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Dear Readers: 
 In addition to Tisha B’Av this week we also commemorate the tenth 
yarzeit for the communities of Gush Katif and the Northern Shomron. 
Hashem Yerachem. Hence the orange background.     – Ed. 
 

Commentary… 

 
Is the Temple Mount Ours?       By Nadav Shragai 
 The Temple Mount. The month of Av 5775. Exactly 1,945 years since 
the destruction of the Second Temple. The images are difficult to see, 
almost inconceivable. Reminiscent more of Tehran or Gaza than Israel in 
2015. The following is a textual interpretation of what the camera lens has 
been recording for months. All rights reserved to the Muslim websites that 
have been proudly documenting the scene. These are images that you will 
not find in the Israeli media.  
 The facade of the Dome of the Rock: A huge Hamas billboard features 
a masked fighter, a (fake) rendition of the dog tags belonging to fallen 
Israeli soldiers Shaul Oron and Hadar Goldin (whose body parts have been 
held by Hamas for over a year), and a drawing of a clenched fist detaching 
itself from handcuffs.  
 True sights from mosque courtyards: Women carrying photos of 
terrorists in their hands; children holding toy guns and rifles in menacing 
poses; youngsters waving Hamas and PLO flags; a masked man climbing to 
the top of Al-Aqsa mosque and planting a Palestinian flag atop it; a group 
of young people, whose shirts feature an image of Egypt's deposed Muslim 
Brotherhood President Mohammed Morsi, waving Muslim Brotherhood 
flags; masked women standing at the entrance of the Dome of the Rock.  
 Also: Calls of "Khaibar Khaibar ya Yahud, jaysh Muhammad sawfa 
ya'ud," which means "remember Khaibar, Jews. Muhammad will return" -- 
an implicit call to murder Jews. Islamic State is also in the picture: A group 
photo featuring smiling faces and thumbs up signs supporting the 
organization that likes to decapitate. And no essay would be complete 
without the new-old libel suggesting that Jews make matzah out of 
children's blood.  
 There are also giant portraits of Yasser Arafat and Mahmoud Abbas 
and calls of "ya Qassam, ya ayouni, blow up Tel Aviv and Kiryat Shmona."  
 Meanwhile, the mount is generally closed to Jews. On the odd occasion 
that Jews are permitted entry, the wait in line in interminable, and only 
small groups are allowed in, accompanied by heavy security and facing a 
barrage of insults and curses from bands of paid assaulters. The Jews are 
not permitted to respond. They cannot react. They are prohibited from 
moving their lips in prayer, even if they make no sound. They are not 
permitted to close their eyes, lest the Muslims interpret this as prayer. They 
are not even allowed to say "Allahu akbar" the way the Muslims do. They 
are not allowed to bring apples onto the mount lest they bless the fruit.  
 One Jew, who cannot hold it in any longer, breaks down crying at the 
sight, but he is quickly removed from the area for fear that his tears will 
"disturb the peace."  
 Nowadays, even the secular Israelis are not spared. The Muslims have 
learned to distinguish the Israelis from the tourists and recently barred Jews 
from drinking at the water fountain on the northern side or the mount. And 
the press? Near complete silence. These hate crimes are of no interest to 
journalists.  
 The Temple Mount is the heart, but we have lost our head.  
 Tisha B'Av 5775. The Temple Mount is not in our hands, it is in theirs. 
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, Education Minister Naftali Bennett, 
Justice Minister Ayelet Shaked and Public Security Minister Gilad Erdan -- 
are you in power or is this a dream?   (Israel Hayom Jul 23) 
 

 

 
 
 
The Iran Deal’s Collapsing 
Rationale      By Bret Stephens  

The Iran deal is supposed to 
prevent a nuclear-arms race in the 
Middle East. So what better way to 
get that ball of hopefulness rolling 
than by arming our regional allies to 

