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Friday, January 20, 7:00 p.m., Tariq Ali, the British-Pakistani historian, novelist, journalist, and activist who regularly contributes to The Guardian, Counterpunch and The London Review of Books:  “Revolution in the Air:  The Arab Spring and a World in Motion.” 101 McCormick (Art Museum) Co-sponsored with the Princeton Committee for Palestine the Princeton Office of Diversity, the Princeton Comparative Literature Department.
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Gary Sick’s blog: http://garysick.tumblr.com for January 4:  “Who’s afraid of the Ayatollahs?” on possible war with Iran.

A long article on Tunisia’s economic situation with emphasis on the role of wage-repression and labor strikes, by Rob Prince for Foreign Policy in Focus, December 14: www.fpif.org/blog/the_amilcar_notes_part_3_tunisias_forgotten_socio-economic_crisis

Center for Constitutional Rights and 84 leading archaeologists seek to halt “Museum of Tolerance” building on a Muslim Cemetery in Jerusalem: www.CCRjustice.org/ourcases/current-cases/mamilla

STATEMENT OF THE PLO DELEGATION TO THE UNITED STATES

22 December 2011 

The General Delegation of the PLO to the US is encouraged by the latest positions of the international community with regards to the Palestinian right to self-determination and Israel’s illegal settlement policy. 

On December 19th, 2011, the United Nations General Assembly adopted a resolution in support of the right of Palestinian to self-determination; 182 in favor, 3 abstentions, and 7 against. The next day, nine members of the Security Council voiced their opposition to Israel’s illegal settlement policy. Especially remarkable was the joint statement issued by the UK, France, Germany and Portugal describing Israel’s accelerating settlement activities as sending “a devastating message” to the prospects of a return to negotiations. 

However, the General Delegation of the PLO to the US is concerned by the US position in these sessions. The US was one of only seven countries in opposition to the General Assembly resolution, while in the Security Council, the US refused to condemn Israel’s illegal settlement policy. Such outlier positions are making the US more isolated in the international arena. 

Additionally, these positions are in direct opposition to long-standing US policies on Palestinian self-determination and the illegality of Israeli settlements. Unfortunately, this is not the first time the US contradicted its declared policy. On February 18th, 2011, it vetoed a Security Council resolution condemning Israeli settlements, despite the fact that its wording had copied US policy statements almost verbatim. In his speech to AIPAC’s Policy Conference on May 22nd this year, President Obama alluded to how the US is becoming more isolated in its positions. He cautioned that the context in the Middle East and the international community is changing rapidly and that the US is losing its credibility with the Arab masses – a group whose role in the region’s politics is growing every day. Therefore, such actions will contribute to eroding US leverage and its standing in the region and the world…. 

The General Delegation of the PLO to the US urges the US administration to join the international community in supporting a meaningful right to self-determination for the Palestinians, and to firmly stand by its policy against Israel’s illegal settlement activities. 
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 David and Ruth Scott with Bob Johnston at the PMES party for “Atatürk,” November 20.

THE MIDEAST PEACE PROCESS IN 2011: HOPES AND DISILLUSIONMENT
| 
Henry Seigman writes for The National Interest,
January 6
http://nationalinterest.org/commentary/the-mideast-peace-process-2011-hopes-disillusionment-6341
This past December, four European countries—the United Kingdom, Germany, France and Portugal, all members of the UN Security Council—harshly faulted Israel for its violation of international law and the rights of the Palestinian people by continuing the expansion of illegal settlements in East Jerusalem and the West Bank. Israel’s intemperate response to that criticism exposed for all to see the moral and political obtuseness of its settlement policy, telling these European countries to mind their own business instead of interfering in Israel’s “internal” affairs.
 
