New Approaches to Israel and the Middle East
Conference Leaders: Douglass Carmichael and Don Straus
Opening

Richard Farson 
Welcome to our ILF policy conference on New Approaches to Israel and the Middle East. Our relationship to Israel and its neighboring nations is clearly central to the War on Terrorism, and the need for fresh insight to these matters is urgent. Recognizing the difficulty our policymakers have in discussing this emotionally loaded and politically sensitive subject, we have constructed a special conference to help us to dig deeply, maintain a focus, deal with the potentially highly polarized feelings about it, and make certain that it takes the direction that the participating Fellows choose. Accordingly, we have two leaders for this conference, one to lead us through the subject matter, and another to facilitate the conferencing process. We're fortunate indeed to have two ILF Fellows ideal for these roles. Psychologist and broad ranging intellectual Douglas Carmichael, who has paid close attention to the ancient and modern history of Israel's development in the politics of the Middle East, will serve as our content leader. Donald Straus, former president of the American Arbitration Association, and an experienced mediator, who did such a masterful job managing our abortion conference back in 1983, will facilitate the process. We are grateful indeed for their willingness to tackle this most difficult matter. Welcome Doug and Don!

Douglass Carmichael
Difficult for sure. Thanks Dick. This will be another opportunity to clarify what I myself am thinking, and I am very grateful for the nudge to take this on.  

Is a better approach to issues and opportunities for Israel/Palestine/ Middle East/ (bearing in mind the quality of future world development) possible?  

My current starting view is that the US supported what could be called an opportunistic or tactical policy with and toward Israel largely because of the strategic significance of its Middle Eastern location and oil as center pieces in the cold war, and the US now supports basically the same policy because of the Bush focus on terrorism rather than issues of justice, environment, youth, business.. and we have become frequently seen as an illegitimate broker in the Middle East because we are perceived as so one sided.    

I'd like to open the conference at this point and see what others are thinking:  issues, opportunities, factors, ideas, and perspectives. But Don is already nudging me to take an initial question to start.  

So, first question:  Is US policy towards Israel and the whole Middle East on a reasonable development curve? As hinted at, I really don't think so, but I am also aware that, like a game of pick-up sticks, it is a difficult situation and any change—or none—looks terrifying.  

We will use this item as the place for the main conversation, and Don will act as facilitator, which lets me be a bit freer with my own emerging point of view (I am conflicted and unsure). If side issues develop that need exploration we will create new topics for those. We are starting with two additional topics: one for news that pertains to our core question, and the other for background readings that help frame what we are about.

Jewish Influence in the United States

Participant
Doug: "the US supported . . . Israel largely because of the strategic significance of its Middle Eastern location and oil . . ."  

I suggest that the size of the Jewish vote in the USA may have had something to do with it, historically.

Douglass Carmichael
definitely, and it may be the elephant (no pun intended) Dick mentioned in the opening. Here is some text from The London Review, fairly mainstream British review, giving view of the issue. If it is true, we have some hard work ahead.  

"Rather, the force durably proscribing

      any more constructive policy is the Congress, where one-sided support for

Israel is deeply ingrained. This is the result, very largely, of Israeli-lobby leverage and campaign contributions (of various kinds) but major US business interests in Israel have to be borne in mind, as does the well- organised Christian Right, with its bizarre millennialist fixation on a Jewish Israel as portending the Endtimes. Even more limiting of US foreign policy are the attitudes of individual Congressmen and women. Their public statements indicate that the great majority have internalised right-wing Israeli propaganda. For decades, the Israeli lobby has presented Congress with the narrative of a beleaguered Jewish people trying to build a homeland in a tiny country huddled on the Mediterranean while fending off irrational Islamic/ Arab hostility. With members from both parties saturated in these assumptions and hooked by hard financial and electoral clout, the Presidency is greatly constrained in any attempt it might make to lever the Israeli Government towards a loathed and costly policy change—withdrawing or freezing settlements, for instance—even though there are dissenting Israelis who would ardently endorse it. Any move in this direction on the part of any President would be political suicide. The US, then, is not neutral, but

      neutralised; its foreign policy remains committed to supporting Israel's

      'welfare' however the Israeli Government conceives it, which is why it can

      have no independent impact on settlement policy."  

from  

Virginia Tilley: The One-State Solution

       http://www.lrb.co.uk/v25/n21/till01_.html  

Douglass Carmichael
Oil is one of the motivators and the Israeli lobby (or is it the vote?) an enabler. The American Jewish community is within itself deeply divided, and I do not know recent statistics, but lack of agreement with current Israeli policy may be in the minority. The lack of any meaningful broadly acknowledged alternative to the rising violence keeps much of what support there is intact. 
 

 (Side note: Facilitator Entrance)

Donald Straus
  
I am Donald Straus. Dick has asked me to introduce "facilitation" to this program. A facilitator, like the better known arbitrator, is a "third party" in any discussion -- which means he/she has no personal interest in the proceedings other than to help the active parties understand a problem or resolve a dispute.  

Unlike an arbitrator who is seldom called upon unless the parties have dead-locked after long negotiations, a facilitator is usually called upon early in the proceedings to help the parties move toward a solution before it becomes adversarial.  

Facilitation is still a relatively new skill, but its use is growing fast and some think it is of increasing value for resolving the kind of issues that ILFers like to discuss. While its use is uncommon in discussions like this one, I believe with your help it can be both useful and exciting.  

Another way of describing a facilitator is to think of him/her as a chauffeur that has been hired to drive the car but has no opinion or desire to decide where to take you. He/she can warn you of difficulties in the road ahead and suggest better routes, but you are the boss.  And above all: if you  as a group feel that your chauffeur is no longer useful, you ask him to leave and he will do so without trouble or sorrow. This is central to facilitator ethics.  

I view facilitation being at the end of a spectrum of human behavior that goes from warfare at one end, past various forms of resolving different opinions, and finally to facilitation that is designed to help in deliberative problem solving.  

I will end by trying to explain why I think facilitation can be useful here. It may help us move towards solutions that might not be reached in our normal free-wheeling discussions. All of us have been imprinted by our American expectation that fame and fortune results from inventing solutions and then getting others to agree that their solution is wise and useful. But many who have had a good experience with a facilitated discussion get almost equal pleasure in participating with a group that has developed new ideas not previously considered.  

Now this is not a promise that any such miracle will pop out of my (really our) facilitation efforts here, but it just might. We can always convert to the more accustomed form of discussion if the facilitation process seems to be bogging down.  

Finally, here are just two preliminary "rules" your facilitating chauffeur would like you to accept:  

* At any one time, you will be asked to keep your offerings within the boundaries that Doug has suggested. Our purpose is to mine as much of our group wisdom as we can before moving on to the next level of our discussion.  

* Help develop a list of solutions, describing both their values and faults, before seeking to move on to the next topic.  

Donald Straus
As your facilitator, my first duty is to ask that you all read carefully Doug's first choice of the area we should consider, and please keep your responses relevant to his question, e.g.:  

"So, first question: Is US policy towards Israel and the whole Middle East on a reasonable development curve? As hinted at, I really don't think so, but I am also aware that, like a game of pick-up sticks, is a difficult situation and any change—or none—looks terrifying."  

Let me suggest a few ways for doing this. These are not "instructions" but truly suggestions.  

Start with addressing the question: Is US policy on a reasonable development curve? Doug has already revealed that he doesn't think so. You can agree, disagree, or, as would be in the spirit of facilitation, ask yourself and others what would be the ingredients of a "reasonable development curve", where we have deviated from that, and what might be a better target for us to follow.  

As I suggested in my opening notes, withholding a strong conviction on such troublesome issues often can help you to review where your first convictions are rooted, and are there other factors which you haven't considered.  

I could go on with further questions, but at this early stage of our work together, it is always useful to be sure we understand each other's views and compare them with your own. It could take several days to establish a common understanding of the question we are addressing.  But whatever time it takes at the start, it probably will save much more time on the path to a solution.  

Let me know if this makes sense to you. Early mutual understanding of the issues is central to facilitation, but there are many ways to get there.

Participant
I will attempt to toe the line as described by both Don and Doug but forgive me if I stray.  The Israel situation is a highly emotional one for American Jews of which I am one (a very secular one, but nevertheless a Jew).  So my thoughts may or not be colored by my ethnicity.

First, I don't believe the U.S. really has a plan that can be described as being anywhere on a development curve.  The issues mentioned in the article as well as Doug's comments are in my opinion accurate.  It's clear that our assistance to Israel is based not on humanitarian issues but on our desire to have a stepping stone in the Middle East.  Unfortunately, Israel has no oil so we can posture that we are supporting the only democracy in the area.  But while we criticize other religious states for the influence of their fundamentalist community we do not openly do so with Israel.  The differences are clear: Islamist countries are influenced by the control of religious conservatives who have the hearts and minds of a large proportion of the population; or better said, the hearts and minds of what I would call fanatically active and easily motivated parts of their population.  The government of Israel needs the votes in the Knesset of the minority conservative, religious fundamentalists to stay in power and therefore succumb to outrageous activities like building settlements on Palestinian land.  I can't speak for all American Jews as I think that I feel very differently.  Many American Jews feel that the very existence of Israel is so important they must agree with all that the Israeli government does in the name of preserving the Jewish state.  I believe American Jews make up less than 6% of the US population, with large concentrations (a sensitive word in my world) on both the East and West coasts, in large states with many electoral votes.  As much as I despise the influence of Miami Cubanos on our Cuba policy the same is true with Israel.  An interesting question to explore might be what happens if we are successful in Iraq and therefore are able to maintain a military presence there?  Will that affect our policy on Israel?  I know Don will rein me in here but the recent documentary by Thomas Friedman on the Palestine/Israel situation raised some interesting points, especially that it appears to be in Israel's best interest now to push for a Palestinian State rather than to absorb the huge Palestinian population, with voting power into Israel. 

Douglass Carmichael
Robert, many thanks. Can you give us a reference for the Friedman "documentary"?  

I'll wait till there are a few more comments before responding.

Participant 
Like Raymond, I believe that electoral politics (especially since fundamentalist Christians have grown so interested in the Middle East) and the influence of lobbies have dictated relatively uncritical support for Israeli policies in the White House and Congress, no matter what those policies may be.  Until very recently, this has been especially true of the current administration.  So long as the concept of "evenhandedness" is regarded as pro-Palestinian and anti-Israel (as Howard Dean discovered, to his chagrin) this will continue to be true.  Since I have relatives in Israel, including at least one in uniform, this is a difficult topic for me to deal with personally.  However, I strongly believe—as do many Israelis themselves—that a firm, just, and lasting peace agreement would be the best guarantor of Israeli security.  That will only be negotiated once the United States is willing to use its considerable influence to broker an agreement on terms that are fair to both sides (e.g., the Geneva Accord).  Conditions that would facilitate this process are hard to foresee.  Voting the current president out of office would be a good beginning.  

Participant
Ralph, Yes, this is a difficult topic for me as well, probably the reason Dick decided to open a conference on the subject.  I do agree with your statement that the only pathway for Israeli security is a lasting peace agreement and the need for the US to broker it.  I overwhelmingly agree that we need to vote the current President out of office to aid the facilitation of the process and to climb out of the quagmire of international enmity, the loss of freedom, and I could go on for awhile but I fear Don's whip. 


Douglass Carmichael
Both of you seem to feel that:

1. The current policy is wrong

2. A real peace requires recognition of Palestine or at least pulling back from the settlements.  

One view is that it is too late. There are (I was shocked by the numbers) more than 200,000 Israeli’s in those settlements, and they would fight—with guns—if    asked to leave.  

Conclusion, pulling back from the settlements in the absence of much bigger events, would not work.  

Are we in agreement?

Current American Policy, Geneva Accords, and Possible Solutions

Participant 
I think that the current stasis is embedded in American policy, which in turn is embedded in Bush's limited vision "Churchillian" mentality.  

Don can guide us, but I think we need at some point to deal with the nature of that embeddedness of the Israeli stasis in American policy, politics and leadership.

Participant 
Douglass is probably right about the potentially catastrophic effects of abandoning West Bank settlements, although I hate to think that Ariel Sharon's "facts on the ground" policy of creating such settlements will have proven so successful.  The Geneva Accord provides for abandoning some Israeli settlements, preserving others, and compensating the Palestinians with Israeli land for territory ceded to settlers.  This seems like a prudent, realistic approach. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Ralph, do you know how many Israeli's this involves, and how many Palestinians, and what the direct cost would be? Would it really be giving Israeli land to the Palestinians?  

Are we talking about the original Geneva accord, or the new proposal?  

Here is a link to a good article on the current accord proposal. No numbers.

http://www.fpa.org/newsletter_info2583/newsletter_info_sub_list.htm?section=%22Virtual%20Peace%22%3A%20A%20Look%20at%20the%20Geneva%20Accords

Participant
Here's the text of the Geneva Accord itself.  Article 4, Section 5 deals with settlements.  

http://www.fmep.org/documents/Geneva_Accord.html  

Douglass Carmichael
Very good to read the text. The wonderful part is that the initiative is taken, and so many want something to come of it. Obviously we are watching this in real time.  

There are several articles that have been helpful to me.

First (reposting) The one-state solution paper by Tilly in the London Review. The argument here is that a two-state solution is too late, and the specifics need to be considered.  

Virginia Tilley: The One-State Solution

       http://www.lrb.co.uk/v25/n21/till01_.html  

He refers to the also excellent article in the New York Review  

He refers to Tony Judt's article in the New York Review
http://www.nybooks.com/articles/16671  

There is also an Israeli site that is quite complex and seems to be trying for real fairness (my naive view): http://www.ariga.com/peacewatch/iscyber.htm  

An article today about Powell's support for the Geneva approach:  

“The Bush administration yesterday brushed aside Israeli objections to planned US meetings with the architects of the "Geneva initiative," an alternative Israeli-Palestinian peace plan launched in Switzerland this week.

    "I am the American secretary of state. I have an obligation ... to listen to individuals who have interesting ideas," said Secretary of State Colin L. Powell yesterday.

    "[This] in no way undercuts our strong support for the state of Israel," Mr. Powell said. "

http://washingtontimes.com/world/20031202-114509-1355r.htm  

I take it we are in agreement that this approach is on opening it is important to open more widely. There then is the question of its workability, and how it can lead to even more viable solutions, if the current proposal doesn't work. This is where the articles cited from the London Review and the New York Review come to play, because their analysis is it is too late and a real solution will have higher costs. 

The next question is, how far can the US go in supporting this, and if there is a limit on the US side, what is the source of that limit? It may for example be more in hidden commitments to Israel (say in exchange for Intelligence) than it is from US politics.  

I don't want to move too fast here, but the fact that we are in a discussion while the events are unfolding rapidly requires that we at least keep up with developments.  

I can expect Don to enter soon and make some process suggestions.

(Facilitator Summary)
Donald Straus
  
Here is the voice of your facilitator. It is yours to listen to, accept parts of, or send it all to trash. If it can stir up new ideas from each and all of you, it will have done its job.  

But before I begin let me congratulate all who have participated thus far for having caught the spirit of facilitation.  With wisdom, willingness to follow suggested behavior, and good humor you have already left a valuable record of the current state of affairs in Israel and Palestine. I didn't mean to have "scared" some of you, but whatever it was that put you in the right mood, it worked. My hat is off to Doug for getting us this far.  

I have read through the file several times and from it got the following strong hints about where we are now and where we might go.  

* The current outlook for peace in Israel and the Middle East is bleak.  

* Our government is not on a "reasonable development curve" or, in other words, following the current course of action is a non-winner.  

* For these reasons, as a "think tank" group, our task is not to seek repairs of the current policies, nor to take as gospel everything that has been called impossible, but to invent new suggestions which may aim us in the right directions. For example, Virginia Tilley's article has much good advice which can help us as we move towards recommended action. But her final sentence that only a one-state solution is practical should not be the final word in your deliberations until or unless you are satisfied that the two-state option is impossible.  

* From now on, I hope you can continue acting as a team. If you do, your exchanges will help us move towards the best joint consensus that we can. (Of course this does not mean that, after making an effort for consensus, there cannot be minority conclusions). Above all, don't worry that others might label your joint or single opinions as pie-in-the-sky. Pie is the only thing on the menu!  

* There are a number of things that we in the US are now doing which are obstacles to any solution. Among those are our image as anti-Muslim, our strong support of Israel resulting from heavy lobbying by some organized elements of Jewish voters, and our activities in Iraq and elsewhere. We should have on our agenda some ways to combat these obstacles to achieving our goals.  

* A separate but important concern is the insistence by both influential Jews and Arabs that their homes should be located in secular places. Consider carefully these preferences. Unless some new solutions can be invented, almost any solution we may come up with is in jeopardy. The article by Tony Judt is worth reading if you get into this area of inventiveness.  

I hope these notes may be helpful.  

Participant
The remarkable and heartening aspect of the refreshing comments of Bob and Ralph is that they are shared by many others, both here and in Israel, but those voices are seldom heard.  

The Geneva Accord is a reasonable solution, very similar to the Clinton plan, and to others that have been advanced in the past. There is no shortage of good thinking at that design level. We should also look at the single state plans. But what are the barriers to the implementation of such plans? Perhaps developing approaches to those barriers is where we can make the best contribution.  

I think there are at least three developments that probably must take place for a lasting resolution of the situation in the Middle East involving Israel.  All three are taboo topics.  

The first, as Ralph points out, is the terrible penalty imposed on any of our leaders who might mention evenhandedness, let alone advocating a strong non-partisan role in ending the Palestinian/Israeli conflict.  Until that penalty is removed we cannot expect the US to take the strong hand that everyone realizes is required to manage a resolution.  It is a career ending penalty for any politician who dares to question the behavior of Israel, even though there has been many UN resolutions ignored, illegal invasions, secret nuclear developments, etc.  The atom bomb of penalties is to be accused of anti-Semitism, and few recover from such accusations. Somehow we must find a way to expose and terminate such penalties by making that aspect of the problem a part of the national and international discourse.  

Second, it may be necessary for Israel to rethink and redesign its own political architecture. It is not the beacon of democracy in the Middle East that we wish it were.  It is more of a theocracy. Only Jews can fully participate in the government.  Everyone else is second class. The system is in many ways like the apartheid of South Africa, which we successfully opposed. There is no reason that Israel could not remain a haven for any Jews who wish to emigrate there, granting them immediate full citizenship. Letty Cottin Pogrebin makes the point in the current Nation that such a Law of Return is similar to our concept here of affirmative action. The Jewish people deserve such accommodations.  The official language could remain Hebrew, the official holidays Jewish, etc., but the elections and government must be opened to all citizens (one person, one vote) and all discrimination in education, housing, etc. based on favoring the Jewish population must be ended. More than anything, that would show the rest of the world that it is indeed a great democratic island in a sea of authoritarianism. The stumbling block, of course, is that the higher Arab birthrate would soon make the Jewish population a minority, but in the new world of vast immigration, traditional majorities are becoming minorities. That is what is happening everywhere, even here. South Africa is a better place now.  And the same could be true of Israel.  

Third, the International Atomic Energy Commission has recently called upon Israel to destroy its nuclear weaponry to avoid a nuclear arms race in the Middle East.  Israel has never acknowledged its nuclear power, but it is common knowledge.  Israel developed such power in violation of agreements, and with deception that would make Saddam blush.  Israel has reason to fear its neighbors, but a nuclear arsenal is not the way to defend itself.  The better strategy would be to make itself less of a target, and to become a nation whose democratic structure and peace-seeking behavior would justify US support in its defense.

Douglass Carmichael
While waiting for comments…  

The main points of Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon's Mid-East policy speech Thursday:  

* If Palestinians do not take steps toward implementing the US-backed "road map" peace plan by dismantling terror groups, Israel will disengage unilaterally.  

* Israel will relocate some settlements to reduce friction, moving them away from Palestinian population centers.  

* Israel will speed up construction of its security barrier along the West Bank, part of a temporary border.  

* Israel will ease travel restrictions in the West Bank to allow Palestinian civilians to resume normal life.  

* Israel will carry out its obligations under the "road map" plan, including removal of unauthorized settlement outposts.  

* Israel will coordinate its unilateral moves with the United States.  

from

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/news/archive/2003/12/18/international1459EST0663.DTL

Participant
Sharon has appeared to yield before. I note that it includes speeding up the wall. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Given Sharon's concessions today, it will be interesting to see if gradualism is a useful strategy. I have my doubts. 
 

Participant
I am inclined to think it is a smokescreen. Evidence suggests he will bait and switch all the way to the obliteration of any Palestinian progress. But all eyes are on this, and good may come of it. Should take only a few days. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
So far, it looks bad  

The Associated Press   Thursday, December 18, 2003  

(12-18) 13:35 PST (AP) --  

Responses to Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon's policy speech Thursday:  

Palestinians:  

* Palestinian Prime Minister Ahmed Qureia: "The language of threats that was evident in the speech -- that ... if things don't work, we will take unilateral steps, draw lines -- these are ultimately dangerous words, and this type of talk is simply not acceptable."  

* Palestinian Foreign Minister Nabil Shaath: "This is not a prescription for peace. This is a prescription for more war and more attacks and more isolation and more segregation against the Palestinian people."  

* Sheik Nafez Azzam, a leader of the militant Islamic Jihad: "This is a new language by the Israelis, and this is an evidence that the uprising has created new facts on the ground. ... As long as the occupation continues, the problem still exists ... and resistance will stop only when this occupation ends."  

Israelis:  

* Shimon Peres, leader of the opposition Labor Party: "What is clear from this speech is that there is no real decision, there are just a few linguistic changes that don't ease the situation or solve anything. I don't see anything that he mentioned happening right now. ... I am very frustrated."  

* Effie Eitam of the pro-settlement National Religious Party threatened to leave Sharon's government: "We will not be part of a government that uproots Jewish communities and will defame the entire Zionist enterprise. Sharon's threat to unilaterally disengage amounts to an Israeli declaration of surrender in the war that Arafat has waged against us for the last three years."  

* Yosef Lapid, leader of centrist Shinui Party in Sharon's government: "The main point of the speech is the redeployment of settlements...this is the first time that an Israeli prime minister has said so, and that is a major breakthrough."  

The United States:  

* White House press secretary Scott McClellan: "We would oppose any unilateral steps that block the road toward negotiations under the road map .... The United States believes that a settlement must be negotiated and we would oppose any effort -- any Israeli effort -- to impose a settlement."  

Other nations:  

* Britain responded cautiously. The Foreign Office issued a statement saying: "The British government welcomes the commitment to implement the road map and the determination to resume negotiations with the Palestinians."  

* Former Jordanian Member of Parliament Hamadah Faraaneh: Sharon outlined an "Israeli security plan, barren of political objectives that fails to give anything to the Palestinians. On the contrary, it's harmful to their interests."  
Participant
The issue of settlements was explored in the Thomas Friedman Documentary that I mentioned before.  It appeared as a Discovery Channel special last week.  I've always thought of "settlements" as very small and not very expansive in regards to services and resources.  The documentary disabused me of that understanding.  One of the "settlements", whose name I forget, was a small city with modern homes, paved streets and roads with the full service infrastructure of any small modern city, anywhere.  To think that Israel would give that up easily is more than wishful thinking.  I do suppose that there are many others not as developed that could be removed but not without huge political and possibly military actions.

I think Richard's thoughts on changes that must be taken in Israel are right on track.  In order to be a real democracy all the people must have the opportunity of being real citizens with equal voting rights, something the Israelis fear.  But I think they fear more the concept of one state encompassing all the Palestinians.  The idea that Israelis and Palestinians could live peacefully in the same state seems impossible to me. This year I read "The Closed Circle", by David Pryce Jones.  The book was written in 1988 and the new edition brings it up to date.  The concepts are old and recent activity in the Arab world validate all of his concepts about Arab culture, a culture we don't understand and are not going to change.  The fact that Arabs can live, without rebelling, in a state ruled by a strongman dictator, suffering under his rule and still have many who mourn his removal is also a validation of the differences.  Power and strength, with the first and foremost dedication to the tribe rather than the nation makes a single state for Israelis and Palestinians unpalatable and most probably impossible.  So I would suggest not spending too much air time discussing the possibilities of a single state but more on how the Israelis can make changes to their own government that allows for the "right of return" as well as providing equal rights to all.  They fear the quickly growing Arab population within and without Israel and the possibility of losing Jewish control.  Seems we had similar concepts here in the US but found that all of those immigrants with huge families by US standards changed their family planning when confronted with the possibilities of a higher standard of living

Douglass Carmichael
Robert, what is the difference between the two sides in your  

"In order to be a real democracy all the people must have the opportunity of being real citizens with equal voting rights, something the Israelis fear.  But I think they fear more the concept of one state encompassing all the Palestinians."?

Participant
Bob, quite a few Palestinians do now live in Israel proper, seemingly without incident.  This is not an argument for a single state solution, but only to suggest that once some decent arrangement is made, coexistence may be more possible than the conflict would now suggest. 
 

Participant
Sometimes to end a bad situation one only needs to surface it, point to it.  Enlarging that idea to apply to the penalties that US politicians and other leaders face who challenge Israel now, perhaps there is a way for a major public statement to be made, pointing to that issue, that would simply have to be recognized and discussed.  

As it is now, the penalties are applied, and nobody says anything. I recall some years ago when Senator William Fulbright, one of the major figures in American politics, issued a warning about the power of the Jewish lobbies to shut down debate on foreign policy involving Israel.  It was the end of his career. He lost the next election, and disappeared. Nobody said anything.  

Can such a public examination work?  The problem, as I see it, is that there is real anti-Semitism in the world, even among those of us who think we are beyond it.  How to point to the penalties that in fact do close down debate without creating a vehicle for all the anti-Semites to express themselves requires making some rather careful distinctions.  Can that be done in a major public discussion?  I'm not sure.

Douglass Carmichael
I'll follow with a few comments on anti-Semitism, but first, to maybe get some closure. 

Are we agreed that:

1. The situation is very dangerous,

2. US leadership at a much stronger level is one way to go.

3. US leadership is unlikely because if terrorism is the only game being played, Israel and the US are strategically identical.

On this last (see the NSS and Powell's Foreign Affairs article) there is a link to the National Security Strategy paper Powell refers to, and to which Bush makes frequent reference.  

http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/print/nssall.html  

Powell's article:

http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20040101faessay83104/colin-l-powell/a-strategy-of-partnerships.html?mode=print  

Based on these I conclude that the US is locked in. Note, I no longer think that the key issue is the Israeli lobby (this might be naive), but the lock-in has shifted from democrats and the lobby to republicans and the libertarian/neocons. It is easier to hardball out the current defense of Israel in the name (and behind the scenes realities) of US/Israeli cooperation in the war on terror than to restructure the basis for the policy.  

I need to go further and say that the core problem of the Bush NSS is defining the world in such narrow terms, terms of war rather than fairness, of security rather than development.  

We could also go into a discussion of why this may be so, but I hope Don will play a strong hand here and keep us focused if he senses we are drifting.    

It certainly seems that the way Geneva and Sharon have played out in the last 24 hours is not encouraging beyond the fact that things are in play.

Douglass Carmichael
Let's put anti-Semitism on hold unless we need to deal with it. (My own experience is that much anti-Semitism is anti-otherness, and Americans can react to Mexicans or Moroccans in the same way. What has become harder for me for whom most of my friends and colleagues from grade school on have been Jewish, even religious, and discussing the middle east has become more loaded, but perhaps only in my imagination. There's the rub.) With that said, perhaps a major public statement to the effect that the problem is Israel, not Jews, is possible, but I doubt it, unless there would be a major statement by Jews to that effect, that would also include recognition that the early parts of the old testament ask for Jewish exceptionalism, whereas later ask for universalism, and that Israel is too aligned with the revenge culture of the Older parts.  

Another path to take is to assert that Israel is an anachronism. The world cannot afford a religious state. Israel is required to become a multicultural society with religious guarantees but not exceptionalism, or it is quarantined.  

What with nuclear weapons, that may be too late. My midnight wisdom was to point out to myself that a good chess player uses all the pieces, and the existence of nuclear weapons, in the context of the US dismantling the anti-nuclear culture, means that there probably exist scenarios that include quarantine and a nuclear response.  

If I leave this comment as I am posting it, we are committed to several propositions:  

1. The Israeli situation is very dangerous.

2. The Geneva accords will not work.

3. Sharon is not interested in any balanced solution but stalls for time to get the last Palestinian out of the territories.

4. The Palestinians do not have a plan to which a significant number are committed for going forward that looks any more viable. (I may be wrong here).  

Then I am suggesting a new option:

1. Demand that Israel become a modern multi-cultural state—period.  

With two angles (from support from the two review articles):

1. Israel is an anachronism.

2. Israel is not living up to the highest Hebraic faith.  

These would require what we think is not (yet) possible: strong US leadership, and lots of social welfare planning. The second alone is too contrary to the stated values of this administration to be viable.  

Just as in Iraq, a real solution might have to be multilateral, including new players in the Middle East: China, India, Japan, and Mexico, Brazil…  

All of this requires analysis before being made as a proposal.  

I want to hang back now for a bit and not put any new thoughts out till we get some clarity and agreement about the issues raised.

Donald Straus
Doug, with assists from a few others here, has laid out a challenging list of problems and even some hints at solutions. His last words just above are:  

"I want to hang back now for a bit and not put any new thoughts out till we get some clarity and agreement about the issues raised."

By now we all realize that there are no easy answers and there is even difficulty in defining the problem. As Doug put it, we need more clarity about the issues raised. I would revise this only to ask: just what are the issues?  We have neither the time nor the facilities to address ALL OF THE ISSUES that make up the boiling cauldron of TROUBLE IN THE MIDDLE EAST, AND ESPECIALLY IN ISRAEL AND PALESTINE.  

With some trepidation, I suggest that we spend the next few days seeking a consensus on what are the major changes in our government’s conduct in addressing the sort of issues Doug has laid out?  For example:

    * Retaining most authority in the direction and control of what is happing in Iraq

    * Our relations with Israel

    * Our leadership and plans in Iraq

    * Critique of various ideas for solving the Israel/Palestine problems.  

And, after settling on one of the above large scale issues, we spend the next slice of time on specific ideas of importance to the chosen major issue.  

---------------

Again I have no pride of authorship for any of the specifics in my suggestions above. But I do place some importance on the major thrust: i.e., we select one manageable major issue, and then spend time inventing new ideas for improving the current plans and actions for the major issue we select.  

This is not to say that the Middle East brew can be realistically sliced up, but it is to say that our expertise in understanding the big picture can be helped by moving in human sized chunks of the problems.  

--------------------

One last  comment—really a request.  I note that there are several ILFers who are on our list of participants who have not yet joined our discussion. You would do us an honor, and perhaps even do yourselves a favor, if you joined us.

Participant
It's unrealistic to expect Israel to accept any solution that could possibly result in Jews becoming a minority in that country.  A one-state solution could only be implemented (from their perspective) based on a form of apartheid, complete with isolated “Bantustans” for Palestinians.  That's why I believe that a two-state approach is the only one that's viable and just. 

 Just after Oslo there was a brief period in which business interests on both sides reached out to each other vigorously.  Many Diaspora Palestinians returned to take part in this economic renaissance.  It did not survive the assassination of Rabin.  So much water has flowed under the dam since then that I don't see how that kind of cooperation can be revived, even though in the long run it holds the best seeds for peaceful coexistence in the Middle East based on cooperation for mutual benefit.  

As Dick reminds us, since Israel is a theocracy, it is very difficult to discuss its prospects without being subject to charges of anti-Semitism.  Compounding this problem is the revival of actual anti-Semitism in Europe in conjunction with widespread criticism of Israel.  I hear continually from Jewish friends and relatives, including ones of moderate views, who have come to see circling the wagons around Israel - even Sharon's version - as crucial to resisting anti-Semitism.  So long as this situation continues, it will be very difficult for any other country, including the United States, to take a balanced approach to problems in the Middle East.  

Douglass, what makes you say that the Geneva Accord "will not work"? As far as I can tell it represents the best, most viable approach to resolving the Middle East impasse, especially since it was negotiated over a long period of time by Israelis and Palestinians alike. Compensating Palestinians for land lost to settlements that won't be dismantled seems crucial to such an agreement.  

Douglass Carmichael
Ralph, as I read you, there are two messages, in conflict. One is the viability of the two-state solution; the other is the difficulties in the way of any solution.  

My sense (I could well be wrong):  

1. The two-state solution is too late. The settlements are too large, and Israel will not move back to the old lines.  

2. Jews must do the hard work of helping to separate anti-Semitism from anti- Jewish from anti-Israel. We all must participate in rigorous thinking. But I do not think it will happen. To the extent that Israel digs in, it becomes one of the danger spots on the earth. Hostility towards Israel will mount, and that will contaminate attitude towards Jews and the Hebraic culture. Part of it is, Jews who use the Holocaust, anti-Semitism, or other hot words to justify a pro-Israel policy are, by mushing together what is separable, creating anger in others.  

To the extent that Israel is defined in "God gave us the land" ideology it will mobilize hatred. To the extent that Old Testament Humanism predominates, we have a chance for more renaissances and a humane solution.  

I am not at all optimistic about dealing at this cultural level. Symbols are mixed up, and emotions will overcome analytic distinctions.  

The conclusion might be, the world will not afford a theocratic state, unless theocratic state models come to dominate the trend now more manifest towards multicultural porous states. Israel will be defined as a rogue state, using logic like that in the NYR article suggesting that Israel was an anomaly even when it was formed, using 19th century rhetoric about national destiny when the moment for the dominance of that model was already fading.  

3. That the Geneva accords will not work if the parties have to agree—I’ve read the accords fairly carefully. My reading is that costs are too high to self-impose, and Israelis living in the settlements will not give them up (around 200,000 people?) without a civil war.  

The accords could be imposed by a united international community. That to me is the interesting direction as I see it now. I can see the possibility that Bush could embrace such a plan as a way of being Presidential. I fear that the difficulties in Iraq are compounding the situation.  

Our questions about US-Israeli policy are certainly influenced by Iraq, including what Iraq will force the administration to do. US policy towards Israel will seem then to have to follow what is necessary in Iraq. Here is a short article that nicely seems to sum up the Iraq situation. I don't think we need to focus on Iraq, but just keep the fact of it in awareness.

http://www.newyorker.com/talk/content/?031222ta_talk_gourevitch  

A brief review of the accords with an Israeli anti-accord bias, but a good summary, is at

http://www.camera.org/index.asp?x_context=7&x_issue=36&x_article=599  

The accords, by the way, are at

http://www.fmep.org/documents/Geneva_Accord.html  

Further, we can add from this summary in the Herald Tribune:  

"While it is tempting to be optimistic given these factors, the current situation remains very fragile. Where might it lead? Four possibilities stand out.

First, negotiations restart, but without bold and effective actions by the parties to build mutual confidence. This will lead to failure, like all attempts before. Hopes will be dashed and leaders on both sides will find it difficult to re-engage. We could recede further into the darkness of violence and suffering.

Second, Israel unilaterally withdraws from parts of the West Bank and Gaza Strip –which Sharon says will happen if Qurei does not come to the table. This will not create the basis for partnership and negotiations, or address Palestinian aspirations for statehood. Moreover, such moves could lead some on both sides to conclude that negotiations are folly, and that only force, violence and terror can create change.

Third, the sides adopt an "absolutist approach" of an immediate and comprehensive resolution of the conflict in one go. This is embodied in the Geneva initiative, which is complementary to the road map. But I believe that even its brave and praiseworthy framers realize that quick implementation of the plan is not possible given the current political climate.

That leaves us with the fourth, and only viable, route: a step-by-step process assisted by bold confidence-building measures. In other words, bilateral negotiations based on the road map and facilitated by the international community. I hope Sharon and Qurei will choose this route, and base the choice on a solid foundation of mutual good faith.  

Pasted from http://www.iht.com/cgi-bin/generic.cgi?template=articleprint.tmplh&ArticleId=122211  

Which is a good place to raise our current questions: 

1. Will the accords work?

2. What are alternatives? (including escalating ones)

3. What are the reasons behind US policy?

4. What can we do if it looks like the accords won't work and the US will be mired in Iraq and not lead?  

Donald Straus 
If I read the interesting exchange of Ralph and Doug correctly, I hear a strong agreement that:

A: Our time together should be focused on Israel/Palestine, and

B: I hear an equally strong agreement that there are no solutions to that problem.  

I suggest that we spend the next few days on trying to be more specific in describing the Israel/Palestine conflict. We should withhold for the moment talk of what can be done.  

When we have gone as far as we can on describing the conflict, I think we can turn to seeking solutions, agreeing as we do it there are no current patterns for a solution which seems viable.  

I further suggest that in this second phase, we seek the best set of actions that we can think of. We should draw on past efforts without taking for granted that any one of them is impossible.  

Events today are moving so fast that what yesterday proved to be impossible may well be viable tomorrow. Our challenge is to come up with some new ideas without the obstacles of conventional wisdom.  

Participant
The dominant theory of deliberate social and political change is one of gradualism, step by step, until confidence builds.  I happen to believe that is not an approach well supported by the evidence. It too often serves the status quo, vested interests and the oppressor against the oppressed. Let's take a different tack: Big changes are easier to make than small ones, especially when they are imposed as, for example, when Truman imposed racial integration on the Armed Forces.  

Therefore, I don't think we need to abandon as hopeless either the one-state solution or the Geneva Accords.  Not that there is any lack of discouraging opinion.  But if we were able to get the US to take a strong stand with the UN, as it did with the Iraq situation, getting the international community to demand some necessary changes, which it has every right to do since what is happening in that region (e.g., thousands dying in Iraq) and the world over (e.g., 9/11) is clearly related to the stubbornness of both sides of the Israeli/Palestinian conflict, then we could see some change. The UN would go with that—we are always the big stumbling block for any of their dealings with Israel.  

Getting the US to take such a stand may be more difficult than getting Israelis out of the settlements!  Our current administration is lined up with the Likud.  What can we do about that?

Participant
Can we get agreement that the Israelis and the Palestinians will not be able to work this out by themselves?  

Can we get agreement that the only way it can be worked out is with the demanding intervention of an international body?  

Can we get agreement that the only way an international body would be able to take such a direction would be if the US were to lead the effort?  

Can we get agreement that the current US administration is unable to take this role because 1) such a role cannot be publicly discussed, 2) the administration is dominated by a pro-Likud element of neoconservatives, 3) even liberal US Jews might find such international outside imposition on Israel unacceptable?  

Can we get agreement that the potential resolution of the Israeli/Palestinian conflict is centered not in the Middle East, but in the US?

Participant
Before his recent death, the prominent Palestinian intellectual, Edward Said, changed positions—believing that now the one-state solution was more likely to work than the two-state solution.  Ralph, while I know that the Israeli Jews would fight any move that would make them a minority, with the arrival of globalization, massive immigration everywhere, and the force of world opinion, how long could they keep a theoretically pure state, while claiming to be a democracy?  Surely those days are numbered anyway, aren't they? 