the teeth?  
 “The U.S. is specifically looking at ways to expedite arms transfers to 
Arab states in the Persian Gulf and is accelerating plans for them to 
develop an integrated regional ballistic missile defense capability,” the 
Journal’s Carol Lee and  Gordon Lubold reported Monday. The goal, they 
add, is to prevent the Saudis “from trying to match Tehran’s nuclear 
capabilities.” 
 Let’s follow this logic. If the Iran deal is as fail-safe as President  
Obama claims, why not prove it by giving the Saudis exactly the same 
nuclear rights that Iran is now to enjoy? Why race to prevent an ally from 
developing a capability we have just ceded to an enemy? What’s the point 
of providing the Saudis with defense capabilities they presumably don’t 
need? 
 A hypochondriac convinced he has cancer isn’t usually offered a 
course of chemotherapy. What we have here is ObamaCare for Arabia. 
 The deal is also supposed to preserve the options of a future U.S. 
president in the event that Iran should go for a bomb. On this point, the 
president is explicit. “If, in a worst-case scenario, Iran violates the deal,” 
he said last week, “the same options that are available to me today will be 
available to any U.S. president in the future.” 
 Here the claim is false by the president’s own admission. The promise 
of the deal is that it is supposed to give the world at least a year’s notice 
that Iran is seeking a bomb. But once the terms of the deal expire, so does 
the notice period. “At that point,” Mr. Obama acknowledged to NPR’s  
Steve Inskeep, “the breakout times would have shrunk almost down to 
zero.” That’s not true today. 
 On Thursday, Moscow confirmed that it will proceed with the sale to 
Iran of its state-of-the-art S-300 surface-to-air missile system, 
notwithstanding the deal’s supposed five-year arms embargo on Iran and 
over no objections from the White House. The sale means that a future 
president ordering airstrikes against Iran would do so against an adversary 
that can shoot American planes out of the skies. That’s also not true today. 
 What about “snap back sanctions”? This is the make-believe 
mechanism whereby the slightest Iranian infraction will swiftly be 
detected and countered by a majority vote of a special multilateral 
committee that will instantly and forcefully reapply all the sanctions that 
were previously lifted. 
 Because this is how multilateral committees across the ages have 
always worked. Efficiently and without regard to political or commercial 
considerations.  
 But notice something else about the deal: Just as the U.S. can claim 
the deal is being violated, so too can Iran. If the West gets sanctions snap 
back, Tehran gets what Mark Dubowitz of the Foundation for Defense of 
Democracies calls “nuclear snap back.”  
 In practice, the threat of the latter will inevitably prevent the 
application of the former. Iranian violations of the deal, especially if they 
are technical and incremental, will be tolerated for the sake of preserving 
the deal. Violations will be treated as differences of interpretation as to 
what the deal requires, or as arcane disputes over technical issues, or as 
responses to some Western provocation. Pretexts will be contrived to 
revise the deal to suit new and more expansive Iranian demands. 
Editorialists will enjoin “all parties” to reason and restraint. 
 “When enough bureaucratic prestige has been invested in a policy,”  
Henry Kissinger once wrote, “it is easier to see it fail than to abandon it.” 
That’s the future of the Iran deal.  
 Meantime, Iran gets $150 billion in mostly upfront sanctions relief.  
Susan Rice insists that “for the most part” the money will be spent on “the 
Iranian people and their economy,” an insight the national security adviser 
must have from the same people who briefed her on Benghazi and  Bowe 
Bergdahl. But she also admits that some of the money might be spent on 
Iran’s “bad behavior in the region”—but that’s OK because the nuclear 
deal “was not designed to prevent them from engaging in bad behavior.” 
 Let it be entered into the record that the United States government has 
agreed to release monies that it believes will be used to fund Iran’s 
terrorist proxies. It has done so on the intriguing rationale that, in order to 
prevent the Middle East from becoming a very dangerous place in the 
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future, it is necessary to allow it to become a very dangerous place now. To 
adapt a phrase, the administration believes that it has to destroy a region in 
order to save it. 
 Iran will get its money. It will redouble its bad behavior. And sooner or 
later it will probably get its bomb. The most Congress can do now is to lay 
a political predicate for the next president to disavow the deal. Good luck.     
(Wall Street Journal Jul 20) 
 

