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A Disgraceful Precedent       By Nathan Lewin 

I was seven years old in 1943 and becoming comfortable in the United 
States, where my parents and I had arrived as refugees from Poland, via 
Japan, in 1941. 

Almost from the moment we hit the blessed shores of America, my 
father, Rabbi Dr. Isaac Lewin, z”l, worked day and night with the Va’ad 
Le-Hatzala to rescue the Jews trapped in Poland and the rest of Europe. 
They included my grandfather, Rabbi Aaron Lewin, z”l,the revered rabbi of 
Rzeszow who had twice been elected to the Polish parliament, and who had 
– unknown to my father – already been murdered by Ukrainians in Lvov in 
June 1941. 

I remember the days leading up to Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur 
1943, as news of the slaughter of Jews by Hitler and his cohorts dribbled 
out to the free world and reached American media. I was already a New 
York Yankees fan, and attention was focused on the World Series between 
my Yankees and the St. Louis Cardinals. As a seven year old, I could not 
really appreciate why my father was ignoring the World Series and was 
busy soliciting volunteers among the Orthodox rabbinate and rank-and-file 
Jews to make the arduous train ride from New York to Washington to 
convey personally to President Franklin Delano Roosevelt how precarious 
the lives of Jews in Europe had become and to request decisive action 
against the death camps to which Jews were being transported. 

A delegation of 400 rabbis, including my father, Rabbis Eliezer Silver, 
Israel Rosenberg, Moshe Feinstein, and Joseph B. Soloveitchik,zichronom 
le-veracha,arrived in Washington’s Union Station on October 6, three days 
before Yom Kippur – the second day of the World Series — with the 
announced intention of marching to the White House to meet with the 
president and voice their concern over the slaughter of their brethren. They 
were an orderly dignified group – no signs, no loud battle cries, no 
histrionics. 

My father reported to us when he returned from Washington (I was 
grieving that the Yankees had lost the second game of the Series) that the 
group had been greeted by congressmen and had marched to the Lincoln 
Memorial. The rabbis assigned a select group to meet with President 
Roosevelt at the White House. They were shocked and offended to be told 
that the president did not have even a few minutes to meet with them. 

They returned to New York after being shunted off to the vice 
president, Henry Wallace, whose influence on Roosevelt and U.S. policy 
was negligible and who many classify as “America’s Worst Vice 
President.” Their dire warnings regarding the fate of Europe’s Jews were, 
of course, entirely accurate. But the president, like his successor in office 
more than 70 years later, was not interested in meeting with Jewish leaders 
and having them describe to him directly the life-threatening danger facing 
Jews abroad. 

How important was it that Roosevelt meet with a representative 
delegation from the rabbis’ entourage? Cynics might claim the trip to 
Washington was designed to generate publicity for the rescue of European 
Jewry and whether or not the president invited rabbis to the White House 
made little difference in the formulation of American priorities in waging 
the war. It is difficult to believe, however, that Roosevelt would have been 
totally unmoved by the pleas of American Orthodox Jewry’s foremost 
spokesmen. Rabbi Eliezer Silver, z”l, had already established a reputation 
as an exceedingly articulate English-speaking advocate for Jewish causes. 
His description of the horrors that had been reported might very well have 
made a difference had Roosevelt been willing to listen. 

Accounts of personal meetings that Eddie Jacobson and Chaim 
Weizmann had with Roosevelt’s successor, Harry Truman, regarding the 
Zionist dream of an independent Jewish state have shown that U.S. 
presidents can be moved – and American foreign policy can be affected – 
by face-to-face discussions with the occupant of the most important and 
powerful office in the world. 

Truman’s 
willingness to meet 
with, and listen to, 
Weizmann and Jacobson reportedly 
led him to reject the advice of his 
secretary of state and White House 
insiders and to promptly recognize the 
newborn state of Israel. Roosevelt, on 
the other hand, refused even to listen 

to the message the rabbis were bringing to Washington. Like President 
Obama’s blanket rejection more than 70 years later of Prime Minister 
Netanyahu, the refusal silences the message by shutting out the messenger. 

Reports that later emerged from White House insiders established that 
Roosevelt – like President Obama and Vice President Biden – did not 
really have anything important on his schedule to justify his refusal to 
meet Jewish leaders. Roosevelt sneaked out of the White House through a 
rear exit rather than meet with the 400 rabbis. His top Jewish adviser and 
speechwriter Samuel Rosenman told him – much as J Street is now telling 
President Obama and Congressional Democrats – that he would be best 
served by avoiding the rabbis. 