Participant
A further complicating factor that never seems to be discussed is that Israel has gradually accumulated a substantial stockpile of nuclear weapons over the past twenty years which is a big stick to hold over any solution not to their advantage. 
 

(Facilitator Summary)

Donald Straus
I think that we should not worry about the opinion of others with regard to our discussion, whether it is lack of information, anti-Semitism, or anything else.  We have this advantage: even those in the middle of the trouble and with a mandate and authority to make changes have not come up with any viable ideas.  

My advice would be to move on to a discussion of manageable complexity.  To try to cut out a bit of the mess without considering the whole may sound irresponsible or impossible. But not if you consider the alternatives.  

Both Dick and Doug, and a few others, have advanced ideas and extraordinary ideas, both in content and amounts. Now is the time to pick a manageable and related set of these and see if we can invent some new ideas that have not yet been advanced. I am not sure how best to do this, but here is an attempt:  

Ask Dick and Doug each to describe a manageable set of problems and initial set of solutions for our discussion. Then, ask for opinions for other ILFers who have signed up here to select the topic they prefer. We could then pick one of them, or address them both one after the other—to have two such products might even come up with some new ways to integrate them into the larger picture.  

This may not produce a blockbuster idea. But we have one advantage: unlike those in the political trenches who have to worry about getting fired or starting a war if they are not careful. we have neither of those disadvantages.  

---------------------

Again I remind you that these ideas from your facilitator are simply to stimulate your thinking to come up with something better!  

Participant
Don, that is very helpful, because the discussion has moved my thinking and clarified it, but the emerging nexus is complex. Your suggestion gives me the idea that I can just lay out where I am, and let the conversation pick up on what people would like to do with it. I'll post later today with the results. 
 

Participant
Thanks, Doug. Along with laying out where you are, could you indicate with a Title or description the area you will be addressing?

Participant
I agree that we need to focus on one point at a time.  The issues are extraordinary in that the discussion of one issue flows over into others.  We've discussed the options of a single state or two independent states with no real agreement.  As I mentioned before, I think the single-state option unrealistic because of the numbers; yes, there are Palestinians living in Israel but they are clearly the minority.  Add to them the rest of the Palestinian population and it brings them into a very strong minority with the very real possibility of being the majority in a few years.

I also agree that we should focus on what we think about the issues and our thoughts for a solution.  Then we can discuss how that solution could be enacted; should the U.N., who actually was the body that created the State of Israel, be the driving force, with united cooperation from the US and other world powers?

Trying to impose major cultural and political change on another country, like our efforts in Iraq, is a very different issue than change coming from the Israeli leadership.  They will only do so if it appears there is no other solution. 

History and US Role in the Middle East Conflict

Participant
Don has asked me to state (and title) my idea of the thrust we should take in our deliberations.  I think that while we could profitably examine the various proposals, nothing will happen until the US plays a more enlightened and active role.  That is, I think we should focus on what the US is doing to keep that situation in turmoil, as well as wider ramifications around the world.  I think that while we describe the situation differently, I think Doug's and my approaches are similar, and maybe similar to Bob's and Ralph's as well.  

Following my previous attempt at rationale, I'll share with you my continued dream of what we really might be able to agree on:  

Could we get agreement that, if indeed the US holds the key to the resolution

of the Palestinian/Israeli conflict we should focus less on analyzing and encouraging detailed negotiation between those groups and more on 

illuminating and shaping the US role?  

Could we get agreement that such an illuminating and comprehensive public discussion has never been held, leading to the fact that the American public fails to see its own responsibilities in this struggle, and regards it incorrectly as a matter for the hostile parties to resolve alone?  

Could we get agreement that without that public awareness of the US being the true center of the problem there is no requirement for politicians or other leaders to discuss it?  

Could we get agreement that public pressure would necessitate and legitimize such a discussion?  

Could we get agreement that a major statement of this line of reasoning made by seventy-five highly influential leaders, and perhaps many more who might sign on, would attract media attention?  

Could we get agreement that intensive and protracted media coverage would lead to the legitimizing public pressure?  

Could we get agreement that many of the barriers to our achieving such a public discussion are never identified in the press, and often have little to do with either the Palestinians or the Israelis?  

Could we get agreement that it would be extremely valuable for the public to know what these barriers are?  

Could we get agreement that an identification and examination of these barriers would be a useful and freeing activity for the ILF?  

Could we get agreement that some of the barriers can only be understood by looking at the history and context of our relationship to Israel and the Middle East, and beyond that to larger forces shaping our assumptions and ideologies (what Doug is trying to get us to do)?  

Could we get agreement that such an effort on our part would not be an empty exercise, but a valuable contribution to political discourse, possibly having an influence on our misconceived war on terror, and consequently on life and death issues for literally millions of people?  

Could we get agreement that the stakes are so high that we can risk failing?  

In short, I think that our behavior toward Israel is responsible for much of the trouble in the world, including Iraq and 9/11, and must be rethought. Can we address that issue?  I would title it The Centrality of the US in the Palestinian /Israeli Conflict.  

Douglass Carmichael
If it is impossible for Israel and the Palestinians to arrive at a solution, then neither a one-state nor a two-state solution is possible. There must be the involvement of a bigger hand—the US, the UN or more.  

We could discuss the deeper historical background, the conflicts within the monotheisms, the creation of Israel, etc, but I don't think we have to.  

What we do have to discuss is what happened after Israel was formed, and where are we now and what can happen.  

For starters I see it this way:  

The Cold War and Oil led to a US-Israel axis that has, over time, been a great drain on money and led to a thorn in the side of the ME that is causing trouble with larger forces, such as the growth of population in the mi9ddle east.   

The awkwardness has always been there, and the US has been pushed by the Israeli lobby which in turn mobilized the American Jewish communities in ways that mixed up the claims of a theocratic nationalist state with pragmatic politics.  

The tension produced by the alliance, including the development of nuclear weapons and sophisticated intelligence, never was likely to lead to peace, but the probability has become less and less that the outcome can be any good, and the size of the problem now makes the whole situation a grave danger to the world. It is so bad that it now is nearly true that the US has extended its sovereignty into Israel,  and the US and Israel are in some ways one economic/military/legal entity as seen by how the leaders act—and the world feels it.  

Israel, which could have been a leader in ME economic development, had the spirit been generous rather than reactive and insular, was led by circumstances and inclination to an increasingly militaristic definition of the overall situation.  

At the end of the Clinton years, the world was on a path to relative benign internationalism. In that context the UN, the EU, and perhaps with the cooperation of Japan and China, could have set a world strategy for creative compromise (a long shot, but possible).  

Bush as President had no mission. He seized on 9/11, encouraged by a rogue group of advisors, to have an identity and mission along the lines of Churchill. His limited imagination and total lack of experience with how people live left him with a very limited repertoire about what could happen, and, like a school yard bully, seized on strength as a solution.  

The definition of the world as a world of war on terror was a terrible choice, and forces all decisions into that framework, which of course makes the problems worse and enters into a cycle of escalating terrorist recruitment and hostility by much of the world towards the US.  

My own belief is that the US military/intelligence strategy folks have always seen Pakistan as the core problem, a problem which infected Korea, Iran, the ex soviet mafia, and the whole world of dark economics. So the US, knowing Saudi Arabia would at some point no longer be hospitable, needed a new foothold beyond Israel if it was to keep in check the Islamic confrontation with globalization, and then subdue Afghanistan, Georgia, the Ukraine, and finally take on Pakistan.  

The real choice in 9/11 was between internationalism and unilateralism. The choice of American hegemony and the "with us or against us" logic is set by the National Security Strategy paper posted on the Whitehouse site. I find its language devastating, but it’s official.  

Pasted from http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/print/nssall.html  

"The great struggles of the twentieth century between liberty and totalitarianism ended with a decisive victory for the forces of freedom—and a single sustainable model for national success: freedom, democracy, and free enterprise….For most of the twentieth century, the world was divided by a great struggle over ideas: destructive totalitarian visions versus freedom and equality. That great struggle is over. The militant visions of class, nation, and race which promised utopia and delivered misery have been defeated and discredited. America is now threatened less by conquering states than we are by failing ones. We are menaced less by fleets and armies than by catastrophic technologies in the hands of the embittered few. We must defeat these threats to our Nation, allies, and friends."  

What this doctrine does is force us all to choose between America, market rationalization, WTO, NAFTA, and all it represents on the one side, versus protecting Indian farmers, Japanese rice, indigenous cultures, and all forms of pluralism. Since many fall on this second side, they feel defined as terrorists by the Bush logic.  

If, as the NSS paper suggests, we see that the 20th century was a fierce struggle between left and right totalitarianism, with centrist state organization of power, tech and capital, the moderates, the US and its allies, won, but the idea that this winning is "freedom" is too narrowly defined. It really means freedom of property in a media-managed democracy, not the freedom to work out local cultures and indeed culture of economics and governance. Many of us fear that the US is on the path to a soft fascism, technocratic governance, kleptocracy or plutocracy. Take your pick, the problem is serious.  

To return full circle, Israel in its current configuration is a nuclear danger in a  world where any war would trigger a general conflagration in the ME and involve Pakistan, and the Russians, and…  

Would such a conflagration trigger a US response, or would the US, Europe, China, and even Russia, be able to watch it burn?  

If those are the dangers, to what actions are we led to prevent such a catastrophe? My own feeling is that there may be no way out that doesn't lead to at least some form of civil and cross border warfare in the ME. Perhaps Iran, Jordan, Egypt and a few others can be persuaded to not enter in, but only if Israel is losing.  

So we may need to face the fact that Israel loses. The analysis here suggests that no other possibility exists.  

Now to further extend the discussion and complete my own emerging circle of cause and effect, I see the Bush admin embedded in the problem of trying to manage a huge empire in a difficult world. The only way to do it is with managed democracy manipulated by a compliant media. That empire is driven by some very simple logic: the logic of market rationalization (each person, or organization, with complete knowledge buys cheap and produces to compete. This system guarantees dwindling profit except in monopoly situations. It will lead to world over production and increasing falling salary scales in the context of rising prices on land, food and water.). It puts the US firmly in the grip of a socially disastrous mechanical policy.  

All of which is to say I basically agree with Dick, and need to ask Ralph if he is in disagreement about the non-viability of both a one-state and a two-state solution, and then the focus shifts to the US.  

Maybe the main question then is, what has to happen to have the US take a more direct and forthright stance towards the Israeli/Palestinian conflict? And is it possible? What stands in the way?  

Just getting rid of Bush is not the answer. It actually could be possible that, like Nixon going to China, Bush is the only one who could do it without raising the threat of the "Jewish vote". I am open to further suggestions.

Participant
Let's let Don's warning to me be guidance to all. I promise to work towards simplicity after my #48. If I need to rephrase it based on responses I certainly will. 
 

Participant
note: #49 is slightly corrected from the earlier posting..
 

Participant
 think you have nailed the basic question, Doug.  If we get a leg up on that one, we will be making a great contribution.  

I would like to be clear about my views on the one-state, two-state situations. I think both have merit.  I just don't believe the two parties can resolve anything by themselves.  Any solution is going to have to be brokered by a rather demanding international body, and that is up to the US.

Douglass Carmichael
(fn: the following, not essential, but helpful, from a review of books on development)  

Terry not only details the troubling consequences of the “new humanitarianism,” but accuses political leaders of willful ignorance. “The causes of most crises are political; some consequences may be humanitarian,” she writes. “But labeling them ‘complex emergencies’ and ‘humanitarian crises’ disconnects the consequences from the causes and permits the international response to be assigned—and confined—to the humanitarian domain.” This is the nub of it: in what ways are the crises of famine, displacement, or even conflict—always depicted as challenges to the international order—in fact a consequence of that same order? Duffield’s entire book is an impressive attempt to answer that sort of question. “The new humanitarianism represents a government-led shift from humanitarian assistance as a right to a new system framed by a consequentialist ethics,” he asserts. “That is, humanitarian action is now only legitimate as long as it is felt to do no harm and generally support the conflict resolution and transformational aims of liberal peace.” Those transformational aims include, perhaps most importantly, a global trade regime that favors the wealthy and punishes poor nations, and conditions for membership in the global system that demand much smaller government services."  

John Tirman: The New Humanitarianism http://bostonreview.net/BR28.6/tirman.html )

Participant
Bush is not the problem.  It would be just about as difficult with any of the presidential candidates. None dare raise any of the questions we are asking here, let alone take strong action.  

Participant
We’re probably agreed that theocracy is an unusually bad political model, but my opinion, or ours, will no more make it likely that Israel will become secular than that Iraq, or Afghanistan won’t adopt constitutions that recognize the role of Islam in their form of government.  In that neck of the woods, a blend of religion & politics just seems to be a given.  

I think Dick is right, that Israel will only make more than the most minimal concessions if it is leaned on heavily by the US.  (Israelis regard the UN as far too tainted by a history of anti-Israel resolutions.)  This will not happen with the current administration, beholden as it is to neo-cons and evangelical Christians, certainly not in an election season. I could not agree more with Douglass’s dour assessment of the Bush approach to international issues, including the ME (though I’d stop short of “soft fascism,” etc.).  

Perhaps I’m naïve, but I think domestic US politics have far more to do with our lack of an even hand in the Middle East than oil politics, cold war, etc.  (Some Israeli—Ben-Gurion perhaps—once observed that if Jews were so smart, how did they end up living on the one piece of Middle Eastern land with virtually no oil underfoot.)  

Making the case that one state with a diverse population could become modern, cosmopolitan, diverse, etc. may be accurate but is also beside the point.  For reasons of history, religion, and demography, from the Israeli perspective a one-state solution is a non-solution.  Based on a month spent in that country, my sense is that Israelis of all political stripes regard their homeland as the one sliver of the world where they can feel sure that they belong, and won’t give that up.  One Israeli told me that those who stayed there were the ones who felt they had NO alternative, and would do whatever was necessary to sustain that sense of sanctuary.  Within that given, they will sustain the closest approximation to democracy possible.  This requires that Jews always be in the numerical majority.  

My own take on the Israeli polity is that one extreme wants to establish a Greater Israel by “transferring” Palestinians out of the West Bank (using our expulsion of the Shawnee, Cherokee, etc., as a model), the other wants to establish two coexisting states along basically pre-1967 borders and do it soon.  The vast majority in the middle simply want to feel secure and will go with whatever approach enhances that feeling  I don’t think that majority would see a one-state solution as promising long-range security, and while they might like to establish a Greater Israel, recognize that this is problematic (to say the least).  So long as their security can be guaranteed, I think most Israelis remain prepared to accept a two-state solution, even one that requires giving up settlements, etc.  The task of the US and others then is to continue to push for two states, with security for all, as Clinton tried so hard to do.  At the risk of sounding like a partisan Democrat, I think this will only happen after a regime change takes place in the White House (not that certain Republicans couldn’t take a more enlightened approach than Bush, but they won’t be eligible for another five years).   Although I agree with Dick that anyone with serious aspirations to the presidency in this country must take an imbalanced approach to the Middle East (while campaigning, anyway), I don’t agree that Bush is not the problem.  His ties to the evangelical Christian community in particular–which have become the most rabid of Israel-right-or-wrong voters–virtually disqualify him from being an honest Middle East broker.

Douglass Carmichael
Ralph, I wrote the following before your post. I'll read carefully, but so far, while I have not answered all your points, I think I have taken their substance into consideration, so I'll stick (for now, subject to conversation) with what I wrote.  

I think there is one next question—how far out of the box does a solution have to go to have a chance of working, where I define "working" as decommissioning the possibility of a major conflict in the ME?  

If we can get some agreement on that then the next question would be, how to get the US to support such a policy?  

Don, Dick, Ralph, Ray, others, is this supportive of your sense of where next?  

Don is concerned about Bush. My own view as stated is that Bush may be more able than any Democrat to undertake such a radical move. It would be worth exploring what Bush senior, Snowcroft, Baker, the old cabinet, think is possible and would they support such a move?  

A few notes on Ralph's concerns: 

1. Israel. It may be too late, because of American support for a militarized Israel, to support a two-state policy. Any such would keep the fangs in place on all sides. I think we need to declare that an independent Israel is too risky for the world.  

2. On Bush, I think I am clear. And if it has to get theological, press for Old Testament universalism (along the lines of Erich Fromm's You Shall Be as Gods and Beyond the Chains of Illusion).  

So, the question that I think sums up where we are: how far out of the box does a viable solution have to go to defuse the ME?

Participant
I couldn't possibly be party to a declaration that an independent Israel is too risky for the world.  I do believe that the vast majority of Israelis and Palestinians simply want to live in peace, security and prosperity, and understand that peaceful coexistence in adjoining states is the only way this is likely to happen.  If the Israelis and Palestinians who negotiated the Geneva Accords believe this is still possible, who are we to say they're wrong?  

You may be right, Douglass, that Bush could be the president most likely to break up the ME log jam (in the Nixon-goes-to-China sense) but I don't see him ever having that kind of vision.  

I don't get your point about Old Testament universalism.  

Given who we are, I think the emphasis of our considerations ought to be on how to get the United States to take a more fruitful approach to the ME, rather than try to rethink a problem that's already been thought about so much.  

 Participant
I agree, Ralph, that we can't do a better job of rethinking the dispute, and should focus on US policy.  

I also agree that the Jews all over the world deserve a place of sanctuary (not based on the Zionist Old Testament rationale, but on their mistreatment).  I don't think, however, that creating a full-fledged democracy in Israel means a one-state solution, or that it could not accept Jews as immediate citizens with that special immigration privilege or that it would mean that all the Palestinians can have the right to return.  I don't think the latter is feasible. It would mean, however, that all citizens of Israel would be fully participating in the government, which would mean that the Knesset would have to be open to non-Jews.  Think that might ever work?  

Participant
Bush has certainly shown little ability to lead in the effort to resolve this mess, but because of the paradox of politics, he may be the only one who could get away with it.  Democrats are even more beholden to Jewish voters and interests, except for the new Apocalyptic craze among Christian evangelicals, of course. 

Participant
I think Ralph is right in saying that an independent Israel is not too risky to be tolerated.  I think if Rabin or Peres or some other peace oriented leader were now in power, as one will be when Sharon is finished, the moderate majority will make Israel seem less dangerous. Unless there is reason to believe that Israel will become even more militant and dangerous than it now is.  Do you have that scenario in mind, Doug?  Nuclear weapons?  

Again, we need to focus on the US, which many around the world now think is really the most dangerous country, right?

Participant
The Knesset currently has non-Jewish members, though their views don't carry much weight. 
 

Participant
When one thinks of the money that we give Israel every year--I believe that while it's about half of our foreign aid, it is only a few billion, maybe four or five, (we're not all that generous with our foreign aid) and compare it to the money we've spent in fighting Iraq (maybe thirty or forty times that much) you realize what spending that kind of money building peace in Israel and the West Bank could do.  Too bad we are in such debt now.  Two years ago we could have spent a lot over there.  Now, we probably can't, but we shouldn't ignore the ability of the US to put many tens of billions of dollars into that peace process as an incentive. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Ralph, I am glad you are pushing back. Certainly my sense of a larger hand does not preclude either a one-state or two-state solution. The Idea that “I do believe that the vast majority of Israelis and Palestinians simply want to live in peace, security, and prosperity..." seems to imply that for them, one state would be fine. You then follow with "and understand that peaceful coexistence in adjoining states is the only way this is likely to happen." I don't see how that follows. As soon as well meaning folks are divided, the leverage for demagoguery exists. There would also remain the problem of Israel as a democracy that needs to control who the majority is. Sounds tough.  

It is the difficulty of managing a two-state solution (or a one-state solution) that have led me to the tentative conclusion that there is no solution in that direction. I also realize that it might develop into a world consensus toward the containment of Israel and the Palestinians, in violation of their sovereignty.  

But that sovereignty is in many aspects on shaky ground, not the least of which the Israeli government has never offered a deeply attractive solution to the displaced Palestinians.  

But to return, the idea of strong outside pressure does not preclude either a one-state or two-state solution, just because I think it is unworkable.  

So, back to US policy? Options:

1. Make all subsidy based on disarmament and roll back to the 67 boundaries

2. Make subsidies equal (and or fair)

3. Admit the complexity of US participation.

4. Make available whatever police action is necessary

5. Balance the attractiveness of both sides by vigorous housing, water and farmland development in the Palestinian areas. (its like a gas across a boundary –if  the two sides are in disequilibrium, an explosion can happen, but if both sides are at the same temperate, mass, etc, removing the boundary leads to mild intermixing.)  

Could this happen? Why not?

Participant
A Jewish homeland is the essence of Israel.  Were they to incorporate the West Bank and Gaza in one state, the Palestinian's far higher birth rate would make Jews a minority within a very few years.  Israelis then would have a choice: retain their Jewish identity and forego democracy; be democratic and forego their Jewish identity.  A minority on the right would accept the former, a far smaller minority on the left the latter.  This is why there is no constituency outside the extremes for a single-state solution.  

Which isn’t to say that a two-state solution doesn’t have baggage of its own?  Certainly this would be far harder to implement than it would have been even three years ago (pre-Sharon).  But I still see no better alternative.  US policy should be to pressure both sides to move in this direction.  In principle, that is 

our policy.  In fact, under this administration in particular, even the most extreme Likud policies designed to sabotage any prospect of peaceful coexistence with Palestinians (except on based on their being vassals)can expect little more than a "tut-tut," and a "now-now" from the White House.  

If our goal is to advocate US policies that in deeds as well as words pushes the two sides toward a peace agreement, 1) what would those policies be? And, 2) how might they best be advocated?  

Douglass has suggested equalizing aid, and making it contingent on disarmament and return to pre-67 boundaries along with vigorous development of Palestinian areas.  Realistically speaking, we might best advocate reducing current inequities in aid (with the caveat that the Palestinian Authority get its financial house in order), that our military aid for Israel not be carte blanche, and that any West Bank land Israel incorporates be in exchange for land from Israel proper, or comparable compensation.  

The question we have yet to answer, or confront, really, is how can support for such an approach be generated within the current context in which perceived lack of support for even extremist Israeli policies is politically suicidal?

Donald Straus
This is an idea for process here, without any intention to predict its result or what substantive ideas would come out of it.  

There are strong assumptions here that Jewish American leadership in the US is not open to any changes in our support for Israel. Maybe so, but also maybe not. It could be that a majority of US Jews are more interested in a realistic plan for the survival of Israel rather than total support for Sharon.  

I have no good idea of how to research my suggestion of what the Jewish leadership's position might be with regard to loyal backing of Sharon versus enough flexibility to make a two-state solution possible.  

But for our purpose here, in order to move our discussion along, we might see if we can get a consensus here on what flexibility we would back that might break the deadlock over a two-state solution. If we could just get that far, it might make a good op-ed piece.

(Facilitator Summary)  

Douglass Carmichael
 I hear three questions:  

1. Is a one or two-state possible (either, one, or neither)?

2. Where is the US Jewish Leadership?

3. Can US policy shift to make a substantial difference?  

Suggestions and Solutions: Proposal for a Focused Commission

Participant
I say we advocate not for incremental change, but for big change.  The benefit of this is that I will bet it would be more likely to succeed than gradualism, but even if it seems extreme, it will make other proposals seem moderate, in the way that the existence of the Nation makes Harper's seem moderate.  

As I intimated earlier, I think the first big change would be to quadruple the aid now given Israel, with a comparable amount to the Palestinians (with help in getting their finances in order).  I generally like Doug's list, although I'm not sure what he means by disarmament—destroying Israel's nuclear capability?  

Then I would make US policy insist that all but the most offensive settlements could remain, with handsome transfers of land or other compensation, as 

Ralph suggests, and that the right of return be greatly limited (but I'm not 

sure what should be the criteria).  Those are the two main stumbling blocks 

in their negotiations, and I think we would have to take a general position on them.  

Then I would make time a factor, with earlier rather than later deadlines.  

I think that the reason we cannot expect the politicians to act, or even discuss, is that this enforced silence has never been really exposed.  Once it is, it becomes part of public awareness and a legitimate area for the press to explore.  When that happens, politicians may have to make clear that they are not unduly influenced.  That could turn the tide.  

Can we expose it?  What are its elements?  What are the dangers for the politicians? It isn't just losing the Jewish vote, because the Republicans who have never had much electoral support from the Jewish community are just as deferential to Sharon, and just as fearful. Is it the fear of losing the substantial political and financial support that the Jewish community offers? Is it fear of Jewish power in the media?  Is it fear of being labeled anti-Semitic by ADL or B'nai Brith?   Are there other factors?  Can we defuse them?

Participant
I think public figures in both parties need political cover if they're to risk electoral fallout by proposing (dare I say) a more evenhanded approach in the Middle East.  Perhaps we could take a leaf from the way military base closings are handled for the very same reason: by an independent commission.  Might we propose a diverse, bipartisan group to establish a new US policy in the Middle East?  Such a commission might include two senators and two representatives from both parties, a couple of retired Senators (such as George Mitchell, and Warren Rudman), two former secretaries of state from both parties (Warren Christopher, say, and Colin Powell after he leaves the Bush administration), and a couple of former State Department Middle East specialists (Dennis Ross, etc.).  

Just a thought.

Participant
Good thought, Ralph.  We do need to find a way to create a situation where the leaders don't have to take the risk.  Maybe we can pave the way for such a commission.  

Participant
I agree with the arguments of Participant. The key to solution is the US. The question is why the president, the senators and every one else are so much afraid of being critical towards Israel? I think it is no longer a joke but reality to state that what is common between Palestine and US Senate is that both are occupied by the Israelis.

The people in power, in the media, intelligentsia are afraid of the heavy penalty for being critical. Why is pro Israeli lobby so powerful? Is it economic power? Are the campaign contributions from pro Israeli lobby so high that the politicians are in effect corrupt? Does the pro-Israeli lobby control the media, the universities, and many other policy making organizations and individuals? Why should the single super power antagonize 400 million Arabs and 1.5 billion Muslims for the sake of a tiny state without any natural resources?

Has the Israeli intelligence with the help of their allies in high places in the US penetrated FBI, CIA, NSA, the military? Otherwise it is not understandable that a super power is being controlled by a minority.

The safeguarding of US interests in the Gulf and central Asia should be provided by Turkey and other friendly states, not by Israel. Israel is perceived in the whole of the Third World Lackey of US imperialism.

The number of US Voters sympathetic to Palestinians is increasing, so that within a decade or two pro Israeli politicians can lose elections. Why does Israel do not see the points? Israel without the US—in spite of its nuclear arsenal—is not a powerful country. The British did leave India.  Political power has been transferred to non-whites in South Africa.  Israel as it is is not viable.

US administration and the pro-Israel lobby must react quickly to end the status quo in the ME.

- Two states are the only solution. Jews would never agree to be a minority in a country created for them by Western powers.

- Israel must move back to pre-1967 border.

- Israelis security must be guaranteed by UN, Arabs, US and other powers.

- Palestine must be demilitarized.

- Israel must get rid of its nuclear arsenal.

- Palestine must be given massive economic and technical aid.  

All these can be achieved if the US really wants to implement them. A mildly bold US political establishment can achieve all these things in a short period of time. We have to find out why the US establishment is so timid of being critical to Israel. There lies the solution.

Douglass Carmichael
Real progress. We might be at the "how" question. 
 

Participant
How?  State what characteristics of a settlement are essential and/or acceptable to the USA.  (Preferably close to those favored by the quasi-independent group operating out of Geneva.)  We would have to include more detail on economic help for Palestine than I've heard yet, from anyone.  

Then, make generous aid available to each side contingent on steps taken in the direction we favor, and negligible aid otherwise.

Participant
Ray, I think that we have to figure out two kinds of "how".  One, as you suggest, is to examine the possibilities for resolution of the dispute between Palestinians and Israelis, building on the lists that we have been developing, such as the one Kamal just submitted.  My own view is that we do not need to be very precise or detailed in that aspect of "how", leaving that to those closer to the scene, mainly the parties themselves.  But advancing any new approaches we think are appropriate, e. g. major financing of the two parties as they rebuild their infrastructure or move settlements.  I've never seen that contribution mentioned in the suggestions by other groups, and I like Ray's idea of making it step by step contingent upon their fulfilling their promise.  

The other "how" gets at what others of us have been concerned about, and which Kamal has articulated so passionately.  That is, what can we do to make it possible for the US to rethink its relationship to Israel?  Ralph has suggested that we call for the creation of a special commission, removing the responsibility of demanding change from those currently in office, and charging rather a group of emeritus leaders, presumably above reproach, with the responsibility to address the issue of the enforced silence on any discussion of Israel, as well as a general policy toward resolution of the current conflict.  In that regard, perhaps we could not only suggest the creation of a commission, and some candidates for membership, but also a preliminary agenda.  

I think that to encourage and legitimize the deliberations and actions of that commission, we would have to make known our concern--identifying the problems as clearly as we can, so that they would have to deal with our

analysis.  

Perhaps there are other suggestions for "how".

Donald Straus
As an amateur facilitator, I congratulate all members in following Doug's lead to move from defining the problem to a search for solutions.  

As an almost silent (because of my temporary assignment} participant, let me again bring up the possibility that a significant number of American Jewish political leaders may be as disenchanted with the Bush policies AND with the current Israel political leadership, to make a difference both here at home and in Israel. We already know that almost a majority of Israeli citizens are disenchanted with their current leaders.  

For example, I would suggest putting several Jewish leaders, who are as disenchanted with their colleagues policies as are we, on Dick's commission. Of course, if we can't find any such, that will also tell us something!

Participant
Absolutely, it must have Jewish members.  The commission was Ralph's idea, but I'm happy to take the credit! I'm used to getting credit for his ideas. After all he was my co-author on the last book. 
 

Participant
We shouldn't become too enamored with the idea of a commission rescuing us from the paralysis we are in.  Commissions, even high-powered ones, are regularly ignored. There was a special commission appointed prior to the Iraq war that called attention to much of what eventually seemed to catch the administration off guard.  So much for its findings.  And if our proposed commission strongly challenges the status quo, you can bet that a number of politicians would resist it as a way of currying favor with Jewish donors. Nevertheless, I think it is a good idea. 
 

Participant
Somehow, I think the answer lies in making this paralysis issue one of public debate.  When we figure out what the truth of it is, enabling the media to speak the truth to power will be telling.  That is a publicity/public relations strategy, I guess.  But we have to figure out how to make it a responsible statement that would attract media attention.  

The other strategy is to avoid discussion of the paralysis, and hope that just getting a high-powered group to rethink our Israel relations, not getting into the why of politicians ignoring it (could that be possible?) would be sufficient. It might work.

Participant
I am joining this discussion when it is well advanced. For me, this is proof positive that there is life after submitting student grades to the university!  

The focus of this discussion is on the US policy toward Israel, and by reading the discussion so far, there is consensus that it is a one-sided policy and elected officials in the U. S. who dare to ask for a balanced policy get into deep trouble.  

Since I am not an elected official, and do not plan to be one, let me ask for a different balance in policy. The US taxpayers are supporting the governments of Egypt, Jordan. and the Palestinian authority directly—not to mention the new governing body in Iraq—with billions of dollars every year.  

In return what we have is highly irresponsible behavior on the part of these governments with the exception of Iraq which remains to be seen. By that I mean the government in these countries and others such as Saudi Arabia do not represent their people; they are not elected by them. There is also no evidence that these countries are moving towards a more representative form of government. Recently, in Jordan and Syria power was bestowed on the sons of the rulers, and in Egypt Mubarak’s son is being groomed to take over after his father!  

I would like to take the focus off Israel and the United States and assert that unless there are elected governments in these countries that are accountable to their people, we will not have peace in the Middle East no matter what the US and Israel do, or what is cooked up in Geneva or elsewhere.  

The “Palestinian issue” is what keeps these non-representative regimes (including Iran by they way, which is non-Arab but has a stake in keeping the Palestinian situation unresolved) in power. The Palestinian issue is how they justify their existence in a major part. Once the issue goes away the attention of their people will be diverted to their own lives and how ineffective these governments have been in providing the basics of health, education and welfare for their people.  

There is no motivation whatsoever among the Arab governments for the Palestinian authority to make peace with Israel not because what Israel does or doesn’t do, or how some US senators and representatives vote on issues, but because the “Palestinian question” is their meal ticket. The Arab people are pawns in this game; their passions are kept at a high level by the propaganda machineries of Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, etc. and are directed against the U. S. and Israel. Any rational discussion is impossible under the current situation and any agreement is worthless since it is not made by the representatives of the people of these countries. Don’t forget, for example, that Anwar Sadat was assassinated when he made peace with Israel.  

From my perspective, what makes the situation bleak is the existence of governments in the region that do not represent their people and not the US policy or Israel’s behavior. Even if the US policy changes, and Israel changes her behavior and a “peace” agreement is signed á la the Geneva accord, or based on another formula, it will not last very long, since the signatories to such agreement do not represent their people. To stay in power they will come up with an excuse and renege on their promise.  

Participant
Welcome, Fred!  ". . . the government in these countries and others such as Saudi Arabia do not represent their people; they are not elected by them. 

There is also no evidence that these countries are moving towards a more representative form of government."  

That is simply one of the conditions that, if steps are taken to change it, would justify our continued financial support, and if NOT taken, would justify our withdrawal of support—all of this in the context of a commission-supported re-examination of US policy toward the Middle East.  

As Dick suggests, the first issue before such a commission might well be how to thaw our frozen attitude toward Israel.  But then they might move forward to define "good" in our new policy.

Participant
I am glad you have called on us to consider the broader context of any attempted ME agreement, Farhad.  How would you say that your key point—that includes countries adjacent to Israel have unrepresentative governments—differs from that of George W. Bush, with his recent call to spread democracy in this region?  (My great enmity for the president doesn't mean I think he's wrong on that point.)  Would any attempt to move precipitously toward democratically-elected governments in those countries risk replacing repressive, relatively secular regimes with extremely theocratic ones?  Were that to happen, would prospects for peace in the ME be advanced or hindered? 
 

Participant
I’ve been ‘lurking’ for some time and have read with interest the many informed and intelligent comments posted. I notice that while there is considerable willingness to decide for others how things should be no one has raised the question “what do these people want for themselves?” Given the volatility of the people involved, it seems quite likely that if more than 20% of the population is seriously opposed to whatever plan is effected the result won’t be significantly better. Bribery and coercion are not effective long term peace implementation strategies.  

Might we persuade the governments of both states to hold a series of elections in which the people vote for various options?  

Perhaps if the US was to concern itself with helping the vast majority to achieve their goals, our avenue of engagement would be easier to discern.

Douglass Carmichael
I have been caught up in family Christmas visiting and glad to see the way the conversation is going. I think a commission in some form is exactly right.  

I also think that we almost agreed that looking at either the Palestinian or Israeli side for their unfitness for a solution is beside the point. So what, from the point of view of the danger, does it matter if they have or do not have representative governments?  

My view is that since the Israeli's will use that argument, it simply prevents a solution. I am sure there are symmetries on the Palestinian side that are used to argue against a possible solution.  

Hence my view, to which I think we are close to an agreement, is that the US/World cannot ask for an agreement, but must impose one—not just for the parties but because the world cannot afford this mess.  

The long indulgence of Israel by a US foreign policy that made Israel more important than fairness has, regrettably, skewed the development in the Middle East.  

I think we are agreed that policy must come to an end.  

But I think we have also agreed, and then maybe backed away from, the serious conclusion that there is no way the Palestinians and Israelis can arrive at a solution.  

Indeed, arguments about correctness, fairness, rights, are too late. Strategically, at the world level, Israel is a bad strategy. It was in 1935, in 1947, 63, 72, and the attempt to hold on to it is not going to work.  

The counter arguments are that, history is always muddles, and Israel can muddle through, and some good can come out of this.  

Another argument is that the conflict of Western and Muslim civilization is at hand, and Israel is a necessary card to be played in that coming confrontation.  

But so far, here, in this conversation I think we are agreed that  

The situation is very dangerous

The parties cannot solve it

Solution does not exist based on fairness

US policy is too biased

Changing US policy is crucial

Changing US policy is hard because of the fear of politicians

of the Israeli lobby

Many, maybe most, American Jews are not in favor of the current policies

some combination of Jewish progressive opinion (and many conservative Jews also feel the current policy is too military and not enough spiritual) members of past administrations Republican and Democratic, and others could form a public alliance that could neutralize the Israeli lobby and look more directly at the merits of proposed solutions, and recognize the danger, and face the fact that Israel his asked to put the world on its side in an unsupportable struggle badly conceived.  

Therefore...  

Participant
Thanks, Raymond.  It is good to be back.  I hope that in the future the US support to Arab regimes would be linked to engaging their people to participate in making the “thaw” possible.

Participant
Ralph:  Some may not agree with the result of the legal wrangling that put George W. Bush in office. But, there are other representative bodies in the US government besides the office of the presidency which make the totality of government system we have more reliant on the will of the people, than the will of George W. Bush. Our prior discussions on the state of democracy and representation in the US not withstanding, there is no comparison between the system of governance in the U S. and that which is say is in Syria, Jordan or Egypt.  

There are no elections to be contended there, and no court system to rule on the result. The head of the government simply rules until his son (never his daughter) takes over!  

However, I agree with you that changing secular regimes in, for example, Egypt may put the government in the hands of a more repressive theocracy. This, in fact, was the argument the Shah’s government presented to President Carter when he insisted on “democracy” in Iran. The result of that misguided policy is obvious. The Shah was replaced with a much more repressive theocracy.  

Nevertheless, the current secular governments are not politically equipped to make peace with Israel either. They simply don’t have the support of their people. Peace treaties may be signed (as for example Egypt did) but peace will not be achieved since such treaties are mere formalities and do not have the support of the polity that is supposed to uphold them.

Participant
Doug, I think that we are in essential agreement on the list you made, and it was helpful to have Fred put it in a larger context, showing how important the mistreatment of the Palestinians is to keeping tyrants in power.  That issue complicates matters, but doesn't really change the basic thrust of our general agreement.  It does mean, however, that we should look at possible unintended consequences of any recommendations we make.  

I think we can honor Kip's concern by placing much more emphasis on self direction, not just in the West Bank and Gaza, but throughout the Middle East.  Whatever conditions the US places on the two parties will surely try to bring about a more democratic organization of their governments.  

Doug, your list starts by saying that the Palestinian/Israeli situation is dangerous.  That seems to imply that the danger is in the future.  Actually, that situation has already contributed to many terrible events, the Iraq war and 9/11 among them.

Donald Straus
I am again stepping aside from my facilitator role. I think the discussions have been excellent.

In # 78, Farhad wrote:  

"I would like to take the focus off Israel and the United States and assert that unless there are elected governments in these countries that are accountable to their people, we will not have peace in the Middle East no matter what the US and Israel do, or what is cooked up in Geneva, or elsewhere."  

That paragraph seems to have opened up much of our discussion from total emphasis on US policy. I agree with that, and for this reason. It seems obvious to me that the US has neither the power nor the wisdom (and now for the first time the money) to bring order to the Middle East.  