 
Obama's Convoluted Logic on Iran      By Moshe Arens   

President Barack Obama is building an impressive case in defense of 
the agreement that has been concluded in Vienna between the P5+1 
negotiators and Iran. In his words, “arguments rejecting the Iran deal defy 
logic” and “they make no sense.” He says the objective of the negotiations 
was to strike a deal that would prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear bomb. 
While the obvious means of attaining this objective was to have Iran 
dismantle the vast infrastructure they have built over the years in the quest 
for a nuclear bomb, Obama argues that the Iranians would not agree to that, 
while a military strike to accomplish that would mean war, which he wants 
to avoid. In other words any deal, no matter how bad, which is acceptable 
to the Iranians, is the best deal possible, and is therefore by definition a 
good deal.  
 That Obama had abandoned his previous position that “all options are 
on the table,” in effect removing the potential threat of a military strike 
against a recalcitrant Iran, was obvious to all, especially the Iranians, before 
the negotiations began. As Obama said in defense of the agreement, war is 
not an option. So what options were left on the table as the negotiations 
proceeded? Actually, none. Arbitrary deadlines that were set for concluding 
an agreement, made it clear that extending the negotiations, while the 
sanctions on Iran continued to soften up the Iranians was also not an option 
on the table. Walking out on the negotiations and ratcheting up the 
sanctions and applying additional pressure, while the Iranian economy self-
destructed, was evidently also not an option. Evidently no options were left 
on the table except for agreeing to the Iranian conditions. And the Iranians, 
really smart negotiators, caught on quickly.  
 An example of the backpedaling which took place in the negotiations is 
the inspection issue. A perfect inspection regime would catch any violation 
of the agreement by the Iranians as they were being committed. Thus 
despite the vast existing nuclear infrastructure the status of the Iranian 
nuclear project could be frozen in time. So the agreement was to provide for 
inspections in Iran “anytime, anyplace.” It was to be an essential element of 
an imperfect agreement. Now, U.S. Undersecretary of State Wendy 
Sherman admits this demand was no more than a rhetorical flourish, and 
they had to settle for inspections to take place 24 days after they would be 
requested of the Iranians.  
 The Iranians may not come up with a nuclear bomb for a while, and 
when they do they may not use it, but the negative effects of the agreement 
on the countries of the Middle East are going to be immediate. It will 
provide Iran with great resources to be used in promoting terrorist 
organizations in the area, terrorist organizations aiming to harm America’s 
allies. It will greatly increase Iran’s nefarious influence in the area. To 
justify this Obama says “Iran will be and should be a regional power.” 
America may yet rue the day it helped to make Iran a regional power. As 
for the effect of growing Iranian influence in the area on America’s allies, 
Obama explains that “it is not the job of the president to solve every 
problem in the Middle East.” The fact is that this agreement will make these 
problems worse, and the first to feel the effect will be Israel and Saudi 
Arabia. They will have to deal with the mess created by the agreement. No 
wonder Bashar Assad, Hezbollah, and Hamas are jubilant.  
 The basic flaw in the negotiating process was the refusal or inability of 
the P5+1 negotiators to realize who they were dealing with, when facing the 
Iranian negotiators receiving their orders from the Supreme Leader, the 
Ayatollah Khamenei. He makes no secret of his intentions – the destruction 
of the State of Israel and “death to America.” It is difficult not to draw a 
comparison with the ill-fated negotiations at Munich in 1938. There too 
Neville Chamberlain and Edouard Daladier were determined to avoid war 
and bring “peace for our time.” They just did not realize who they were 
dealing with.   (Haaretz Jul 19) 
  

 
Rejecting Despair, Confronting Challenges       By Isi Leibler 
 I will not add to the flow of articles that have more than adequately 
analyzed the horrendous long-term consequences of U.S. President Barack 
Obama's capitulation to the Iranian ayatollah, who to this day explicitly 
identifies the destruction of Israel as a primary objective and endorses calls 
of death to America and Israel by his followers.  
 Iran is an Islamic global counterpart to Hitler's dictatorship in its 
fiendish denial of human rights. Yet the U.S. is effectively rewarding and 
reinforcing the leading global promoter of terrorism for its ongoing 
commitment and fanatic determination to undermine the democratic world. 
Beyond transforming Iran into a threshold nuclear state, Obama has 
provided Tehran with $150 billion to intensify its global terrorist activities, 

