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How the White House Lost Control on Iran      By Jennifer Rubin  
  It’s not often that a White House gets clobbered on a major foreign 
policy initiative, unanimously, in Congress. The Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee’s 19-0 vote on the Corker-Cardin measure after virulent 
administration opposition up until this morning was the end result of a 
series of events that have rendered a thumbs-down verdict on the 
president’s credibility in preventing a nuclear capable Iran. 
 We can trace events to Speaker of the House John Boehner’s decision 
to invite Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to speak to Congress. The 
White House’s overreaction and openly expressed venom followed by 
Netanyahu’s masterful speech turned the national discussion, for the first 
time, to the substance of the Iran deal. Once the president was forced to fess 
up that there would be a sunset clause and that we would be leaving Iran 
with its nuclear infrastructure — facts that were only revealed in an Obama 
interview on the eve of (and in anticipation of) Netanyahu’s speech — the 
scene was set for a full explication of the dangers of such concessions. 
Observers could also see that the administration had slid from dismantling 
Iran’s nuclear capability to managing it. With Netanyahu’s victory and 
Obama’s intensified vendetta against him, the latter’s credibility continued 
to slide even with Democrats and liberal pro-Israel groups who sensed the 
pivot to Iran was real and could endanger Israel. Even liberals could see the 
president was behaving peevishly and sending a horrible signal to Iran with 
his attacks on Israel. 
 The next nail in Obama’s coffin was the framework itself. It was a fig 
leaf, unilaterally presented to conceal a lack of agreement on numerous key 
issues. But once again it had the effect of shocking the body politic and 
raising real concerns about the president’s judgment. The administration 
announced it as an “historic” deal, but over the weeks that followed the 
White House had to acknowledge there were lots and lots of fundamental 
issues to resolve. 
 Obama’s position was further eroded by an op-ed from former 
secretaries of State Henry Kissinger and George P. Shultz, who dissected 
the framework. That caught the attention of Democrats and of the foreign 
policy community, rendering ridiculous the president’s claim that 
opposition was simply unhinged partisanship. And finally, Ayatollah Ali 
Khamenei’s public repudiation of the U.S. fact sheet and public insistence 
on unattainable concessions laid bare a reality Democrats had deflected: 
The president was wildly casting concessions at the Iranians, getting 
nothing and systematically making it easier not harder for Iran to both lift 
sanctions and preserve the option of a nuclear breakout. 
 No wonder the president and Kerry could not hold the line with Senate 
Democrats Tuesday. The position that the Senate would have no 
consequential role in lifting sanctions it had established was not sustainable 
in the long run, but the dam was also broken by the series of events — from 
Netanyahu’s speech to the framework to Kissinger and Schultz’s op-ed to 
the Supreme Leader, all effectively undercutting the president’s insistence 
on being the sole master of any Iran deal (one whose purpose had changed 
dramatically). The White House overplayed its hand, but its mistake was 
more than tactical. Obama’s decision to embark on a grand reconciliation 
with Iran as the capstone of his presidency was a foolish pipe dream, one 
that led him to desperation with the Iranians on nuclear talks, and ultimately 
to the flimsy framework. Once he was willing to let Iran keep its nuclear 
infrastructure no “good deal” was possible. 

So what now? The gap between the sides is enormous and I would not 
be surprised to see the administration sail right past its June deadline, 

necessitating yet 
another extension of 
the interim accord. At 
that point Senate Democrats will once 
again be on the hot seat since they 
have promised to redouble sanctions if 
there is no deal. Do they act at that 
point? Does the interim accord simply 
run through the end of the Obama 
presidency? We shall see. 

 Sen. Robert Menendez (D-N.J.) sounded a warning to the president at 
the hearing Tuesday: 

“I have many questions about the framework agreement, including but 
not limited to the divergent understandings of the agreement, the 
difference on what Iran can do with research on advanced centrifuges, 
the timing and pacing of sanctions relief, the ability to snap back 
sanctions if there are violations of the agreement, the lack of 
addressing the possible military dimensions of Iran’s program, [and] 
the degree of the IAEA’s ability to have snap inspections, not regular 
inspections, among others. But that is all the more reason for Congress 
to have an in-depth oversight role.” 