The Israeli notion that the Occupied Territories beyond the 1967 border are “internal,” allowing Israeli governments to do with them as they please without regard for the rights of the Palestinian people or for international law, has not just “complicated” the peace process, as the United States and other governments have often put it. It has turned the peace process into a farce, for it exposes the strategic choice of Israel’s current and previous governments of territory over peace, and leaves no doubt that the goal of Israel’s settlement project is the prevention of Palestinian statehood.
 
Mostly ignored or forgotten is the fact that Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu ran on a Likud party platform that explicitly opposed Palestinian statehood; later, after he made his speech claiming to have been converted to acceptance of a two-state solution, key members of his government established the “Entire Land of Israel” parliamentary caucus whose official goal is the prevention of a Palestinian state anywhere in the West Bank. It is the largest of the Knesset’s many caucuses. There is no record of Netanyahu ever having criticized this caucus or having ordered members of his government to leave it.
 
Even as Netanyahu proclaims how desperately he wishes to renew peace talks with President Mahmoud Abbas, his government distributed hateful and defamatory accusations against Abbas, describing him as a “radical” who glorifies and perpetuates violence and terrorism—this of the man who not only publicly opposed the violence of the second intifada but whose collaboration with Israeli security forces put an end to violence and terrorism in the West Bank. A “circular note” issued to foreign governments by Israel’s Foreign Ministry in October 2011 reaches the “inescapable” conclusion that “no agreement will ever be possible [with the Palestinians] as long as Mahmoud Abbas leads the Palestinian Authority.”
 
In his speech to the United Nations General Assembly in September, President Obama asserted that Palestinians can achieve statehood only through direct negotiations with Israel, effectively subjecting the Palestinian right to national self-determination to Netanyahu and Avigdor Lieberman’s veto. If Netanyahu and his government choose to present Abbas terms for an agreement that no Palestinian leader could conceivably accept—which, by insisting on Israel’s annexation of all of Arab East Jerusalem is exactly what they have done—they will be able to keep the West Bank and its population under permanent subjugation.
 
Before demanding that Palestinians return to bilateral talks with Israel, and certainly before punishing Palestinians for refusing to do so, President Obama had an obligation to answer a simple question: What would he have done if Palestinians acceded to his demand and resumed bilateral talks, but continued to encounter Netanyahu’s refusal to negotiate territorial issues from the 1967 border, or to limit changes in that border to territorial swaps? Would he then have allowed the Security Council to address Israel’s rejection without resorting to a veto? His September speech left little doubt about the answer to that question.
 
So as 2011 ended, the Middle East peace process became history. Despite the U.S. administration’s rhetorical objections to Israel’s settlements and its equally rhetorical support of Palestinian statehood, Obama’s rejection of international intervention and his insistence that a Palestinian state can come about only as the result of a bilateral Israeli-Palestinian agreement sent a clear message to Netanyahu’s government. For all practical purposes, a Palestinian state is no longer on America’s political horizon.
 
But for this very reason, 2011 was the year in which the international community, including America’s most important European allies, realized the groundlessness of their long-standing belief that the United States is uniquely positioned to leverage its unprecedented support for Israel into pressure to accept a just and balanced peace accord. The international community now sees that the United States is uniquely preventing an agreement, repeatedly using its Security Council vote, or the threat of a veto, to shield Israel from international pressure that might have changed its cost-benefit calculations.
 
It is this new awareness of an intolerable American bias that provoked four European members of the Security Council to drop the pretense that their governments believe Netanyahu is committed to a two-state solution. Following a closed meeting of the Security Council at which its members received a briefing on Israel’s newly announced construction plans, which would effectively exclude a Palestinian state from any part of East Jerusalem, and therefore rule out a two-state solution, these key European governments described Israel’s continued territorial confiscations as sending “a devastating message” about Israel’s intentions. One senior European official who did not wish to be identified [3]said [3], “We don’t know where this government is leading Israel to, or what its position is regarding the peace process.” That is diplomatic-speak for “We know where this government is leading Israel and what its position regarding the peace process is, and it can no longer count on our complicity.” India, Brazil and South Africa also condemned Israel’s behavior, as did Russia’s UN envoy.
 