in addition to the removal of embargoes of conventional arms and ballistic 
missiles, thus bringing European and North American cities into the range 
of Iranian missiles. 
 It has repeatedly been described as "the worst agreement in U.S. 
diplomatic history" and will be recorded as an act of infamy that not 
merely threatens the survival of Israel and the moderate Arab regimes in 
the region but capitulates to a fanatic Islamic terrorist state, some of whose 
leaders would be willing to facilitate a premature paradise for its citizens 
by engaging in suicidal initiatives in order to bring forward the "end of 
days."  
 The U.S. has demeaned itself as a world power and lost the confidence 
of its traditional friends, having witnessed Obama's lies, his repudiation of 
crucial assurances initially made in relation to Iran and his betrayal and 
abandonment of long-standing allies while groveling to rogue states and 
dictatorships. 
 To his credit, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu performed an 
invaluable service over the past decade by single-handedly fighting 
valiantly to prevent what would have been an automatic global acceptance 
of Iran as a full-fledged nuclear power. Without Netanyahu's efforts, the 
sanctions would never have been imposed. Indeed, the civilized world was 
close to forcing the Iranians to back down -- had it not been for Obama's 
inexplicable obsession to engage with the ayatollahs. 
 We must now strategize a new approach. In the short-term, our efforts 
must be directed toward convincing Congress and the American people of 
the diabolical global consequences if this agreement is implemented. 
 The prospects of reversing, or at least introducing additional control or 
supervisory mechanisms instead of blindly trusting the duplicitous 
Iranians, are not good. However, we must do all possible to persuade 
Congress to reject the deal, and if necessary achieve a two-thirds majority 
vote in the House of Representatives and the Senate in order to override 
the president's veto. That would require a substantial number of 
Democrats to join the majority Republicans in opposing their president 
and places special pressure on the 28 Jewish legislators, especially Senator 
Chuck Schumer, who represents a major Jewish constituency but also 
seeks to become the Senate Democratic leader. 
 Such action necessitates Israeli politicians to urgently set aside their 
narrow politics and speak out with one voice in order to neutralize claims 
that it is only right-wing elements in Israeli society that oppose the Iranian 
deal.  
 To his credit, Labor Party Chairman Isaac Herzog has already fully 
endorsed Netanyahu's efforts in opposing the current deal. He has bitterly 
condemned the agreement and stated that he would visit the U.S. and warn 
the Americans that, if consummated, it "will unleash a lion from the cage" 
and enable an "empire of hate and evil" to undermine Israel's security as 
well as global stability.  
 More than ever, the time is now opportune for Herzog to override the 
radicals is his own camp and join a unity government. Were he to assume 
the role of foreign minister, Israel would be speaking with one voice 
which would make an enormous impact on global public opinion. Rumors 
suggest that negotiations are taking place to bring this about, which would 
be welcomed by the overwhelming majority of Israeli citizens. 
 Israel's challenge is to persuade congressional Democrats to stand up 
and if necessary repudiate their own president, not merely because he is 
endangering Israel but because he is undermining the standing and 
security of the United States and paving the way for the emergence of an 
evil global power that could unleash a blight on mankind for future 
generations. 
 The relatively feeble response to date by the traditionally robust 
American Jewish leadership has been a significant factor in failing to 
inhibit Obama from implementing anti-Israeli policies -- at total variance 
with the inclinations of the majority of Americans and their congressional 
leaders.  
 Belatedly, there is now some movement. Howard Kohr, executive 
director of the American Israel Public Affairs Committee, has launched a 
major campaign to persuade Congress to reject the deal. Malcolm 
Hoenlein expressed his personal opposition when he recently visited Israel 
with the newly elected head of the President's Conference. But that 
umbrella body, operating by consensus, has yet to make a clear-cut 
condemnatory statement.  
 To his credit, Abe Foxman of the Anti-Defamation League, in what 
was possibly his last major public statement prior to his retirement, 
condemned the Obama administration outright.  
 Many smaller organizations led by the Zionist Organization of 
America have bitterly protested against Obama's betrayal but most 
American groups responded in a tepid manner, even after Herzog 
forthrightly condemned the deal. 
 The American Jewish Committee headed by David Harris expressed 
concern but avoided calling on members to lobby Congress to veto the 
deal.  
 To their shame, the leadership bodies of the Conservative and Reform 
movements responded with deafening silence, at best, but many of their 
"progressive" rabbis are actively supporting Obama. Needless to say, J 



