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“Have You No Shame” Israeli Prime Minister’s Speech at UN
By Benjamin Netanyahu Israel Prime Minister’s Office September 24, 2009

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen,

Neatly 62 years ago, the United Nations
recognized the rights of the Jews, an ancient people
3,500 years-old, to a state of their own in their
ancestral homeland.

I stand here today as the Prime Minister of
Israel, the Jewish state, and I speak to you on behalf
of my country and my people.

The United Nations was founded after the
carnage of World War 1I after the horrors of the
Holocaust. It was charged with preventing the
reoccurrence of such horrendous events.

Nothing has undermined that mission, nothing
has impeded it more, than the systematic assault on
the truth. Yesterday the President of Iran stood at
this very podium, spewing his latest anti-Semitic
rants. Just a few days earlier, he again claimed that
the Holocaust is a lie.

Last month, I went to a villa in a suburb of
Berlin called Wannsee. There, on January 20, 1942,
after a hearty meal, senior Nazi officials met and
decided to exterminate my People. They left detailed
minutes of that meeting and these minutes have
been preserved for posterity by successive German
governments. Here is a copy of the minutes of the
meeting of senior Nazi officials instructing the Nazi
government exactly how to how to carry out the
extermination of the Jewish people. Is this protocol
a lie? Is the German government, are all German
governments, lying?

A day before I was in Wannsee, I was given in
Berlin the original construction plans for the
Auschwitz-Birkenau concentration camp. These
plans of the Auschwitz-Bitkenau concentration
camps 1 now hold in my hand. They contain a
signature by Heinrich Himmler — Hitler’s deputy
himself. Are these plans of the Auschwitz-Birkenau
concentration camp where one million Jews were
murdered, ate they a lie too?

This June, President Obama visited another
concentration camp — one of many — the
Buchenwald concentration camp. Did President
Obama pay tribute to a lie?

And what of the Auschwitz survivors whose
arms still bear the tattooed numbers branded on
them by the Nazis? Are those tattoos a lie too?

One-third of all Jews perished in the great
conflagration of the Holocaust. Neatly every Jewish
family was affected, including my own. My wife's
grandparents, her father’s two sisters and his three

brothers, and the aunts, uncles and cousins, all
murdered by the Nazis. Is this a lie?

Yesterday, the man who calls the Holocaust a lie
spoke from this podium. To those who refused to
come and to those who left in protest, I commend
you. You stood up for moral clarity and you brought
honor to your countries.

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

A mere six decades after the Holocaust, you give
legitimacy to a man who denies the murder of six
million Jews while promising to wipe out the State of
Israel, the State of the Jews. What a disgrace! What a
mockery of the chatter of the United Nations!

Now, perhaps some of you think that this man
and his odious regime, perhaps they threaten only
the Jews. Well, if you think that, you're wrong — dead
wrong. History has shown us time and time again
that what starts with attacks on the Jews eventually
ends up engulfing many, many others.

For this Iranian regime is fueled by an extreme
fundamentalism that burst onto the world scene
three decades ago after lying dormant for centuries.
In the past thirty years, this fanaticism has swept
across the globe with a murderous violence that
knows no bounds and with a cold-blooded
impartiality in the choice of its victims. It has
callously slaughtered Moslems and Christians, Jews
and Hindus, and many others.

Though it is comprised of different offshoots,
the adherents of this unforgiving creed seek to
return humanity to medieval times. Wherever they
can, they impose a backward regimented society
where women, minorities, gays or anyone else
deemed not to be a true believer is brutally
subjugated.

The struggle against this fanaticism does not pit
faith against faith nor civilization against civilization.
It pits civilization against barbarism, the 21st century
against the 9th century, those who sanctify life
against those who glorify death.

Now the primitivism of the 9th century ought to
be no match for the progress of the 21st century.
The allure of freedom, the power of technology, the
reach of communications should surely win the day.
Ultimately, the past cannot triumph over the future.

And our future offers all nations magnificent
bounties of hope. Because the pace of progress is
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growing, and it is growing exponentially. It took us
centuries to get from the printing press to the
telephone, decades to get from the telephone to the
personal computer, and only a few years to get from
the personal computer to the internet.

What seemed impossible a few years ago is
already outdated, and we can scarcely fathom the
changes that are yet to come. We will crack the
genetic code. We will cure the incurable. We will
lengthen our lives. We will find a cheap alternative to
fossil fuel and yes, we will clean up the planet.

I am proud that my country Israel is at the
forefront of many of these advances — in science and
technology, in medicine and biology, in agriculture
and water, in energy and the environment. These
innovations in my country and many of your
countries offer humanity a sunlit future of
unimagined promise.

But if the most primitive fanaticism can acquire
the most deadly weapons, the march of history could
be reversed for a time. And like the belated victory
over the Nazis, the forces of progress and freedom
will prevail only after a horrific toll of blood and
fortune has been exacted from mankind.

This is why the greatest threat facing the world
today is the marriage between religious
fundamentalism and the weapons of mass
destruction. The most urgent challenge facing this
body today is to prevent the tyrants of Tehran from
acquiring nuclear weapons.

Are the members of the United Nations up to
that challenge? Will the international community
confront a despotism that terrorizes its own people
as they bravely stand up for freedom?

Will it take action against the dictators who stole
an election in broad daylight and then gunned down
Iranian protesters who died on the sidewalks and on
the streets choking in their own blood? Will the
international community thwatt the world's most
pernicious sponsor and practitioner of terrorism?

Above all, will the international community stop
the terrorist regime of Iran from developing atomic
weapons, thereby endangering the peace of the
entire world?