Rosenman is also reported to have told Nahum Goldmann – co-
chairman of the World Jewish Congress – that when Roosevelt heard of 
the rabbis’ request to meet with him, Roosevelt “had used language that 
morning while breakfasting which would have pleased Hitler himself.” In 
his recently revealed correspondence with Iran’s Ayatollah Ali Khamenei 
did Mr. Obama similarly refer to Prime Minister Netanyahu with language 
that “would have pleased” Khamenei himself?    (Jewish Press Feb 19) 
The writer is a Washington lawyer who was president of the Greater 
Washington Jewish Community Relations Council between 1982 and 1984 
and has argued many Jewish-interest cases before the Supreme Court and 
lower federal courts. 
 

 
Listen to Netanyahu     By Doug Lamborn 
 "If you can't convince 'em, confuse 'em." This political adage was well 
applied recently by President Barack Obama. Facing the steady weakening 
of his Iran negotiating policy in the eyes of Congress and the American 
people, the White House spun a story about Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu bringing Israeli politics to the floor of Congress, or of House 
Speaker John Boehner breaching an unwritten but apparently sacred 
protocol. Some of my colleagues in Congress have indeed become 
confused. 
 With The New York Times' self-correction, we now know the White 
House was indeed informed in advance of the invitation. But advance 
notice or no, the invitation would have stood, so a phone call to the White 
House changes nothing. Now we're trapped in a political blame game. The 
president and Secretary of State John Kerry will not meet with the prime 
minister. Vice President Joe Biden's schedule is too busy. Other 
Democrats are considering similar evasions. 
 America and Israel are facing a regime that is fanatically committed to 
their destruction, a regime that is inching every day closer to nuclear bomb 
capabilities. Rather than owning up to his policy and welcoming honest 
debate, the president shifts the discussion to the petty politics of protocols 
and manners. It is incomprehensible that some journalists and politicians 
are playing along. 
 We don't know the outcome of the negotiations. The White House 
would prefer to leave us in the dark. However, experience up until now 
bodes ill for the future. Every goal stated at the outset of the negotiations 
has failed by now. The negotiations framework dictated a deadline -- we 
are now beyond two extensions. We were committed to an agreement that 
would suspend all enrichment -- current negotiations allow for enrichment 
with discussion focusing on the levels to be permitted. If that is not bad 
enough, even this pathetic agreement that is emerging will have an 
expiration date and will be temporary. The long range missiles being 
developed by Iran that can deliver nuclear warheads are not even part of 
the discussion. Nor is Iran's support of worldwide terrorism. If this is not a 
bad deal, what is? 
 With his phone and his pen, the president intends to bypass Congress 
and pass a deal with or without the consent of Congress. Rather than 
worry about Obama's saving of face, we in Congress should focus on the 
threat ahead and our responsibility. That is, our responsibility as a coequal 
branch under the constitution to make informed and independent decisions 
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for the safety of the American people. 
 In the face of the media turmoil over this address it is doubtful that 
Netanyahu will make any political gains back home. It is also irrelevant. 
Netanyahu is a true authority on the dangers emanating from Iran. He has 
been for many years. He understands the existential nature of the threat, not 
only for Israel but for the world. That he brings a different message that our 
president apparently does not want to hear should not deter us from 
listening. 
 However, there is another issue at stake. Congressmen boycotting the 
prime minister of Israel will send the wrong message to Americans. Many 
of the millions of American people who will be following the speech may 
not think beyond a boycott. They will see a breach between the two sister 
nations at a time that is most dangerous for both. They won't hear a timely 
and critical message on the Iranian threat. 
 At a time that Israel is repeatedly attacked by the international 
community, and that anti-Semitism is on the rise, this Congress and 
America still stand strong with Israel. Don't let anyone think that precious 
bond is shaken, no matter what some in the administration or in his party in 
Congress may say. Netanyahu will not be representing an Israeli political 
party. He represents the people of Israel. His speech to the joint session of 
Congress will be from one nation to another. No amount of spin should 
obscure that fact. 
 President Harry Truman once said, "Intense feelings too often obscure 
the truth." In face of threats our two countries are facing, everyone should 
take a deep breath, put feelings aside, and focus on the essentials. No 
congressman or senator should let petty considerations distract him or her 
from the truth.    (Israel Hayom Feb 25) 
The writer, a Republican Congressman from Colorado, is the co-chair of 
the bipartisan Congressional Israel Allies Caucus. 
 