Street, the "pro-Israel, pro-peace" organization, boasts that it is spending 
millions of dollars to lobby Congress to support the bill. 
 Unless AIPAC succeeds in reversing these trends, the likelihood of 
convincing sufficient Democratic congressmen and senators to form a two 
thirds majority to veto Obama's deal is slim. Obama's despicable decision to 
bypass Congress and have the deal ratified by the United Nations Security 
Council before the 60-day review period has led to bipartisan outrage from 
legislators, with Senator Bob Corker describing the act as "an affront to the 
American people … an affront to Congress and the House of 
Representatives." Pursuing such a provocative path suggests that Obama 
still has concerns about the response of Congress. 
 This will be a tough battle but we must resist defeatism. We must 
remind ourselves that even if this catastrophic agreement is consummated, 
we are not a powerless nation. The majority of Iranians are not all deranged 
Islamists seeking an early paradise and will be deterred by the knowledge 
that we have the capacity to wipe them off the face of the earth should they, 
God forbid, ever employ nuclear weapons against us. 
 In the past, Israel's impressive ingenuity succeeded in thwarting 
threatening challenges. The Israeli citizen is not privy to all strategy but we 
should remain confident and assured that the government is currently 
formulating Plan B -- a tactic that will continue to safeguard the security of 
the Jewish nation, even should this catastrophic deal be consummated. 
 We should also be relieved that Obama's term of office expires in less 
than 18 months. Of course, during that time he may attempt to introduce 
further harmful policies which could create serious difficulties for us. But 
we must remain optimistic: Whoever replaces him will hopefully be a 
major improvement and may seek to quickly initiate measures to prevent 
the mullahs from broadening the scope of their global terrorist campaigns, 
restore equilibrium in the region and regain the confidence of the United 
States' traditional allies, including Israel. 
 In the meantime, we Israelis should unite and remain confident in our 
ability to deter our enemies, defend ourselves and overcome challenges in 
the future as we have in the past.    (Israel Hayom Jul 22) 
 

 
The Emperor is Stark Naked         By Judith Bergman 
  It did not take the Europeans long to approve the Iran nuclear deal. On 
Monday, less than a week after the deal was finalized, the European Union 
had already given its blessing. Given the fact that the EU is a massive body 
consisting of 28 countries that rarely agree on any foreign policy issues, 
certainly not those of such a magnitude, it is rather noteworthy that they 
could find such sweet unison over the most infamous political deal since 
Chamberlain's deal with Hitler.  
 "It is a balanced deal that means Iran won't get an atomic bomb," 
French Foreign Minister Laurent Fabius said, "It is a major political deal."  
 Sure it is.  
 Especially for the likes of France and Germany, which can barely 
contain themselves at the prospect of doing business with the Iranian 
regime. It has been 12 years since the Europeans could legally engage in 
trade with the genocidal, misogynistic, homophobic and generally 
murderous regime of the mullahs and they are not wasting any time, now 
that the opportunity has resurfaced. 
 In fact, the ink was barely dry on the nuclear deal when German Vice 
Chancellor Sigmar Gabriel -- who also happens to be economy and energy 
minister and is therefore as senior a German official as Germany could get 
without actually sending Angela Merkel herself -- rushed himself and a 
group of representatives from German companies and industry groups onto 
a plane for a three-day visit to Iran.  
 Trying, yet utterly failing, to make the trip appear a little more dignified 
than the simple naked greed that it represents, the vice chancellor "urged 
Iran at the start of [the] three-day visit to improve its relationship with 
Israel if it wanted to establish closer economic ties with Germany and other 
Western powers," according to Reuters.  
 If Germany wanted Iran to take that poor show of accommodating 
Israeli concerns seriously, it might have tried to contain itself just a little 
longer to at least see whether the U.S. Congress approves the deal. 
However, as we all know, time is money and the Germans are well known 
for being efficient. 
 Yet, the Germans are far from the only ones lining up for immediate 
business with the Iranians. Fabius is due to visit Iran next week. "I find it 
completely normal that after this historic deal was signed, France and Iran 
should restart normal relations," Fabius said. Before the sanctions took 
effect, French companies Peugeot and Renault were making billions of 
euros from their involvement with the Iranian auto industry. Similarly, 
French company Total was heavily involved in the oil sector. France is not 
missing a beat in bringing this lucrative trade back into la République.  
 The French employers' federation, MEDEF, is due to visit Iran in 
September. So is Austria. The EU, which is eager to find alternative 
suppliers of energy at a time when relations with Russia are rather tense, 
may reopen an EU delegation in Tehran. 
 Notice how the European political elites consider it, in the French 
foreign minister's words, "completely normal" to do business with a 

heinous regime like Iran, which breaks every single rule in the book of 
human rights, the bible from which the Europeans pedantically lecture 
Israel on every possible occasion. It is ostensibly in the name of those very 
same human rights that the EU wants to boycott Israeli products in order 
to avoid choking on an Israeli orange from beyond the Green Line. 
 Yet these days the streets of Europe are eerily quiet and completely 
devoid of protests, as the citizens of Europe demonstrably could not care 
less about the fact that their countries will now once again be trading in a 
major way with the Iranian regime.  
 Where is the outrage, as it becomes increasingly clear that the EU, out 
of commercial considerations for the lucrative trade and oil flowing from 
such a deal, has supported the agreement with Iran? Where are the 
boycotts, divestment and sanctions? Where are the flotillas? 
 What European lawmaker, bureaucrat or ordinary citizen cares at all 
that women and children, political prisoners and homosexuals are tortured 
and summarily executed in Iran, when Iranian oil and money will now 
flow freely into the EU? Is it of any concern to any of the European that 
Iran is a regime with genocidal intentions toward Israel and cares for 
nothing but its own survival? 
  