The people of Iran are courageously standing up
to this regime. People of goodwill around the world
stand with them, as do thousands of people who
have been protesting and demonstrating outside this
hall all this week. Will the United Nations stand by
their side?

Well, Ladies and Gentlemen, The jury is still out
on the United Nations, and recent signs are not
encouraging.

Rather than condemning the terrorists and their
Iranian patrons, some here in the United Nations
have condemned their victims. This is exactly what a
recent UN report on Gaza did, falsely equating
terrorists with those they targeted.
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For eight long years, Hamas fired rockets from
Gaza on nearby Israeli cities and citizens - thousands
of missiles, mortars hurtling down from the sky on
schools, homes, shopping centers, bus stops. Year
after year, as these missiles were deliberately fired on
our civilians, not a single UN resolution — not one! —
was passed condemning those criminal attacks. We
heard nothing — absolutely nothing — from the UN
Human Rights Council, a misnamed institution if
there ever was one.

In 2005, hoping to advance peace, Israel
unilaterally withdrew from every inch of Gaza. It
was very painful. We dismantled 21 settlements —
really bedroom communities and farms. We
uprooted over 8,000 Israelis. We just yanked them
out from their homes. We did this because many in
Israel believed that this would get peace.

Well, we didn't get peace. Instead we got an
Iranian backed terror base fifty miles from Tel Aviv.
Life in the Israeli towns and cities immediately next
to Gaza became nothing less than a nightmare. You
see, the Hamas rocket launchers and the rocket
attacks not only continued after we left, they actually
increased dramatically. They increased tenfold. And
again, the UN was silent — absolutely silent.

Finally, after eight years of this unremitting
assault, Isracl was forced to respond. But how
should we have respondedr Well, there is only one
example in history of thousands of rockets being
fired on a country's civilian population. This
happened when the Nazis rocketed British cities
during World War II. During that war, the allies
leveled German cities, causing hundreds of
thousands of casualties.

I’m not passing judgment. I’m stating a fact — a
fact that is the product of the decision of great and
honorable men, the leaders of Britain and the United
States fighting an evil force in World War 11.

It is also a fact that Israel chose to respond
differently. Faced with an enemy committing a
double war crime of firing on civilians while hiding
behind civilians, Israel sought to conduct surgical
strikes  directed against the rocket launchers
themselves. Now mind you, that was no easy task
because the terrorists were firing their missiles from
homes and from schools. They were using mosques
as weapons depots, as missile caches, and they were
ferreting explosives in ambulances.

Israel, by contrast, tried to minimize casualties
by urging Palestinian civilians to vacate the targeted
areas. We dropped countless flyers over their homes.
We sent thousands and thousands of text messages
to the Palestinian residents. We made thousands and
thousands of cellular phone calls urging them to
vacate, to leave. Never has a country gone to such
extraordinary lengths to remove the enemy’s civilian
population from harm's way.
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Yet faced with a clear-cut case of aggressor and
victim, whom do you think the United Nations
Human Rights Council decided to condemn? Israel.
A democracy legitimately defending itself against
terror is morally hanged, drawn and quartered, and
given an unfair trial to boot.

By these twisted standards, the UN Human
Rights Council would have dragged Roosevelt and
Churchill to the dock as war criminals. What a
perversion of truth! What a perversion of justice!

Now, Delegates of the United Nations, and the
Governments whom you represent, you have a
decision to make. Will you accept this farce? Because
if you do, the United Nations would revert to its
darkest days, when the worst violators of human
rights sat in judgment against the law-abiding
democracies, when Zionism was equated with racism
and when an automatic majority could be mustered
to declare that the earth is flat.

If you had to choose a date when the United
Nations began its descent, almost a free fall, and lost
the respect of many thoughtful people in the
international community, it was that decision in 1975
to equate Zionism with racism. Now this body has a
choice to make. If it does not reject this biased
report, it would vitiate itself: It would begin or re-
begin the process of vitiating itself from its own
relevance and importance.

But it would do something else. It would send a
message to terrorists everywhere, saying: Terrorism
pays; all you have to do is launch your attacks from
densely populated areas, and you will win immunity.

And then a third thing: In condemning Israel,
this body would also deal a mortal blow to peace.
Let me explain why. When Israel left Gaza, many
hoped that the missile attacks would stop. Others
believed that even if they didn’t stop, at the very
least Isracl would have made this gesture, an
extraordinary gesture, for peace, but it would have
international legitimacy to exercise its right of self-
defense if peace failed. What legitimacy? What self-
defense?

The same UN that cheered Israel as we left
Gaza, the same UN that promised to back our right
of self-defense, now accuses us — my people, my
country - of being war criminals? And for what? For
acting responsibly in self-defense, for acting in a way
that any country would act with a restraint
unmatched by many. What a travesty!

Ladies and Gentlemen, Israel justly defended
itself against terror. This biased and unjust report
provides a clear-cut test for all governments. Will
you stand with Israel or will you stand with the
terrorists?

We must know the answer to that question now.
Now - not later. Because if Israel is again asked to
take more risks for peace, we must know today that
you will stand with us tomorrow. Only if we have
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the confidence that we can defend ourselves can we
take further risks for peace.

And make no mistake about it. All of Israel
wants peace. Any time an Arab leader genuinely
wanted peace with us, we made peace. We made
peace with Egypt led by Anwar Sadat. We made
peace with Jordan led by King Hussein.

And if the Palestinians truly want peace, I and
my government, and my people, will make peace.
But we want a genuine peace, a defensible peace, a
permanent peace.

In 1947, this body voted to establish two states
for two peoples — a Jewish state and an Arab state.
The Jews accepted this resolution. The Arabs
rejected it and invaded the embryonic Jewish state
with hopes to annihilate it. We ask the Palestinians
to finally do what they refused to do for 62 years:
Say yes to a Jewish statel As simple, as clear, as
elementary as that. Just as we are asked to recognize
a nation-state for the Palestinian people, the
Palestinians must be asked to recognize the nation-
state of the Jewish people.

