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Commentary… 

 
End the Hypocrisy     By Haim Shine 
 It has become clear that the election which took place in Israel in March 
was among the most important in the country's history. After decades 
during which cultural icons and most media outlets fed straw to the public, 
the moment of truth arrived. Deep questions were asked regarding identity, 
culture, consciousness and the meaning of being a Jewish and democratic 
state. 
 For many years, it was convenient for politicians and opinion makers to 
let the Supreme Court make decisions on fundamental issues. Instead of 
true public debate occurring, everything was turned into a legal matter. In 
this courtroom drama, the public played only a minor role. 
 But now, Culture and Sport Minister Miri Regev has brought cultural 
issues to the forefront of the public's consciousness. Israeli artists, in love 
only with themselves and their works, are experiencing a frustrating 
upheaval. It is vital that this debate continue until a decisive answer is 
reached on the basic question of what Israeli art is deserving of public 
funding. 
 On Wednesday, the spotlight shifted to the nature of the relationship 
between Jewish and Arab citizens of Israel. Behind the magical word 
"democracy," a number of questions regarding citizenship, loyalty and the 
differences between rights and obligations have remained hidden until now. 
We must honestly determine, without fear or bias, whether Israeli Arabs are 
Palestinians whose representatives in the Knesset are emissaries of Hamas 
and the Palestinian Authority, or if they are Israeli citizens with the same 
obligation as all other citizens to display loyalty to the state. One cannot 
simultaneously represent the interests of Hamas, which seeks to destroy 
Israel, and also expect the state to give funding and full freedom of action. 
The time has come to end the hypocrisy and cynicism. 
 A democratic nation is permitted to defend itself against enemy 
collaborators. One Israeli Arab political figure said the Islamic State group 
learned its ways from the Zionists. Another served as an agent for 
Hezbollah during the Second Lebanon War. And a third physically clashed 
with IDF soldiers during the Mavi Marmara incident. They must be made to 
understand that there is a price for this and that the era of lawlessness is 
over. 
 IDF soldiers fight, and sometimes die, to protect Israel's Arab citizens. 
Just this week, we learned from the U.N. report that Hamas does not have 
accurate rockets, meaning Hamas terrorists do not care whether they kill 
Jews or Arabs in Israel. The same goes for Hezbollah and other terrorist 
groups on our borders. Given these circumstances, it would be extremely 
hypocritical for Israel to cooperate with NGOs whose goal is to blacken the 
name of the IDF, the most moral army in the world. 
 I am sure that most Israeli Arabs have no interest in shredding the 
delicate fabric of coexistence, but they chose their political representatives. 
I do not necessarily believe these representatives are serving the existential 
and everyday interests of their constituents by acting against the state. What 
they are doing is shameful.   (Israel Hayom Jun 25) 
 

 
The Speech Jack Lew Should have Given      By Eric R. Mandel 

The simple fact is this: No administration has done more for Israel’s 
security than this one     – US Treasury Secretary Jacob Lew  

Netanyahu and the president both made mistakes, but only one 
purposely damaged US-Israel relations  – Former Israeli ambassador 
Michael Oren  
 On June 13, 2015, Treasury Secretary Jacob (Jack) Lew spoke before 
an overflow crowd of 1,500 people at the New York City Jerusalem Post 
Annual Conference. What was Lew thinking as he delivered his carefully 
crafted speech? As I listened, it seemed designed more to provoke rather 
than reassure an audience already highly skeptical of the US 
administration’s outreach to an anti-Semitic Iran that threatens Israel’s 
existence.  
 As Elie Wiesel said: “History has taught us to trust the threats of our 
enemies more than the promises of our friends. Our enemies are making 
serious threats. It is time to take them seriously. It is time for our friends to 
keep their promises.” 

 Jack Lew is a good 
man who worked with 
Natan Sharansky 
during the struggle for Soviet Jewry, 
and has helped the State of Israel. 
Former finance minister Yuval 
Steinitz praised Lew for helping Israel 
join the Organization of Economic 
Development (OECD) in 2010. 
However, Lew is not part of Obama’s 

inner security cabinet. Why was he chosen as the administration’s point 
person for the conference, acting more like a presidential propagandist 
than head of the Treasury? The wrong speech was delivered to the wrong 
audience. 
 How do we reconcile his comment that “we are... effectively 
guarantee[ing] that Iran never obtains a nuclear weapon” with the 
president’s concession of a sunset provision that allows Iran legally to 
have a nuclear weapon in 10 to 15 years? Does Lew honestly believe that 
billions of dollars in sanctions relief will be distributed to the Iranian 
people, as if it were a Western democracy and not a state sponsor of 
terrorism with the blood of American soldiers on its hands? Iran has 
increased its military budget over 30 percent despite the economic 
suffering of its populace. Logic dictates that sanctions relief will increase 
funding of anti-American proxies. 

