of a progressive
alternative to AIPAC, the dominant pro-Israel 
lobbying group that enjoys broad bipartisan 
support in Congress. The only serious hiccup
came after a statement the group put out at the
height of the Israeli incursion into Gaza in
December. J Street said then that, Òwhile there is
nothing ÔrightÕ in raining rockets on Israeli 
families or dispatching suicide bombers, there is
nothing ÔrightÕin punishing a million and a half
already-suffering Gazans for the actions of the
extremists among them.Ó One of the countryÕs
most prominent Jewish doves, Rabbi Eric Yoffie,
blasted J Street as Òmorally deficientÓ for its
equivocation. 

In the months leading up to the conference, 
J Street took a number of controversial positions
that raised red flags among pro-Israel groups and
their supporters. Earlier this month, J Street
opposed sanctions on Iran, even as the House of
Representatives voted 414 to 6 for such action,
and with polls showing overwhelming support for
new sanctions among Jews in particular and
Americans in general. J Street also refused to 
condemn the report accusing Israel of war crimes
in Gaza produced by South African judge Richard
Goldstone under the authority of the U.N. Human
Rights Commission.

J Street claims that it speaks for the moderate
mainstream of American Jews who, it insists, are
poorly represented by the current constellation of
pro-Israel organizations. But if J StreetÕs pro-
Israel credentials were being called into question
by its critics in the run up to the conference, it was
the J Street rank and file who were eschewing the
pro-Israel label once the conference got underway.

On the first day, J Street provided space for an
ÒindependentÓ blogger panel that featured several
participants who denied they were Òpro-Israel.Ó
One was a Palestinian woman who declared 
herself a Òone-staterÓ - an opponent of the two-
state solution that would allow Israel to maintain
both its Jewish and democratic character. Another
panelist looked around and said, ÒThere are many
Zionists in this room, there are also some non-

Zionists and anti-Zionists.Ó A third panelist
mocked Holocaust survivor and Nobel Peace
Prize winner Elie Wiesel in the course of an attack
on Christians United for Israel, the pro-Israel
group whose annual conference Wiesel chose to
address on the same night that J Street kicked off
its meeting.

That night, the Jerusalem Post reported, a board
member of J Street U, the groupÕs university 
affiliate, announced that her chapter would be 
formall y dropping the pro-Israel half  of the 
Òpro-Israel, pro-peaceÓ slogan. ÒWe donÕt want to
isolate people because they donÕt feel quite so
comfortable with Ôpro-Israel,Õ so we say 
Ôpro-peace,ÕÓ she told the paper. The next day a J
Street official, downplaying the story, insisted that
J Street would affiliate only with organizations
that were explicit ly pro-Israel. Later, in 
subsequent statements, J Street staffers 
backtracked and declined to draw a line in the
sand over the groupÕs pro-Israel character. Asked
if J Street was a Zionist organization, executive
director Jeremy Ben-Ami responded, ÒIt is silly to
insist that any organization that supports Israel say
it is Zionist.Ó 

As Ben-Ami tried to spin the growing sense
among reporters that they were not in fact 
attending a Òpro-IsraelÓ conference, a panel titled
ÒWhat Does It Mean To Be Pro-Israel?Ó was 
taking place. It featured Jonathan Chait of the New
Republicand Matthew Yglesias, a blogger at the
Center for American Progress. As Yglesias later
wrote, Chait argued that Òthere was an ambiguity
running through the J Street constituency as to
whether the group was or should be pro-Israel at
all.Ó 

Yglesias, who was once listed as an adviser to 
J Street and who has been a tireless booster for the
group, said the comment struck him as Òkind of
nuts.Ó The audience quickly resolved the question.
ÒWhen we moved to the Q&A time,Ó Yglesias
wrote later that day, Òit became clear that a 
number of people in the audience really were
quite uncomfortable self-defining as Ôpro-IsraelÕ
in any sense and that others are uncomfortable
with the basic Zionist concept of a Jewish 
national state.Ó

Another panel titled ÒMessaging Pro-Israel,
Pro-PeaceÓ featured Democratic pollster and 
J Street board member Jim Gerstein and Matt
Dorf, who advises J Street on message strategy.

Reprinted from The Weekly Standard (November 9, 2009)

When Pro-Israel Is Not Very Pro-Israel: Meet the J Street Gang
By Michael Goldfarb
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Dorf explained that Òmessage is a dirty word in
the progressive community,Ó comprised as it is of
honest liberals who fear ÒweÕre tricking people -
saying different things to different audiences.Ó
But, Dorf assured his audience, ÒWhen we talk to
different people, we need to say different things.Ó 

An audience member, though, asked how he
could ÒmessageÓ his mother and father, his grand-
mother and grandfather, and his cousins. The
audience laughed. 

It turns out everyone in the room had the sense
that in the eyes of their own friends and family,

their views on Israel were radical. It seems that
both J Street supporters and its leadership face the
same problem--convincing the world that they are
pro-Israel even though the positions they take and
the policies they promote put them squarely at
odds with Israeli public opinion. !

Michael Goldfarb is the online editor of The Weekly Standard.

The Shadow of Pius XII
Pope Benedict XVI had decided to return to

Israel in the year 2008, but his trip was delayed by
a number of obstacles. In September 2008, the
question of the beatification of Pius XII was 
discussed in Castelgandolfo, the summer 
residence of the Pope, at a symposium organized
by the Jewish organization ÒPave the WayÓ and its
founder and president Gary Krupp. 

On 18 September 2008 Benedict XVI publicly
defended for the first time Pius XIIÕs wartime
record. However he put on hold the issue of 
beatification, and established a commission to
study archive material about PiusÕpapacy and the
possible effects of his beatification on Catholic-
Jewish relations. Jesuit Father Peter Gumpel, the
relator[1] of the cause for beatification, which
began in the year 1967, did not succeed in 
convincing any of the ruling popes since that year
- Paul VI, John Paul I, John Paul II, and Benedict
XVI - to sign the decree necessary in order to
embark on the long journey toward beatification.
Gumpel blamed the Jews for the fresh delay in
September 2008, saying that the Òreal problemÓ is
the controversy over the JewsÕperception of Pius
XII.[2] 

K r u p p Õs main purpose in organizing the 
symposium was to cause Yad Vashem to change
the caption under the picture of Pius XII in its
Jerusalem museum. However, no convincing 
evidence was brought to the symposium in
Castelgandolfo and therefore Benedict XVI 
decided to take a pause of reflection and did not
sign the decree.[3] 

1965-2005: Dialogue with the Jews and the
Struggle over the Shoah Memory

When the declaration Nostra Aetate- literally In
Our Age, the declaration on the relationship of the
C h u rch with Non-Christian re l i g i o n s -  was 
published in 1965 in the framework of Council
Vatican II (the Second Vatican Council), Catholic
and Jewish scholars alike praised the big step
apparently taken by the Church in reducing the
Catholic ChurchÕs anti-Semitism, sometimes
called anti-Judaism.[4] 

With the Nostra Aetate the Church did not
absolve those Jews who allegedly killed Jesus.
R a t h e r, i t l imited the blame for al legedly 
murdering Jesus to those Jews of that time who
were responsible for it rather than accusing all
Jews of all times.[5] It also stated that Òthe
Church...decries hatred, persecutions, and 
displays of anti-Semit ism.Ó This declaration
remains the only theological step forward toward
Jews since the Gospels.

