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Tuesday, June 2, 8pm 
 Noted Zionist and terror victim Kay Wilson speaks at Beth Tikvah. 
 

 

Commentary… 

 
Security, not Segregation        By Batel Binyamin 
 As a resident of Samaria, I support Defense Minister Moshe Ya'alon's 
plan requiring Palestinian residents of Judea and Samaria with work permits 
in Israel to return to their homes via the same checkpoints from which they 
entered. 
 Three years ago, then-Central Command chief Maj. Gen. Nitzan Alon 
altered Highway 5's security classification via an injunction. The move 
enabled Palestinian workers who had entered Israel after undergoing 
security checks at a crossing to return to their homes via Highway 5. 
 Soon afterward, illegal Palestinian workers identified the breach in 
Israel's borders and realized that they could move around inside Israeli 
territory undisturbed.  
 Disasters were quick to ensue, particularly in the heart of Israel: In 
September 2013, Israeli soldier Tomer Hazan was murdered by a 
Palestinian illegal worker who had been employed with him at a restaurant 
in Bat Yam, and, two months later, soldier Eden Atias was murdered in 
Afula by an illegal Palestinian worker from Jenin. 
 Hazan's body was discovered near the terrorist's village of Beit Amin. 
The terrorist knew he could easily return to his village using the Afikim bus 
lines. 
 The terrorist who murdered construction worker 
Netanel Arami in Petach Tikva probably fled to 
Judea and Samaria via Afikim bus lines. 
 Needless to say, a security checkpoint could have 
prevented these terrible deaths. 
 Many illegal Palestinian workers have resided in central Israel, 
including the terrorist who murdered soldier Almog Shiloni last November 
in Tel Aviv. 
 Israel has invested a great deal of money in locating these illegal 
Palestinian workers, and it is not logical to allow them an easy escape. 
 Those criticizing Ya'alon's plan claim that a security risk is nonexistent. 
However, I disagree with them, as it is quite possible that an illegal 
Palestinian worker traveling by bus could be found carrying a knife and a 
screwdriver, as we witnessed in the recent stabbing attacks in Tel Aviv. 
 The critics, who include President Reuven Rivlin, claim the plan is 
harmful to Israel's image. Apparently, these critics are not very concerned 
with Israel's porous borders and the homicidal terror striking mercilessly at 
its civilians.    (Israel Hayom May 21) 
 

 
Anti-Semitism and Jewish Destiny        By Robert S. Wistrich  
On Sunday, Robert S. Wistrich – the director of the Vidal Sassoon 
International Center for the Study of Anti-Semitism at the Hebrew 
University of Jerusalem – emailed the following column to the Jerusalem 
Post. Wistrich died suddenly on Tuesday. 
 There are few topics of more pressing concern today to Jewish 
communities around the world than the current resurgence of anti-
Semitism. Thus, there could have been no more appropriate time for the 5th 
Global Forum for Combating Antisemitism to meet than last week in 
Jerusalem. It was a large and impressive gathering of participants from all 
over the world, initiated by the Foreign Ministry, together with its Diaspora 
Affairs Department. 
 In my own remarks to the conference I emphasized the need to free 
ourselves from certain outdated myths. My first point was that even today, 
Jews in Israel and the Diaspora are fixated on the dangers of far-right 
traditional anti-Semitism – whether racist, religious or nationalist. While 

neo-fascism has not 
altogether disappeared, 
it is in most cases a 
secondary threat. 
 Second, there is an illusory belief 
that more Holocaust education and 
memorialization can serve as an 
effective antidote to contemporary 
anti-Semitism. This notion, shared by 
many governments and well-meaning 