Where I disagree with Farhad (and this surprised me) was his strong emphasis on elected governments accountable to their people. It seems to me that by now we should understand that democracy cannot be pushed upon another country -- to think it could is an oxymoron. Democracy has to be home grown over a long period of time or it won't work.  

And where I disagree with most of the recent exchanges here is continuing belief that we can transplant democracy. I am agnostic about thinking that the US can continue its efforts to be a leader in changing the Middle East.  

There are also many of us who tend to disregard the UN and other international bodies. All of them do have flaws. But they are in my opinion the only hope to achieve peace and prosperity.  

Which leads me to the following tentative beliefs:  

* A US committee, no matter how well the members are selected, is not the way to go. Even if we could get total agreement that Jewish pressures on behalf of Israelis must cease, it would be only a temporary benefit. Long range changes in the ME must be designed from an international group in which the US could play an important, but "modest" role.  

* To accomplish this will take real money. I would like to suggest that the emphasis that Dick and others have placed on a distinguished group of US citizens be amended to include an international body, with a strong delegation of ME citizens. Without any expertise on my part, I would start with the UN. It has many faults, but what group hasn’t. And it has the best leader in many years.  I can think of no better expenditure for what available money we have left.  

Participant
While I have been strongly for imposing conditions upon the Middle Eastern parties, insisting upon some resolution of their dispute, I would like to make it clear that I don't think we can create our view of political organization in their cultures, anymore than we can in Iraq.  I think it is possible to get the US or the UN to make general demands, but impossible, and undesirable, to specify each detail.  We can encourage the exploration of options, but not enforce them.  The way for us to export democracy is to make ours work better. 


Participant
Don, perhaps the creation of a commission could be a stepping stone to your interest in getting the UN involved. (The UN has always wanted to be involved in that dispute, but the US has time and again blocked it.) But if we are prepared to alter our policies toward the Palestinians and Israelis, we could get plenty of help from the UN.  It may be necessary for an intermediate step--perhaps a commission. If the ILF can make a clarion call, the media publicize it, the commission created, and the recommendations involve the UN, then you would have your wish.  Each step is rather iffy, however.  I'm sure when we hear the State of the Union address next month; we will all be somewhat discouraged. 
 

Participant
Don's #86 reflects a misunderstanding, I think.  The "commission" of which we were speaking was to formulate and propose a US policy toward the Middle East, not a "solution" to Middle East problems.  

Sure, we should get the UN involved.  But when we try to do so, we will be expected to (and we should) go in prepared to say what course of action we think will be productive.

Donald Straus
Dick and Ray: I expect you both are right in thinking our first public initiative should be here in the US.  But would you agree that we should stop talking about "exporting democracy".  

I believe that every time we do that, we lose "votes". Dick said it better: "The way for us to export democracy is to make ours work better."       

Participant
Amen to that!  

However, that doesn't preclude listing the sort of political behavior that we favor, and dispensing financial assistance accordingly.

Participant
Being away from this discussion for a few days and now reading all I missed in one gulp has been helpful.  The focus on the formulation of a "commission" to formulate U.S. policy is a believable and doable project.  That it is clear that the U.S. needs to be the country that pushes for a realistic solution; a two-state environment with substantial aid to both sides.  Pushing democracy upon ME countries is not realistic.  But, demanding an end to "suicide bombing" and other acts of aggression against Israel must be acknowledged and enacted.  I digress here but as an American Jew, and I believe that I share similar beliefs with the majority of American Jews I list the following:

The formation of Israel in 1948, which I do remember, was a gift from the world to finally give Jews a place to live, if they so choose, where the constant threat of pogroms, genocide, overt discrimination would be absent.  A place where the resources of a people could be utilized to make life better for themselves, instead of being usurped by others.  Fighting back at aggression from surrounding countries in all the wars since then was widely supported by American Jews, both in funding and volunteering.  Today, the actions of the Israelis against attacks: military retaliation, the building of the "wall", settlements etc, are no longer accepted unconditionally by most American Jews. So I don't believe it would be political suicide to support a major change in U.S. policy now.  I would like to believe that in the absence of attacks upon them, the Israelis could make substantive changes in their government that would allow for political freedom for all Israelis and support for a separate Palestinian state.

We cannot expect to change the minds and actions of bigots, but every time there is an anti-Semitic act; whether a bombing of a temple in Germany, a desecration of a Jewish cemetery or the revival of The Elders of Zion, Jewish minds all over the world close to any negative criticism of Israeli policies.  It is a deep rooted sense of survival for a people who are used, as Farad explained, as the scapegoats for ME governments to keep their people's minds away from their own situations.  Yes, in a perfect world it would be better to have one state, incorporating all Palestinians and Israelis.  That seemingly would eliminate the concept of driving the Jews of Israel into the Sea. But, since we don't live in such a world a two-state solution seems more realistic.  And with it will have to be an acknowledgement, just not in a treaty, but in actions on the part of other ME countries that both states, Israel and Palestine, have the right to exist.  In addition, those ME countries should be expected to participate in the economic renewal of both states, particularly Palestine.

As a young boy I, along with my other Hebrew school pals collected coins from anyone who would give to help plant trees in Israel.  In later years all the people of my acquaintance who had just visited Israel exclaimed about the huge difference between the green and fertile lands of Israel and those "on the other side", which were still desert.  These exclamations were offered with pride but with little understanding that the difference would create the unrest that we have today.  Palestine must be an economically viable state.  To demand democracy is another issue.  I'm not a student of theology, but I believe Islam is very similar in many ways to Judeo/Christian beliefs, but with a major difference, and I welcome any comments on this.  I believe that Islam is part of everything, not just a philosophy of life.  It is part of everyday life and that includes political life, hence the desire for a theocracy.  Ataturk was successful in making a huge change, but not without the use of a brutal hand and the presence of the embers of resistance still existing.  So, I don't believe we can demand a change to democracy; and these days it's clear we don't practice what we preach.

My digression is over.  Again, I agree with our concentration on the formulation of first, a U.S Commission.  This could spark the demand for an international commission that would involve the U.N. 
 

Participant
One problem in getting the U.N. more involved is the almost complete disdain with which that organization is regarded in Israel.  

Going back to an earlier point about imposed versus democratically elected governments in the ME, is it not true that the monarchs in countries such as Jordan and Morocco, and semi-imposed leaders such as the president of Afghanistan, hold views that are generally more progressive, on an issue such as women's rights, say, than those of the majority of the (male) citizens of their countries - by poll if not by ballot?

Participant
Robert, your observations were made just before the one I posted and I wanted to thank you for the very helpful and necessary perspective they've given us.  

Some recollections from my 1985 visit to Israel:  

My great-uncle Willy, who endured terrible oppression at the hands of Nazis and Communists in Bucharest, telling me of finally finding a home in Haifa (in 1960) where—for the first time in his life—he felt accepted.  Willy, a learned and liberal-minded man, told me that even if they hadn't lost a family member or relative to the many conflicts there, nearly all Israelis knew someone who had.  

My cousin Marietta, who fled Germany for Palestine in the 1930s, telling me that the only time she left Israel after that - for a brief trip to Europe - she could not wait to get back, and kissed the ground upon returning.  

Marietta's sister Nini a physician, telling me that if I didn't hurry up and migrate to Israel I'd most likely go up in smoke, as did so many of her landsmen in Germany who saw no need to leave that country.  

Marietta's companion Ari showing me snapshots of the body of a friend that had been mutilated by Palestinians during pre-1948 conflict.  

When I observed how much the terrain reminded me of southern California, the husband of my cousin Chava pointing to a bomb shelter on their kibbutz and asking me if we had any like them in southern California.  

A friend showing me the map of pre-1967 Israel and asking me how I thought they could defend the 9-mile stretch in the middle without retaining at least some of the West Bank.  

His wife telling me how often she had nightmares in which Arabs stabbed her with knives.  (This was long before any of the intifadas.)  

I'm not trying to make any political point with these recollections, just trying to add a bit of context to our discussion.

Participant
As far as I can tell from this discussion, none of us is interested in changing the idea of a place of comfort for migrating Jews all over the world.  There are just too many stories like Bob's and Ralph's.  Not that the Palestinians don't have their own stories, or that there aren't other persecuted populations in the world.  But after the holocaust, the creation of Israel seemed appropriate, and remains so.  Whatever resolution proposals are made, I think that the Jews' "right of return" should be honored, continuing to make it possible for Jews anywhere to emigrate to Israel and be granted immediate citizenship.  My personal hope is that someday the people of Israel will see the need to create full citizenship for all its residents, but, again, that may not need to be a condition of any proposal.  

It would appear that the idea of a commission might be accepted by everyone who has so far participated in this conference, including a range of representative spokespersons.  What should be our procedure?  Should we take the idea of a commission as far as giving it a title? A goal? Criteria of membership? Suggestions for protocol?  A roster of possible members?  An initial agenda? A search for funding sources?  Co-sponsoring organizations? Publicity strategies? Then do we take this plan to the total membership of the ILF?  

Should we perhaps consider alternatives or the possible downside of a commission?

Participant
The NY Times magazine today features articles on those who have died in this year. Among them is Edward Said, the Palestinians' most prominent intellectual.  He has words for all of us.  He is quoted about  "the pessimism of the intellect, the optimism of the will."  Perhaps we can have both here.  

The writer of this eulogy, in explaining that Said never regarded Palestine as a lost cause, said "...he believed that the intellectual has an ethical commitment to relentlessly and unflinchingly speak out, against all odds, against all grains and against all hegemonies--real, imagined and self-proclaimed."  

Quoting Said again, "You have to say things are bad, and analyze them intellectually.  And on the basis of that analysis, you construct a movement forward based on optimism, the ability and the desire and the wish to change things."

Grappling with the US, UN, and Involvement in Middle Eastern Politics

Participant
I too am arriving very late in this discussion, but having read all of the entries, I was interested to note that a majority of the participants appear to feel that the United States can no longer allow a powerful and dedicated minority to negatively influence its foreign policy. I say ‘negatively’ because it has saddened me, as a former Canadian Trustee of the American University of Beirut, to witness how, in less than a generation, the attitude of a large proportion of the populations in the region towards the United States has reversed from supportive admiration to active dislike.

The question before this forum should be: What is the best way to deal with this problem?

I agree with Farhad Saba when he suggests that no matter how you tweak the conditions on one side or the other of the Palestine/Israel dialogue, this will not resolve anything. The problem for Israel is that, even with unstinting and unequal financial support of the United States, time and demographics will one day force compromises that are presently unacceptable. I do not believe this forum can produce any useful thoughts, including the idea of yet another commission, if it limits discussion to the Israel/ Palestine dispute.

Somehow you must find a way to win back the hearts and minds of a whole region, perhaps even including a large proportion of one of the world’s most important religions.

I know that the majority of the forum participants are not great admirers of President Bush, and it may be that Iraq, divided as it is into incompatible nationalities and religious beliefs may not be the ideal venue for experimentation, but in the spirit of making stepping stones of your difficulties, I suggest that it has several compensating benefits.

The first is that it was and is still, the most secular of the countries in the Middle East. Secondly, it contains some of the largest oil reserves in the world, and so has the potential to create a prosperous middle class. Thirdly, it is starting from a low base of security and services, so any improvement will be noticed and welcomed. Fourthly, it is the only country where the United States is in a position of direct influence, and finally George Bush has indicated that he has no desire to ‘bug out’, although Internal politics may force him to do so.

The problem is one of political will within the United States. Today we expect instantaneous results, forgetting that the process of transforming Japan and Germany from defeated dictatorships to democratic prosperity took a full generation. If necessary, you would have accepted a thousand casualties to win the Iraq war, but you refuse to accept that even half that number may be required to win the peace.

Imagine if we could find the political will to supply the men, the expertise, the money, the magnanimity and the time to create a new Iraq, prosperous, secure, self governed by the rule of law, valuing and protecting the rights of the individual. Such a country would be the envy of its neighbors and the pride of its citizens. It could become a catalyst for change throughout the region. It could transform the attitudes of Muslims from suspicion of the motives of the United States to a realization that you are able and willing to help them achieve a better life.

By focusing the attention of the United States on helping a Muslim country, such a policy might assist in defusing the image of Palestine as a symbol of Arab subjection to unfair Western pressures.

Many will say this is an impossible dream, and that no occupying power can expect anything but non-cooperation. I remind you that Germany and Japan were both occupied for many years.

I don’t believe that we shall ever again have such an opportunity to alter the attitudes of the Muslim world towards the United States, but I very much doubt that your political system has the will nowadays to support the fatigue of such a long term project. 
 

Donald Straus
Sandy: It is great to have you join our discussion and to get your perspective as one of the few who are familiar with both our culture and that of the Muslim world. I am sure that what you have suggested will get serious attention.  

I will make a few comments, not in any way to water down your good advice, but to add to it an amateur's concerns.  

* I wonder if the analogue to our activities after WWII with our situation today is a good one. We had just helped win the war, we had the good will of most of the western world, and there was a sense of "can do" in our citizens. I believe it will be far more difficult to get the approval and assistance from other nations today that we had then.  

* Even so, I accept your goals as among the best I have yet seen. I am also encouraged by your belief "that we shall ever again have such an opportunity to alter the attitudes of the Muslim world towards the United States".  

* Would it be possible, and if so would it be a good idea, to seek partnership of some individuals (and nations if possible) of the Muslim world rather than trying to do it primarily alone as we did under the Marshal Plan? And if this is both a good idea and possible, I would further suggest that we start with discussion with those Muslims, followed up by giving as much leadership as possible to our Muslim partners, along with other world leaders who would be willing to do so.  

This may sound impossible—but I have not yet seen an idea that seems possible. That is the bad news.  The good news is that there are very few who are willing to experiment with the impossible other than ILF/WBSI.

Participant
Sandy, it's good to have you with us.  Your familiarity with the area is a big plus.  It's crucial that we continue to try to see these issues in their larger context. I do have some difficulty with your strategy, however.  You say that in a fairly short time we have turned much of the world against us, but seem to be encouraging the very behavior that accounts for that hatred—ignoring the Palestinian/Israeli issue, approving pre-emptive invasions of Middle Eastern countries, imposing our way of life, etc.  

I also have difficulty reconciling your optimism about our Iraq invasion with the history of pre-emptive invasions in the 20th century; none has worked, while, on the other hand, "terrorism" has worked.  

Can you help me with this?

Participant
One further thought about Sandy's strategy of pursuing with increased vigor the rebuilding and democratization of Iraq:  While it seems to you, Sandy, and to most Americans, that prosperity and increased human rights in Iraq would be a compelling image to the Muslim and Arab worlds, I don't think that it will necessarily work that way. Even if we were successful there beyond our dreams (which is doubtful at best) market-oriented commercialism, commodification and its consequent exploitation of workers, as well as its delivering all kinds of tabooed media images, products and services, may strike those clerics and their followers as deeply corrupting the human spirit. Similarly, increased rights for women, for example, may be similarly rejected.  How, when they continually find our own American lifestyle so abhorrent, are they going to find our clone in Iraq so enticing? 
 

Donald Straus
Dick: are you saying that the only way we can help Iraq and other ME communities is to clone them with our way of life? 


Participant
No, certainly not.  Just the opposite.  I simply doubt that Muslims would be as impressed as Sandy thinks they would by our rebuilding Iraq in the way that Bush is going about it.  When we speak in glowing terms about democracy and human rights, we tend to forget that we are imposing more on that culture than just those two qualities.  In fact, we may not be able to impose even those.  But we are also trying to impose other values the administration associates with prosperity—free  market economy, free enterprise, privatization—and with those come commercialization and commodification, and the generation of all kinds of products that offend even us, let alone Muslims.  And that will be done in a kind of hypocritical way: for example, free market economy for American firms who at the same time will be protected against failure there, and the election of only those leaders acceptable to us, such as those who are not hostile to Israel.  So, just as our system is flawed (and the flaws will be exported along with the strengths) so will the developing nation of Iraq be flawed, but in ways that I fear will offend Muslims rather than inspire them. They have all been authoritarian societies for their entire histories.  It will take a lot more of a compassionate educational and financial aid effort on our part (the best educators are learners, inquirers), and more willingness to change ourselves, than we seem prepared to offer, to bring about change there.  On that approach I certainly can embrace the kind of patience that Sandy asks for.  

My whole orientation from the beginning of 9/11 has been that we must take a learning posture toward the Middle East, not a crushing, empire building approach.  I love Sandy's wisdom in advising us to use our difficulties as stepping stones to the future.  I certainly agree that we must recognize what exists and go forward. But I have lost patience with the administration's approach that has been such a dismal failure so far, and I refuse to accept more mistakes in that direction that I must then use as stepping stones.

Participant
If I have left the impression that I desire to impose the American way of life on Iraq, I must apologize for a lack of clarity.

Neither Germany nor Japan is a clone of the United States. They are not at all like one another. Changes to a more democratic form of government occurred within the context of their unique histories and geography. They have, with the rest of the western world, become more secular, but all the religions that existed within their boundaries before the war still exist today and are widely practiced and mutually tolerated.

I would expect that Iraq would similarly evolve in a manner that reflected its   history, geography and religions.

I believe that most individuals in any country, if given the opportunity, will choose security over chaos, education over ignorance, prosperity over poverty, and individual freedom of choice over state-directed regulation.

Over time, it is within the power of the United States to assist the Iraqis to reach these goals. They will not be achieved if you abandon the country as soon as you can.  If you do that, all you will have achieved is to encourage the belief that the best way to get the United States to retreat from any position is to kill as many of its citizens as possible.  That is not a way to win friends or influence people, and is likely in the long run to cost more lives than those you will lose completing the job you have started. 
 

Donald Straus
I have just re-read all above from 1 to 104. In many ways, it is an excellent product and full of ideas that have not penetrated our usual sources of "news". But there is also a lot of repeating. Where next?  Let me suggest the following attempt to summarize:  

* TASK ONE: Should the US continue sole leadership OR be willing to become part, but not the leading part, of new initiatives? (I think Sandy suggested a partial answer: we should not withdraw from what we have started in Iraq or IMPOSE  a new form of government in our pattern).  

* TASK TWO: If we can reach a consensus on the above, should we continue as a sole and leading nation or should we seek some form of joint operation, including Muslims and with other countries and possibly with an international agency?  

I am not suggesting we immediately switch to the above two chores. I expect others with more sophistication on the Middle East will have better ideas for both TASKS ONE and TWO.   What I am suggesting is that we choose (by consensus if possible) two related tasks to be discussed, one after the other, so that we can move our joint deliberations within some kind of order.  

If the idea of a sharper focus seems like a good one but we cannot reach a consensus in describing the two steps, then I suggest we ask Dick and Doug to make the choice and that we try it out for a week.  

Participant
I wish I felt more confident about the benign motives of those who led us into Iraq and now maintain our presence there.  I think it is based on a bouillabaisse of opportunity (easiest, most hated dictator to topple in ME), opportunism (Halliburton et al), and personal pique ("he tried to kill my dad.").  Whether Bush and Cheney actually believed their own rhetoric about weapons of mass destruction and the Saddam-Osama axis we may never know.  If the president and vice-president did, they were (to put it kindly) misinformed.  If they didn't, the two are fundamentally cynical.  Wolfowitz and the other neo-cons had a larger, longer-term agenda: reconfiguring the ME in a way that they thought would enhance Israel's security.  Pundits whose perspective I respect more (Friedman, Zakaria) share that basic perspective.  Bush may finally have come around to accepting it as the best reason to enter and remain in Iraq, but I hardly think he has the breadth or depth of vision to have been motivated by that reasoning in the first place.  So the question remains: just why did we invade Iraq in the first place?  

I'm neither smart enough nor prescient enough to foresee how our efforts to re-build the Iraqi nation will come out.  As Don argues, they could be to the good: for Israel, the ME in general, and the world as a whole.  On the other hand, I have just begun reading Toby Dodge’s book Inventing Iraq: The Failure of Nation Building and a History Denied which depicts the failed attempt by the British to create a modern democratic state in Iraq during the 1920-32 period.  Like us, the British saw their actual mixed motives as primarily benign: liberation, not occupation; nation-building, not colonizing; etc.  The Brits approached this task with very little understanding of the complex culture they were trying to transform, and an increasing need to rely on autocratic local shaikhs.  The disastrous results ultimately led to the Baathist tyranny.  England's experience four decades ago parallels ours today.  How can we expect to do better?  One way might be to get more countries involved in the nation-building effort, including Moslem ones, but that doesn't seem likely so long as the Bush-Cheney-Rumsfeld world view is in the Humvee driver's seat. 

Participant
Ralph has nailed the problem for me, Sandy.  Your urging us to stay and finish the job implies optimism about our ability, or anyone's ability, to accomplish that.  It also credits the invaders with higher purpose than may be the case.  If we had high purpose, and if the situation demanded our invasion, and if the job were doable, I would be with you.  But I don't think any of those criteria apply.  Your eloquent description of what we might do there is compelling, if only it could happen.  

No, Sandy, I didn't think for a minute that you believe we should clone America in Iraq, but I simply wanted to point out that what we are in fact building there will carry with it the flaws of our society (which Gore Vidal calls the most corrupt democracy in the world) and may not appeal to that part of the world, for some of the same reasons that much of it doesn't even appeal to us.  

To return to our focus on Israel, it is clear again that we are in Iraq because of our relationship to Israel.  I believe that unless we can deal with that, we will only get into more hot water than we are now in.

Douglass Carmichael
My reading so far is that we are reemerging with some differences.  

1. Was Israel a good idea?

2. Was US support necessary?

3. Is US support still necessary?

4. Is Israeli presence in the ME such a distortion of the situation that its sovereignty may need to yield to larger issues?

5. That its defense would lead, at some point, to complete ME war?

6. Is Iraq really an Israel issue? What about the rise of Islamic fundamentalism from Turkey to Indonesia? And Sam Huntington's view of "A clash of civilizations?"

7. If the Israelis cannot be nudged to a peace, how can their status as a sovereign nation be defended?

8. If the current situation is an amalgam of Zionism at the inception and American dollars in the implementation, are the two not really one entity in practice, and have to be dealt with as such? That is, Israel's sovereignty is already compromised?  

My own view so far is that

a. Israel is in its confrontation with the Arab countries a very grave danger to world peace.

b. Our reason to be in Iraq can be argued to be the need for a non-Israeli military presence in the Islamic world in order to take on Pakistan, Afghanistan, and the southern ex-Soviet republic mafias.

c. We need a policy that is extreme in its multilateralism and attractiveness and does not insist on market economies or western style democracy.  

The NSS paper previously referenced locks us in to supporting Israel in a military way. The heritage of the Crusades and American exceptionalism as a transcendent project leans us towards a quasi-religious definition of the situation.  

We need to return to the rather smart containment policies with incentives of the old east cost establishment that created—on the good side—a  tendency towards democracy, a tendency towards economic development, a rather strong anti-nuclear use culture, and a long term vision that was pragmatic.  There never should have been a "war against terror", but a highly international police action. The current policy is a smoke screen to hide the real problems of water, jobs, increasing marginalization of too many people, the environment, and corruption.  

I begin to imagine a Bush Senior-Clinton initiative...

There was a Bush senior award to Kennedy

http://www.theeagle.com/aandmnews/100203bushawardbaffles.htm  

Participant
Doug, with respect to your first item, the creation of Israel, while one might question the international motives, the Zionist rationale, the theocratic structure and the dispossession of the Palestinians, Israel now exists and has for more than half a century. Admittedly, it probably couldn't without the US assistance, but it does now exist, and I think we should start with that fact.  By and large, Americans are proud of that accomplishment.  

Interestingly, Israel is the kind of thriving semi-democracy that we are trying to start in Iraq, but it has not served as a model for the neighboring nations.  In a sense, it has been at war with its neighbors from the start.  

The Middle East sees Israel and the US as a single force, so: yes, the sovereignty of Israel is compromised.  

I believe you are right in anticipating grave increasing dangers for Israel and the US in the Middle East, and terrorism against all those who line up with us.  Note that the terror bombings in Turkey were against the British and a synagogue.

Participant
We may never know the motivations of the individual players in the lead up to the decision to invade Iraq. I am sure they are many and varied. What I refuse to believe is that the President and the Prime Minister of two independent democracies colluded to deceive their populations.

My own opinion (which is not worth the paper it is written on) is that whether or not Iraq had WMD at the time of the invasion is irrelevant, as it certainly had the will and the ability to create them in a very few years. It also had a ruler with a ruthless record of utilizing them on others.

Left alone, Iraq was a time bomb waiting to intimidate and control the region that supplies the United States and Europe with a large proportion of its energy requirements.

Given his record of confrontational politics, it seems likely to me that he would have used that power to intimidate his neighbors and to raise the price of oil to the breaking point, at which time the world would have been faced with the necessity of curbing his ambitions at a far heavier cost than has so far been expended.

I find myself in basic agreement with Doug Carmichael’s “a, b, and c” points, including multinational involvement. While I would not insist on market economics or western style democracy, or indeed anything that would be likely to cause general resentment, I would not exclude the possibility that these might evolve in some modified Iraqi form.

Once the country becomes peaceful and secure, the United States should maintain a low key military presence, both to create expertise and understanding within an area where too little presently exists, and also to reduce the reliance on Israel as this country’s proxy in the region.  

Douglass Carmichael
A very good article - a voice - not "objective" - in The London Review

http://www.lrb.co.uk/v26/n01/print/papp01_.html  

…and the very interesting review of the history of the neocons and realists in the two Bush administrations and more.  

http://billmon.org/archives/000924.html

Participant
If Doug Carmichael asks us those questions, I imagine he would like to hear our answers. Here are mine:

1. Was Israel a good idea?

In the aftermath of WWII, the justified fears of the Jews of Europe, the sympathetic support of the victors, and the foothold created by the Zionist movement in the aftermath of the Balfour Declaration, made the creation of Israel possible and acceptable. Originally it seemed like a good idea, but whether it actually was as it evolved depends on whose ox is gored.

2. Was US support necessary? YES. Without US support both Private and Government, probably Israel could not have become a Jewish state in the first place and certainly would have been unable to become as strong economically and militarily as it has.

3. Is US support still necessary? 

For Israel’s prosperity and defense. YES.  For the image of the US, NO.

4. Is Israeli presence in the ME a distortion? YES.

5. That its defense could lead to a ME war?  Unlikely soon, because the US is seen to be committed to the existence of Israel, and has proven that it can quickly defeat any regional armies.

6, Is Iraq really an Israel issue? What about a “clash of civilizations”?

The bitterness engendered by Israel affects Iraq and the “clash of civilizations” but the problems of the Israel/Palestine dispute are different in cause, effect and solution from the other two.

7. How can the status of Israel as a sovereign nation be defended?

By becoming an equal rights, multicultural, multi-religious State rather than an exclusively Jewish theocracy it would be accepted a regular state within the region, but it is probable that this will be resisted until population demographics eventually make it inevitable.

8. Is Israel’s sovereignty already compromised? YES. But not mortally yet.  

Participant
A former Marine officer in Iraq now working for Brookings wrote today in the NY Times about the approach he and his commanding officer took to pacify that area of the country (Sunni, mainly) for which they were responsible.  They took the kind of approach that might (if indeed such a thing is possible) create the Iraq that Sandy describes.  They sent their tanks and armored vehicles back to Kuwait, didn't wear helmets, didn't even wear sunglasses (which Iraqis find offensive), spent most of their time befriending locals, doing chores for them, not looking at their women, waving to children, etc.  They didn't lose a single Marine in five months with that approach, and still managed to find and capture guerrilla fighters.  While he admits that the north is more difficult than the south, he argues very much against the current aggression we are using there, kicking doors down, etc., saying that it is seen as aping Sharon's style, further linking us with Israel, and alienating the populace. 
 

Participant
I think we are talking about the issue the way it should be talked about.  I would be quite satisfied if we could be instrumental in making it possible for the issue of the US relation to Israel to be debated fully.  Can we do that? 
 

Participant
Regarding Dick's earlier comment: in a sense the whole invasion of Iraq apes Ariel Sharon's style, especially the invasion of Lebanon that he instigated and led, on the assumption that this would remake Lebanon into a nation more friendly to Israel.  And we all remember how well that worked out. 


Participant
Really interesting articles you posted, Doug. Reading that Haifa University professor's history of the creation of Israel that is admittedly sympathetic to the Palestinian cause brought back my memories of that time in sharp relief.  As a new college graduate, I remember feeling strongly the need to provide a place of permanent citizenship for the holocaust survivors and the Jewish Diaspora, even though I didn't buy the Zionist case, and was outraged by the dispossession of the Palestinians (what the professor called ethnic cleansing). I thought at the time that it was a seriously flawed solution.  I visited Israel in the seventies and was deeply impressed with their achievements, but sadly aware of the continuing efforts to frustrate and demean the Palestinians.  Now, however, Israel is very much a functioning state, dependent upon us, but in many ways serving the goals that created it.  

Doug, I know you think we are just beginning to see the danger the US/Israel axis is creating in the Middle East, a danger that will transcend anything we have yet experienced. You seem to suggest that some remaking of its structure will be required to avert more major disasters.  We have discussed its flaws as a democracy.  Do you think that we must try to hurry the process that Sandy thinks time will eventually force--that of making it a true democracy?  In your opinion, is that the direction the resolution must take? Almost no one has suggested that as the necessary step, I don't think.  I wonder how this group would regard that.

Participant
According to Gallup-Europe's recent poll, the United States of America is the second greatest threat to world peace (behind Israel). 
 

Participant
Newly released intelligence reports from 1973, which had to remain sealed for thirty years, indicate British intelligence reported that because of the Arab nations' oil price response to the Arab/Israeli war of that year Nixon planned to invade Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Abu Dhabi. 


 Participant
Starting the New Year, I’m not sure if I am a cynic or a stoic, but I am not surprised to learn that British intelligence believed that Nixon considered invading the Middle East to ensure US energy supplies. I have always thought the Suez Crisis was more of a message to Britain and France than an altruistic support of Egypt.

I do believe that just as the US will acquire water from Canada whether we like it or not, when you have serious shortages, so you must protect the energy sources which fuel your economy. If you can buy for a reasonable price, you will not expend lives, (witness Afghanistan), but if necessary you will.

Having said all that, and in order to start the year on a less serious note, my first sentence reminds me of the Cockney definition of a stoic and a cynic, as related to me by my Scottish mother:  (Please attempt to use the appropriate accent)….“A Stoyic is wot brings the byby, and a Synik is wot you barfs ‘im in”. 

Douglass Carmichael
Interesting call by the Pope for peace, this from his Christmas message:  

This represents a significant incentive for a reform which would enable the United Nations Organization to function effectively for the pursuit of its own stated ends, which remain valid: "humanity today is in a new and more difficult phase of its genuine development. It needs a greater degree of international ordering."(5) States must consider this objective as a clear moral and political obligation which calls for prudence and determination. Here I would repeat the words of encouragement which I spoke in 1995: "The United Nations Organization needs to rise more and more above the cold status of an administrative institution and to become a moral center where all the nations of the world feel at home and develop a shared awareness of being, as it were, a family of nations."  

for text

http://www.zenit.org/english/visualizza.phtml?sid=46303  

More tomorrow...  

Participant
My current reading of the conference: While everyone participating seems to agree that the US/Israel axis is an important foreign policy consideration that is a tabooed subject, there seems to be a division of opinion about whether there anything worth doing about it.  Some of us feel that we should do what we can to surface the issue, making a national debate possible and perhaps recommending some specific steps to take, such as calling for a special commission. Others (Sandy, Fred, Kip), while not actually opposed to that, tend to doubt the value of anything we do that is focused on the Palestinian/Israel conflict or upon our relations with Israel, believing that such actions will be fruitless, and that the larger context, perhaps the existence of authoritarian regimes throughout the Middle East, should be addressed instead. Do I have that right? 
 

Participant
A phone call from a knowledgeable friend in Europe this morning yielded his analysis:  In most of the world, US and Israel are now seen as completely linked, essentially a single entity. He laments that a small minority of Israel's supporters in the US, however inadvertently, are greatly threatening the long term security of both the United States and Israel.  

At a party last night I had a conversation with a former student of mine who is a survivor of Auschwitz (found by the liberators deathly ill, lying on a pile of bodies) now a successful psychologist and mother-in-law of the most recent Nobel winner in economics. I mentioned our conference and she surprised me by immediately warning that Jews are their own worst enemies (I guess we've all heard that remark before). She described a beating she received from another Jew in the concentration camp because she didn't speak Yiddish.  (Her dissertation showed, by the way, that holocaust survivors, far from being "damaged goods", function at considerably higher than average levels of psychological health and creativity.)

Participant
The history of the treatment of Jews by the European nations for the last several centuries really renders, in my mind, any statement they make as something to be viewed with great skepticism.  

The statement about Jews being their own worst enemy could just as easily be applied to any nation state or ethnic group. It's inherent in groups that they set agendas that other groups won't support. In such situations, it's rare for groups to accommodate each other and that failure entrenches each group in a position that weakens the group.

Participant
Right. She was just reminding me of that. 
 

Participant
It is interesting to me that we began the International Leadership Forum as a body to develop policy recommendations.  I think we have pretty much backed off from that, arguing instead that we can better offer wisdom, because consensus is virtually impossible. I'm quite at home with that posture. Yet, in this conference we were moving toward seeing if we could develop such a consensus, such a policy statement.  I'm not sure why this issue took that shape—probably because Don was willing to try to see if we could indeed move in that direction.  Now voices are suggesting that it would be pointless to make any policy statements on the US/Israel axis.  I guess, as always, I'm interested in the paradox that what is surely the most troublesome, least discussed issue in our foreign policy is the one we are being advised is not appropriate for such policy statements.  

Participant
If you want to end up with a policy statement, someone will have to write one and let the rest of us agree, disagree or suggest modifications.  Otherwise one tends to comment on the previous entry as I am doing now. 

Douglass Carmichael
While mulling over the whole conversation, here is an interesting article:  

Gulf News GulfNews@mitap.sdsu.edu

from

http://tides.carebridge.org/TIRR/TIRR062.htm  

Many European diplomats and Middle East experts agree 2004 will bring more gloom and bloodshed unless the US administration injects drastic and direct measures into the peace process.  

The majority of these diplomats and experts polled by Gulf News during the last few days of the year could only hope for what they called "a contained level of violence" in the region, particularly in Palestine/Israel. "Let's not forget, 2004 is election year in the US," an official said, "and the Bush administration will fight off any development which might influence the campaign."  

The year 2003 was meant to be change the Israeli-Palestinian conflict for good. There was a new peace plan—the roadmap—and there was talk of a new Middle East before the invasion of Iraq. But as the year ended, the roadmap had miserably failed.  

In an attempt to make the roadmap work and under pressure of the Bush Administration, peacemakers invented a new post,  that of Palestinian prime minister. The job was created to try to put in place an alternative Palestinian leader to bypass Yasser Arafat who was dismissed as "an obstacle to peace" by President Bush,  and "irrelevant" by Israeli's prime minister, Ariel Sharon.  

The failure of Mahmoud Abbas proved one point: The roadmap navigators' gamble had failed and the year's events reminded everybody that all roads still lead to the isolated "old man", Yasser Arafat.  

Many European officials were doubly disappointed as a result of the Iraqi campaign. Having "remade" Iraq, officials were led to believe the Bush administration would be in a strong position to remake the Israeli-Palestinian conflict via the roadmap.  

Bush-Abbas summit  

In June, George W. Bush held a roadmap summit with Abbas and Jordanian King Abdullah. He promised to "ride hard" on both sides to ensure progress.  

He appointed a roadmap monitor, John Wolf, and his national security advisor, Condoleezza Rice went to Occupied Jerusalem and came away with what she thought was an Israeli concession and a Palestinian ceasefire.  

Phase one of the roadmap was originally intended to take place by May 2003. It stipulated an end to violence against Israelis and Palestinians, Palestinian political reform, Israeli withdrawal, and freeze on colony expansion and Palestinian elections.  

The next phase aimed at creating an independent Palestinian state during June-December 2003, international conference and international monitoring of compliance with roadmap, while the third phase (2004-05) was supposed to see the second international conference, permanent status agreement and end of conflict, agreement on final borders, Occupied Jerusalem, refugees and colonies, and Arab states to agree to peace deals with Israel.  

Plans went wrong.  

But then it all went wrong. The Bush administration decided subsequently to lower its profile. The roadmap monitor, John Wolf, quietly slipped away, and with him went any hope that the US would force roadmap progress.  

While there is no practical set-in-motion alternative to roadmap, notwithstanding the Geneva Accord and the so-called Ayalon-Nusiebah's initiative, the most serious available alternative in 2004 is the Sharon's enforced unilateral plan.  

Sharon has warned that he will impose what he calls his "Disengagement Plan" should the Palestinians fail to meet his demands for a new leadership and the dismantling of armed Palestinian factions. He has decided to give the Palestinians a few months to comply.  

If the Palestinians do not meet his terms and his timetable, the Israeli premier has warned that he will take unilateral steps to draw up his own borders and to impose a settlement in Israel's favour. This is a recipe for disaster which would very likely lead to increased violence, an essential requirement for Sharon to get his way.  

Here where the US intervention "is most needed", a British diplomat said. "While other countries and mediators can make some progress," he added, "the US is the only country with sufficient leverage to get things moving. Simply, the Israelis do not trust the roadmap's other backers," the European Union, Russia and the UN.  

Douglass Carmichael
Also the reviews at

http://www.nybooks.com/articles/16873  

starts…and this is a must read:   

A Very Special Relationship

By Amos Elon  

Support Any Friend: Kennedy's Middle East and the Making of the US–Israel Alliance

by Warren Bass

Oxford University Press, 336 pp., $30.00  

Israel and the Bomb

by Avner Cohen

Columbia University Press, 470 pp., $21.00 (paper)  

The alliance between the US and Israel, which has been tighter than ever under the Bush administration, is often thought to have started under President Johnson following the 1967 war. Johnson was pleased with Israel's success in defeating two Soviet clients, Syria and Egypt, in only six days and he proceeded to grant Israel unprecedented political, economic, and military support. The closing of the Suez Canal, which forced Soviet supplies to North Vietnam to take the long route around Africa, was another bonus in Johnson's eyes.  

It is true that Johnson officially disapproved of Israel's annexation of East Jerusalem and of the other measures it took in violation of international law. But US protests were perfunctory and soon ceased altogether. The US became Israel's major supplier of the latest sophisticated weapons. Israeli generals were predicting one hundred years of peace. In Jerusalem in 1971, I heard the foreign minister, Abba Eban, entertain his guests with the story of his visit to the White House during the Johnson administration. "Mister Eeeban," Johnson said, "ah'm sure glad to see you! Just the other day ah was sittin' in the Oval Room scratchin' my balls thinkin' about Israel!" Johnson promised Eban to supply Israel with the most up-to-date fighter planes, air-to-air missiles, and tanks, all of them otherwise available only to NATO members.  

