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Should Netanyahu Suspend Israel’s Confrontation with Obama? 
By Isi Liebler 

The U.S.-Israeli tensions that have escalated over the Iranian issue 
during the past month have led to waves of criticism of Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu. 

Yet in reality, Netanyahu has proven to be an impressive statesman. His 
address to the joint meeting of Congress, though initially harshly 
condemned, was far from being a disaster and served to establish the 
parameters of the debate. His widely disseminated statements articulating 
the case against the Iranian “deal” resonated widely among the American 
public and he is due much of the credit for persuading the majority of 
Americans to oppose the disastrous capitulation to Iran. 

It is surely absurd to suggest that out of deference to a delusionary 
American president, Israel’s prime minister should tread softly when his 
country faces an existential threat as the U.S. empowers our most 
dangerous Islamic terrorist neighbor to become a threshold nuclear state. 
All the more so when some of its leaders are undeterred by mutual assured 
destruction and are even now reiterating their determination to wipe the 
“cancer” Israel off the face of the earth. 

The reality is that the U.S. administration is entering into a pact with a 
terrorist state that is explicitly committed to the destruction of Israel. 
Moreover, the U.S. will be releasing over $150 billion into their coffers, 
which the Iranians openly boast will be employed to bolster terror activities 
by its surrogates against Israel. For Netanyahu not to oppose such a policy, 
irrespective of the outcome, would have been unconscionable and a 
dereliction of his responsibility as head of the Jewish state. 

As further horrific details emerge of the ineptitude and immorality of 
the administration in its negotiations with Iran, some of U.S. President 
Barack Obama’s former Democratic supporters have begun to publicly 
question his rationality. That the U.S. agreed to cede responsibility to the 
duplicitous Iranians to self-check compliance in lieu of an independent 
body is mind-boggling. This highlights the delusionary nature of the 
administration and exposes Obama’s duplicity when he assured the world 
that compliance would be rigorously monitored. It exemplifies the farce of 
this utterly sordid “deal” capitulating to genocidal Islamic terrorists. 

Obama’s betrayal was further compounded when it was recently 
disclosed that he had already secretly offered concessions (which were 
rebuffed) to the satanic genocidal then-President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. 
That was long before the “moderate” Hassan Rouhani, who this week 
accused Israelis of killing and raping women and children, assumed office. 

Clearly, Obama’s long-term strategy from the outset was to create a 
realignment in the Middle East through a U.S. engagement with the most 
dangerous Islamic rogue state and thus abandon Israel, the only genuinely 
democratic ally in the region. 

Obama’s commitment to ongoing military cooperation and repeated 
assurances that he “has Israel’s back” cannot be relied upon following his 
failure to provide political support for Israel during the 2014 Gaza war. In 
that war, he repeatedly condemned Israel for lack of proportionality, 
applied moral equivalence to Israel and Hamas, and even withheld arms 
shipments to Israel. This follows a clear pattern in which Obama has 
consistently ignored Palestinian incitement and terror, reneged on the Bush 
endorsement of Israel’s retention of the major settlement blocks and 
defensible borders, and has threatened to abrogate the U.S. veto at the 
United Nations enabling the Security Council to apply sanctions against 
Israel. It was also despicable to see a U.S. president repeatedly humiliate 
and denigrate the Israeli prime minister while simultaneously groveling and 
capitulating to the Iranian ayatollahs. 

The extent of Obama’s frenzied efforts to appease the ayatollahs despite 
their repeated calls for death to America was exemplified in his hysterical 
personal attacks and intimidation of those urging Congress to reject the 
deal. He was especially vicious in relation to Jewish opponents, whom he 
went so far as to accuse of warmongering, providing legitimacy to the 
hoary allegations of dual loyalties extended in the past by traditional anti-
Semites. 

Senator Chuck Schumer, one of the few Democratic legislators 

courageous enough to 
oppose Obama, was 
accused of dual 
loyalties and subjected to 
unprecedented anti-Semitic venom. 
Obama’s hysteria even stunned some 
of his own Democratic supporters, 
who urged him to restrain himself and 
avoid using “anti-Jewish incitement” 
to promote his position. 

This was also a turning point for the Jewish leadership. It is regrettable 
that until last month, the vast majority of normally robust American 
Jewish organizations, fearing a confrontation with Obama, remained silent 
-- with the exception of the Zionist Organization of America and a number 
of small groups. Had they spoken up a year ago, they would be in a much 
stronger position today. 