As long as the peace process was based on the illusion that Israel was always ready to return the Occupied Territories in exchange for Palestinian and Arab recognition, and that America would use its leverage to bring Israel into line if it failed to do so, there was no chance that the peace process could lead to a two-state solution. Now that Netanyahu and Obama have put an end to these two illusions, international sanctions fairly applied to both parties for illegal and predatory behavior are no longer inconceivable. If such intervention were now pursued by an international community no longer willing to accept an American Middle East peace policy that is hostage to its Israel lobby, a Palestinian state living in peace alongside an Israel reconciled to its internationally recognized borders may yet be achievable.
 
ISRAELI  UNIVERSITY  GAINING  A TOEHOLD  IN  MANHATTAN SPECIALIZES  IN  WEAPONS DEVELOPMENT

http://mondoweiss.net/2011/12/israeli-university-gaining-a-toehold-in-manhattan-specializes-in-weapons-development.html
by Allison Deger 

 

On Monday, December 19, New York City and Cornell University announced a "historic" partnership with Technion - Israel Institute of Technology, where the two universities will build an applied sciences campus on Roosevelt Island, supported by a $100 million capital gift from New York City. The project was also funded by a $350 million gift from an anonymous donor (now revealed to be philanthropist Charles Feeney).

Following the city's decision, Israeli Consul General Ido Aharoni spoke with The Jewish Week about the engineering campus project, stating, “this is of strategic importance in terms of positioning Israel not only in America, but all over the world, as a bastion of creativity and innovation." Technion is a major educator in the field of science--the university produces approximately half of the leadership of Israeli NASDAQ companies. But what was not discussed in the bid run-off, is Technion's entrenchment in systems of militarism and discrimination.  These systems of violence and discrimination in education, practiced in the occupied Palestinian territories and Israel, respectively, raise ethical and legal questions for New York City in entering a contract with Technion.

An April 2011 report by Tadamon, a Montreal-based activist organization titled Structures of Oppression: Why McGill and Concordia Universities must sever their links with the Technion-Israel Institute of Technology, investigates these issues: Technion's links to Elbit Systems Ltd. (an Israeli military security and surveillance company) and Rafael Advanced Systems Ltd. (founded in 1948 as part of the Israeli Ministry of Defense), the technologies developed at Technion, and the school's discrimination towards Palestinian students--by way of institutionalized preferential treatment towards active duty and reservist IDF students.

 A multi-billion dollar company that provides security equipment to the IDF, including "unmanned aerial and ground vehicles," Elbit’s current partnership with Technion is a joint-venture since 2008, the Visions Systems Research Initiative, which according to Elbit, designs "an advanced eye tracking laboratory that enables real-time measurement of gaze and eye movement." WhoProfits.org reported:

The company supplied UAVs (Unmanned Aerial Vehicles) to the Israeli army, which are in operational use in during combat in the West Bank and Gaza. The cameras in these UAV are manufactured by Controp Precision Tehnologies.

The security contractor previously has lost contracts with the Norwegian Finance Ministry and Danske Bank because of Elbit’s work with the IDF in the West Bank occupation. WhoProfits.org researched Elbit's  security contracts with the Jerusalem section of the wall, where Elbit provides "surveillance cameras in the Ariel section and for the A-ram wall," which constitutes a violation of international law.  

Rafael Advanced Systems Ltd.

An Israeli government-owned weapons producer and major Israeli employer, Rafael Advanced Systems Ltd., has provided the IDF with security services since the 1970s, and is partnered with Technion through a specialized degree program. ….Rafael produces medium range missiles that outfit Elbit drones, used during the 2008-9 Israeli assault on Gaza. The unmanned aerial vehicles, weaponized by Rafael, were used in cases of indiscriminate violence on civilians and internationals, including 87 deaths in Operation Cast Lead, as reported by Human Rights Watch.