In the two books under review Warren Bass, a senior fellow at the Council of Foreign Relations, and Avner Cohen, an expatriate Israeli working at the National Security Archive at George Washington University, show that Johnson was not the first to break the US embargo—imposed by Harry Truman in 1948—on supplying major weapons to Israel. It was Kennedy who did so, although at first he had opposed deliveries of major weapons. At the same time, and even though nuclear proliferation was one of Kennedy's principal concerns throughout his brief presidency, he failed to prevent Israel from going nuclear. Both books are well documented from material recently released by Israeli and American archives, and tell stories that should be read.  

Participant
I once worked for a very thoughtful and imaginative man named Arthur E. Morgan.  Morgan was a self-educated hydraulic engineer who made Antioch College an incredibly innovative institution as its president, and later was the first chairman of the Tennessee Valley Authority.  Morgan took an interest in the Middle East, and foresaw the ethnic strife that would follow re-creating Israel as the Jewish homeland.  Therefore he suggested finding an alternative location for a Jewish homeland, one that was underpopulated and unlikely to respond violently to an influx of Jewish immigrants.  Guyana was the alternative location Morgan settled on.  

Obviously his suggestion was not adopted.  Nonetheless, a nonobservant Jewish classmate of mine in college took an interest in Morgan’s suggestion.  My classmate subsequently married an Israeli woman and migrated to that country.  (This was in the late 1960.)  On a return visit he told me how absurd Morgan’s proposal now seemed to him.  A Jewish homeland could ONLY be in Israel, he now realized, with all of its historic and religious significance.  

Few Israelis would disagree with him.  Nor would very many see any future in their country becoming a secular, ethnically diverse nation.  The likelihood that Israel will ever, voluntarily, be anything other than a Jewish homeland is as great as the Vatican sharing power with Protestants.  Unless we are ready to endorse an invasion of Israel to force that country to change its charter, we must accept as a given that it is, and will remain, an essentially theocratic homeland for Jews.  

This has various implications that are difficult for secular, nonobservant, liberal American Jews like myself (I should point out that this is strictly according to the laws of a matrilineal system, as my mother was Jewish, my father a Quaker) to swallow.  The hardest thing for me to confront when visiting Israel was the reality that this society did not assume all men and women are created equal.  Confronting this reality made me appreciate all the more that my own country was based on the equality of all its citizens, however imperfectly.  

This does not, however, mean that all Israelis are Sharonistas in fact or at heart, just itching to bulldoze every Palestinian into Jordan.  A strong minority want fervently to create a society capable of living at peace with its neighbors, a peace based on mutual benefit and respect, not submission to Israeli military might.  Economic cooperation in particular could create that type of peace.  The majority of Israelis would accept this approach, if they thought it was likely to provide security for them and their families.  I think that is undoubtedly true of a majority of Palestinians as well.  Unfortunately, extremists on both sides have shown how effectively they can sabotage any realistic prospect of peace and cooperation.  (Has anyone else noticed how routinely Israel’s current government does something provocative – assassinate Palestinians, invade West Bank towns, raze homes – on the eve of any meaningful move toward peace?)  Significant US pressure is the only thing that would alter this equation.  

I do, however, want to make sure that in our deliberations we do not make the mistake of assuming there is a single Israeli point of view.  Many Israelis agree that the political equation in their country needs to be drastically altered, and that pressure from without is the only thing likely to make this happen.  I think we also should bear in mind that the original Zionist dream did NOT involve subjugation of Israel’s immediate neighbors.  David Ben-Gurion himself, Israel’s George Washington, foresaw that capturing and attempting to hold on to the West Bank would fundamentally distort Zionist ideals.  I’m less interested in bringing Israel to heel than in breaking the grip Likud (and extremist allies) has on their government so it can return to its original concept.  

Were that to happen, I think Israel could play an incredibly positive, not provocative, role in the Middle East as a political model and economic incubator.

(Facilitator Summary)  

Donald Straus
As your facilitator, I have kept a low profile as the conversation began to dig deeper into the troublesome and complex ME situation.   It has been a lively exchange of ideas—some of which are very different from those in much of the press coverage.  

But now I would like to suggest, as some of you already have, that sticking within an agreed focus in our exchanges would help us dig even deeper into both our understanding of the issues and achieve more depth in our suggestions and ideas. Clearly we cannot cover all of the ME problems. But if we can confine our conversations to a limited set of related issues, I think we could break more new ground and have more fun doing so.  

Early in our time together, I suggested, as Dick recalls in his #127, that we confine our conversations to a number consecutive steps, such as:  

Defining the issue(s) we wish to address

Defining the goals we wish to achieve

Discussing possible strategies for achieving our goals  

If we follow those steps, or other steps that might be even better, it would help us move towards a policy statement as suggested in Sandy's # 128. Even if coming to only one consensus is difficult, there is no reason not to come up with several that will be useful in understanding the complexity we are confronting and different strategies that might be effective.  

To do this, I think that seeking a definition of the issues we wish to address should not take much time. Reaching a consensus on goals will take more time but is important enough not to rush it. And finally selecting strategies will be the most difficult.  

My suggested next step is to get reactions from those of you who wish to comment.  Doug would be the natural author of the first cut at defining the issues we wish to address as we move towards the next steps.  And again let me repeat, we need not insist on a single consensus on issues, goals, strategies.  

Participant
Thanks for that nudge, Don. And thanks also to Ralph for his balanced view of the situation.  I'm sure that there is a large minority (used to be a majority, on both sides) that would agree to a settlement like those that have been proposed.  Doug, the article you cite adds to the rather unsavory history of our relationship with Israel.  But here again, it has a constructive side, and there is much that we contributed to in Israel that we can be proud of.  It may be quite a time before it is seen as a model democracy in the Middle East, however.  It has to dig itself out of a rather large hole.  But I'm for helping them get there—and helping the Palestinians, too.  

Don pointed out to me in a telephone conversation today that my effort to debate the US/Israel alliance may have made it seem that I see bad only on one side in the Israel/Palestinian conflict.  I'm sure that if I were to know the entire goings on within the Palestinian camp, I would be similarly opposed.  Like Ralph, I'm only concerned that we not ally ourselves with Sharon and the Likud, which is the case now.

Participant
I have been following this closely for some weeks and would like to share some of my thinking on the challenge.  

There is so much history involved in the current state of affairs in the ME and Israel, so many different games, so many players and so many agendas, that it’s difficult to sort them all out. One way to look at the entire situation is to recognize that the complexity of life today is mirrored in the current complexity of that region. Solutions that might have worked 100 years ago are now hopelessly outdated.  

The ME is caught in an odd situation. It is still stuck with an essentially tribal structure, has no real cohesion, is faced with realities that do not support its position, is fractured along ethnic, tribal, geographical and religious lines, and the overall psyche of the region might well be diagnosed as depressed.  

A Marshall Plan approach won’t work for the simple reason that the ME hasn’t made the transition from tribal to collective. Japan and Germany both went through that in the mid-1800’s, and cobbled together a national vision that made them amenable, after the stress of WWII, to reconstruction along a path they had already chosen for themselves.  

Even Israel hasn’t really completed that transition–not surprising when you consider that its population was drawn from widely divergent cultures whose single common denominator was the Jewish faith. 

The world is treading the path of globalization–some acceptance of diversity—but the ME steadfastly refuses to embrace it. Even China has made some headway, though it may yet fracture into three separate entities. It is far easier to avoid participating in the process of globalization if you are unaware of it. Unfortunately communications today ensure that the vast majority of the ME population do see what the results of globalization are. They recognize that they lag far behind most of the rest of the world in terms of prosperity, education, art, etc. Unable and/or unwilling to play catch up it’s an easy option to simply label those who are doing better as evil and to proclaim that their accomplishments are tainted.

Participant
There are players whose only desire is to keep their power and privilege, others who are desperately trying to gain power and privilege for themselves, and others who are completely caught in the Hatfield McCoy cycle of vengeance. There are large pools of poorly educated people whose opinions are easily bought and easily manipulated. There are players who are so ensnared in the past and in ancient prophecies, grievances, and artifacts that they can’t see a future except in terms of the past. The portion of the ME population that recognizes the need for a fundamental shift apparently lacks the courage and the wherewithal to effect any substantial change in the region.  

The biggest difficulty for any outside player is that it is impossible to completely control the situation alone. Alliances within the region are critically necessary, but the tribal structure being dominant, as it is, giving support to any group automatically alienates others. The issues, advantages, etc. take second place to tribal feuds of one sort or another. The difficulties the Afghans are currently having with drafting a new constitution are emblematic of what really plagues the entire region. They can’t even agree to recognize all of the languages of the nation.

Most of the West and the East have undergone extensive struggles to reach a state of relative stability that accommodates—to a large degree—significant diversity. They did it in England despite real sectarian differences; they did it in Japan and China in the face of an entrenched feudal system. It is slow and painful but it can’t be done for any group by others—short of near annihilation.  

Unfortunately for the ME it doesn’t face this crisis of evolution in a vacuum. It faces it as a willing or unwilling member of a larger group. And that larger group has its own survival realities—such as energy–to deal with. In a sense that’s simply the reality of an environmental stress. The US might choose to reduce that stress by reducing its need for oil, but I doubt seriously that all other countries will do the same. And even if that stress were reduced, in the long run, the ME still has to come to terms with the development of globalization that life insists upon.  

Formulating a policy for the US that takes into account its real interest in oil, its competition with other developed countries, the fractured ME landscape of social development, the multiple ethnocentric and tribal power clusters, and the personal agendas of several strong players in the region is a daunting task.  

It’s not even easy to prioritize among the options.

Participant
Your description of the Middle East, Kip, might make one reluctant to get involved with anyone in that part of the world.  But our job isn't to formulate a policy for Israel. We have had a supportive policy for half a century. Half of our foreign aid goes there. We have a huge military commitment. We are often its lone defender in the UN. The problem is that our policy isn't working. It's getting us into big trouble, and has for a long time.  The issue is: can it be amended?  Not without discussing it, I'm afraid.  It won't be easy, but we don't have the option of no policy because we already have one.  Doing nothing simply means continuing the current failed policy.  

Earlier you dismissed as anti-Semitism the Gallup/Europe poll citing Israel and the US as the two nations who most threaten world peace.  I'm afraid that for too long we have been cowed by that accusation of anti-Semitism, and it is high time that we pay closer attention to what the rest of the world is trying to tell us.  They believe we, and only we, have the power to end the ugly dispute between the Palestinians and Israelis but are unwilling (afraid?) to act in an even-handed way.

Participant
Why is that "they" believe that we and only we can solve the problem. "They" complain when we act and when we don't act. "They" usually disagree with whatever we do. Europe wields enough power to make a difference but does nothing. Personally I'm not cowed by such labels as anti-Semitism, nor am I cowed at the thought of being labeled pro-Semitic. Europe has a historically well documented reputation regarding its treatment of the Jews.  

I'm sure that if the US determines it is no longer in our national self interest to assist Israel, we'll drop it like a hot potato.  

I find it kind of interesting that Forbes estimates the personal worth of Arafat to be at least 300 million. Now how, I wonder, did he make that kind of money? In addition to his personal wealth Forbes states that he has "a tight grip on much of the $5.5 billion in international aid that has flowed into the PA since 1994, he appears to have overseen virtually all disbursements..."

http://www.forbes.com/billionaires/free_forbes/2003/0317/049.html  

Somebody in Palestine is living well—but it's not the people.  

When you say 'failed policy' what exactly do you mean? That our policy hasn't enabled the ME to get on with growing up? Palestine turned down an opportunity at the Oslo accords to take a positive step toward peace. It may not have been all they wanted but it could have been a peace. The Palestinians have never missed a chance to miss an opportunity. Why is that? I think it's quite possible that it's because some of the powerful groups in Palestine really do want it all and have no desire to compromise.  

Participant
Doug: Your links certainly do bring out some fascinating details of how the present Israel/US situation evolved!

Ralph: If only….. but how do you do it, when, as you point out, “extremists on both sides have proven how effectively they can sabotage any realistic prospect of peace and cooperation”.

As a Highland Scot myself, I get into terrible accusations of treason with the extreme Scottish Nationalists, by stating that if the English had not beaten up and disarmed the highland clans, we would still be feuding today. Tribalism under stress has a hard time changing, and we still celebrate our differences vigorously.

Kip: You have certainly described the situation in the Middle East more accurately and far better than I could have done.

I remember taking a month off in 1982 before deciding to get involved with AUB. I traveled with a most intelligent friend to Israel, Egypt, Jordan and Lebanon; talking to all the important people we could lay our hands on.

After a month, we regretfully came to the conclusion, for all of the reasons you have described, that no solution for the Israel/Palestine problem was possible in the short run. Since then our increasingly lopsided support for Israel has shredded much of the goodwill that then existed towards the United States.

My friend and I came to the conclusion that only through a myriad of altruistic actions, particularly in Education, by simple people helping one another within their personal circle, was there much hope for improvement in anti American attitudes.

I don’t see much chance of that occurring between Israelis and Palestinians, but the equation could change between Iraqis and Westerners as more Arabs realize that only through a modernizing education can they regain their historic importance in the civilizations of the world. This can happen.

In Canada it has happened in Quebec in one generation. In my youth the Roman Catholic Church was all powerful both spiritually and politically. Today the churches are emptying because it is perceived that their teachings are less relevant to the modern way of life.  

Participant
Kip, you don't like the use of the term "they" even when it refers specifically to the respondents to a Gallup poll, representing the views of an entire continent. And you justify your accusation of anti-Semitism by saying that it wouldn't bother you to have it used against you.  But let me ask you, when you say that "if the US determines that it is no longer in our national self interest to assist Israel we'll drop it like a hot potato", to whom are you referring as the "we"?  How is that determination you speak of made?  It is that issue, and the inability to have a national dialogue on the question, partly because of the indiscriminant use of the anti-Semitic epithet, that this conference has been created to address. 
 

Participant
Sandy, I'm sure we all experience the frustration that you and Ralph describe in watching the extremists on both sides of the Israeli/Palestinian conflict sabotage any peacemaking efforts.  But I don't see how you reconcile your consequent position of seeming to throw up your hands on that effort with your support of rather vigorous actions by the British in the Scottish Highlands and the US invasion of Iraq. 


Participant
Dick: By referring to the fact that two hundred years after the political union of Scotland and England we are still sufficiently tribal to harbor extremists who glorify our differences and remember ancient feuds, I intended to emphasize that the Israeli /Palestinian situation, where new provocations and atrocities are committed daily, is not a situation that breeds the tolerance that a peaceful solution requires.

I was therefore suggesting that a positive solution to the Iraq situation, where as yet the quantity of remembered personal injustice is not so prevalent, could well help to diffuse much of the ill will presently prevalent in the Middle East. I also stated my belief that positive personal actions, particularly those that help educate, are the best way to gain such a solution. That’s not a very glamorous, ‘fix it all in one fell swoop’ concept, but it has the benefit that both sides can agree on its importance, and that, given time, education does the job.

However, as we are now agreeing, I think, to abandon Iraq and concentrate on Israel, I post this only in answer to your question and not to try to divert the discussions. 
 

Participant
Thanks, Sandy, for your further explanation.  I'm afraid I used part of your story and not the whole story. Sorry.  By the way, I certainly don't disagree with you about the greater potential of a patient, compassionate, educative approach.  Do you think there is a way for us to do that with respect to Israel and Palestine? 


Participant
Kip, when you fault the Europeans for not doing something themselves about the situation that bothers them—suggesting that they have the power—what would you have them do?  Risk war with the US?  By and large, the world view now is that the US and Israel are joined at the hip. Every time the Europeans and all the other nations try to do something through the UN, we block it. 
 

(Facilitator Summary)

Donald Straus
Once again I intervene as facilitator with increased enthusiasm after spending an entire morning looking through our record from the start. If you want, I illustrate why I feel more secure in repeating this proposal, but somehow the numbering of our interventions shifted during the morning. In any case, my notes cover three full pages of note paper and I expect few of you want to wade through this.  

So let me sum up my findings briefly. I would be especially interested in Doug's reaction as our "substance leader".  

None of what follows changes my opinion that most of the responses were of high caliber.  

But without more attention paid to the three segments of the discussion I have suggested (or any amendment to the segments that I suggest) we have repeated ourselves and have frustrated movement towards a common understanding of the complex issues we are addressing or whatever issues, goals and strategies we may have in common.  

You will recall that in #132 I once again suggested that we should try to direct our conversations to three agreed upon steps. Just which step this should be would be determined by Doug. Some of you have indicated that this is a timely and good idea. The three segments are:  

Defining the issue(s) we wish to address

Defining the goals we wish to achieve

Discussing possible strategies for achieving our goals.  

My "research" of our exchanges.

Douglass Carmichael
With Don's perspective and guidance in mind, I think we can agree that Jews have opinions that run the full spectrum—even conservatives who are anti-Israel because of its lapse from values of peace and reconciliation.  

Our current disagreement, I think, is on the future of Israel. Can its future existence be separated from its nuclear threat?  

The article cited above reviewing histories of Israel indicates that Israel lied to the American presidents about its nuclear program and its intentions. Is this important?  

If we accept the status of Israel, do we not also accept all the escalating problems its existence brings in its wake?  

If Israel was a bad idea in that it was imposed violently into the Middle East, and its US support was a bad idea, and its movement into the nuclear capacity was a bad idea, can the current state of Israel be accepted as reasonable?  

We seem to be in a situation where a currently bad situation was made possible by a lot of bad decisions. I think, given the emerging picture,  

1. Israel and Palestinians cannot solve the problem

2. Israel will not accept an imposed dissolution.  

What to do? There is no point in nudging the US to more strenuous peace initiatives if it is clear from analysis that they won't be accepted.  

My own tentative conclusion is that the existence of Israel as a theocratic state with nuclear power is very dangerous. And it will not change it itself, because its aim is to be a major and enduring power, whatever the rest of the world thinks (or does. There's the real danger.  

Is there a path out of the situation that could lead to less danger, or is meddling going to unleash a nuclear war anyway?  

I feel like a man with his arm caught under a rock and it’s die or cut it off. We are in a most severe situation.  

Now, I can think of alternative ways to look at this.  

First, the logic of middle class economics draws more and more people everywhere including all of the ME, to put economics before politics and religion. This means that, with time, boundaries will melt away, so we need time.  

Another view is that in this very dangerous world, a new WWIII is emerging, and in picking sides the US needs Israel, because what will emerge is a division between Christian and Muslim world fundamentalisms, with the Chinese on the sidelines watching.  

That gives two out of three requiring that Israel exist. But then it is not a vote.  

Further on my own view. The Old Testament sets the trend of a revenge culture—kill the enemies to the last man. The Holocaust culture is in many ways an Old Testament culture, and another example of “what goes around comes around”.  

Second, the Holocaust museum had the opportunity (it was discussed at the board a number of times) to represent all the world's genocides, not just that of the Jews. Israel and the Jewish leaders could have set a high humanitarian goal –but instead local xenophobic concerns took over.  

Hanna Arendt says:  

"In this respect, forgiveness is the exact opposite of vengeance, which acts in the form of re-acting against an original trespassing, which acts against an original trespassing, whereby far from putting an end to the consequences of the first misdeed, everybody remains bound to the process, permitting the chain reaction contained in every action to take its unhindered course. In contrast to revenge, --which is the natural, automatic reaction to transgression and which because of the irreversibility of the act of forgiving can never be predicted -- forgiveness is the only reaction that acts in an unexpected way and thus retains, though being a reaction, something of the original character of action. Forgiving, in other words, is the only reaction which does not merely re-act but acts anew and unexpectedly, unconditioned by the act which provoked it and therefore freeing from its consequences both the one who forgives and the one who is forgiven. The freedom contained in Jesus' teachings of forgiveness is the freedom from vengeance, which encloses both doer and sufferer in the relentless automatism of the action process, which by itself need never come to an end." The Human Condition (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1958), pp.240-41.  

So what are open questions—first:  What new policy is necessary?

And: How to get the US to lead there?

Then: What does at ILF do about it?  

Let me know if I seem to be missing some piece of logic or fact, assumption or imagination...  

I know I am not honoring enough the very thoughtful responses in the last 48 hours. I hope I am not ignoring their implications.

Issue Identification, Goals, and Strategies—A Recap and A Move Forward

Participant
Both Don and Doug have asked for issue identification, goals, and strategies.  While I don't think that we have unanimity of opinion on these matters, let me take a crack at defining them for your consideration:  

Issue:  I believe the issue that began and continues to animate this discussion is the seemingly non-negotiable policy creating the US/Israel axis, illustrated clearly in what Sandy terms its lopsided US support for Israel in the Israeli/Palestinian conflict.  Because world opinion is increasingly fearful of and hostile to this axis and its already having resulted in such costly events as 9/11 and the war in Iraq, it becomes a source of growing danger for both the US and Israel.  

Goal:  Because we probably cannot do a better job than is being done by others of detailing potentially workable policies in resolving the Israeli/Palestinian conflict, or in creating a model democracy in Israel, or in analyzing the complexities of Middle Eastern politics and religion, I suggest that we confine ourselves to a single goal, directed at the number one problem the US has in formulating policies toward Israel—the inability of our leaders to discuss and debate them. We Americans need to be able to consider openly a range of options that would permit us to use our strength in this relationship to broker a peace, to encourage reforms in Israel's political structure, or to create new alliances in the Middle East.  It is the enforced silence on this issue that prevents the development of intelligent strategies and keeps the American public ignorant and pliable.  If we could make such public deliberation and debate possible, we will have accomplished a great deal indeed.  

Strategy: The best idea I have heard about strategy came from Ralph, who suggested that we advocate the creation of a special commission to examine the US relation to Israel, thereby legitimizing debate, and meeting our goal. It may be that we could suggest commission membership criteria, nominate members, present a preliminary agenda, etc. and then publicize our recommendation. We could present to that commission any ideas or approaches that we generate in this discussion which might not otherwise be thought about.  The specific steps we could take would be to 1) reach consensual agreement in this conference, 2) draft a report to the entire ILF Fellowship, 3) modify it in the light of any responses, and 4) make it public.  While we might hope that the commission would recommend working through the UN or taking other stands we agree with here, we would not pin our strategy on any specific outcome of their deliberations.  

I know there are those of you who do not believe we can do anything about the current situation, and some who think creating a commission is a pretty weak response, but I don't know of any commission that has been charged with this responsibility—and even if its own recommendations are not followed, it might nevertheless legitimize a national discussion.

Donald Straus
Kip: "I'm sure that if the US determines it is no longer in our national self interest to assist Israel, we'll drop it like a hot potato."  

I wish you'd elaborate on that comment a bit, particularly the words "if the US determines".  

Do you have in mind a sort of plebiscite on the question?   A congressional resolution?  A study and "white paper" from the Department of State?

Douglass Carmichael
OK, here's my thought. Dick says “We Americans need to be able to consider openly a range of options that would permit us to use our strength in this relationship to broker a peace." 

My fear would be that a commission that was not able to think out of the box would be bound to pursue old paths that are not working. hence my suggestion, ugly as it is, that perhaps the world cannot afford Israel, given the ambitious nuclear power it has become, quite prepared to dissemble to get its way at the expense of the rest of us.  

To me the idea that the Israelis will not accept anything but a Jewish enclave, and defend it with nuclear weapons, makes them a suspect country among the world's nations. And we need to consider that.  

That a democratic society is possible in Iraq seems to me like a long shot, and if impossible, suggests that hoping for a more relaxed ME to lead Israel to the fountain of peace is impossible.  

I am suggesting that we may need to look at worse case scenarios if we are to have any chance of getting at a viable solution.

 Participant
Doug, do we have to decide on a solution to propose?  My thinking is that we cannot do that very well if we have to agree on it.  Can't we just make the creation of debate our goal, and then generate as much wisdom about options as we can to supplement our basic recommendation for a commission?  

I agree that the commission might not think out of the box, and might need to be stimulated to do so.

Participant
Doug, while I agree that Israel is a growing danger to world peace, I cannot imagine any group of Americans assigned to a commission proposing that Israel be shut down.  There are some Middle Eastern nations that would welcome that scenario, but the overwhelming vote in the UN would be against it.  

What if the US were simply to make its support conditional upon Israel's acceptance of a two-state solution along the lines of the Geneva accords, and generous if Israel complied with each step?  Ditto for the Palestinians.  That is, maybe what really needs fixing is not so much Israel as it is our relationship to Israel.  That relationship is what makes Israel seem so dangerous to its neighbors.

Douglass Carmichael
No, we do not need to agree to a solution, but at least look at what might be plausible so we don't go down the path of proposing something we know is not adequate. A debate that does not include out of the box solutions from the beginning probably can't get there.  

The proposal would not be just to shut down Israel, but to quarantine the entire area, meaning at least Israel and Palestine, for complete and unequivocal disarmament, yes, violating sovereignty.

Is there anything less that would work? I don't hear it—yet.   

As I hear it, Israel would not accept the Geneva accord period, and it is very hard on the Palestinians.  

If it is true that no proposed solution would be acceptable, what do we do?  I think it is that bad.  

Now, the interesting mechanical part is, if US support were withdrawn, could Israel survive? What would it do? Are the economics that compelling?  

If so, that may be a viable path, but we would have to face the destabilization, which might trigger the worst possible events: civil war in Israel, attacks from surrounding countries based on perceived Israeli weakness, and an Israeli nuclear response.  

I also think that Bush’s fixation on terror as the only interesting theme in the world (it gives him a mission) makes it imperative to include Israel "on our side", that we cannot get another story out of this administration without reframing its entire assumed mission.  

But even then, the idea that we could propose a process that would lead to a negotiated solution seems to me what we must conclude is not possible. There just is no such animal. This is a hypothesis to be tested and retested against the facts, but I am more convinced of it.

Participant
Dick and Ray, my comment "I'm sure that if the US determines it is no longer in our national self interest to assist Israel, we'll drop it like a hot potato." was simply meant to point out that, in general, the policies of the US toward other countries reflect our national self interest as determined by the administration at any given time. We certainly did that with Iraq. Our alliances shift as things change.  

Dick, you have mentioned several times that our thinking about the I/P situation shouldn't be colored by the worry that we might be perceived as anti-Semitic. My comment was simply to say that I don't care if I am labeled anti-Semitic or pro-Semitic. My thinking is mine and being labeled as this or that isn't going to determine what I think in any arena.  

I'm not personally impressed by polls and don't make my decisions based upon them—which is not to say that I object to others doing so.  

Europe could, for example, refuse to buy Israeli products and spend considerably more money on aid for the Palestinians without provoking a war with the US. Other countries could refuse to sell oil to Israel, or technology or any number of things without provoking the US to war.  

Doug, all nations dissemble, I hardly see that as being any kind of defining distinction applicable only to Israel.  

Don, I heartily agree that we should stay on track in addressing specific goals, but (and this is personal opinion) I think the situation is considerably more complex than has been presented here.  

In negotiations prior to Oslo, Israel was never willing to concede more than 50-60% of the land demanded by the Palestinians. In Oslo, Israel offered 80%, Arafat negotiated that up to something like 97% and when Israel agreed, he walked away.  Israel also offered to give Gaza back to Egypt but they didn't 

want it.  

I agree with Doug that no negotiated settlement is possible but would append at the present time. I've seen no consideration given here to how the situation might change when Arafat dies or simply loses power due to advanced age.  

Israel came very close to losing the Yom Kippur war due first to a lack of intelligence and then to inadequate supplies. The US made up for the second lack. Israel might not be able to survive a serious attack by a coalition of Arab nations without assistance from the US in materiel support.  

And by the way, as this article demonstrates: http://www.saag.org/papers5/paper442.html (by Dr. Subhash Kapila of India). Not all of the world is so united against Israel and in favor of suicide bombings.

Participant
The good thing about a commission as I see it is not that they would be any more able to come up with a peace formula that would be acceptable to both sides than any one else has been, but it just might spark enough debate to make the US public more aware of the problem. Whether that would help anything, I do not know, but if one believes democracy functions best when the public is well informed, it’s probably worth a try.

I doubt if it will work. The plight of Palestine only came to the attention of the world because of terrorism against Israel, just as Israel only became a state because of terrorism against Britain. When you are too weak to obtain what your group/tribe/religion/country defines as of great importance, there is no other way of obtaining redress than by what is seen to be terrorism by those on whom it is practiced and as heroism by those without whose support it could not exist.

Individual terrorism using explosives is serious, individual terrorism using chemicals can be disastrous, but individual terrorists using nuclear weapons can devastate civilization itself.

How can you have peace in the Middle East when the only state in the region to possess nuclear weapons is hated and feared by all the others?  It appears to me that only when a balance of power is reached, can you hope to achieve peace. I think we can all agree that it would be far safer for the region to be a nuclear free zone than for others in the region to acquire these weapons.  I believe that the only way to persuade the Israelis to give them up would be through intense economic pressure including the withdrawal of US financial aid, coupled with a guarantee to ensure the survival of the Israel in case of invasion.

Quite apart from what that might do to the political fortunes of the politicians who proposed such a solution, it would confirm the impression that the US and Israel are inseparable allies, and would require a statement of the definitive boundary of Israel and Palestine for purposes of the guarantee. No easy task.

That is why I would press for a solution that enfranchises more Arabs within Israel. They have more children and would eventually gradually change the character of the country into the most advanced mixed nation in the Middle East, whose democratic institutions and proven capabilities could become a force for positive change in the region. Not a quick fix, but a permanent one. 
 

Participant
Kip: I agree with your 153 that the task we are discussing is too complex to compartmentalize it. But that doesn't mean, when you get to a sticky point as we are now doing in trying to define the parameters of our discussion (the issue), a smaller focus isn't useful.  

Doug is doing a fine job in reminding us of the overall complexity. The conversation above satisfies my definition of “stay on track in addressing specific goals".

Douglass Carmichael
So, do we agree: 

1. A commission is a good idea  

2. Economic pressure is the main leverage and should be used vigorously  

3. Whatever happens to Israel, it must become a democracy without a religious requirement for citizenship.  

(I myself have some reservations about that three point approach, but they are not show stoppers. My reservations are:  

1. It does not deal with the nuclear issue, and Israel's possession legitimates the Arab possession. We need to reinstate a rigorous nuclear culture of non-use non- threat.  

2. It subordinates everything to economics in a part of the world where cultural issues are strong.  

3. The long term heath of the ME depends on being able to create a post oil economic viability. Jobs, water, agriculture, population, are all tending in a difficult direction. The US will not be the major purchaser of post oil products. It means adding a huge number of people to a world economy already over saturated with production in many areas.)

Douglass Carmichael
From this morning's news:  

Qurei calls upon world to improve situation in Palestinian territories.  

www.chinaview.cn 2004-01-04 23:57:43  

    GAZA, Jan. 4 (Xinhuanet)—Palestinian Prime Minister Ahmed Qurei on Sunday called upon the international community to interfere to end the current Israeli aggressions in the territories.  

    Qurei told reporters in the West Bank city of Ramallah that the situation in the West Bank and Gaza Strip "is really very serious" and the world must do something to stop the escalation.  

    He said the military aggressions practiced against the Palestinian people by Israel around the clock, especially in the West Bank town of Nablus, were aimed at destroying the nation, the land and the history.  

    The Palestinians are demanding the international community to end "the bloodshed and the killings and destruction committed against our people," he added. 

The Implications of Nuclear Weapons in Israel

Participant
Our government has led us into a costly war against weapons of mass destruction against the wrong country.  It is well documented that Israel has  several hundred nuclear weapons at the ready.  Seems to me we have to deal with that before Israel will make peace. 
 

Participant
I am in agreement with every word of Sandy's last—and as usual most helpful--comment (1:154).  And Doug (both Dougs), he does advocate the de-nuclearization of Israel. I think that between your last comments and his, we may have the makings of an agreement that all of the current participants could sign onto. I don't dismiss the possibility that Israel would see the wisdom in scrapping its nuclear arsenal in exchange for our active military defense against invasion, and increased financial support. That is a troop deployment I could embrace, if the rest of Sandy's and your criteria were met.  

The beauty of where we are now going is that the proposal does introduce elements that address the larger, worldwide concerns.  It is not limited to drawing boundary lines in the territory, but asks of all parties, including the US, to make some fresh commitments that could only reassure the other countries in the Middle East, and begin to make Israel into that model democracy we have long hoped for.  And maybe even transform Palestine in the same way.  It is bold, and admittedly has a low probability of consideration, but it does put the necessary issues out there to be dealt with.  If it can stimulate debate, at least the debate will be well grounded.

Participant
Sounds good to me. This will be my last comment for a few days as I will be traveling back to Canada for an eye operation on the 7th. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Would the Israeli's ever agree to this, "I don't dismiss the possibility that Israel would see the wisdom in scrapping its nuclear arsenal in exchange for our active military defense against invasion, and increased financial support. That is a troop deployment I could embrace, if the rest of Sandy's and your criteria were met." I doubt it. My current reading is that Israel wants to be autonomous and powerful, declaring itself a major player, even THE major player. Of course there is some realism, especially in Israel among the wider citizenship.  

I ask this because Sandy, your proposal seems to fit the model of:  

1. A negotiated solution.

2. A solution that brings parity between Israel and its neighbors.  

My understanding is that there is no possibility of Israel accepting these, either one or the other, much less both. It will hold on to the nuclear capacity, and to its sense of spiciness in history. The Idea of being special in history is fine, but cannot expect the rest of us to agree to it.  

Another line of thinking I want to make sure we consider is the fate of "western civilization." Is that an issue we have feelings about?

Participant
Doug, I don't read Sandy quite that way. I think he is saying that if the US were to take a stronger role, with more willingness to apply conditions, such demands as these might be enough to bring about a peaceful solution.  They could well become recommendations of a commission, and conceivably part of a national debate, and thence to national policy.  That is quite different from our bringing the heads of the warring parties together to see if we can facilitate a negotiated settlement.  I don't think he believes the odds of actualization are good, but it is a proposition that has the merit of considering the larger picture, and the long range health of both parties and the US. If we adopt the goal of securing open debate rather than certain peace, this might be a proposal worth considering.  

So on your two items, I don't think that this represents a negotiated solution, nor does it achieve parity among the nations of the Middle East, not when we will leap to Israel's defense.  As I get it, these are not intended to be proposals to Israel, but demands, tied to our continuing support.  

Do you want to be more specific, suggesting a link between Israel and the fate of western civilization?

Participant
It would be helpful to me, Douglass, if you would complete the sentence: "1. a commission is a good idea, charged to . . . . ."  

I seem to remember a proposed commission to describe in detail a US policy toward the M E yet the recent discussion here seems to be directed to what that US policy ought to be.  That suggests we are looking for a commission to endorse our conclusions.  

Were I to complete that sentence, it would say: " . . . . charged to define those minimal required conditions in the ME necessary to justify our continued financial (and other) support to the parties in conflict; i.e., unless you agree to this much, we will pull out our support. “ 

But at the least, we should be sure we have a common understanding of what our proposed commission is to do.

Participant
Doug, does Israel currently have a religious requirement for citizenship?  

Looking at the requirement that Israel divest itself of nuclear weapons I can't help but speculate they might not be at all amenable to that.

From their perspective,

1. They can't trust the rest of the world to come to their assistance when attacked by Arab countries.

2. They probably don't have the manpower and materiel to stop a concerted attack by an Arab coalition, so for them nuclear arms are sort of an equalizer.

3. Demonstrably, treaties are routinely broken so they may well see any agreements as being a poor guarantee of their survival.  

What can be offered to the Israelis that will give them the sense of security they need in order to get rid of their nuclear arms?  

How will we guarantee that the Arab countries won't pursue nuclear arms and use them against Israel?

Douglass Carmichael
Kip, we can't do either. I believe, but may be wrong. I hope I was clear that I do not think Israel will give up its weapons, under any conditions. Yet they must (actually we will learn to live with small nuclear wars, sorry to say, because we will not deal with Israel, India, Pakistan).  

Ray, I agree that the commission should

1. state the depth of threat posed by the current situation

2. ask for a series of commitments or support will be withdrawn

3. pose a structure of policing the whole ME if Israel and the Palestinians don't agree.  

Our task then would be to make sure there is such a posture, and explore a bit ahead of time its potential flaws, emerging synergies with other positive forces, etc.  

Participant
I think Israel has enough experience with the US to feel that our pledge to intervene if they are peremptorily attacked would be much better defense than having a nuclear weapon, which cannot be used. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Yes, but they lose their autonomy and so would never agree to an agreement that could dissolve like ice later. If it was in the US advantage, oil, rising Islamic sentiment, etc, to say "Hey, Israel has been wrong about Palestine" the guarantee of a defense could be gone in a very short time. Usrale knows this, and having nuclear weapons makes Israel a major country. Being a client of the US under its protection is weak, feeble and unattractive.  

So I would rule out that possibility. How does that seem?

Participant
I'd say your assessment about that is absolutely right. Actually, in today's world I doubt that any country would be willing to disarm and trust its security to the whims of another nation.  

I also think your #3 is probably the only truly effective option available right now. One of the things I think we need to consider is what general trend in the ME we should give the highest priority. Should we put the terrorist's agenda first—those   who can envision a better way of life for themselves, the "street" Islamic fundamentalists?  

We might want to think about such things as the importance of the Suez Canal to world trade, what might happen in 'Palestine' when Arafat exits, what kinds of economic alliances we can help build between the ME and other countries in the region.

Douglass Carmichael
I do think some thoughts about after Arafat would be good. Any articles to reference you know of?  

My sense is that an economic middle class scenario for the whole ME is the best possible. The cultural question however I think looms deep. Here is the problem. Market thinking is seen, by many in the ME, as an extension of US domination. Without facing the cultural problem of humanism versus market (market plus Bush style democracy and media manipulation is a culture, and humanism, traditional values, community, etc, is a culture. Islam appeals because it puts god and relationships before economics), we are left in a weak and maybe an unattractive position.  

Since Bush is dedicated to the fundamentalist market democracy paradigm, I don't see the possibility of leadership there. The question is, are any of the candidates anything but free market ideologues?  

Back to # 165.  

And Sandy, many thanks for your responses to my longer list of issues last week. I was traveling and never got to give the appreciation your thoughtfulness deserved.  

Participant
So many of our ideas lead to the retort, "Israel will never accept....".  Our job is not to figure out what Israel will accept, or what the Palestinians will accept, but what goal we should be working toward, and what strategies will best serve those goals.  Right now our problem is that our leaders can't even get that far with their non-discussions of our relationship to Israel. Making that examination and debate should be our goal.  

Before accepting the pessimism of Doug and Kip on whether Israel would ever give up its nuclear capability, I think we have to give them more credit for wisdom and strategic thinking.  Since when does a nuclear capability give a nation security? Our current security is at ORANGE. What it actually does is create a competition, which increases the danger.  That's how we got into it in the first place, rushing to make sure we beat the Germans at creating an atom bomb.  We have been in one arms race or another ever since, and fostered the spread of nuclear weapons rather than containing them.  Surely the reason Iran and Iraq would want nuclear capability is because Israel has it.  The US and Israel are now seen as threats to world peace not because we are nuclear powers, but because of our bellicosity.  

