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Senator Schumer Breaks with Administration;
Announces Opposition to Nuclear Pact with Iran

AJC and ADL Announce Oppo-
sition to Iran Agreement

The American Jewish Committee con-
cluded that “there are too many risks, con-
cerns, and ambiguities for us to lend our
support” to the agreement. AJC Executive
Director David Harris issued a statement,
explaining why the leadership of the or-
ganization had “overwhelmingly” decided
to oppose the agreement. In doing so, AJC
joined the ADL in rejecting the deal. The
ADL statement read, “Given the out-
standing questions and our deep reserva-
tions about the agreement, we believe
Congress should vote no on the deal,”

Harris said that “by abandoning the ear-
lier negotiating posture of dismantling
sanctions in exchange for Iranian disman-
tlement of its nuclear infrastructure, and
instead replacing it with what is essen-
tially a temporary freeze on its program,
the P5+1 has indeed validated Iran’s fu-
ture status as a nuclear threshold state.”
“Given the nature of the Iranian regime
and its defining ideology, AJC cannot ac-
cept this prospect,” Harris added. “It is too
ominous, too precedent-setting, and too
likely to trigger a response from Iran’s
understandably anxious neighbors who
may seek nuclear-weapons capacity them-
selves, as well as, more immediately and
still more certainly, advanced conven-
tional arms, adding an entirely new level
of menace to the most volatile and arms-
laden region in the world. Surely, this
cannot be in America’s long-term security
interests.” The AJC rejected claims “that
the only alternative to this deal is

war.” [Timesoflsrael and JTA]

Sen. Charles E. Schumer announced his opposition to President Obama’s
nuclear pact with Iran, becoming the most senior Democrat to break
ranks with the administration. The likely next leader of Senate Democ-
rats, Schumer (N.Y.) said his three-week reading of the proposal left him
unconvinced. “There is a strong case that we are better off without an
agreement than with one,” he said, referring to the nuclear pact.
Schumer is in line to succeed Minority Leader Harry M. Reid (D-Nev.),
who is retiring at the end of 2016. He is also the most senior Jewish
member of Congress.

Under the deal, Obama will be able to lift sanctions that he and previous
presidents imposed on Iran. But the remaining sanctions, imposed by
Congress, will have to wait until the review process is finished on Capitol
Hill. Opponents of the deal with Iran must ensure that they reach a two-
thirds majority in each chamber — a long shot — to overcome an Obama
veto of a so-called resolution of disapproval.

The following are some of Senator Schumer’s comments on the Iran Deal.

I have spent the last three weeks carefully studying the Joint Comprehen-
stve Plan of Action, reading and re-reading the agreement and its an-
nexes, questioning dozens of proponents and opponents, and seeking an-
swers to questions that go beyond the text of the agreement but will have
real consequences that must be considered.

Advocates on both sides have strong cases for their point of view that can-
not simply be dismissed. This has made evaluating the agreement a diffi-
cult and deliberate endeavor, and after deep study, careful thought and
considerable soul-searching, I have decided I must oppose the agreement
and will vote yes on a motion of disapproval.

In making my decision, I examined this deal in three parts: nuclear re-
strictions on Iran in the first ten years, nuclear restrictions on Iran after
ten years, and non-nuclear components and consequences of a deal. In
each case I have asked: are we better off with the agreement or without it?

In the first ten years of the deal, there are serious weaknesses in the agree-
ment. First, inspections are not “anywhere, anytime”; the 24-day delay
before we can inspect is troubling. While inspectors would likely be able to
detect radioactive isotopes at a site after 24 days, that delay would enable
Iran to escape detection of any illicit building and improving of possible
military dimensions (PMD)—the tools that go into building a bomb but
don’t emit radioactivity.
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Furthermore, even when we detect radioactivity at a site
where Iran is illicitly advancing its bomb-making capabil-
ity, the 24-day delay would hinder our ability to determine
precisely what was being done at that site.

Even more troubling is the fact that the U.S. cannot de-
mand inspections unilaterally. By requiring the majority
of the 8-member Joint Commission, and assuming that
China, Russia, and Iran will not cooperate, inspections
would require the votes of all three European members of
the P5+1 as well as the EU representative. It is reasonable
to fear that, once the Europeans become entangled in lu-
crative economic relations with Iran, they may well be in-
clined not to rock the boat by voting to allow inspections.