The Nostra Aetatewas consecutively followed
by the Guidelines and Suggestions for
Implementing the Conciliar Declaration Nostra
Aetate(1974)[6] and the Notes on the Correct Way
to Present the Jews and Judaism in Preaching and
Catechesis in the Roman Catholic Church (1985).
[7] The Notes is the first Church document to
affirm Òthe existence of the State of IsraelÓ on the
basis of Òthe common principles of international
law.Ó 

At the same time as these steps were being
made, an attempt was underway to Christianize
the Shoah. John Paul IIÕs intentions in this respect
and his desire to transform the Shoah into a
Catholic Polish event were apparent while he was
still Cardinal Karol Wojtyla. In 1970, at the 
ceremony for the beatification of Maximilien
Kolbe in Rome, he distributed ashes from

Auschwitz to the Bishops present. [8] This 
distribution of part of the ashes of hundreds of
thousands of Jews, as well as of smaller numbers
of Christians and Gypsies, indicated his desire to
view Auschwitz as first and foremost a site of
Christian memory. One must assume that he was
aware of the affront to Jews which would result
from the touching, removing, and distributing of
the remains of JewsÕdead bodies - actions 
considered by Judaism to be nothing less than 
desecration of the dead.

This effort to Christianize the Shoah continued
after Cardinal Wojtyla became Pope John Paul II.
Speaking in Auschwitz on 7 June 1979 - ÒHomily
of BrzezinkaÓ (Birkenau) - he said that Òthere are
six million Poles who lost their lives during the
Second World War: one fifth of the nation.Ó [9] He
did not mention Jews, but focused in this speech
once more on Maximilian Kolbe and the convert
Edith Stein. The French author Rapha‘l Drai also
supports the claim that John Paul II wanted to 
center Auschwitz on a Catholic man (Maximilien
Kolbe), rather than the martyrdom of the Jewish
people. This strategy would allow the Church to
e ffectively capture the site and all that i t 
symbolizes. [10] 

In the same ÒHomily of Brzezinka,Ó John Paul
I I call ed Auschwitz Òthe Golgotha of the 
contemporary world.Ó [11] Golgotha, the hill in
Jerusalem on which Jesus the Jew was killed, is a
central site in Christianity, since it was this death
which brought about the birth of the religion. The
use of this imagery in respect to Auschwitz can
only lead to the conclusion that he desired to
equate the two outcomes. In other words, the
death of so many Jews at Auschwitz is to be
understood, according to Pope John Paul II, as

Reprinted from Jewish Political Studies Review 21:3-4 (Fall 2009)

Benedict XVI, the Lefebvrians, the Jews and the State Of Israel
By Prof. Sergio Itzhak Minerbi

This article explores the relations between the Catholic Church and the Jews from the middle of the previous century until the present day. It will focus
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most recent developments in dialogue between the Church and the Jews under Pope Benedict XVI and the impact of his visit to Israel in May 2009. 
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paving the way to a stronger Catholicism in the
modern day. His deliberate choice of words 
equated ChristianityÕs founding image and myth
with a modern-day historical catastrophe whose
main feature was the systematic destruction of the
Jewish people. 

Similarly, John Paul II supported the erection of
a convent in Auschwitz. Later, under pressure
from public opinion, he accepted that the convent
should be moved to a distance of 500 meters
away. [12] John Paul IIÕs desire to appropriate the
symbol of Auschwitz to the Church was further
made clear in 1986 when he decided to beatify
Edith Stein, calling her Òa faithful daughter of her
people, the Jewish people,Ó while she had 
converted to Catholicism. [13] 

On becoming Pope, Benedict XVI made efforts
to bring the Church back to tradition. One of his
moves was to re-instate the Missa Tridentina -
Tridentine Mass - in Latin, which had been 
abolished by Council Vatican II. [14] On 7 July
2007 the Secretariat of State published the Motu
proprio - a document issued by the Pope on his
own impulse and signed by him - reestablishing
the use of the Latin Mass from the time of Pope
Pius V (1566-1572). This move called into 
question the validity of Council Vatican II. By
reestablishing the Latin Mass, Benedict XVI
wanted to bring back into the Church the
Fraternity of Saint Pius X. This Fraternity was
establi shed on 7 October 1970, in Ec™ne,
Switzerland by Bishop Marcel Lefebvre, who
refused to accept Council Vatican II on the
grounds that it  contradicted previous Church 
tradition. 

Following the founding of the fraternity, Bishop
Marcel Lefebvre was suspended a divinis - he
could no longer celebrate sacraments - by Pope
Paul VI. On 30 June 1988 Lefebvre consecrated
four bishops and thus opened a schism in the
Church. Lefebvre and the four bishops were
excommunicated latae sententia- for the mere
fact that they were ordained as Bishops without
Papal consent. The excommunication was decided
with the active participation of the then Cardinal
Ratzinger (who was to become Pope Benedict
XVI), head of the Congregation for the Doctrine
of the Faith. [15] 

The new missal - book containing the service of
Mass - introduced by Pope Paul VI, after the
Council Vatican II, also included the reading of
the Bible in a cycle of three years, which was
rejected by the people reverting to the ancient rite,
among whom were the followers of Lefebvre. For
them all Jews remained the killers of Jesus, and
Jews allegedly organized plots against the coming

of the kingdom of Christ. [16] As the traditional
rite, this fraternity educated the faithful in an anti-
Semitism that held the Jews responsible for the
killing of Jesus. 