liberal gentiles, is quite unfounded. On the contrary, today “Holocaust 
inversion” (the perverse transformation of Jews into Nazis and Muslims 
into victimized “Jews”) all-too-often becomes a weapon with which to 
pillory Israel and denigrate the Jewish people. Hence the approach to this 
entire subject requires considerable rethinking, updating and fine-tuning. 
 Third, we must recognize much more clearly than before that since 
1975 (with the passing of the scandalous UN resolution condemning 
Zionism as racism) hatred of Israel has increasingly mutated into the chief 
vector for the “new” anti-Semitism. 
 By libeling the Jewish state as “racist,” “Nazi,” “apartheid” and 
founded from its inception on “ethnic cleansing,” its enemies have turned 
Zionism into a synonym for criminality and a term of pure opprobrium. 
 Hence, every Jew (or non- Jew) who supports the totally “illegitimate” 
or immoral “Zionist entity” is thereby complicit in a cosmic evil. 
 Fourth, today’s anti-Semitism is a product of a new civic religion that 
could be termed “Palestinianism.” 
 The official Palestinian narrative seeks to supplant Israel with a 
judenrein Palestine from the Mediterranean Sea to the Jordan River. In the 
case of Hamas, this intent is absolutely explicit. With Fatah, it is partly 
veiled for tactical reasons. 
 But when it comes to the Palestinian ideology and the millions around 
the world who support it, virtually all actions of self-defense by Israel are 
instantly classified as “genocide,” demonized and treated as part of a 
sinister Jewish-imperialist conspiracy. Not surprisingly, then, pro-
Palestine demonstrations, beginning in the summer of 2014, were often 
accompanied by ugly chants of “Death to the Jews” and anti-Semitic 
incidents. 
 My fifth point is closely related to this reality. Since the turn of the 
21st century, anti-Semitism has undergone a process of growing 

“Islamicization,” linked to the terrorist holy war 
against Jews and other non-Muslims with its truly 
lethal consequences. 
 Yet most debates skirt around the issues of Iran 
and radical Islam. 

 However, if we do not confront the prime danger posed by radical 
Islamist and genocidal anti-Semitism, how can our common struggle hope 
to succeed? One of the symptoms of this vain policy of appeasement 
pursued by America and Europe is the almost Pavlovian reflex after every 
terrorist, anti-Semitic outrage to immediately disconnect it from any link 
to Islam. Of course, Islamist is not identical with Islam, only a minority of 
Muslim believers support terrorism, and stigmatization is wrong. Equally, 
we must empower moderate Muslims wherever we can. 
 But denial does not work. Levels of anti-Semitism among Muslims 
clearly remain the highest in the world, and the horrific consequences of 
jihadi movements like Islamic State for all minorities are impossible to 
ignore. Nothing can be gained by sweeping this threat under the carpet. 
 The Islamists are the spearhead of current anti-Semitism, aided and 
abetted by the moral relativism of all-too-many naive Western liberals. 
 My sixth observation relates to the need for Israelis and Diaspora Jews 
to rediscover, redefine and reassess their Jewish identity, core Jewish 
values and the depth of their own connection to the Land of Israel as well 
as to their historic heritage. I was privileged to have authored two years 
ago the exhibition “People, Book, Land – The 3,500-Year Relationship of 
the Jewish People to the Holy Land” for the bold project initiated by the 
Simon Wiesenthal Center together with UNESCO. Against all the odds 
and in the face of predictable opposition, it opened at UNESCO 
headquarters in Paris in June 2014. 
 In April 2015, the exhibit was even shown at UN Headquarters in 
New York, and it will soon come to Israel. This is not merely a historical 
exercise, for it shows the extraordinary tenacity, cultural vitality, 
spirituality, and metaphysical as well as physical bonds of Jews and 
Judaism to the Land of Israel. None of this was intended, it should be 
emphasized, to negate the historical presence and significance of 
Christianity and Islam in this land. 
 But it sets the record straight. 
 My final reflection flows from this experience. I believe that in an age 
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of Jewish empowerment, living in a sovereign and democratic Israeli state, 
we can and must first clarify for ourselves our vocation, raison d’être, moral 
priorities, and the deeper meaning of our near-miraculous return to the 
historic homeland. 
 This is the other side of the coin in our essential and relentless fight 
against anti-Semitism. As we celebrate Jerusalem Day let us be worthy of 
the scriptural promise that “the Torah will come forth from Zion and the 
word of the Lord from Jerusalem.” 
 Here, in the beating heart of the Jewish nation, where its body and soul 
come together in the City of Peace, we must be true to the national and 
universal vision of our biblical prophets. Anti-Semitism, the long shadow 
which has for so long accompanied our bi-millennial Diasporic tribulations, 
and nearly 70 years of renewed statehood, is neither “eternal” nor must it 
prevent Jews from fulfilling their ultimate destiny to one day become a 
“light unto the nations.”   (Jerusalem Post May 20) 
 