Implicit in that is the vow that a deal that does not specifically address all 
those items will not get support from a significant segment of Democrats. 
And now we know those Democrats are willing to defy the White House. 
 The reality is and always has been that the number of concessions that 
Iran is currently willing to give (practically none that are permanent) are 
less than any deal Congress will accept. The way to change that, from the 
president’s perspective, was to cut Congress out. Now, Congress has said 
he must get Iran, not the American people’s representatives, to budge. 
After years of concessions and passivity in the face of Iranian aggression, 
Obama may be hard pressed to accomplish that. You see, Congress does 
not trust him but Iran has contempt for him, and that makes his “legacy” 
achievement difficult to obtain.    (Washington Post Apr 14) 
 

 
Israel's Important Week         By Eli Hazan 
  As Mimouna celebrations wind down we approach that special week 
every year in which, for better or worse, defines what it means to be Israeli 
-- including those who do not subscribe to the notion. On Wednesday, we 
will mark Holocaust Remembrance Day; and the following week, 
Memorial Day for Fallen Soldiers and Victims of Terrorism, immediately 
followed by Independence Day. It is a week filled with extreme mood 
shifts that symbolize our transition from mourning to joy, destruction to 
growth, and more dramatically the definition of what we are and what we 
want to be. Each day is connected and they all represent things most of us 
have in common. 
 True, there are those people who don't understand why we need such a 
week. If we peruse social media, and read, watch or listen to certain media 
outlets, we will be sure to encounter these critics. To them, not only is this 
succession of events superfluous, it is detrimental. These voices are 
gaining strength from year to year, but still, they represent a small 
minority within Israeli society, albeit a loud one. These voices are proof of 
Israel's vibrant democracy, alive and kicking even 67 years after its 
establishment. 
 As in most time-honored traditions, this week's structure is important 
for many reasons: First, it is vital to teach future generations about what 
we are and where we come from, so that we can answer the question of 
where we are going. Second, as there are so many stories to be told, both 
sad and joyous, and so much to learn, this is our time to study more and 
see more of the bigger picture that makes up the Israeli narrative. Third, at 
a time when efforts to delegitimize the only Jewish, democratic state in the 
world are growing, it is important for us to stress the moral and ethical 
foundations on which this country rests. This week, with its stories of 
wars, horrors and heroism, the International Bible Contest and the 
awarding of prizes for excellence, is the best way show that. Finally, this 
week we celebrate our most exemplary representatives, something that 
motivates others to strive for excellence, as well. This is what helps us 
deal with the many challenges we face. 
 We must remember this week not only those who have fallen and are 
no longer with us, but also the Holocaust survivors and bereaved families 
who are still alive. Those two groups have taken, without having a choice 
in the matter, the heaviest burden Israeli society carries. This is the week 
they have to face the most painful reminder of their loss. This includes the 
bereaved families of non-Jews whose loss has forged a blood bond 
between us. Hence, this week, rife with the significance of being Israeli, is 
what drives us all year long.    (Israel Hayom Apr 12) 
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Iran’s Cheating      By Michael Makovsky 
Is President Barack Obama right that the so-called framework nuclear 

agreement with Iran, the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) 
announced on April 2, will “cut off every pathway Iran could take to 
develop a nuclear weapon”? Some will assess the truth of his statement by 
crunching the centrifuge and uranium stockpile numbers. However vital 
such analysis will be, it is important not to lose sight of the nuke for the 
centrifuges. For integral to Obama’s argument is his claim that this deal 
“provides the best possible defense against Iran’s ability to pursue a nuclear 
weapon in secret. .  .  . If Iran cheats, the world will know,” and “If we see 
something suspicious, we will inspect it.” But the promised inspections 
regime will not be intrusive enough to detect Iranian cheating or to thwart 
any breakout attempts in time. 

