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Gaza's Islamist rulers hounding secular community 

By Diaa Hadid, The Washington Post, 25 February 2011 
 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2011/02/25/AR2011022500824.html 

After nearly four years of Hamas rule, the Gaza Strip's small secular community is in 
tatters, decimated by the militant group's campaign to impose its strict version of Islam in 
the coastal territory.  

Hamas has bullied men and women to dress modestly, tried to keep the sexes from 
mingling in public and sparked a flight of secular university students and educated 
professionals. Most recently, it has confiscated novels it deems offensive to Islam from a 
bookshop and banned Gaza's handful of male hairdressers from styling women's hair.  

The Hamas push toward religious fundamentalism is especially striking at a time of great 
change in the Middle East. With the Iranian-backed group firmly entrenched in power, 
Gaza seems unlikely to experience the type of pro-democracy unrest that has swept 
through much of the region.  

In Gaza, defense of human rights and democracy has traditionally been the role of 
people whose world view is not shaped solely by Islam. Their shrinking influence could 
undermine those values.  

Some argue that the case of Gaza could also be a warning sign for those pushing for 
quick democratic reforms in the region. Hamas rose to power in part by winning 
internationally backed parliamentary elections held in 2006.  But Hamas officials say 
claims that they are trying to Islamize Gaza are meant to help deter the international 
community from recognizing their rule. "This isn't true," said Yousef Rizka, senior Hamas 
government official. "We respect freedom."  

Gaza, a tiny sliver of land squeezed between Egypt and Israel, always had a significant 
Islamic flavor, but once tolerated bars and cinemas, especially during Egyptian rule from 
1948 to 1967. A conservative religious movement began to take hold in the 1980s, as 
part of a larger, region-wide religious awakening and because of intensifying conflict with 
Israel, which occupied the territory from 1967 to 2005.  

The trend accelerated with the first Palestinian uprising against Israeli occupation in 
1987, which coincided with the founding of Hamas. In June 2007, Hamas seized control 
of Gaza after ousting forces loyal to Western-backed Palestinian President Mahmoud 
Abbas.  

In Gaza, whose 1.5 million people are overwhelmingly devout Muslims, "liberal" and 
"secular" are loose, interchangeable terms. They apply to women who exchange modest 
Muslim headscarves for Western clothes, men who don't observe obligatory Muslim 
prayers, as well as those who call for separation of faith and politics.  

Because the terms are used loosely, it's hard to know how many Gazans are actually 
secular. They dominate Gaza's human rights organizations, art collectives and youth 



groups.  Since the Hamas takeover, their numbers appear to have shrunk. There are no 
firm statistics, but their public profile has certainly diminished. Many left to study abroad 
and never returned. Others obtained refugee visas in Europe or found work in the Gulf.  

"In the end, the people who think differently are leaving," said Rami, a 32-year-old 
activist in one of Gaza's few secular groups. He refused to give his last name, fearing 
retribution.  

The Gallery Cafe, one of Gaza's last secular spots, is a freeze-frame of their lonely 
fortunes.  About a dozen chain-smoking men and three women swigged nonalcoholic 
beer and sugary mint tea on a recent night as they debated the protests sweeping the 
Arab world. They huddled on plastic chairs under a marquee, pummeled by chilly wind.  

The trend toward religious fundamentalism preceded the Hamas takeover. In recent 
years, hard-liners have burned down the cinemas. Their charred remains are still visible 
in Gaza City. Militants blew up the last bar in 2005.  

Gaza women, whose attire once varied from Western pants and skirts to colourful 
traditional embroidered robes, began donning ankle-length loose robes. Women with 
face veils, once rarely seen in Gaza, are now a common sight.  

After winning the 2006 election, Hamas vowed it wouldn't impose Islamic law. But within 
two years, bureaucrats began ordering changes that targeted secular Gaza residents.  
During the summer of 2009, plainclothes Interior Ministry officials on beach patrols 
ordered men to wear shirts.  