 
Everything Is Awesome, Mideast Edition       By Bret Stephens  

Ben Rhodes, President  Obama’s deputy national security adviser, has 
been offering a reassuring view of the Iranian nuclear deal in the face of 
some Arab skepticism. “If you can diplomatically and peacefully resolve 
the nuclear issue in a way that prevents Iran from obtaining a nuclear 
weapon,” he told reporters last week, “we believe that will lead to a much 
more stable region.” Mr. Rhodes also contends that with a deal “there will 
be no need to see [a] regional arms race.” 
 So what’s more frightening: That Mr. Rhodes believes what he’s 
saying? Or that he does not? 
 Just for Mr. Rhodes’s benefit, here’s a refresher course on stability and 
the arms race in the Middle East since April 2, 2015, the day Mr. Obama 
announced his framework nuclear agreement with Iran.  
April 2: Iranian Foreign Minister Javad Zarif immediately accuses the U.S. 
of “spin” and contradicts Mr. Obama’s key claims regarding the terms of 
the deal. 
April 12: A Swedish think tank reports that Saudi Arabia registered the 
biggest increase in defense spending in the world. 
April 13: Moscow says it will deliver the S-300 air-defense system to 
Tehran. Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei later boasts that the U.S. “can’t do a 
damn thing” militarily against Iran. 
April 14: Iran announces agreements with Russia and China to build 
additional nuclear reactors. 
April 17: Iran dispatches an armed convoy of ships, believed to be destined 
to resupply pro-Iranian Houthi rebels in Yemen in contravention of a U.N. 
arms embargo. The convoy turns back after the U.S. deploys an aircraft 
carrier to the region to shadow the ships. 
April 20:  Jason Rezaian, the American-born Washington Post reporter 
imprisoned in Iran since July, is charged with espionage, “collaborating 
with hostile governments” and “propaganda against the establishment.”  
April 20: The British government informs the U.N. panel monitoring 
sanctions on Iran that it “is aware of an active Iranian nuclear procurement 
network” associated with two Iranian companies that are under 
international sanctions.  
April 22: Saudi Arabia resumes airstrikes in Yemen despite administration 
pressure to maintain a cease fire. 
April 28: Iran seizes the 837-foot long Maersk Tigris, a Marshall Islands 
flagged cargo ship with 34 sailors aboard, as it transits the Strait of Hormuz 
along an internationally recognized route. The ship is released a week later 
after Maersk pays a fine of $163,000. 
April 29: Former Saudi Intelligence Minister Turki al Faisal tells a 
conference in Seoul that the kingdom will match Iran’s nuclear capabilities 
with its own. “Whatever the Iranians have, we will have, too.” The prince 
also accuses Mr. Obama of going “behind the backs of the traditional allies 
to strike the deal.” 
May 8: Reuters reports that inspectors have discovered traces of sarin gas at 
an undeclared military research site near Damascus. The report puts paid to 
administration boasts that its diplomacy effectively solved the Syrian 
chemical crisis. 
May 11: Saudi Arabia’s King Salman withdraws from the Arab summit 
meeting with Mr. Obama. The king of Bahrain follows suit, preferring 
instead to attend a horse show with Britain’s  Queen Elizabeth.  
May 13: Reuters reports “the Czech Republic blocked an attempted 
purchase by Iran this year of a large shipment of sensitive technology 
usable for nuclear enrichment after false documentation raised suspicions.” 
May 14: Iranian patrol boats fire upon a Singapore-flagged oil tanker with 
machine guns as it transits the Strait of Hormuz. The ship makes it safely to 
Dubai. 
May 17: Citing senior U.S. officials, the Sunday Times reports that “Saudi 
Arabia has taken the ‘strategic decision’ to acquire ‘off-the-shelf’ atomic 
weapons from Pakistan.” 
Also on May 17, Islamic State fighters in Iraq seize the city of Ramadi, the 
capital of Anbar Province. This is after Mr. Obama crowed in February that 
“our coalition is on the offensive, ISIL is on the defensive, and ISIL is 
going to lose.” Now the Iraqi government will turn to Shiite paramilitaries 
under Iranian control to try to retake the city, further turning the Baghdad 

government into an Iranian satrap. 
I recount these events not just to illustrate the distance between Ben 

Rhodes’s concept of reality and reality itself. It’s also a question of speed. 
The Middle East, along with our position in it, is unraveling at an 
astonishing pace. Reckless drivers often don’t notice how fast they’re 
going until they’re about to crash. 
 We are near the point where there will be no walking back the 
mistakes we have made. No walking away from them, either. It takes a 
special innocence to imagine that nothing in life is irreversible, that 
everything can be put right, that fanaticism yields to reason and facts yield 
to wishes, and that the arc of Mideast history bends toward justice. 
 Ben Rhodes, and the administration he represents and typifies, is 
special.    (Wall Street Journal May 18) 
 