Israel's existence has, for half a century, depended upon the US supplying the necessary military power to enable Israel to defend itself.  It is a much more reliable defense than its nuclear capability.  Its most troublesome enemy throws rocks, for God's sake. If it ever did use nuclear weapons, it would probably lose the US and other world support, and then be in big trouble.  And if they continue build a nuclear arsenal, they can be sure that others will too, and those nations are far less likely to make rational decisions. That is what is really dangerous.  

Douglass Carmichael

I certainly agree that we should encourage the economic scenario (the ME becomes productive and middle class). But the whole history is filled with small steps by Israel that delay and delay and turn out to be at the expense of others. Why? I don't know the answer.  

For Israel, nuclear plus US support is best. Does not having nuclear capacity force the US to be supportive? That way Israel gets both. If Israel did not have nuclear capacity, it would be much easier for the US to pull back from its current level of support and make demands.

Participant
I'm not sure I follow that rationale--easier for us to make demands. Are you feeling that we should fear their nuclear capability? 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Definitely, not that they would use it against the US but start a general ME conflagration that draws in everybody—Pakistan, maybe the southern ex-Soviet republics...  

Participant
For many Israelis the issue is emotional, not rational. It's easy to sit on the sidelines and say "well, this is what you should", but nobody is really all that amenable to letting others decide how they should act in a volatile situation. If the best we can do is to "tell" others what to do, then perhaps we're not really suited to leadership.  

How can we help Israel to make wise decisions? How can we help the ME in general to become a more pluralistic society? How can we help any tribal culture to weather the changes required to become part of more collective culture?  

If we decide to focus on empowering the economy of an ME middle class what are the predictable responses of the other elements in the culture? The leaders, the fundamentalists, the power grabber? What steps can we take to minimize overt and destructive responses from them?

Participant
Here are a few links to short articles on the subject of "After Arafat" - none of them particularly profound, but they give some overview of how his demise might play out, and in so doing give us a little deeper look at the chaotic dynamics there.  

http://www.biu.ac.il/Besa/meria/journal/1998/issue1/jv2n1a4.html

http://www.sptimes.com/News/120601/Columns/After_Arafat__what_s_.shtml

http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/rsepResources/si/may02/middleEast.asp

http://www.dawn.com/2003/12/12/int6.htm

Participant
Going back to Don's #132, asking us to focus on three objectives clearly makes sense.  At the risk of being too simplistic, particularly with a situation that appears to be unsolvable, I would suggest that we consider Doug Carmichael's #154 where he asks if we're in agreement upon:

1.  A commission is a good idea.  I do agree, and that this commission should not only be a US-populated one, but one where representation is requested of Europeans, ME and US individuals.  It needs to be a body that can be respected for its evenhandedness, and its political, military and economic powers, if that is possible, for Israel and Palestine to give their findings serious attention.

2.  Economic pressure, from Western and ME powers can bring serious change.

3. Israel must become a democracy without religious requirements for citizenship.

I once read that George Washington once noted that no nation acts outside of its borders unless it is in its own best interests. It must be made clear that all nations must work towards these goals as they will suffer without peaceful resolution. It must also be made clear that they can benefit from a peaceful solution. (opening up all contracts in Iraq to all comers would be a good start).

I don't believe we should attempt to advocate that Israel abandon its nuclear capability as it doesn't seem a feasible action at this time for all of the reasons expressed in this conference.  If we demand that why are we not also demanding all other nuclear nations, particularly Pakistan and India, to do the same?  I do believe we need to start work on Don's and Doug's #1 priorities:  Define the issue by attempting to agree on the formation of a commission. 


Participant
In addition, I would also suggest we list our rational for the formation of such a commission using the many thought provoking, and sometimes frightening views mentioned in this conference. 


Participant
There already is a movement in Europe to boycott Israeli goods (that has had little impact on Israel itself, as far as I can tell, other than to confirm their suspicion that anti-Semitism is alive and well in that neck of the woods).  

However desirable it may be in the long run to transform Middle Eastern society, the short run is what we must consider most seriously (to make sure there is a long run).  

For both pragmatic reasons and ones of conviction I could not be party to a policy statement that even implicitly proposed the dissolution of Israel.  Short of a major cataclysm this won’t happen and it would be frivolous of us to suggest it should.  

As far as I know there is no religious requirement per se to be an Israeli citizen, though there are clearly classes of citizenship in that country.  Arab citizens are not required to serve in the military, and do not get nearly the level of public services that their Jewish counterparts do.  And, of course, they are aware that their numbers and influence will always be limited.  

Whether or not it is desirable, it is totally unrealistic to think Israel would acquiesce in any plan that involved (from their perspective) demographic suicide.   What to us looks modern and desirable—a pluralistic, secular state that is part of the global economy—to them looks like the end of their country.  It would be like asking the US to merge with Mexico, open its borders, and alternate presidencies between the two societies.  

If I chaired a commission to revise US policy in the Middle East, I’d focus on a few doable steps that could have profound long-term significance.  These 

might be:  

Israel: give up a substantial number of West Bank settlements.  Compensate the Palestinian state for those that remain, preferably with land.  Stop building a security fence in ways that carve up the West Bank  

Palestine: Restrain terrorists.  Get its financial house in order.  Take demonstrable steps toward true democracy.  Accept lasting peace with Israel.  

Both: Vehicles of ME economic cooperation be created that join Israelis and Palestinians (plus other neighbors), and these vehicles could be both facilitated and subsidized by the US. (as well as the European Union, UN, etc.).  

The United States:  In deed as well as word recast its ME stance–including financial aid–to support the above policies, and penalize actions on either side that undermine them.  

At a minimum could we conclude that US policy in the ME needs review, that this is the single action most likely to lead to genuine peace in the ME, that this would be accomplished best by a bipartisan commission that is independent of political crosswinds, and that this commission should focus on issues x, y, and z (see above, for example)?  Since it is Americans’ policy we are most concerned about, I think members of this commission should be Americans.

Participant
Maybe there is some confusion over Jewish as an ethnic label and Jewish as a religious label. I'm not aware of any such requirement either. There are certainly plenty of secular Jews in Israel and, I think, even Christian Jews.  

Ralph, to me that seems reasonable and maybe doable.  It's hard to say what's really doable given the way people are, but this seems less impossible than some other suggestions.  

I had some initial qualms about the commission being American, but since the claim is being made that America is responsible for the problem, perhaps it is only fitting that the commission be American.  

How would we know that the members would act fairly—with no hidden agendas? Would a lie detector test be appropriate?

Participant
I would also question measures that call for Israel's demographic suicide.  That is their reason for resistance to a single state solution. While I don't know the percentages, I do believe that the non-Jewish population of the present Israel is small, and if it were to become assimilated into first class citizenship, its birthrate would lower, and probably never become a majority threat.  If you believe that it will have to happen someday anyway, as Doug and Sandy and others have argued, it might be better to engineer it now rather than later. Letty Cottin Pogrebin, a strong supporter of Israel, argues this case in last week’s Nation, believing that it would help to make possible the two-state solution.  I can't think of anything that would communicate better to the world Israel's progress. Is there some other way that Israel could advance toward a true democracy without demographic suicide?  It seems only reasonable that if we are demanding that of the Palestinians, it should be demanded of Israel as well.  

Douglass Carmichael
(note, Farson's came in while I was typing, so I did not yet consider it.)  

Several things I'd like to get some help on clearing up.

Ralph, are there differences between your proposal for a settlement and the Geneva Accords?  

On demographic suicide. My own view is that the current Israeli policy puts Israelis at increasingly profound risk of national conflagration. Many in Israel take that view towards Sharon's policies—that there is a possibility it would be a deeply humanitarian mission to end the state of Israel *if its existence cannot be separated from Sharon/military stance towards the future.  

In Ralph's wonderful language and concise hints, there is the possibility that a better future can be fudged out of the current situation. I myself am not decided about this.  

Precisely the Pakistan/India situation is harder to take on because of Israel's nuclear weapons. The US should be opposed to all these and be moving slowly but deliberately towards an UN-like hegemony in so far as nuclear arms are concerned. Israel's possession makes nuclear the strategy of choice for small nations. And the US policy difference between Iraq and Korea is not lost on small nation leaders. That is, if you have them they will negotiate, if you don’t they will invade you.  

What about the American Israel Political Action Committee?

http://www.aipac.org  

I talked with a Jewish friend in Washington today about them. Best financed lobby in Washington, an aide sponsored in every new congressperson's office, very tight information sharing inside.  

They have been able to prevent polling of US Jews on attitudes towards Israel and American Policy (he didn't know if this attempt was completely successful but he did not know of any such polls), whereas there is some good objective polling in Israel despite government hostility.  

I have avoided saying much about the Palestinians, first because having a cut- up non-country, they do not meet the same level of responsibility as does a sovereign country like Israel. There is no question but that the Palestinian situation is a wedge into Israel used manipulatively by other Arab/Muslim entities.  

I don't think any analysis of who is wrong is as important as saying that the situation is wrong and asking who now stands in the way of making it more humanely livable?  

If I hear us rightly, the issue before us, before getting to a commission is, is the economic benefit to all scenario for the ME and Palestine in particular, feasible. If so, what stands in the way, and if not, what then?  

By feasible I mean, is there a chance that it could be brought about, given current realities?  

There is an interesting article on US foreign policy in a NYT book review of Chomsky. Worth reading.

http://www.nytimes.com/2004/01/04/books/review/04POWERT.html  

It has implications for the possibilities of a US change towards Israel, mostly negative.  

Participant
The steps that Ralph suggests are in most of the current proposals—Geneva accords, Bill Clinton’s proposal, maybe even the Road Map, and have acceptance by a sizeable segment of both populations.  The radical changes that Doug believes are necessary may be mainly in our relations with Israel, which presumably is what the commission would be looking at.  

Doug asks which nation is blocking peaceful economic development in the Middle East, and it could be the US. I would think that the charge to the commission not focus on propositions for settlement, but what has to happen in US policy for such propositions to be acted upon.  

Surely there must be a way to permit Israel to become a democracy without dissolving it.  I can't imagine a scenario in which it doesn't remain a Jewish country, a homeland for the dispossessed, with open immigration for Jews, the official Hebrew language, Jewish national holidays, Jewish customs observed, etc.  I suspect that would happen even if Jews were not in the majority.  But I think they always will be.

Douglass Carmichael
The links Kip posted are also helpful for texture and feel. 

Douglass Carmichael
Playing leapfrog here. Both sides officially reject the proposals, and have strong arguments. Cost and demographics need to be considered. Much is not spelled out in the Accords. Sharon took the wind out with his "disengagement" threat, which reads as positive (give back some of the settlement lands, and at the same time not that much). 
 

Participant
Some related issues:  

If the US abandons (quits supporting, economically and militarily) Israel, how will current and future allies perceive the US. Will they see the US as being reliable or fickle? Will they trust the US? Should that be of any concern to the US?  

How would such an action be interpreted by Muslim terrorists/extremists in 

other parts of the world? Would the extremists in Pakistan take encouragement from that and step up their attacks in Kashmir in the belief that such a strategy works? Would the extremists in India, the Philippines, and Indonesia (none of whom have any valid claim on the “oppressed in the homeland by outside aggressors” excuse) be more likely or less likely to increase their terrorist attacks?  

If India and Pakistan go to war what are the chances that the conflict might escalate into a nuclear exchange?  

Why does Iran, which sits on considerable oil reserves, need nuclear reactors? Given it is ruled by extremists and given that the extremists have essentially approved any action to obtain their goals, what deterrence is there to the use of nuclear weapons by Iran?  

If Iran has nuclear weapons and India and Pakistan engage in nuclear war what is the likelihood that Iran would enter that fray?  

What effect on the world trade that moves through the Indian Ocean might such a war have?

Participant
So long as Israel remains a Jewish homeland it will never be 100% democratic.  This dialectic doesn't concern those on the right, but does those on the left.  All learn to live with it, however.  Incidentally, Druse citizens of Israel do serve in their military. 
 

Participant
Kip, I don't think we will abandon Israel. I certainly don't advocate that. Nor do I think any changes in our policies such as establishing conditions are in response to terrorism, but in response to the actions of Israel. But I think it is helpful for you to illustrate for us the possible unintended consequences of any actions we take. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Every voice here is so welcome and essential to the vitality of this conversation. I feel like, and only wish I could make real, we are sitting around the dinner table here on my little island, cedar trees to the edge of the Saratoga passage—this morning buried in a beautiful snow and total silence except for the disoriented crows—I’ve served up some local salmon, some sautéed vegetables, a good wine from Chile and some excellent organic coffee... and the conversation goes.  

The differences here are precious.  

I sense that we have been to the precipice and pulled back. Isn't a negotiated peace possible, what if and what if? The world's hunger for peace is substantial. The talks between Pakistan and India breed euphoria; discussions about the Kurds possibly settling down do the same.  We all respond to the overture that sounds like peace, but the curtain is still down and when it opens, the drama will unfold.  

I have read a good deal about the period before the first warlord war and the war itself, and the same with the second. People knew it was bad, but kept on, advertising for vacations on the Adriatic.  

There is a wonderful part of the Lao Tzu which says that big nations must be calm, like the sea, centered and it place, and let the rivers come to it. If the ocean goes to the rivers, chaos follows.  

Here in the ILF, we need some way to back out of the normal daily press reports and our inherited perspectives. We need to think like a physician. The patient is wheeled in, we look, and we need to make decisions based on health and damage, often rather rapidly, but certainly with conviction and confidence.  

My judgment is that Arafat and Sharon fit the logic of the situation, but the situation is deeply dangerous, to those who live in it, and those who are at a distance.  

We need to discuss, will it get worse, and we then wish we had seen it earlier, or is it going to get better and we wish we had bought stock?  

I don't know the answer, but I see the question.

Douglass Carmichael
Krugman quotes Rubin in this morning's NYT:  

All of this is conventional stuff, if anathema to administration apologists, who insist, in flat defiance of the facts, that they have a "plan" to cut the deficit in half. What's new is what Mr. Rubin and his co-authors say about the consequences. Rather than focusing on the gradual harm inflicted by deficits, they highlight the potential for catastrophe.  

"Substantial ongoing deficits," they warn, "may severely and adversely affect expectations and confidence, which in turn can generate a self-reinforcing negative cycle among the underlying fiscal deficit, financial markets, and the real economy. . . . The potential costs and fallout from such fiscal and financial disarray provide perhaps the strongest motivation for avoiding substantial, ongoing budget deficits." In other words, do cry for us, Argentina: we may be heading down the same road.  

Lest readers think that the most celebrated Treasury secretary since Alexander Hamilton has flipped his lid, the paper rather mischievously quotes at length from an earlier paper by Laurence Ball and N. Gregory Mankiw, who make a similar point. Mr. Mankiw is now the chairman of the president's Council of Economic Advisers, a job that requires him to support his boss's policies, and reassure the public that the budget deficit produced by those policies is manageable and not really a problem.  

But here's what he wrote back in 1995, at a time when the federal deficit was much smaller than it is today, and headed down, not up: the risk of a crisis of confidence "may be the most important reason for seeking to reduce budget deficits. . . . As countries increase their debt, they wander into unfamiliar territory in which hard landings may lurk. If policymakers are prudent, they will not take the chance of learning what hard landings in [advanced] countries are really like."  

The point made by Mr. Rubin now, and by Mr. Mankiw when he was a free agent, is that the traditional immunity of advanced countries like America to third-world-style financial crises isn't a birthright. Financial markets give us the benefit of the doubt only because they believe in our political maturity—in the willingness of our leaders to do what is necessary to rein in deficits, paying a political cost if necessary. And in the past that belief has been justified. Even Ronald Reagan raised taxes when the budget deficit soared.  

But do we still have that kind of maturity? Here's the opening sentence of a recent New York Times article on the administration's budget plans: "Facing a record budget deficit, Bush administration officials say they have drafted an election-year budget that will rein in the growth of domestic spending without alienating politically influential constituencies." Needless to say, the proposed spending cuts—focused only on the powerless—are both cruel and trivial.  

If this kind of fecklessness goes on, investors will eventually conclude that America has turned into a third world country, and start to treat it like one. And the results for the US economy won't be pretty.  End quote.  

I am concerned that we not be as blithe about Israel as Bush and Fox news are about the economy.  

It is intriguing to try and guess what various conversations around Washington and New York are like. I can imagine that early on Bush and coworkers said something like "The US economy is in for a dive. We need to protect those with money and discipline the rest. We need a war that toughens us and an approach to getting the economy ready for bad times. So we need to run up deficits to get rid of social security and other entitlements. We need to prepare the country for tough times and only a crisis will do it."  

Participant
Rubin and Krugman highlight the catastrophic dangers in deficits, and those are only part of the picture of danger the US faces.  The major danger is that we will keep our heads in the sand until it is too late.  Doug, you are right in reminding us of that.  Until we face that and the other forces of endangerment, of which our relations with Israel are one, we are in for big trouble.  Americans cannot imagine that our nation, our democracy, like all human organizations, is fragile. 
 

Douglass Carmichael

Thanks, Dick.  

A piece of news showing interconnections. Bush could use this to say "of course, that's right."

from

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/main.jhtml?xml=/news/2004/01/06/wsyria06.xml&sSheet=/portal/2004/01/06/ixportaltop.html  

We won't scrap WMD stockpile unless Israel does, says Assad.

The Syrian president talks exclusively to Benedict Brogan in Damascus

(Filed: 06/01/2004):  

Syria is entitled to defend itself by acquiring its own chemical and biological deterrent, President Bashar Assad said last night as he rejected American and British demands for concessions on weapons of mass destruction.  

In his first major statement since Libya's decision last month to scrap its nuclear and chemical programmes, he came closer than ever before to admitting that his country possessed stockpiles of WMD.  

Bashar Assad yesterday: 'It is natural for us to look for means to defend ourselves.'

Speaking to The Telegraph, Mr. Assad said that any deal to destroy Syria's chemical and biological capability would come about only if Israel agreed to abandon its undeclared nuclear arsenal.

Douglass Carmichael
The following, somewhat extensive, shows the current difficulty around language and thought regarding criticism of current policies. My own view is that anyone who argues the way Marshall is showing us is a destroyer of civilization and the constitution.  

from

http://www.talkingpointsmemo.com/archives/week_2004_01_04.html#002372  

One of the greatest rhetorical and moral challenges of opinion writing is how to respond to or critique aggressively dishonest or tendentious arguments. One part of you wants to discuss the underlying issue with its complexities and ambiguities intact—and every issue has complexities and ambiguities. But, in battles of ideas, decibels and clarity matter. And, to take up a different sort of metaphor, the niceties of conflict resolution are hardly appropriate or sensible if you’re trapped in a dark alley with a couple mafia goons.  

A case in point is the increasingly brazen tendency for conservative columnists to label any critical discussion of neo-conservatism as a form of anti-Semitic diatribe.  

Let me point you toward one recent example from a December 31st column by Joel Mowbray. Here are the first three graphs …  

Discussing the Iraq war with the Washington Post last week, former General Anthony Zinni took the path chosen by so many anti-Semites: he blamed it on the Jews.

Neither President Bush nor Vice-President Cheney—nor for that matter Zinni’s old friend, Secretary of State Colin Powell—was to blame. It was the Jews. They “captured” both Bush and Cheney, and Powell was merely being a “good soldier.”  

Technically, the former head of the Central Command in the Middle East didn’t say “Jews.” He instead used a term that has become a new favorite for anti-Semites: “neoconservatives.” As the name implies, “neoconservative” was originally meant to denote someone who is a newcomer to the right. In the 90’s, many people self-identified themselves as “neocons,” but today that term has become synonymous with “Jews.”  

So Tony Zinni, retired four-star general, former head of Centcom, a tough critic of the Iraq war and its architects, is an anti-Semite. And the basis for this is his criticism of neoconservatives.  

Here’s another example, from Tuesday’s column by David Brooks in the Times:
In truth, the people labeled neocons (con is short for "conservative" and neo is short for "Jewish") travel in widely different circles and don't actually have much contact with one another. The ones outside government have almost no contact with President Bush. There have been hundreds of references, for example, to Richard Perle's insidious power over administration policy, but I've been told by senior administration officials that he has had no significant meetings with Bush or Cheney since they assumed office. If he's shaping their decisions, he must be micro waving his ideas into their fillings.

It's true that both Bush and the people labeled neocons agree that Saddam Hussein represented a unique threat to world peace. But correlation does not mean causation. All evidence suggests that Bush formed his conclusions independently. Besides, if he wanted to follow the neocon line, Bush wouldn't know where to turn because while the neocons agree on Saddam, they disagree vituperatively on just about everything else. (If you ever read a sentence that starts with "Neocons believe," there is a 99.44 percent chance everything else in that sentence will be untrue.)  

Still, there are apparently millions of people who cling to the notion that the world is controlled by well-organized and malevolent forces. And for a subset of these people, Jews are a handy explanation for everything.  

The Brooks’ example is a bit more gussied up. But the essential point is the same.  

First, on the accusations—subtle or crass—of anti-Semitism:  

We’ve now gone from arguments where anti-Semitism is perceived at the margins of critiques of neoconservative intellectuals to the current practice in which it is treated as a given that 'neoconservative' is simply a code word for Jew and criticisms of the same are one shade or another of anti-Semitism.  

Let’s be clear on what’s going on here.  

Pressure groups exist in politics. The loose association of people generally termed 'neoconservative' use the term to describe themselves. And while no group is monolithic in its thinking, they generally think of themselves as a group and act in that fashion. We can get into a discussion at some other point about the fine points of intellectual history and note that intellectual or ideological movements are as much social constructs tethered to specific institutions as they are coherent and consistent textbook philosophies which remain the same over time. But let’s not get ahead of ourselves.  

The point is that this is an ideological group in American politics. The people who are a part of it see it as such, as do its critics and opponents. And yet many now want to use blanket criticisms of anti-Semitism to stigmatize and ward off any and all criticism.  

It’s almost like a thuggishly rhetorical assertion of intellectual property rights. Neoconservatives can use the term and talk about their movement as a movement. But it’s off-limits for opponents—sort of like how trademark holder Nike can use the phrase “Just Do It” but if Reebok tried, Nike would sue.  

Not only is this dishonest, it's a conscious cheapening of the charge of anti-Semitism that should be roundly and vociferously criticized.  

Another point:  

In Brooks’ column, aside from the anti-Semitism stuff I’ve noted, we can see another common ploy. In fact, it makes up almost the entirety of Brooks’ column.  

The aim is to discredit any notion that neoconservatism plays any significant role in Bush administration foreign policy—a demonstrably ridiculous point. Brooks does this by mixing in all sorts of code words about ‘conspiracies’, ‘Jews’, radio communications through dental filings and the like to stigmatize as ridiculous what is actually a serious issue and ripe field for serious debate.  

It’s almost the definition of anti-intellectualism.  

Here’s a particular example from the second graph of Brooks’ column …  

Theories about the tightly knit neocon cabal came in waves. One day you read that neocons were pushing plans to finish off Iraq and move into Syria. Web sites appeared detailing neocon conspiracies; my favorite described a neocon outing organized by Dick Cheney to hunt for humans.  

This is really classic. First, a demonstrably accurate point, neocons pushing for forcible regime change in Syria followed by some story about Dick Cheney’s hunting trip to hunt humans.  

How do you respond to something like this?  

Sort of like…  

So many crazy stories out there. One minute people are claiming that jumbo-jets are flying from New York to Paris. The next day we hear that flying saucers are beaming people up to space and spiriting them away to Mars …  

Finally, a small confession. Both of the writers I've discussed above are what I guess you'd call casual acquaintances—at least people I've met on several occasions in the past and almost certainly will again. So there's a natural or I guess unavoidable tendency to resist calling their arguments dishonest or tendentious—and referring to them by name. But what else is possible or appropriate when they're slandering and maligning whole categories of people?  

What's being practiced here isn't argument. These are rhetorical brickbats meant to squelch argument. The whole thing is disinformation from start to finish.  

-- Josh Marshall

Participant
A really important article, Doug.  It will be the kind of trouble we are likely to encounter as we try to think our way through this complex mess.  I was appalled to read Brooks's article in today's Times, and was going to say something about it here, and am pleased to see that Josh Marshall did it better. 


Participant
At Jivan Tabibian's enthusiastic suggestion, I am reading Nobel economist Joseph Stiglitz's The Roaring Nineties.  His major idea is that we have to make both a distinction and a balance between government and the market.  Essentially, as good modern management would hold, we have to go in different directions at the same time.  Perhaps we should heed that advice in our own planning here, and remember that we need to be tough and gentle, punishing and forgiving, demanding and accepting, forceful and humanitarian, all at the same time. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Moving us now to a next level of agreement is hard, because old habits of thinking—which is not at all bad—keep showing signs of life.  

Do we agree that there is no resolution that will leave everyone happy and that those who are disappointed will fight?  

Too easy.  

Do we agree that there is no settlement Israel would accept that would defuse the confrontation between Israel and the increasingly organized rest of the ME? (the Syria/Turkey move is suggestive). (note, i am not talking about right and wrong).  

US Plans for the Middle East

Douglass Carmichael
aside…  

The problem of language: Look at the following  

"U.S. Has Big Plans for Embassy in Iraq  

By Robin Wright

Washington Post Staff Writer

Friday, January 2, 2004; Page A14  

In preparation for ending its occupation of Iraq, the United States is making plans to create the largest U.S. diplomatic mission in the world in Baghdad, complete with a staff of over 3,000 personnel, according to U.S. officials.  

The transition will mark the hand-over of responsibility for dealing with Iraq from the Pentagon to the State Department, which will then help oversee the two definitive steps in creating Iraq's first freely elected democratic government.  

"The real challenge for the new embassy, so to speak, or the new presence will be helping the Iraqi people get ready for their full elections and full constitution the following year," Secretary of State Colin L. Powell said in an interview this week. "That's going to be a major effort on our part."  

One of the first steps will be resuming diplomatic relations between Washington and Baghdad. Although the United States is the occupying power in Iraq, the two nations have not formally resumed relations, which were severed after Iraq's invasion of Kuwait.  

"Saddam broke off relations in 1991, and it requires a fairly complicated agreement to reestablish ties," a senior administration official said.  

The other major challenge will be sorting out the terms of the U.S. military presence, which is expected to exceed 100,000 troops even after the occupation ends, U.S. officials say."  

from the Washington Post
http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/wp-dyn/A48082-2004Jan1?language=printer  

Douglass Carmichael
About Dean and the US approach to Israel. As I flew with Dean, in mid-October, from Detroit to Baltimore. We spoke on a Saturday; Dean had spent the morning in Des Moines, and then flown to Michigan, where he had given a post-lunch speech to three hundred people at an Arab American Institute conference in Dearborn. (He had assured the audience that his fundamental message—“Only an American President can bring peace between the Israelis and the Palestinians”—was identical to one he had delivered the previous day to a Jewish gathering.)  

from

http://newyorker.com/fact/content/?040112fa_fact

Participant
I'd agree that right now there is probably no settlement that both Israel and the Palestinians would accept. I think that the caveat "right now" might be important though. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Good to get this possibility open. What plausible scenario could change it? 
 

Participant
The US playing the heavy. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Need to spell it out. How would the US play the heavy?  

Along these lines, another longish piece f From Stratfor

http://www.stratfor.com  

Syria: The Last 'Rogue' Standing  

Summary  

Reports have surfaced in Israeli and U.S. media that Syria has invited an Israeli legislator from the right-wing Likud Party to Damascus, and that a Syrian company was found to have been shipping weapons to Iraq over a three-year period. These two apparently unrelated developments actually reveal the approach Washington is taking toward effecting a change in the behavior of the Syrian leadership.  

Analysis  

In an apparent effort to jumpstart a peace process with Israel, Syria reportedly extended an invitation on Dec. 30 to an unnamed Likud Party lawmaker to visit Damascus. The same day, the Los Angeles Times published a report alleging that a Syrian firm -- led by a cousin of President Bashar al-Assad -- acted as a conduit between 2000 and the 2003 war for illegal arms shipments to Iraq from Russian, Polish, Slovenian, North and South Korean firms and one U.S. company.  

Taken together, these developments suggest that Washington is pressuring Damascus for a behavioral change -- and Syria appears to be cooperating. This ultimately will lead to a negotiated settlement between Washington and Damascus, and Syria in turn will abandon support for militant groups and scrap its chemical and biological weapons programs.  

Syria's unprompted invitation to the Israeli lawmaker indicates that it is willing to alter its behavior, but the LA Times report likely resulted from a Bush administration leak designed to turn up the pressure on al-Assad.  

The U.S. administration turned its focus on the al-Assad government after discovering that it was providing support for secular and Islamist elements in the Iraqi guerrilla movement.

Prompted by the initial successes of the insurgents against coalition troops, Syria began aiding foreign fighters, hoping that chaos in Iraq would prevent Washington from targeting Syria next. This continued until the end of the Ramadan offensive, when a dramatic drop in the number of attacks caused Damascus to realize its strategic miscalculation. At the same time, al-Assad was observing the growing dialogue over Iraq between the United States and Iran. This put a further dent into the Syrian calculus—Damascus long has relied upon support from Tehran in its foreign policy initiatives.  

While Syria was trying to mitigate the damage that resulted from its support for the insurgency, Washington began aggressively posturing. Militarily, Washington turned a blind eye to the Oct. 5 Israeli raid on an abandoned facility near Damascus used by the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine—Israeli F-16s bombed the complex. On the diplomatic front, the U.S. Congress passed the Syria Accountability and Lebanese Sovereignty Restoration Act, effectively imposing sanctions on the al-Assad regime. Although this was a legislative move that the State Department initially opposed, the president signed it into law when the White House determined that it would work to the U.S. advantage.  

Also advantageous for Washington is Syria's apparent interest in finding a common ground with Israel. Despite heightened Israeli- Syrian tensions since the bombing raid, Damascus has responded to Israel's aggressive stance with an olive branch. Israel understands that the recent moves are intended to placate the United States, and it has responded by promising to construct settler colonies in Golan. Israeli Agriculture Minister Yisrael Katz said Dec. 31 that about 900 settler homes are planned for the Golan Heights, a strategic plateau Israel seized during the 1967 Arab-Israeli War and formally annexed in 1981. Washington cautioned Israel against this decision, but the Bush administration knows that the Israeli announcement facilitates its policy of pressure.  

Despite strong calls from the neoconservative lobby to preemptively effect regime change in Damascus, the Bush administration has chosen to deal with Syria through pressure tactics. This is largely due to tactical constraints on the U.S. military. Overthrowing the regime in Damascus would require troops, material resources and international support, which are not available due to the current engagement in Iraq.  

Also, the United States would rather deal with a known entity (the al-Assad government) than risk destabilizing Syria. Since there is no known alternative to the current regime, overthrowing al-Assad would foment an already somewhat anarchic situation. This would be tantamount to inviting jihadist forces to manipulate any new regime.  

Realizing the logistical—and political—disadvantages to pulling an "Iraq" in Syria, the Bush administration decided to overlook Syrian support for Iraqi insurgency and give al-Assad a chance to negotiate a settlement.  Washington gave Damascus two options: It could either accept U.S. demands to end support for militant non-state actors and renounce its WMD program, or it could face the prospects of a forced regime change.  

The Alawite-dominated Baathist government in Syria has no love for either pan-Islamist or pan-Arab causes. Since it came to power in 1970, the Syrian establishment has been driven by an interest in maintaining power; it has not championed any particular ideology. Take, for example, its covert collaboration with Israel against the Palestinians going as far back as 1974; its siding with Iran against fellow Baathist state Iraq during the 1980-1988 Iran-Iraq war; its brutal annihilation of its Islamist opposition in 1982. In keeping with tradition, the Syrian regime will negotiate with the United States in order to stay in power.  

Syria will follow Iran and Libya's pattern of cooperating with the United States on WMD and support for militant groups. How it will do this is uncertain. What is perfectly clear is that once Washington has gained Syrian compliance, it will have reined in the last of the Middle Eastern states it once labeled "rogue."

Participant
Reading this, I am once again struck by how difficult it is to decide what to do. There is a "real political" world in which strategic and tactical choices have to be made. At the same time most of us have some sort of internal navigation system based on values and it can often happen that the "real political" choices that present themselves can conflict with our internal values.  

Over the past several days I've also struggled with how difficult it is to get actual data. Opinion and speculation are in plentiful supply but hard facts are not so readily available to me.  

As to what scenario might change it. Hmm, there is a certain stability in the situation as it is right now. Not, perhaps, the stability that we want but the players and larger agendas are not entirely hidden. So, what applecart(s) are safest to upset? Syria and Iran are presently more inclined to bash Israel and they, along with Saudi Arabia, are willing to fund non-military attacks on Israel. Egypt, at present, is not adamantly anti-Israel. The recent change in direction by Libya in re WMD is encouraging as are the resumption of talks between Pakistan and India.  

Saudi Arabia and Iran sort of stand out as being particularly intransigent right now, don't they?  

Isn't there a water dispute looming between Israel and Syria? I recall Harlan mentioning something in his Leadership conference about other nations pitching in to help in their area of expertise and I think he might have mentioned China as having real expertise in water resource management. Is there an opportunity for the US to broker some kind of deal to benefit both Syria and Israel?  

Is there a possibility of civil war in Pakistan in the near future when Arafat exits the scene? Might the US pressure Saudi Arabia to financially and ideologically back Palestinian factions that are more inclined to seek peace?  

If the region stabilizes a little bit more it seems possible that the US might be able to persuade the Israelis to make concessions that they are not comfortable in making right now.  

What's the relationship between Russia and Iran at present? What are Russia's oil reserves and refining capabilities at present? Do they want a greater market share?  

Is there a possibility of international cooperation in helping the Israelis and Palestinians in a mutual effort to develop the resources of the Red Sea? http://www.gasandoil.com/goc/news/ntm23642.htm

Participant
The Middle Eastern conflict is like a flame, and we are like moths that cannot resist it—constantly trying to solve the puzzle.  These recent comments underscore my contention that at this point we have in our group neither the expertise nor the resources to devise a solution to the Israeli/Palestinian conflict (which, by the way, is a dilemma, and not a problem, so doesn't have a real solution).  What we do have in our group, perhaps, is the ability to 1) bring the US/Israel relationship into focus as the key to the puzzle, 2) create a discussion framework that would break free of the presently limited ability for our leaders to discuss this matter, offering out-of-the-box ideas for consideration, 3) end the taboo against mentioning anything other than the status quo in public debate, and 4) advocate for and possibly develop a distinguished body that could address the necessary changes in US policy to foster resolution.  

That, by itself, is a tall order and will take all the intellectual energy we can muster.  It is not possible—and I feel it is not desirable—for us to develop a scenario for resolution—pre-empting or foreclosing debate among the commission members.

Participant
As to the US playing the heavy, do we agree that the US potentially stands in a strong enough position to make demands on both the Palestinians and the Israelis?  Or through the UN to make such demands?  If not, then we are pretty much stuck with what exists. But I thought our discussion so far had confirmed that we can play that role.  

My own strategy would be to couple massive financial support for both sides with clear conditions for changes we think would be necessary for resolution.  I don't know specifically what those conditions would be, but the first order of business is to get to the point where it is conceivable that the US position could be altered, from being in Sharon's pocket and unwilling to deal with Arafat to making serious demands on both for wrenching changes, followed by rich rewards.  

Our current abilities along these lines are weakened by fearful politicians and bureaucrats who will watch the situation worsen, but not stand up to the lobbies, not gamble on losing wealthy donors, and not risk the label of anti-Semitism.  Were those factors to change, our strength would grow, and, paradoxically, the greatest beneficiary would be Israel, as our discussion has already demonstrated.

Participant
What ideas have we come up with that are typically not included in policy discussions relating to Israel and the Palestinians or in any of the proposed resolutions?  I can think of a few:  1) requiring Israel to become more of a democracy, 2) requiring Israel to give up nuclear weapons, 3) using massive financial rewards for compliance, 4) a pact with Israel to guarantee the commitment of American forces for its defense--are there others? 
 

Donald Straus
I am way over my depth here, but Dick's #205 above stirred up this thought:  

In a real sense, our problems as sensible and well-meaning citizens are very close to similar citizens in Israel. We both have leadership that is bad both for each of us and for those who once were our friends and allies.  

To follow this further, what "interventions" into our affairs (never a popular activity) would we find helpful and would accept. And how, with the self-awarded reputation of "good citizens", might we seek outside help in changing this dilemma in our home leadership?  

This is a far-out set of questions, but it may be the kind of "unthinkable" thinking that Dick has been urging. With a better command of the complexity of this assignment we have taken on (meaning with Doug's help) this kind of perspective might be helpful.

Participant
Don, from what I can understand, the minority of "good citizens" in Israel who do not support Sharon's policies, and who are deeply discouraged by a half century of failed negotiations and escalating violence, now look to the US for intervention. That differs from our situation here. While we may be discontent with our leaders, we do not look to Israel for help.  So while we would not welcome an outside nation making demands on us, they might desire it. 


Douglass Carmichael
The unthinkable which I have come to want to put on the table is the end of Israeli sovereignty if the political process can only yield Sharon and a military strategy. I am not saying I am for this, but the logic, as I see it now, forces that option.  

To repeat the logic:

1. No settlement is possible with the players.

2. The US cannot mount a sufficiently strong option to force it.

3. The emotions, cultural clash, and nuclear weapons make this a danger to humanity we cannot carry any longer.

4. Hence, Israel must be quarantined and complete disarmament imposed on the whole area.  

There are alternatives. Spirit. Humanism. The Best of the Old Testament. leading all the people of the ME towards a better society.  

Here is a piece of today's news...  

Last Update: 08/01/2004 19:31  

Palestinian PM says two-state solution in danger  

By Haaretz Service and News Agencies  

Palestinian Prime Minister Ahmed Qureia said on Thursday Palestinians would seek a bi-national state and demand the same rights as Israelis if Israel carried out its threat to absorb chunks of the West Bank.  

Qureia's comments, in an interview with Reuters, underscored the Palestinians' sense of desperation in the face of Prime Minister Ariel Sharon's unilateral plan to impose a boundary stripping them of some land they want for a state if peacemaking stays frozen.  

But the bi-national scenario also underlies growing Israeli concern that unless they separate from the Palestinians, Israel could end up ruling an area from the Jordan River to the Mediterranean in which Jews would soon be a minority.  

Qureia said Sharon's unilateralism, including a vast barrier Israel is building in the West Bank, could prompt Palestinians to abandon efforts for a two-state solution to the conflict.  

"This is an apartheid solution to put the Palestinians in cantons. Who can accept this?" he said in an interview in his office in the West Bank town of Abu Dis near Jerusalem.

from

http://www.haaretzdaily.com/hasen/spages/381076.html

Participant
Doug, to bring about the end of sovereignty and enforce a demilitarization of the entire area (do you mean beyond Israel into Syria, Jordan, etc.?) would require, I would think, a US or UN military venture far larger than our war in Iraq.  Or do you have a different scenario in mind? 
 

Douglass Carmichael
No. It certainly would require major European-NATO cooperation with a UN leadership, and involve a world consensus.  

