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Wednesday, April 20, 4:30 p.m. “The New 

Middle East:  Implications for the Israel-Palestinian Conflict,” by Yoav Peled, Professor of Political Science at Tel Aviv University, Robertson Hall, Bowl l.  PMES co-sponsored with the Department and Program and Near Eastern Studies.  Reception following.

 *PMES ANNUAL MEETING AND LECTURE:
Thursday, May 12, 4:30 p.m. 101 McCormick (Princeton Art Museum)  Meeting followed by “The North African Intifadas” by John Entelis,  Fordham University.
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Speaker Omar Barghouti  and Yeou-Shu Hsu, PMES Member, April 12 
WHEN PROTECTIVE ARAB FATHERS ARE WARDENS

Rami G. Khouri’s commentary in the Daily Star, Beirut, April 6  
http://www.dailystar.com.lb/article.asp?edition_ID=10&article_ID=126835&categ_id=5#axzz1Ip4JukDr
 

Political scientists and other analysts will spend years studying the many dimensions of the current citizen revolt in the Arab world. This will include key questions like why it suddenly exploded last December and January, the key issues driving it, the most pivotal actors, and why some regimes have been toppled but not others. A central lesson that stands out is the multi-faceted nature of the complex discontent that has driven millions of Arabs to revolt.
 
By “complex discontent” I mean that such historic upheavals and street activism by millions of people scattered across more than a dozen Arab countries cannot be explained by one-dimensional analyses or a single main cause, such as jobs, police brutality or corruption. Arabs, like all peoples, can withstand degrading behavior for a long time if it is compensated for by other dimensions of their lives that seem to be improving. For example, a family can endure poverty or a lack of democracy if its future prospects seem likely to improve because their children are going to school and all family members have access to basic medical care.
 
However, when several essential sources of discontent and degradation of the spirit converge – joblessness, poverty, police heavy-handedness, insensitive government officials, as happened with the Tunisian vegetable seller Mohammad Bouazizi whose despair caused him to kill himself in protest – human beings react in unpredictable but often decisive ways. A priority for those who are seriously researching the current Arab revolt is to identify the correct mix of issues and grievances that have finally pushed millions of Arab men and women to stand up and demand their rights.
 A timely contribution to this discussion comes from the Abu Dhabi Gallup Center, headed by Dalia Mogahed. She has just published an important analysis (available on the Gallup website) titled, “Egypt: The Arithmetic of Revolution, An Empirical Analysis of Social and Economic Conditions in the Months before the January 25 Uprising.”
Among the important points it makes are two that strike me as especially pertinent when analyzing the wider Arab revolt. The first is that discontent was steadily increasing in the past few years in Egypt while macroeconomic data showed the Egyptian economy was growing robustly (the same condition pertained in Tunisia, not surprisingly). Normally people’s sense of their own well-being correlates positively with GDP growth, but that was not the case in Egypt, according to the annual Gallup polls. While national GDP grew steadily, the percentage of Egyptians classified as “thriving” declined between 2007 and 2010. (When I was in Damascus a few weeks ago discussing these issues with Syrian friends who follow public affairs closely, one of them recalled that “revolutions tend to occur when the economy is rising, not dropping.”)
 
The second is that no single reason, but rather a combination of political and economic concerns, pushed Egyptians over the edge into open rebellion. Mogahed writes: “Egypt’s macroeconomic growth expanded the wealth of a small minority, but left many more with diminishing perceived access to this prosperity. Egyptians boasted the highest democratic aspirations of the region, but among the lowest in its actual practice. While many might have tolerated a paternal state-citizen social contract, where people accept less freedom in exchange for high-quality state-provided social services, Egyptians had neither. As Egyptian satisfaction with their personal freedom decreased, so did their contentment with state-provided necessities. This twin decline in attitudes suggests that in the eyes of many Egyptians the old regime had resembled more a prison warden than a generous if overprotective father.”
 