Iran has a long and proud history of cheating on its international nuclear 
agreements. Olli Heinonen, a former deputy director general of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) who once monitored Iran’s 
nuclear program, observed in 2013: “If there is no undeclared installation 
today .  .  . it will be the first time in 20 years that Iran doesn’t have one.” 
Indeed, Iran’s main enrichment facility at Natanz was a covert facility that 
was only discovered in 2002, by the Mojahedin-e-Khalq, an Iranian 
opposition group. A year later, the European Union struck a deal with Iran 
to prevent it from spinning its centrifuges and beginning to enrich uranium. 
Yet for much of the deal, Iran was busy mastering its uranium supply chain. 
“While we were talking with the Europeans in Tehran,” wrote Iran’s 
nuclear negotiator and now president Hassan Rouhani, “we were installing 
equipment in parts of the [uranium conversion] facility at Isfahan. .  .  . In 
fact, by creating a calm environment, we were able to complete the work in 
Isfahan.” In 2009, the world learned of yet another clandestine enrichment 
plant, under a mountain at Fordow, that Iran was trying to construct. 
 Now, however, President Obama would have us believe that Iran is a 
changed country. Pushing back against “skeptics [who] argued that Iran 
would cheat, that we could not verify their compliance, and the interim 
agreement would fail,” the president insisted on April 2 that “Iran has met 
all of its obligations.” This is demonstrably false. 
 In the past year alone Iran has violated its international agreements at 
least three times. First, even though the interim Joint Plan of Action (JPOA) 
prohibited Iran from enriching uranium in any centrifuges that were not in 
use at the time the deal went into effect in January 2014, last November the 
IAEA caught Iran operating a new centrifuge—worse still, it was an 
advanced IR-5 model. Second, the JPOA required Iran to process any low-
enriched uranium it produced during the deal’s term from the gaseous form 
used for enrichment into a solid that can be used as reactor fuel, so that it 
would not be readily available for further enrichment and potential 
breakout. As of February 2015, Iran had an excess of some 300 kilograms 
of low-enriched uranium, in violation of the deal’s terms. Third, in parallel 
to the JPOA, the IAEA and Iran signed a Framework for Cooperation under 
which Iran agreed to answer outstanding IAEA concerns about the possible 
military dimensions of its nuclear program. Iran answered only one 
question to the IAEA’s satisfaction and, for the past six months, has been 
stonewalling on the rest. This recent record of cheating, while Iran was 
negotiating a comprehensive arrangement and thus incentivized to be good, 
bodes poorly for the future under a new accord. 
 Obama claims, “International inspectors will have unprecedented 
access not only to Iranian nuclear facilities, but to the entire supply chain 
that supports Iran’s nuclear program—from uranium mills that provide the 
raw materials, to the centrifuge production and storage facilities that 
support the program.” He added, “With this deal, Iran will face more 
inspections than any other country in the world.” 
 Heretofore, the largest and most intrusive monitoring effort ever set up 
was the United Nations Special Commission (UNSCOM) created after that 
1990-91 Gulf war to verify the dismantlement of Iraq’s WMD program. It 
had dedicated personnel based in Baghdad with their own helicopters and 
even a U-2 spy plane and with authority granted by the U.N. Security 
Council and backed by the U.S. military to go anywhere at any time to 
inspect anything. And yet it failed to gather an accurate understanding of 
the capabilities that Saddam Hussein did or did not have. As Charles 
Duelfer, who served as UNSCOM’s deputy executive chairman, recently 
wrote, “UNSCOM and the IAEA after more than seven years of operations 
inside Iraq could not verify that Saddam had completely disarmed.” 
 The inspections regime contemplated in the JCPOA seems woeful in 
comparison. Its central component is an understanding that Iran will 
“implement the Additional Protocol of the IAEA.” Every signatory of the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, including Iran, is legally obligated to 
sign a safeguards agreement with the IAEA. Recognizing that the original 
agreement, which dates to the 1970s, was insufficient to monitor modern 
nuclear programs, the IAEA developed added measures in the 1990s, 
known as the Additional Protocol. Applying these to Iran would represent a 
major advance beyond the current, inadequate inspections regime. But there 
are problems. 
 First, there is no such thing as the Additional Protocol. There is a model 
Additional Protocol that the IAEA uses as a basis for negotiating a specific 
agreement with each individual country tailored to its situation. Indeed, this 