 
Islam Lies in Wait for Europe        By Ephraim Herrera 
 The demographic trends are clear: Europe is committing suicide. The 
fertility rate to maintain a country's population, known as the replacement 
rate, is generally considered to be 2.1 births per woman. The average 
fertility rate in Europe is 1.6. In Germany and Italy, it is 1.4. To increase 
its population, Europe has let in immigrants, to the point that they 
comprise some 10 percent of the population in Spain, the U.K., the 
Netherlands and Germany. In Austria, their proportion is 15 percent. 
 A significant number of those immigrants are Muslim. They hail from 
the lower rungs of society in their countries of origin and decided to leave 
in search of a life of comfort in the West. 
 But the influx of millions of immigrants from Asia and Africa is more 
than just about their socio-economic plight. Islamic thinkers have tried to 
capitalize on this wave. Although these thinkers are still lying in wait, they 
hope they can eventually use the immigrants as a means of conquering 
Europe. This strategy has been propagated by Islamic theologian Yusuf al-
Qaradawi for the past 30 years. Qaradawi has tremendous clout in the 
Sunni Arab world, to the point that his rulings are considered authoritative 
by the Muslim Brotherhood. The strategy is terribly simple: Tap into the 
local Muslim community and lure its teens to the "real" Islam, then go up 
the rungs of power in the major parties and seize the reins of government 
through the democratic process. 
 The late Libyan dictator Moammar Gadhafi talked about this 
phenomenon in 2006. He essentially partnered with the West by 
preventing a mass exodus of migrants from his country. But the West 
threw him under the bus, and it is still reeling from that costly decision: 
Europe has since grappled with the massive flow of immigrants from 
Africa. On April 23, the EU's 28 member states held emergency talks on 
immigration (after the tragic capsizing of several boats), only to emerge 
with general statements that all but ignored the heart of the matter. One 
decision, for example, centered on Italy's proposal to hit Libyan boats 
before they could set sail for Europe (the proposal was rejected). 
 The "Muslim Brotherhood Strategy" has borne fruit. The fourth 
generation of European Muslims are more religious than their parents and 
their grandparents. In the U.K., 40 percent of Muslims said Shariah law 
should be the law of the land in predominantly Muslim areas. In 1989, just 
7 percent of Muslims aged 25 or younger attended mosques once a week. 
In 2011, the figure stood at 23 percent. Some 90 percent of France's 
Muslims fast on Ramadan and observe Islamic dietary laws. French 
President Francois Hollande owes his job to Muslim voters -- he won 85 
percent of their votes, which essentially decided the election. 
 But there is another Muslim entity that considers immigration as a 
means to take down the West: the Islamic State group. It has two goals. 
The first is to upset the demographic equilibrium by inundating Europe 
with Muslims. The second is to send terrorists into the continent and 
spread fear across Western European nations. Having captured the city of 
Sirte on the Libyan coast, Islamic State can now go about implementing 
its plan: 500,000 Libyans will leave on boats toward Europe, which will 
inevitably result in a humanitarian crisis on the high seas. The West will 
be forced to intervene and grapple with the ethical dilemma of letting in 
potential terrorists disguised as immigrants. The second part of this plan 
was manifested recently, when several Islamic State supporters 
disseminated pictures of themselves at key Italian landmarks while 
holding signs that warned of an impending attack. 
 For Israel, the plan presents danger all around. First, the European 
Muslim community (especially younger Muslims) is vehemently anti-
Zionist with clear anti-Semitic tendencies. As a result, European 
governments, which need the Muslim vote, may feel compelled to get 
tough on Israel and boycott Israeli products. Second, because the Muslim 
Brotherhood and Islamic State view the Jews as the number one enemy of 
Islam, Islamists are likely to have Jewish targets in the crosshairs (this has 
clearly the been the case over the past 12 months in Denmark, Belgium 
and France). Israel should ask its best and brightest to come up with 
creative solutions and find ways to increase the West's public awareness of 
this lurking danger. They have to devise effective plans to scale back the 
immigration of Muslims to the West. It will help Europe and, by 
extension, Israel.    (Israel Hayom May 21) 
The writer is the author of "Jihad -- Fundamentals and Fundamentalism." 