The Jewish people are not foreign conquerors in
the Land of Israel. It is the land of our forefathers.
Inscribed on the walls outside this building is the
great Biblical vision of peace: "Nation shall not lift
up sword against nation. They shall learn war no
more." These words were spoken by the great Jewish
prophet Isaiah 2,800 years ago as he walked in my
country, in my city - in the hills of Judea and in the
streets of Jerusalem. We are not strangers to this
land. This is our homeland.

But as deeply connected as we are to our
homeland, we also recognize that the Palestinians
also live there and they want a home of their own.
We want to live side by side with them, two free
peoples living in peace, living in prosperity, living in
dignity.

Peace, prosperity and dignity require one other
element. We must have security. The Palestinians
should have all the powers to govern themselves
except a handful of powers that could endanger
Israel.

This is why the Palestinian state must be
effectively demilitarized. I say effectively, because we
don't want another Gaza, or another South
Lebanon, another Iranian backed terror base
abutting Jerusalem and perched on the hills a few
kilometers from Tel Aviv. We want peace.

I believe that with goodwill and with hard work,
such a peace can be achieved. But it requires from all
of us to roll back the forces of tetrror, led by Iran,
that seek to destroy peace, that seck to eliminate
Israel and to overthrow the world order. The
question facing the international community is
whether it is prepared to confront those forces or to
accommodate them.
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Over seventy years ago, Winston Churchill
lamented what he called the "confirmed
unteachability of mankind." By that he meant the
unfortunate habit of civilized societies to sleep and
to slumber until danger nearly overtakes them.

Churchill bemoaned what he called the "want of
foresight, the unwillingness to act when action will
be simple and effective, the lack of clear thinking,
the confusion of counsel until the emergency comes,
until self-preservation strikes its jarring gong.”

Ladies and Gentlemen, I speak here today in the
hope that Churchill's assessment of the

The Iran Attack Plan
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"unteachability of mankind" is for once proven
wrong. I speak here today in the hope that we can
learn from history -- that we can prevent danger in
time.

In the spirit of the timeless words spoken to
Joshua over 3,000 years ago, let us be strong and of
good courage. Let us confront this peril, secure our
future and, God willing, forge an enduring peace for
generations to come.

[Translation from the Hebrew| “The Lord will
give strength to His people, the Lord will bless His
people with peace.”

By Anthony H. Cordesman The Wall Street Journal September 25, 2009

Iran's acknowledgment that it is developing a
second uranium-enrichment facility does little to
dispel the view that the regime is developing a
weapons program. Israel must consider not just
whether to proceed with a strike against Iran—
but how. When the Israeli army's then-Deputy
Chief of Staff Dan Halutz was asked in 2004 how far
Israel would go to stop Iran's nuclear program, he
replied: "2,000 kilometers," roughly the distance
been the two countries.

Israel's political and military leaders have long
made it clear that they are considering taking decisive
military action if Iran continues to develop its
nuclear program. Prime Minister Benjamin
Netanyahu watrned at the United Nations this week
that "the most urgent challenge facing this body is to
prevent the tyrants of Tehran from acquiring nuclear
weapons."

Reporting by the International Atomic Energy
Agency and other sources has made it clear that
whether or not Iran ties all of its efforts into a
formal nuclear weapons program, it has acquired all
of the elements necessary to make and deliver such
weapons. Just Friday, Iran confirmed that it has been
developing a second uranium-enrichment facility on
a military base near Qom, doing little to dispel the
long-standing concerns of Britain, China, France,
Germany, Russia, and the U.S. that Iran is
developing nuclear weapons.

Iran has acquired North Korean and other
nuclear weapons design data through sources like the
sales network once led by the former head of
Pakistan's nuclear program, A. Q. Khan. Iran has all
of the technology and production and manufacturing
capabilities needed for fission weapons. It has
acquired the technology to make the explosives
needed for a gun or implosion device, the triggering
components, and the neutron initiator and reflectors.
It has experimented with machine uranium and
plutonium processing. It has put massive resources
into a medium-range missile program that has the
range payload to carry nuclear weapons and that
makes no sense with conventional warheads. It has

also worked on nuclear weapons designs for missile
warheads. These capabilities are dispersed in many
facilities in many cities and remote areas, and often
into many buildings in each facility—each of which
would have to be a target in an Israeli military strike.

It is far from certain that such action would be
met with success. An Israeli strike on Iran would be
far more challenging than the Israeli strike that
destroyed Iraq's Osirak reactor in 1981. An effective
Israeli nuclear strike may not be possible, yet a
regional nuclear arms race is a game that Iran can
start, but cannot possibly win. Anyone who meets
regularly with senior Israeli officials, officers and
experts knows that Israel is considering military
options, but considering them carefully and with an
understanding that they pose serious problems and
risks.

One of the fundamental problems dogging
Israel, especially concerning short-ranged fighters
and fighter-bombers, is distance. Iran's potential
targets are between 950 and 1,400 miles from Israel,
the far margin of the ranges Israeli fighters can
reach, even with aerial refueling. Israel would be
hatd-pressed to destroy all of Iran's best-known
targets. What's more, Iran has had years in which to
build up covert facilities, disperse elements of its
nuclear and missile programs, and develop options
for recovering from such an attack.

At best, such action would delay Iran's nuclear
buildup. It is more likely to provoke the country into
accelerating its plans. Either way, Israel would have
to contend with the fact that it has consistently had a
"ted light" from both the Bush and Obama
administrations opposing such strikes. Any strike
that overflew Arab territory or attacked a fellow
Islamic state would stir the ire of neighboring Arab
states, as well as Russia, China and several European
states.