 
Netanyahu’s True Electoral Rival     By Caroline B. Glick 

Officially, the election on March 17 is among Israelis. Depending on 
how we vote, either Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu will remain in 
office and form the next government led by his Likud party, or Isaac 
Herzog and Tzipi Livni will form a government. 
 But unofficially, a far greater electoral drama is unfolding. The choice 
is not between Netanyahu and Herzog/Livni. It is between Netanyahu and 
US President Barack Obama. 
 As the White House sees it, if Herzog/Livni form the next government, 
then Jerusalem will dance to Obama’s tune. If Netanyahu is reelected, then 
the entire edifice of Obama’s Middle East policy may topple and fall. 
 Secretary of State John Kerry made clear the administration’s desire to 
topple Netanyahu last spring during his remarks before the Trilateral 
Commission. It was during that memorable speech that Kerry libeled Israel, 
claiming that we would automatically and naturally become an apartheid 
state if we don’t give Jerusalem and Judea and Samaria to the PLO, Jew 
free, as quickly as possible. 
 Despite Israel’s venality, Kerry held out hope. In his words, “if there is 
a change of government [in Israel], or a change of heart, something will 
happen.” 
 Shortly after Kerry gave his Israel apartheid speech, his Middle East 
mediator Martin Indyk attacked Israel and the character of the Israeli people 
in an astounding interview to Yediot Aharonot. 
 Among other things, Indyk hinted that to force Israel to make 
concessions demanded by the PLO, the Palestinians may need to launch 
another terror war. 
 Indyk also threatened that the Palestinians will get their state whether 
Israel agrees to their terms of not. In his words, “They will get their state in 
the end – whether through violence or by turning to international 
organizations.” 
 Indyk made his statements as an unnamed US official. When his 
identity was exposed, he was forced to resign his position. Following his 
departure from government service he returned to his previous position as 
vice president of the Brookings Institution and the director of its foreign 
policy program. Last September, The New York Times reported that the 
Brookings Institute received a $14.8 million, four-year donation from 
Qatar, the chief financier of Hamas and the Muslim Brotherhood. 
 This week, Indyk was back in Israel to speak at the annual conference 
of the Institute for National Security Studies. There he provided us with a 
picture of what we can expect from the Obama administration in its 
remaining two years in office if Netanyahu forms the next government. 
 On the Palestinian front, Indyk warned that Israel shouldn’t be worried 
about the Palestinians getting an anti-Israel resolution passed in the UN 
Security Council. Rather, it can expect that the US will join with the other 
permanent members of the UN Security Council to pass a resolution 
“against Israel’s will” that will “lay out the principle of a two-state 
solution.” 
 As Indyk intimated, Israel can avoid this fate if it elects a Herzog/Livni 

government. Such a government, he indicated, will preemptively give in to 
all of the Palestinians demands and so avoid a confrontation with the US 
and its colleagues at the Security Council. 
 Indyk explained, “If there is a government in Israel after these 
elections that decides to pursue a two-state solution, then there is a way 
forward. It begins with coordinating an initiative with the United States. 
And then, together with the US, looking to Egypt and Jordan and the 
resurrection of the Arab Peace Initiative.” 