Lew began his address by reminding the audience of the 
administration’s strong military cooperation with Israel, and support for 
the Iron Dome missile defense system. This should be acknowledged and 
the administration should be thanked for its cooperation. But then he 
should have followed that defense of the president by acknowledging fact 
over fiction and recognizing the elephant in the room – the troubled 
relationship between the two leaders with different visions of the Middle 
East. 
 When he said, “The simple fact is this: No administration has done 
more for Israel’s security than this one,” his audience knew this was 
beyond the pale. As former ambassador Michael Oren wrote about Obama 
in The Wall Street Journal:  
• He reneged on president G. W. Bush’s pledge to “include the major 
settlement blocs and Jewish Jerusalem within Israel’s borders in any peace 
agreement.” 
• He made “no substantive demands of the Palestinians.” 
• He created “daylight in public undermining Israel.” 
• He abandoned a “core principle” of “no surprises” to Israel. 
• He endorsed the Palestinian position on “the 1967 lines with land 
swaps.” 

Lew should have offered comments that conform with a realistic view 
of Iran and the Middle East. His speech should have been an explanation 
of the advantages of the president’s diplomatic engagement, as opposed to 
a containment strategy advocated by many members of Congress. Lew 
should have answered these questions:  
• How can President Obama call Iran a state sponsor of terrorism, yet seek 
to realign our relationship from Israel and the Sunni states to the theocratic 
Shi’ite regime?  
• Why will sanctions relief not empower Iranian hegemonic ambitions?  
• How will “snap back” sanctions actually work, without the support of the 
P5+1?  
• Why did the administration abandon its red line with full knowledge of 
past weaponization?  
• Why would the administration trust a government with a 25-year history 
of developing illicit weapons?  
• How will the administration separate the nuclear deal from Iranian 
support of terrorists like Syria and Hezbollah?  
• What gives the administration confidence that its outreach and 
compromises will be reciprocated without any documentation to that 
effect?  
• What will the administration do when billions of dollars in sanctions 
relief is funneled directly or indirectly to the Iranian Revolutionary Guard?  
 Diplomatic engagement works only if your adversary is willing to 
compromise and to uphold the ultimate agreement or, at the very least, 
willing to submit to transparent verification. Not one of these conditions is 
present with Iran. Lew should have addressed Iran’s recent belligerent 
statements, its worsening human rights record under a “moderate” 
president, and the lack of a legitimate mechanism to verify breaches or 
impose consequences. He chose to ignore them. 
 Our options are not only President Obama’s version of engagement vs. 
pre-emptive action, but also include containment. Containing Iran, as we 
contained the Soviet Union during the Cold War, is a legitimate option. In 
a Wall Street Journal essay, Kevin Rudd, a former Australian prime 
minister, explained containment. 
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 “[Y]ou isolate a country, and you contain it, diminish it, internally 
divide it, and sabotage its political leadership.” 
 Since many experts suggest this alternative as the best chance for 
success with an unrepentant, aggressive, totalitarian and anti-American 
Iran, Lew could have said the administration seriously considered that 
option. He also could have said that containment of Iran through tough 
diplomacy and further sanctions will be needed if Iran reneges on the deal 
based on definable metrics. 
 Some claim that if we do not concede a sunset provision, if we do not 
allow continued R&D of advanced centrifuges, or insist on unfettered 
inspections of military bases, the Iranians will walk away and develop a 
nuclear bomb in short order. But Lew should have explained how allowing 
advanced centrifuge research, which dramatically shortens the period of 
nuclear enrichment, is an acceptable concession. 
 Actually, I wish someone would acknowledge that, like North Korea, 
India and Pakistan, we know Iran will develop a bomb at any time of its 
choosing – deal or no deal. As Michael Oren wrote in his new book, “The 
summer of 2012 indeed seemed the last opportunity to attack [Iran].” 
 The key difference today is that if the United States signs an 
unenforceable deal without the will to impose consequences for non-
compliance, we will legitimize 25 years of illicit behavior. We also take 
responsibility for massive nuclear proliferation in the region that will 
endanger Israel and our Arab allies, and our own long-term strategic 
interests. 
 I wish Lew had reassured the audience that we could count on him as 
the person in charge of enforcing sanctions and that he would lobby the 
president to re-impose sanctions if Iran reneged on the deal. 