This might not stop Israel. Hardly a week goes
by without another warning from senior Israeli
officials that a military strike is possible, and that
Israel cannot tolerate a nuclear-armed Iran, even
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though no nation has indicated it would support
such action. President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad
continues to threaten Israel and to deny its right to
exist. At the same time, President Barack Obama is
clearly committed to pursuing diplomatic options,
his new initiatives and a U.N. resolution on nuclear
arms control and counterproliferation, and working
with our European allies, China and Russia to
impose sanctions as a substitute for the use of force.

Mr. Ahmadinejad keeps denying that Iran is
seeking nuclear weapons, and tries to defend Iran
from both support for sanctions and any form of
attack by saying that Iran will negotiate over its
peaceful use of nuclear power. He offered some
form of dialogue with the U.S. during his visit to the
U.N. this week. While French President Nicolas
Satkozy denounced Iran's continued lack of
response to the Security Council this week, and said
its statements would "wipe a U.N. member state off
the map," no nation has yet indicated it would
support Israeli military action.

Most analyses of a possible Israeli attack focus
on only three of Iran's most visible facilities: its
centrifuge facilities at Natanz, its light water nuclear
power reactor near Bushehr, and a heavy water
reactor at Arak it could use to produce plutonium.
They are all some 950 to 1,000 miles from Israel.
Each of these three targets differs sharply in terms
of the near-term risk it poses to Israel and its
vulnerability.

The Arak facility is partially sheltered, but it
does not yet have a reactor vessel and evidently will
not have one until 2011. Arak will not pose a
tangible threat for at least several years. The key
problem Israel would face is that it would virtually
have to strike it as patrt of any strike on the other
targets, because it cannot risk waiting and being
unable to carry out another set of strikes for political
reasons. It also could then face an Iran with much
better air defenses, much better long-range missile
forces, and at least some uranium weapons.

Bushehr is a nuclear power reactor along Iran's
southwestern coast in the Gulf. It is not yet
operational, although it may be fueled late this year.
It would take some time before it could be used to
produce plutonium, and any Iranian effort to use its
fuel rods for such a purpose would be easy to detect
and lead Iran into an immediate political
confrontation with the United Nations and other
states. Bushehr also is being built and fueled by
Russia—mwhich so far has been anything but
supportive of an Israeli strike and which might react
to any attack by making major new arms shipments
to Iran.

The centrifuge facility at Natanz is a different
story. It is underground and deeply sheltered, and is
defended by modern short-range Russian TOR-M
surface-to-air missiles. It also, however, is the most
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important target Israel can fully characterize. Both
Israeli and outside experts estimate that it will
produce enough low enriched uranium for Iran to be
able to be used in building two fission nuclear
weapons by some point in 2010—although such
material would have to be entriched far more to
provide weapons-grade U-235.

Israel has fighters, refueling tankers and
precision-guided air-to-ground weapons to strike at
all of these targets—even if it flies the long-distance
routes needed to avoid the most critical air defenses
in neighboring Arab states. It is also far from clear
that any Arab air force would risk engaging Israeli
fighters. Syria, after all, did not attempt to engage
Israeli fighters when they attacked the reactor being
built in Syria.

In  August 2003, the Isracli Air Force
demonstrated the strategic capability to strike far-off
targets such as Iran by flying three F-15 jets to
Poland, 1,600 nautical miles away. Israel can launch
and refuel two to three full squadrons of combat
aircraft for a single set of strikes against Iran, and
provide suitable refueling. Israel could also provide
fighter escorts and has considerable electronic-
watfare capability to suppress Iran's aging air
defenses. It might take losses to Iran's fighters and
surface-to-air missiles, but such losses would
probably be limited.

Israel would, however, still face two critical
problems. The first would be whether it can destroy
a hardened underground facility like Natanz. The
second is that a truly successful strike might have to
hit far more targets over a much larger area than the
three best-known sites. Iran has had years to build
up covert and dispersed facilities, and is known to
have dozens of other facilities associated with some
aspect of its nuclear programs. Moreover, Israel
would have to successfully strike at dozens of
additional targets to do substantial damage to
another key Iranian threat: its long-range missiles.

Experts sharply disagree as to whether the
Israeli air force could do more than limited damage
to the key Iranian facility at Natanz. Some feel it is
too deeply underground and too hardened for Israel
to have much impact. Others believe that it is more
vulnerable than conventional wisdom has it, and
Israel could use weapons like the GBU-28 earth-
penetrating bombs it has received from the U.S. or
its own penetrators, which may include a nuclear-
armed variant, to permanently collapse the
underground chambers.

No one knows what specialized weapons Israel
may have developed on its own, but Israeli
intelligence has probably given Isracl good access to
US., European, and Russian designs for more
advanced weapons than the GBU-28. Therefore, the
odds are that Israel can have a serious impact on
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Iran's three most visible nuclear targets and possibly
delay Iran's efforts for several years.

The story is very different, however, when it
comes to destroying the full range of Iranian
capabilities. There are no meaningful unclassified
estimates of Iran's total mix of nuclear facilities, but
known unclassified research, reactor, and centrifuge
facilities number in the dozens. It became clear just
this week that Iran managed to conceal the fact it
was building a second underground facility for
uranium enrichment near Qom, 100 miles southwest
of Tehran, and that was designed to hold 3,000
centrifuges. Iran is developing at least four variants
of its centrifuges, and the more recent designs have
far more capacity than most of the ones installed at
Natanz.