Today, plainclothes officers sometimes halt couples in the streets, demanding to see 
marriage licenses. Last year, the Interior Ministry banned women from smoking water 
pipes in public. Islamic faith does not ban women from smoking, but it is considered 
taboo in Gaza society.  

In November, officials shuttered the U.N.-funded Sharek Youth Forum, Gaza's largest 
youth organization and a popular hangout for secular youth.  Sharek employees say they 
were interrogated over pornography found on some staff computers. They said it was 
the personal material of some employees and offered to punish them for inappropriate 
behavior.  

In January, the Culture Ministry confiscated two novels from Gaza City's dusty Ibn 
Khaldoun bookshop. They said residents complained the books offended Islamic values.  

One described the lives of Egyptian immigrants in the US and has been criticized for 
portraying a romantically involved unmarried couple. The other, an 18-year-old book by 
Syrian writer Haidar Haidar called "A Banquet for Seaweed," was deemed blasphemous 
in parts of the Muslim world because it contains phrases describing God as a "failed 
artist" and the Prophet Muhammad as a womanizer.  

Pockets of dissent remain. Gaza human rights groups frequently and publicly denounce 
Hamas campaigns.  One group of Gaza youth issued a call for support on Facebook, 
raging against their Hamas rulers, the U.N., and Israel. Most people who joined the effort 
live abroad.  



Jamal Sharif, an English-language lecturer, said many Gazans live two lives: They 
submit to Hamas rules on the streets, but keep their own, more secular, ideas alive at 
home through the Internet and satellite TV. "That's where we learn to be cultured," Sharif 
said.  
 
                                                --------------------------------------------------------- 

What, not who, is a Jew? 

Daniel Gordis, Featured Articles, Uncategorised, 1 March 2011 
http://danielgordis.org/2011/03/01/what-not-who-is-a-jew/ 

Lev Paschov, an Israeli soldier who immigrated to Israel under the Law of Return from 
the Former Soviet Union, was killed while on active duty in Southern Lebanon in 1993, 
and buried twice. He was first interred in a regular Israeli military cemetery, but after it 
was discovered that his mother was not Jewish, his body was exhumed, and Paschov 
was buried a second time, in a cemetery for non-Jews. 

For many Israelis, the macabre end of Paschov’s brief life journey was deeply disturbing. 
How was it possible that someone could be welcomed to Israel under the Law of Return, 
serve the Jewish state’s army, and die defending his adopted homeland, and still not be 
considered Jewish enough to be buried alongside his comrades? 

But Jewish law is clear, traditionalists responded. Jews are either born of a Jewish 
mother, or those who have converted to Judaism in a halachically valid fashion. Yet 
others wondered: Had Jewish national sovereignty rendered classic halachic standards 
insufficient? What, in our increasingly conflicted and nuanced world of identity formation, 
should being a Jew mean? What should joining the Jewish people require? Those 
questions, more than anything, are at the heart of the now relentless debate surrounding 
conversion, a debate that often threatens to tear the Jewish people asunder. 

This vehement, often nasty, debate is not new. Even the talmudic sources are divided. A 
well known baraita (Yevamot 47a) says that converts should at first be turned away: 
“Our rabbis taught: If at the present time a man desires to become a proselyte, he is to 
be addressed as follows: ‘What reason have you for desiring to become a proselyte? Do 
you not know that Israel at the present time is persecuted and oppressed, despised, 
harassed and overcome by afflictions?’ If he replies, ‘I know and yet I am unworthy,’ he 
is accepted immediately ….” After he is accepted, he is instructed in some of the 
commandments, but his acceptance comes first. 