 The hypocrisy and the double standards have become so thick and 
obvious that Hans Christian Andersen's proverbial emperor is walking 
stark naked through the streets of Europe. However, should a child appear 
to point out that the emperor is not wearing any clothes, no one would care 
to listen.      (Israel Hayom Jul 22) 
 

 
How Could We Have Known: The Jews Who Voted for Obama 
By: Varda Meyers Epstein  

Beginning in 2007, those of us who saw the writing on the wall, began 
campaigning against Obama. We knew he was bad for Israel from the 
things he said in interviews and from the people he hung out with, past 
and present. We posted articles that slammed him on social media and we 
lost friends for our insistent and incessant need to make our case: the one 
that would save Israel and Israeli Jews. 
 We knew he’d be bad for the Jews by the way he spoke about 
settlements and Islam and Iran in a 2007 interview with then editor of the 
Jerusalem Post, David Horovitz. At that time, Obama pooh-poohed, for 
instance, Israel’s need for secure borders saying, “Israel may seek ’67-
plus’ and justify it in terms of the buffer that they need for security 
purposes. They’ve got to consider whether getting that buffer is worth the 
antagonism of the other party.” 
 We knew he’d be bad for the Jews because he associated with people 
like the Reverend Jeremiah Wright who was outspoken in his support for 
both the Jew-hating Louis Farrakhan and Hamas. During an appearance at 
Michigan State University on February 7, 2008, Wright explained the 
creation of the State of Israel as “a political decision made in 1948 to solve 
a European problem of European Jews by putting them in somebody else’s 
country.” 
 We knew he was anti-Israel because he was funded by Saudi 
Billionaire Dr. Khalid al-Mansour, an avowed enemy of Israel. It was al-
Mansour who served as Obama’s patron, smoothing Obama’s way into 
Harvard Law School. 
 We knew Obama hated Israel because former National Security 
Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski, the guy who said, “I think what the Israelis 
are doing today for example in Lebanon is in effect, in effect . . . the 
killing of hostages. The killing of hostages,” endorsed Obama during his 
first presidential campaign. 
 We knew about Obama’s hatred of Israel because he appointed Robert 
Malley, who advocated talks with Hamas, as his foreign policy advisor 
during his first presidential election, subsequently dropping him like a hot 
potato when word leaked out about Malley’s affinity for terrorists. Hoping 
everyone had forgotten by then, Obama appointed Malley to head up the 
White House National Security Council’s Middle East desk, in March. 
 We knew about Obama’s hatred of the Jews because of his ardent 
admiration for Professor Derrick Bell, who, in a 1994 New York Observer 
interview, criticized Henry Louis (Skip) Gates for an op-ed he penned on 
black anti-Semitism for the New York Times: 
 “I was furious. Even if everything he said was true, it was inexcusable 
not to mention what might have motivated blacks to feel this way, and to 
fail to talk about all the Jewish neoconservative racists who are 
undermining blacks in every way they can.” 
 We knew about Obama’s anti-Semitism because of his friendship with 
anti-Israel “Palestinian” radical activist Rashid Khalidi, and the 
subsequent suppression of a tape from a dinner party held as a farewell 
party for Khalidi in 2003, at which one speaker was reported to have 
likened, “Zionist settlers on the West Bank” to Osama bin Laden, 
remarking that both had been “blinded by ideology.” 
 I, for one, am just not buying it that American Jews really didn’t know 
that Obama would be bad for Israel, even as far back as 2007, when 
Obama’s rise to power begins in the run-up to the 2008 election. 
 The truth is, they just didn’t care. Before you blast me for saying that, 