With Israel confronting an existential threat from a country calling for 
its annihilation, at long last the major organizations have joined with the 
American Israel Public Affairs Committee in urging Congress to oppose 
the current deal. The exceptions include the Reform movement which, to 
its shame, refused to adopt any position. 

The percentage of American Jews opposed to the deal has increased 
dramatically over the past few weeks as they absorbed the extent of 
Obama’s betrayal of Israel and the global erosion of the United States. 
But there are still vocal elements in the Jewish community strongly 
supporting Obama’s disastrous policy, including, to their shame, many 
Democratic Jewish legislators. Their behavior is reminiscent of that of 
Jewish leaders headed by Rabbi Stephen Wise in 1943 who sought to 
placate President Franklin Roosevelt rather than demand action to save 
Jews during the Shoah. 

Obama’s Jewish supporters comprise diverse groups. The hardline 
ideologues can be viewed as successors of the now defunct communist 
Left who defended and even applauded Stalin’s persecution and murder of 
Jews. They were supported by “fellow travelers” who believed that by 
supporting the Soviet Union, they were being progressive. Their 
counterparts among the liberals today shut their eyes to the existential 
threats to Israel posed by Obama’s policies. 

Others are well-meaning liberals, blindly committed to Obama and the 
Democratic Party and psychologically unable to alter their allegiance even 
when the future of the Jewish state is in jeopardy and they are aware that 
the vast majority of Israelis, both in government and in opposition, are 
desperately opposed to this deal. 

There is also a revival of the alienation from particularism or 
nationalism that dominated the Reform movement until the 1940s. There 
are groups of rabbis who, in their zeal to display their universalism, have 
created a diluted version of Judaism in which Israel is either ignored or 
demonized. The founder of the Reconstructionist movement, Mordecai 
Kaplan, would turn in his grave at the shameful attitude toward Israel 
displayed by many of his 21st-century disciples. 

More importantly, there is an increasing number of secular Jews who 
have effectively no contact whatsoever with organized Jewish life 
communally, culturally or religiously. Many have gentile spouses and 
subconsciously identify Judaism with liberalism, automatically supporting 
the Democratic Party. 

Yet the vast majority of committed Jews -- including non-Orthodox 
rabbis unaffiliated with J Street -- with any understanding of the dire 
situation in the Middle East, are now passionately opposed to Obama’s 
capitulation to the genocidal Iranians, and polls indicate that two-thirds 
now oppose the Iran deal. 

Where is all this leading to? Netanyahu’s Jewish critics accuse him of 
constantly undermining the U.S.-Israel relationship and predict that Israel 
will pay dearly in the future when Obama uses his last year in office to 
vent his revenge and vindictively seek to impose indefensible borders on 
Israel and abandon it at the United Nations. 

That may well occur. But Obama’s loathing of Netanyahu 
unquestionably predates the Iran issue and would in all likelihood have 
still applied even if Israel had abandoned its opposition. The fact is that, 
largely thanks to Netanyahu, even if Obama succeeds in vetoing 
congressional opposition, public opinion has turned against him. 

Indeed, there is a strong probability that Netanyahu has succeeded in 
creating the climate in which Obama’s successor -- Democrat or 
Republican -- will be under increasing pressure to oppose Iranian 
hegemony in the region and seek to forestall its emergence as a full-blown 
nuclear state. 

Contrary to critics of Netanyahu, in the context of an increasingly 
lame duck president and with looming elections, an environment is 
emerging that may in fact inhibit Obama from promoting his anti-Israel 
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agenda. 
The ongoing campaign therefore remains extremely important and a 

congressional repudiation of the deal, even if subsequently vetoed by the 
president, may serve to encourage the post-Obama administration to 
backtrack, review U.S. foreign relations and revitalize the crucial U.S.-
Israel relationship.   (Israel Hayom Aug 25) 
  

 
Can the Iran Deal Be Strengthened to Deal With Its Aftermath? 
By Jonathan S. Tobin  