Jewish Sovereignty vs. Palestinian Lies         By Ze'ev Jabotinsky 
   Now that all the speeches and events marking Jerusalem Day have 
passed, it is worth taking a good look at an especially important perspective 
when it comes to Israel's capital city -- international law.  
 Dr. Jacques Gauthier is a non-Jewish Canadian lawyer who specializes 
in international human rights and is an expert in international law. The topic 
of his doctoral research was the right to sovereignty over Jerusalem 
according to international law, and he came to the unequivocal conclusion 
that, according to international law, only the Jewish people have the right to 
sovereignty over all of Jerusalem. Those same claims apply to the entirety 
of the land of Israel west of the Jordan River, including Judea and Samaria 
and the Gaza Strip. 
 It is important to note that the research was conducted over 20 years. 
Gauthier collected evidence and facts, arguing that only if they are exposed 
could any legal conclusion on sovereignty rights be drawn. The University 
of Geneva in Switzerland approved the findings of his in-depth research, 
granting him his Ph.D. in law. His thesis was subject to rigorous academic 
examination from an international law perspective in the most objective 
place in the world, and it was bound in a 1,400-page book that includes 
descriptions of all the documents and photographs he found. 
 This research proves that the Arab claim, including that of the Arab 
League, for any kind of sovereignty over Jerusalem, contradicts 
international law. This also applies to the entire Holy Basin.  
 The leaders of Palestinian terrorist organizations, some of whom can be 
counted among the Palestinian Authority's leadership, are well aware of this 
truth. They know that according to international law, the Jewish right to 
sovereignty supersedes their own right, and that is why they created a false 
thesis with opposing claims, which they put together in 1964 in the 
Palestinian National Covenant. They still follow this charter today and they 
are still trying to make it a reality.  
 My fellow columnist, Dr. Yossi Beilin, said on television on Sunday 
that, in practice, there is no way to realize the two-state "solution," and 
while he said that neither side could bring it about, the heart of the problem 
is that the Palestinians will not stop trying to take our right away from us. 
While they know that in the eyes of international law, our right takes 
precedence over their claims to other rights, the truly dangerous thing for us 
is when that right is forgotten by and left out of the Jewish consciousness. 
We are reaching that point because public discourse in Israel is ignoring the 
discussion and avoiding bringing up the reasons that back up our right to 
Jerusalem.  
 It is our responsibility to use the existence of this right according to 
international law in the struggle against the delegitimization of the State of 
Israel, as well as to rebut all claims against steps taken by Israel to realize 
its right. We must denounce anyone who comes out against construction in 
Judea and Samaria and throughout Jerusalem and boldly tell them that, 
according to international law, they are wrong, as outlined in Gauthier's 
work and in the works of others. It does not matter if the one speaking is the 
secretary general of the United Nations, distorting the truth in hopes of 
being elected for another term with the help of votes from Arab countries, 
or even if a U.S. vice president like Joe Biden, who was offended when we 
exercised our right during his visit to Israel. 
 American public opinion places great importance on adhering to 
international law, and so public officials would not be pleased to be 
portrayed as those who are trying to take away the rights of the country 
with which international law sides.    (Israel Hayom May 19) 
 

 
Media Hid the Truth        By Haim Shine 
 Yesterday I watched the film on Channel 10 about Zionist Union leader 
Isaac Herzog and his party's election campaign. It was exciting to get a 
backstage look at what took place in the party that the media made 
herculean efforts to put in power. Watching the movie, I had mixed feeling 
of pride and frustration. Proud that a very large sector of Israel wasn't 
enthralled by media and demagogy and didn't buy for a second the pretty 
package of Herzog and Tzipi Livni. It was a package that political 
marketing experts tried to sell the public, which preferred real content over 
an empty wrapping. Frustrated by those same reporters and analysts who 
knew and saw what was happening behind the scenes but kept it out of the 
public eye: journalists who saw Herzog's audience-less election conferences 
in Beit Shean and Beersheba but still tried to convince us that Herzog was 
our salvation and Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu was the agitator. 
 The film had great similarity to the story of Balaam, whose plan was 
foiled; he intended to curse, but wound up giving a blessing. It was obvious 
that the filmmakers had intended to document the second historic political 
upset in Israeli history -- to make a film that would earn its creators the 
most prestigious prizes in Israel and throughout the world. But instead of a 
revolution, the public decided that the Herzog-Livni duo were incapable -- 
together or separately -- of leading the country. 
 Anyone who watched the film could be filled with pity for Herzog. He's 
a nice person, the son of a former president and the grandson of a leading 
chief rabbi. How difficult it was to see the embarrassment at the memorial 
in Gush Etzion, when a chiaroscuro of sun and shade played on the 
candidate's face. The well-meaning Herzog tried to convince an intelligent 