One can only hope.    (Jerusalem Post Jun 24) 
The author is the director of MEPIN (Middle East Political and 
Information Network), a Middle East research analysis read by members of 
Congress, their foreign policy advisers, members of the Knesset, journalists 
and organizational leaders. He regularly briefs members of Congress on 
issues related to the Middle East. 
 

 
A Dangerous Document           By Smadar Bat Adam 
   There is no easy way to say this, but the U.N. Human Rights Council 
report on Operation Protective Edge, composed by a fact-finding mission 
headed by Judge Mary McGowan Davis, was a childish endeavor. 
 The report determined that any piece of information Israel provided was 
"unverifiable," while the material presented by Palestinian or pro-
Palestinian organizations were facts set in stone. Honestly, It does not take 
a genius to understand that one needs just a tad more common sense to at 
least try to conceal the bias against Israel in this inquiry.  
 The problem begins with the framework. The basic assumption, that 
Israel still occupies the Gaza Strip, completely ignores the truth: Israel 
disengaged from Gaza a decade ago, providing its residents with complete 
autonomy that afforded them the ability, under the right leadership, to 
prosper.  
 The same basic bias extends to defining Hamas only as an "alleged" 
terror organization, which completely ignores a decade of rocket fire and 
terrorist attacks against innocent Israelis. Further, the mission completely 
disregarded the governmental corruption and the terror Hamas has been 
inflicting on its own people. 
 The report, for all its conclusions, could have been a truly amusing 
document, if not for the fact that it poses a danger to the free world, as it 
allows terrorist organizations the use of democratic instruments and rules to 
which they do not subscribe. 
 Juxtaposing a terrorist organization and a democratic state calls into 
question the views of some of the world's most renowned intellectuals and 
philosophers who have shaped ethics and the principles of justice 
throughout human history.  
 The 17th century English philosopher Thomas Hobbes, best known for 
his book "Leviathan," presented human history as a struggle for survival 
and accumulation of power, and argued that civil peace and social unity are 
best achieved by committing to a social contract or a treaty. 
 To what kind of human rights treaty, valid in times of war or peace, has 
Hamas ever subscribed? Does this report truly suggest that the Western 
world adopt values such as martyrdom as a way to realize the essence of 
man? 
 In his book "Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals," written in the 
18th century, Immanuel Kant, one of the most important philosophers in 
modern times, claimed that when trying to determine the nature of one's 
actions, the moral individual must first ask himself whether his standards 
are universal or can be applied universally.  
 Clearly, the forces driving the U.N. to ignore fatal blows to human 
rights, especially in the Muslim world, and present Israel as a top human 
rights violator, are not interested in ethics and morals any more than they 
are interested in Kant's philosophy. 
 This is unequivocally expressed in the document calling for an 
International Criminal Court investigation of Israel and Hamas, knowing 
that issuing arrest warrants or applying political pressure on the terrorist 
organization, which already conducts itself in secret, would be meaningless, 
while on the other hand, accusing Israel and its leaders of war crimes would 
have far-reaching ramifications.  

 The prominence given to terrorism-sponsoring countries and terrorist 
organizations in the U.N. and its various institutions is tantamount to 
extinguishing the great light of democracy.   (Israel Hayom Jun 24) 
  

 
Keep Visiting Judea and Samaria     By Yohai Damari 
   Last Friday, Danny Gonen, a great young man full of heart, was 
murdered after visiting a spring in Judea and Samaria. Before his blood 
was even dry, accusations started to fly that Gonen and his friend who 
survived the attack had been irresponsible for daring to go an excursion in 
the Binyamin region, located across the Green Line. 
 A number of media commentators were quick to reassure us that the 
vicious terrorist attack had been carried out by a "lone wolf" acting on his 
own accord. In the same breath, they had the gall to condemn Gonen and 
his friend for visiting a "dangerous" area.  
 Forgive my skepticism, but I bet these same commentators are prone 
to making such hollow statements even at times when terrorist attacks 
have not taken place. After all, in their view, every attack in Judea and 
Samaria is the fault of the victim. According to this line of thought, 
Israelis who visit Judea and Samaria are entering a land that is not theirs, 
trampling on Arab history and destroying the homes of the land's original 
inhabitants. This nonsense is repeated over and over and, even though it 
has no basis in fact, it has permeated into the Israeli public's 
consciousness. And due to this, we continue to argue among ourselves, 
even after Hamas issued a statement praising the "martyr with pure hands" 
who murdered Gonen. 
 Throughout history, Zionists have not fled from areas where they have 
come under attack. Any area we do not visit will become a hornet's nest, 
and any road we do not travel on will turn into a road of death. This is not 
conjecture, but rather fact.  
 In the past year, hundreds of thousands of Jews visited Judea and 
Samaria. They prayed at holy sites, picked fruit, swam in springs and 
toured historic sites such as Susya and Tel Shiloh. From the hills of Judea 
and Samaria, these visitors enjoyed panoramic views of the entire State of 
Israel. 
 This must continue. Keep visiting Judea and Samaria, while increasing 
security. 
 Our precious IDF soldiers -- our children -- are on the ground. They 
protect Judea and Samaria just as they do the Golan Heights, the Gaza 
border area and Jerusalem. If we did not visit a part of the country due to 
terrorist threats, we would never leave our homes. If we are afraid, our 
enemies will be emboldened. We must be vigilant, with open eyes and 
ears, and we must fully abide by the orders of security forces in the field. 
But we must not give into our enemies who are trying to defeat us. 
 The story of each and every Jew is found in Judea and Samaria. These 
areas are the reason we returned to the land of Israel, rather than going to 
Uganda or anywhere else in the world. 
 The people of Israel will continue to travel throughout all parts of their 
country, as they should. This is the only way.   (Israel Hayom Jun 23) 
The writer is the head of the Har Hebron Regional Council. 
  