Mogahed provides compelling documentation. While many Egyptians felt left behind by the expanding economy, they also felt that government-provided social services were on the decline. The percentage of Egyptians who were satisfied with public transportation systems declined from 78 percent in 2009 to 48 percent in 2010; those who said they enjoyed enough good, affordable housing declined from 39 percent in 2009 to around 25 percent in 2010. Even environmental concerns emerged among Egyptians, with only 26 percent saying they were satisfied with efforts to preserve the environment in 2010, versus 41 percent in 2009.
 
These socio-economic declines were matched by political regressions, Gallup also found. Those who felt satisfied with their personal freedom dropped sharply between 2005 to 2010, from 77 percent to 47 percent. Also, only 28 percent had confidence in the honesty of elections, and just 4 percent of Egyptians had expressed their opinion to a public official – the lowest level in Gallup’s 150-country database.
 
Mogahed’s summary of why Egyptians removed their regime is worth keeping in mind as we follow the continuing discontent and street activism of others throughout the Arab world: “If Tunisia’s revolt provided the trigger for Egypt’s uprising, the gap between what Egyptians expected and what they experienced provided the fuel.”
 
FORD FOUNDATION, BIG FUNDER OF ISRAELI  NGOS, PULLING OUT
Nathan Guttman writes in The Forward, April 6
http://forward.com/articles/136816/#ixzz1J4Bb1lqk
Washington — After being a target for political attacks during the past year, progressive nongovernmental organizations in Israel are now bracing for another hit: the loss of one of their largest donors.

The Ford Foundation, which has provided $40 million to civil society NGOs in Israel since 2003, will not resume its funding for programs in Israel once its current grant round ends in two years. The reason, the organization explains, has to do with changing priorities, not with politics.

But for struggling groups in Israel, losing the Ford Foundation’s financial backing means spending time and effort on developing alternative resources in an atmosphere of growing hostility toward civil society organizations that focus on human rights.

The Ford Foundation, ranked the second-largest philanthropic foundation in America, with assets of more than $10 billion, launched its program in Israel in 2003 as a partnership with the New Israel Fund [NIF], which provided the presence on the ground and administered the grants. Prior to this program, the Ford Foundation had given to a broad array of causes in Israel since the Jewish state gained its independence in 1948….
The establishment of the Ford Israel Fund made the Ford Foundation a key player in Israel’s NGO world. The initiative focused its grant making in three fields — advancing civil and human rights, helping Arab citizens in Israel gain equality and promoting Israeli-Palestinian peace. The initial $20 million grant expired in 2008. But the Ford Foundation then followed up with a new five-year, $20 million commitment.

The foundation’s decade-long partnership with NIF was fraught with criticism over its choice of grantees and causes, which were mostly on the liberal end of the political spectrum. This criticism peaked after the 2001 Durban conference, where NGOs, some of them funded by the Ford Foundation, backed resolutions equating Israeli policies with those of the South African apartheid regime. In response, the foundation adopted stricter criteria for funding, and despite being blasted by Israelis, it decided to move ahead with the first five-year $20 million grant [now set to expire in 2013].

“Ford Foundation has improved their grant guidelines since Durban-I, but there are still concerns with funding practices,” said Naftali Balanson, managing editor of NGO Monitor, a Jerusalem-based watchdog organization that has 
been a leading critic of not-for-profit organizations that express critical views of Israel.

In the past year, NIF and other NGOs supported by the Ford Foundation came under attack in Israel from politicians on the right and from such organizations as NGO Monitor and Im Tirtzu, which claim that groups support the delegitimization of Israel. The Israeli Knesset passed laws requiring increased transparency of NGO funding and initiated parliamentary hearings targeting these groups.

RECOGNIZING PALESTINE?
 Ali Abunimah writes for al-Jazeerah, April 14

	What do you do if your decades-long campaign to bring about an independent Palestinian state on those fractions of historic Palestine known as the West Bank and Gaza Strip have resulted in total failure?