As for Iran, Indyk shrugged at Israel’s concerns over the agreement 
that Obama is now seeking to conclude with the Iranian regime regarding 
its nuclear weapons program. That agreement will leave Iran as a 
threshold nuclear state. Indyk suggested that the US could assuage Israel’s 
concerns by signing a bilateral treaty with Israel that would commit the 
US to do something if Iran passes some nuclear threshold. 
 There are only three problems with such a deal. 
 First, as former ambassador to the US Itamar Rabinovich noted, such a 
treaty would likely render Israel unable to take independent action against 
Iranian nuclear sites. 
 Second, the US has a perfect track record of missing every major 
nuclear advance by every country. US intelligence agencies were taken by 
surprise when India, Pakistan and North Korea joined the nuclear club. 
They have always underestimated Iranian nuclear activities and were 
taken by surprise, repeatedly, by Syria’s nuclear proliferation activities. In 
other words, it would be insane for Israel to trust that the US would act in 
a timely manner to prevent Iran from crossing the nuclear threshold. 
 Third of course is the demonstrated lack of US will – particularly 
under the Obama administration – to take any action that could prevent 
Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. So Israel has no reason whatsoever 
to believe that the US would honor its commitment. 
 But then, since the Obama administration believes that Herzog and 
Livni will be compliant with its policies, the White House may expect the 
two will agree to forgo Israel’s right to self-defense and place Israel’s 
national security in relation to Iran in Obama’s hands. 
 And this brings us to the real contest unfolding in the lead-up to 
March 17. 
 When Speaker of the House of Representatives John Boehner 
announced last month that he had invited Netanyahu to address the joint 
houses of Congress on the threat emanating from Iran’s nuclear program 
and from radical Islam, he unintentionally transformed the Israeli elections 
from a local affair to a contest between Obama and Netanyahu. 
 Obama’s response to Netanyahu’s speech has been astounding. His ad 
hominem attacks against Netanyahu, his open moves to coerce Democratic 
lawmakers to boycott Netanyahu’s speech, and the administration’s 
aggressive attempts to damage Israel’s reputation in the US have been 
without precedent. More than anything, they expose a deep-seated fear 
that Netanyahu will be successful in exposing the grave danger that 
Obama’s policies toward Iran and toward the Islamic world in general 
pose to the global security. 
 Those fears are reasonable for two reasons. 
 First due to a significant degree to the administration’s unhinged 
response to the news of Netanyahu’s speech, Boehner’s invitation to 
Netanyahu sparked a long-belated public debate in the US regarding 
Obama’s strategy of appeasing the Iranian regime. Generally consistent 
Obama supporters like The Washington Post editorial board have 
published stinging indictments of this policy in recent weeks. 
 These analyses have noted for the first time that in pursuing Iran, 
Obama is alienating and weakening America’s allies, enabling Iran to 
expand its nuclear program, and empowering Iran regionally as the US 
does nothing to prevent Iran’s takeover of Iraq, Syria, Lebanon and 
Yemen. 
 Second, it is possible that in his remarks about Iran and radical Islam, 
Netanyahu will manage to discredit Obama’s approach to both issues. This 
is possible because Obama’s approach is difficult to understand. 
 Last week, following the decapitation of 21 Egyptian Coptic 
Christians by Islamic State, the Obama administration stood alone in its 
refusal to note that the victims were murdered because they were 
Christians. When Egypt retaliated for the massacre with air strikes against 
Islamic State training camps and other facilities in Libya, the Obama 
administration refused to support it ally. Instead it criticized Egypt for 
acting on its own and called for a political solution in Libya, which is now 
governed by two rival governments and has become a breeding ground for 
Islamic State terrorists who transit Libya to Sinai. 
 Following Islamic State’s massacre of the Christians, the group’s 
leaders threatened to invade neighboring Italy. Italy’s Prime Minister 
Matteo Renzi promised a strong response, and then called on the UN 
Security Council to do something. The Obama administration responded 
with coolness to a similar Egyptian call last week. 
 Hamas (which is supposedly much more moderate than Islamic State 
despite its intense cooperation with Libya-trained Islamic State forces in 



Sinai) warned Italy not to attack Islamic State in Libya, lest it be viewed in 
the words of Salah Bardawil as beginning “a new crusade against Arab and 
Muslim countries.” 
 While all of this has been going on, Obama presided over his much-
touted international conference on Confronting Violent Extremism. 
Reportedly attended by representatives from 60 countries, and featuring 
many leaders of Muslim Brotherhood- linked groups like the Council on 
American- Islamic Relations, Obama’s conference’s apparent goal was to 
deemphasize and deny the link between terrorism and radical Islam. 
 In his remarks on Wednesday, Obama gave a lengthy defense of his 
refusal to acknowledge the link between Islam and Islamic State, al-Qaida 
and other Islamic terrorist groups. He insisted that these groups “have 
perverted Islam.” 
 Obama indirectly argued that the West is to blame for their behavior 
because of its supposed historical mistreatment of Muslims. In his words, 
the “reality… is that there’s a strain of thought that doesn’t embrace ISIL’s 
tactics, doesn’t embrace violence, but does buy into the notion that the 
Muslim world has suffered historic grievances, sometimes that’s accurate.” 
 Obama’s insistence that Islamic State and its ilk attack because of 
perceived Western misbehavior is completely at odds with observed reality. 
As The Atlantic’s Graeme Wood demonstrated this week in his in-depth 
report on Islamic State’s ideology and goals, Islam is central to the group. 
Islamic State is an apocalyptic movement rooted entirely in Islam. 