provision opens the door to yet another round of haggling with Iran, 
making it impossible to know what exact measures Iran will end up being 
bound by. 
 But we do know, and this is the second concern, that no Additional 
Protocol contains the sort of “anytime, anywhere” inspections that 
UNSCOM provided for and that experts agree is necessary to police Iran’s 
program. What an Additional Protocol would likely contain, according to 
the framework agreement, is an expansion of the number of facilities 
subject to inspections—to include Iran’s uranium mines and centrifuge 
factories—and stricter requirements for advance notice of any nuclear 
facilities Iran plans to construct. 
 If Iran decides to sprint for a nuke, however, it won’t do so in a 
uranium mine; it will do it at one of its enrichment plants, most likely a 
clandestine plant, potentially hidden on a military base. It is precisely such 
sites that the IAEA has been trying, unsuccessfully, to get access to for 
years. Of particular concern has been the Parchin military complex, where 
the IAEA suspects Iran tested high-explosives for a nuclear weapon. Yet 
inspectors have never been allowed to set foot on the site, watching 
instead as satellite imagery showed Iran demolishing the suspected site 
and paving it over to conceal any evidence of its cheating. The Additional 
Protocol will be no more successful in getting Iran to open up its facilities 
to inspectors. Obama claims that “Iran’s past efforts to weaponize its 
program will be addressed,” but that is so vague as to be meaningless. In 
fact, Iran claims the JCPOA does not require inspections of military 
facilities and such access will not be granted, with the defense minister 
calling it a “red line.” Without full knowledge about possible military 
dimensions of Iran’s program and access to all of its facilities, whether 
they are declared nuclear sites or not, it will be impossible to conduct 
proper verification. 
 Third, there is the ambiguity of the term “implement.” Iran has 
previously “implemented” an Additional Protocol. In 2003, about the 
same time it was cheating on its agreement with the Europeans, Iranian 
leaders signed an Additional Protocol with the IAEA. Indeed, for the next 
two years they actually observed it. But in early 2006, Iran announced that 
it would no longer abide by the Additional Protocol and curtailed 
inspectors’ access. They could well try to pull the same stunt again. And 
according to a “fact sheet” released by the Iranian foreign ministry, Iran 
believes it has only committed “to implement the Additional Protocol on a 
voluntary and temporary basis for the sake of transparency and confidence 
building.” 
 U.S. intelligence services have a dismal track record of detecting 
clandestine nuclear efforts and predicting breakout—in North Korea, 
Pakistan, and India, for example. Israeli security officials have admitted in 
private that they too have significant gaps in their knowledge about Iran’s 
facilities. This is not an indictment of American or Israeli intelligence 
capabilities; it is simply very challenging to detect covert nuclear 
activities. Permitting Iran to keep its vast nuclear infrastructure largely 
intact, as the JCPOA does, only compounds the challenges the United 
States and the world will have in detecting Iranian cheating. 
 An intrusive inspections and verification regime is the sine qua non of 
any arms agreement, especially with a congenital cheater like the Islamic 
Republic of Iran. Unfortunately, the JCPOA fails on this crucial issue, by 
not demanding complete information about the extent of Iran’s past 
nuclear weapons research and eschewing “anytime, anywhere” inspections 
of all facilities. In other words, it is currently worth no more than the paper 
it might have been written on.     (Weekly Standard Apr 13) 
The writer is the CEO of the Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs 
and author of Churchill’s Promised Land (Yale University Press). 
 

 
The Iranian crisis — American Jews Must Stand and be Counted  
By Isi Leibler  

The announcement of the Lausanne joint statement concerning the 
framework of the US deal with Iran highlighted the extent of President 
Barack Obama’s subterfuge and deception. We also witnessed the blatant 
contempt of Iran’s supreme leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, who rejected 
key components of the “agreements” and referred to America’s “devilish” 
objectives while his audience chanted “Death to America.” Yet Obama 
continued insisting that a genuine framework for a deal had been achieved 
and dismissed Khamenei’s remarks as merely for “domestic 
consumption.” He reiterated that Iran would not become a nuclear power 
“under his watch.” 
 Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu is now no longer a voice in the 
wilderness. There has been a surge of condemnations from wide sections 
of the media, including many liberal and even Obama stalwarts who, 
ironically, effectively vindicated Netanyahu’s congressional critique of the 
deal – which they had previously mocked. 
 The problem is that Obama and his acolytes refuse to face the reality 
that the Iranian regime is not merely a terrorist state but is controlled by 
messianic religious fundamentalist fanatics who, during the war against 
Saddam Hussein’s Iraq, systematically sacrificed 500,000 child soldiers 
carrying plastic keys to Paradise as they were “martyred.” Mutually 



assured destruction, which created the deterrence between the Soviets and 
the West during the Cold War, cannot be applied to leaders capable of 
launching a suicidal nuclear inferno to destroy Israel, content in the belief 
that they will be rewarded for their efforts with heavenly paradise. 
 However, the Iranians will in all likelihood ultimately accept the deal 
offered because it will relieve economic sanctions, transform them legally 
into a threshold nuclear state, and, according to Obama himself, provide the 
legitimacy to become a fullfledged nuclear power after 13 years. As former 
secretaries of state Henry Kissinger and George Shultz wrote in The Wall 
Street Journal, “Negotiations...to prevent Iranian capability to develop a 
nuclear arsenal are ending with an agreement that concedes this very 
capability.” 