….Technion, through the Technion Autonomous Systems Program developed Rafan, a small helicopter, weighing approximately 1 kilogram, used for surveillance, and unmanned bulldozers. This program has the support of three different academic centers whose focus is creating weapons to support various branches of military.

Tadamon details IDF programs with Technion, in which active-duty and reservist students are privileged over Palestinian students, through academic incentives and programs. As Palestinian citizens of Israel are exempt from military service, these programs are effectively exclusively for Israeli-Jewish students. Tadamon reviews the two programs, Atidim and Brakim:

The Technion is a partner in the Brakim academic reserve program, 'the latest in a series of joint Israel Defense Forces (IDF)/Technion academic initiatives.' Taking place in the Faculty of Mechanical Engineering, the Brakim program allows 15 students to complete both their Bachelor’s and Master’s in Science degrees in four years. 'Like other students in the Atuda (academic reserve program), Brakim participants will complete their undergraduate degrees and apply their education during their military service,' as stated in the publication Technion Focus. According to a brochure released by the Faculty of Mechanical Engineering, the, 'Brakim program [was] initiated to meet the request of the IDF to create an elite group of mechanical engineers to become the future R&D leaders in IDF.'

The Tadamon report recommends the universities sever ties with Technion, based on the partnerships with "the Israeli military, the Israeli military-industrial complex, and Israel's grave violations of international law and Palestinian rights." Furthermore, Tadamon charges Technion has "full knowledge" of the development of weapons specifically used for violations of international law, and asks other universities to not normalize these abuses to law and human life. 

With human rights organizations calling for universities to sever ties with Technion, New York City's and Cornell's decision to build a partnership with the school on Roosevelt Island should be closely scrutinized.

APARTHEID OIL

MacDonald Stainsby writes inMedia Co-op, November 10

Jerusalem-- Major offshore gas strikes in 2009 and 2010 may soon convert Israel into a gas exporting country with self-sufficient energy. But perhaps more important than the gas under the sea is the mock crude trapped in husk dry sands and rock hard shale, reserves which could push Israel into the upper echelons of recoverable oil on the planet. Israel has long had a weakness economically and militarily because of their reliance on others for energy supplies. 

What promises to be the most energy intensive form of oil recovery on the planet could reinforce Israel's military might, while presenting a new threat to scarce water resources and the climate.

New estimates show that there’s 250 billion barrels (bbl) of recoverable mock (or synthetic) crude oil, possibly even more, in locations throughout Israel. By way of comparison, Canada has just under 200 bbl of oil, including recoverable tar sands while Saudi Arabia is said to have 260 bbl. 

The announcement of these major oil finds comes on the heels of the discovery of the contested Leviathan offshore gas field in the Mediterranean Sea, estimated to hold between 16 and 30 trillion cubic feet of natural gas. 

The Leviathan field was discovered by Noble Energy of Texas in June 2010. The discovery is disputed by Lebanon, which has already brought a complaint to the United Nations alleging Israeli slant drilling off the Lebanese coast following the 2006 aerial war. Further complicating matters is that the other major natural gas in the region lies beneath the recognized maritime territory of the Gaza Strip. 

“Israel [will] never buy gas from Palestine” declared Ariel Sharon in 2001, after the Palestinian Authority signed 25 year development leases with European energy companies. In 2003 Palestinian control over their own gas was challenged in Israel’s supreme court in a case that has yet to be resolved.

British Gas Group (BG Group) struck a development deal on the Gaza deposit, and was planning to pipe gas through Egypt when, in 2006, UK PM Tony Blair is said to have intervened to prevent sending the gas south. In May of 2007, Israeli PM Ehud Olmert issued a proposal approved by cabinet to buy the $4 billion worth of gas, with $1 billion in profits going to the Palestinian Authority (PA), undermining then newly-elected Hamas. 