Over the course of the last week, the number of Democrats endorsing 
the Iran nuclear deal has grown to the point where its survival is no longer 
in question. Indeed, as I noted yesterday, it is now just as likely that 
Democrats will have enough support to prevent a vote on a resolution of 
disapproval in the Senate, thus sparing the president the trouble of vetoing 
such a bill. The reasons being given by those making such announcements 
don’t exactly constitute a ringing endorsement of President Obama’s 
diplomacy since almost all have pronounced it flawed and expressed 
worries about the future. But pressure from Obama, the pull of partisanship 
and the administration’s false arguments about it being the only alternative 
to war have prevailed. But that has not prevented from some Democrats 
from expressing worries about what happens after the deal expires with 
some putting forward ideas about strengthening the agreement to prevent 
Iran from racing to a bomb as soon as it comes to an end. These are serious 
ideas, but the problem is that the dynamic of the process that the president 
is forcing down the throat of a reluctant Congress and American people 
won’t allow for changes even if they are aimed at securing an uncertain 
future. Much as they would like to ensure that it doesn’t actually facilitate 
an Iranian bomb rather than merely postpone it that is exactly what Senate 
Democrats are voting for when they announce their support for the deal. 
 At this point, further debate about the merits of the deal is almost moot. 
Though the letter signed by 200 retired generals and admirals opposing the 
agreement (far more than the scant 36 who could be rounded up to endorse 
it in a competing letter) ought to impress wavering Democrats, they appear 
far more worried about getting on the wrong side of the president and the 
party’s left-wing base whose antipathy for Israel is no secret. But as the 
New York Times reported last weekend, the same Democrats are already 
aware of the serious concerns about the post-deal world. 
 Once he specious arguments about war being the only alternative to the 
deal are discarded along with the equally misleading talking points about it 
stopping Iran’s nuclear ambitions in the short term are put aside, observers 
must confront the reality of the new world the agreement brings into 
existence. As the Times story admits, the lack of accountability about Iran’s 
past nuclear research (self-inspections of Parchin), less than stringent 
inspection process (24-day warning period) and the lack of any firm grasp 
on how long Iran’s “breakout” period will be in the future, render the 
president’s promises worthless. 
 More important is the fact that, once the deal is implemented and 
sanctions are lifted, the West’s leverage over Iran will evaporate. Since the 
deal gives Western approval to Iran’s retention of its most advanced nuclear 
infrastructure, uranium enrichment, and its research program, even if it 
doesn’t cheat its way to a bomb during the course of the agreement (which 
the West would be slow to detect and be unable to decide on a course of 
action in time to do anything about), Iran’s ability to build a bomb within 
weeks at the end of the agreement is not really in question. 
 In response to these concerns, all the president has to say about the Iran 
deal aftermath is that he intends to beef up the defense capabilities of Israel 
and the Arab nations in the region that are every bit as scared about Iran as 
the Jewish state. But this is nothing more than an empty gesture intended to 
stifle dissent against the deal. The same can be said for Secretary of State 
Kerry’s assurances that restrictions will continue in the future when he 
knows very well that this is not true. 
 More reasonable are the proposals mooted by figures such as Dennis 
Ross, a former Obama administration staffer who has voiced concerns 
about the deal but ultimately lacked the guts to openly oppose it. Ross told 
the Times that: 
 The United States should put Iran on notice that its production of highly 
enriched uranium after the main provisions of the accord expire would be 
taken by American officials as an indication that Iran has decided to pursue 
nuclear weapons — and could trigger an American military strike. 
 That makes some sense, but it won’t happen, or at least not under the 
Obama administration or one run by a Democratic successor. 
 The whole point of the deal isn’t really the effort to stop Iran’s nuclear 
program. As even most Democrats concede in moments of candor that has 
already failed. Having embarked on negotiations whose purpose was to end 
Iran’s nuclear program, Obama’s envoys returned with a pact that makes 
the Islamist state a threshold nuclear power almost immediately and a 
member of the nuclear bomb club as soon as it expires. What motivated the 
president wasn’t the nuclear question as it was a desire to help Iran “get 
right with the world.” Nothing about the agreement makes sense outside of 
a belief that what will ensue is a new détente between Tehran and the West. 
 But as even the Times’ analysis noted, Iran will become stronger and 

more powerful as a result of the deal making it less likely to respond to the 
kind of pressure and threats that Ross proposes. The deal doesn’t make 
American military pressure less likely so much as it ensures that it will be 
impossible to make such threats stick in the future. Or at least impossible 
so long as the U.S. is committed to the fiction of an entente with the 
world’s leading state sponsor of terrorism with dreams of regional 
hegemony. 
 The president doesn’t worry much about what will happen in ten or 15 
years because he actually believes that Iran will evolve into a moderate 
and friendly partner for the West during this period. But more sober 
observers understand that will ensue is merely the strengthening of a 
fanatical theocratic tyranny that is bent on Israel’s destruction and war, on 
the West as well as on moderate Arabs. 
 That’s why if any Democrats are really worried about the post-deal 
future it is futile to talk of strengthening the deal. Obama has already made 
the nightmare scenario of a nuclear Iran a virtual certainty in the not-so-
distant future. The only way to avoid it must start with a rejection of the 
deal and a return to a tough policy aimed at forcing Iran to accept 
restrictions that will not expire or let them cheat. That won’t be easy, but it 
has a much better chance of succeeding than a path that begins with the 
deal’s ratification and futile efforts to strengthen it. 
(CommentaryMagazine.com Aug 27) 
 