We need world hegemony around creating

1. A nuclear culture of non use

2. Disaster relief

3. Legal rights that go beyond private property rights, which honoring them.

4. The ability to deal with rogue states.  

We have to start somewhere...

Participant
Interesting that criticism of neo-cons is now equated with anti-Semitism.  Illustrative of how polarized and absurd consideration of this issue has become.  

I agree with Dick that the US-Israel relationship should be the focus of our considerations.  I think pressuring them to be more democratic and give up their nuclear arsenal is way beyond our headlights.  I think pressure to be more “evenhanded” between the contending parties is what we should be aiming for.  

Doug (re 181): there’s no real difference between my proposal and the Geneva Accords (except that the latter is far longer, more detailed and thought through).  As Dick points out, it is also little different in principle than the road map, Clinton’s proposals, etc., plus the Oslo Accords.  I think the reason so many who set out to explore alternatives on this issue end up in more or less the same place is that, in my opinion, it’s the only approach that makes practical, political, and humane sense.  It’s the “start somewhere” that Doug proposes.  It is hard to recall how recently (before Rabin was assassinated) the prospects for such an approach being realized felt so tantalizingly close.  And how positive were the attitudes of those on both sides who saw a new era of peace and cooperation between Israel and its neighbors.  True, this was partly delusional as Oslo put off resolution of tough issues (right of return, settlements, etc.), but did suggest the positive attitudes that were there to be tapped.  I think the reason Sharon hated the Oslo accord so much was that it had a prospect for resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict on terms he abhorred.  Now he plays around with “concessions,” but they’re minor and meaningless.

Participant
Ralph, one thing that having more radical options for the commission to consider is, they will make the other proposals seem moderate.  I think we would all like to see Israel and Palestine more democratic, and Israel not a nuclear power, but I would agree, those seem remote possibilities in the short range.  But as they provide context, they might make other conventional solutions less resisted. 
 

Donald Straus
I tried this out sometime back, but it got little attention. I will be brief, but I think this is something to consider in our discussions:  

To be honest, we need to recognize that we are trying to change the way some Muslim and one Jewish nation are governed. Very often the cause of our concern is a leader who we think needs to be replaced.  

A mirror image of their concerns is a belief on their part that the US has a leader that needs to be replaced.  

I will not argue here the pros and cons of our concerns or theirs with regard to leadership. But what I will argue is to put ourselves in the place of a thoughtful citizen of an ME country or Israel and then ask: how would we evaluate the way the US is trying to change our government?  What lessons from this exercise can we get in developing our strategies?  

This is not an easy question to answer because of course there are many important differences. Even so, I think that to try this out on ourselves might produce some useful insights.  

In repeating this idea of mine above, I am conscious that Dick and Doug seem to feel that the only effective strategy is to make up our own minds and then seek to enforce our conclusions one way or another. I do not mean to refute their insights which are based on far more experience than mine. Even so, I think this exercise could add something to their strategy.  

Participant
Don, that seems like a good idea, and probably has high relevance to our focus on the US/Israel relationship. But we do not need to decide on any solution to the Israeli/Palestinian conflict in this conference. I certainly don't want to sell a solution to the commission, for example. It is interesting and useful to examine the situation there and explore some scenarios, but it seems to me that our job is only to focus on getting the US/Israel relationship into public dialogue. That is where the whole Middle Eastern situation breaks down.  Everyone knows that we have the power to make a difference there, and are not exercising it properly and fully. The main reason for that is that it cannot be discussed openly by our leaders.  If we can make that our goal--open debate--then other positive events might take place.  Let's not lose sight of what we really can do, and get lost in second guessing Middle Eastern proposals.  

But, yes, we Americans should have been doing as you suggest all along.  I hardly think that Israel would want a change in our leadership here, and I wonder how the other countries view our leadership situation.

Douglass Carmichael
Thanks Ralph, and others. The question I would have is, do the Geneva accords go far enough to be a viable solution Israel and the Palestinians (and others, because it asks for money and police) could sign up for? My belief is no. But it could be the first part of a tougher program.  

Don, a world consensus of quarantine of the ME does not ask for government change, only for arms change, and to stop killing. No question but what it would however have implications, secondary unanticipated consequences we would all have to cope with.

Participant
In response to your question, Doug, since the Geneva accords are considered an outlandish capitulation and giveaway by so many Israelis (and Palestinians, too), its basic principles are probably the best one could hope for.  My own dream would be that an agreement such as the one outlined in those accords could help create a new atmosphere in the ME, one in which Israelis and Arabs might find other ways to negotiate their differences. 
 

Participant
With respect to both sides feeling that the Geneva accords benefit the other guy, there is psychological evidence that when an individual is shown a situation in which there has been a compromise that is precisely in the middle, it appears to both parties to favor one's opponent. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
The hope here is that a negotiated compromise is possible. I do not currently believe it.  

Let's look objectively. Israel will not give up being Israel with a dominant Jewish electorate. To do this requires a presence in the ME that is a continual reminder of Palestinian defeat at the hands of a powerful and unjust occupation. The presence of an Israel will not satisfy, but be like then oyster to the pearl of violence, continually polishing and refining itself. Only a truly magnificent Palestinian economy could create a more powerful story. But the Israel line cuts up Palestine in such a way it could never reach the status of a real economy and culture of equivalent status.  

I would love it if the accords would work, and there are many Israelis and Palestinians who would much rather work on cooperative projects, dialog, Openspace meetings (friends of mine have done them there, quite successfully).  

But can it really happen? And we should at least address the question, if not, what then? Not because it has to go that way, but because analysis says it is a real possibility.  

Otherwise the ME drifts, and time is potentially the friend of markets, but possibly the friend of polarization. The outcome is a very bad war, with world wide implications.

Douglass Carmichael
News... 

Syria appeals for US aid to push Israel peace talks

Syria urged the United States on Saturday to wield its influence and help revive peace negotiations with Israel as US and Syrian officials held talks despite their fraught diplomatic relations.  

"Syria wants the United States to work seriously for a resumption of the peace process with Israel at the point where it broke down," the official Ath-Thawra newspaper said.  

Syrian President Bashar al-Assad, whose regime faces the threat of US sanctions, said last month he wanted to restart negotiations with Israel that collapsed in acrimony four years ago.  

But despite some support within his own government, Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon rebuffed the overture and instead announced plans to increase by half the Jewish population of the Golan Heights, which was seized from Syria in the 1967 Middle East war and unilaterally annexed in 1981.  

"It is a government of war, not a partner for peace," charged Syrian Government newspaper Tishrin.  

Previous negotiations between then Israeli Premier Ehud Barak and the late Syrian president Hafez al-Assad, Bashar's father, collapsed in acrimony in January 2000 over the fate of the strategic Golan plateau.  

"Syria wants the United States to play an honest, neutral, objective and credible role... and not allow Israel to miss this opportunity, as Sharon tried to do by saying the negotiations must start from scratch," the paper said.  

from

http://www.abc.net.au/news/newsitems/s1023461.htm

Participant
Doug, I am not optimistic about a "negotiated" settlement either, if you mean something worked out by the parties in conflict.  And simply to adopt the Carter/Clinton facilitative role will not be sufficient, in my mind.  I think heads have to be knocked.  The US has to make demands, backed up by sanctions for non-cooperation and massive rewards for compliance. If we can be even-handed and generous, I think Israel will be forced to comply. If many billions are put into the rebuilding of Palestine, I think it may emerge as a respectable state.  Neither Israel nor Palestine would have much in the way of desirable resources, but over time they might be able to sell their educated human resources.  As the threat of a one-state solution looks better and better to the world, Israel may back off.  Now there is nothing stopping them from whatever harsh measures they want to apply.  We are going to have to be the policeman.  We don't have much time, I fear.  The situation seems to be worsening. 3600 dead since Sharon's march on the Temple Mount triggered the Second Intifada.  

Doug, I don't mean to ignore your quite plausible scenario.  A rich, successful, theocratic Israel could always be a thorn in the side of the other Middle Eastern nations, and the more successful, the worse it might be, unless it changed its structure radically.  Just as a poor, struggling Palestine would be a similar reminder of ancient animosities.  If we can't "broker" a peaceful, two-state solution, and find the violence and danger escalating further, then I'm pretty sure that eventually there will be massive conflict in the area. If we continue to befriend only one side, we and our allies will be targets. As matters stand now with our undebated foreign policy, we would be drawn into the conflagration to aid Israel.  If our policies are re-thought, then we might form an international coalition to do precisely as you have suggested, quarantine the area.  That seems so remote, given our posture over the past half century, but I don't think it is implausible.

Douglass Carmichael
Dick, I think I agree with everything you wrote.  

And another article, a voice, with interesting details, concluding with.  

"Finally, the Road Map includes two contradictory demands on the Palestinians, as preconditions for a settlement: on the one hand, they are to establish an authoritarian regime to fight dissident terror organizations; on the other they are to democratize their polity. Again, the understanding of the causality at stake needs to be reversed, if this is not to be simply a hypocritical pretext for avoiding any agreement—for a settlement itself, with popular backing, might be the best means to accelerate the democratization of all the parties involved. Without, at the very least, such adaptations as these, the Road Map merely points the way to the continued politicide of the Palestinian people under the umbrella of a Pax Americana."  

from  

http://www.newleftreview.net/NLR25708.shtml  

The idea that the Pax Americana may create the very conditions that threaten us has legs.

Role of Leadership

Participant
Good point about the contradictory demands.  I suspect that Arafat has rather limited control over the suicide bombing.  We probably have more control, but aren't likely to make the changes that will help.  I am continually amazed that from the very start there has been almost no attention paid to the stated causes of the attacks, either in Israel, or in the 9/11 tragedy.  Why there is no interest in removing ourselves from being the target is understandable from the Bush administration, which does so well with a wartime footing.  But why no one else seems to pay any attention is beyond me.  Except, of course, for the reasons we are having this conference. 
 

Donald Straus
Probably out-of-bounds political intervention: Dean is paying attention. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Don, that some leaders are raising issues is good, and fits the conversation.  

From the New Yorker, quoting Aristotle…  

Mel.: And how could it be just as good for us to be the slaves as for you to be the masters?

Ath.: You, by giving in, would save yourselves from disaster; we, by not destroying you, would be able to profit from you.

Mel.: So you would not agree to our being neutral, friends instead of enemies, but allies of neither side?

Ath.: No, because it is not so much your hostility that injures us; it is rather the case that, if we were on friendly terms with you, our subjects would regard that as a sign of weakness in us, whereas your hatred is evidence of our power.  

It is hard to "pay attention" because there is no real alternative on the table. It would have to put the social contract ahead of the economic contract, and economics is the only real game in town.

Participant
I agree wholeheartedly with Dick’s observation (#221) that only hardheaded pressure on both sides will produce a negotiated settlement.  Sharon and Arafat are both major impediments to this process.  Once the former is voted out of office (which I have no doubt is in the offing) and the latter effectively marginalized, more sensible, flexible leaders will be in a position to make the necessary compromises.  Genuine U.S. pressure is the indispensable, and, so far, lacking element of this process.  God help us if Bush is re-elected, because, even though he’s tempered his stand somewhat, W is at heart an American Likudnik.  A Democrat of the ilk of Dean, Clark, or Kerry, I believe, would be more likely to shift U.S. policy in a direction that might produce a negotiated settlement.  Like Doug, I believe political intervention is called for here, one that’s hardly out of bounds (vis-à-vis our discussion).  

With regard to Aristotle: has anyone else heard the news report that Libya has opened back door discussions with Israel?  

I think we should bear in mind that, however flawed, Israel’s democracy is light years beyond its nearest counterpart in the ME (the vaguely democratic monarchy of Jordan).

Douglass Carmichael
The Libya discussion is certainly interesting.  

My own personal take is that it fits the second statement about Israel, the only democracy, and Tom Friedman in today's Times about Turkey. My problem with it, and it’s clear in Friedman, democracy and free markets together are a strange version of democracy. It’s like marriage driven by the goal of financial benefit: modern democracy is media manipulation around economic advantage, not quality of life for all the governed.  

The real politic of economics may be the saving force in the ME, but the cost is the loss of a culture of human warmth. It is impossible to imagine US citizens using the kind of language the Turks use in the Friedman article.

http://www.nytimes.com/2004/01/11/opinion/11FRIE.html

Douglass Carmichael
Daniel Yergin, in The Prize, lays special importance on the US support of Israel in the ‘83 war because of the felt need to counter soviet weapons coming in on the Arab side and, in the immediate possibility of an Israel collapse. The picture seems to be of the US being very comfortable with a viable Israel in order to maintain the complex conflicts in the ME. There was an attempted Arab oil embargo, and the US oil companies threatened. The brokered truce kept Israel and the oil prices, We still seem to be caught in that moment in history. The problem, as I see it, is it locked the US into a policy of supporting an Israel that like a heart transplant (the UN setting up Israel in 47) that increasingly meets forces of rejection. I say this in a naturalist spirit, not moralistic or even fair and just, because the cost on all sides is too high for a just settlement. I believe.  

The US interest has been to keep the ME from becoming a more united oil controlling and policy making region of the world. This was especially strong when it was possible the ME would come into the Soviet sphere, and this rationale has been dwindling ever since, until a new recognition of the strategic underbody of Eurasia (see Brzezinski, The Grand Chessboard ) 

“In the short run, it is in America's interest to consolidate and perpetuate the prevailing geopolitical pluralism on the map of Eurasia. That puts a premium on maneuver and manipulation in order to prevent the emergence of a fission coalition that could eventually seek to challenge America's primacy, not to mention the remote possibility of any one particular state seeking to do so By the middle term, the foregoing should gradually yield to a greater emphasis on the emergence of increasingly important but strategically compatible partners who, prompted by American leadership, might help to shape a more cooperative 

trans-Eurasian security system. Eventually, in the much longer run still, the foregoing could phase into a global core of genuinely shared political responsibility." Page 198). 

Israel helps keep the ME divided, both between Israel and the Arab countries, but because of competing interests keeps the Arabs in conflict with each other.  

Douglass Carmichael
We may be at a crisis point in the conversation. As I see it there is  

1.  the Israel/Palestine problem

2.  proposed solutions. One-state, two-state, Geneva accords.

3.  the possibility that the proposal in 2 will not, once again, work, while the situation grows more dangerous.  I would think— 

4. –therefore, we should

   a. Look at the proposed solutions for viability, with the possibility that they may    

       not be.

   b. Look beyond the proposed solutions.  

It may turn out that we cannot do this because feelings are too strong. But I would hope we can explore that logic by: 

1. So long as anyone thinks one of the proposed solutions is even remotely possible, we need to continue to look at the reality of it.

2. In parallel, given that the outcome of 1 may be that the proposed solutions all look like they will fail, we should explore serious alternatives—the three obvious of which are  

1. Withdraw American financial support

2. Increase American financial support equally to both sides, including some catch-up with the inequality already created.

3. Quarantine and disarm both (all) sides.  

If anyone disagrees with the logic they should say so, and then we have the basis for a discussion.  

Earlier I wrote this in different language, less stark, in the following "I’m not sure.  

My own sense of what should happen is limited by an analysis of what might work. I have tried to legitimate the possibility that a negotiated settlement will not work, even one nudged, but I am not set on that being the solution, only that it be a legitimate option to explore, along with continuing to look at alternatives, such as the Geneva accords, as to their viability.  

So I am not arguing for one solution or approach, except to be analytically thorough.  

We face the situation where the continuing path of feint and dodge is not solving the problem, only taking us further down the path of dangerous escalation.  

It seems to me there is no point in furthering that path if we can conclude it won't work, and to keep analyzing it for viability if any one seriously thinks it has a chance. If it is more humane but impossible, it is not a real option.  

So, to reiterate, I have tried to

1. Look at the viability of proposed options

2. Expand the possible if the normal options prove unworkable.  

It is hard to see how I could have been less doctrinaire and still analytical.  

In other words, in life we must compromise, but the range of compromises should not be defined ahead of time to only those that are impossible. We have an obligation to go outside the box, while continuing to see if what is in the box still has any real life.")  

Participant
Doug, two of your three logical positions appear to me to be compatible with either the one-state or the two-state solutions, not simply alternatives to them.  I prefer an amalgam of the first two—financial penalties for non-compliance, and great riches for compliance. But I still don't see that we are capable of determining what would work, partly because we aren't close enough to the scene, and partly because we don't know what would happen if the US began to take a stronger position.  And is it really necessary to know what would work in order to revise the US/Israel relationship? 
 

Douglass Carmichael
That's right. I put forward 1 and 2 because they seem to be the more conventional solutions. My own view is that they probably won't work. Worse, they prolong the festering making a potential blowup worse (everyone has time to prepare). So I think I agree with your conclusion. But I think we have an obligation to be as analytic as we can be. We cannot know what would work, but we should look at the possibility that what we are hoping for may not work.  Never certainty. 

What is clear is that Sharon would like to procrastinate and use the time to divide the Palestinians more. If that path is allowed to proceed I think we know enough to say the ultimate blowout will be worse the longer we go into colluding with the procrastination.  

I have talked with some people who have been in part of back room negotiations in the last few weeks. One conclusion is that the Israeli economy, despite obvious problems, is strong enough to get by without US money. They also say that Sharon is a military man and only sees power and strength as the solution. They also say that giving up the settlements in sufficient amount to reestablish a viable Palestine would be very divisive within Israel. Their conclusion is that Israel is actually immune to US influence in anything like the current configuration of Israeli governance, business, and party strength.  

I just don't like the idea of going along with something where we should have seen that it is likely to fail (as defined first by not reaching an agreement, which we could stomach), but the worse failure is a really serious war and all the consequences of multi-national involvement.  

I presume also we are paying attention to the New Perle and Frumm book which clearly says "no Palestinian state."  

So I think the scene that confronts us (and everyone else) is very painful and difficult, and there may be no elegant solution. And yet deeper festering would be better to stop.  

I look for the people of the God of Abraham and Isaak to remember that God was made subject to the covenant, "Abraham drew near, and said, "Wilt thou indeed destroy the righteous with the wicked? Suppose there are fifty righteous within the city; wilt thou then destroy the place and not spare it for the fifty righteous who are in it? Far be it from thee to do such a thing, to slay the righteous with the wicked, so that the righteous fare as the wicked! ...Then he said, "Oh, let not the Lord be angry, and I will speak again but this once. Suppose ten are found there." He answered, "For the sake of ten I will not destroy it." Genesis 18:23-32  

So far as I can see, the 1947 state of Israel never approached the Palestinians with this view. Sure, in tough times decisions were made and war rushed in, but Israeli violence preceded the declarations in 1947. It is a mess, and everyone did what they thought needed to be done.

Participant
That is a disturbing conclusion that your associates reached regarding Israel being immune to US influence.  I wonder about that.  I think most people have known about both Israel's economic viability and Sharon's predisposition, and still think the US is the right broker.  

You very well may be right in continuing to remind us that nothing will work to solve the impasse (it worsened yesterday with a new wall built in Jerusalem separating it from a contiguous Arab village). If it worsens further with no resolution, what do you see as the step by step scenario for the ultimate conflagration?  Will there be a coalition of neighboring states formed to forcefully rescue or establish the Palestinians?  Will the US then go to Israel's defense?  Will it be WWIII?  Nuclear? How do you see it?

Participant
From the point of view of analysis the following questions seem to me to be pertinent:  

1. If the Israelis don’t need the financial support of the US to survive then how are we going to disarm them? I seriously doubt that the US public would support armed aggression against Israel.

2. If we withdraw support from Israel, will that send a signal to other ME countries that we wouldn’t support Israel with materiel if a coalition were to again attack them?

3. If we send additional money to the Palestinians to assist their recovery and growth while at the same time reducing our support to Israel will the Palestinians misuse the funds to press further attacks on Israel?

4. Would a solid world embargo of Israel in terms of both import and export have a tremendous impact on their ability to survive?  

The application of coercion and/or bribery seems to bring attendant risks of accelerating the further disintegration of the situation.  

Is it possible to take strong selective action against the main characters that are impeding a more desirable resolution?  

Do any other countries in the world have a real stake in resolving this impasse? A real commitment to resolving it? The world seems quite happy to foist the problem off on the US, but I don’t like the idea of doing what the world wants us to do while they watch us bleed money, then proclaim whatever we did was wrong.  

Is there consensus in this conference that there is no possibility of enlisting the assistance of other countries by brokering mutually advantageous enterprises?  

I watched some of the Frumm/Perle interview on C-Span last night. They are high on pragmatism and down on ideology—of course, all from their own perspective of what constitutes each.

Participant
I suspect that after all these years of our blocking the UN in its efforts to deal with the situation, they might welcome a strong effort from the US to mobilize that coalition in the Israeli/Palestinian conflict. 
 

Aiming Toward Solutions With Balanced Israeli/Palestinian Interests

Participant
I've recently sent all of you who are participating in this conference a preliminary draft of what might be a report to the total ILF community and thence to the public about the conclusions and recommendations of this discussion.  I hope you will modify it through several more drafts to get it right. Please make any substantive criticisms in this conference.  If there are typos or other minor corrections, you can send them to me personally.  

We have talked about creating a commission. We have to come to terms with just what that means. At one end of the spectrum, we could just issue the report calling for such a commission, send it to some media outlets we know about, publish it in the ILF Digest, direct it to Congressional policymakers, and call it a day.  At the other end of the spectrum, we could sponsor such a conference.  That would require staffing, travel and accommodations for a couple of face-to-face meetings, online management, and professional public relations.  I figure that cost, even with mostly volunteer help, to be at least $120,000, and probably closer to $200,000, maybe more. Adding a research budget, first class travel, film or video documentation costs, publications, etc., could increase that figure considerably. Since WBSI has no financial resources of its own to tap, we would have to raise that money.  So let's discuss some of these practicalities.  

One scenario I did present to the steering committee was that we assemble the distinguished group we think of as a commission out of our own membership (you folks plus some other ILF Fellows and guest experts we would invite), using the spring annual ILF meeting as the venue, and organize the PR around that event.  Lower cost by far, but it won't include Kissinger or Clinton or even Mitchell.  Nobody on the steering committee responded to that idea.  Hmmm.

Douglass Carmichael
I like the idea of proceeding "by rehearsal". That is, practice a larger conference on a smaller scale, and see what can come of it. I am sure there will be some surprises.  

It is very hard to keep focused on basic facts. Everyone wants to spin it. But it can be seductive. For example  

From the CSM this morning,

http://www.csmonitor.com/2004/0113/p01s01-wome.html  

On the rise of a more adaptive approach in the ME. We need to face the possibility that the war in Iraq has had an overall beneficial result. Way too early to tell, but we need to consider the possibility.  

The Bush administration was never willing to say aloud whether it had Israel's interests so prominently in mind, but some officials did suggest that the post-Iraq shakeup might also lead to a resolution of the Arab-Israeli conflict in general and the Israeli-Palestinian dispute in particular.  

"That doesn't yet seem to be at all in the cards," says Quandt, who suggests that progress "may require waiting out" the tenures of Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon and Palestinian Authority President Yasser Arafat.  

The US involvement in Iraq is hardly over, and analysts caution that a deterioration there might change the regional situation negatively as well. But for the time being—with former Iraqi President Saddam Hussein in US hands and the anti-American insurgency tapering off slightly—war skeptics are acknowledging that things are looking up.  

"I hate to say it," says Said of the Al Ahram Center," but at least from the results we are seeing the Iraqi thing was like a jolt in the region—it  put a cap on radical politics."  

End of quote 

On the rise of a more adaptive and less strident approach in the ME. We need to face the possibility that the war in Iraq has had an overall beneficial result. Way too early to tell, but we need to consider the possibility.

Participant
Doug, it must be somewhat frustrating for you leading this conference, trying hard to get us to see the unlikelihood of there being a permanent, stable resolution of the Israeli/Palestinian conflict, and focus at least some of the time on the possible scenarios if that were to prove to be the case. That's why I asked you to present such a possible scenario to us yourself. That might make it more real. We are all banking on the ability of the US to bring about a resolution, and we may be kidding ourselves.  

Also, from the start, you have asked us to consider the larger economic and political factors in bringing about stability, with a real question about the kind of free market democracies that we seem to want to institute.  I hope you won't give up on us, just because we keep thinking that all will be well if we can get a two-state solution.  Your ability to think in terms of a long time horizon is extremely valuable and appreciated.

Douglass Carmichael
I think the scenarios are a balance between

1. a true multilateral approach, UN, Regional associations (all of them including Asia, NATO, EU, to insist on, and finance a quarantine. This would require real leadership and that probably includes the US (I hate to hand Bush a winning and but this might be it - he likes big gestures that hide problems)  

2. combined with a serious effort at crating a more wholesome economic environment in the ME with internal markets being met by internal production.  

The problem with this is, it gets in the way of the free market logic that wants cheap ME oil and markets for guns.  

But I see 1 and 2 working together as a serious response.  

The other "serious response" is more like what we did, I think unfortunately, with the Soviet Union: abandoned market hopes to mafia economies, and that is a real disengagement, let a war happen and deal with containment and the aftermath - a long term evolution.  

3. The Third alternative is that 1 and 2 in modified terms could work hand in hand with evolutionary forces already at work to make real something like the Geneva accords.  

I would prefer 3, but it’s like watching the patient die because we were afraid of surgery. I think that we do not know enough to decide among these, but we do know enough to know we should realize that 3 may not work and we must therefore look for options beyond.

Douglass Carmichael
The following news is worth reading: 

From The Guardian at

http://www.guardian.co.uk/israel/Story/0,2763,1122471,00.html  

The faces and the documents together sparked my interest and I began to research and write my book, The Birth of the Palestinian Refugee Problem, 1947-1949. The book that emerged undermined both the official Zionist and the traditional Arab narratives. The documents showed that the 700,000 or so Arabs who had fled or been driven from their homes in the area that became the state of Israel in 1948-49 had not done so, by and large, on orders from or at the behest of Palestinian or outside Arab leaders, as Israelis were educated to believe; but, at the same time, they had not been expelled by the Israelis in compliance with a preset master plan or in line with a systematic policy, as the Arabs, in their demonization of Israel, have been taught.  

The picture that emerged was a complex one—of frightened communities fleeing their homes at the first whiff of grapeshot, as they or neighbouring villages were attacked; of communities expelled by conquering Israeli troops; of villagers ordered by Arab commanders to send away women, children and the old to safety in inland areas; and of economic privation, unemployment and general chaos as the British mandate government wound down and allowed the two native communities to slug it out. The better-organised, economically more robust and ideologically more cohesive and motivated Jewish community weathered the flail of war; Palestinian society fell apart.  

The book's publication by Cambridge University Press in 1988 (and, in Hebrew in 1991 and Arabic, abridged and without my permission, in 1993), caused a ruckus. The Israeli academic establishment and publicists branded me "pro-PLO" (at the time, meeting with PLO officials was punishable by imprisonment), while most Palestinian academics, at least publicly, said the book was "sophisticated Zionist propaganda". But over the years the book won over doubters and was adopted as a basic text in courses on the modern Middle East in most Israeli and western universities.  

But the critics failed to note the work's major methodological flaw—the relative lack of basic military and intelligence documentation describing the operations that led to the Palestinian exodus. According to Israel's archives law, military documentation was to remain sealed for 50 years, intelligence documents for longer. But during the 1990s, the Haganah and IDF archives began to open up their files from 1948 to public scrutiny. At the same time, additional papers became available in other archives, including the protocols of the 1948 Israeli cabinet deliberations. While this giant declassification did not alter my main conclusions from 1988, the new documents shed a great deal of light on all major aspects of the creation of the refugee problem.  

This has allowed me, in The Birth of the Palestinian Refugee Problem Revisited, to enhance the treatment of pre-1948 Zionist thinking about transferring - or expelling - the Palestinian Arabs, which Arab critics had accused me of downplaying. Zionist historians, meanwhile, had charged that I had accorded the subject too much significance and that the pre-1948 Zionist leadership had never supported transfer. The newly available material shows that the Israeli critics were wrong: the Zionist leadership in the 1920s, 1930s and 1940s, from David Ben-Gurion, Israel's founding prime minister, through Chaim Weizmann, the liberal president of the World Zionist Organisation, and Menahem Ussishkin and Zeev Jabotinsky, had supported the idea. In 1928, Frederick Kisch, the chairman of the Jewish Agency for Palestine, told Weizmann that he had "always been hoping and waiting for" a solution of "the racial problem of Palestine" by way of a transfer of its Arabs to Mesopotamia. And, in 1930, he wrote that "it should not be impossible to come to an arrangement with [King] Faisal [of Iraq] by which he would take the initiative in offering good openings for Arab immigrants...There can be no conceivable hardship for Palestinian Arabs—a nomadic and semi-nomadic people—to move to another Arab country where there are better opportunities for an agricultural life."  

On January 30 1941, Weizmann met with the Soviet ambassador to London, Ivan Maiskii, where they spoke of a possible solution to the Palestine problem. According to Weizmann's account, Maiskii said "there would have to be an exchange of populations. Dr Weizmann said that if half a million Arabs could be transferred, two million Jews [from Europe] could be put in their place. That, of course, would be a first installment ... Mr. Maiskii's comment was that they in Russia had also had to deal with exchanges of population. Dr. Weizmann said that the distance they had to deal with in Palestine would be smaller; they would be transferring the Arabs only into Iraq or Transjordan."  

But this did not translate into an expulsion master plan; there was no such plan or policy in 1948. Indeed, as late as March 24 1948, the high command of the Haganah had instructed all its units to recognise "the full rights, needs and freedom of the Arabs in the Jewish state without discrimination, and a striving for coexistence with freedom and respect".  

But this pre-1948 transfer thinking had been significant: it had readied hearts and minds in the Jewish community for the denouement of 1948. From April, most Jewish officers and officials had acted as if transfer was the state's desire, if not policy.  

No doubt, Arab fright and flight was leavened by reports of real and imagined Jewish atrocities—and there were many real ones, as the recently released documentation shows. Pillage was almost de rigueur, rape was not infrequent, the execution of prisoners of war was fairly routine during the months before May 1948 (the country was under British administration and the Haganah had no PoW camps), and small-and medium-scale massacres of Arabs occurred during April, May, July and October to November. Altogether, there were some two dozen cases.  

...  

To many in the west, the right of refugees to return to their homes seems natural and just. But this "right of return" needs to be weighed against the right to life and well-being of the five million Jews who currently live in Israel, about half of whom were born in the country, have known no other country and have no other homeland. Wouldn't the destruction or, at the least, the forced displacement of these 5 million—and this would be the necessary upshot of a mass Palestinian refugee return, whatever Arab spokesmen say—constitute a far greater tragedy than what befell the Palestinians in 1948 and, currently, a graver injustice than the perpetuation of the refugeedom of fewer than 4 million Palestinians?  

End quote  

Note: The entire Guardian Israel site is filled with up to date and historical analysis.  

http://www.guardian.co.uk/israel/

Douglass Carmichael
On the legal issues surrounding declaring Palestine a state, here is an Israeli perspective, but it is helpful in raising issues.  

http://www.jcpa.org/art/becker1.htm

Participant
Doug, Grateful thanks for posting the link in re: creating a state. Very useful.  

That link is a response to a question I asked elsewhere, and which Doug suggested I copy here. It was as follows:  

There’s something I’ve been puzzling over for the past week or so and perhaps some of you can shed some light on it. Why haven’t the Palestinians declared themselves, in Gaza and the West Bank, a sovereign nation?  

It’s easy to understand why Israel doesn’t want it, after all as a sovereign state the Palestinians would have the tight to raise an army and a navy, sign treaties, make alliances, borrow money, etc. all of which the Israelis could see as threatening. But Israel wasn’t given the West Bank or Gaza in the original mandate, and has no internationally recognized claim on them.  

So why haven’t the Palestinians declared themselves a sovereign nation? If the rest of the world recognized them as such then they would, in fact, be such. Even if the US refused to recognize them (as China does with Taiwan). If they were such then Israel would have considerably less ‘good claim’ to interfere in any way. Armed incursions by the Israelis would be an act of war. Of course so would the attacks on Israel by the Palestinians.  

I can speculate that the Palestinian leaders don’t want to be a sovereign nation for various reasons.

1. Arafat might well be less then amenable to sharing power with an actual government. He doesn’t have the same kind of tribal ties and support that other Arab leaders enjoy.

2. Other groups seeking positions of power might not believe in their ability to achieve power if there was such a sovereign state.

3. As a sovereign state their actions might well be judged by a different standard.

4. Many Palestinians are still married to the desire to sweep the Jews out Israel. They might believe that declaring as a sovereign state now with limited borders, will cost them land that they hope to wrest by strength in the future.  

But this is all speculation on my part. Are there other strategic or tactical reasons for not declaring as state?

Participant
Given the acceleration of change that complexity is bringing to human affairs is it worthwhile to consider the possibility of changing these legal criteria? Are they still the best way to go or does today's world require their modification? 
 


Participant
Doug, with respect to #1 Multilateral approach it’s highly likely that there will be opportunistic violators and various underground activities. Do we need to give that any examination at this time? It will also have, I think, a huge impact on the daily lives of millions of Israelis and Palestinians who aren’t an active part of the problem. Should we discuss this here? 
 

Participant
I find Doug's earlier observation (#231) that Israel is immune to U.S. pressure not at all as I perceive the situation.  But his sources are better than mine, and fresher.  

Doug, I didn't get this sentence about your sources.  Could you clarify it?  

"Their conclusion is that Israel is actually immune to US influence, in anything like the current configuration of Israeli governance, business and party strength."  

What dismays me in our conference, and in discussion of this topic generally, is the implicit assumption that we've gone beyond any prospect of something like Oslo or Geneva, having a ghost of a chance of realization. Is that our consensus?  And if it's so, how could Yossi Bellin and colleagues and Palestinian counterparts spend so much time (over 2 years) hammering out the Geneva Accords?  

Like Doug, I think we must swallow hard and face the possibility that our intervention in Iraq may change the ME equation in positive ways.  On the other hand, and drawing on an article in the Christian Science Monitor of a few days ago, some Iraqis are saying that if the US sticks to its timetable and basically withdraws from their country this summer, civil war will quickly follow (pitting Sunnis against Shiites and Kurds).  There's also the disquiet Turkey and Iran are feeling about the autonomy of Kurds in Iraq.  It's hard to foresee any of this having a salutary effect.

Participant
Sounds like we might want Plan A and Plan B.  I'm with you, Ralph, in not wanting to abandon hope for the negotiated peace process, although I don't think it will happen without a strong US hand.  But maybe we should think about what the US hand should be if we need to go to Plan B. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Ralph, these are good questions.  

The sentence in other words, "Given the current party positions and makeup, the way the government works as a quasi general staff, and the tie-ins to money generating successful business, especially in weapons and intelligence, the current configuration is not going to bend to US pressure. If we look at the long record, Israel has rarely given in to US pressure. Instead it has given in meaningless ways and held back or lied about critical issues."  

We must add that currently Israeli leadership does not trust the US and has already worked out the tactics of going it alone.  

I do not mean to say we have gone beyond Geneva, but I do mean to say it is possible, even likely. So we must face the possibility while exploring the remaining life in the accord approach.  

The US might withdraw, but Bush’s approach, following his high profile and "be like Churchill" stance, would be to escalate sometime before the election. Syria, Afghanistan, Saudi Arabia, Afghanistan, Pakistan or even Indonesia (the Asian Granada?).  

Douglass Carmichael
Kip, on option # 1, the multilateral and potential shadow violations, my view is that a real effort at a very inclusive effort would go along with, make possible, a strong stress on actual disarmament. We have the UN disarmament team as a fairly good model. The problem would be the pressure from business to maintain corruption, which would be threatened by this approach.  

On the large number of people in Israel and the Palestinian areas, certainly my view is that to save as much life as possible; sooner rather than later intervention on the side of an imposed quarantine would be better.* It would be interesting. With a defanged Israel and Palestinians, would the desire for a state be as strong on either side? Or would other interests come into prominence for that great number of good people on both sides who just want to live?  

*I can't say too often, I am proposing a line of analysis, not a line of action—yet. For example, threatening Israel's currently "integrity" may do more to destabilize the region than some of us imagine. We need to think it through.  

We need to be careful, and thorough, and realistic, where realism has more to do with numbers and power and flash points than it does with opinions.  

Another discussion I had was about an Israeli pollster, I should recall his name, who visited Powell and staff at State a few weeks ago (I was told). He was very surprised at the lack of awareness of the depth of understanding of the issues, and the apparent lack of staffing to be on top of the situation.

Participant
Going back to questions Dick raised earlier about possible conference paradigms: do we have the collective expertise to hold such a conference without at least some outside participants who are expert? 
 

Participant
If we decide to go forward with a further analysis and search for more consensual recommendations, then I think it would be appropriate for us to augment our group with outside experts, and the recruitment of particular ILF Fellows who have not yet participated, but would bring useful perspectives.  

I want to say that I think this conference is a good model for the kind of discussion that the issue requires. There has been serious examination of the situation without any restrictions that I could notice, and in an atmosphere of collaboration and goodwill. Doug and Don had a lot to do with that in the way they set and maintained the tone of the discussion.  Personally, I would be happy to see it go further.  

Donald Straus
Thanks, Dick. But you haven’t addressed my question in the Steering Committee with regard to what the next steps should be. Every conference with as rich an agenda as this should have different "kinds of discussion" that are selected consciously by the participants from time to time. I would hope to get reactions to this from you, Doug, and anyone else interested. Adding new people could be part of the decisions we should make. 

Participant
Last evening I attended a lecture and discussion sponsored by the Sonoma County chapter of the World Affairs Council (not to be confused with VP Chaney's address to the Los Angeles WAC).  We heard retired Foreign Service officer Robert Proctor speak of "Reflections on Arab-Israeli Peace".  

It came as something of a surprise to find that his assessment is much the same as ours in this conference, only stated more strongly and backed up with anecdotal detail most of us don't have.  (He made Dick Farson sound positively moderate!)  

Two details added to my small store of knowledge about the issue:  

1.  The AIPAC (which I heard spoken but not spelled out, and therefore may have wrong—the American-Israeli Political Action Committee) coordinates the work of dozens or hundreds of "PACs" around the country, many with innocuous names difficult to associate with this issue.  They quietly support the election of people they favor to the Congress and Senate; more significantly, however, they quickly focus and direct resources to defeat any incumbent official who dares to question US support of Israel.  Proposals from the State Department to oppose extremist moves by Sharon are vetoed by the Congress.  

2.  There are many Jews in the US who oppose the work of the AIPAC.  More surprising, however, is the support the AIPAC receives from large numbers of fundamentalist Christians (particularly in the southern states) who regard a strong, stable Israel as a necessary pre-condition to the "second coming of Christ".  

Proctor was part of a monitoring team (which included Kofi Annan in an earlier role) in the Sinai Peninsula near the end of the Egypt-Palestine hostilities, at the time of a formal cease fire. There were, he said, 75 formal reported violations of the terms of the cease fire: one by Egypt, 74 by Israel.  The Egyptian van driver who got lost and drove a mile into the neutral zone was court martialed along with his hapless passengers who went to prison.  None of the Palestinian violators was so much as chastised, to the best of his knowledge.  The response was, "Boys will be boys".  