But another source (Bekhorot 30b) insists that a convert who rejects a single iota of 
Jewish law may not be accepted. These sources can be made to agree, but doing so 
clouds the question that their apparent contradiction raises. Is being a Jew 
fundamentally about the observance of every detail of Jewish law (as Bekhorot implies), 
or does converting mean joining a covenantal community that sees itself as marginal, a 
community in which commandments are central, but perhaps not the defining 
characteristic (as in Yevamot)? 

Today’s liberal Jewish communities, in which rigorous observance of the ritual 
commandments is no longer part of the fabric of daily Jewish life, insist that a genuine 



desire to join the Jewish people and share in its fate ought to be a sufficient standard for 
conversion. Many Orthodox communities, alarmed by what they see as the dilution of 
Jewish content in liberal Judaism, in general, and liberal conversations, in particular, 
have responded by adhering ever more rigidly to classic conversion standards. Valid 
conversions must be accompanied by a genuine commitment to observe the 
commandments — “for the sake of heaven” (Geirim 1:3) — they insist, and conversions 
that lack that are simply null and void. 

Although pronouncements of the Israeli Chief Rabbinate and some leading Orthodox 
authorities seek to convey the impression that Orthodox standards for conversion are 
monolithic and always have been, the truth is much more complex. There has long been 
disagreement, even within Orthodox circles, about what constitutes “for the sake of 
heaven.” Rabbi David Zevi Hoffmann (1843-1921), for example, ruled that a gentile 
man could be converted, even though he would not be observant, because his Jewish 
partner was already pregnant. (Melamed L’ho’il, Yoreh De’ah 83) That the prospective 
convert wanted to be Jewish, though he could have stayed with her regardless, was 
sufficient for the conversion to be considered “for the sake of heaven.” Hoffmann 
introduced moral considerations, as well. If the man abandoned this woman because the 
court declined to convert him, she would still have a child, and without a husband, she 
would become a social pariah. 

But Rabbi Moshe Feinstein (1895-1986), America’s greatest halakhic authority, railed 
against such conversions and the Orthodox rabbis who performed them. “What value 
are they bringing to the Jewish people by accepting converts like these? For it is 
obviously not good for either God or the Jewish people that converts like these should 
be mixed into the Jewish people.” (Iggerot Moshe, Yoreh De’ah 157) 

Feinstein’s certainty about what is good for God and the Jewish people evades most of 
us. Ours is an era of unprecedented complexity in the formation of identity. What we 
need now is a conversation with each other — about what Jewishness is at its very 
essence and about how the changing face of world Jewry should and should not be 
reflected in conversion policy. We may not necessarily agree, but we will, one hopes, 
protect the unity, and therefore the survival, of the very people to which committed 
prospective converts still seek to dedicate their lives. 

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

Can the Arab world leave anti-Semitism behind? 

Richard Cohen, Washington Post, 28 February 2011 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2011/02/28/AR2011022805199.html  

During World War II, the leader of the Palestinians lived in a Berlin villa, a gift from a 
very grateful Adolf Hitler, who clearly got his money's worth. Haj Amin al-Husseini, the 
grand mufti of Jerusalem and as such the titular leader of Muslim Palestinians, 
broadcast Nazi propaganda to the Middle East, recruited European Muslims for the SS, 
exulted in the Holocaust and after the war went on to represent his people in the Arab 
League. He died somewhat ignored but never repudiated.  



Husseini might have been a Nazi to his very soul, but he was also a Palestinian 
nationalist with genuine support among his own people. The Allies originally considered 
him a war criminal, but to many Arabs, he was just a patriot. His exterminationist anti-
Semitism was considered neither overly repugnant nor all that exceptional. The Arab 
world is saturated by Jew-hatred.  

Some of this hatred was planted by Husseini and some of it long existed, but whatever 
the case, it remains a remarkable, if unremarked, feature of Arab nationalism. The other 
day, for instance, about 1 million Egyptians in Tahrir Square heard from Sheikh Yusuf al-
Qaradawi, an esteemed religious leader and Muslim Brotherhood figure whose anti-
Semitic credentials are unimpeachable. Among other things, he has said that Hitler was 
sent by Allah as "divine punishment" for the Jews. His al-Jazeera program is one of that 
TV network's most popular.  