With various military and security advisers calling a gas deal with the PA a security risk, it fell through. British Gas Group closed their office in Israel and announced on their website that they were “...evaluating options for commercialising the gas.” Perhaps on the advice of retired high ranking Israeli Defense Forces officials, British Gas Group ceded their field license, so as to no longer involve the Palestinian Authority.

“In November 2008, the Israeli Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of National Infrastructures instructed Israel Electric Corporation (IEC) to enter into negotiations with British Gas on the purchase of natural gas from the BG's offshore concession in Gaza,” read a release by Boycott Israel UK right before the launch of Cast Lead….

" Together with the Levitathan deposits, the natural gas fields off of Gaza's shores represent reserves that could easily meet Israel's internal electrical energy needs and turn the Zionist state from net importer to an exporter of energy. But the importance of the gas deposits may pale in comparison to the more recent development of technology for recovering tar sands and shale oil. In fact, given the massive energy inputs required to extract oil from shale, the Leviathan and Gazan gas fields may become an integral part of supplying the energy for this massive heavy oil project.

Using a combination of technologies already in use in Canada's tar sands and newer conceptual technology developed in Colorado's vast oil shale deposits, in March of 2011 Israel Energy Initiatives (IEI) announced a project to transform shale into oil. If it proceeds, shale oil extraction in Israel could permanently alter the political and atmospheric climate of the Middle East.

IEI is a subsidiary of the much larger Israeli Data Technologies (IDT), a corporation that already dominates Israel's economic landscape and is led by IDT Chairman Howard Jonas. Along for the ride on this venture are media mogul Rupert Murdoch and former US vice-president Dick Cheney, along with many other notables.

Approximately 15 per cent of the land mass of UN-defined Israel overlays oil shale deposits. In fact, Israel has already exported their know-how to the Alberta tar sands: Ormat, an Israeli firm, has set up shop with patented energy technology in Alberta under the name Opti. Opti teamed up with Nexen in Canada to launch an in house technique of burning the waste gunk produced through extraction in order to provide energy for the extraction operation itself. At the end of July 2011, Opti (and their interests in Alberta's tar sands) was sold to China National Offshore Oil Corp. …

The oil shale proposal that is closest to approval is a short drive southwest of Jerusalem, a pastoral area of kibbutzes and small villages that historians believe was the backdrop for the biblical battle between David and Goliath. The area doesn't feel anything like the oil boomtown of Fort McMurray, Alberta, or even anything close to much of the Middle East, but more like parts of western Canada's Okanagan Valley. 

 “It's the biggest license even given to a private company in Israel,” said Chagit Tishler, who works with the organization Save Adullam, which is made up of local residents who oppose the IEI pilot project.  The license was granted under the Oil Law, essentially a free entry law dating from 1952, which prioritizes oil and gas exploration over farms, parks or historical sites.

If carried out as planned, IEI’s project would constitute one of the least energy efficient forms of oil production ever devised. Three to five Gigawatts of electricity would be used to produce a single barrel of shale-based oil, according to Save Adullam. Heating the shale, which takes place for months at a time, could release at least 15 million tons of CO2 into the atmosphere. No other extraction process in conventional oil or even tar sands involves a heating process this extensive, nor is any as carbon intensive. This carbon release takes place even before refining, let alone consumption. 

Regardless, for Israel, these reserves represent a local supply that cannot be blockaded. IEI states that the petroleum from this shale produces a light synthetic crude nearly perfect for converting to jet fuel. 

Thus far, groups like Save Adullam who wish to stop this project have failed to make alliances with other communities living with the threat of oil shale extraction. The focus of Save Adullam is to demand a repeal the 1952 oil law. Their allies are inside the Knesset and others within the Israeli state, including the Jewish National Fund (JNF).  