He said that officially Israel is so confident that the US Congress will support them that the State Department has no effective influence on their behavior.  As we have been saying, Proctor declared that this state of affairs is worsening terrorism.  

My conclusion: There are many obstacles to peace in the Middle East.  The greatest of these, which prevents us from dealing with most of the others, is the laws governing the funding of election campaigns in the USA.  

Donald Straus
Ray: Very interesting report. Following your conclusion, perhaps we should go after the laws governing funding of election campaigns, and improve both our own governance and as a result make more equitable our funding in Israel. I say this only HALF in jest. 
 

Participant
Thanks for the report, Ray.  As Don says, one more reason to reform campaign finance.  Without questioning any of the specific points made by Mr. Procter, I think it's well to keep in mind that the State Department overall has long had an Arabist orientation.  When he was Secretary of State, George Marshall vehemently opposed Harry Truman's recognition of the state of Israel.

Participant
". . .the State Department overall has long had an Arabist orientation."  

Confession: So have I. That is to say, I've long thought that the constraints on the Palestinians that have been in force for a couple of generations now were both wrong and stupid.  Talk about asking for trouble!  

I've no reservations about the importance of the State of Israel—only about their neglect of cleaning up after their early work.  

And Don: I'm disappointed that your suggestion is even half in jest.  I can't think of any one thing that could be done to fix more problems than the reform of election funding.  

Participant
I don't consider criticism of Israel's policy toward Palestinians in recent years to be any part of "an Arabist orientation," Ray. That position is just a matter of simple justice and humanity. George Marshall's position, and presumably that of many others in the State Department then and in years to come, was that Israel should not exist (as a Jewish state).  Like you, I think our major concern doesn't have to do with Israel's right to exist but with so many of its recent policies. 

Douglass Carmichael
Haven't we seen that election funding is not regulatable by law alone? It would take a culture shift and a shift away from big money. Big money will have its way. It led to the French revolution when the middle class was getting it, and to a return of power to wealth, as it starts to skew upward once again.  I actually think that Israel/Palestine is easier.  

It is well worth looking at the AIPAC site.

http://www.aipac.org  

and the Economist on Sharon...

http://www.economist.com/displaystory.cfm?story_id=2346375  

I have heard but not confirmed that AIPAC provides an interne to every new congressperson. And that to turn it down is not considered wise.  

The emergence of an organization that was more balanced - well, I think there are a number of them. So why doesn't it take?  

One thing is the media which likes binary conflict because it is the simple way to make a story.  

Douglass Carmichael
Ralph, you came in while I was writing. I find that admitting that the formation of Israel, completely understandable, nevertheless was extremely likely to lead to a long term problem. I think we all might need to apologize, claiming reasonableness and blindness, and say OK, now what? 


Participant
AIPAC's control of Congress and the executive branch is not accomplished only through giving money and supplying aides, although I agree with Doug that even with campaign financing reform ways would be found to buy the support of Congress. The media are also intimidated, as are all who fear the consequences of the label anti-Semitic.  

Nevertheless, perhaps we should prepare an ILF conference someday soon on the threats to democracy, of which campaign financing might head the list. Doug Carmichael has some other rather important threats (from his previous stint as conference leader) that would give campaign finance some competition for first place!

Participant
Doug, I don't get what you're saying (#257). 

Douglass Carmichael
OK, I am saying that it is very understandable why all the parties to the creation of Israel did what they did. At the same time, like Wilson's nation creating, it was bound to create long term problems.  

Given that the time of that awkward creation is long past, all we can do now is, all of us, apologize, including Israel itself. And say ok, we are here now, sorry for the disruption, much more than intended, but what do we do now? Let's find a really humane solution.

The US needs to apologize for its one-sidedness in financial and military support. This would take the skill of a Carter and Gunter Grass and Vonnegut together to crate the language that could express the depths.

Participant
"Haven't we seen that election funding is not regulatable by law alone."  

Yes.  What I had in mind was the law establishing Political Action Committees—of  which I didn't approve at the time, and now disapprove of much more strongly.  That and an alternative system of funding campaigns at a reasonable level.  

Okay, I'll await another opportunity to see the list of competing priorities in the defense of democracy.  

Douglass Carmichael
Good to be back on line. One thought while I was waiting...  

Looking at a larger picture, is Israel a part of the past—the nation state and all its apparatus of borders and bureaucracy, or is it part of the future, high tech, high capital, corporate, globalization...  

How much of the support and animosity towards Israel can be explained by its relation to each of these?

Participant
Is there a theocracy, or even a deeply observant religious nation, that leads in high-tech, high-capital, corporate, globalization?  Well, the US of A, for one, I guess.  At least I read that 21% of us, the core fundamentalist Christian evangelicals mainly, attend church four times a week. 
 

Participant
Wow Richard, that's a pretty large percentage of people, 1 out of every 5. Do you know any people who do that?  

Doug, that's an interesting question. On the surface it would seem there's a strong correlation there.

Participant
Dear Richard: I am not a director but a member of the Pugwash Conference.

I have been away from the discussions for a long time. I shall comment on the draft now. I shall read the contributions 1:105) onwards today and shall be back.  

THE DRAFT (12 January 2004) is very well-structured and well-formulated.  

The Commission's recommendations will not have impact if the US administration is not willing to implement them. The most important outcome will, however, be the starting of a debate on US policy toward Israel and the ME. It should be possible to criticize Israel without fear of being stigmatized as anti-Semite and paying heavy penalty for it.  

We should recall that Palestine was not divided but destroyed in 1947. In June 1967 entire Palestine became Israel. Oslo accord required that if Palestine keeps peace for five years, Israel would negotiate a final accord. Five years of waiting did not bring anything for Palestinians. More settlers came. Barak was defeated because he was serious about peace.

2003: The road map gives Palestinians two walled areas with no solution for refugees and Jerusalem. The Geneva accord, which will never become a reality, there is no mention of the cause of the conflict.  

There will be no solution if Israel does not feel itself a part of West Asia with Arab neighbours. Israel is not viable as a European settlement protected by USA. Israel/ME issue hinders the reconciliation of Western and Islamic civilisations.

Douglass Carmichael
Saiful, many thanks for your straight response. It matches Ralph's and others. We can hear the differences in perspective, the leaning of the heart, even when good will is intact.  

Dick, on high tech. I am increasingly persuaded that the mission of high tech, to transform the world, has its origins in very Messianic perspective. The most leading scientists, Darwin to Werner Von Braun were deeply religious. Conventionally. In his book The Religion of Technology, David Noble writes "i. For the theologians of the early modern period, Eden was "a paradise prepared for man in which Adam had God-given dominion over all living things." This total dominion was forfeited in the Fall, but "despite the Fall…man's right to rule remained intact." Theologians argued, in the manner of Roger Bacon, that God had already granted to fallen man (such as Noah and Solomon) the means to recover his rightful reign. "Contemporary theology thus provided the moral underpinnings for that ascendancy of man over nature which had by the early modern period become the accepted goal of human endeavor." (page 45)  

This makes the US posture now into a phase in Christian action at a much deeper level than we are used to thinking, since we think of science as secular.  

I think the fact of Israel does muck up the Muslim-West discussion (if such is really possible). But Israel is there. The Globalization path (rooted in a religious tradition I believe) would say that Israel is the island of sanity (i.e., market-capital corporate logic) in the ME, and the whole world should follow that path. Hence Israel is to be defended as though it is part of that logic.  

But Israel is theocratic! –hence it is a war of cultures, even though the secularists believe theirs is the only non-religious point of view and that Israel is (at the same time) a mirror of the US market and "democratic" culture. You can see how unscrambling this is almost impossible, since opposites are welded together.  

I think our middle class like assumption is that if religious fervor were replaced by middle class desires, all would be well.  

I would never have thought, twenty years ago, that I would ever have to be thinking in terms of the history and inner psychology of religious thinking. Now I think it is essential.  

The current anxiety in France about headpieces, people marching in the street for a freedom which, if they were in the majority, would most likely not grant to others. Yet we need to face the fact that western dress implies a whole attitude toward the spiritual realm. What to do?  

Our approach is to approach Israel and Palestine as a pragmatic problem, money, security, fear, population, laws, mode of governance, meaning of democracy, and to hope that the religious issues can be worked out in tolerance in private in the background.  

But Bush makes it hard because he demands loyalty to the most naive view that is both secular: markets plus democracy plus media plus freedom (of property) - and religious: Christian centered families in a nation of small government, national defense and personal responsibility. And of course large corporations as an expression of personal property rights backup up by corporate charters.  

In short, our beliefs are so interwoven that a real response to the Israel situation is hard to get to, because any potential move toward a solution is contradicted by some part of what we believe in.  

Here is a short version of history.  

Egypt in the Millennia before Christ was oppressive, a cosmological empire opposed to any change. The Hebrews walked out of the empire, the structure of which was that the city reflected the cosmos, and established a new covenant between God and the Tribe, not the city.  

The humanizing trend in Hebraic thought was cut short by power realities and being a tribe with a king was chosen instead, with a tendency to define us against them in rather extreme terms.  

Jesus (and other movements) reacted against this (much as Buddha reacted against the increasing power of the Hindu priests and power emerging from larger populations) by walking out of the tribe into a personal relationship with god.  

This movement was deeply attractive to much of the distressed population of the Middle East. But through power politics, Christianity was adopted as a cover story by the Old Roman Empire in its new for of The Holy Roman Empire. This alignment with power left the poor and distressed alienated. Islam arose in that context as a social contract hat subordinated political and economic power to social/religious leadership.  

The tensions set up by these exist into our own day and are being played out in the context of massive new technologies of war and information combined with market and corporate capital models.  

Sunday morning musings.

Douglass Carmichael
OK  

War of Ideas, Part 4

By THOMAS L. FRIEDMAN  

Let's not mince words. American policy today toward the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is insane.  

Can anyone look at what is happening—Palestinians, gripped by a collective madness, committing suicide, and Israelis, under a leadership completely adrift, building more settlements so fanatical Jews can live in the heart of Palestinian-populated areas—and not conclude the following: That these two nations are locked in an utterly self-destructive vicious cycle that threatens Israel's long-term viability, poisons America's image in the Middle East, undermines any hope for a Palestinian state and weakens pro-American Arab moderates. No, you can't draw any other conclusion. Yet the Bush team, backed up by certain conservative Jewish and Christian activist groups, believes that the correct policy is to do nothing. Well, that is my definition of insane.  

Israel must get out of the West Bank and Gaza Strip as soon as possible and evacuate most of the settlements. I have long advocated this, but it is now an urgent necessity. Otherwise, the Jewish state is in peril. Ideally, this withdrawal should be negotiated along the Clinton plan. But if necessary, it should be done unilaterally. This can't happen too soon, and the US should be forcing it.  

Why? First, because the Arab-Muslim world, which for so long has been on vacation from globalization, modernization and liberalization, is realizing that vacation is over. There is not enough oil wealth anymore to cushion or employ the huge population growth happening in the region. Every Arab country is going to have to make a wrenching adjustment. Israel needs to get out of the way and reduce its nodes of friction with the Muslim world as it goes through this unstable and at times humiliating catch-up.  

http://www.nytimes.com/2004/01/18/opinion/18FRIE.html?pagewanted=print&position=  

The whole is worth reading, including the logic of modernization.

Participant
I was amazed to read Friedman this morning in what is the culmination of his four-part series on what has to happen in the Middle East.  That is his strongest statement so far, and certainly jibes with most of what has been said here.  

And thanks to Kamal for his most helpful and articulate statements. It's good to have you back, Kamal.  

Your statement about losing time if we defer to a commission is well taken.  I agree with Friedman, and you, that we have no time to lose.  

The message Friedman makes is one that I tried to make in the draft report, but maybe it doesn't come through clearly, and that the actions we need to take are not only self and world protective, but in Israel's best interest.  I think that if the present situation continues, Israel is doomed. Friedman thinks that, and Doug has been trying to make that point, but our report must communicate it more clearly, I'd say.

Participant
One other problem with a commission.  While there are no doubt exceptions, most Blue Ribbon committees do not deliberate much.  They have so little time that they mostly ratify staff recommendations.  We shouldn't pin too much on getting the wisdom of top minds. 
 

Comments on ILF-Directed Draft 

Participant
This is what I wrote to Dick et al, earlier today:  

You've done an admirable job of synthesizing our deliberations and pointing them toward possible proposals.  I have some fundamental problems with this draft, however, and wanted to detail them.  

Its premise is that the US-Israel relationship is at the heart of unresolved problems in the ME, and a major contributor to terrorism and war not just in that region but throughout the world.  Even if I believed this to be that clearly the case, I think it would be unwise and impolitic for us to base our proposals on such a premise. They make it seem like we're carrying Yasser Arafat's water in the guise of fair and balanced deliberation.  The term "US/Israel Axis" is particularly inflammatory.  Jews who remember WWII's actual axis would have trouble being receptive to any report that employed this phrase.  I know I am.  

Also, the fact that "In the view of many people in all parts of the world, the United States' relationship to Israel feeds the terrorism and militarism that all nations now fear," suggests that I, or we, share that view. I don't.  

I would change your sentence beginning "The conference was titled" to read "The conference was titled, "New Approaches to Israel and the Middle East," and was based on the premise that the role played by the US in the Middle East is in urgent need of rethinking."  

I would change the sentence beginning "Lopsided and uncritical" to begin "Relatively uncritical US support for Israel has contributed to a climate of world opinion that is increasingly hostile to both countries."  

I think the sentence beginning "Silence among policymakers" is needlessly inflammatory and raises that question of how open-minded a reexamination we have in mind.  It should be deleted.  

For any number of reasons I think it is important that our report not ignore the Palestinian role in this conflict: its implicit and explicit support of terrorism, authoritarian political system, and rampant corruption that so complicates any attempt to give financial aid to the Palestinian Authority.  "Evenhandedness" to me implies a willingness to do critical assessment of both sides in a conflict.  If we make our primary focus a critique of the US relationship with Israel, we can hardly complain to be evenhanded ourselves.  

What I would rather see us do is establish as our basic premise that the ME imbroglio is at an impasse, the US is in the best position to break this logjam, and can do it best by taking a genuinely balanced approach.  Before this can happen, US policy in the ME needs to be reexamined thoroughly.  We propose establishing a commission to undertake such a reexamination and make recommendations.  This reexamination should not ignore domestic pressure to favor one side in this conflict.  

This may sound pallid compared to your more provocative approach, but in the current polarized context it's plenty provocative.

Participant
Well, now we have it in several places!  <g>  

The Friedman piece is amazing!  I wonder if, by being quick, we could help our own program by speaking out in support of it.

Participant
The Friedman piece is important because Israel has no stronger supporter than Friedman, even if he is sometimes critical. He doesn't, however, get to the reason that the US doesn't forcefully enter the situation. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
A press release saying that we have been deliberating the Israel/Palestinian situation and wholeheartedly support the intent of Friedman's opted to open up the discussion and require moves towards peace, or more, on both sides, now.  

Friedman also does not address the problem of civil war within Israel.  

Participant
One further trouble I have with Ralph's wording--"relatively uncritical US support for Israel" conveys the idea that such criticism is simply less than criticism given to other issues. The truth is that ANY criticism among policymakers is verboten. It doesn't exist. That's the issue.  Saying relatively uncritical in this instance is like saying someone is relatively pregnant.  

Ray and Ralph have been explicit with their criticism, and both are clear about their feelings that the current wording is inflammatory, possibly unfounded, and in need of extensive softening.  Kip is more or less in that camp. Kamal seems to be on the other side of this, arguing that we are not being forceful enough.  Sandy wrote me that if he were writing it, it would be worded in stronger terms. Compared to the writing Doug Carmichael has submitted--his own and many articles—the report is tame indeed.  

I see my role as the scribe, and I will submit whatever the consensus of the group wishes. I need to hear from the rest of you, if possible. I do think it is necessary for us to decide whether this is to be the ILF statement that could form the basis of the published report, press conferences and allusions that others of you might make in separate statements or op-ed pieces, or a request for a commission to be the body that makes any statement.  I'm increasingly uncomfortable with the thought that the commission will do our dirty work for us.  I doubt it. If we were able to convene such a group, I'm pretty confident that they would make Ray and Ralph look like firebrands. In any case, I can't see how our trying to avoid offending the organizations that support Israel makes that commission likely to do what we are afraid to do. No matter how we write it, even Ralph's "the commission should not ignore domestic pressure to favor one side in this conflict" while it tries to spread the guilt around to Americans in general, will nevertheless incur the ire of those organizations.  That's how complete their control of the situation is.  I hate for us to allow ourselves to be the victim of the very issue that we are trying to illuminate.  

I will try to incorporate the suggestions I have received, and make a real effort to balance the requests. In this version, I will assume that it will be the official ILF final statement, calling for a commission as part of our strategy, but not dependent upon it. Remember, the report must be based on a consensus, which is defined as less than unanimity, but more than a majority, and will include dissenting opinions.  Then when you have had another look at it, I'll send it on to the total group as a draft for further modification.

Participant
Dick:  Please note the distinction I tried to make—and that you yourself made—between writing while hoping to establish a commission on the one hand, and writing to express our opinions on the other hand.  It is only with respect to the former that I favor more moderate language. 
 

Participant
I understand, Ray.  Thanks.  Since the commission idea is in some question now, I'm going to try to edit the report so that it will gain the approval of the total ILF.  Then we'll see if it could be used for other purposes. 
 

Participant
"Relatively uncritical U.S. support of Israel," refers (1) to our being relatively less critical of Israelis than Palestinians (even George W. Bush is mildly critical of Israel, as with the way they're building a security fence); and (2) the fact that W is so much less critical of Israeli policies than his father was.  Bush, Sr., as I recall, didn't just jawbone against West Bank settlements but withheld aid when the jawboning didn't work. 
 

Participant
I've posted my comments on draft 3 http:/caucus/New Approaches to Israel and the Middle East in the item titled Comments on third draft.  

Please note that, like Ray, my comments are made from the assumption that we are writing hoping to establish a commission.  

Does the ILF have the political clout or an inside track with the Bush administration that would enable it to really affect the current policy? If not, then getting such a commission set up may be the best we can do.

Blame and Revenge as Conflict Motivators 

Participant
As a child in school I often tried to excuse my behavior by saying “he started it, or yeah but she did this, or they said that”. The excuse never worked because the social body at large, the community of the school, had only one goal—to stop the conflict before it caused more harm to anyone.  

The situation between Israel, Palestine, the US, and the ME seems to have reached that point. It no longer matters who did or said what in the past. What matters now is that the potential for further harm be reduced. I see that as critical.  

No matter what side the US chooses to support in the ME, millions of people will dislike our choice. They will, as do children, feel betrayed, hurt, victimized and vengeful. They have, unfortunately, a much greater range of response than do children in expressing their feelings.  

Conflicting theories as to future societal or cultural evolution seem also irrelevant at this point in time. Children, in a conflict, are not interested in hearing how some theory of a child psychologist requires that they behave a certain way in order to foster a particular “community spirit”. Children in such a situation will accept punishment as the outcome so long as it is distributed evenly, and so long as there no hint that the disciplinarian favors the story of one over another.  

There might be some absolute minimum that Israel and the Palestinians will both accept in order to wind down the hostility for some period of time. I don’t know what that minimum is. Perhaps three months of no attacks results in an Israeli withdrawal from two settlements. Maybe it can be stepped that way until both parties experience the actuality of getting something of what they want. It might be that even minimal satisfaction of deep desire will lead to the willingness to do what it takes to get more satisfaction.  

As long as the suicide/homicide bombings continue, I expect Israel will retaliate, and I doubt very much that the US can put a stop to the attacks. We haven’t been able to stop them in Iraq or Afghanistan. Even if the Palestinians cease their attacks there are other groups with their own agenda that might well launch attacks and the UN is not likely to get involved because of the danger to its personnel.  

I see very little possibility of dealing with all of the social, cultural and religious issues as long as the climate of armed violence is regular. Right and wrong, rationality, fairness, etc. are usually out the window once people feel caught in a fight/flight syndrome.

Participant
Kip's #279 resonates with me.

Revenge is an unworthy motive.  We might say that.

If we accept as "fact" the status quo, and acknowledge that all of our options require that we move forward (in some direction) from that point, it would simplify the discussion. 
 

Douglass Carmichael

The revenge culture of the ME is deep. Remember that Athena gave her name to Athens as she declared the family wars over and that justice, not revenge, would prevail. It was and will be a long cultural struggle, and goes against the grain of many, including the conservative side of the Old Testament.  

It is not morals versus violence: the old culture had morals, just different ones. Consider the Iliad.

Participant
Richard has mentioned that terrorism is the only card Arafat has to play. I've mentioned to him outside the conference that Gandhi had a different card to play. Poland also played a different card in its successful break with Russia. The Chinese played a different card in dealing with Mao's Cultural Revolution.  

Last night I pondered this for a while, trying to imagine what cards the Palestinians might play that would be more effective. It occurred to me that a national hunger strike is a possibility. I think Israel would find it difficult to deal with that in terms of its world image. Imagine the impact that an entire nation refusing to eat and shown on TV around the world could have.  

Hundreds of thousands of Palestinians might peacefully surround the Israeli settlements--displaying no signs of violence—simply presenting a massive wall of human flesh across roads, etc.  

Hundreds of thousands of Palestinians might walk peacefully and unarmed into Israel. Sing and dance in multitudes.  

It's hard to imagine the Israelis firing indiscriminately into such large peaceful crowds and slaughtering thousands. Were they to do so they would face (rightfully so) a real turning away by the rest of the world. I doubt very much that the US could any longer justify any serious support in the face of such outrageous behavior.  

Such acts of civil disobedience don't offer the glory, satisfy the desire for revenge, or enhance personal honor of course. Such acts would require a very different kind of sacrifice than the Palestinians have been willing to undertake.

Should they? I don't know. Would it gain them greater sympathy with people in the US? I suspect it might. We're very vulnerable to such acts.

Douglass Carmichael
Interesting thoughts, stir the imagination. Thanks. 


Participant
Gandhi's contribution to the 20th century may have been the greatest of all.  I erred in saying that Arafat has only one card to play.  Politically that may be true, but theoretically he might be able to mount a non-violent effort that could be dramatic in the way you suggest.  

That idea, of course, is what motivated the "human shields" that went to the West Bank, Gaza, and Baghdad.  There was one dramatic incident with the American girl who was killed by the Israeli bulldozer.  If there had been thousands, it might have turned out differently.

Participant
Just as occasional white casualties attracted more attention than far more common black ones during the civil rights era, the occasional death of or injury to a foreign or Israeli protester provokes more outrage than when the same fate is met by a Palestinian protester, or bystander. 
 

Participant
Who will ever forget the image of that lone Chinese student standing in front of the tank in Tianenmen Square? Drama can be created by anyone in a variety of ways. Masses of peaceful protesters can stir the hearts of millions because of TV coverage. Politicians fear that because there is no effective force that can be mounted against. Force is seen by the audience as an inappropriate response and is strongly condemned. 


Current Issues and Need for Crisis Intervention

Douglass Carmichael
Report from Davos  

This year is no different. This morning, I was able to duck into a session featuring Avraham Burg, the former speaker of the Israeli Knesset, and Yasser Abed Rabbo, the Palestinian Minister for Cabinet Affairs, and one of the chief negotiators of the so-called Geneva Accord, the unofficial, privately negotiated peace plan that proposes terms for a final settlement of all outstanding issues in the conflict.  

Burg has been featured in these pages before, thanks to a remarkable article 

he published last summer in the Israeli paper Yediot Ahranot, warning of the consequences of the Sharon government's insane policies—and the failure 

of the Israeli public (by and large with the unqualified support of organized American Jewry) to face up to grim future facing Israel unless those policies are changed.  

Since then, some things have changed—but unfortunately not for the better. Sharon has finally recognized (even if the majority in his Likud Block has not) that the old dream of a Greater Israel stretching from the Jordan to the sea is dead. But his substitute is in some ways worse: the creation of a Palestinian Bantustan, surrounded by a 365-kilometer "security fence" –a Middle Eastern version of the Berlin Wall.  

In the neocon world view—as recently defined by Richard Perle—this is being tough-minded and "realistic." Instead of denying the demographic threat facing Israel (like the Likud true believers) Sharon is reaching for the apartheid solution, in hopes the Bush administration, or any successor administration, will be unwilling to challenge his fait accompli.  

Rabbo and Burg made the alternative case for the Geneva Accords with passion and eloquence—literally begging the audience, and the world at large, for help in selling the peace deal to their respective publics. I was particularly struck by the ways in which their vision overlapped with the purported rationale (well, one of the purported rationales) behind the Iraq invasion—the promotion of democracy and economic progress in the Arab world.  

Burg—hardly a dove when it comes to regional security issues—noted that he was perfectly happy to see the end of Saddam's regime, and not displeased by presence of US troops along Syria's eastern borders. But, he argued, if America's grand strategy is to promote democracy in the Middle East, a free and independent Palestinian state is a much more promising place to start than post-Saddam Iraq.  

After all, the Palestinians already have a coherent national identity, at least the rudiments of democratic institutions (a national parliament, a moderately free press) and—most important of all—a desire to have the same democratic rights and freedoms that Israelis (or, at least, Jewish Israelis) already enjoy.  

Rabbo argued that the same logic applies to the promotion of democracy in the region as a whole. A legitimate peace deal—one that is broadly supported by the Palestinian people—would strengthen the position of pro-Western moderates throughout the Arab world, and not just in Palestine. It would also provide a template for negotiated settlements of the region's other internal disputes and for democratic transitions in authoritarian regimes.  

Burg and Rabbo may have oversold the potential benefits of the Geneva Accord—considering the legacy of hatred and violence created by decades of conflict, it's not at all clear a settlement along those lines will ever win the acceptance of the Israeli public, much less the Palestinians, who already have given up so much. The threat of civil war is real—and, as Burg noted, not just on the Palestinian side.  

But watching those two up on the podium, side by side, making their pitch, it was hard not to feel at least a touch of hope that the destructive stalemate of the last few years might yet be broken—and the senseless cycle of violence replaced with a virtuous circle of confidence building. It was like reliving, just for a few brief moments, the heady days immediately following the signing of the Olso Accords, when all things seemed possible.  

But that particular balloon was quickly popped by Aaron Mille –a senior Middle East mediator under Bush I, Clinton and the first two years of Bush II—when he started talking. Miller, who now heads a nonprofit called Seeds of Peace, offered an extremely skeptical assessment of the ability of the Israelis and the Palestinians to agree on a bold, comprehensive leap forward like the Geneva Accord, given the extreme power imbalance between the two sides.  

The Palestinians, he argued, have only the "power of the weak," which is the power to deny the other side the legitimacy of a negotiated settlement—and the security guarantees required to make such a deal stick. The Israelis, on the other hand, have only the "power of the strong," which enables them to make the current stalemate extremely painful for the Palestinians, but do not provide a solution to it.  

Like most plausibly objective observers, Burg and Rabbo are led by this logic to the inescapable conclusion that only the United States has the ability to break the log jam, by making it clear to both sides what it expects the final endgame to look like.  Miller, however, made it reasonably clear the chances of the US government playing that role currently range from none to completely none. "It's not going to happen unless the will is there."  

He didn't really need to explain whose "will" he was talking about.  

Of course, it's now received Republican doctrine that Bill Clinton wrecked the peace process by forcing the 2000 Camp David negotiations without adequate groundwork, then over ambitiously reaching for a final settlement. There's more than a grain of truth to this—as even Rabbo admitted.  

But after listening to Burg and Rabbo—two hard-nosed veteran politicians—describe the strategy behind the Geneva Accord, I came away with a more sympathetic view of why Clinton took the Camp David gamble. Several years back, I heard him describe his immense frustration over the collapse of the Camp David talks. Everyone understands, he said, what a final settlement will look like—it has been obvious for years. But neither side has been willing to take the last step. Meanwhile, innocent people continue to die, extremists on both sides keep getting stronger, and yet another generation of Israeli and Palestinian kids grows up in hatred.  

I think Clinton felt that as long as he thought he had a reasonable chance of bridging that final mile, he had an obligation to try, despite the risks. Now, four years later, the design has been completed—by tough, practical men with absolutely no illusions about how difficult it will be to turn a design into reality, but who also understand perfectly well what kind of a future waits for both peoples if the current stalemate lasts much longer. As Rabbo said: "We are not amateurs."  

I don't know how much hope it is reasonable to have, under the circumstances. Certainly, after reading The Price of Loyalty, I'm not expecting anything constructive from the current president:  

Powell…remarked on the violence on the West Bank and Gaza and on its roots. He stressed that a pullback by the United States would unleash Sharon and the Israeli army. "The consequences of that could be dire," he said, "especially for the Palestinians."

Bush shrugged. "Maybe that's the best way to get things back in balance."  

Powell seemed startled.  

"Sometimes a show of strength by one side can really clarify things," Bush said.  

But after listening to Burg and Rabbo, I'm not willing to let go of hope entirely. The time for peace may not have come yet, the opportunity is there, waiting for the right hands to reach out and grasp it. Let's hope they show up soon.  

From www.billmon.org

Participant
I didn't understand the comments by Bush and Powell in the above Billmon quote--they aren't in Davos are they?

 Participant
I too was puzzled, Doug.  Can you put those remarks in context?  

In other respects, that's a valuable summary of where we stand.  Doesn't it, like the Friedman piece a few days ago, suggest that there is already movement that we could get behind and PUSH?

Participant
I think Doug was quoting Powell and Bush from the book The Price of Loyalty.  

Thanks, Doug, for an incredibly helpful and illuminating report from Davos.  Nothing like a first-hand report like yours to put things in perspective.  

Whenever I wonder if my own position is anti-Israel, I think of the courageous stand taken by an Israeli like Avraham Burg who actually lives there and is part of its political structure.  Burg's example is one we should emulate.  

(For the record, to the best of my knowledge Israeli Jews and Arabs enjoy the same rights and freedoms, although Jews are clearly favored in their implementation, and Arabs are exempted from military service.)  

What I took away from Doug's report is this:  

1) As inadequate as it may be, and unlikely of implementation, the Oslo-Geneva approach is the only one that has any real hope of resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and ultimately easing tensions in the Middle East.  

2) That approach can only be realized through strong pressure from the US.  

3) The current occupant of the White House has no inclination to apply that pressure.  Bush, like Sharon, is a major obstacle to any genuine peace being achieved in the ME.  

The best hope for peace in the ME, as far as I'm concerned, is to elect a strong-willed Democrat who would unleash Bill Clinton's prodigious energy and commitment in this area by appointing him a special Middle East envoy with broad powers to bully a settlement.

Participant
That seems like a plausible scenario. Sharon is under fire right now in a corruption scandal, which could affect his power.  He may be indicted. 

Participant
Ralph has made the point that the non-Jewish population enjoys equal freedom within the state of Israel.  When I visited there, that was not my impression, but I don't know the facts, only things I've heard. Can they run for elective office, hold top administrative posts in government, vote, serve in the armed forces, receive equal treatment in housing, education, healthcare and other social services?  I honestly don't know. Perhaps someone else here does.  

If their freedoms are curtailed in these ways, I think it will be a festering sore and likely to cause Israel and us more trouble down the line.

Participant
In today's NY Times, Flynt Leverett, a former member of Bush's National Security Council, debunks the idea that the invasion of Iraq so frightened Libya's Qaddafi that he was willing to give up weapons of mass destruction, as Bush has again and again misleadingly implied.  In fact, it had nothing to do with Iraq, but was the product of long diplomatic negotiations started in the second term of Clinton's administration, and carried forward by the Powell/Rice team, but with the bellicose neocons deliberately excluded. 
 

Participant
So, after trying hard to prove the Bush administration right, and giving the president the wonderfully deceptive phrase "weapons of mass destruction related program activities" Chief US weapons inspector David Kay has finally concluded that there were no such weapons before our invasion.  

To recall the chain of events, as I remember them:  The original UN inspectors withdrew after Saddam became outraged when he discovered that the US had illegally infiltrated the inspection team with our own spies, an act which we eventually admitted.  Then, after some time had passed, under pressure to prove that the weapons had all been destroyed, he invited the inspectors back in, and opened everything to their inspection, ultimately even his palaces.  Nothing was found, but Bush simply used that fact as proof that he was hiding them.  So again Saddam claimed that there were no WMD that they had been destroyed as instructed, and supplied the team with 12,000 pages of documents, which Bush simply used as further proof that he was covering up his hiding of the weapons.  Saddam was placed by Bush into what we in psychology refer to as a double bind--damned if you do, and damned if you don't—his efforts to prove guiltlessness used to prove his guilt.  Somehow, this interpretation of the story never seemed to make it into the TV news broadcasts, but Bush's accusations of Saddam's lying surely did, by thousands of repetitions.  The press really did get us into this war.  

For an interesting example of the subtle ways that happened, read the current Harper's article by Carter Burwell on the use of background musical scores to give the war news a feel good "serious, but uplifting" quality.  

Participant
I just finished an interesting article by Steven Zunes in the current Fellowship magazine (“Fellowship of Reconciliation”) taken from his book Tinderbox: Middle East Policy and the Roots of Terrorism. Among many other of his ideas that bear on our discussion, I thought this one might be particularly relevant, because it puts a somewhat different slant on the impasse in the Israeli/Palestinian conflict, how functional it is for both the US and Israel.  

After opening up the idea that Israel serves the US in many ways, keeping our interests protected in the Middle East, and sometimes doing our dirty work around the globe, such as funneling money to countries we would rather not be openly associated with, all in exchange for our diplomatic, military and financial support, he says, "As former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger once put it, in reference to Israel's reluctance to make peace, 'Israel's obstinacy...serves the purposes of both our countries best.'"  

He then goes on: "Throughout Europe in past centuries the ruling class of a given country would, in return for granting limited religious and cultural autonomy, set up certain individuals in the Jewish community to become the visible agents of the oppressive social order, such as tax collectors and moneylenders. When the population would threaten to rise up against the ruling elites, the rulers could then blame the Jews, sending the wrath of an exploited people against convenient scapegoats, resulting in the pogroms and other notorious waves of repression that have taken place throughout the Jewish Diaspora over the centuries.  Unfortunately, one of the more unsettling aspects of US policy today is how closely it corresponds with this historic anti-Semitism."  

Fred Saba, in his comments here, has been making a related point—that autocratic elites in various Middle Eastern countries have used wrath against Israel to keep themselves in power.  Sometimes their remaining in power, despite our protestations to the contrary, has been with at least the private blessing of the US, such as is the case with Saudi Arabia.  

Zunes concludes the article with an appeal to resolve this Israeli/Palestinian conflict: "So it is incumbent upon Americans who support peace and justice to do more than reiterate the long list of atrocities by the Israeli government or the claim that US policy is 'too pro-Israel.' US policy has resulted in dividing Israelis and Arabs—both Semitic peoples who share the same God and the same love for the land as well as a history of subjugation and oppression—from one another.  We must make it clear that this is contrary to the interests of both peoples. US policy must no longer stand in the way of a just and lasting peace."

Participant
Because Osama bin Laden's statement justifying the 9/11 bombings is seldom referred to, leading, I'm afraid, to interpretations more like Bush's "They hate us for our freedom", I thought I would copy the final paragraph of that statement:  

"To America, I say only a few words to it and its people. I swear by God, who has elevated the skies without pillars, neither America nor the people who live in it will dream of security before we live it in Palestine, and not before all the infidel armies leave the land of Muhammad, peace be upon him.  

God is great, may pride be with Islam. May peace and God's mercy be upon you."

Participant
Perhaps, the difficulty in achieving this lies in the dynamics of power itself. “Civilization” as manifest by Israel and the West is more complex than that of most of the ME today. Shmookler (pgs 187-194) describes the struggle of transposing the veneer of civilization from an 'external' to an 'internal' system—a  process that has taken several centuries and is not yet complete for all the world. He observes that civilization’s rules were initially imposed externally by punishment then internalized as moral demands. The change was from an interpersonal code designed for showing respect to others to an intrapersonal one. Socially undesirable behaviors are now “associated with embarrassment, fear, shame, or guilt even when one is alone”.  

Rulers in the ME are still using oppressive tactics—heavy punishment, torture, etc. to elicit the behaviors that they, the rulers, want. Sharia, the Muslim law advocated by the fundamentalists, is on the same order. In those systems the external threat of severe punishment serves to keep the behaviors of the masses in line.  

The West and the ME are at two different points of social development. Israel can be seen as a beachhead in the ME for an invasion of a much more sophisticated power structure and not one that is welcomed by all. It poses a threat to the existing power brokers, to the clergy, and in a very real sense to the average person. The “civilization” of democracy tends to decrease the ‘humanity’ of its members in favor of mechanizing them as “parts in a machine”. The threat is not simply one of who has power. The allocation of resources within any society depends upon the society’s structure and any changes to the system cause a change in the allocation as well—this is something that would affect all layers of the society. We see one example of this in Iraq at present with previously employed soldiers who are no longer needed to keep the lid on potential domestic violence.  

Smookler observes “Democracy demands a well ordered psyche”, and illustrates by noting that a Russian speaking to an Englishman says ‘Of course you don’t need police, you all live in mental strait jackets.’ One advantage of the internal code is that fewer resources are required to ensure public behavior at home. That means more resources are available for other projects (e.g. external aggression).  

In that light it makes sense that the US prefers to keep the ME caught up in an oppressive system—or perhaps, to be more generous, prefers to keep tight reins on any change.

Donald Straus
KIP WAS INSERTING HIS #298 WHILE I WAS COMPOSING MY #299 BELOW. HE TOUCHES ON SOME OF THE IDEAS I VENTILATED WITH FAR MORE COMPETENCE.  

Dick: it seems to me that there is another consideration to Israel-Arab "lasting peace".  

Some time back we had, here, a brief discussion on the pros and cons of joining government with religion. As I recall it, most participants in that discussion felt comfortable with, and even supportive of, religion being a part of government. I was and am in the minority.  

This is another topic that is seldom discussed openly, if at all. And yet, borrowing your taste for such discussions, I think the government/religion relationship merits attention along with, and perhaps even related to, the US-Jewish partnership against the Palestinians.  

I am deeply over my head here, but I won't let that keep me from suggesting that there never will be global peace until we find a way to keep the two officially separate while strengthening total respect and support for the right of all citizens to worship as they choose. This subject is even germane here in the US—including the Bush administration’s handling of this issue, the political power of the Religious Right,  the clout of Jews in our partnership with Israel and of Catholics in abortion, and I am sure many other examples could be cited. A good historian could, and many have, documented similar unfortunate religious/ government partnerships in the past. And to try to be even-handed, I am sure there are also examples of where the relationship of religion and government has resulted in good outcomes.