The answer seems to be, if you are the Western-sponsored Palestinian Authority (PA) in Israeli-occupied Ramallah, to pretend you have a Palestinian state anyway, and to get as many other countries to join in this charade as possible.

This appears to be the essence of the PA strategy to gain admittance for the "State of Palestine" to the UN General Assembly by September.

Already, the PA is lobbying hard for countries to support the move, and in recent months a number of states, particularly in Latin America, have extended full diplomatic recognition to the Ramallah authority. The New York Times cited diplomats who say that if brought to a vote in the UN General Assembly, the measure would likely pass.

The PA's push for recognition of a Palestinian     

state  is the diplomatic counterpart to its much-           touted "institution-building" and "economic     development" efforts which are supposed to create           the infrastructure for a future state.
But the institution-building program is nothing more than than a mirage, boosted by public relations tricks and  a a a          a good press.  In fact, the main "institutions" the PA  has has built are the police-state and militia apparatuses  used used to repress political opposition to the PA and       form of resistance to Israeli occupation. Meanwhile      the economy of the West Bank, and the PA itself,   remain completely dependent on foreign aid.

UN recognition of a Palestinian make-believe state would be no more meaningful than this fantasy "institution-building", and could push Palestinians even further away from real liberation and self-determination.

Figures from the Ramallah-based PA have justified their UN recognition strategy as a way to bring international pressure to bear on Israel. "Such recognition would create political and legal pressure on Israel to withdraw its forces from the land of another state that is recognised with the [1967] borders," Ramallah 'foreign minister' Riyad al-Malki told reporters in January.

Similarly, Nabil Shaath, a top Fatah official, explained to the New York Times that if a Palestinian state were recognized by the UN: "Israel would then be in daily violation of the rights of a fellow member state and diplomatic and legal consequences could follow, all of which would be painful for Israel."

But can anyone who has seen how the "international community" functions when it comes to Israel believe such delusional expectations?  Lebanon has been a member state of the United Nations since 1945 and yet this did not prevent Israel from occupying southern Lebanon from 1978 until 2000. Israel's occupation of Lebanon ended not because of any international pressure, but only because the Lebanese resistance drove Israel and its collaborating militias out.

Since its massive bombardment of Lebanon in 2006, Israel has violated Lebanon's sovereignty thousands of times – according to the UN itself. But its constant overflights of Lebanese airspace and kidnapping of Lebanese citizens among other  violations has never prompted "diplomatic and legal consequences" to hold Israel accountable.

Similarly, since 1967 Israel has occupied the Golan Heights, which belong to Syria (also a UN member since 1945). There has been virtually no armed resistance on the Golan Heights nor has there been any international pressure for Israel to withdraw or for Syrian refugees to return to their homes.  Even after Israel illegally annexed the territory in 1981 – a move condemned by the UN Security Council – the international community's silence has allowed Israel's colonization of the Golan Heights to continue unabated.  Why would the situation in the state of Palestine" be any different?

The effort to seek diplomatic recognition for an imaginary Palestinian state on a fraction of historic Palestine is a strategy of desperation from a Palestinian leadership that has run out of options, lost its legitimacy, and become a serious obstacle in the way of Palestinians regaining their rights.

Relying heavily on diplomatic forums and the good will of the "international community" has also been tried before and produced no results. Recall that in 2004, the PA expended enormous efforts to obtain an advisory ruling from the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in The Hague that Israel's apartheid wall in the West Bank is illegal and must be torn down.  But beyond obtaining the ruling, the PA had absolutely no strategy to mobilize Palestinians and their allies to pressure the world to actually implement the decision. It was a paper victory that resulted in no change on the ground.

Indeed, there is significant evidence that while the PA's diplomatic corps and negotiators were busy in The Hague, the leadership sought to stifle attempts by Palestinian civil society organizations in the West Bank and East Jerusalem to organize around and bring attention to the ICJ ruling, almost certainly due to pressure by Israel and the United States.