Additionally, the “snapback” provisions in the agreement
seem cumbersome and difficult to use. While the U.S.
could unilaterally cause snapback of all sanctions, there
will be instances where it would be more appropriate to
snapback some but not all of the sanctions, because the
violation is significant but not severe. A partial snapback
of multilateral sanctions could be difficult to obtain, be-
cause the U.S. would require the cooperation of other na-
tions. If the U.S. insists on snapback of all the provisions,
which it can do unilaterally, and the Europeans, Russians,
or Chinese feel that is too severe a punishment, they may
not comply.

Those who argue for the agreement say it is better to have
an imperfect deal than to have nothing; that without the
agreement, there would be no inspections, no snapback.
When you consider only this portion of the deal—nuclear
restrictions for the first ten years—that line of thinking is
plausible, but even for this part of the agreement, the
weaknesses mentioned above make this argument less com-
pelling.

Second, we must evaluate how this deal would restrict
Iran’s nuclear development after ten years.

Supporters argue that after ten years, a future President
would be in no weaker a position than we are today to pre-
vent Iran from racing to the bomb. That argument dis-
counts the current sanctions regime. After fifteen years of
relief from sanctions, Iran would be stronger financially
and better able to advance a robust nuclear program. Even
more importantly, the agreement would allow Iran, after
ten to fifteen years, to be a nuclear threshold state with the
blessing of the world community. Iran would have a green
light to be as close, if not closer to possessing a nuclear
weapon than it is today.

If Iran’s true intent is to get a nuclear weapon, under this
agreement, it must simply exercise patience. After ten
years, it can be very close to achieving that goal, and,
unlike its current unsanctioned pursuit of a nuclear
weapon, Iran’s nuclear program will be codified in an
agreement signed by the United States and other nations.

To me, after ten years, if Iran is the same nation as it is
today, we will be worse off with this agreement than with-
out it.

In addition, we must consider the non-nuclear elements of
the agreement. This aspect of the deal gives me the most
pause. For years, Iran has used military force and terror-
ism to expand its influence in the Middle East, actively
supporting military or terrorist actions in Israel, Syria,
Lebanon, Yemen, Iraq, and Gaza. That is why the U.S. has
labeled Iran as one of only three nations in the world who
are “state sponsors of terrorism.” Under this agreement,
Iran would receive at least $50 billion dollars in the near
future and would undoubtedly use some of that money to
redouble its efforts to create even more trouble in the Mid-
dle East, and, perhaps, beyond. When it comes to the non-
nuclear aspects of the deal, I think there is a strong case
that we are better off without an agreement than with one.

Using the proponents’ overall standard—uwhich is not
whether the agreement is ideal, but whether we are better
with or without it—it seems to me, when it comes to the
nuclear aspects of the agreement within ten years, we
might be slightly better off with it. However, when it comes
to the nuclear aspects after ten years and the non-nuclear
aspects, we would be better off without it.

If one feels that Iranian leaders will not moderate and
their unstated but very real goal is to get relief from the
onerous sanctions, while still retaining their nuclear ambi-
tions and their ability to increase belligerent activities in
the Middle East and elsewhere, then one should conclude
that it would be better not to approve this agreement.

Admittedly, no one can tell with certainty which way Iran
will go. It is true that Iran has a large number of people
who want their government to decrease its isolation from
the world and focus on economic advancement at home.
But it is also true that this desire has been evident in Iran
for thirty-five years, yet the Iranian leaders have held a
tight and undiminished grip on Iran, successfully main-
taining their brutal, theocratic dictatorship with little
threat. Who's to say this dictatorship will not prevail for
another ten, twenty, or thirty years?

To me, the very real risk that Iran will not moderate and
will, instead, use the agreement to pursue its nefarious
goals is too great. Therefore, I will vote to disapprove the
agreement, not because I believe war is a viable or desir-
able option, nor to challenge the path of diplomacy. It is
because I believe Iran will not change, and under this
agreement it will be able to achieve its dual goals of elimi-
nating sanctions while ultimately retaining its nuclear
and non-nuclear power. Better to keep U.S. sanctions in
place, strengthen them, enforce secondary sanctions on
other nations, and pursue the hard-trodden path of diplo-
macy once more, difficult as it may be.

For all of these reasons, I believe the vote to disapprove is
the right one. [WashingtonPost]