The cynical decision by the Russians to already now lift the ban on 
providing the Iranians with the S-300 missile system further diminishes any 
prospects of influencing the duplicitous Ayatollah Khamenei to adhere to a 
meaningful agreement. 
 Only Congress can prevent the implementation of this shocking act of 
appeasement with its catastrophic global implications – and there are only a 
few weeks left to act. Proposed bills requiring congressional approval for 
the Iran deal and removal of sanctions are currently being debated and may 
be voted on this week. 
 In this context, the response of American Jews to Obama’s actions 
could be a crucial factor in determining the outcome. 
 There is already unprecedented tension evident among Jews who are 
shocked with their vindictive president’s determination to proceed with 
policies that amount to an abandonment of Israel. 
 Obama is sensitive to this and has suddenly become excessively 
solicitous, disingenuously expressing astonishment at those who felt that 
Israel was not close to his heart, making the cynical observation that a 
weakened Israel “would be a failure for my presidency.” What an 
extraordinary statement from a president who, for most of his term of 
office, has treated Israel worse than rogue states. 
 He also stated “that if anyone messes with Israel, America will be 
there.” Aside from being meaningless, taking account of Obama’s track 
record with his allies, this is a pathetic utterance. 
 Indeed, when in the midst of negotiations, the Iranian leaders reiterated 
that “the destruction of Israel is nonnegotiable,” Obama merely expressed 
regret, but refused to allow this to influence his position. 
 These developments have obliged even liberal Zionist Jews to admit the 
painful reality that their president has turned on Israel. 
 Yet some of Obama’s most fervid supporters are Jews or of Jewish 
origin. The most benign are schizophrenics who still love Israel but instead 
of criticizing the administration, vent their spleen on Netanyahu for his 
“extremism.” 
 The more vicious are the anti-Israel bashers and left-wing organizations 
such as J Street, which urge Obama to “punish Israel.” Obama’s verbal 
onslaughts provide grist for the mill of Jews promoting anti-Israel boycotts, 
divestment and sanctions, and those at the recent J Street conference, where 
one panel participant was applauded when she questioned the need to retain 
a Jewish state. 
 Few anti-Israel activists have a genuine Jewish background. The 
majority of the older elements are former communists and Bundists or their 
offspring who were always hostile to Zionism. Among the youngsters, it is 
a reflection of demographic changes, with 80 percent of non-Orthodox Jews 
marrying non-Jews. They are misleadingly described as “secular” Jews, but 
in many cases, the only link to Judaism is one Jewish parent. Many have no 
ethnic ties or genuine feelings of affinity to Israel and most of their children 
will not even relate to anything Jewish. 
 Despite disproportionate exposure, one must not be misled into 
believing that vast numbers of American Jews are becoming anti-Israeli. 
The reality is that committed American Jews remain passionately 
supportive of Israel and, surprisingly, polls still show that they 
overwhelmingly support Netanyahu. 
 Regrettably, until recently the grass-roots support was not reflected in 
the mainstream leadership, which failed to respond publicly to the 
numerous indignities to which the prime minister of Israel was subjected by 
the US administration and the unreasonable demands made of Israel, which 
has been treated far harsher than outright enemies of the US In general, 
Americans have no hesitation in condemning or protesting against their 
president when they disagree with him. Yet the traditionally feisty Jewish 
leadership which is deeply committed to Israel, with a few exceptions, 
behaved like “trembling Israelites,” reluctant to even respectfully criticize 
their president. This is a sad comment about American Jewry, which has 
always insisted that although in the Diaspora, it is not in galut (exile). 
 Eli Wiesel and a number of organizations such as the Zionist 
Organization of America and the Simon Wiesenthal Center spoke out when 
Netanyahu was excoriated by the administration for addressing Congress, 
but regrettably the mainstream leadership remained silent. Noting that even 
the Jews were not protesting his primitive insults to Netanyahu, Obama was 
encouraged to be even more vicious in his verbal attacks. 
 However, following his intense outrage in the wake of Netanyahu’s 
electoral victory and as Jews began to appreciate the extent of Obama’s 