Would the government of an "independent Palestine" still under Israeli occupation and reliant on aid from the US and EU be able to stand similar pressure in the future? The PA's record to date offers no basis for optimism.

In spite of these efforts, the ICJ opinion did have one important consequence. It was not the PA or the defunct Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) that began to mobilize.  Rather, amid the inaction from world governments to enforce the ICJ ruling, Palestinian civil society independently issued the 2005 Palestinian Call for Boycott Divestment and Sanctions (BDS).

This campaign seeks to isolate Israel and pressure it to respect Palestinian rights and international law, through popular boycotts similar to those that helped end apartheid in South Africa.  Rather than fetishising "statehood", the BDS campaign focuses on rights and realities: it calls for an end to Israel's occupation and colonization of all Arab lands conquered in 1967; full equality for Palestinian citizens of Israel; and respect for and implementation of the rights of Palestinian refugees. These demands are all fully consistent with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and international law.

The PA has never endorsed this campaign, and in fact has sought to distract from and undermine it by calling only for a half-hearted boycott of Israeli settlement goods while actively promoting trade with Israel in violation of the BDS call.

Many have accurately likened the Palestinian "state" envisaged by the PA and its sponsors to the "bantustans" of apartheid South Africa.  The bantustans were nominally independent states set up by the apartheid regime to grant "citizenship" to blacks, as a way to derail demands for true equality.  World governments did not fall for the trick, and refused to recognize the bantustans because they understood that diplomatic recognition for these entities would actually set back the struggle to end South African apartheid.

Not coincidentally, the only country to have had extensive dealings with the bantustans – allowing them to open diplomatic missions and frequently receiving their leaders – was Israel. Israel saw the bantustans as a model for how it would one day manage the Palestinians.

Recognition of a Palestinian "state" under Israeli occupation would certainly solidify and perpetuate the privileges and positions of unelected PA officials, while doing nothing to change the conditions or restore the rights of millions of Palestinians, not just in the territories occupied in the June 1967 war, but within Israel, and in the diaspora.

Far from increasing international pressure on Israel, it may even allow states that have utterly failed in their duty to hold Israel accountable to international law to wash their hands of the question of Palestine, under the mantra of "we recognized Palestine, what more do you want from us?"

Palestinians and their allies should not be distracted by this international theatre of the absurd, but should focus on building wider and deeper BDS campaigns to end Israeli apartheid everywhere that it exists, once and for all.

Ali Abunimah is author of One Country, A Bold Proposal to End the Israeli-Palestinian Impasse and is a contributor to The Goldstone Report: The Legacy of the Landmark Investigation of the Gaza Conflict. He is a co-founder of the online publication The Electronic Intifada and a policy adviser with Al-Shabaka, The Palestinian Policy Network.
 HOW TO TALK ABOUT LIBYA

	


From a statement by the Friends Committee on Legislation, Washington, D.C., April 4
WhWhat Can the U.S. Do the Protect the Libyan People?
Cease Military Operations: The U.S. should end all military operations in Libya. War endangers more civilians, and U.S. military engagement is fueling further violence.
SupSupport Robust Diplomacy: The United States should lend its full support to coordinated diplomatic efforts by the African Union, the Arab League, and the United Nations to negotiate, implement and maintain a ceasefire in Libya. The United States should support agreed-upon regional and international peacekeeping efforts to maintain a ceasefire.
Support Self-determination: Libyans themselves should decide through a political process a just and lasting solution for the future of their country.
Continue the Arms Embargo: The international community, supported by the United States, should continue to stop the delivery of weapons to the warring parties in Libya.
Provide Humanitarian Assistance: The United States should join with the international community to ensure unimpeded access by humanitarian agencies capable of provided urgently-needed assistance and protection to those in need both within Libya and in neighboring countries. All assistance must be provided in accordance with internationally-agreed humanitarian principles and not on the basis of political or military objectives.
      Demonstrate Global Leadership: The United States has a historic opportunity to demonstrate new global leadership by basing its foreign policy in the Middle East and North Africa on principles of equality, human and citizenship rights, and the efficacy of nonviolence. The United States undermines this position when it chooses, or appears to choose, the government for Libya or other countries in the region…..
The U.S. Constitution gives Congress the authority to declare war. The current U.S. military action in Libya was not subject to congressional debate and approval. We support congressional efforts to hold a debate on U.S. objectives in Libya, North Africa and the Middle East.