public that he deserved to be prime minister, a very tough task for 
someone who could not demonstrate he could lead an election campaign 
that constantly went wrong. Herzog has true modesty, but anyone who 
asks that people don't applaud him apparently knows in his heart that he's 
not worthy of applause. 
 Herzog realized that artist Yair Garbuz's miserable speech [at a left-
wing rally in Tel Aviv shortly before the election] was a political bomb. 
He knew that he should write a post in which he said that he, too, kissed 
mezuzot, but trapped by strategists, he forwent his own correct opinion 
and did what they said. How could anyone think for a minute that a party 
head like that could stand up to the president of the United States and not 
fold? How could he stand brave and steadfast against the Iranians, 
Hezbollah and the Palestinians? I have no doubt that many homes in Israel 
breathed a sigh of relief after the documentary was over. To be prime 
minister, a person needs to be more than a skilled wheeler-dealer. 

The public will make the political conclusions from the film it needs 
to, and express them in the next election. But it is nevertheless vital to 
Israeli democracy that the media take a look at itself and atone for its sins 
-- the sins of arrogance, deception and exploiting freedom of speech. 
 The media has an important role in Israel, but the negligent media 
ignores existential issues and seeks to undermine democracy. Sadly, the 
media has not yet realized its failures and continues to incite tirelessly 
against the elected government. The Israeli public has disengaged from the 
media that serves outside interests, the media that lacks a spine or values 
and fails to fulfill its role. We're dealing with the soul of democracy, after 
all.     (Israel Hayom May 20) 
  

 
Fiction and Foreign Policy     By Michael Doran 

In his memoirs, Duty, former Secretary of Defense Robert Gates tells 
a story that could only have occurred in the Obama White House. In 
February 2011, as crowds occupying Tahrir Square in Cairo demanded the 
ouster of Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak, a debate swirled over the 
proper American response: should the U.S. force Mubarak to abdicate, or 
support his plan to manage an orderly transition of power over the next 
seven months? 

On one side stood Gates and the other principal members of the 
National Security Council (NSC). Mubarak, they argued, though a 
dictator, had been a reliable ally for 30 years, and toppling him would 
unleash chaos in Egypt, with no guarantee that the forces replacing him 
would be sympathetic to Washington, to America’s regional allies, or to 
democracy. On the other, pro-ouster side stood White House staffers 
vocally represented by Ben Rhodes—who, though only in his early 
thirties, bore the grand title of Assistant to the President and Deputy 
National Security Advisor for Strategic Communication and 
Speechwriting. In addition to his youthfulness, Rhodes had limited 
experience in international politics; his master’s degree was in creative 
writing, and his official role was that of a “communicator,” or spinmeister. 

In the end, the president sided with the Rhodes faction, thus placing 
himself, in a phrase that soon emerged from the White House, “on the 
right side of history.” That side led, as Gates had warned, to a political 
vacuum in which the only established and well-organized party was the 
Muslim Brotherhood, which soon took power. 
One might conclude from this story that Ben Rhodes has a deep influence 
over the president, but in truth he is simply his mouthpiece, or his clone. 
As Obama’s own two memoirs attest, he himself has long practiced a 
literary approach to his profession, acting simultaneously as author and as 
heroic protagonist. In this conception, the exercise of foreign policy is not 
simply about safeguarding American interests abroad; it is also about 
fashioning a creative and compelling personal narrative of the effort. 

To be sure, all politicians impute pure motives to themselves and 
malign ones to their rivals. But Obama, raising the practice to the level of 
art, has recognized a simple but profound truth about political life: if you 
can convince people that you are well-intentioned, they will tend to side 
with you even if you fail to achieve your stated aims. In the Middle East, 
especially, the list of the president’s failed efforts is already long and 
growing longer by the day; it includes, among many others debacles, 
solving the Arab-Israeli conflict, launching a humanitarian intervention in 
Libya, and promoting a political solution to the Syrian civil war. 
Becoming painfully obvious is the last and greatest item on this list of 
pious failures: the president’s promises on Iran, embodied most recently 
and dramatically in the deal struck in Lausanne on April 2. 

Obama has presented this deal as an effort to solve, through entirely 
peaceful means, the most consequential dispute in the Middle East. At the 
same time, he is signaling that his Iran gambit heralds much more than 
that. It is nothing less than the birth of a new vision of the American role 
in the world—an antidote to the military approach that allegedly 
characterized our foreign policy for decades. 