capitulation to the Iranian terrorists, there appears to have been a sea 
change and the mainstream leadership has finally spoken out. While some 
of the “liberal” establishment, including the Reform and Conservative 
Jewish organizations, were at pains to display their bona fides to Obama 
by castigating Netanyahu, many of their rabbis did not share these views. 
 The American Israel Public Affairs Committee led the charge, 
criticizing Obama and lobbying Congress to toughen the deal with the 
Iranians. The Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish 
Organizations also expressed disapproval. 
 Other Jewish organizations followed. Abe Foxman, national director 
of the Anti-Defamation League, who had previously criticized Netanyahu 
and urged him to cancel his congressional visit, did not hold his punches. 
He considered the administration’s behavior “unbecoming” and was 
profoundly troubled by its reactions, which “raise deeper questions about 
their intentions and perspectives.” 
 David Harris, head of the American Jewish Committee, expressed 
“deep anxiety and puzzlement” and even accused Obama of “having a 
reasoned interest in prolonging the crisis” and of orchestrating a campaign 
“completely contrary to the spirit of US-Israel relations.” 
 Rabbi Yitz Greenberg, a dove and supporter of leftist causes, accused 
Obama of creating an “existential threat to Israel” and made parallels with 
the Western betrayal of Czechoslovakia when he said, “Imagine if the US 
Congress or the British Parliament had allowed Eduard Benes of 
Czechoslovakia to speak out against the Munich pact.” 
 This is indeed a time of reckoning, especially as the administration 
could also be on the verge of abandoning Israel diplomatically. 
 The unprecedented viciousness of the administration’s anti-Israel 
rhetoric may be a precursor to withholding its veto from the impending 
French UN resolution effectively recognizing a Palestinian state and 
negating Resolution 242 with a US- or a UN-imposed settlement that 
would deny Israel defensible borders. The path would then be open for the 
Europeans, with the tacit support of the US, to commence orchestrating 
resolutions sanctioning Israel. 
 The extent to which American Jews raise their voices may have a 
major impact on the outcome of these developments, especially in relation 
to wavering Democratic congressmen. Senator Chuck Schumer, recently 
endorsed for the position of Senate Democratic leader following the 2016 
congressional elections, seeks to portray himself as a Jewish “hawk” on 
Israel and Iran. He has indicated he will back the proposed bill requiring 
congressional approval of the Iran deal, but his Jewish constituents should 
discourage him from sitting on the fence when it comes to lobbying his 
fellow Democrats to overcome Obama’s veto and review the unworkable 
agreement. 
 This is truly a time for American Jewish leaders to stand and be 
counted; the issues at stake will profoundly impact Israel’s security and 
could even have existential repercussions as well as a dismal outcome for 
the entire world. The indicators all suggest that American Jewish leaders 
have woken up and will not let Israel down.   (Jerusalem Post Apr 14) 
 

 
Abdullah’s Warning         New York Post      Editorial  

Will President Obama now give Jordan’s King Abdullah the Benjamin 
Netanyahu treatment? 
 The Israeli prime minister isn’t the only Mideast leader publicly 
raising doubts on the administration’s nuclear negotiations with Iran. 
 Interviewed by Fox News’ Bret Baier, the Jordanian monarch echoed 
Bibi in suggesting that limiting the talks to Iran’s nuclear program — 
without discussing Tehran’s aggression across the region — is a mistake. 
 Noting that Iran now has a presence in Iraq, Lebanon, Syria, Yemen, 
Afghanistan and Pakistan, the king told Baier: “You’ve got to connect all 
these dots together. All these issues are areas of instability…We can’t 
discuss them in isolation.” 
 This isn’t the first time Abdullah has questioned Washington’s 
understanding of the Middle East. Two years ago, he lashed out at the 
State Department’s naïveté on the Muslim Brotherhood, whose leaders he 
called “wolves in sheep’s clothing.” His words were more diplomatic this 
time ’round, but the warning is just as plain. 
 And the president can’t dismiss Abdullah’s comments by suggesting 
he’s under the influence of Republicans and neo-cons. 
 Yet as recently as last week, State Department spokesman Marie Harf 
insisted, “This is an agreement that is only about the nuclear issue” and 
“doesn’t deal with any other issues, nor should it.” 
 As we’ve noted before, Abdullah is America’s best friend in the Arab 
world, the leader of a modernizing and relatively democratic regime that 
finds itself in constant political peril. The White House ignored his last 
wake-up call — and was caught flat-footed by the coup that later 
dislodged the Muslim Brotherhood government in Egypt. Now Abdullah 
warns that Iran’s nuclear ambitions are firmly linked to its warring across 
the Middle East. 
 If Team Obama ignores his call to deal with both threats as one, it will 
reap a far greater whirlwind.    (NY Post Apr 13) 
  