 
Is Israeli Intelligence in Favor of the Iran Deal?     By Martin Kramer 
 J.J. Goldberg, the Forward editor-at-large, has been running a 
campaign to persuade Americans that Israel's intelligence community is at 
odds with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu over the Iran deal. Not 
only retired professionals, but now also currently serving ones dissent 
from Netanyahu's read of the deal. Netanyahu can't silence the former, but 
he has imposed a "gag order" on the latter -- to no avail. Military 
intelligence has even produced a "surprising," "game-changing" 
assessment that undermines him completely, according to which the 
"upsides [of the deal] aren't perfect," but "the downsides aren't 
unmanageable…. The disadvantages are not too calamitous for anyone to 
cope with them." Military intelligence sees "an imperfect but real opening 
in Iran. It believes that opportunities are being lost." Netanyahu's own 
"diagnosis doesn't match his own intelligence." 
 It's all polemical and politicized nonsense. 
 Institute for National Security Studies in Tel Aviv's Emily Landau, a 
real expert, has already taken Goldberg to the woodshed about the retired 
professionals who have come out in favor of the deal (Goldberg has a 
weird predilection for calling them "spooks"). Landau, without naming 
these "experts," points out that Iranian politics and nuclear issues are well 
beyond the expertise of most of them. 
 Not everyone with a pension and an opinion is equal. Most of the 
people who argue that Israel should not fight the agreement still think it's a 
bad one, they simply believe there is no point in provoking U.S. President 
Barack Obama when the deal will inevitably be approved and 
implemented. This argument is not the same as supporting the deal -- it is 
resigned acquiescence. 
 But what about Goldberg's claim of "game-changing" assessments 
issued by current intelligence officials (a reference to an analysis prepared 
by Israel's military intelligence that was recently presented to Netanyahu 
and the political echelon)? The main points of the analysis appeared 
shortly after the presentation in the Israeli press. Judging by Goldberg's 
account, one would think that this document is an endorsement of the Iran 
deal, and that it proves that the deal's flaws are balanced perfectly by its 
advantages. Neither Goldberg nor I have seen this document. But even a 
cursory reading of the press reports reveals that that it's not what Goldberg 
claims it is. 
 Yes, the intelligence assessment is that Iran won't be able to build a 
bomb under the terms of the agreement. (That is, if Iran doesn't cheat -- 
the assessment says the mechanisms for inspection are flawed.) Iran might 
even show short-term restraint in terms of its support of terrorism to 
consolidate its gains from sanctions relief. But the estimate also holds that 
when the agreement expires, Iran will be only weeks away from a nuclear 
breakout. 
 In the meantime, Iran will have gained undeserved legitimacy from 
the deal, which will prompt Arab states to stock up on conventional 
weapons and accelerate their own nuclear programs. Some of these 
programs could be militarized over time. The bottom line of the 
assessment, as reported in the press, is that the risks of the deal outweigh 
the opportunities. (This formula appears in more than one press report. 
Goldberg habitually omits it.) 
 The reason that this "game-changing" assessment isn't turning the 
world upside-down is simple: it isn't actually game-changing. Goldberg's 
headline announces that Netanyahu "fears" the report for "defying the gag 
order." But I doubt that Netanyahu experienced even a moment's 
discomfort upon hearing it, and it hasn't been "game-changing" or even 
especially noteworthy in Israel. 
 Leave it to Goldberg to cherry-pick a few highlights from the 
assessment and inflate the whole thing into some sort of insurgency. He's 