And in yet another parallel to Canada, the vast offshore gas deposits claimed by Israel-- mainly but not exclusively the Leviathan field-- could serve the same vital role for energy input of oil shale developments that natural gas plays in the Athabasca tar sands. Israel already has a water crisis, but it looks like it might see fit to exacerbate that problem in the push for energy independence.

THAT ROCKY ROAD TO DAMASCUS 

Pepe Escobar writes in worldpress.com, Nov. 27

 The trillion-dollar question in the "Arab Winter" is who will blink first in the West's screenplay of slouching towards Tehran via Damascus. As they examine the regional chessboard and the formidable array of forces aligned against them, Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei and the military mullahtariat in Tehran must face, simultaneously, superpower Washington, bomb-happy North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) members, nuclear power Israel, all Sunni Arab absolute monarchies, and even Sunni-majority, secular Turkey.
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Joy Stocke and Prof. Şükrü Hanioǧlu at his talk on Atatürk.

Meanwhile, on their side, the Islamic Republic can only count on Moscow.... Not as bad a hand as it may seem. Syria is Iran's undisputed key ally in the Arab world - while Russia, alongside China, are the key geopolitical allies. China, for the moment, is making it clear that any solution for Syria must be negotiated. Russia's one and only naval base in the Mediterranean is at the Syrian port of Tartus. Not by accident, Russia has installed its S-300 air defense system - one of the best all-altitude surface-to-air missile systems in the world, comparable to the American Patriot - in Tartus. The update to the even more sophisticated S-400 system is imminent. From Moscow's - as well as Tehran's - perspective, regime change in Damascus is a no-no... It will mean virtual expulsion of the Russian and Iranian navies from the Mediterranean. Yet key lateral moves by the West are already on... Diplomats in Brussels confirmed to Asia Times Online that the former Libyan "rebels" have already given the go-ahead for NATO to build a sprawling military base in Cyrenaica. NATO has no final say in such matters... This is decided by the boss - the Pentagon - interested in emboldening Africom in coordination with NATO. As many as 20,000 boots are expected to be deployed on the ground in Libya - at least 12,000 of them Europeans... They will be responsible for Libya's "internal security", but also be on alert for possible, further military campaigns targeted at - who else - Syria and Iran. Bring those Shi'ites down As much as the latest "coalition of the willing" - which by the way repeats the Libya model - is against the Bashar al-Assad regime in Syria, it also represents a Christian/Sunni war against Shi'ites, be they the Alawite minority in Syria or the Shi'ite majorities in Iran, Iraq and Lebanon. This is part and parcel of the "strategic opportunity" identified by the powerful Israel lobby in Washington; if we strike against the Damascus-Tehran link, we deal a mortal blow to Hezbollah in Lebanon. That, ideologues believe, can now be sold to world public opinion under the cover of the former Arab Spring - now "Arab Winter" after a metamorphosis, before "Arab Summer", into the Arab counter-revolution. As Tehran sees it, what's really going on regarding Syria is a "humanitarian" cover for a complex anti-Shi'ite and anti-Iran operation. The road map is already clear.........

IRAQ WAR:  NOT OVER AND DANGER AHEAD

James Zogby writes in Washington Watch, December 26

The dust left in the wake of U.S. forces departing from Iraq had barely settled when Prime Minister Nuri al Maliki intensified his crackdown against Sunni Arab leaders, deepening the country’s sectarian divide. While American leaders may speak glowingly of Iraq's new democracy, all evidence points to serious problems on the road ahead. This can be discerned both from events on the ground and also from the results of our most recent poll of Iraqi public opinion.

In September 2011, in preparation for the Sir Bani Yas Forum, we surveyed Iraqis to measure their attitudes toward the impact of the war and their concerns about the future of their country in the aftermath of the U.S. withdrawal. We also polled Americans, Iranians, and Arabs from six countries on many of the same questions. From the data several observations can be made.

First and foremost are the divisions among Iraq’s three major groupings: Sunni Arabs, Shia Arabs, and Kurds. In the United States, there is a deep partisan divide. And finally, there is a disconnect between the attitudes of Iraqis and their Arab neighbors.