 
Obama, Netanyahu, Human Rights and Barbie   By Shawn Zelig Aster 
  The war of words between US President Barack Obama and Prime 
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu is nothing new. But in the past several 
weeks it has reached new heights. In President Obama’s televised address 
to Israelis, he framed the dispute as one over values, doubting 
Netanyahu’s sincerity in creating a Palestinian state. He expressed his 
concern for the Palestinian child in Ramallah whose rights are denied by 
the lack of such a state. In arguing for the hearts of minds of Israelis and 
American Jews, President Obama positions himself as the defender of 
values. Given the supreme importance that the Jewish experience accords 
to human rights, American Jews seem inclined to agree with this position, 
and wonder why Israelis would support a prime minister who seems 
opposed to human rights. 
 A look into my house on a recent Tuesday night (May 26) might 
explain why so many of us support Netanyahu’s government. We live in 
Beersheba, a city of 180,000 about 50 km from the Gaza fence. At 9 p.m., 
I saw the news that rockets had fallen in Gan Yavne, a smaller city about 
40 km northwest. 
 “The Barbies need to go,” I told my 10-year-old daughter. 
 “Why?” she understandably asked. 

She’d done her homework, why couldn’t she play Barbie? My two 
daughters’ bedroom is our house’s “safe room,” a 12 square meter 
addition at the back of the house made out of reinforced concrete on 
pillars reaching bedrock. The safe room is designed to withstand rocket 
attacks, even if the rest of the house collapses. 
 “Because we may all need to sleep in here tonight and we can’t sleep 
on top of the Barbies,” I explained. 
 She protested. I let my wife handle the discussion, while I tried to seal 
the heavy steel shutters on the window. 
 In a rocket attack, we have 60 seconds to get the girls, the baby and 
ourselves into the safe room and seal the windows and the door. Those 60 
seconds are our luxury – cities closer to Gaza only have 30 seconds, and 
the towns close to the fence have virtually no warning. 



 The shutters stuck, and wouldn’t move, even with WD-40. I began to 
panic – we might be next in line after Gan Yavne. My wife is better at 
mechanical things than I am so I asked her to try moving the window while 
I spoke to our daughter. By 9:15, the Barbies were in a heap in the corner, 
the window was closed and my daughter was not happy. We were lucky – 
no rockets that night. 
 But then on June 3, more rockets landed about 40 km west of us, the 
result of an internal dispute between various jihadi groups in Gaza. And 
another volley was fired June 6. We don’t know when we’ll get hit, or 
whether the window will stick again. 
 And we’re lucky: most families in Beersheba don’t have $30,000 to 
build a “safe room,” and live without one. As do most kindergartens in 
Beersheba and in dozens of other towns throughout Israel’s south. 
 Netanyahu’s defense minister, Moshe Ya’alon, has adamantly declared 
that “Israel will not tolerate a drizzle of rockets.” It’s because of statements 
like this, and the actions that stand behind them, that we voted for 
Netanyahu. 