This makes it easier to conceal chains of
centrifuges in a number of small, dispersed facilities
and move material from one facility to another.
Iran's known centrifuge production facilities are
scattered over large areas of Iran, and at least some
are in Mashad in the far northeast of the country-
far harder to reach than Arak, Bushehr and Natanz.

Many of Iran's known facilities present the
added problem that they are located among civilian
facilities and peaceful nuclear-research activities—
although Israel's precision-strike capabilities may
well be good enough to allow it to limit damage to
nearby civilian facilities.

It is not clear that Israel can win this kind of
"shell game." It is doubtful that even the U.S. knows
all the potential targets, and even more doubtful that
any outside power can know what each detected
Iranian facility currently does—and the extent to
which each can hold dispersed centrifuge facilities
that Iran could use instead of Natanz to produce
weapons-grade uranium. As for the other elements
of Iran's nuclear programs, it has scattered
throughout the country the technical and industrial
facilities it could use to make the rest of fission
nuclear weapons. The facilities can now be in too
many places for an Israeli strike to destroy Iran's
capabilities.

Israel also faces limits on its military capabilities.
Strong as Israeli forces are, they lack the scale, range
and other capabilities to carry out the kind of
massive strike the U.S. could launch. Israel does not
have the density and quality of intelligence assets
necessaty to reliably assess the damage done to a
wide range of small and disperse targets and to
detect new Iranian efforts.

Israel has enough strike-attack aircraft and
fighters in inventory to carry out a series of restrikes
if Iran persisted in rebuilding, but it could not refuel
a large-enough force, or provide enough intelligence
and electronic warfare capabilities, to keep striking
Iran at anything like the necessary scale. Moreover,
Israel does not have enough forces to carry out a
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series of restrikes if Iran persisted in creating and
rebuilding new facilities, and Arab states could not
repeatedly standby and let Israel penetrate their air
space. Israel might also have to deal with a Russia
that would be far more willing to sell Iran advanced
fighters and surface-to-air missiles if Israel attacked
the Russian-built reactor at Bushehr.

These problems are why a number of senior
Isracli intelligence experts and military officers feel
that Israel should not strike Iran, although few
would recommend that Israel avoid using the threat
of such strikes to help U.S. and other diplomatic
efforts to persuade Iran to halt. For example, retired
Brigadier General Shlomo Brom advocates, like a
number of other Israeli experts, reliance on
deterrence and Israel's steadily improving missile
defenses.

Any Israeli attack on an Iranian nuclear target
would be a very complex operation in which a
relatively large number of attack aircraft and support
aircraft would participate. The conclusion is that
Israel could attack only a few Iranian targets—not as
part of a sustainable operation over time, but as a
one-time surprise operation.

The alternatives, however, are not good for
Israel, the U.S., Iran's neighbors or Arab neighbors.
Of course being attacked is not good for Iran. Israel
could still strike, if only to try to buy a few added
years of time. Iranian persistence in developing
nuclear weapons could push the U.S. into launching
its own strike on Iran—although either an Israeli or
US. strike might be used by Iran's hardliners to
justify an all-out nuclear arms race. Further, it is far
from clear that friendly Arab Gulf states would allow
the U.S. to use bases on their soil for the kind of
massive strike and follow-on restrikes that the U.S.
would need to suppress Iran's efforts on a lasting
basis. The broader problem for Iran, however, is that
Israel will not wait passively as Iran develops a
nuclear capability. Like several Arab states, Israel
already is developing better missile and air defenses,
and more-advanced forms of its Arrow ballistic
missile defenses. There are reports that Israel is
increasing the range-payload of its nuclear-armed
missiles and is developing sea-based nuclear-armed
cruise missiles for its submarines.

While Iran is larger than Israel, its population
centers are so vulnerable to Israeli thermonuclear
weapons that Israel already is a major "existential"
threat to Iran. Moreover, provoking its Arab
neighbors and Turkey into developing their nuclear
capabilities, or the U.S. into offering them a nuclear
umbrella targeted on Iran, could create additional
threats, as well as make Iran's neighbors even more
dependent on the U.S. for their security. Iran's
search for nuclear-armed missiles may well unite its
neighbors against it as well as create a major new
nuclear threat to its survival.
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Defining away our differences
By Mark Steyn

Half a decade or so back, I wrote: "It's a good basic
axiom that if you take a quart of ice cream and a
quart of dog feces and mix 'em together the result
will taste more like the latter than the former. That's
the problem with the U.N."

Absolutely right, if I do say so myself. When
you make the free nations and the thug states
members of the same club, the danger isn't that
they'll meet each other halfway but that the free
world will wind up going three-quarters, seven-
eighths of the way. That's what happened in New
York last week. President Obama is not to blame for
whichever vagary of U.N. protocol resulted in the
president of the United States being the warm-up act
for the lunatic-for-life in charge of Libya. But it is a
pitiful reflection upon the state of the last
superpower that when it comes to the transnational
mush drooled by the leader of the free world or the
conspiracist ramblings of a terrorist pseudo-Bedouin
running a one-man psycho-cult of a basket-case
state, it's more or less a toss-up as to which of them
is more unreal. To be sure, Col. Moammar Gadhafi
peddled his thoughts on the laboratory origins of
swine flu and the Zionist plot behind the John F.
Kennedy assassination. But, on the other hand, Mr.
Obama said:

"No nation can or should try to dominate
another nation."

Pardon me? Did a professional speechwriter
write that? Or did you outsoutce it to a starry-eyed
runner-up in the Miss America pageant? Whether or
not any nation "should try" to dominate anothet,
they certainly "can," and do so with effortless ease all
over the planet and throughout human history.

And how about this passage?

