
 

Outbreak of Conflict in Iran Sheds Light on Concerns Regarding the Role of Kushner and 
Witkoff as Chief Negotiators 

 
Recent diplomatic efforts between the United States and Iran in the lead-up to the ongoing 
conflict have drawn increased scrutiny due to the Trump administration’s heavy reliance on two 
figures outside of the traditional foreign policy establishment to conduct sensitive negotiations. 
Jared Kushner and Steve Witkoff have come up as figures in discussions related to Iran, a role 
that has prompted criticism from foreign policy analysts, former diplomats, and national 
security officials. The concerns largely center on the lack of qualifications, conflicts of interest, 
and the unusual structure of the negotiations themselves. Both men are close personal 
associates of President Trump. Kushner is the president’s son-in-law and served as a senior 
adviser during the first Trump administration. Witkoff is a longtime real estate developer and 
political ally who has maintained a personal relationship with Trump for years. Critics argue that 
their involvement in negotiations with Iran appears to stem primarily from these personal 
connections, rather than from a background in professional diplomacy or national security. 
 
Negotiations with Iran are widely regarded as among the most complex diplomatic challenges 
in global politics. The issues involved include nuclear development, regional security dynamics, 
sanctions enforcement, and relations with U.S. allies across the Middle East. Historically, such 
negotiations have been conducted by experienced diplomats working through established State 
Department channels with extensive coordination across intelligence and defense agencies. In 
the current arrangement, however, Kushner and Witkoff have reportedly taken on leading roles 
without the same level of institutional oversight. Several reports indicate that meetings related 
to Iran have occurred outside of the normal diplomatic framework, with limited participation 
from State Department officials. This approach has drawn criticism from former career 
diplomats who argue that bypassing established procedures can weaken coordination and 
reduce accountability in sensitive negotiations. 
 
A major concern involves the manner in which Kushner and Witkoff have engaged in 
negotiations, raising questions over their compromised loyalties and bidding on behalf of Israel 
rather than the United States. Observers have drawn attention to them regularly meeting with 
Israeli officials both before and after rounds of negotiations with other parties, demonstrating 
their commitment to serve Israeli interests in their diplomatic endeavors. In fact, various 
outlets have illustrated the extent of the intimate and deeply personal ties between the 



negotiators and Israeli officials – with Prime Minister Netanyahu having stayed and slept in 
Kushner’s childhood home. Revelations like these have understandably elicited criticism 
regarding the unfitness of Kushner to serve in a role as chief negotiator given the blatant lack of 
impartiality. Fair and traditional U.S. diplomacy should balance the perspectives of multiple 
regional actors while maintaining independent negotiating positions. However, analysts and 
former officials have shown that the current negotiation structure clearly blurs that distinction. 
Reports also suggest that some discussions related to Iran have included Israeli involvement 
without the full participation of U.S. diplomatic institutions. Critics say that this dynamic raises 
serious concern about whether negotiations are being conducted primarily through the lens of 
Israeli interests, as opposed to with U.S. policy in mind. The issue of potential conflicts of 
interest has also resurfaced because of Kushner’s previous security clearance controversy. 
During the first Trump administration, career security specialists reportedly raised concerns 
while reviewing Kushner’s application for access to highly classified information. In the standard 
vetting process for top secret and sensitive compartmented information clearance, security 
professionals evaluate potential risks related to foreign influence, financial entanglements, and 
undisclosed contacts. In Kushner’s case, career officials declined to approve his clearance 
during the initial review process due to concerns that included foreign contacts and 
vulnerabilities that could potentially expose him to influence. Despite these major concerns and 
objections, Kushner ultimately received clearance following intervention from senior political 
leadership. The episode prompted debate in Washington about whether standard security 
procedures had been overridden at that time. 
 
Those earlier concerns have resurfaced in discussions about his current role in negotiations 
with Iran. Critics argue that individuals involved in sensitive diplomatic talks should undergo 
rigorous vetting and maintain clear institutional accountability and impartiality. When 
negotiations occur through informal channels or outside traditional diplomatic structures, some 
analysts warn that the risk of conflicting interests or miscommunication increases. Another 
controversy involving Kushner has emerged from public disagreements with political figures 
over the handling of Iran-related intelligence and policy discussions. Disputes over who should 
control access to sensitive information have fueled concerns about transparency within the 
decision-making process. These disagreements have also drawn attention to a larger question 
over how foreign policy decisions are being shaped within the administration. 
 
Steve Witkoff has faced similar scrutiny due to his lack of prior diplomatic experience. Before 
his involvement in Middle East diplomacy, Witkoff built his career primarily in real estate 
development. While presidents have occasionally appointed trusted allies to informal 
diplomatic roles, critics note that negotiations involving nuclear policy and regional security 
typically require teams with deep technical expertise. Beyond questions about qualifications, 
some observers have raised concerns that the current negotiation approach may actually be 
undermining the prospects for meaningful dialogue with Iran. Reports have suggested that 
mixed messages and shifting proposals have complicated the diplomatic process. In some cases, 
critics claim that the actions of unofficial envoys have disrupted negotiations that were already 
underway through other channels. If these claims are accurate, the consequences could extend 
beyond the immediate conversations with Iran. Diplomatic negotiations rely heavily on trust 



and consistency. When negotiators present conflicting positions or operate outside recognized 
frameworks, it can create confusion among international partners. 
 
The State Department has historically served as the primary body responsible for managing 
diplomatic engagement on behalf of the United States. Career diplomats bring years of regional 
expertise, language skills, and institutional knowledge to complex negotiations. When key 
discussions occur outside that system, critics argue that the country may lose access to that 
expertise. Supporters of the administration’s approach argue that personal relationships 
between leaders and envoys have occasionally helped facilitate breakthroughs in the past. 
From this perspective, trusted allies of the president may be able to act more flexibly than 
traditional diplomatic teams. Yet the stakes in negotiations with Iran remain extremely high, as 
evidenced by the recent outbreak of war. The issues under discussion involve nuclear 
capabilities, regional stability, and the risk of devastating military confrontation. For that 
reason, the choice of negotiators and the structure of the diplomatic process carry significant 
weight. Should talks to end the ongoing conflict restart, questions about qualifications, 
oversight, and potential conflicts of interest are likely to remain central to the debate. Whether 
the current approach will produce progress or further complications remains uncertain. What is 
clear is that the unusual structure of the negotiations has drawn significant attention and 
scrutiny. 