TURKEY AND FRANCE:  DUEL IN THE MIDDLE EAST 
Elcin Poyrazlar of Cumhurriyet writes for The Huffington Post, April 7
Amid the upheaval of the Arab revolutions, states both near and far are competing for influence in the region.  One country that sees its chance is Iran, long opposed to the old Arab order.  Another is Turkey, perhaps Tehran’s ultimate rival in the region.  But the last few weeks have seen an unexpected new actor, although one with a long record in the Middle East—France.

Relations between Ankara and Paris are far from smooth.  Turkey sees French president Nicholas Sarkozy as hostile to its interests—he is against Turkish membership in the European Union and paid only a brief, grudging visit to the country in his current capacity as president of the G20.  More importantly, the two governments have been arm-wrestling over Libya and the Arab Spring.

The AKP, Turkey’s ruling party, was quick to call for the departure of Hosni Mubarak, Egypt’s now ex-president.  That position pleased the west—particularly the United States, which made clear it expected Turkey to take a consistent, pro-reform stance in the Middle East.  But such consistency was not to be.

Partly because of commercial interests in Libya—where many Turkish construction companies do business—Ankara chose to stay aloof as the conflict in that country exploded, deciding just to watch and see how events unfolded.

When there was talk of NATO intervening, Tayyip Erdogan, Turkey’s prime minister, roared:  “What business has NATO to be in Libya?” 

This came as an unwelcome surprise to Washington.  Paris by contrast, saw it as an opportunity to sidetrack Turkey’s aspirations to become a bigger player in the region.

As soon as the UN Security Council authorized military intervention in Libya, France lost no time in arranging an emergency 22 country summit.  Turkey was not on the guest list.  The Turkish government, furious at being left out, immediately made a sharp U-turn and tried to bring the issue to the table at NATO.  Erdogan and his ministers now argued that command and control for the entire Libya mission should be under NATO and decided to send warships and plans for the international operation.

That wasn’t at all to the liking of France, which is traditionally allergic to using NATO and would have preferred much more autonomy.  But going through NATO gave Turkey a veto on decision-making—which probably helped Erdogan overcome his previous objections about involving the western alliance in a military action in the Arab world.

Washington has been in favor of a lead NATO role from the beginning.  The Obama administration knew very well that the US could not financially and politically afford another war in a Muslim country.  So it has been keen to avoid characterizing the action as a war and even keener on other countries taking over the lead.

The discussions within NATO boiled down to a fight between France—which would like to have a much more active role in the region—and Turkey, which does not want to share the stage with any other outside power and has been cultivating ties [with the Arab world?] for quite some while.

In the end, France wasn’t able to set up a parallel structure to NATO to control the operation—a failure that helped the Turkish government to market the outcome domestically as a victory over France.

The fight isn’t over.  Sarkozy looks like he’s running an aggressive foreign policy in the Middle East and elsewhere…to revive his lagging support ahead of presidential elections next year.

Sarkosy has also been manipulating anti-
Turkish feelings in France for his own political gain for some time now.  He has often asserted that Turkey—“Asia Minor” as he calls it—does not belong in Europe.  Thanks to him and other hostile EU countries, Turkish public support for joining the union has fallen considerably.