This vision, however, is a fiction. Just as Robert Gates could see 
clearly in February 2011 that ousting Mubarak would deliver chaos and 
not democracy, it is clear to sober observers on all sides that the agreement 
with Tehran will fail to establish the elementary conditions for preventing 
the regime’s development of a nuclear bomb. Yet most people still do not 



appear to regard the president as either the cause of this disaster or as the 
solution to it. Will they ever? 
  The emerging dealwith Iran has three obvious defects that will be 
impossible to solve in the final round of negotiations. First, instead of 
phasing out, over a decade’s time, the existing diplomatic and economic 
sanctions on Iran, the deal, practically speaking, will lift the sanctions 
immediately. Second, the president’s assurance that sanctions will “snap 
back” in the event of Iranian misbehavior is absurd on its face. Re-
imposition of sanctions will require concerted action by the United Nations 
Security Council, a body that no one has ever accused of being either 
speedy or efficient. Finally, Iranian leaders have asserted, repeatedly and 
explicitly, that they will never allow the United States and its partners to 
conduct the kind of “anywhere, anytime” inspections that the Obama 
administration has disingenuously claimed are part of the deal; without such 
a guarantee, international inspectors will be incapable of verifying Iranian 
compliance. 

Thanks to these core deficiencies, the deal will enable the Iranians to 
pocket enormous benefits—diplomatic, economic, and military—up front. 
And once they have enriched themselves by playing nice, there will be 
nothing to prevent them from beginning to cheat again. Does the president 
believe otherwise? If so, he must assume that just by signing the deal, the 
Islamic Republic will be transformed into something other and better than 
the aggressively hostile and repellent regime we have come to know over 
the last 36 years. This is like the legitimate businessman who assumes that 
his new Mafioso partner will abandon his criminal ways once he develops a 
taste for honest profit. Even if the businessman manages to get out of the 
deal alive, it will be only after an arsonist’s flames have engulfed his shop 
and he’s been fleeced of the insurance money. 

And yet, no matter how tortured and implausible the president’s claims 
may be, many respected public figures seem willing to set aside common 
sense and endorse them. These figures fall into four broad groups, the first 
of which is composed of Obama’s domestic political allies, some of them 
celebrity columnists, who are more than happy to parrot the White House 
line whether because they value their connection to power or because they 
habitually support Democrats over Republicans. In short, they want the 
president to win his contest with Congress. 

A second group is made up of those in the foreign-policy elite who 
believe that aligning with Iran is actually a wise move. Regarding Israel as 
a drag on the United States, many of them see the Islamic Republic as a 
partner in the great task of stabilizing the Middle East. Moreover, they do 
not consider an Iranian nuclear bomb to be an unmanageable threat—
certainly not one that would justify risking a war. This group is larger than 
one might think, and it might even include the president himself. Since, 
however, adopting a ho-hum attitude toward nuclear-tipped Iranian missiles 
is politically anathema, those who entertain such views usually content 
themselves with rehearsing the White House insistence that the emerging 
deal is full of promise. 

The third group comprises America’s allies and international partners. 
Against their better judgment, many of these have stood up and publicly 
endorsed the deal. Among themselves, they rationalize their actions by 
reminding themselves that they do not have the power to stop Iran; only the 
United States can do that. In view of the fact that Obama is fully committed 
to a deal with the Islamic Republic, and has put them on notice that he will 
exact a painful price if they fail to support him, the better part of prudence 
is to go along—and to position themselves at the front of the line for 
lucrative economic and military contracts with the soon to be sanctions-free 
Iranians. 

In the fourth group are those truly convinced by the arguments of the 
White House. Who are they? The only thing that can be said with certainty 
is that they are few and far between. In fact, one of the more striking 
aspects of the current situation is the dearth of genuine enthusiasm for the 
deal—anywhere. Among Democrats on Capitol Hill, it is common to hear 
rumblings of doubt even from the staffers of senators and congressmen who 
are publicly supportive of the president. Among allies, European as well as 
Asian, it is common to encounter officials who behind closed doors will 
express deep dismay at the seemingly unstoppable flow of American 
concessions. 

For a taste of what some of America’s staunchest traditional allies are 
actually saying among themselves, one can do no better than to read Greg 
Sheridan, Australia’s leading foreign-affairs columnist. Sheridan writes in 
his own voice, but he is close to the government of Prime Minister Tony 
Abbott, and what he has to say about the Iran deal certainly reflects the 
thinking of Australian officials who dare not express their views openly 
because they need Obama’s support in Asia. “This agreement,” Sheridan 
writes bluntly, “guarantees [emphasis added] Iran will acquire nuclear 
weapons eventually.” He adds: “Perhaps the key analytical question is this: 
is the fecklessness of present American policy entirely the fault of Obama, 
or does it reflect a deeper malaise in the U.S. and in Western civilization 
generally?” 