Most of the coverage of Netanyahu’s scheduled speech before Congress 
has centered on his opposition to the deal Obama seeks to conclude with 
Iran. But it may be that the second half of his speech – which will be 
devoted to the threat posed by radical Islam – will be no less devastating to 
Obama. Obama’s stubborn refusal to acknowledge the fact that the greatest 
looming threats to global security today, including US national security, 
stem from radical Islam indicates that he is unable to contend with any 
evidence that jihadist Islam constitutes a unique threat unlike the threat 
posed by Western chauvinism and racism. 
 It is hard to understand either Israel’s election or Obama’s hysterical 
response to Netanyahu’s scheduled speech without recognizing that Obama 
clearly feels threatened by the message he will deliver. Surrounded by 
sycophantic aides and advisers, and until recently insulated from criticism 
by a supportive media, while free to ignore Congress due to his veto power, 
Obama has never had to seriously explain his policies regarding Iran and 
Islamic terrorists more generally. He has never endured a direct challenge 
to those policies. 
 Today Obama believes that he is in a to-the-death struggle with 
Netanyahu. If Netanyahu’s speech is a success, Obama’s foreign policy will 
be indefensible. If Obama is able to delegitimize Netanyahu ahead of his 
arrival, and bring about his electoral defeat, then with a compliant Israeli 
government, he will face no obstacles to his plan to appease Iran and blame 
Islamic terrorism on the West for the remainder of his tenure in office.        
(Jerusalem Post Feb 20) 
 

 
Netanyahu does Honor to Zionism        By David Kirshenbaum  

Zionism is not about being popular; those who dishonor our past and 
who fail to face up to clear and present dangers can't be trusted with the 
holy task of protecting the future of the Jewish People.  
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu  

The crux of the Herzog-Livni campaign for leadership of the country is 
that they will be more popular with world leaders than Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu, who, they claim, is damaging Israel’s relations with 
key allies, especially the United States. Isaac Herzog’s and Tzipi Livni’s 
boastful mantra, typically delivered with a measure of disdain toward 
Netanyahu, is that they will know how to cultivate relationships and that 
this will bring Israel greater international support. 
 Among the inconvenient facts Livni hopes will not be remembered in 
this regard is that Livni herself had to cancel a trip to London in December 
of 2009 out of fear that she might be subject to arrest and potential 
prosecution for alleged breaches of international law, including war crimes, 
arising out of her role as foreign minister during Operation Cast Lead. 
Indeed, when Netanyahu became prime minister for the second time in 
2009 following Ehud Olmert’s and Livni’s stewardship, Israel was already 
facing a hateful, well orchestrated campaign to delegitimize the Jewish state 
and to make it virtually impossible for Israel to defend herself from deadly 
attacks. So the premise of Livni’s pitch is extremely dubious. 
 There need also be clarity about what has made Netanyahu less liked by 
Obama and what Herzog and Livni intend to do in order to try to endear 
themselves to world leaders. 

Within a month of his first meeting with US President Barack Obama in 
the spring of 2009, Netanyahu, under enormous pressure from the new US 
administration, agreed to accept the establishment of an Arab state west of 
the Jordan River, something that was anathema to his core beliefs and to the 
long-standing policy of the Likud. To put this concession in perspective, 

Yitzhak Rabin, in his last major address to the Knesset before his 
assassination, spoke of a final settlement with the Palestinians where they 
would have an “entity which is less than a state.” And near the end of 
2009, Netanyahu did what no Israeli prime minister had ever done when 
he agreed to a 10-month freeze on all construction in Judea and Samaria. 
But this was not enough to remove the clearly negative feelings Obama 
held for Netanyahu, who is correctly perceived as not willing to make the 
type of massive withdrawals from Judea and Samaria that Herzog and 
Livni are prepared to carry out. 