Meanwhile Turkey had been running an inconsistent, opportunistic policy towards the Middle East under foreign minister Ahmet Davutoglu.  The latest uprisings in the region—and France’s emergence as a new rival—have cast a revealing light on Ankara’s twisting and turning 

The AKP has differed from its western allies on many big issues—like Iran, Israel, missile defense and Sudan—partly for the sake of demonstrating the Turkey’s policy is independent.  But on Libya, it eventually had to support Washington and sign off on NATO’s role for fear of losing ground to France.

In the end realpolitik pushed Turkey back to its traditional  alliances on Libya.  But on the broader Middle East it is still in desperate need of recalibrating its foreign policy.  
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Source: New Israel Fund

“That initiative wound down successfully,” said Ford Foundation director of communications Alfred Ironside in a statement he provided for the Forward. The statement noted that since 1948, the Ford Foundation’s support for programs in Israel exceeded $70 million, and stated that the foundation will “explore how best to contribute toward democracy and development in the region going forward.”

But the bottom line is clear: The partnership with NIF, which yielded $40 million for progressive NGOs in Israel, is coming to an end. “NIF has grown into a robust and capable independent foundation, and we look forward to seeing it continue to thrive,” the Ford statement concluded.

Aaron Back, director of the Ford Israel Fund, explained that the foundation’s commitments “had never been open-ended.” The new leadership of the Ford Foundation had conducted an across-the-board review of all programs and made significant changes in its priorities, he explained. The foundation’s new president, Luis A. Ubiñas, took office in 2008 after the new grant to Israel had already been approved. Both five-year funding programs were adopted during the tenure of former president Susan Berresford.

“I would obviously want to see this money continue into the future, but the legacy of the Ford Foundation’s work with NIF will continue to be noticed,” Back said. He added that despite the foundation’s decision to shift funds to other purposes, he views the funding program for Israel as a success, thanks to the support it provided to organizations that he sees as having a “hugely important voice,” and to the way in which it helped NIF in becoming “a robust and capable” organization.

The end of the Ford Foundation grants is expected to have a significant impact on NIF. Currently, Ford Foundation grants make up roughly a third of NIF’s donor-advised giving, which reaches $14 million to 15 million a year. NIF’s core giving, however, which totals between $10 million to 15 million annually, will not be affected by the withdrawal of Ford funds.

“This was not a surprise for us,” said Daniel Sokatch, the group’s CEO. Sokatch praised Ford for what he described as the foundation’s “smart philanthropy,” which focused on NGO’s by building their capacities and ensuring their sustainability. Making sure that funds are used for growth and for stabilizing the grantees, he said, did this.

Sokatch put a positive spin on the Ford Foundation’s decision. “There is a compliment here for the civil society sector in Israel,” he said. “This is a sign that they no longer need this kind of support and can stand on their own feet.”

The director of one of those groups, Jafar Farah of Israel’s Mossawa Center, which advocates for equal rights for Arab Israelis, told the Forward he hopes that the Ford grants will no longer be needed by the time they end in 2013. “I hope that by then, Israel will be a real democracy with equality for all,” he said.

But if Farah is unsuccessful in what he calls “changing the reality,” he still expects the Ford Foundation to reconsider its decision to withdraw from Israel. Mossawa owes nearly 10% of its budget to grants from the Ford Foundation.

The Association for Civil Rights in Israel, another Ford Foundation grantee, receives $100,000 a year from the fund, a grant that makes up 3% of its budget. Hagai El-Ad, ACRI’s executive director, said that the impact of the Ford Israel Fund’s loss will not be that great. “Getting notice so early in advance allows us to invest in developing new resources,” El-Ad said. ACRI devoted the money it received from the Ford Foundation in recent years to programs aimed at promoting social justice and fighting economic gaps in Israeli society.

Back believes that most, if not all, grantees will survive the loss of Ford as a funder. “I’d be surprised if any one of them will go out of existence,” he said, adding that he intends to focus his work in coming years on ensuring that grantees develop alternative funding sources for the day after the Ford Foundation pulls out.