The Òglobal restorationÓ of about one million
followers of four lefebvrian bishops accomplished
by Benedict XVI had been initiated by his 
predecessor John Paul II. According to the Italian
priest Farinella, the steps toward this included, in
I t a l y, the recognition of ÒComunione e
Liberazione,Ó an Italian political movement near
Premier Sil vio Berlusconi; the Opus Dei 
becoming a personal ÒprelatureÓ of the Pope - a
dioceses not under any Bishop - in 1982; and the
approval of the neo-catechumens movement
which brought 45,000 persons to the Mass given
by John Paul II in Corazim during his visit there
in 2000. [17] 

Similar steps in other parts of the world 
included the beatification of A n n - C a t h e r i n e
Emmerich who had inspired Mel GibsonÕs anti-
Semitic film ÒThe Passion of Christ.Ó [18] Priest
Tadeusz Rydzyk, the Polish manager of another
anti-Semitic Catholi c organization, the radio 
network Radio Maria, was received by Benedict
XVI at Castelgandolfo on 5 August 2007. [19] In
addition, since 25 May 2000, Radio Maria has
broadcast in English to the U.S. [20] 

It would seem that Benedict XVI has made no
major change to the policy of his predecessor John
Paul II, but rather finalized a series of actions
started some years earlier which aimed to bring
various groups back into the fold of the Church. 

The Holy Friday prayer concerning the Jews
was modified several times in recent years. The
first occasion for this was when John XXIII 
decided, in 1959, to abolish the adjective 
ÒperfidusÓ (perfidious) concerning the Jews.
Later, Paul VI made another major change as well
as using Italian for the prayer, rather than Latin. In
his altered text there can be found a clear con-
demnation of anti-Semitism instead of the tradi-
tional substitution theory and the prejudice of the
deicide - the collective guilt of the Jews prior to
Nostra Aetate. [21] Benedict XVI returned to the
possibility of using the Latin text of the Missa
Tridentinaon 7 July 2007 and on 4 February 2008
he modified the old Holy Friday prayer deleting
two incidences of the adjective ÒperfidusÓ relating
to Jews. Part of the ancient text was retained, 
call ing upon the Jews to Òrecognize Jesus 
Christ.Ó [22] 

The Chief Rabbi of Rome, Riccardo Di Segni,
wrote in a detailed article that the new prayer was
evidence of the return of Òthe hope to convert the
JewsÓ which was known from the pre-Council

text. According to Cardinal Walter Kasper, [23]
this hope is only eschatological - it will be 
realized at the end of time. Rabbi Di Segni rightly
says that Jews cannot accept the view expressed
by some Catholics according to which a Jew who
believes in Jesus does not contradict his own
Jewish identity, but rather fulfills it: ÒThis is an
idea that Jews cannot accept,Ó writes Di Segni.
[24] More recently, Benedict XVI himself
expressed a similar idea on 25 January 2009 when
he said: 

In truth, in the case of Paulus, some prefer not to
use the term conversion since - they claim - he
was already a beli ever, even a fervent Jew, 
therefore he did not pass from non-faith to faith,
from idols to God, and he was not obliged to 
abandon the Jewish faith in order to adhere to
Christ.Ó [25] 

In these words, Benedict XVI made a clear 
distinction between paganism and Judaism; for
him Judaism is not a separate faith but an ancient
phase in the history of Christianity. This attitude
also sheds light on his views on dialogue with the
Jews. As Cardinal Ratzinger claimed that the
Òmission and the dialogue should not be two
antagonist forms but should co-penetrate 
m u t u a l l y.Ó Naturally, Christianity should not
become more Jewish, but Judaism should move
closer to Christianity. [26] He was also very clear
in his document Dominus Jesus(2000) in which
he wrote concerning inter-religious dialogue: 

Such dialogue certainly does not replace,
but rather accompanies the missio ad
gentes[mission to the peoples].... Inter-
religious dialogue, which is part of the
ChurchÕs evangelizing mission, requires an
attitude of understanding and a relationship
of mutual knowledge and reciprocal
enrichment. [27]  
The end of the same document states that 

inter-religious dialogue, therefore, as part of its
evangelizing mission, is just one of the actions of
the Church in its mission ad gentes.... The Church
must be primarily committed to proclaiming to all
people the truth revealed by the Lord, and
announcing the necessity of conversion to Jesus
Christ. [28] 

The Jews are no exception and should accept
this Òtruth.Ó Rabbi Di Segni is convinced that a
Òdialogue which has the purpose of converting us,
has no interest for the Jews.Ó In the old-new
prayer, the only occasion for the Church to pray
for the Jews, hope for the conversion of the Jews
is expressed. The Jews on the other hand, do not
dream that the purpose of dialogue with the
Church should be to convince the Catholics to
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change their faith. [29] 
Rabbi Di Segni was quick to recognize that the

new formulation of the prayer did not allow for a
continuation of the Christian-Jewish dialogue. In
a communiquŽ of 4 April 2008 the Press room of
the Vatican recalled the objections raised by the
Jews according to which the new prayer Òwould
not be in harmony with the declarations and offi -
cial statements of the Holy See, concerning the
Jewish people and its faith, that marked a progress
in the friendly relations between the Jews and the
Catholic Church in the last forty years.Ó [30] The
Holy See answered that no change was envisaged
in the stand developed by the Church toward the
Jews, especially in the declaration Nostra Aetate.
The Church denies all attitudes that despise or 
discriminate against Jews, and repudiates firmly
any form of anti-Semitism.   

The Revocation of the Excommunication
of the Four Lefebvrians

Such was the status of relations between the
Vatican and the Jews, when a new storm broke out
on 21 January 2009: Cardinal Giovanni Battista
Re, prefect of the Congregation for Bishops,
revoked the excommunication of the four
Lefebvrian bishops headed by Mgr Bernard
Fellay, general superior of the Fraternity of Saint
Pius X. [31] What could be regarded as an 
internal Church matter became a matter of 
worldwide interest when one of the four Bishops,
Richard Will iamson, gave an interview on
Swedish Television, broadcast on 22 January
2009, in which he denied the Shoah. Williamson
said: ÒI believe that 200,000 up to 300,000 Jews
did die in the concentration camps, but not one in
the gas chambers.Ó [32] 

On 27 January the Fraternity of Saint Pius X
claimed to have no authority on such questions. It
added that the declarations of Williamson Òdo not
reflect, in any case, the position of our Fraternity.Ó
[33] Shoah denial has been indirectly condemned
by the Church - for example in its document ÒWe
Remember: A Reflection on the ShoahÓ (1998).
[34] Thus it is strange that the Vatican did not ask
Williamson to retract his remarks. 