The result of taking the rocket threat seriously is Netanyahu’s pre-
election statement, which elicited President Obama’s ire: No Palestinian 
state can be established because jihadi elements will operate in any territory 
from which Israel withdraws. This statement represents the reality in which 
we live. Israel withdrew from Gaza, handed it to the Palestinian Authority, 
and Hamas took control. 
 Another aspect of that reality is Netanyahu’s statements on May 28 to 
the effect that in any agreement, an Israeli military presence in the Jordan 
Valley and in other areas of the West Bank would be necessary. 
 In his recent interview with Israeli television, President Obama panned 
these statements as creating conditions which make a Palestinian state 
impossible. But a similar point of view was expressed during the recent 
elections by former general Amos Yadlin, the candidate of Israel’s left-
leaning Labor Party for defense minister, and represents a broad Israeli 
consensus. 
 The impossibility of an Israeli military withdrawal from the West Bank 
is part of the reality in which we live. Our experience in Gaza has taught us 
that indeed, an Israeli military withdrawal from the West Bank will result in 
rockets being fired from the West Bank. 
 President Obama has spoken extensively in praise of the efforts of 
Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas to control violent 
extremists in the West Bank, much of which is under Abbas’ control. And 
indeed, no rockets have been fired from the West Bank. But all military 
analysts agree that despite extensive efforts by US Lt. Gen. Keith Dayton to 
train Abbas’ forces, Hamas is becoming more popular in the West Bank. 
 They agree that an Israeli withdrawal would likely lead to a Hamas 
takeover, and to Israel receiving rocket fire both from the West Bank and 
from Gaza. 
 During last year’s negotiations between Netanyahu and Abbas, 
brokered by the Americans, an American official was quoted as saying that 
“Israel has no security problems.” But this ignores the asymmetric nature of 
the threat that rockets pose. They are not a threat to Israel’s well-equipped 
military, and are unlikely to result in a quick collapse of the country. 
 But they pose a constant and real threat to civilians, to hundreds and 
thousands of regular families like ours, and to the peace and serenity of 
everyday life. 
 They scare us because the threats are real. Despite the American-funded 
Iron Dome missile defense program, which shoots down 90 percent of 
incoming rockets, civilians in rural areas outside Beersheba were killed by 
rockets in the last Gaza war (July 2014). In the previous war (November 
2012), a couple from Kiryat Malachi, 30 km north, were killed when they 
didn’t make it to the safe room in time. We have gone through countless 
moments of terror, wondering if we can get the kids into the room and the 
doors and window closed in the 60 seconds we have. When we hear the 
siren, we know that chances are that we won’t get killed because the rocket 
will be shot down or land somewhere else. But there’s a real chance that we 
or our children will be killed. 
 Shaped by a common Jewish experience, we share American Jewry’s 
concern for human rights. We would like the Palestinian child in Ramallah 
to enjoy the right to self-determination.  But our more recent experience 
teaches us that there is a zero-sum game between Palestinian self-
determination and the life, safety and sanity of our children. And in that 
zerosum game, we unreservedly back the life, safety and sanity of our 
children, and postpone Palestinian self-determination to some future time. 
And we therefore unreservedly back Netanyahu against Obama. 
 If American Jews want to advance that time, they need to think about a 
realistic deal in which Palestinian self-determination is balanced against the 
very real threats we face. Such a deal would recognize that an Israeli 
military withdrawal from the West Bank is not a reasonable possibility in 
the foreseeable future. That is not a position that Palestinian leaders like 
Abbas have been willing to tolerate, and President Obama supports Abbas 
in this respect. Maybe it’s time for American Jews to engage their president 
and political leaders on creating a realistic agreement in which limited 
Palestinian autonomy will co-exist with Israeli military control of much of 
the West Bank. Such an agreement doesn’t ignore Palestinian human rights, 
but balances the right to self-determination against other historical 
American values, like the right of Palestinian and Israeli children to enjoy 
life, liberty and the pursuit of Barbie.    (Jerusalem Post Jun 24) 

The author is a senior lecturer at a major Israeli university. 
  