At the Camp David talks in 2000, Bill Clinton persuaded prime 
minister Ehud Barak to accept an Israeli withdrawal from 95 percent of 
Judea and Samaria and another 2% within the pre-1967 borders. On the 
issue of Jerusalem, it was proposed that the Arab neighborhoods of east 
Jerusalem would become the capital of a Palestinian state and the US 
prepared color-coded maps showing the division of Jerusalem’s Old City – 
Jews on one street, Arabs on the street over. This proposal was rejected by 
PLO chairman Yasser Arafat and is thought to be the starting point of 
negotiations with the Palestinian Authority. 
 When Livni was recently asked by The Jerusalem Post if she would 
agree to divide Jerusalem, the best she could offer up was “I hope not” – 
meaning that if the Arabs won’t agree to keep the city undivided, she 
would agree to carve it up. Indeed, when Livni stated at a menorah-
lighting ceremony this past Hanukka that the Western Wall would remain 
part of Israel, the obvious implication was that the area above the Western 
Wall, the Temple Mount, would not. Herzog has, similarly, committed 
only to Israel keeping the Western Wall, adding that “as for the rest, we 
have to be creative.” 
 The importance attached by Jews to the Western Wall stems entirely 
from its close proximity to the Temple Mount, where the two Jewish 
Temples stood and where the Jewish people have prayed to return for 
2,000 years. In the Herzog and Livni scheme, we will suffice with an outer 
wall to the holiest place in Judaism and relinquish Jewish sovereignty over 
the Temple Mount. 
 Beyond the enormous religious and historical implications of such 
abandonment, this is a frightening example of the vacuousness and 
absence of any foresight in Herzog and Livni’s thinking. For can there be 
any rational expectation that Jews could be safe at the Western Wall when 
the area directly above them is in the control or “custodianship” of a 
foreign entity, whether it be the PA or Hamas today or al-Qaida or Islamic 
State tomorrow? Who in his right mind would be prepared to visit the 
Western Wall under those circumstances? Indeed, if Jerusalem were 
divided up, be it along the color-coded Camp David maps or in any other 
manner, it would take very little to turn Israel’s thriving and flourishing 
capital city into an area few outsiders would enter by choice. 
 Herzog and Livni now say they would not withdraw from the Golan 
Heights. They must acknowledge that those who warned against the 
dangers of such withdrawal over the past 25 years were correct, and were 
not engaged in hysterical scare tactics. 
 The politicians on the Left and the military and intelligence “experts” 
who advocated coming down from the Golan Heights in return for a piece 
of paper signed by Hafez or Bashar Assad nearly led the country into a 
disaster. Yet, Herzog and Livni fail to assimilate any of the obvious 
lessons from the near-withdrawal from the Golan, not least of which is the 
understanding that sympathy and goodwill from the United States and 
Europe is of little value in compensating for the loss of territory. 
 Herzog and Livni seem hell-bent on replicating in Judea and Samaria 
the harsh reality we experienced this past summer when virtually every 
Israeli had to flee for shelter numerous times from incoming missiles from 
Gaza. Notwithstanding this experience, and the fact that Israel was 
severely hamstrung in responding to these attacks as they were launched 
from schools, mosques and hospitals, no consideration is given to what 
Israel will be able to do if the same tactics are used in Judea and Samaria 
following an Israeli withdrawal from those areas. A single rocket from 
Gaza that landed more than a mile from Ben-Gurion International Airport 
this past summer was able to cut Israel off from all foreign airlines for 36 
hours. Will the effusive praise that would be lavished upon Herzog and 
Livni for pulling out of Judea and Samaria be of any value when missiles 
fired from these areas intersect the flight paths of commercial air traffic, 
shattering Israel’s trade and tourism and paralyzing the nation’s economy? 
Israelis are desperate for normalcy, and the Herzog-Livni campaign plays 
on this emotion with the enticing promise that by replacing Netanyahu, we 
can achieve quiet. This campaign evokes memories of the deceptive 
marketing and branding of the Gaza disengagement, when we were 
assured that if we just “disengaged” from Gaza, our problems would go 
away. The same salesman that sold us the disengagement are now trying 
to sell the public the idea that achieving peace and prosperity is as easy as 
booting out Netanyahu and ingratiating ourselves with world leaders by 
abandoning Judea and Samaria. It is ironic that persons marketing 
themselves as the “Zionist Union” are focused on destroying and 



uprooting Jewish communities in the cradle of Jewish civilization. 
We dare not be fooled again by slick snake-oil salesmen. Zionism is not 

about being popular. Those who dishonor our past and who fail to face up 
to clear and present dangers cannot be trusted with the holy task of 
protecting the future of the Jewish People.   (Jerusalem Post Feb 25) 
The writer is an attorney in Israel and New York and a member of the Likud 
Central Committee. 
 