Sheridan’s question is apt. That it has to be asked says bad things about 
us, who have gone so far as to allow our president to blur the distinction 
between foreign policy and creative fiction.   (Mosaic May 19) 
The writer is a former U.S. deputy assistant secretary of defense  

Herzog Hits a New Low          By Ruthie Blum 
   On Sunday, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu fired 
Communications Ministry Director-General Avi Berger.  
 On Monday, Zionist Union and opposition leader Isaac Herzog posted 
a rant about this on his Facebook page. "[Netanyahu] is waging a war on 
the media with all his might," he wrote. 
 Later that day, Herzog addressed the move during a Zionist Union 
faction meeting, calling it "reminiscent of Israel's neighbors who long ago 
forgot the role of the media." And then he specified one such neighbor. 
 "Perhaps Netanyahu doesn't like [Turkish President Recep Tayyip] 
Erdogan, but he is undoubtedly learning his tricks," Herzog said, warning 
the prime minister not to tamper with Israel's freedom of the press. 
 It is not clear why Netanyahu dismissed Berger so abruptly. There are 
two main rumors circulating that, if true, provide partial answers. 
 The first surrounds the semi-scandal surrounding Netanyahu's failure 
to give former Communications Minister Gilad Erdan a portfolio in the 
new government. Erdan, a long-time Netanyahu loyalist and Likud party 
front-runner, was expected to receive a choice post. When he got none, 
many eyebrows were raised. Berger, whom Netanyahu just sacked, was 
appointed by Erdan in October 2013. 
 The second assumption about Berger's dismissal is that it has to do 
with Israel's only landline provider, Bezeq. Last week, before the new 
government was sworn in, the Communications Ministry imposed a large 
fine (11 million shekels) on the phone company for its monopolistic 
attempt to prevent the opening up of the broadband market to competition. 
This was Berger's doing. It was one of many planned reforms he had in 
store for Israeli telecommunications. 
 It may or may not be Netanyahu's tendency to curb competition in his 
inner circle when he feels threatened by an up-and-coming political star. It 
is therefore possible that Erdan, and by extension Berger, became 
casualties of the prime minister's ego. 
 It is highly implausible, however, that Netanyahu would purposely 
block reforms that would stimulate competition in the market. Indeed, this 
week a reform went into effect that allows telecommunications companies 
to compete for our business, while using Bezeq's Internet infrastructure to 
do so, and enables consumers to switch Internet providers easily and with 
no cost. 
 How this story unfolds remains to be seen. 
 But one thing is immediately apparent: Herzog's audacity is as 
limitless as his rage at having lost the election. 
 His repeated assertion that the Likud-led government "does not reflect 
the will of the people" is merely laughable, as the ballot box indicated. 
 But his likening Netanyahu to Erdogan is more than slanderous. 
 Press freedom in Israel is absolute. The only caveat relates to the likes 
of Herzog himself, whose party's platform includes support for a bill that 
would shut down Israel Hayom for being pro-Netanyahu. 
 Furthermore, if it weren't for all the help he received from the media 
during his campaign to unseat Netanyahu, he barely would have had the 
mandate to head the opposition, let alone win the election. 
 In Turkey, the situation is somewhat different. 
 A report released earlier this month by the Istanbul Institute's Center 
of Media and Communication Studies paints a dark picture of Erdogan's 
reign of terror over the press.  
 According to the report, "Although it is known that the media in 
Turkey have never enjoyed a free and competitive environment, the 
accumulation of power in a single party and even a single leader over the 
past years has increased the pressure on the press in an unprecedented 
way." 
 In addition: "While media owners that support the government are 
rewarded with public tenders, the opposing ones are punished. These 
punishments come in the form of taxes, lawsuits and sometimes as 
sanctions from the Radio and Television Supreme Council." 
 And these are Erdogan's "mild" means of intimidation. A more 
pernicious method is the use of the legal system to jail journalists and 
make them fear for their livelihoods and their lives. Yes, Erdogan likes to 
invoke Turkey's "Anti-Terrorism Act" as grounds for persecuting and 
prosecuting members of the media who don't toe his line. 
 When Herzog compares Netanyahu's firing of a single official in a 
government ministry to Erdogan's persistent abuse of power to silence 
criticism, he is actively abetting Israel's worst enemies in their efforts to 
defame and delegitimize the Jewish state -- you know, the one he so 
desperately wants to lead. 
 If further proof were needed that he has no business doing so, this is it. 
(Israel Hayom May 19)  
 

 