 
Blowback from the Oren Revelations       By Isi Leibler 
   The fierce reactions to Kulanu MK and former Ambassador to the 
U.S. Michael Oren's evaluation of the Obama administration in his new 
book, and in particular to the three articles he penned, titled "How Obama 
abandoned Israel," "Why Obama is wrong about Iran being 'rational' on 
nukes" and "How Obama opened his heart to the 'Muslim world,'" were 
predictable. He has enraged the administration, created enormous anxiety, 
and polarized a situation within the American Jewish community. 
 Publication coincided with the U.S. Supreme Court upholding the 
administration's right to overrule a bipartisan congressional decision that 
required the State Department to allow U.S. citizens born in Jerusalem to 
designate on their passports that they were born in Israel. Instead, the 
administration is able to perpetuate its practice of refusing to recognize 
that Jerusalem, the capital, is an integral part of Israel.  
 Oren released his book -- already on Amazon's best-seller list -- earlier 
than scheduled. He hoped that it would impact on Congress and strengthen 
its resolve if, as appears likely, President Barack Obama continues his 
path of capitulation toward Iran. Left unblocked, this path will enable Iran 
-- the most dangerous global terrorist entity in the world, which makes no 
secret of its determination to wipe Israel off the face of the earth -- to 
emerge as a nuclear-armed power. 
 The decision by Oren to express his damning evaluation of the nature 
and motivations of Obama's diplomatic abandonment of Israel, without 
inhibitions, stunned all who had either been engaged or followed events in 
the Middle East. Until now, much of what Oren outlined has been 
discussed quietly in Jewish quarters, but by and large, the community's 
leaders preferred to bury their heads in the sand and declined to publicly 
express their apprehensions.  
 Oren made it clear that Obama maintained and even strengthened the 
defense relationship with Israel. But, notwithstanding a few exceptions 
such as statements he made at the United Nations and during his visit to 
Israel, from the day of his inauguration he systematically pursued his 
objective to create daylight between Israel and the United States in order 
to build bridges with the Islamic world. Oren stressed that while "nobody 
has a monopoly on making mistakes," and Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu as well as Obama had made mistakes, it was Obama who 
deliberately acted to weaken and "jettison" the relationship.  
 Oren cites chapter and verse of Obama's humiliation of Netanyahu and 
his double standards in continuing to condemn Israel and not even once 
confronting the PA and Abbas, thus reinforcing Palestinian extremism and 
encouraging their intransigence and refusal to compromise. He points to 
Obama's use of the word "appalling" in reference to Israel's activity in the 
last Gaza war, and his chilling delay of arms shipments to the IDF during 
the war.  
 He notes that Obama does not even accuse those who perpetrated the 
murderous attack on the kosher delicatessen in Paris of engaging in anti-
Semitism, preferring to condemn them as "vicious zealots who ... 
randomly shot a bunch of folks in a deli." In his Foreign Policy article, 
Oren speculates that Obama's abandonment by his mother's Muslim 
husbands prompted him in his later life to seek acceptance from their co-
religionists. 
 The response from the administration was, predictably, one of outrage. 
There were demands for apologies, and Dan Shapiro, the U.S. ambassador 
to Israel, who effectively called Oren a liar, requested that Netanyahu 
condemn and dissociate himself from the remarks. The prime minister's 
response was that Oren was not speaking on behalf of the government and 
that he did not intend to comment. 
 Netanyahu has been treated far more shabbily by Obama and his 
administration than any leader of a rogue state. Only a few months ago, he 
was described as "chickenshit" by senior personnel, and former senior 
peace negotiator Ambassador Martin Indyk has repeatedly slandered and 
debased him. However, at no stage did we hear any repudiation by Obama 
of these constant vile attacks on a purported ally.  
 Under pressure from Shapiro, some ministers dissociated themselves 
and even condemned Oren. Finance Minister Moshe Kahlon, the head of 
Oren's Kulanu party, criticized Oren and perhaps went overboard when he 
reaffirmed his "sincere appreciation for President Obama's efforts to stand 
by Israel and defend its interests." There was also criticism from Public 
Security and Strategic Affairs Minister Gilad Erdan and Deputy Foreign 
Minister Tzipi Hotovely. 
 Although the administration has bitterly condemned Oren and accused 
him of distorting reality, there has been a distinct absence of articles 
refuting him, for the simple reason that the facts he presented cannot be 
denied. In fact, Democrat Alan Dershowitz has explicitly endorsed Oren's 
view that the Obama administration deliberately sought to damage the 
relationship between the U.S. and Israel. 
 Needless to say, the liberals are now up in arms, shrieking against an 
ambassador whom they admired and considered had been appointed to the 
post because of his liberal inclinations. He published articles in the left-
wing media and the liberal Jewish weekly The Forward named him as one 
of the five most influential American Jews in the world. He campaigned 
vigorously against Netanyahu before the election. Even now he expresses 