"I have been in office for just nine months -
though some days it seems a lot longer. I am well
aware of the expectations that accompany my
presidency around the wotld. These expectations are
not about me. Rather, they are rooted, I believe, in a
discontent with a status quo that has allowed us to
be increasingly defined by our differences."

Forget the first part: That's just his usual
natcissistic "But enough about me, let's talk about
what the world thinks of me" shtick. But the second
is dangerous in its cowardly evasiveness. For better
or worse, we are defined by our differences - and if
Mr. Obama didn't understand that when he was at
the podium addressing a room filled with
representatives of Iran, Sudan, Saudi Arabia, North
Korea, Venezuela and other unlovely polities, the
TV audience certainly did when Col. Gadhafi took
to the podium immediately afterward. They'te both
heads of state of sovereign nations. But if you're on
an Indian Ocean island when the next tsunami hits,
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try calling Libya instead of the United States and see
where it gets you.

This isn't a quirk of fate. The global reach that
enables America and a handful of others to get to a
devastated backwater on the other side of the planet
and save lives and restore the water supply isn't a
happy accident but something that derives explicitly
from our political systems, economic liberty,
traditions of scientific and cultural innovation, and a
general understanding that societies advance when
their people are able to fulfill their potential in
freedom. In other words, America and Libya are
defined by their differences.

What happens when you pretend those
differences don't exist? Well, you end up with the
distinctively flavored ice cream I mentioned at the
beginning. By declining to distinguish between the
foreign minister of Slovenia and the foreign minister
of, say, Sudan, you normalize not merely the goofier
ad libs of a Col. Gadhafi but far darker pathologies.
The day after the president of the United States
addressed the U.N. General Assembly, the prime
minister of Israel took to the podium and held up a
copy of the minutes of the Wannsee Conference at
which German officials planned the "Final Solution"
to their Jewish problem. This is the pathetic state to
which the United Nations has been reduced after six
decades: The Jew-hatred of Iran's President
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and others is so routine that
a sane man has to stand up in the global parliament
and attempt to demonstrate to lunatics that the
Holocaust actually happened.

One sympathizes with Benjamin Netanyahu, but
he's missing the point. Mr. Ahmadinejad & Co.
aren't Holocaust deniers because of the dearth of
historical documentation. They deny it because they
can and because it suits their own interests to do so
and because in the regimes they represent, the state
lies to its people as a matter of course and to such a
degree that there is no longer an objective reality -
only a self-constructed one. In Libya and Syria and
far too many "nations," truth is simply what the thug
in the presidential palace declares it to be. But don't
worty, Mr. Obama assures them, we're not "defined
by our differences." Hey, that's great, isn't it? Yet, if
you can no longer distinguish between the truth and
a lie, why be surprised that the lie metastasizes and
becomes, if not yet quite respectable, at least
semirespectable and acceptable in polite society?

Some Western nations walked out of Mr.
Ahmadinejad's speech: Canada was first; Austria
stuck around; America left somewhere in between.
"It is disappointing that Mr. Ahmadinejad has once
again chosen to espouse hateful, offensive and anti-
Semitic thetoric,” huffed U.S. spokesman Mark
Kornblau.
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Oh, come off it, you ludicrous poseur. Mr.
Obama's position is that he's anxious to hold talks
"without preconditions" with his Iranian colleague.
How can you do that if you're going to flounce out
like a big drama queen at the first itsy-bitsy pro-
forma judenhass?

Although he affects a president-of-the-world
manner, I don't think Mr. Obama cares much about
foreign affairs one way or the other. He has a huge
transformative domestic agenda designed to leave
this country looking much closer to the average
Continental social democracy. His principal interest
in the rest of the planet is that he doesn't need some
nut job nuking Cleveland before he's finished
reducing it to a moribund socialist swamp. So, like
many Buropean nations, when it comes to the global
scene, Mr. Obama has attitudes rather than policies.

At the U.N., Terrorism Pays

By Ehud Barak The Wall Street Journal

It was my duty as defense minister to stop
Hamas rockets. This week the United Nation's
Human Rights Council produced a 600-page report
alleging that Israel carried out war crimes in Gaza.
The Goldstone Report—named for its chief
investigator Richard Goldstone—also asserts that
Israel's motives for its operation against Hamas nine
months ago were purely political. I am outraged by
these accusations. Let me explain why.

It is the duty of every nation to defend itself.
This is a basic obligation that all responsible
governments owe their citizens. Israel is no different.

After enduring eight years of ongoing rocket
fire—in which 12,000 missiles were launched against
our cities, and after all diplomatic efforts to stop this
barrage failed—it was my duty as defense minister to
do something about it. It's as simple and self-evident
as the right to self-defense.

While such logic eluded Mr. Goldstone and his
team, it was crystal clear to the thousands of Israeli
children living in southern Isracl who had to study,
play, eat and sleep while being preoccupied about
the distance to the nearest bomb shelter. When I
accompanied then-presidential candidate Barack
Obama on his visit to the shelled city of Sderot, he
said "If somebody was sending rockets into my
house where my two daughters sleep at night, I'm
going to do everything in my power to stop that.
And T would expect Israelis to do the same thing."
Too bad the Human Rights Council wasn't listening,.

Whenever we are forced to defend our own
lives, it is our obligation to do so in a way that
ensures that the lives of innocent civilians on the
other side are protected. This duty becomes
extremely difficult when we have to face an enemy
that intentionally deploys its forces in densely
populated areas, stores its explosives in private
homes, and launches rockets from crowded school
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If you'te on the receiving end - like Israel, Poland,
Honduras - it's not pleasant, and it's going to get
WOoftse.