All these patterns play out in response to almost every question asked in the poll. For example, when we ask "are Iraqis better off or worse off than they were before American forces entered the country?" we find that Iraqis are conflicted, with about one-half of both Shia and Sunni Arabs saying that they are “worse off,” while 60% of Kurds say they are “better off.”  But on the U.S. side, 58% of Republicans say Iraqis are “better off” compared with only 24% of Democrats who hold this view. A striking 44% of all Americans either are “not sure” or say things are “the same.”  

When we looked more closely at how the war has impacted many areas of life in Iraq, this division amongst the groups in Iraq and the political parties in the United States once again comes through quite clearly. Kurds, for example, say their lives have improved in every area considered. At the same time, overwhelming majorities of Sunni and Shia Arabs say that conditions have worsened.  Judging from their respective views, it would appear that Republicans and Democrats are looking at two different wars, with Republicans tending to see the war’s impact as positive in every area, while Democrats largely judge the war as having made life worse for Iraqis.

Looking forward, Americans and Iraqis seem to agree, at least on the surface, that the departure of American forces from Iraq is a “good thing.” By a margin of two to one Iraqis say the withdrawal is positive, as do a strong majority Americans from both parties. But when we ask what emotion they feel when contemplating the departure of U.S. forces, this consensus breaks down. Three-quarters of Americans saying they are “happy” at the prospect of leaving Iraq. But this emotion is shared by only 22% of Iraqis, with another 35% saying they are worried and 30% saying they feel both emotions. The reasons for this mixed Iraqi mood can be seen when we look more closely at the concerns they have for the post-withdrawal period. Almost six in ten Iraqis say they are concerned about the possibility that the following might occur: “civil war,” “the country will split into parts,” “increased terrorism,” “economic deterioration,” and the fear that Iraq “may be dominated by a neighboring country.” U.S. attitudes toward each of these concerns might best be described as ambivalent, with only “increased terrorism” registering.

Examining how Iraqis view issues close to home can also be quite instructive. About one in five Iraqis wants a democracy and believes a democracy “will work” in their country. Another two in five say that they would like a democracy but they don’t “believe it will work.” At the same time, one in five “do not want a democracy” because they believe “it won’t work” in Iraq. Depending on how you add up these responses, it can either be said that six in ten Iraqis want their country to be a democracy, or six in ten Iraqis don’t believe that democracy will work in Iraq. This is the definition of being conflicted.

We asked Iraqis to evaluate their leaders and found that most are polarizing figures. Iraqi List coalition Iyad Allawi has the best overall rating of any Iraqi political figure receiving strong support from Sunni Arabs and Kurds. He, however, is not viewed favorably by Shia Arabs. The current Prime Minister, Nuri al Maliki, is more polarizing with quite limited support from Sunni Iraqis and Kurds. In fact his numbers across the board are strikingly similar to those received by cleric, Moqtada al Sadr, except that al Sadr does better among Shia,  and receives approximately the same ratings as al Maliki among Sunni Arabs and only slightly worse among Kurds.

The bottom line is that America leaves an Iraq that is deeply divided. After decades of ruthless rule, Iraqis endured an invasion and occupation, suffered from terror and ethnic cleansing, and while the trappings of a democracy have been set-up, it remains in a gestational state. Iraqis appear to both want the occupation to end, but have great concerns about what will follow. The problem for them is that the American public wanted an end to this war, and, it appears, most of Iraq’s neighbors are neither equipped to help, nor would their help be welcomed. An additional problem, of course, was the troubled outcome of the last election, which left Iraq with a leader who is not supported by many in the country. America may want to wash its hands of the situation they leave behind, and Iraq's neighbors may not want to face the real danger Iraq may pose for the region's future, but Iraqis have legitimate concerns about the post-withdrawal period, and as we see unfolding before us, these concerns must be addressed before it is too late.