the hope that Hillary Clinton will be elected as the next U.S. president. It is 
therefore impossible to write him off as a right-winger. 
 The most consistent rebuttal of Oren by the administration and liberals 
are pathetic attempts to personally besmirch him as a hedonist and 
opportunist willing to sell his soul to promote sales of his book to 
conservative Republicans who despise their president. 
 The greatest impact, which has yet to be fully assessed, is within the 
Jewish community. Oren does not mince words about his abhorrence with 
the manner in which certain Jewish "liberals" in the administration and 
media, such as Thomas Friedman and Leon Wieseltier, have goaded Obama 
to toughen his attitude toward Israel.  
 I predict that when the dust settles, nothing will change with the far-
Left liberals whose veneration of Obama is almost messianic. But among 
more open-minded pro-Israel Democrats, Oren is likely to have a profound 
impact and will hopefully encourage some of them to review their position. 
The conservatives will of course claim that they were always on the right 
side of the angels, and that Oren is merely stating what they have been 
saying for years. 
 What is more important is what impact Oren's public revelations will 
have on the Jewish leaders. Many of them are deeply distressed by Oren's 
outbursts. Aside from the Anti-Defamation League's retiring chief, Abe 
Foxman, dismissing Oren's views as "conspiracy theories with an element 
of pseudo psychoanalysis," little is being publicly said, but there is 
undoubtedly intense discussion taking place behind the scenes.  
 Many claim that this will drive the administration into a frenzy and 
intensify the anti-Israeli diplomatic moves. There is a case for this attitude 
but surely -- especially in light of the additional revelations by Oren -- 
quietly sitting on the sidelines has proved to be and remains the wrong 
approach. Now, albeit belatedly, is the time to speak up, promoting the case 
for Israel and respectfully, honestly and publicly rebutting Obama's 
distorted and one-sided approach. 
 Hopefully it will strengthen and unite the committed Jewish 
community, and it may even have a major positive impact on Congress as 
the Iranian capitulation policy comes to a head. For many Americans and 
congressmen the revelations of Oren will come as a shock to them. 
 It is too early to tell, but Oren's intervention may have long-term 
positive repercussions impacting on the balance of Obama's term of office 
as well as long-standing American policy. We can only pray that will be the 
outcome.    (Israel Hayom Jun 24) 
 

 
Iran: The Last Lap         By Mortimer B. Zuckerman 

The great showdown between Iran and the Western powers is supposed 
to result in final nuclear agreement by June 30. By July 1, Iran will have 
clearly, firmly and irrevocably committed to forsaking its long-denied 
ambition to build nuclear missiles and the US and its five partners (Russia, 
China, the UK, France and Germany) will have agreed to end sanctions. Or 
not. 
 Nerves are frayed. Israel fears it will be betrayed by US President 
Barack Obama’s eagerness to have Iran come in out of the cold to be “a 
very successful regional power.” Michael Oren, the former Israeli 
ambassador to the US, expressed the anxiety in a preview in The Wall 
Street Journal of his forthcoming history of US-Israel relations. 
 He does not spare Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu for serial 
blunders, but his assessment is that Obama abandoned our long-time ally 
Israel when he began negotiating secretly for months “with an irrational, 
genocidal regime.” It would be fair to paraphrase this shocking revelation 
as saying that when Obama said he had Israel’s back, he was referring to 
where he planted the dagger  
  Maybe there is a bout of nerves in Tehran too, newly inflamed by the 
revelations that someone bugged all the hotel rooms in Lausanne, 
Switzerland where Iranian negotiators conferred. We don’t know what the 
spooks learned, but it may well have unnerved Iran’s leaders. 
 The dilemma we always had with Iran is whether to take its leaders at 
their word – or rather, which word to take them at. Now they seem to be 
making an attempt to assure the P5+1 nations that they are on the level in 
not wishing to go nuclear. It is more than 10 years since Ayatollah Ali 
Khamenei promulgated a fatwa declaring nuclear weapons immoral. Such 
an edict is exalted in Iran as coming from the highest religious authority. 
And now, as the negotiators meet in Vienna to put flesh on the bones of the 
Lausanne framework, there is a reaffirmation from a general of the 
Revolutionary Guards, which counts a great deal in Iran’s power system. 
According to The Jerusalem Post, Brig. Gen. Hossein Salami insisted on the 
sacred nature of the fatwa. “The edict is a principled, moral position before 
it is a technical one,” he was quoted as saying at a defense conference at a 
Tehran university last week, adding that instead of a nuclear weapon, Iran 
would aim to develop its arsenal of precision guided missiles that minimize 
civilian casualties. 
 Nerves are frayed in Washington, too. 

US Secretary of State John Kerry was quoted in The New York Times a 
few days ago on the eve of his return to the final sessions in Vienna 
suggesting that it was no longer a priority for the P5+1 powers to insist Iran 
come clean about the nuclear military work it has been doing all these years 
while mimicking ignorance. Learning just what mischief Iran has been up 
to is regarded as crucial by the International Atomic Energy Agency – 