In revoking the excommunication of these four
Bishops who so vehemently criticized Council
Vatican II, Pope Benedict XVI seems not only to
have taken a step backwards in respect of this
Council, but to condone Shoah denial. The 
incident sparked a global uproar. Nobel Prize 
laureate Eli Wiesel accused Benedict XVI of 
giving credence to Òthe most vulgar aspect of anti-
SemitismÓ by rehabilitating a Shoah-denying
bishop. [35] During the weeks following many
condemnatory declarations were issued by

Episcopal Conferences (in Germany, A u s t r i a ,
France, and Switzerland), Cardinals, and by the
Chancellor of Germany Angela Merkel. Just over
a week after the Pope formally rehabilitated the
British-born Bishop Williamson, Merkel made the
extraordinary decision to wade into a worsening
row between the Vatican and worldwide Jewish
and Catholic leaders. She accused the pontiff of
giving the impression that Shoah denial was 
ÒpermissibleÓ through his decision to pardon
Williamson. [36] Merkel added that she Òdoes not
believeÓ there has been adequate clarification of
the Vatican`s position on the Holocaust. T h e
Vatican must clarify that it cannot tolerate any
negationism [of the Shoah]. [37] 

At last, on 4 February 2009 the Secretariat of
State of the Holy See intervened with an official
statement on three points. The first point
explained that the Pope wanted to eliminate an
obstacle to dialogue with the four Bishops, and it
stresses that the four actually do not have the
charge of Bishops in the Church. In the second
point, the Secretary of State, noted that full 
recognit ion of the Council Vatican II is an 
indispensable condition for the future recognition
of the Fraternity of Saint Pius X. The third point
deals with the Shoah, saying that: 

The positions of Bishop Williamson with regard
to the Shoah are absolutely unacceptable and
firmly rejected by the Holy Father, as he himself
remarked on 28 January 2009 when, with 
reference to the heinous genocide, he reiterated
his full and unquestionable solidarity with our
brothers and sisters who received the First
Covenant, and he affirmed that the memory of that
terrible genocide must lead Òhumanity to reflect
upon the unfathomable power of evil when it 
conquers the heart of man,Ó adding that the Shoah
remains Òa warning for all against forgetfulness,
denial or reductionism, because violence 
committed against one single human being is 
violence against all.Ó 

In order to be admitted to function as a Bishop
within the Church, Bishop Williamson must also
distance himself in an absolutely unequivocal and
public way from his positions regarding the
Shoah, which were unknown to the Holy Father at
the time of the remission of the excommunication.
[38] 

In this text, the Secretariat of State did not
demand that Bishop Williamson immediately
retract his negationist declarations. ÒDistanceÓ
from his positions would only be necessary if and
when he will apply to be recognized as a Bishop
by the Catholic Church. At first, the 
excommunication of the four Bishops was not

connected to their views on the Shoah. However,
Wi l l i a m s o n Õs negationist views did cause an
uproar in public opinion, a fact well understood by
the Vatican. This is evidenced by the fact that in
the official statement by the Secretariat of State
WilliamsonÕs stand is considered Òunacceptable,Ó
the Shoah remains a Òwarning against denialÓ and
it is stressed that his positions were Òunknown to
the Holy Father,Ó hinting that had the Pope been
aware of them previously he may have acted 
differently.

The Superior General of the Fraternity of Saint
Pius X, Bishop Bernard Fellay said, in an 
interview to the French Catholic weekly Famille
Chretiennethat Òthe Jews are our elder brothers.Ó
He added, Òwe condemn a crime against an 
innocent [man], especially when it is addressed to
an entire people. We reject any accusation of anti-
Semitism, and any approval of what happened
under Hitler, as something abominable.Ó [39] 

Yet the opinions of Bishop Williamson did not
prevent him from being reincorporated into the
Church, and he was not required to change his
views. The only impediment resulting from these
negationist declarations is that Williamson will
not be reinstalled in his charge as Bishop unless he
were to retract his declarations. The Church has
no problem readmitting into its midst clergymen
with such clearly stated opinions. Until now, some
months after the revocation of their  
excommunication, Williamson has not retracted
one single word and remains inside the Church
with an illegitimate charge of bishop. 

On 10 March 2009, Pope Benedict XVI took a
very unusual and courageous step and sent a 
personal letter to the Bishops of the world to
explain his own deeds, and even his mistakes: 

Some groups, on the other hand, openly accused
the Pope of wanting to turn back the clock to
before the Council: as a result, an avalanche of
protests was unleashed, whose bitterness laid bare
wounds deeper than those of the present moment. 

The Will iamson case was Òan unforeseen
mishapÓ which suddenly appeared Òas the 
repudiation of reconciliation between Christian
and Jews.Ó And this Òmomentarily upset peace
between Christian and Jews, as well as peace
within the Church.Ó The Pope added that I thank
all the more our Jewish friends, who quickly
helped to clear up the misunderstanding and to
restore the atmosphere of friendship and trust
which - as in the days of Pope John Paul II - has
also existed throughout my pontificate and, thank
God, continues to exist. 

In this letter, the Pope went on to explain that
the Society of Saint Pius X does not possess a
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canonical status in the Church and Òits ministers
do not exercise legit imate ministries in the
Church.Ó On the other hand Òthose who put 
themselves forward as great defenders of the
Council also need to be reminded that Council
Vatican II embraces the entire doctrinal history of
the Church.Ó The Pope thinks that in our days Òthe
faith is in danger of dying out like a flame which
no longer has fuelÓ and that Òthe real problem at
this moment of our history is that God is 
disappearing from the human horizon.Ó 

The last sentence recalls what Benedict XVI
asked at Auschwitz: ÒWhy, Lord, did you remain
sil ent?Ó [40] The presence of God in 
contemporary society is one of the issues dealt
with by Benedict XVI. The purpose of the 
dialogue with the Jews, as well as that with Islam,
was explained by the Pope in this letter to the
Bishops, as Òthe effort to promote a common 
witness by Christians to their faith - ecumenism is
part of the supreme priority.Ó [41] 

The Pope justified with a quantitative argument
the remission of the four BishopsÕ
excommunication: ÒCan we be totally indifferent
about a community which has 491 priests, 
215 seminarians, six seminaries, 88 schools, two
university-level institutes, 117 religious brothers,
164 religious sisters and thousands of lay 
faithful?Ó [42] 

This letter put an end to the grave incident that
had occurred. Nobody in the Curia had taken into
consideration the possible repercussions for 
dialogue with the Jews of a papal step which
seemed to legalize Shoah denial and the general
uproar of world public opinion. Nor did anyone in
the Curia act to investigate the four bishops before
reaccepting them, and the Pope himself was not
informed about the declarations of Williamson. It
is hard to believe that nobody in the Curia 
consulted the internet. Was this a question of 
mismanagement, lack of coordination, or more
probably a lack of real interest in the 
repercussions of such a step?  