 
Israel’s Inherent Right to Take Part in the Negotiations with Iran 
By Amos Hausner 

A basic norm which has been adopted into our social economic and 
legal systems is that if someone’s basic and essential rights and interests are 
at stake – it is his inherent right to participate in all proceedings which are 
likely to affect these interests, be they legal, economical or even moral. 
 Iran keeps making existential threats against Israel, while 
simultaneously equipping itself with long-range missiles and producing 
materials which could potentially be used to manufacture nuclear warheads 
to be delivered by those missiles. Therefore, Israel finds itself in a position 
where its leaders, across the political spectrum, believe that these threats 
deserve an appropriate response. As to possible responses, it has been the 
policy of the State of Israel since its establishment in 1948 to take care of 
its own of protection, without any need for military intervention by any of 
its allies. 
 Currently, leading nations including the US are conducting intensive 
negotiations with Iran regarding the development by this country of 
weapons for mass destruction. The former and current Israeli 
administrations found fit not to insist on direct participation in these 
negotiations, as well as in other measures taken in this regard, but rather to 
count on world leaders to take care of the Iranian problem. The reason 
given for this avoidance was that Iran constituted a serious threat not solely 
to Israel, but to most of the civilized world, particularly in light of the 
fundamental nature of the Islamic regime in Iran and its activities and 
threats to date. 

This reasoning, however, has become more and more doubtful, as Israel 
feels increasingly insecure regarding the path of the negotiations, and the 
alleged achievements of the diplomatic process at this stage. In light of all 
this, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu was invited to speak before the 
US Congress to express his position regarding the Iranian threat to Israel 
and the world. 
 The flaw in the thinking behind this planned address is the premise that 
others can be allowed to determine the future of Israel. Netanyahu has a 
problem with the US administration in regard to this issue, at least to some 
extent, so he is turning to the US Congress to effect the change he seeks in 
the direction of the negotiations. Yet even if he succeeds, it will still be 
others making existential decisions regarding Israel’s future. Only instead 
of the administration, it will be the US Congress.  
 The solution seems clear: Israel should be integrated into the 
negotiation process with Iran. This does not mean that it will have the 
power to veto decisions taken by others. Various nations, the US chief 
among them, have their own interests which do not necessarily coincide 
with those of Israel. Yet Israel’s strong involvement in the negotiations will 
be powerful in easing the insecurity which its population feels at present, 
and which brings its leaders to conflict with each other and with the US 
administration. Such participation will make the need for a speech before 
Congress obsolete. Further, Israeli participation in the negotiations will 
offer a greater opportunity to convince world leaders of the Iranian threat to 
the entire world. 
 Obviously, the Iranians will not see eye to eye with the rest of the world 
regarding Israel’s participation in the negotiations. But this may be a litmus 
test for the Iranians: if you are serious in your attempts to become part of 
the civilized world, a step which is of course required for a positive result in 
these negotiations, you cannot boycott the Israelis. If you refuse even to sit 
with them, what better proof is required of your bad will and your desire to 
endanger their existence? Another question is the stage which the 
negotiations have already reached. Israel has chosen not to participate so 
far, therefore, its participation logically need not obstruct understandings 
already reached. But regarding future stages of the negotiations, Israel’s 
participation appears to be the obvious required solution, let alone its 
inherent right to take part in proceedings the results of which are likely to 
significantly impact its future. 
 The cooperation between US and the Israeli administrations has the 
potential to reach a new peak as a result of the insistence from both sides on 
Israel’s participation in the negotiations.    (Jerusalem Post Feb 24) 
The author is former Attorney General of the World Zionist Organization, 
son of Gideon Hausner, the prosecutor of Nazi criminal Adolph Eichmann, 
and board member of Massuah, international institute for Holocaust 
studies. 
 

Is Obama Stirring up Anti-Semitism?     By Michael Freund  
Barack Obama is running scared. 