let’s look at some more evidence that Obama would be (and is) bad, not 
only for the Jews and Israel, but for America, too. 
 We knew Obama would be bad for America the minute he said we were 
“five days away from fundamentally transforming America.” We knew he 
would work to do away with American exceptionalism by dint of his far-
left associations with terrorist bombers William Ayers and Bernadine 
Dohrn, and the Stalin-loving Frank Marshall Davis, who filled in for 
Obama’s absentee father. 
 All of these details were known in 2007. As for the 2012 election 
campaign? Well by then, it was no longer even a question: Obama was bad 
news. We knew about Obama’s Cairo speech in which he said that Israel 
was only created to make up for Jewish suffering during the Holocaust. We 
knew about the way Joe Biden castigated Bibi for building in the Haredi 
Jewish neighborhood of Ramat Shlomo in northeast Jerusalem. 
 We knew about the times Obama leaked Israeli intelligence to Iran. We 
knew about the feet up on the desk during a meeting with the Israeli 
delegation, which included Israel’s PM, Benyamin Netanyahu. We knew 
about the freak-out over Bibi’s speech to Congress. We knew about 
Obama’s refusal to name Jerusalem as the capital of Israel and how the 
mostly liberal Supreme Court used a controversial device by Bush, to back 
this non-recognition. 
 You want to tell me you really didn’t know about Obama’s hatred for 
the Jews and for Israel? Sorry, but I’m having trouble buying that story. But 
at the very least, you need to come out from under that rock and get a little, 
um, daylight. You’ve been looking a little pale since Tuesday.    (Jewish 
Press Jul 20) 
  

 
How and Why to Kill the Deal          By Caroline B. Glick  

Washington Post columnist David Ignatius is a reasonable man. After 
hearing back to back interviews with US Secretary of State John Kerry and 
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu about the Obama administration’s pact 
with Iran’s ayatollahs, he tried to balance them out. 
 Speaking Sunday on CBS’s Face the Nation, Ignatius equivocated that 
on the one hand, “My takeaway [from Kerry] is that the details of this deal 
are pretty solid, that it’s been carefully negotiated, that it will hold up for 10 
years or more.” 
 On the other hand, he said, “Netanyahu is right. Iran is a dangerous 
destabilizing force in the Middle East. So somehow good policy seems to 
me to use the deal to cap the nuclear threat that Iran would pose for 10 
years but work on that other problem.” 
 Ignatius’s remarks serve to justify supporting the deal. After all, if 
Obama’s agreement caps Iran’s nuclear program for 10 years, then it’s a 
good thing. As for the other stuff, it can be dealt with separately. 

Unfortunately, while eminently reasonable sounding, Ignatius’s 
analysis is incorrect. Kerry’s details of the deal are beside the point. The big 
picture is the only thing that matters. That picture has two main points. 
 First, the deal guarantees that Iran will develop nuclear weapons. 
Second, it gives $150 billion to the mullahs. 
 The details of the deal – the number of centrifuges that keep spinning, 
the verification mechanisms, the dispute resolution procedures, etc. – are all 
debatable, and largely irrelevant, at least when compared to the two 
irrefutable aspects of the big picture. 
 According to the administration, today Iran needs a year to use the 
nuclear materials it is known to possess to make a nuclear bomb. Other 
sources claim that Iran requires several months to accomplish the task. 
 Since these materials will remain in Iran’s possession under the deal, if 
Iran abandons the agreement, it will need at most a year to build nuclear 
weapons. 
 Then there are the unknown aspects of Iran’s nuclear program. We 
must assume that Iran has ongoing covert nuclear operations in unknown 
installations through which it has acquired unknown capabilities. 
 These capabilities will likely reduce the time Iran requires to make 
bombs. 
 Under the deal, the US and its negotiating partners are required to 
protect Iran’s nuclear assets from sabotage and other forms of attack. They 
are required as well to teach Iran how to develop and use more advanced 
centrifuges. As a consequence, when the agreement expires, Iran will be 
able to build nuclear bombs at will. 
 If Iran remains a threat, the deal bars the US from taking any steps to 
counter it aside from all-out war. 
 The agreement ends the international sanctions regime against Iran. 
With the sanctions goes any prospect of an international coalition joining 
forces to take military action against Iran, if Iran does walk away from the 
deal. So sanctions are gone, deterrence is gone. And that leaves only war. 
 In other words, far from diminishing the chance of war, the deal makes 
it inevitable that Iran will get the bomb or there will be a full scale war, or 
both. 
 Then there is the jackpot payback. 
 Who knows? Maybe the mullahs will use their $150b. to finance new 
women’s universities in Tehran and Mashhad, and a seminary for Islamic 
liberalism in Qom. 