I have read the assurances of scholars and journalists alike that the Muslim Brotherhood 
has mutated into the Common Cause of Egypt (Jordan, too) and that its anti-Semitism is 
merely an odd and archaic quirk, like the anti-fluoride positions of some American 
conservatives. I hope this is the case. But in truth, I put more faith in the staying power of 
anti-Semitism than I do in the forecasting gifts of my colleagues. If they are right, 
wonderful. If not, we all have something to worry about.  

The trouble with democracies is that they tend to cater to the prejudices of the people - 
not just to their good sense. This explains why almost all the nations of Central and 
Eastern Europe turned rabidly anti-Semitic when democracy was instituted after World 
War I. Anti-Semitism was a popular sentiment and it was exploited by unprincipled 
politicians. The result in Poland, for instance, was the stated policy of declaring the Jews 
- about 10 percent of the country - personae non gratae. By then, they had been in 
Poland for only about 1,000 years.  

There are nearly no Jews in Arab lands - they were kicked out after Israel was 
established in 1948. Nowhere in the Middle East is peace with Israel popular. Nowhere 
in the Middle East is anti-Semitism considered aberrant or weird. It is inconceivable to 
me that Arab politicians will not attempt to harness both sentiments, combining 
nationalism with anti-Semitism - a combustible and unstable compound. History instructs 
about what follows.  

Israeli leaders are well aware that they face a new reality in their region. Whatever 
regime arises in Egypt, it is likely to chill even further what is already called a cold peace. 
The same might hold for Jordan. King Abdullah is secure for now - the Bedouin tribes 
need him to avoid chaos - but he, too, will have to listen to popular sentiment.  

Consequently, now would be the propitious time for Israel to settle with the Palestinians. 
I am aware that resolution of the Palestinian issue will not satisfy anti-Semites or 
extreme Arab nationalists - Israel is not going to give up all of Jerusalem nor, for that 
matter, disappear - and both Hezbollah in Lebanon and Hamas in Gaza have only been 
emboldened by recent events. Still, the creation of a Palestinian state - the lifting of all 
the onerous restrictions on Palestinian movement - will take some air out of this 
particular balloon and, possibly, improve Israel's deteriorating moral standing in Europe 
and elsewhere. This is no small matter.  



Israel's critics have a case. Yet they make no case when it comes to Arab anti-Semitism. 
The prominence of Qaradawi cannot be reassuring to Israelis. They know that words can 
be weapons and hate is a killer. Nonetheless, since the days of Husseini, a true Hitlerian 
figure, Arab nations have shamefully been granted an exception to the standards 
expected of the rest of the world, as if they were children. If I were an Israeli, I'd be 
worried. If I were an Arab, I'd be insulted. If I were a critic only of Israel, I'd be ashamed.  

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

A legacy of violence 

by Efraim Karsh, The Jerusalem Post, 1 March 2011 
 
http://www.meforum.org/2839/legacy-of-violence 

Turbulent times often breed nostalgia for a supposedly idyllic past. Viewing the 
upheavals sweeping the Middle East as a mass expression of outrage against 
oppression, eminent historian Bernard Lewis fondly recalled past regional order. 

"The sort of authoritarian, even dictatorial regimes that rule most of the countries in the 
modern Islamic Middle East are a modern creation. They are a result of modernization," 
he told The Jerusalem Post. "The pre-modern regimes were much more open, much 
more tolerant. You can see this from a number of contemporary descriptions. And the 
memory of that is still living." 