The S-300 Omen       By Omer Dostri 
 Over the past few years, Russia has avoided supplying Iran with the 
strategic S-300 anti-aircraft missile system, in part thanks to significant 
efforts by Israel, and due to Russia's understanding that should Iran possess 
this system, it would impede any military action against Iran's nuclear 
facilities. 
 As part of Israel's efforts to prevent the sale of this advanced system to 
Iran, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu visited Moscow in February 
2010, and despite Russia having a signed arms deal with Iran, then-Russian 
president Dmitry Medvedev suspended it. 
 Israel's efforts in this case may not have been the direct, or most 
significant, cause that undermined the deal, but they surely helped. 
 Russia has now backtracked on the decision, approving the sale. This 
could be attributed to the overall decline in the relationship between Russia 
and the West, and the tensions sparked by the civil war in Ukraine, which 
has become the battleground where Russia and the West are fighting for 
influence. This, however, is somewhat doubtful, especially if you consider 
recent statements by top Russian government officials, who admitted that 
pursuing the Iranian arms deal once again was prompted by one major 
factor: the framework nuclear deal signed between the Islamic republic and 
world powers in Lausanne. 
 In 2010, Russia said it revoked the S-300 deal with Iran over the 
sanctions imposed on Iran that year and the Security Council-imposed 
embargo on all weapons trade with Iran. Russian Foreign Minister Sergey 
Lavrov was quoted Monday as saying that Moscow's decision to approve 
the deal was directly related to the Lausanne deal. 
 "Moscow's voluntary embargo on S-300 deliveries [to Iran] is no longer 
necessary," he said. 
 Russia's decision is a direct result of U.S. President Barack Obama's 
appeasement policy, which now allows crippling sanctions that were years 
in the making, and enjoyed a rare consensus in the West, to dissipate into 
thin air. 
 This process has been put in motion despite the fact no final deal has 
been signed, only an oral understating, and the U.S. has demanded the 
gradual end of the sanctions, pending on Iran's compliance with the deal as 
a show of their commitment to it. 
 Nevertheless, the first, alarming, results of the deal have become 
evident, before the Iranians have adhered to as much as one iota of it. 
 U.S. Secretary of Defense Ashton Carter alluded last week to a 
potential American military strike against Iran's nuclear sites, should Iran 
fail to live up to its end of the deal. However, the international 
legitimization lent to Iran following the deal, and the purchase of an 
advanced anti-aircraft defense system, as well as Russia and China's 
support of Iran, have rendered this American threat virtually empty. 
(Israel Hayom Apr 14) 
 

 
The Resurrection of the Dead        By Annika Hernroth-Rothstein 
"Rav Yudan said: Regarding three places, the nations of the world cannot 
deceive Israel and say, 'You have stolen them,' and they are the Tomb of the 
Patriarchs, the Temple and burial site of Joseph" (Genesis Rabbah 79:7). 
 I'm standing on a rooftop in Hebron. The wind has caught my scarf and 
I'm holding onto it with one hand while using the other to lean over the 
railing, catching everyday scenes from that oh-so-mythical other side.  
 Although it's not really fair to call it the other side, as the Arab part of 
Hebron constitutes 97 percent, whereas I'm standing on a patch of the 
remaining 3 percent. There are no two sides, but one side and a sliver; a 
majority and the fighting few.  
 It was weirdly mundane, this place that I had heard of and read about 
and that had such a towering presence in the stories of old and the news of 
conflict. It was a city and a home, not a war zone or a fairytale, and actually 
walking in the footsteps of my forefathers gave me ownership of the deed 
that was signed there, many years ago. A week before I got to Hebron, I had 
stood at the foot of King David's palace in the city carrying his name, being 
moved to tears as my guide made the pages of my worn-out Bible come 
alive through stone and unearthed pathways. In a short time, I had claimed 
these places and its thousands of years of history for myself, these abstract 
pillars of heritage had become relatable and concrete, and all I really had to 
do was show up.  
 As Holocaust Remembrance Day approaches, many of us will linger on 
the idea of remembrance. But what is remembrance, really, and what does 
loss of memory do to a nation, a people, and a dream?  
 As I am standing on that rooftop in Hebron I recall a story I heard a 
while back, about a mother cooking chicken for her family in preparation 
for Shabbat. Every week she cuts the ends of the chicken, throwing away a 
third of it before putting it in the pot. Her daughter watches her do this, year 
after year, and as she grows up she invites her mother over to her own 
house to cook that very same dish. The daughter prepares the chicken, 
cutting off the ends and throwing away a third before putting it in the pot. 
Surprised, the mother asks her why she is throwing away all that perfectly 
good chicken.  
 "What do you mean? I'm cooking it the way you always have. I'm 
honoring you by using the same recipe," the daughter said. 
 "But the only reason I did that was that I didn't have a big enough pot," 