counting on readers of the Forward not to know any better. 
 Goldberg also omits an important point about the authors of the brief. 
At one point, he writes that earlier Israeli press reports flagged "trepidation 
within the military" among officers who "feared retribution." The included 
link leads to just one such "press report"-- an opinion piece by Haaretz 
military correspondent Amir Oren. In that piece, Oren attacks the head of 
military intelligence, Maj. Gen. Herzl Halevy, and the chief of the research 
division, Brig. Gen. Eli Ben-Meir, for backing Netanyahu. Oren accuses the 
two generals of "falling into line toward the right. Eating with their mouths 
closed, in unison. Hiding any disturbing thoughts." (Oren doesn't explain 
how he's accessed these thoughts.) 
 Oren claims that "there are those in the Intelligence Corps, including 
those in the research division dealing with Iran, who have a very positive 
view of the nuclear agreement." But Halevy and Ben-Meir have "concealed 
them from the public," and in doing so, are "in breach of their national 
duty." 
 Oren's (and his newspaper's) agenda against the prime minister is 
boundless, but even Oren admits that the top heads of military intelligence 
are on board with Netanyahu ("falling in line," in his demeaning words). 
Indeed, they are the ones who (he alleges) are silencing "those" analysts 
further down the hierarchy (who or how many "those" are, if they even 
exist, is anyone's guess). Yet Goldberg would have us believe that these 
same two generals have just delivered an assessment that blows 
Netanyahu's case against the deal right out of the water. 
 Well, the "eruption of dissent" is imaginary, and so is the gag order. 
Debates within Israel's intelligence community not only occur, they're 
encouraged (there's even a military intelligence officer whose job it is to be 
a designated "devil's advocate"). Likewise, it is vital for Israeli planners to 
think about the day after a done deal on Iran, and how Israel can make the 
most of it. But that is all it is. Goldberg's latest effort is a conspiracy theory 
for the gullible. You don't have to be an intelligence officer to know that it 
is a red herring.   (Israel Hayom Aug 26) 
The writer is president of Shalem College, Jerusalem. 
 

 
When Worry is a Good Thing      By Haim Shine 
 According to reports published on Tuesday, Attorney General Yehuda 
Weinstein and other top law enforcement officials are considering opening 
a probe into whether former Defense Minister Ehud Barak broke the law by 
revealing details of secret top-level government deliberations about 
potential military strikes on Iran's nuclear facilities. 
 In my humble opinion, Barak's revelations have damaged Israel's 
national security. By acknowledging that Israel had real plans to strike Iran, 
Barak has given the Russians an excellent reason to provide the Iranians 
with advanced "defensive" weaponry, which could be used to thwart any 
future Israeli military action. 
 It is too bad that Weinstein did not act sooner against ex-security 
officials who have exposed state secrets for selfish and petty purposes. 
After nearly seven decades of independence, the time has come for us to 
realize that Israel must run its affairs in a proper manner and that there are 
some things that simply cannot be tolerated. 
 I have no doubt that Channel 2 was enlisted to promote the new 
biography about Barak. Channel 2, as usual, is seeking to harm Prime 
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, this time by playing selected "gems" from 
the Barak tapes. Even Channel 2 senior commentator Amnon Abramovich, 
whose left-wing biases are known to all, understands Barak's penchant for 
deceit. Barak has been engaged in fights his whole life and he is not going 
to stop now. 
 Barak's main charge against Netanyahu is that he is a serial worrier. I 
am sure most Israelis prefer a "worried" prime minister with a deep 
historical perspective over a delusional, shortsighted fantasizer who spouts 
pie-in-the-sky visions of peace. Thousands of Israelis lost their lives in 
recent decades after our leaders led our entire society astray in the futile 
pursuit of fulfilling the vision of a "new Middle East." Our leaders were not 
"worried" enough. "Happy is the man that feareth always," a wise man once 
said. 
 The prophetic poet Uri Zvi Greenberg was "worried" in 1922. "Ten will 
remain, 10 wounded Jews, the bloody survivors, to prove that our nation 
existed in this Christian land of pain," Greenberg wrote in Europe a decade 
before the start of the Holocaust. 
 Ze'ev Jabotinsky was "worried." The Revisionist Zionist leader was 
convinced the Jews would not have a future in the land of Israel if they did 
not build an "iron wall" based on military strength. If we did not have a 
powerful military, the Arabs would have never let us gain a foothold in our 
land. 
 Menachem Begin was "worried." The Irgun leader who later became 
prime minister bequeathed a legacy of resoluteness. The Jews do not need 
to grovel before anyone. And if we are not willing to make sacrifices, there 
will be a second Auschwitz. We will stand firm when it comes to defending 
our security. 