Benedict XVI and the Jews
One of the harshest Jewish reactions to

Wi l l i a m s o n Õs Shoah denial came from Rabbi
David Rosen of the American Jewish Committee: 

What has been revealed most dramatically by
this episode is something that Vatican observers
have been noting consistently during this papacy
in contrast to the previous pontificate: an amazing
lack of consideration of the ramification of papal
actions, and a profound lack of collegial 
consultation. [43] 

Benedict visited a synagogue in Germany and
one in the U.S., [44] thus showing his personal

interest in good relations with the Jews. No less
important was his correction of his own speech
made at Auschwitz on 28 May 2006, in which he
said, quoting his predecessor John Paul II, that
Òsix million Poles lost their lives during the
Second World War: a fifth of the nation.Ó [45]
Some days later, back at the Vatican, Benedict
XVI corrected himself and said that ÒHitler had
more than six million Jews exterminated in the
camp of Auschwitz-Birkenau and in other similar
camps.Ó [46] Thus the symbolic number of 
victims, six million, was once more identified
with the Jews. It is unusual for a Pope to correct
himself, but it is a welcome move, for which he
deserves esteem. 

The Pope very much appreciated the quick
arrival to the Vatican of a delegation of American
Jewish organizations, which came at a moment
when Benedict XVI was under the concentrated
criticism of European Catholic clergy and secular
leaders. Receiving the delegation on 12 February
2009, he recalled his previous visits to Park East
Synagogue in New York, to the Synagogue in
Cologne, and to the extermination camp at
Auschwitz-Birkenau where he meditated Òon the
countless number of prisoners, so many of them
JewsÓ who went into captivity there and had 
Òlittle to sustain them.Ó He did not pronounce the
word ÒexterminationÓ nor did he repeat his 
previous, somewhat outrageous, declaration that
Òby destroying Israel, by the Shoah, they 
ultimately wanted to tear out the taproot of the
Christian faith and to replace it with a faith of their
own invention.Ó [47] This idea suggests that the
Jews were killed by the Nazis only to tear the
Christian faith. 

Benedict XVI also said to this delegation that he
was preparing to visit Israel, Òa land which is holy
for Christians as well as Jews, since the roots of
our faith are to be found there.Ó While the visit to
Israel was used as proof of his sympathy to Jews,
not a word was mentioned about modern Israel or
its value for the Jewish people. He recalled the
prayer of his predecessor, John Paul II, who was
Òpleading for GodÕs forgiveness after all the 
injustice that the Jewish people have had to 
suffer.Ó But the text of the prayer put into the Wall
in Jerusalem by John Paul II, did not recall the
Jews but only the descendants of Abraham and the
Ògenuine brotherhood,Ó with Òthe people of the
Covenant,Ó who may also be the Christians. [48]
Benedict XVI reaffirmed that the Shoah must be
Òa warning for all against forgetfulness, denial or
reductionism.Ó [49] 

On 12 March 2009 Benedict XVI received at the
Vatican the representatives of the Chief Rabbinate
of Israel. He reminded them that the dialogue with

the Israeli Rabbinate was started by his 
predecessor when he received the two Chief
Rabbis of Israel in January 2004. The Pope went
on to say that friendship had increased between
the The Holy SeeÕs Commission for Religious
Relations with the Jews and the Rabbinate, and
said that the Jewish people, who were chosen as
the elected people, communicate to the whole
human family, knowledge of and fidelity to the
one, unique and true God. Christians gladly
acknowledge that their own roots are found in the
same self -revelation of God, in which the 
religi ous experience of the Jewish people is 
nourished. [50] 

The Pope also expressed the hope that his visit
may deepen the dialogue with the Jewish people
Òso that Jews and Christians and also Muslims
may live in peace and harmony in this Holy
Land.Ó [51] 

Benedict XVI and the State of Israel
The Holy See is a political entity. Therefore, its

relations with the state of Israel are of a political
nature. A speech of Pope Benedict XVI wholly
dedicated to this subject can help better 
understand the Holy SeeÕs position toward the
State of Israel. This speech was given on 12 May
2008 on the occasion of the presentation by 
M r. Mordechay Lewy, the new Israeli
Ambassador to the Holy See, of his letters of
accreditation. [52] 

The Pope opened his speech by recalling the
sixtieth anniversary of the State of Israel: 

The Holy See joins you in giving thanks to the
Lord that the aspirations of the Jewish people for
a home in the land of their fathers have been 
fulfilled, and hopes soon to see a time of even
greater rejoicing when a just peace finally
resolves the conflict with the Palestinians. 

After this cordial beginning, although linked to
the Palestinians, the Pope gave a detailed 
description of the main problems still existing in
the relations with Israel: 

a) The Pope implicitly made Israel responsible
for the Òthe alarming decline in the Christian 
population of the Middle East, including Israel,
through emigration.Ó This accusation is not 
corroborated by facts. On the contrary, inside
Israel proper the size of the Christian population is
steady and not diminishing. There is a strong
migration of Christians from the territories of the
Palestinian Authority because the Musli m 
majority there leaves them no alternative.
Moreover they are generally skilled people, who,
having completed their studies, can go abroad to
other countries and find a suitable career far away
from Muslim pressures. 
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b) The Pope recognized the right of Israel for
self-defense but only sees hardship suffered by the
Palestinian population. Not a word was 
pronounced concerning Arab terrorism or the 
missiles and rockets launched for years on the
Israeli civil population. The Pope supported the
solution of Òtwo independent sovereign states side
by sideÓ but he gave the impression that the
implementation of such a solution depends on
IsraelÕs goodwill alone.  

c) The Pope mentioned the Ònegotiations
regarding economic and fiscal affairsÓ which have
not yet been concluded after more than 10 years,
since the signature of the Fundamental Agreement
in 1993. He also expressed hopes that the 
agreements signed with the Holy See Òmay soon
be integrated into the Israeli internal legal 
system.Ó It is evident that without such 
integration, those agreements are worthless. 

d) The Pope also raised the Òquestion of visas
for church personnel,Ó a rather complicated issue
since the Church wants to bring priests from Arab
countries into Israel. [53] Since many of those
countries are officially at war with Israel, the
arrival of their citizens may be conditioned on a
security check. 