 Or maybe the money will be used to fund insurgencies and proxy wars 
and terror campaigns throughout the region and the world. 
 The extraordinary thing about the deal is that the only person who gets 
a say in how that money is spent is Iran’s dictator Ayatollah Ali 
Khamenei. And Khamenei has been pretty clear about how he intends to 
use the cash. 
 In back to back anti-American rants on Friday and Saturday, 
Khamenei repeatedly threatened the US and extolled calls for its 
destruction. Speaking in front of a banner at Friday prayers which declared 
“We will trample America,” Khamenei praised calls for “Death to 
America.” 
 Saturday he promised to continue to fund and sponsor terrorism and 
proxy wars. Just as notably, he refused to commit to upholding the nuclear 
deal with the US and the other five powers. 
 As far as the Obama administration is concerned, now that the UN 
Security Council has anchored the agreement in a binding resolution and 
so given the force of international law to a deal that guarantees Iran will 
receives the bomb and $150b., the deal is done. It cannot be walked back. 
 But this is not necessarily true. Congress may have more power than it 
realizes to kill the deal before Iran gets the money and before its other 
provisions are implemented. 
 Over the months leading up to the conclusion of negotiations last 
Tuesday, Obama refused to acknowledge that he was negotiating a treaty. 
Rather he said it was nothing more than an executive agreement. 
 Consequently, he argued, the US Senate’s sole authority to ratify 
treaties by two-thirds majority would be inapplicable to the deal with Iran. 
 Obama also said he would further sideline Congress by anchoring the 
deal in a binding UN Security Council resolution. This resolution would 
force Obama’s successor to uphold the deal after he leaves office. 
 Obama mitigated his position slightly when Senator Bob Corker, 
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, drafted the Corker-
Cardin bill with veto-proof majorities in both houses. The bill, which 
Obama reluctantly signed into law, requires Obama to submit the deal to 
an up or down vote in both houses. If more than two thirds of Senators and 
Congressmen oppose it, then the US will not abrogate its unilateral 
sanctions against Iran. 
 In other words, Obama agreed that if Congress turned the Constitution 
on its head by replacing the two-thirds Senate majority required to 
approve a treaty with a two-thirds bicameral majority necessary to 
disapprove his executive agreement – then he wouldn’t go to the Security 
Council until after Congress voted. 
 When Obama betrayed his pledge and went to the Security Council on 
Monday, he gave Congress an opening to reconsider its position, ditch the 
restrictive Corker-Cardin law and reassert the Senate’s treaty approving 
authority. 
 As former US federal prosecutor Andrew McCarthy argued in 
National Review last week, by among other things canceling the weapons 
and missile embargoes on Iran, the six-power deal with Iran went well 
beyond the scope of the Corker-Cardin law, which dealt only with nuclear 
sanctions relief. As a consequence, Congress can claim that there is no 
reason to invoke it. 
 Rather than invoke Corker-Cardin, Congress can pass a joint 
resolution determining that the deal with Iran is a treaty and announce that 
pursuant to the US Constitution, the Senate will schedule a vote on it 
within 30 days. Alternatively, Congress can condition the Iran deal’s legal 
stature on the passage of enabling legislation – that requires simple 
majorities in both houses. 
 Dan Darling, foreign policy adviser to Republican Senator and 
presidential hopeful Rand Paul wrote Monday that senators can use Senate 
procedure to force the Foreign Relations Committee to act in this manner. 
Darling argued that House Speaker John Boehner can either refuse to 
consider the deal since it is a treaty, or insist on passing enabling 
legislation under normal legislative procedures. 
 Monday Netanyahu explained that by keeping US sanctions in force, 
Congress can limit Iran’s capacity to move beyond the current sanctions 
regime even after it is canceled. Every state and firm considering business 
opportunities with Tehran will have to weigh them against the opportunity 
cost of being barred from doing business with the US. 
 Iran for its part may walk away from the deal entirely if Congress acts 
in this manner. If it does, then the US will not be obligated by any of the 
deal’s requirements. The continued viability of the Security Council 
resolution will be something for the lawyers to argue over. 
 The devil in Obama’s deal with Iran is not in the mind-numbing 
details, but in the big picture. The deal guarantees Iran will get the bomb. 
It gives the Iranian regime $150b. 
 To secure these concessions, Obama has trampled congressional 
authority. 
 If the American people think this doesn’t advance their national 
interest, they should encourage their congressional representatives to ditch 
Corker-Cardin and use their full authority, as a co-equal branch of the 
government, to scupper it.     (Jerusalem Post Jul 21)  
 