It is good that Israel now has a prime minister who is "worried" about 
the future of our people and our country, based on historical perspective 
and a sense of responsibility for human life.   (Israel Hayom Aug 26) 

 

The Day of Rest        By Dror Eydar 
 It is unimaginable that a Jew in the Jewish state could be fined for not 
working on Shabbat. That will not happen. If it did, the return to Zion 
would be pointless. 
 This is not about forcing Shabbat observance or "shutting down the 
country" on Shabbat, although I do not understand Sarona Market's 
"vision" of being open "seven days a week" -- which is not quite what the 
Prophet Isaiah had in mind. No, what we are talking about here is the 
levying of fine on a business owner who did not want to work on Shabbat. 
 How can we remain indifferent in the face of this callousness? Jews in 
Zion are being fined by their brethren for refusing to work on Shabbat, 
based on the petty claim that they are "not respecting the lease." 
 The business owner is not challenging the terms of the contract, but 
this is not a private story, as it touches on fundamental questions that 
affect all of us. A lease that requires a Jewish business owner to work on 
Shabbat must be null and void. As a society and as a collective, we have 
an eternal contract with Shabbat, which overrides the greed of Gindi 
Holdings (the owner of Sarona Market). 
 I am not talking about enforcing strict religious observance of 
Shabbat. No one is seeking to do so and most of Sarona Market is open on 
Shabbat. 
 On the other hand, we must oppose attempts by Knesset members to 
legislate a new "Shabbat Law," as if this is what we need. Wherever there 
is religious coercion, there is no kindness, no thoughtfulness, and, 
ultimately, no faith. Luckily, no law has yet been passed that obligates 
circumcision. 
 National poet Haim Nahman Bialik did not observe Shabbat in the 
halachic sense, yet in the 1930s he wrote to a kibbutz pioneer: "The Land 
of Israel without Shabbat will not be built, but will be destroyed, and all 
your work will be for naught. The Jewish people will never give up 
Shabbat, which is not just the foundation of Israel's existence, but the 
foundation of human existence. ... Without Shabbat, there is no image of 
God and no human image in the world. ... It is Shabbat, not the culture of 
oranges or potatoes, that preserved our people during its wanderings. Now 
that we have returned to the land of our forefathers, shall it be discarded 
like some worn-out thing?" 
 Indeed, Shabbat is not just a religious matter. It is a symbol of our 
culture, tradition, history, and, more than anything, our unity. We have a 
duty to our children and the public as a whole to preserve Shabbat as a day 
for culture, not for work.   (Israel Hayom Aug 27) 
 

 
Needless Chatter and Diminished Deterrence       By Reuven Berko 
 Anti-Semites attribute prodigious but ultimately useless studiousness 
to the Jews; comparing them to a donkey pointlessly lugging books 
around, never learning throughout the years the true lesson of the precious 
cargo he bears on his back. The latest quotes courtesy of Ehud Barak have 
reminded us of this ancient Arabic allegory. 
 Barak's reputation precedes him. He has carried the burden of Israel's 
security on his own shoulders as defense minister and chief of staff, and is 
the most highly decorated officer in the history of the Israel Defense 
Forces. And he has now needlessly shared with his target audience in 
Israel, and unavoidably with those heads of state and security hostile to 
Israel, Israel's most closely-held security considerations pertaining to the 
feasibility of and failure to attack Iran's nuclear program. 
 Regardless of Barak's personal motivations, the man has unraveled 
secrets that were supposed to remain a riddle to Israel's enemies. The 
detailed reports to which we have recently been exposed have 
unjustifiably attributed to him responsibility for the decision making 
process regarding the IDF's abilities (or inabilities) as they pertain to the 
"bottom line" -- or in other words, to an attack on Iran. Secrets that were 
supposed to remain a mystery to the enemy, among them cabinet 
discussions, Israel's relations with the Americans and the leanings and 
misgivings of Israeli leaders were leaked and laid out in plain sight for the 
Iranians to see. 
 Barak's words could hinder Israeli deterrence. Who will now believe 
that a military strike against Iran is a viable threat? Or, perhaps the 
cunning Barak, with his deep-rooted sense of national duty, has actually 
lent his hand to a ruse of lulling the enemy to sleep by saying "we aren't 
able" to hit him -- only to do so once his guard his down? 
 Some people argue that his words were only intended to "settle the 
score" and hurt the chances and good names of certain individuals seeking 
public office down the road. Others have claimed that Barak, cleverly, 
actually raised the feasibility of an attack as a lever with which to enhance 
Israel's deterrence. And there are those who have pointed to the recurring 
motif in the context of his life as "the savior of the people," ahead of the 
next elections, which even if delayed will eventually arrive. In light of 
Iran's inevitable nuclear armament and the failure to prevent it from 
occurring, Barak is now working to present himself as the person who 
"favored" an attack all along, while painting others as "opposing" and 