In conclusion, far from diplomatic niceties, the
Pope exploited this occasion to make the above
mentioned list of complaints. 

More on the Policy toward Israel
According to Sandro Magister, an expert

Vaticanist of the Italian weekly L`Espresso, in
more than three years of his pontificate, Benedict
XVI has changed little or nothing in Vatican 
policy toward Israel. The only change is in tone:
Tarcisio Bertone, as Secretary of State, has 
softened his tone and Giovanni Maria Vian, the
new director of the daily Osservatore Romano,
Òhas stopped launching invective and has made
more room for religious and cultural debate. But
the general policy has remained the same.Ó [54] 

The authorities of the Church, and Benedict
XVI himself, raised their voices in condemnation
of Òthe massive violence that has broken out in the
Gaza Strip in response to other violenceÓ only
after Israel began bombing the installations of the
terrorist movement Hamas in that territory. They
did not make any condemnations prior to this,
when Hamas was massacring the Muslims faithful
to President Abu Mazen, humiliating the tiny
Christian communities, and launching rockets
every day against Israeli s civi li ans in the 
surrounding area. 

The Vatican authorities have never raised their
voice against Hamas and its desire to destroy the
State of Israel, i ts role favoring IranÕs 

expansionist policy, nor its links with Hizbullah
which were recently revealed by Egypt. Magister
writes that the Vatican officials Òhave never
shown that they see Hamas as a deadly danger to
Israel and an obstacle to the birth of a Palestinian
state, in addition to its being a nightmare for the
Arab regimes in the area, from Egypt to Jordan to
Saudi Arabia.Ó [55] 

Benedict XVIÕs pronounced statements on the
conflict in Gaza, at the Angelus- a short practice
of devotion in honor of the Incarnation repeated
three times each day, morning, noon, and evening,
at the sound of the bell [56] - on 28 December at
the end of the homily on 1 January, and again at
the Angelus on 4 January. On 1 January 2009 he
said that Òit will not be impossible to listen to one
another, to come to one anotherÕs help and to give
concrete responses to the widespread aspiration to
live in peace, safety and dignity.Ó [57] 

Benedict XVI has also made several general
appeals for an end to the violence in Gaza, but has
not openly criticized Israel. In his message to the
Holy SeeÕs diplomatic corps on 8 January 2009
Benedict XVI said, regarding Gaza: 

This situation further complicates the quest for
a settlement of the conflict between Israelis and
Palestinians, something fervently desired by many
of them and by the whole world. Once again I
would repeat that military options are no solution
and that violence, wherever it comes from and
whatever form it  takes, must be firmly 
condemned. I express my hope that, with the 
decisive commitment of the international 
community, the ceasefire in the Gaza strip will be
re-established. [58] 

No one in the Vatican has ever protested against
the firing of Palestinian rockets from the Gaza
strip onto the Israeli civilian population. 

On other occasions the stand taken by the
Vatican has been even less friendly to Israel.
Cardinal Renato Martino, Chairman of the
Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace and 
former permanent observer of the Vatican to the
United Nations, said on 7 January 2009 that
Òdefenseless populations are always the ones who
p a y. Look at the conditions in Gaza: more 
and more, i t resembles a big concentration 
camp.Ó [59] 

During the whole duration of his charge (1987-
2008), the Latin Patriarch of Jerusalem, Michel
Sabbagh, repeatedly spoke against the State of
Israel.[60] His successor, His Beatitude Fouad
Twal, foll ows SabaghÕs track. In a recent 
interview he said: 

Today the Calvary is a war that goes on for 60
years, the military occupation, the lack of jobs,

and the economic recession. Today one builds
walls without caring if in so doing they close us
inside. In this Land we do not need walls but 
dialogue.... In Gaza they did one more war, but
what are the results? Nothing. If you seed the
occupation, you harvest the resistance. The 
occupation must come to an end.... Now is the
time for denunciation, for raising our voice. The
next visit of the Pope will encourage the Christian
communities; they must understand that they must
resist the temptation to go away. [61] 

Another cause of dispute was the stand taken by
the Holy See at the UN Conference, the Review
Conference of the Durban Declaration of 2001
Against Racism, Racial Discri mination,
Xenophobia and Related Intolerance beginning
on 20 April 2009 in Geneva. On Sunday, 19 April
the Pope spoke from his balcony on Saint PeterÕs
Square giving his full support to the Geneva
Conference Òto put an end to every form of
racism.Ó [62] 

This was not the first time that the Vatican had
collaborated with Iran in the international arena.
In September 1994, a UN Conference on
Demography was held in Cairo, Egypt. Before the
beginning of the Conference a special Vatican 
delegation went to Iran and Libya to coordinate a
common stand. It appears that the positions of the
Vatican, Iran, and Libya were very similar. A few
months before the conference, John Paul II 
dedicated a speech to this subject. He condemned
Òimmoral meansÓ of family planning, especially
abortions, and stressed that the use of 
contraceptives is ethically  inadmissible. [63]
More recently, Benedict XVI had intense contacts
with the Iranian authorities. As an example we
recall that the Foreign Minister of Iran, Kamal
Kharrazi, had a private meeting with the Pope on
13 February 2004 after some Catholic schools had
been expropriated. [64] Another Foreign Minister,
Manouchehr Mottaki, brought a letter from
President Ahmadinejad to the Pope on 27
December 2006 on the occasion of the 50th
anniversary of diplomatic relations between the
Holy See and Iran. [65] On 5 April 2007 the Pope
received the former Iranian President Seyyed
Mohammed Khatami and shared with him a
Òserene dialogue between culturesÓ. [66] 

The Visit of Benedict XVI to Israel
It seems that Benedict XVI greatly desired to

visit  Israel and that his will  prevailed over 
contradictory considerations in the Curia. Father
Lombardi, spokesman of the Vatican, said in an
interview:

I have found a proof of courage and hope in the
will of the Pope to go [to the Holy Land] anyway.
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The decision is to go, in this context, even after
there has been the war of Gaza, when many asked
whether the visit would not be postponed. The
Pope wanted to reconfirm it, not to show 
indifference to a situation of tragedy and grave
suffering, but always as a token of hope. [67] 

From the Israeli point of view the visit was a
positive event, since it showed that it is feasible to
visit Israel notwithstanding the previous hostilities
in the Gaza strip. It was also a demonstration of
friendship and the PopeÕs presence itself would
reinforce the position of Israel in the eyes of 
millions of Catholics in the world. 