DENNIS ROSS: “MORE ISRAELI  THAN THE ISRAELIS”

Two views in the January/February issue of the Washington Report on Middle East Affairs

Rashid Khalidi:  Dennis Ross has finally left the building.  Since the Carter administration, Ross has played a crucial role in crafting Middle East policies that have prolonged and exacerbated the more than six-decade conflict between Israelis and Palestinians.  His efforts contributed significantly to the growth in the number of Israeli settlers in the occupied Palestinian territories from well under 200,000 in the 1980s to nearly 600,000 today.  It is no small measure due to him that the two-state solution is all but dead.
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Samia Saigh, Letitia Ufford, Caroline Spoeneman and Marilyn Jerry at Micaela’s

Ross’ tenure during the administrations of five presidents over parts of five decades was marked by a litany of failures.  And yet he went from success to bureaucratic success in Washington.  His ability to flourish despite these failures reflects the degree to which obsequious support for Israel has become the norm in American politics, even when it contradicts U.S. national interests.  My most telling memory of Ross came in 1991 when, during an impasse between Palestinian and Israeli negotiators, he offered an American “bridging proposal.”  When we read it, members of the Palestinian delegation (to which I was an adviser) were shocked; in important respects, it represented a harder line than the Israeli position.

Ross’ obvious lack of impartiality revealed that this was not an honest broker, but a man who was more Israeli than the Israelis themselves.  Throughout, Ross imperiously claimed that his own (highly flawed) estimate of what was acceptable to Israel was the absolute ceiling of U.S. policy, rather than standards based in established U.S. policy, or international law, or Palestinian legal and human rights.

This is just one example of why his former colleague, Aaron David Miller, wrote than American negotiators often act like “Israel’s lawyer.”  Ross’ actions should come as no surprise to anyone who has followed his career.

Prior to joining the first George H.W. bush, Clinton and Obama administrations, Ross was co-founder along with Martin Indyk, of the Washington Institute for Near East Policy (WINEP), a think tank established by the Israeli lobby group (AIPAC).  He is now reportedly returning to WINEP where at least he does not have to maintain any pretense to impartiality.

…..The notion that Israel’s leaders will be willing to make the painful “concessions” necessary for peace if given enough money, weapons and diplomatic cover has repeatedly proven itself bankrupt….An egregious example of the failure of Ross’ tactics was the Obama administration’s attempt to get Israel to agree to a partial freeze on settlement growth in November 2010….

Alex Kane of Mondoweiss wonders what Ross’ departure means. “Why did Ross make the announcement at a gathering of Jewish leaders?  Is it linked to the recent comments by Obama and Sarkozy about Netanyahu?  Ross was often said to be, among other things, a key liaison to the lobby writ large—in a sense, their man inside the White House of a president that Zionists never fully trusted.”  He quotes Daniel Levy of J. Street who told reporters that the departure of Ross will have no effect on Israel/Palestine but might have more implications for the debate over Iran:  “I worry…[that] Dennis Ross leaving now and on the same day of making the announcement of rejoining the Washington Institute for Near East Policy…[sends a signal] to a part of that pro-Israel community, a significant part of that pro-Israel community in the United States, that all is not well with Iran policy, and that more external pressure [is necessary].”

John Mearsheimer had a slightly different take in an e-mail:  “My sense is that Ross’ departure will have little effect on either the peace process or the likelihood of an attack on Iran.  Ross is just one small cog in the lobby machine, which will continue to make Israel’s case in effective ways with or without him in the White House.  The lobby does not need Ross’ departure to understand that it is not making much headway on getting Obama to attack Iran.”  

The Board of the Princeton Middle East Society sends its condolences to Sally Jesser on the recent death of her husband, Richard, both long-time members of PMES.  Dick Jesser worked in the 1950s as an engineer on the Jordan Valley Irrigation Project. 
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