the mother replied. 
 What that story tells me is that memories can be deceiving. As history 
becomes stories to be believed or distrusted, things become lost and 
boundaries pushed until we no longer see the path for the politics or the 
forest for the trees. In order to stay true to the recipe and not throw away 
good chicken, we need caretakers of truth to walk the earth that we inherit, 
and over the course of these past weeks I have had the distinct honor of 
meeting such caretakers and seeing what they do.  
 From Ze'ev Orenstein at the City of David to Dr. Gabriel Barkay at the 
Temple Mount Sifting Project and David Wilder of the Jewish community 
of Hebron -- together, they create links to history that connect us to the 
ground we walk on and the land we inhabit. 
 My friends in Hebron are often referred to as settlers, but to me they 
are returners, lamplighters who allow the rest of us to find our way back 
home. We owe them gratitude, yes, but more importantly we owe them 
our presence. To not stand alone holding that light, but for us to show up, 
take part, and carry it forward. This week, for Holocaust Remembrance 
Day, I suggest we all show up to remember. At the City of David, Hebron 
and the Temple Mount, making sure that we stay true to the recipe and 
honor each and every brave man and woman who chooses to inhabit the 
places deemed by our enemies as unjust and by our government as far too 
inconvenient. Because remembrance is not passive, but an active choice of 
truth, and for the sake of our children we must help release the confined 
and bring faith to those asleep in the dust, so that fact and history will 
never become story and myth in the mouths of our grandchildren.  
 I believe that is how we honor the fallen, and how we truly resurrect 
the dead.    (Israel Hayom Apr 13) 
The writer is a political adviser, activist and writer on the Middle East, 
religious affairs and global anti-Semitism. 
 

 
To My Newfound Love    By Oliver Marjot 

I came to you, Israel, wanting to hate you. To be confirmed in my 
reasonable European certainty of your arrogant oppression, lounging along 
the Mediterranean coast, facing West in your vast carelessness and 
American wealth. I wanted to appreciate your history, but tut over the 
arrogant folly of your present. I wanted to cross my arms smugly, and 
shake my head over you, and then leave you to fight your unjust wars. 
 I wanted to take from you. To steal away some spiritual satisfaction, 
and sigh and pray, and shake my head over your spiritual folly as well. To 
see the sad spectacle of the Western wall, and bitterly laugh at your 
backward-looking notion that God sits high on Moriah Mount, distant and 
approachable. I wanted to smirk in my Protestant confidence, knowing 
that God is with me, even if you refuse to turn to him, standing instead 
starting blankly at a wall of cold stone, pushing scribbled slips of paper 
into the Holy Mountain, not daring to raise your face, and ask with words. 

I wanted to see your sights, to bask in your sun, to tramp my feet over 
your soil, to swim in your seas, to eat the fruit of your fields. I wanted to 
be amazed, to be interested, to be engaged. I wanted. 

I didn’t realise you were broken as well as wealthy, fragile as well as 
strong. I didn’t realise that you suffer from a thousand voices clamouring 
in your head, and that some of those voices care about justice and 
democracy, and that some of them love their neighbours. I didn’t realise 
that a thousand enemies press on your borders, hoarding instruments of 
death, as chaos and darkness and madness consume the world every way 
you look. I didn’t realise that you care about your past - that some of those 
voices of yours treasure the stories of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob every bit 
as much as I do. I didn’t realise. Nobody told me. Or maybe they did, and 
I refused to listen. 

I didn’t expect to fall in love with you. Your beauty caught me like a 
hook. Seeing you, I see what Solomon saw when he wrote about his 
Beloved. I see that homeland that Jesus loved. The lush green of your 
Galilee, the stark strength of your desert, the bare whiteness of your 
Judean hills. I love the Hebrew you speak, the churches your wear like 
flowers in your hair, the proud golden dome that crowns your head. I love 
the strength of your soldiers, the warmth of your sun, the joy of your 
songs, the peace of your kibbutzim. 

This cold Boston air is a mockery of your spring warmth, and in this 
vast sprawl of concrete and red brick it’s no exaggeration to say that I 
yearn for your troubled horizons, your ancient hills. I’m not ashamed to 
say it. I love you. 

I’m sorry I had to leave you. I know I have no right to love you. 
What’s ten days compared to a year, a childhood, a lifetime? Or the five-
thousand year lifetime of a people? I know that you won’t remember me, 
that you probably barely even registered my short time with you. I’m sure 
my love means nothing to you amid the whispers of a million other lovers, 
and you’re so very far away. 

But I will come back to you. I will. I’ll leave these busy, harried, 
Western shores, and come to you, to the East. I’ll learn your Hebrew, I’ll 
share your troubles, I’ll breath your air, I’ll walk in your fields again. 
 I will. I will.  

Until then, Israel, mon amour, my love. Until then, shalom. 
The writer is a Harvard student who recently participated in a Harvard 
Trek, a Hillel-run trip to Israel. (Medium.com Mar 23) 