ILF Report and Summarization of the Conference At This Point

Participant
Back from Sundance, Doug and I talked on the phone this morning about the conference and concluded that, unless there were objections, we would send to the total group not our suggested draft of a final report, but rather an informal message giving sort of a progress report, outlining our agreements and our dilemmas, and ask not for their approval but for any comments, criticisms, thoughts they might have.  The idea is that we, in our thirteen member subgroup, represent a kind of microcosm of the larger situation, an example of the problems and possibilities any group that will tackle these issues might face, and that we have opened some new doors for ourselves that have been informative and helpful, and may be to others.  And perhaps we will gain some further ideas about how to break open debate on this issue, something we do all agree to.  

We can officially close our conference on February 4th or so, and then, if needed, in a sidebar conference of the subgroup, examine any comments the others might make, possibly returning to a full ILF discussion in late March, when Tony Rose will have concluded his main conference. With or without an extension, we may be able to finalize a report and/or issue one or more press releases stressing the urgency of the problem, essentially supporting Tom Friedman's position.  

Douglass Carmichael

In agreement about what Dick and I concluded. 

In my language, I think we want to pursue two lines of thought and action.

1. Do an informal report to the fellows, laying out issues resolved and unresolved, and

 2. Ask for comment, not a vote. "Have we dealt with the issues? Are we missing anything important?"  

This might be an iterative process, over several months.  

This might then lead to a discussion at a spring meeting.  

We understand that short term gains on all sides have maintained the status quo, which is in fact deteriorating toward a crisis. Lobbying for short term interest must give way to long term solutions lead by a more serious United States.  

We conclude that progress requires a much more vigorous US involvement and a wider public discussion and we urgently implore those in government and organizations concerned with international issues, such as the Council on Foreign relations, to take a more vigorous long term approach now."

(Facilitator Summary)
 

Douglass Carmichael
On process.  

I think we have done well at opening up the issues. It seems to me that a good discussion needs a chaos phase, and then slow resolution. We created in the conference a micro version of the larger dilemma.  I see this as progress, because the problem we have to face is represented in our own discussions, not at some remove.  

So I see us as actually on track, perhaps slower than desired but moving along. Asking the fellows to respond to an informal report can give new thinking a chance to emerge and those of us who have been active here can respond anew.

Participant
I support the process and language of Doug's #303, above. 
 

Participant
I'm back in the world after some challenging oral surgery, and reviewing the past few days' postings.  Here are some responses:  

With regard to Dick’s inquiry of a few days ago, to the best of my knowledge, Israeli Arabs enjoy full political rights.  Several of them sit in the Knesset.  In principle they get equal government services, education, health care, etc., but in practice do not.  Other than the Druze, Israeli Arabs are exempted from military service.  

Something I’ve yet to see noted in the press was how exuberant David Kay was during our invasion of Iraq, and how certain that WMD were about to be found.  

The Zunes article from Fellowship sounded most interesting and insightful.  I wholeheartedly endorse his conclusion.  "So it is incumbent upon Americans who support peace and justice to do more than reiterate the long list of atrocities by the Israeli government or the claim that US policy is 'too pro-Israel.' US policy has resulted in dividing Israelis and Arabs—both Semitic peoples who share the same God and the same love for the land as well as a history of subjugation and oppression—from one another.  We must make it clear that this is contrary to the interests of both peoples. US policy must no longer stand in the way of a just and lasting peace."  

Even if the US was to drastically alter its relationship with Israel, or even if Israel disappeared altogether, I don’t think that the basic problems in the ME or hostility toward the US would be reduced substantially.  As so many of you have suggested throughout this conference, there are too many other contributing factors: oil politics, fear of Western values, hostility toward crusader-infidels.  To a large degree, Israel and its relationship with the US are scapegoats for more fundamental problems that don’t have to be faced so long as Israel and the US.-Israeli relationship are available as punching bags (in itself a good reason to get that issue off the table). The actual, versus the rhetorical, support of Palestinians among Arab nations is paltry, and raises questions about their sincerity.  (Osama himself has only championed the Palestinian cause when it’s been convenient for his own ends.  His primary concern seems to be what he considers corrupt, heretical ME governments propped up by the US and other western powers.)  

My own feeling is that a flourishing Israel at peace with its neighbors could make a far greater contribution to the revival of that neighborhood than the subjugation of Israel, or its disappearance as a Jewish homeland.  

I like the idea of summarizing our discussion for the ILF Fellows and asking for their input rather than presenting them with a report, and am in general agreement with Doug’s summation:  

2. Keep open the possibility of a press release that says something like We have been discussing at the ILF the problem of Israel/Palestinians, broader ME issues, and the role of the US in being a support to the maintaining the problem rather than moving vigorously to a solution. As yet, we have no internal resolution of the very difficult issues. But we do agree that the whole issue must be more urgently dealt with at a policy and public dialog level. A number of new initiatives are on the table or out in the open, such as the Geneva accords, the possibility of Israel using its nuclear capacity as a bargaining chip, the problem with the wall, the opportunities for a more integrated and vigorous economy.”

Return to Discussion of the Current Situation, Possibilities and Solutions

Douglass Carmichael
Ralph, some questions.  

In referring to the Zunes article you quote "US policy must no longer stand in the way." What is the diagnosis there about how the US is standing in the way?  

I like the addition of the idea that Israel and the US are a scapegoat for essentially Arab/Islamic internal problems. .I think we can add that perspective without withdrawing others.  At the same time are not other Middle Eastern countries treated by the Israeli's as a scapegoat to distract us from looking at deeply divisive Israeli problems? I am not sure but I sense. 

Next, is a flourishing Israel at peace possible? Can Israel withdraw without internal civil war and have secure borders? If not, then what?  

And if not, the blame falls in part on Israel, in part on the US and in part on the long standing problems that pre-existed the creation of Israel.  

Is the past is far enough behind that the creation of an Israel in such a place, which  was not wisdom at the time, is far enough behind us that we should accept the reality of its presence like any other state? Then there is the issue, should the world accept a religiously based nation state? Why?  

A homeland for a people that displaces others making them homeless seems on the face of it a kind of war. And the problem is, it is unfinished.  

What (I would really like to know) are the most humane offers Israel has made to the Palestinians? Or the rest of the ME? How much has Israel stood up for the genocide against others? Does Israel offer the world a vision of a progressive state, or a return to a kind of 19th century nationalism?

Donald Straus
Doug: could you not ask a number of other nations the same questions you have listed in #307?  If Palestine had the same military strength as Israel, would not the response be similar to those of Israel? Without claiming to know definitive answers to MY question, I am sure that there are many (some?) who would say "yes".  

I pose this question not to dispute your perceptions, but to suggest that to get future willingness of other ILF members to dig deeper into the issues we have been discussing, we need to pose our questions as impartially as we can.

Participant
I haven't read the Zunes article, Doug, only Dick's summary and excerpts. I assume the sentence you asked about refers back to the author's point about U.S. policy unnecessarily dividing Jews and Arabs.  

As you allude, I've no doubt that having so many external enemies makes it easier for Israel to gloss over its own divisions (in the same way that George Bush tries to use our enemies in the "war on terror" to prop up public support for his government at the expense of dealing with pressing domestic concerns).  How an Israel at peace would deal with those divisions is a problematic issue, to put it mildly. You raise important questions about who had to pay the price for the creation of Israel in the first place, but we ought to bear in mind that the only difference between the state of Israel in that regard and the United States of America is a century or two.  By rights I should return the little plot of ground I occupy in southwestern Ohio to the Shawnee who used to live around here until they were forcibly removed in the early 19th century.  This is apropos of Don's point.  

I don't like the idea of religiously-based states in Israel, Iran, Afghanistan, the Vatican, or anywhere else, but they are part of the geo-political landscape.

Participant
Doug, your proposition is interesting. What do you think constitutes a valid state? After all, birds of a feather flock together. Is religion as a basis for statehood any different from ethnicity, skin color, language, common goals or culture?  

It's pretty safe to say that most nations in the world today displaced others in the past.  

Scapegoating is a pretty common political undertaking, probably because it has  worked so well throughout history.

Donald Straus
Kip: these are questions really seeking an answer, not one to start an argument.  

If birds of a feather flocking together describes the US, does this replace the belief I was taught as a young student that our goal was to become a true "melting pot" of multi-ethnic, color, cultural, and religious humans?  

If religion truly becomes a "basis for statehood" in the US, just which religion should it be and who should make that decision?  

In the history of our species, has "religion as a basis for statehood" been more of an addition or a detriment for happy and prosperous citizens?  

Participant
Don, in the birds of a feather observation, there's nothing to say that religion has to be the common touchstone. Wasn't America established in part because of a common desire of many to be free of an "official" religion?  

Durkheim states that it is a most irrational element that is the glue that holds society together. “The core of society, he found, consists of a set of collective representations which are impressed upon the minds of group members at times of especially intense group activity. He characterized those times as “collective effervescence,” a term applicable to the ritual gatherings of primitives and to such intensely emotional periods as the French Revolution.”  

The morning prayers of the Jews at the Wailing Wall and the Muslims facing Mecca and kneeling several times a day come to mind as examples of just such “collective effervescence.”  

If Durkhein is correct, then it is small wonder that religion is such a powerful force within society. Further, it provides insight into why people organize states based upon religious beliefs. It may also explain, in part, why religions are so brutal in their confrontations.  

How can anyone answer the question of whether or not "religion as a basis for statehood" has been more of an addition or a detriment for happy and prosperous citizens? It's so subjective. You and I look at the external imposition of religion upon us as an infringement of our individual rights. Others are apparently more comfortable with it than you and I. I find it useful to make a distinction between religion and its hijacking for the purpose of power.  

I wonder, is it reasonable to view the Israeli/Palestinian conflict as an example of what psychotherapists call the “identified patient”? That is, the member of a family whose pathology dramatizes a problem of the whole family’s interaction pattern. Really, when you look at the world as a family of nations, corruption (i.e. a system in which certain parts seek or serve their own interests at the expense of the overall well-being of the system) is a prevalent condition.

Participant
Today I had a conversation with old friends, a husband and wife, environmental researchers who live in Israel and had just come for a visit. While talking to the wife about the situation there she said that the previous ruler of Syria had the right answer.  In an effort to quell an uprising he ordered an entire town destroyed and all 20,000 residents killed.  She said, "It worked". 


Donald Straus
Kip: Thanks. Your answers were just what I needed to understand a lot of 

the rhetoric that collects around our current difficulties these days.  What I understand now better than before is the need of individuals to collect around a common set of beliefs and preferences. And, as you said, religion is one of the most powerful of all common beliefs.  

But this has not answered for me the need for government to be involved in deciding which religious beliefs should be cherished and which shall be forbidden. Similar bonding can also be present in love of art, athletics, music, and ever so many. We would not want government to dominate these choices. Why should religion be an exception but at the same time demands that all citizens have the right to select the religion of their choice?  

Isn't such a universal bonding choice a desirable condition for future governments—including those in Israel and Iraq?

Participant
Dick, I think the comment of your friend from Israel illustrates two things: 1) how paramount security has become in the minds of most Israelis; and, 2) how dehumanizing violence is for everyone involved. 

Participant
Don, I don't think it is government per se that decides which religious beliefs should take the cake. Rather it is that some people hijack the religion for the sake of their own political power. By catering to a group that is already coalesced around a belief system, they have a strong constituency to support them. In countries where large numbers of people are deeply religious the power seekers can use minority groups as scapegoats—someone against whom they can take a stand and in so doing seem to be fervent backers of the religious majority. 


Donald Straus
Kip: Are we not both saying the same thing from slightly different perspectives? Our Constitution was quite clear that religion should not embrace any one religion. But our current President uses his position of power to declare abortion a concern of our government because of his religious beliefs.

Your #316 says it more clearly than I: mixing religion with government is unhealthy. But this doesn't mean that it is unhealthy for the government and its officials to say, for example, "May God be with us". 

Participant
The Israeli/Palestinian conflict is so dysfunctional, so terrible, and so often in the news, that we can't help but focus on the idiocy demonstrated by both sides in continuing it. But Zunes’ article and Fred's earlier comments have made me wonder more about how many countries and causes may be using it to sustain themselves, how highly functional it may be for them, and even perhaps for us. 
 

Participant
Don, my post about religion was mostly in reply to Doug's question in 307 "Then there is the issue, should the world accept a religiously based nation state? Why?" Even so, here in America, while the constitution mandates a separation between church and state, there's no way to remove religious beliefs as a dynamic in politics. At least I don't think there is. People bring themselves to any arena.  

Donald Straus
Kip: I perhaps shouldn't continue this dialogue, but I hope you understood my position to be: Separation of church and state AND freedom for all religious beliefs. Both are possible and what I deeply feel should be our posture. 
 

Participant
Well Don, I'm not disagreeing, but that you and I believe that doesn't mean that people in other countries have to adopt that. I'm not a big fan of imposing any beliefs on others. I think people are better served by being understood and supported whenever possible. 
 

Donald Straus
Kip: what am I missing? It seems to me that someone in a state that does not have a state religion but honors and permits any religion (except perhaps one that does harm to individuals such as female mutilation) has more choice of where and how to worship and are better served and understood than in a state that dictates the rules and beliefs of just one religion. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Let's try to continually recall, in any issue, how it relates to the larger question.  

Let's move on a bit. If we have agreed that the US must play a more significant role in creating peace in the ME, especially Israel and Palestine, what should the new US policy be?  

I propose that the US say to Israel and the Palestinians, "You have 30 days to create a policy of complete backing off of the use of any military force. If you fail to comply the US will recommend to the UN, NATO and the EU that a military police operation in substantial depth. The purpose is to establish total and complete disarmament of the offending side, and both if both so warrant, the costs to be borne by International contributions.  

If you comply with the thirty day rule and then break the arrangement, rapid military occupation will follow until total disarmament is achieved.  

Second, the US will work with the UN and the EU to establish new economic ventures for broad employment on an equal basis between Israel and Palestine.  

Third, rapid progress toward a Palestinian State must proceed forthwith with an outside limit of 90 days.

Participant
Don, I agree with you completely—but that doesn't really matter, does it? Others have different beliefs. Do we have, for example, the right to impose our beliefs on the Israelis or Iraqis? 
 

Participant
Doug, how about a phased approach, starting with a carrot, saving the stick for later only if needed?  

Give them a deadline and a format or venue or facilitating agent for making a plan to resolve the conflict (there is pretty much agreement as to what that will inevitably be).  The plan must be accomplished in phases, say, three or four of them.  There will be massive financial grants made to both parties (to fund particular approved projects) at each point--the deadline, and each phase completed.  At first perhaps we should not tie the arrangement to cessation of hostilities, but expect them instead to follow through with the plan even though there may be an occasional suicide bomber or a settlement residents' attack.  If resistance continues after the completion of all phases, it would be in the context of a sovereign Palestinian state, and my guess is that it would subside, lacking the tacit support of the government.  There might, at least at first, be more resistance on the Israeli side than on the Palestinian side.  

The carrot approach could be done by us alone, but if it fails we could go to the international bodies for Plan B. The problem with quarantine is that even with coalition help, we would probably not have any more luck there than we have had demilitarizing Iraq.  And I think there is no possibility that such an approach would sell to the US Congress, for reasons we well understand.

Douglass Carmichael
I don't think a carrot will gain any assent. Israel does not need US dollars at the business level. So the asymmetry hurts the prospects. Also, the Israelis have been masters at delay. And some of the Palestinians would try to force escalation which the Israelis could not respond to.  

Though we have to see where Sharon is going...  

 Angering Settlers, Sharon Says Most May Have to Leave Gaza

By JAMES BENNET  

Published: February 3, 2004  

JERUSALEM, Feb. 2 — Prime Minister Ariel Sharon said Monday that he might seek to evacuate almost all Israeli settlers from the Gaza Strip, outraging members of the settlement movement he helped create.  

"I am working on the assumption that in the future there will be no Jews in Gaza," Mr. Sharon told the liberal daily Haaretz. He made similar comments in a very tense meeting of legislators from his Likud Party, said people who took part.  

Is this real, or a ploy? How will it develop?  

I think demilitarizing Israel and the Palestinian areas is much easier than Iraq. Distances and areas are much smaller. It could not and should not be done except by a near world consensus that it should be done this way. I think such a consensus could be achieved. Who would oppose it? Israel and the US have too often ended up as the only votes together on related issues.  

Out of this could come an Israel that grew people and ideas and a new agriculture—not counter-violence to its violence inducing violence. Palestine could flourish, but needs to face its political issues if it is to develop. 

Participant
Here's an interesting depiction of the divisions in Israel surrounding Sharon's proposed Gaza pullout:  

http://www.haaretzdaily.com/hasen/pages/ShArt.jhtml?itemNo=390359&displayTypeCd=1&sideCd=1&contrassID=2

Participant
Peres doubts the sincerity of Sharon's statements, calling attention to the difference between asking for a plan and actually destroying the settlements.  In any case, I think it only involves 7,000 of the approximately 250,000 settlers.  Sharon has a real problem on his hands with the settlers.  

I agree that the country is much smaller than Iraq, but Israel has had quite mixed success, some would say no success, in demilitarizing the Palestinians, even though they have taken measures we might not even take.  I don't see the resistance to your plan coming as much from the UN as from the US.  

I do wish that area were demilitarized, but I could understand Israel's unwillingness to disarm when hostile neighbors are well armed.  I can't imagine Israel giving up the nuclear weapons it has.  It would be so good to see Israel and Palestine as thriving economies.

Douglass Carmichael
Thanks, Ralph, for the post. I am puzzled by the often used Israeli claim "as an integral part of the biblical birthright of the Jewish people." but that it is said we can't talk about the origin of Israel in 1947 because the past is past.  

A demilitarization of the Palestinians I suggest, would have lots of Palestinians in agreement, and help, if it meant demilitarization on both sides, a Palestinian State, and economic development, but free from the need to do it in the American style of corporate freedom. It might be an excellent time to reinstate a vigorous state chartering of business missions.  

Participant
I think this line of discussion is very valuable.  We need to think of a way of forcing a settlement and alternatives in case the resolution doesn't work.  

I have never felt obliged to accept the biblical or Zionist history as justification for the Israeli state.  Centuries of persecution culminating in the holocaust is plenty good enough for me, even though I didn't like the way it was done in 1947. Do we have to accept that birthright in this conference? It is used by the settlers to justify their occupation of that land.  What posture should the negotiators adopt when it comes to that belief?

Participant
The birthright argument is, in my opinion, 'way off limits—nada, zilch, etc.  We shouldn't reject it; we should ignore it completely, as undeserving of comment. 
 

Participant
Both Misrowski (Machine Dreams) and Shmookler (Parable of the Tribes) consider the idea that people are simply parts in a system to be an undesirable state of affairs. While the solution that’s been proposed sounds rational and even desirable from some points of view, I have to say I don’t like it. I don’t like that the religious POV of the Israelis is dismissed so easily. Members of this conference weren’t so eager to dismiss the religious fanaticism of the Taliban so easily. I harbor the idea that if a rational solution that ignores the deep undercurrents of the religious issues (of both the Israelis and Palestinians) is imposed by external coercion we will see considerably more trouble in that area the next few decades. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
Kip I don't think the issue is dismissing it, because it is not dismissible, but it can be treated as a dubious argument for special treatment.  

To me, so far, it feels like the scarf argument in France: would those who argue for the right to wear headgear give the same right to others if they were a majority? In the same way Israel asks us to support a religious stance from outside the religion.  

I would be much more sympathetic if Israel had made vigorous moves based on compassion for the genocide directed at others. The Old Testament has much to answer for, arguing, early on, for wiping out one's enemies to the last man. The humanistic trends within the Torah are not dominant in the Israel of today. As the world is moving to soften nationalism, Israel is in this regard an historical throwback.  

Yet it might just be possible that a workable human solution emerges from within Israel. I doubt it, but it is possible.  

Kip, remember, it isn't the outside world that wants Israel to be a machine dream.  

And I agree on recognition of the deep currents of the religious being essential. Is there any wiggle room, from that perspective, to get to a solution?  

There is the old joke about Sharon, Bush and Putin having a discussion and god asks if he can join. "OK, but we have a question; can the problems between the Israelis and Palestinians be solved?”Yes, but not in my lifetime."

Participant
"And I agree on recognition of the deep currents of the religious being essential."  

And I agree on that, also.  But I draw the line at the idea that "God gave us this land, period", just as I do the idea (not usually expressed this simply by the Islamists), "We've got to kill all the infidels to make the world pure".

Participant
Doug, in re: “remember, it isn't the outside world that wants Israel to be a machine dream”. It looks to me like the world wants us all to be in that situation. But...  

Here is where I see the stumbling block for everybody. Everyone wants to decide what is valid, right, and proper, correct for others and then create the conditions that will cause others to be that way. Ray, for example says "I draw the line at...”  Well, that's OK, but in a sense it contributes to the problem if the line is being drawn for others to observe. Not that I disagree with that particular line. The idea that God gave us the land strikes me as so irrational that it borders on the dysfunctional. BUT that comes from my own world view.  

In the Palestinian/Israeli conflict everybody (including us) is shouting "Hear me. Hear my side. Validate it, believe it, and accept it." As long as that remains the basic dynamic nothing will change fundamentally. Imposing one's own view on others by any means is essentially an inhumane act—an act of power.  

The whole dynamic is kind of like a giant feedback loop. The louder people scream to be heard the less they hear others. The less they hear others, the louder others scream to be heard.  

As the world population continues to grow and widely divergent belief systems collide we simply must (in my opinion) find a way to reconcile rather than to impose. Perhaps it won't happen in this conflict. Maybe a hard nosed, no-nonsense, like it or lump it approach will get the job done, but I think the future cost of that approach will be enormous.

Participant
With respect to Doug's comment on genocide, I was reading an article today on the gulags, mentioning that Stalin conducted a "terror famine" against Ukrainians that killed far more of them than Jews killed in the holocaust.  Although I was aware that the losses in the USSR were greatest of all during that period, I didn't recognize the term "terror famine".  Anyone know what it means? 
 

Participant
http://www.overpopulation.com/faq/Health/hunger/famine/soviet_famine.html

http://www.ibiblio.org/expo/soviet.exhibit/famine.html 
 

Participant
Thanks, Kip, for those informative, however appalling, articles. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
A problem looking somewhat dispassionately (without losing compassion) is that minor events, such as the bribery charge against Sharon, or what Israel knew about Iraq WMD could unsettle the whole situation. It isn't then clear what path to a better situation can emerge.  

By the way my own assumption is that every participant does what they think is best, as seen from their point of view.  

But we can judge by consequences: in fact we must, and everyone does. Whatever our imagination (which is both ahead of and behind the facts) our intuition demands a pragmatic approach as we experience it.  

So I judge Israel to be a key element in a very dangerous situation. I don't think this is just ethnocentric. In Kip's crowded world a minor player with nuclear weapons is a threat to the game of discovering differences and living with them.  

The setting up of Israel was, regardless of motives, an act of war, and (if one looks at the initial conditions, the state of the region at the time), not one likely to be won, in the long run.

Participant
Doug, I think you are right in not ignoring the terrible conditions surrounding the creation of the state of Israel.  These days, that episode of driving out 700,000 Palestinians, many at the point of a gun, the rest by fear, would be called "ethnic cleansing". And because there remains a growing concentration of those refugees in the contiguous occupied territories, that travesty cannot be simply relegated to history, as is our genocide of the native Americans, but remains a powerful force, people all too aware of the injustice and horrors of that period, and highly determined to fight.   I'm afraid the Israelis need Zionism, the belief that this was and is a holy war, to justify those actions.  

I was interested to see, in this morning's NY Times, Tom Friedman taking the step we didn't think he would take.  Following up his previous article decrying the "insanity" of US relations with Israel, he says today that Sharon is setting up his own resolution of the conflict, which he can do because he has the two other major players, Arafat and Bush, under "house arrest."  

"That is, Mr. Sharon has the Palestinian leader, Yasir Arafat under house arrest in his office in Ramallah, and he's had George Bush under house arrest in the Oval Office.  Mr. Sharon has Mr. Arafat surrounded by tanks, and Mr. Bush surrounded by Jewish and Christian pro-Israel lobbyists, by a vice-president, Dick Cheney, who's ready to do whatever Mr. Sharon dictates, and by political handlers telling Mr. Bush not to put any pressure on Israel in an election year--all conspiring to make sure the president does nothing."  

He still doesn't mention the lack of debate or the reasons for it, but one can see he's getting close.

Participant
Friedman's recent tone certainly has gotten sharper, hasn't it?  Like him, I think focusing on the current impasse, and its roots in the Sharon-Bush relationship is the most fruitful path to pursue.  In an ideal world Israel and its neighbors would be disarmed, as would our own country and many others, but that world is a long way off.  In the meantime I hope we can deal with what's doable in the ME.  

I just got back a book manuscript that needs revision on a tight deadline and will therefore be less able to take part in this discussion, alas.

Participant
Setting up of Israel was an act of war? That’s an interesting proposition. If true then one should take sides in the war and wholeheartedly support winning it by whatever means. War is such an extreme act of mass violence that it seems terribly irresponsible not to make certain one’s own side wins.  

The point about nuclear arms seems to me to be a little headstrong as a legitimate condemnation or excuse for action. Clearly Pakistan and Korea are more likely to cause (directly or indirectly) a nuclear incident. I don’t see Israel now, or in the future, providing assistance to other countries in the nuclear arms arena. Nor do I see Israel launching a nuclear attack against the Palestinians Syrians, Lebanese, Egyptians or Jordanians. I don’t even see Israel launching much of a serious conventional attack on those countries.  

What, I wonder, would be the response of repeated suicide bombings here at home by Mexicans who want California and Texas back?

Participant
Richard, you’ve mentioned several times in here that Israel has a very strong lobbying presence here in the US, and that this determines to some extent the US policy toward Israel. Is that something you see as being wrong or inappropriate? Or do you simply disagree with what the groups are trying to accomplish? 
 

Participant
Let me ask you this:  Are you bothered by the fact that ALL of our leaders are afraid to discuss our relationship with Israel? 

Participant
Ralph, what's doable in the Middle East is dependent upon what's doable in the US.  And to quote Friedman, that's "nothing". 

Participant
Most politicians are reluctant to discuss much of anything that is supported by any major religious group aren't they? The Vatican plays a large role in shaping certain aspects of our domestic policy.  Opus Dei is a personal Prelature of the Catholic Church with massive financial resources that it uses to vigorously advance an extremely traditional religious agenda.  

I am curious though about the fear you mention. It leads me to wonder why the media isn't more demanding of our leaders that they answer specific questions about our policy vis-à-vis Israel. Why is there no investigative reporting about this matter in the big media?

Participant
The media are intimidated by the same forces that intimidate the politicians.  

Participant
Is there a useful distinction to be made between the Opus Dei agenda and that of the AIPAC?  I think so.  

I don't mind religious objectives being pursued in a context of organized religion.  I just don't see the AIPAC objectives as being religious.

Donald Straus
Ray: to me that is not the question. What bothers me is that any government should have religious objectives which pertain to only one religion and excludes all others.  

As for AIPAC, how would you differentiate their objectives from those on abortion and birth control on the part of the Catholic Church? If someone feels that they are religious, would that change your opinion? (These are real questions, not based on having an answer).

Participant
Hasn't it historically been the case that nations use a variety of means at their disposal to influence other nations? Threats, alliances, trade embargos, espionage, bribery, propaganda, the good graces of influential leaders and business men, etc. I don't see where this is any different in kind. 
 

Participant
In response to Tom Friedman's column cited above, the Times carried this letter today from Morton Klein, National President, Zionist Organization of America:  

"Mr. Friedman claims that Prime Minister Ariel Sharon of Israel has 'had George Bush under house arrest' and has him 'surrounded by Jewish and Christian pro-Israel lobbyists'; that Vice President Dick Cheney is 'ready to do whatever Mr. Sharon dictates'; and that they, as well as Mr. Bush's 'political handlers,' are 'all conspiring to make sure that the president does nothing' to pressure Israel.  

"Allegations about Israel and its supporters 'conspiring' to control the White House conjure up the kind of disturbing stereotypical images of Jews that extremists periodically circulate."  

Friedman is now officially identified as an extremist, guilty of stereotyping Jews.

Douglass Carmichael
To the extent our Israel policy is embedded in our terrorism strategy, it can't be taken on directly. To that extent it's not as much a question of courage as logic.  

At that level it seems we pursue policies that polarize and defend, or that integrate and appreciate. That is the real choice.  

At this point I am convinced the terrorism glue makes taking on Israel and Palestine a non-starter.  

That doesn't mean the situation there won't explode: logic of an ideology is not the same as reality. It is part of the cost of the imposition of a totalitarian view, and why the costs of Bush policy re-impose the blindness of details that accompanied the cold war.

Participant
I'm for integration and appreciation--can you spell out a for instance? 
 

Douglass Carmichael
That we take democracy and human development seriously, talk about quality of life, viable communities, the elegance of diversity, the support of the environment and eco-tourism, reclamation of lost rivers and lakes, building good food..  

Not so radical. It is all there. It's just that Bush (and most people of power) 

prefer the current alignment with market, corporate power and money over education, fairness, taking care of all the people (always the task of enlightened government, including understanding the psychology of the weaker members).  

I also think there is great leverage on a real reliance on advanced tech and entrepreneurial activity. The current administration is not pro-business creation, but in favor of supporting old line business. It has no real interest in advanced tech solutions for (decentralized) transportation, agriculture, communications, environmental remediation, health.  

It does not speak in humane values or social justice or the values of civil rights. It is a simple theory—arm and pray, family and work ethic. It is lean and stupid, solipsist and restrictive. The arts, the love of nature, the beauty of relationships and sociability and community, are bypassed.

Participant
Doug, you present a good example of paradoxical strategy, going in opposite directions at once, which may indeed have a higher probability of success.  On the one hand, you advocate considering a political and military escalation, a possible quarantine and demilitarization of the entire area, and on the other, you emphasize a highly positive approach, focusing on building viable communities, etc.  Bad cop, good cop. 
 

Douglass Carmichael
And it just may be an issue that could gain the support of the UN and a vast array of countries, maybe all of them. It would be a step towards a much richer multilateralism.  

In the background is a sense—I hope wrong—that what prevents peace is population and the understood inability to increase the world economy enough to include everyone without much increased environmental damage and increased competition in an already over producing world (given the markets that exist).

Participant
I know we have been the barrier to UN actions against Israel in the past, but do you think they would call for a measure as stringent as demilitarization?  

Sharon has revised his fence design to accommodate US and Palestinian concerns, but this is simply more evidence of his determination to make a unilateral division.  Meanwhile, the left wing of Israelis has today brought the illegality of the fence to the Israel Supreme Court.  

In a perfect world—that is, without the political problems connected with distribution of food and wealth—I think the environmental researchers believe the earth will not exceed its carrying capacity if it levels off at eleven billion as is projected.  And this is without the good work of ILF Fellow Carl Hodges, who has developed ways for the 70% of the world's peoples living near an ocean coastline to survive and even prosper on an economy based on seawater irrigation techniques.

Participant
A most interesting article quoting the Luntz report on how Israelis should communicate, based on that Republican pollster's public relations advice:  

http://www.findarticles.com/cf_dls/m1111/1838_307/105367397/p1/article.jhtml

Douglass Carmichael
If a call for demilitarization is seen as part of the American market model, no. But if it is seen as a direct response to an intolerably dangerous situation, I think yes. First the world will need to deal with Pakistan and Khan, then Israel.  

The problem with a world of 11 billion, it supports tougher management—that is, a militarization of security world wide. That new feeding would be agribusiness, not local economies. The potential for decentralization is there, but not to be realized, given the current power of the big companies to maneuver.  

A good example of the use of language, as suggested in the article in 

National Review:

http://www.nationalreview.com/comment/singer200402100858.asp  

"Bush has not shown what his model for regime change is, short of invasion. Until he does, it will be hard to argue that he is continuing the war against terrorism, while the Democrats will not. The WMD-based, invasion-dominated phase of the Bush Doctrine may indeed be over, but it is up to Bush to show that the war against jihad-backing states is alive and taking on new forms.  

— Saul Singer is editorial-page editor of the Jerusalem Post and author of Confronting Jihad: Israel's Struggle and the World After 9/11.  

I keep thinking, should I be saying more about the Palestinians? My fundamental view is that, fragmented and denied resources, they act as a pulverized demoralized people, and their reactions of despair are understandable.  

At the same time, they—and Israel—come out of a culture of revenge and monotheistic blindness ("Ignorance of the soul is the dark side on monotheism"   --Robert Bly).

Participant
The danger may be mounting as Sharon moves forward on his unilateral plan to divide the nation in a way that acquires more Palestinian land (while the US remains silent) and the Palestinians indicate that they may set up their own state and set their own boundaries.  The bloodshed continues, and these moves could escalate it.  

One problem is that the situation would probably not change were we to elect a Democrat in November, for none of the present candidates have said a word about it, except for one line delivered by Howard Dean, for which he was scalded.  

I think we should explore the ways in which the fighting and impasse there may be functional for the US.  I can see its function to help keep the tyrants in power in Middle Eastern countries, but I'm less clear about its possible functionality for the US.  Would a Palestinian state be a threat to us in any way?

Douglass Carmichael
Dick, "functional for the US"...translation? Why keep tyrants in power in the ME? Saudi Arabia??  

If there were a Palestinian state, there would be a fight for control, just as we sense in Iraq. It seems to me we could not ask for demilitarization then without also demanding it of Israel—and no demand there would work, it would have to be imposed.  

The underlying issue is, would the proposed Palestinian State be viable, given the encroachments by Israel?

Participant
Well, there may be some functionality to the US in keeping in place, for example, the Saudi monarchy with whom we have close ties.  I wasn't thinking of that functionality for the US. I do believe that it functions for other Middle Eastern tyrants as well to maintain their power by diverting attention from their own practices, fomenting hostility instead against Israel, as Fred Saba explained to us earlier in this conference.  

So if there were a Palestinian state, you, Doug, seem to be suggesting that it might move us closer to having to demilitarize the area. That looms in my mind as a major undertaking, and likely to produce conflagration.  Avoiding that could be functionality for the US surely.  

From what I can understand, the encroachments are severely debilitating to the Palestinians, throwing doubt upon their ability to create a viable economy.  

Columnist Tom Friedman today calls for the Arab nations to invite Sharon and Bush to their summit next year, and knock heads.  He thinks the Arab leaders should impose their solution, which they concocted quite a while ago, and is similar to all the rest--Israel withdrawing from the occupied lands, etc.

Participant
Big news today. Apparently the Bush administration, abandoning the road map, and giving up on a negotiated settlement, is going to accept Sharon's unilateral approach to the resolution of the Israeli/Palestinian conflict.  

This reinforces Bush's hard line against Arafat, pleases his Christian Zionist evangelicals, and many Jewish voters as well, and gives him an advantage in the election, according to the Times analysis.  He certainly can count on the Democratic candidates to steer clear of this one.  

Douglass Carmichael
I have a suspicion that Bush and co are looking for a way to escalate before election. Taking Israel's side in a definitive war against terrorism would be one such. The hope is that the president, wounded by all the latest, will turn cautious. But losing the election or trying for a KO? And new legitimacy?  

Dick the problem with a limited area Palestinian state and a still-militarized Israel is, there is going to be no Palestinian internal peace. Demilitarizing the Palestinians is as important—but my logic is it follows Israeli demilitarization.  

Sharon is a master of continuing his checker game while appearing to be playing chess. (I would have replaced checkers with GO, but maybe not enough of us know how to play it. Certainly the Sharon strategy looks more like GO.)

Participant
On Tuesday, February 17th, we will be closing this conference and opening another.

Anthony Rose will lead us on a discussion of wilderness and wildlife. So remember we have an interesting time ahead, and that tomorrow, Monday, is the day for any last words on this subject. 
 

Participant
Columnist James Goldsborough, in a piece about Sharon's wall, makes several points relevant to our discussion here.  

"The Israeli-Palestinian conflict is the wellspring of world terrorism. Last week, Pakistan's President Pervez Musharraf, allied with the West in the fight against terrorism, called the perception that U.S. policy favors Israel, "the start point of all the hatred in the Muslim world against the United States and the West. We are losing. We have to solve it."  

Later in the piece he goes on, "Israel's announced plan to withdraw settlements from Gaza, by the way, won't help. Under Sharon, such an offer can have but one purpose: to dig in deeper on the West Bank, expanding more illegal settlements and fencing in more land to protect them."  

And later...  

"Were it built along the so-called Green Line, the 1967 Israeli-Palestinian border, Israel's fence would represent mere political failure. Carving into Palestinian territory, it is naked aggression. The newspaper Haaretz, referring in editorials to "the fence of folly" and an "indefensible fence," wrote recently that fence planners, "gave up on pure security considerations as they worked to make the fence unequivocally political."  

Ze'ev Schiff, the newspaper's respected military analyst, wrote that in taking Palestinian land, the government gave in to West Bank settlers:  

"The settlers turned the fence into a tool to deepen the occupation. The problem is that an initially correct defensive idea has been totally distorted. The settlers' contention that the original route of the fence was designed to abandon them is incorrect. Budgets were set aside to fence in every settlement separately."  

Schiff's analysis shows the folly of Sharon's settler policy. Either the settlements must be fenced in individually—creating dozens, even hundreds of Jewish fortresses carved into Arab land. Or they must be captured with a fence that marches onto 200 square kilometers of Palestinian land, creating tens of thousands of stateless people and wrecking chances for peace.  

And what is Sharon's plan for those people? They cannot remain in Israel, cut off from work and families. They will not be offered Israeli citizenship. They have only one choice: to abandon their land to Israel and move to the other side of the fence. Such land expropriation de-legitimizes Israel."  

Unless our State Department, which has come out against the fence, is able to redirect Sharon's thinking, we may be in for even bigger trouble than we are already facing.  If, as appears likely, we again support Sharon in this illegal and immoral act, how can we expect to tame terrorism?  

For the full article click on  

http://www.signonsandiego.com/news/op-ed/goldsborough/20040216-9999_mz1e16golds.html

Douglass Carmichael
Perhaps this is where I say how thankful I am to have had this opportunity to explore the difficulties. It has been helpful.  

Anyone interested in following how I think about this and related issues might find my weblog useful  

at http://radio.weblogs.com/0126629/

Closing

Participant
I hardly know how to express the strength of my feelings of appreciation to Doug and Don for their devotion to this conference.  They have given generously to what is surely one of our most interesting and important conferences.  I'm sure that all of us wish that it could have resulted in a consensual report and coordinated public relations effort, but that was not to be, and perhaps is not 

only a good lesson in the power of the very dynamic that we were studying, but also a reinforcement of our strategy of seeking depth and wisdom rather than consensus, if that consensus has to be superficial.  

In any case, I certainly learned an immense amount in these past two months, and I know I express the feelings of all who participated, in saying how grateful we are to both of you for your dedication to this conference, and the support that you showed for the ILF.  

I hope that all who participated in this conference will begin tomorrow with our new conference which promises to be quite a change of pace.
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