 In advance of Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu’s address to 
Congress next week about the growing threat of a nuclear Iran, the 
normally placid president of the United States is suddenly breaking out 
into a political sweat. 
 One by one, Obama has been dispatching his minions to deride, 
denounce and disparage a speech that hasn’t even been given yet. Indeed, 
President Obama is doing everything in his power to attack the message 
and the messenger in an attempt to salvage a possible deal with the Iranian 
ayatollahs. 
 But in doing so, he runs the risk of stirring up a menace no less 
frightful: the demon of anti-Semitism. After all, the harshness of Obama’s 
response could very well lead some Americans down the well-trod path of 
anti-Zionism and Jew-hatred. 
 Take for example the remarks made by National Security Advisor 
Susan Rice. Speaking to journalist Charlie Rose on Tuesday night, Rice 
declared that Netanyahu’s acceptance of the invitation to Congress is 
“destructive of the fabric of the relationship” between Israel and the US. 
Rice’s comment is far more revealing than perhaps she intended, for by 
employing such extreme language, she inadvertently disclosed just how 
nervous the White House is about the possible impact of the premier’s 
speech. 
 Moreover, Rice’s remarks are in direct contradiction to those made 
just one month ago by White House chief of staff Denis McDonough, who 
told NBC’s Meet the Press on January 25 that the US relationship with 
Israel is “focused on a shared series of threats, but also on a shared series 
of values that one particular incident is not going to inform 
overwhelmingly.” 
 This is a sure sign that not only does the Obama administration lack 
message discipline, but can barely conceal its unmitigated hostility toward 
the Jewish state and the man who leads it. Indeed, to decry a speech by a 
close US ally to the elected representatives of the American people as 
“destructive” is not only offensive, but it crosses the lines of diplomatic 
decency. It is the kind of remark that Israel’s enemies will be more than 
happy to exploit in an effort to paint the Jewish state, and Jews 
themselves, as undermining America. 
 The administration’s enmity was further on display when Secretary of 
State John Kerry took part in a congressional hearing on Tuesday 
regarding the State Department budget, where he made some thinly-veiled 
remarks that were sharply critical of Netanyahu. 
 “Anyone running around right now,” Kerry said, “jumping to say we 
don’t like the deal, or this or that, doesn’t know what the deal is. There is 
no deal yet.” Even for someone who once boasted that “I actually did vote 
for the $87 billion [in funding for US troops] before I voted against it,” 
this latest statement is remarkably obtuse. In effect, Kerry is saying that 
Netanyahu shouldn’t criticize a deal with Iran until it is complete, 
neglecting to mention that at that point it would be too late. 
 But the comment also has a potentially chilling undertone to it. Does 
Kerry mean to suggest that American Jewry and pro-Israel organizations 
should keep silent and not decry the reported terms of the potential nuclear 
deal with Iran? 
 Fortunately, the Obama administration’s full-court press against 
Netanyahu’s appearance in Congress doesn’t seem to be working, at least 
for now. In a poll conducted last week by McLaughlin & Associates, 59 
percent of Americans surveyed said they support Netanyahu speaking to 
Congress, while just 23% oppose it. This demonstrates that a vast majority 
of the American public is not taking Obama’s bait, and wants to hear what 
the Israeli premier has to say. 
 Nonetheless, it is heartbreaking to see an American administration that 
is more concerned about silencing Israel than protecting it. Heartbreaking, 
but also deeply worrisome, because the tactics that Obama has been 
employing, from leaking information to embarrass Israel to bitterly 
censuring the head of government of the Jewish state, could easily open 
the door to a resurgence of anti-Semitism. 
 If Obama is miffed that Netanyahu will be speaking to Congress, then 
why not first listen to what the premier has to say and then respond to it? 
Why turn up the heat now, exacerbate bilateral tensions and deploy such 
sharp rhetoric? 
 To be sure, anti-Semitism in the United States has been steadily 
declining over the past decade, with just 9% of Americans reportedly 
holding anti-Semitic views according to the ADL. But their surveys also 
show that 31% of American adults believe that “Jews are more loyal to 
Israel” than to America or the countries in which they live. By heightening 
the fuss and worsening the rift with Israel over a crucial, existential issue 
such as Iran’s nuclear program, Obama is fanning some flames that may 
prove difficult to extinguish. And that, most assuredly, is in nobody’s 
interest.    (Jerusalem Post Feb 25)  
 