preventing it from happening. Thus the ambitious and historically aware 
Barak is seeking to document himself as the man whose attempts to save 
the Jewish people were foiled, perhaps opening the door for a resurrection. 
 Indeed, Barak did also throw the others a small bone. After all, he didn't 
try concealing the fact that the preparations and plans for an attack, for 
which he credited Netanyahu, helped expedite the sanctions imposed on 
Iran. The bitter bottom line, however, which cannot escape even the most 
junior Iranian intelligence officer, is that at the end of the day Barak's 
gambit has come around like a boomerang, because according to his 
revelations the Israelis came to the conclusion that regardless of whether an 
attack was feasible or not, the Americans refused to support it. Thus Israel's 
deterrence has been diminished. 
(Israel Hayom Aug 25) 
 

 
American Jews Must Stand with Israel Against its Enemies 
By Hank Sheinkopf, George Birnbaum, Ronn Torossian  

19th century philosopher Max Nordau once reportedly told Zionist 
leader Ze’ev Jabotinsky that “the Jew learns not by way of reason, but from 
catastrophes. He won’t buy an umbrella merely because he sees clouds in 
the sky. He waits until he is drenched and catches pneumonia.” 
 Israel today faces many dangers – an Iran nearing full nuclear 
capabilities, Islamic State close to its tiny borders, Hamas devoted to its 
destruction, a hostile United Nations, as the worldwide Jewish community 
faces an anti-Semitism unprecedented since World War II. 
 Meanwhile, the American Jewish community sees overwhelming 
assimilation and intermarriage, a reported two-thirds of Jews do not belong 
to a synagogue – and yet so many in the American Jewish community 
respond to the clouds facing the Jewish people by giving money to the New 
Israel Fund, an organization devoted to harming Israel. 
 NIF raises $30 million annually from American Jews – to pursue an 
agenda which involves advocating and working on a boycott against Israel, 
weakening the Israel Defense Forces, both on the ground and via “lawfare,” 
and through various other mechanisms, including advocating for terrorists’ 
families and collaborating with the United Nations to attack Israel. If it 
harms Israel, count on the NIF to be part of it. Yet, in the face of 
catastrophe there are those standing with the enemies of the Jewish people. 
 That’s the way so many in the American Jewish community have 
chosen to respond to the catastrophes the Jewish people face. 
 As communications professionals – and proud Jewish-Americans – we 
support Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu who said we must said stand 
together to “fend off the attackers” pushing for a boycott of Israel. As 
Netanyahu noted, “As far as those leading the boycott calls are concerned, 
the settlements in Judea and Samaria are not the focus of the conflict, but 
rather our settlements in Tel Aviv and Jaffa, in Haifa and Jerusalem.” 
 We have different political opinions, but across the political spectrum 
in Israel – from Labor to Likud, Bayit Yehudi to Yesh Atid – on the issue 
of boycott and the IDF, we must stand together. As Netanyahu said, we as 
supporters of Israel must stand, “Against attempts to attack Israel with lies, 
false accusations and boycotts, we must line up – Right and Left – to rebuff 
the pressure, expose the lies and attack those who attack us.” 
 With all going in the world, we ask how can American Jews fund the 
enemies of Israel? How can they fund campaigns that weaken the Israel 
Defense Forces and support a boycott of Israel? To Alisa Doctoroff, 
president of UJA-Federation: stop giving money now. 
 To Karen R. Adler, and The Jewish Communal Fund: we urge you to 
serve the interests of the Jewish people and say “No money to organizations 
that harm the Jewish community.” 
 To foundations like The Jim Joseph Foundation, the Russ Berrie 
Foundation & The Leichtag Foundation who do so much positive work in 
so many areas of the community, we say: review the work of Alma Biblash, 
the executive director of the Human Rights Defenders Fund (HRDF), an 
organization to which the NIF authorized grants worth $332,625 from 
2011-2013. She has called Israel “racist” and “murderous” and described 
the country as a “temporary Jewish apartheid state.” Biblash supports 
Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions (BDS) campaigns and promotes the 
Palestinian Arab “right of return.” You are partners with her work. Is this 
what your foundations wish to be known for? To a six-figure NIF donor, 
the Lisa and Douglas Goldman Fund: you give money to the Friends of 
Israel Defense Forces, a great organization – how can you also fund the NIF 
which harms the IDF so much? As deputy Knesset speaker Yoni Chetboun 
said, “The main goal of the NIF is to undermine the Israeli army, by 
knowingly financing left-wing Israeli groups that try to get young Israeli 
soldiers prosecuted for war crimes.” 
 To the Stella and Charles Guttman Foundation, who believe in “Arab-
Israeli co-existence,” we say: the Jewish people all strive for peace and co-
existence. Stop funding extremist organizations like NIF who do not 
recognize that Israel must remain a Jewish state. 
 The extremists of the NIF must be countered, and those who write 
checks must be challenged. Israel is in the midst of an unprecedented storm. 