It was striking to hear Col. Gadhafi and
Venezuela's President Hugo Chavez profess their
admiration for Mr. Obama, call him "our son" and
declare their fond hope that he remain president for
life. The Chinese and Russians are more circumspect
in public but laughing their heads off in private. As
for the saner members of the United Nations, many
Europeans still think they have the American
president they've always wanted: They would agree
with John Bolton's indictment - that this was a post-
American speech by a post-American president - but
mean it as high praise. As the contours of the post-
American world emerge, they will have plenty of
time to reconsider their enthusiasm.
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yards and mosques. In Gaza, we reached out to the
civilians via millions of leaflets, telephone calls and
text messages urging them to leave areas before we
acted.

So when the Goldstone mission gathers
testimony from local residents in Hamas-ruled Gaza,
but forgets to ask them whether they happened to
notice any armed Palestinians during the Israeli
operation, or didn't realize that its impartially chosen
witnesses happened to be known Hamas operatives
according to Israeli intelligence, I begin to question
the methodology of such a "fact-finding" effort.

Although I am incensed by the Goldstone
Report, I must admit that I was not surprised. It is,
more than anything else, a political statement—not a
legal analysis.

This shameful document was produced by the
Human Rights Council, a body whose obsession
with Israel has led it to produce more resolutions
condemning Isracl than all other countries
combined. By its lights, the evils of Israel far
outweigh those of countries like Burma, Sudan and
North Korea.

In its blind zeal to demonize Israel, the council
has produced a document that undermines every
other democracy struggling to defend itself against
terrorism. The message broadcast by this report to
the new world order? Terrorism pays.

Yet, an accusation, however ludicrous, is still an
accusation, and it mustn't remain unanswered.

If the U.N. or anyone else has complaints, they
should direct them towards the Israeli government. I
have in-depth knowledge about the extent of the
Israel Defense Forces' (IDF) efforts to reduce
civilian casualties, and I am convinced that the
actions our government took are equal to or exceed
actions taken by the armed forces of any other
democratic nation. Strikes against extremely valuable



Focus on Israel

Hamas targets were aborted in mid-operation due to
the unexpected presence of civilians.

Hundreds of thousands of warnings of
impending IDF activity were provided to the
population by leaflet, radio, telephone and text
messages. Humanitarian supplies were allowed to
flow into Gaza despite the fact that Hamas shelled
the convoys and confiscated the aid they carried.

Israel is not perfect. As much as we as a society
try to uphold the IDF's ethical code, mistakes
sometimes happen and deviations from procedure
occur. Whether we like it or not, Israel is one of the
most scrutinized countries in the world. And when
we are told that things may not be right, we check it
out and, when necessary, prosecute those involved.
We are now pursuing two dozen criminal
investigations regarding events that occurred in
Gaza. We don't need the Human Rights Council,
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Richard Goldstone, or anyone else to teach us how
to maintain the democratic principles which are our
lifeblood.

As sobering as the thought may be, terrorists
will welcome this report. It has made their work
much easier, and the work of their potential victims
more difficult.

I believe that the time has come for us to put an
end to this calculated erosion of common sense. The
nations that share democratic values must not allow
themselves to be handcuffed by the abusive
application of lofty ideals. Democracies should be
concentrating on defending themselves from
extremism—not from accusations by kangaroo
coufrts.

Mr. Barak is Israel's defense minister.

Palestinian Leaders Deny Jerusalem’s Past

By Bari Weiss The Wall Street Journal
Jews have no history in the city of Jerusalem: They
have never lived there, the Temple never existed,
and Israeli archaeologists have admitted as much.
Those who deny this are simply liars. Or so says
Sheik Tayseer Rajab Tamimi, chief Islamic judge of
the Palestinian Authority.

His claims, made last month, would be
laughable if they weren't so common among
Palestinians. Sheik Tamimi is only the latest to insist
that, in his words, Jerusalem is solely "an Arab and
Islamic city and it has always been so." His
comments come on the heels of those by Shamekh
Alawneh, a lecturer in modern history at Al Quds
University. On an Aug. 11 PA television program,
"Jerusalem—History and Culture," Mr. Alawneh
argued that the Jews invented their connection to
Jerusalem. "It has no historical roots," he said,
adding that the Jews are engaging in "an attack on
history, theft of culture, falsification of facts, erasure
of the truth, and Judaization of the place."

As President Barack Obama and his foreign-
policy team gear up to propose yet another plan for
Israeli-Arab peace, they would do well to focus less
on important but secondary issues like settlement
growth, and instead notice that top Palestinian
intellectual and political leaders deny basic truths
about the region's most important city.

For the record: Jerusalem is the holiest city in
Judaism, mentioned more than 600 times in the
Hebrew Bible. Three times a day, religious Jews face
eastward toward the city when they pray. At Jewish
weddings, the couple's joy is diminished as they
shatter a glass to acknowledge Jerusalem's still
unfulfilled redemption. It is a widespread custom
then to recite the 137th psalm ("If I forget thee, O
Jerusalem, let my right hand wither, let my tongue
cleave to my palate. . ." ).
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According to Jewish tradition, Jerusalem's
designation as Judaism's most sacred city made it the
obvious place for King Solomon to build the Holy
Temple following the death of his father, King
David. After the temple's destructon by the
Babylonians, it was rebuilt by King Herod before
being destroyed by the Romans in A.D. 70.

Earlier this month, archaeologists with the
Israeli Antiquities Authority discovered a 3,700-year-
old Jerusalem wall—the oldest and biggest ever
uncovered in the region—that they believe was built
by the Canaanites before the First Temple period.
It's true: there is scant archaeological evidence of the
First Temple. But not so for the Second Temple,
which is accepted as historical fact by most
archaeologists. From the Herodian period, aside
from dozens of Jewish ritual baths surrounding the
temple that have been uncovered, one retaining wall
of the temple, the Western Wall, still stands.