If most Israelis welcomed the PopeÕs visit, there
were also some rare opponents expressing 
controversial views. Professor Hillel Weiss of
B a r-Ilan University considered the Pope an
Òunwanted guest.Ó According to Weiss, the status
of the Pope in Israel has reached that aspired to by
the Catholic Church: a return to the role of an
international political factor. ÒThe Pope is the 
chosen Trojan horse that through him not only the
Vatican but all the army of Gog and Magog, and
first of all the United States, try to impose the 
policy of the holy basin [in Jerusalem] according
to the vision of Beilin, Peres and Olmert.Ó [68] 

On 8 May 2009 Pope Benedict XVI arrived on
an official visit to Jordan and between 11 and 15
May he visited Israel and the Palestinian
Authority. The Vatican authorities avoid calling
the State of Israel by its name and they prefer to
use the denomination Holy Land. [69] Thus they
give the land a holy connotation, a sense of
belonging to the Holy See, and try to avoid
Palestinian criticism of an official visit to Israel. 

Speaking at Ben-Gurion airport on his arrival,
the Pope raised the subject of the Shoah: 

I wil l have the opportunity to honor the 
memory of the six million Jewish victims of the
Shoah. Anti-Semitism...is totally unacceptable.... I
plead to explore every possible avenue...so that
both peoples may live in peace in a homeland of
their own, within secure and internationally 
recognized borders. 

At Yad Vashem the Pope gave a Biblical lesson
about the importance of the name of every victim,
perhaps inspired by the name of the institution,
which in Hebrew means Òthe memorial to all the
names.Ó Yet Avner Shalev, Director of Ya d
Vashem, had expected the Pope to issue a stronger
condemnation of Nazis and Germany. Rabbi
Yisrael Meir Lau, chairman of the Yad Vashem
Council and a Shoah survivor himself, noted that
Òthere is a dramatic difference between killed and
murdered.Ó 

Rabbi Lau also compared Benedict XVI and

John Paul II. In John Paul IIÕs speech at Yad
Vashem 2000 he had blamed the Shoah on a 
Òneo-pagan regimeÓ in the hope of shaking off all
Christian responsibility for the horrors that took
place during the Second World War. Benedict XVI
followed in his predecessorÕs footsteps; he is 
wil li ng to turn the Church into the victim 
alongside the Jews, if necessary, in an effort to
clear the Church of the heavy responsibility it
must carry for the complete silence of Pius XII
during the war. In his silence, the Pope had
betrayed his role as moral guide to his own 
believers and left the Jews to meet their fate at the
hands of the Nazis without any intervention on his
part. 

As Staf Misezhnikov, Israeli Minister of
Tourism, noted, the Israeli government considered
the PopeÕs visit to be a powerful incentive for the
development of religious tourism and pilgrimages
- although the real impact of these pilgrims on the
Israeli economy has not been fully researched.
Catholic pilgrims use Arab guides, visit Ya d
Vashem with young Italian students who are
unaware of the Jewish suffering during the Shoah,
[70] ride on Arab buses, and stay overnight in
Catholic religious homes or Arab hotels. Their
real contribution to the Israeli economy is 
therefore modest or doubtful at best. 

Likewise, it is important to remember that the
political stand of the Holy See on the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict is almost the same negative
attitude toward Israel that has existed from the
very beginning of the State of Israel in 1948. 

As far as can be ascertained from Israeli media
coverage of Benedict XVIÕs visit, the Israeli side
did not give the Pope a comprehensive tour
dÕhorizonon the politics of the Middle East. Such
a tour should have emphasized that the only 
guarantee for the continued survival of the
Christian communities in the Middle East is a
strong Israel, since a strong Israel is a deterrent
against fundamentalist Islamic movements who
are far from being friendly to local Christian 
populations and would like to subvert moderate
Arab states. 

This fact is not understood even by the priest
who inspired Benedict XVIÕs policy toward 
fundamentalist Islam, Samir Khouri Samir. The
Holy See views the Arabs as victims and the
Israelis as oppressors. Islamist terrorism can be
traced back to this basic cause, as Cardinal Renato
Martino, Chairman of the Pontifical Council for
Justice and Peace, said in an interview to the
Osservatore Romanoon 1 January 2009: 

Many problems that are now attributed almost
exclusively to cultural and religious differences

have their origin in countless economic and social
injustices. This is also true in the complex history
of the Palestinian people. In the Gaza Strip,
human dignity has been trampled on for decades;
hatred and murderous fundamentali sm are 
nourished. 

Not a word was mentioned about IsraelÕs 
withdrawal from Gaza in summer 2005 or HamasÕ
forceful seizure of power there in June 2007. 

It was clear from the PopeÕs speeches in
Bethlehem and its surroundings that the Holy
S e e Õs attitude to the State of Israel remains
unchanged. He acknowledged the suffering of the
Palestinians, the famili es left homeless, and
offered his solidarity to Òthe people who have 
s u ffered so much.Ó The Pope told President
Mahmud Abbas, that Òthe Holy See supports the
right of your people to a sovereign Palestinian
homeland in the land of your forefathers, secure
and at peace with its neighbors, within 
internationally guaranteed borders.Ó [71] 

After expressing clear support for the
Palestinian state, the Pope added that
ÒPalestinians like any other people, have a natural
right to marry, to raise families, and to have access
to work, education and health care,Ó hinting that
the Israelis are not allowing poor Palestinians to
marry and to have access to work, education, and
medical care. Rather, the contrary is true. Hamas
obliged the industrial area of Erez to close down
after shelling it with mortar bombs causing five
thousand Palestinian workers to stay at home
without work. Education is given by UNRWA, but
the Hamas encourage the young graduates to
enroll in its armed militia instead of working in a
regular job. When the Pope departed from the
Ben-Gurion airport Israeli representatives could
have objected to the political expressions of the
Pope, but Israelis preferred not to react at all. 

The Pope did not condemn Palestinian terrorism
but launched an appeal to young people: ÒHave
the courage to resist any temptation you may feel
to resort to acts of violence or terrorism.Ó [72] His
words Òtemptation for terrorismÓ again hinted at
the VaticanÕs claim that Israeli violence provokes
Palestinian terrorism, while the truth is exactly the
opposite. 