 Simply we stand with Israel. Today, we stand with Prime Minister 
Netanyahu who said in a recent cabinet meeting, “We will gather forces in 
Israel and around the world to shatter the lies of our enemies, and we will 
fight for Israel’s right to live in peace and security, to live at all.”   
(Jerusalem Post Aug 27) 
Hank Sheinkopf, CEO of Sheinkopf Communications, is a leading political 
strategist who has worked on campaigns in four continents. His clients 
have included former President Bill Clinton. Ronn Torossian is CEO of a 
top 20 US PR agency, and author of For Immediate Release. George 
Birnbaum is a former chief of staff to Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu. 
 

 
The Unbelievable Side-Agreements with Iran      By Ephraim Asculai  

With all the claims, counter- claims, denials and explanations, one 
thing becomes certain: Iran will have a role in inspecting itself. It almost 
does not matter what this role will be. 
 Any self-inspection will run counter to the presently accepted 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) verification methodology. 
Imagine a crimescene investigator letting the suspect be involved in 
collecting evidence. And this is no ordinary crime scene but rather what 
can be defined as the most sensitive verification target in the world today 
– the Possible Military Dimensions (PMDs) of Iran’s nuclear program. 
Moreover, this would be happening at a facility already thoroughly 
sanitized by the Iranians; the samples would probably not produce 
anything of worth even if taken by bona-fide IAEA inspectors. But at least 
if the samples were being collected by the IAEA the results would inspire 
at least a modicum of trust. How can one trust information produced, even 
partially, by the Iranians, who have such a distinguished record of 
concealment, lying and non-compliance with NPT and Safeguards 
obligations? And this brings us to another issue: can the IAEA director 
general (DG) sign a secret agreement with a member state, an agreement 
that does not contain any national confidential information, without 
bringing it at least to the attention, if not the approval of his Board of 
Governors (BOG)? The IAEA confidentiality regime is defined in its 
Safeguards Glossary as “The regime for the protection against 
unauthorized disclosure of all confidential information that the IAEA 
acquires, including such information coming to the IAEA’s knowledge in 
the implementation of safeguards agreements and of additional protocols.” 
 The agreement on the methodology of inspection cannot include any 
confidential information, and if it does, that part can be concealed and the 
rest declassified. 
 The methodology of inspections, however, is another matter. This 
must be open for all to assess. By hiding this under the cloak of 
“confidentiality” one gets the impression that something shady is afoot. 
The safeguards regime must be foolproof, as much as possible. The 
regime must be transparent, and withstand the professional scrutiny that 
the scientific community will undoubtedly provide. But the present 
situation could also be a foreteller of things to come. It can be envisaged 
that in future cases, if and when Iran is challenged to permit inspections at 
a named suspect site it will surely demand the same privileges it has in the 
present situation, if it accedes at all to the request (which it will do only if 
the site is blameless). Thus, Iran will be accorded a unique status, while 
being the nation that the US administration admits is only a stone’s throw 
away from realizing its nuclear potential. 
 But even more so, if this is a done deal, other nations under IAEA 
safeguards could justifiably demand that they be accorded the same 
privileges as Iran and be permitted to carry out their own inspections. This 
would save them a lot of trouble and the IAEA a lot of money. 

Why not do it? What can then be done to remedy the present 
situation?  
1. The IAEA should declassify and publish the confidential arrangements 
and bring them for the approval of the BOG. 
2. The BOG should consider declaring these agreements null and void, if 
they do not conform to IAEA standards and norms. 
3. The IAEA should reinstate its standard safeguards requirements and 
methodology according to its Additional Protocol for the Parchin site and 
any other site that comes under its scrutiny. The verification arrangements 
in the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA – the Iran deal) are 
relatively weak already, lacking in many respects. They should not be 
further weakened. 
 If the situation is allowed to remain unchanged this will become the 
symbol of the unwillingness of the world to confront Iran, and prove that 
the many declarations of assuring the delay of Iran’s breakout potential are 
without any basis. 
 The ramifications of this are serious and far-reaching. 
The writer is a Senior Research Fellow at the Institute of National 
Security Studies (INSS).    (Jerusalem Post Aug 24) 
 

 