But Sheik Tamimi doesn't need to take the Jews'
word for any of this, or that of legions of world-class
scholars. For proof of the Jewish connection to
Jerusalem, he need only look at writings from his
own religious tradition.

The Koran, which references many biblical
stories and claims figures like Abraham as Islamic
prophets, also acknowledges the existence of the
Jewish temples. The historian Karen Armstrong has
written that the Koran refers to Solomon's Temple
as a "great place of prayer" and that the first Muslims
referred to Jerusalem as the "City of the Temple."
Martin Kramer, a historian who has combed through
Koranic references to the temples in Arabic, notes
surra 34, verse 13, which discusses Solomon's
building process: "They [jinn/spitits] worked for him
as he desired, (making) arches, images, basins large
as wells, and (cooking) cauldrons fixed (in their
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places)." There is still more recent official Muslim
acknowledgment of Jerusalem's Jewish history—a
booklet put out in 1924 by the Supreme Muslim
Council called "A brief guide to al-haram al-sharif."
Al-haram al-sharif, the Arabic name for the Temple
Mount, is currently the site of the Dome of the Rock
and Al Agsa mosque. It is, according to Islamic
tradition, whete Muhammad ascended to heaven.

Yet it is also, according to the council's booklet,
a site of uncontested importance for the Jews. "The
site is one of the oldest in the wotld. Its sanctity
dates from the earliest (perhaps from pre-historic)
times. Its identity with the site of Solomon's Temple
is beyond dispute." And the booklet quotes the book
of Samuel: "This, too, is the spot, according to the
universal belief, on which 'David built there an altar
unto the Lord, and offered burnt offering and peace
offerings."" Later, the booklet says the underground
structure known as King Solomon's Stables probably
dates "as far back as the construction of Solomon's
Temple." Citing the historian Flavius Josephus, it
claims the stables were likely used as a "place of
refuge by the Jews at the time of the conquest of
Jetusalem by Titus in the year 70 A.D."

So why do those like Mr. Tamimi deny what
their predecessors acknowledged? To undermine

Leader of the Free World no more
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Israel, which earned statehood in 1948 and captured
the Old City of Jerusalem during the Six Day War of
1967. Since then, Palestinian leaders have fought to
erase any Jewish connection to sacred places,
particularly the Temple Mount.

While Israel has never hesitated to acknowledge
Jerusalem's holiness in Islam—albeit saying that it
has less importance than Mecca—Palestinian leaders
insist that Jews are transplants in the region, nothing
more than white European colonialists. This denial
has formed the foundation for their argument that
Jerusalem should become Palestine's capital. This is
why the previous mufti of the Palestinian Authority,
Sheik Tkrama Sabri, dismisses the Western Wall as
"just a fence." Yasser Arafat classified it, bizatrely, as
"a Muslim shrine." As Saeb Erekat, Arafat's chief
negotiator, said to President Clinton at Camp David
in 2000: "I don't believe there was a temple on top
of the Haram [holy site], I really don't."

These sentiments are echoed in Palestinian
primary-school textbooks, preached at mosques, and
printed in official newspapers. The Palestinian
leadership isn't bellyaching over borders—it is
stating, in full voice, that Israel has no right to its
most basic historical and religious legacy.

This is no foundation for "peace talks."

By The Washington Times editorial September 28, 2009

Israel is looking like the new leader of the Free
Wortld. The previous leader, the United States,
resigned this role last week at the United Nations to
take the position of global community organizer.
This was made plain by President Obama in his
speech, titled "Responsibility for Our Common
Future," in which he heralded "a new chapter of
international cooperation." By contrast, Isracli Prime
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu delivered a blunt and
forceful call to action in the central challenge facing
free people today. This is the struggle of "civilization
against barbarism" being fought by "those who
sanctify life against those who glorify death."

Mr. Obama's address was the predictable mix of
criticism of the past policies of the United States,
self-praise for correcting said policies and vague calls
to united action on matters of collective interest. It
sought to ingratiate rather than offend. But Mr.
Netanyahu chastised the United Nations for its
"systematic assault on the truth." He spoke truths
that Mr. Obama would never whisper regarding the
regime in Iran, which is "fueled by an extreme
fundamentalism" and an "unforgiving creed." Mr.
Netanyahu  rebuked  those members  who
countenanced  Iranian  President =~ Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad's diatribe before the same world body,
rightly calling it a "disgrace."

Mr. Netanyahu repeatedly paid tribute to the
blessings of liberty and "the allure of freedom." He

marveled at the technological advances freedom
made possible. He asked if the international
community would support the Iranian people "as
they bravely stand up for freedom." He envisioned a
future of Israel and Palestine, "two free peoples
living in peace, living in prosperity, living in dignity."
Mr. Obama, meanwhile, touted the imperative of
responding to global climate change and mentioned
as an afterthought that democracy should not be an
afterthought.

Israel stands out because it understands the
central challenge faced by the civilized world and by
its willingness to take action. Israel is readying to
stem the tide of barbarism and stand up to the threat
of a nuclear Iran. In return, it asks only for moral
support. "If Israel is again asked to take more risk
for peace,” Mr. Netanyahu said, "we must know
today that you will stand with us tomorrow." He
challenged the countries of the world with a clear-cut
test: "Will you stand with Israel? Or will you stand
with the terrorists?"

Mr. Obama said in closing that "we call on all
nations to join us in building the future that our
people deserve." But people only deserve what they
have earned. Mr. Netanyahu called on the civilized
world to "confront this peril, secure our future, and,
God willing, forge an enduring peace for generations
to come." Sometimes the future doesn't come
without a fight.