indeed an essential point of tracing the veracity of the pledges Iran is now 
expected to make on keeping its commitment. 
 Well it still is if Iran is to have any hope of being relieved of 
sanctions, a huge boost that will still further enhance its power. Now the 
State Department has clarified that the US and its partners still want to 
know – and how right they are. 
 But it is hard to reconcile this principled position with Iran’s “death to 
Israel,” “death to America” rhetoric; with the plan the supreme leader 
detailed to drive every Jew out of Israel; and indeed with Iran’s decades of 
nuclear deception. If the ayatollah has imposed this exalted position on the 
country, why are his ministers giving such a hard time to the US, Russian, 
Chinese, French, British and German negotiators who have spent so much 
time and energy trying to pin them down? What does it do for mutual trust 
when immediately after Lausanne, the ayatollah rants about Americans as 
snakes in the grass – duplicitous, deceiving and untrustworthy – and then 
the framework agreement is vigorously misremembered by Tehran? Kerry 
is not a mythmaker. 
 Iran’s prevarications should remind us that while we would welcome 
the enterprise and creativity of the Iranian people in the community of 
nations, the regime is certainly repressive. 
 Irwin Cotler, co-chair of the Inter-Parliamentary Group for Human 
Rights in Iran – whose members last month heard witness testimony at the 
Fourth Annual Iran Accountability Week – warned earlier this month that 
“nuclear negotiations have been overshadowing if not sanitizing the 
Iranian regime’s massive domestic repression.” Iran leads the world in 
executions per capita, with 400 people killed in 2015 alone. The scene 
from Homeland was fiction, but the dramatization of the character 
Nicholas Brody strung up by a crane in a public square was an 
unforgettable illustration of actual wanton cruelty inflicted week after 
week in Iran. 
 On taking office, Iranian President Hassan Rouhani released some 
political prisoners as a gesture, but the rate of executions has increased. 
Cruel and inhuman treatment is inflicted on women, including stoning and 
flogging. 
 Lawyers are arrested and imprisoned “for no other reason than they 
have defended victims of human rights violations,” as Cotler, who is a 
member of the Canadian Parliament, has put it. 
 Iran’s jails hold more than 900 political prisoners under threat of 
execution: human rights defenders, ethnic and religious leaders, 
journalists, bloggers, students, trade union heads – the leaders of Iranian 
civil society. Three Americans are prisoners including, notoriously, 
Washington Post correspondent Jason Rezaian, accused of espionage, a 
charge regarded as ridiculous by press freedom groups. He has been in 
prison for nearly a year with only a pair of closed-door hearings, one in 
May and one in June. (A third is reportedly planned.) It’s the nature of the 
regime and its history that makes it imperative for the P5+1 to hold fast on 
a number of key issues as way stations en route to the prize that Iran 
seeks: relief from sanctions. 
1. Transparency. Iran must ease access to sites immediately as required 
by the Additional Protocol agreed in Lausanne and implement Code 3.1 of 
the 1974 Safeguard Agreements, which imposes a requirement of advance 
notice to the IAEA in Vienna of any intention to build any new nuclear 
facility. And the history of Iran’s covert military activity can no longer be, 
well, covert. 
2. Enriched Uranium. Iran had agreed to export enriched uranium to 
Russia so that for 15 years at least it would never have more than 300 
kilograms. 
 The deal broke down. The IAEA recently reported Iran’s stockpile had 
risen by 20 percent. This is unacceptable. The agency found no evidence 
of cheating in a rush to develop a bomb; indeed Iran had halted work on 
other facilities. 
 But one Iranian negotiator, Abbas Araqchi, now says there’s no 
question of shipping the fuel abroad. So what’s going on? Is there a bug in 
the system? 3. Arak. Secure a timetable for shutting down the heavy water 
reactor at Arak, having its redesign approved by the IAEA and the US and 
its spent fuel sent to another country. 
4. Fordow. The scary Fordow plant, which was deliberately built 
underground to protect it from bombing, is to be converted to a scientific 
laboratory. 
 The Israelis want it shut entirely so it can’t be reused as a safe haven 
for nuclear development. One way or the other, we must ensure that 
bomb-related research and development is not possible there. 
5. Sanctions. Iran demands that sanctions cease as soon as there’s a final 
agreement. No way. The elaborately tough sanctions squeeze was a big 
international cooperative effort and its dismantling is a big prize. It should 
happen only when the IAEA is satisfied with the big initial steps on 
transparency and access, with the plans for conversion of Fordow and 
Arak and with an assured ceiling for Iran’s stockpile of enriched uranium. 

In short, the sanctions shouldn’t be lifted until road blocks to a bomb 
are in place. 
 If we do go down this road of giving Iran a chance to behave in a 
civilized manner, let’s keep in mind the adage that experience is a 
wonderful thing it enables you to recognize a mistake when you make it 
again.   (Jerusalem Post June 22) 
The writer is the chairman of US News & World Report. 