Benedict XVI  attacked the separation wall 
saying that Òit is tragic to see that even today walls
are erectedÓ and later added that Òwalls can be
brought down,Ó a clear incitation to violence.
Moreover he again resorted to theology when he
said that ÒI have seen with anguish the situation of
the refugees who like the Holy Family were 
obliged to leave their houses,Ó which recalls the
Gospel of Matthew (2,13): ÒGet up, take the child



The Jewish Political Chronicle  -  Winter 2009

60

and his mother and escape to Egypt.... Stay there
until I tell you, for Herod is going to search for the
child to kill him.Ó This comment could be taken as
a comparison of the Israelis to Herod. This is 
similar to the actions of John Paul II, during his
visit to Israel in 2000 - he presented Yasser Arafat
with 14 shells representing the 14 stations of the
Way of the Cross, explaining that they symbolize
the Passion of the Palestinians, which can be 
compared to the suffering endured by Jesus. [73] 

French author Shmuel Trigano noted that Òto the
Jews goes the recognition of the martyrs of the
Shoah, while to the Palestinians goes the political
recognition, or even a political-theological 
[recognition].Ó [74] 

The only ÒincidentÓ to occur in the five day long
visit was during a session of the ÒTrialogue,Ó an
interfaith meeting at Notre Dame Hotel in

Jerusalem. Sheik Tayseer Tamimi, a leading
Palestinian Muslim cleric, took the liberty of
speaking and shouting recriminations against the
State of Israel. The Pope waited until the end of
Ta m i m i Õs speech and then left the hall. [75]
Nobody responded to Tamimi. This is one more
example of what can be expected from such a
ÒTrialogue.Ó The situation is complex enough
without the further complications of such useless
exercises which always end in vituperation of
Israel. Whether Christians are willing to enter
such trialogue negotiations or not, Jews should
avoid them, since they result in an alliance of the
representatives of the other two religions against
the Jews, as has been pointed out already in the
past by this author. [76] 

Conclusion
Notwithstanding the various meetings with

Jewish groups, and the explanations he received,
the Pope not did not retract any of his previous
declarations and decisions. He deepened the polit-
ical gap with Israel in his public speech on
Durban-2. The question now is whether a Catholic
Church which is becoming more traditionalist,
more distant from Council Vatican II, and there-
fore from Nostra Aetate, will be able to maintain
or improve its relations with the Jews. Moreover,
if the content of the Jewish-Catholic dialogue
according to the Church consists of trying to 
convert the Jews, it will remain an exercise in
futility . The visit of Benedict XVI could have 
bettered the relations between the Vatican and
Israel, but was biased by a pro-Palestinian stand.
Vatican policy may bring the Jewish-Catholic 
dialogue to an insurmountable impasse. !
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Notable & Quotable

Rabbinical student Yuri Foreman became
the first Israeli fighter to win a world 
boxing championship when he scored a

shocking and one-sided decision over Puerto
Rican Daniel Santos in a W B A s u p e r-
welterweight title fight Saturday night on the
Miguel Cotto-Manny Pacquiao undercard at the
MGM Grand Garden Arena.

Foreman (28-0, 8 knockouts) knocked Santos
(32-4-1, 23 KOs) down in the second round, had
him pinned against the ropes in the third then
appeared to hurt the champion with a flurry of
punches near the end of the fourth round.

Santos made a final desperate charge in the 12th
and final round, knowing he needed a knockout to
win. But he was far too weary by then, stumbling
to the canvas again with less than a minute left in
the fight.

Foreman was one of five fighters who took
unblemished records into the undercard and came
out with victories.

Julio Cesar Chavez Jr., son of the legendary
Mexican champion extended his record to 41-0-1
with a unanimous decision over Troy Rowland
(25-3) of Grand Rapids, Mich., in a 10-round 
middleweight contest.

Rowland was fighting with a heavy heart - his
brother Shane, in a Michigan hospital, was placed
in a medically induced coma this month with the
H1N1 virus.

In the first televised bout on the undercard,
TustinÕs Alfonso Gomez won something called
the WBC Continental Americas welterweight title
in an abbreviated bout against Mexican Jesus
Soto-Karass.

An accidental butt to the right eye in the third
round left Gomez bleeding heavily, leading ring-
side doctors to stop the fight at two minutes 41
seconds of the sixth round of what was scheduled
to be a 10-round bout. Because the fight had gone
more than half its scheduled distance, the bout
went to the scorecards and the judges gave Gomez
(21-4-2, 10 KOs) a unanimous decision. Soto-
Karass fell to 24-4-3 with 16 KOs.

Earlier in the night, hard-punching Russian 
middleweight Matt Korobov added to his already
impressive resume with a dominant six-round win
over James Winchester of Reidsville, N.C.

Although Korobov (8-0, 6 KOs) couldnÕt knock
Winchester out, going the distance for just the 
second time as a pro, the stylish left-hander was
able to knock WinchesterÕs mouthpiece into the
first row with a sweeping punch midway through
the third round.

Winchester is 10-3 with 3 KOs.
Santa A n a Õs Rodrigo Garcia also remained

unbeaten at 5-0 with a one-sided decision over
Martin Vierra of Phoenix in a six-round super-
welterweight fight. Vierra fell to 5-3-1.

Richie Mepranum of the Philippines won an

unpopular split decision over Ernie Marquez of
Fort Morgan, Colo., in an entertaining six-round
matchup of junior-lightweights.

Mepranum (15-2-1, 3 KOs) scored the only
knockdown of the fight, dropping Marquez in the
second round. But that punch only served to wake
up Marquez, who was the aggressor for most of
the final four rounds. Marquez (9-6-2) finished the
fight bleeding heavily from a cut above his right
eye and when the decision was announced, it was
greeted by a chorus of boos from the crowd.

The only other Filipino on the undercard, Eden
Sonsona, left no doubt in his bout, overwhelming
Israeli Navy veteran Eilon Kedem from the 
opening bell en route to a second-round TKO win.

Sonsona (14-3, 4 KOs) knocked Kedem (9-2-4,
6 KOs) to the canvas with a left hook less than a
minute into the first round and never let up, 
forcing referee Joe Cortez to step between the
boxers and halt the fight 17 seconds into the 
second of what was scheduled to be a six-round
bout.

In the first bout of the day, Abner Cotto, 
a second cousin to Puerto Rican champion Miguel
Cotto, remained unbeaten with a unanimous 
decision over Lupe Guzman of Lubbock, Texas, in
a six-round battle of lightweights.

Cotto is 5-0 with 3 KOs while Guzman fell to 
3-5 with 2 KOs. !

Reprinted from The Los Angeles Times (November 15, 2009)

Yuri Foreman Becomes First Israeli World Champion
By Kevin Baxter
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