I doubt past generations of Muslims would share this view. In the long history of the 
Islamic empire, the wide gap between delusions of grandeur and the forces of localism 
would be bridged time and again by force of arms, making violence a key element of 
Islamic political culture. No sooner had the prophet Muhammad died than his successor, 
Abu Bakr, had to suppress a widespread revolt among the Arabian tribes. Twenty-three 
years later, the head of the umma, Caliph Uthman ibn Affan, was murdered by 
disgruntled rebels; his successor, Ali ibn Abi Talib, was confronted for most of his reign 
with armed insurrections, most notably by the governor of Syria, Mu'awiya ibn Abi 
Sufian, who went on to establish the Umayyad dynasty after Ali's assassination. 

Mu'awiya's successors managed to hang onto power mainly by relying on physical force 
to prevent or quell revolts in the diverse corners of their empire. The same was true for 
the Abbasids during the long centuries of their sovereignty. 

Western scholars often hold up the Ottoman Empire as an exception to this earlier 
pattern. In fact, the caliphate did deal relatively gently with its vast non- Muslim subject 
populations – provided they acknowledged their legal and institutional inferiority in the 
Islamic order of things. When these groups dared to question their subordinate status – 
let alone attempt to break the Ottoman yoke – they were viciously put down. 

In the century or so between Napoleon's conquests in the Middle East and World War I, 
the Ottomans embarked on an orgy of bloodletting in response to the nationalist 
aspirations of their European subjects. 



The Greek war of independence of the 1820s, the Danubian uprisings of 1848, the 
Balkan explosion of the 1870s – all were painful reminders of the cost of resisting Islamic 
rule. The 1990s wars in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo are but natural extensions of 
this "much more open, much more tolerant" legacy. 

Nor was such violence confined to Ottoman Europe. Turkey's Afro-Asiatic provinces 
were also scenes of mayhem.  The Ottoman army or its surrogates brought force to bear 
against Wahhabi uprisings in Mesopotamia and the Levant in the early 19th century, 
against civil strife in Lebanon in the 1840s and against a string of Kurdish rebellions. In 
response to the national awakening of the Armenians in the 1890s, Istanbul killed tens of 
thousands – a taste of the horrors that awaited the Armenians during WW1.   

Violence and oppression, then, have not been imported to the Middle East as a 
byproduct of European imperialism; they were a part of the political culture long before. If 
anything, it is the Middle East's tortuous relationship with modernity that has left physical 
force as the main instrument of political discourse. 

Unlike Christianity, Islam was inextricably linked with empire. It did not distinguish 
between temporal and religious powers (which were combined in the person of 
Muhammad, who derived his authority directly from Allah). This allowed the prophet and 
his erstwhile successors to cloak their political ambitions with a religious aura. 

Neither did the subject populations of the Ottoman Empire undergo the secularization 
and modernization that preceded the development of nationalism in Western Europe in 
the late 1700s. 

So when the old European empires collapsed 150 years later, individual nation-states 
were able to step into the breach. By contrast, when the Ottoman Empire fell, its 
components still thought only in the old terms – on the one hand, the intricate web of 
loyalties to clan, tribe, village, town, religious sect or local ethnic minority, and on the 
other, submission to the distant Ottoman sultan/caliph as the temporal and religious 
head of the world Muslim community – a post that now stood vacant. 

Into this vacuum stepped ambitious political leaders speaking the rhetoric of "Arab 
nationalism." 

The problem with this state of affairs was that the diversity and fragmentation of the 
Arabic-speaking world had made its disparate societies better disposed to local 
patriotism than to a unified secular order.  But then, rather than allow this disposition to 
develop into modern-day nationalism, Arab rulers systematically convinced their peoples 
to think that the independent existence of their respective states was a temporary 
aberration. 

The result was a legacy of oppressive violence that has haunted the Middle East into the 
21st century, as rulers sought to bridge the reality of state nationalism and the mirage of 
a unified "Arab nation," and to shore up their regimes against grassroots Islamist 
movements (notably the Muslim Brotherhood) articulating the far more appealing 
message of a return to religious law (Shari'a) as a stepping stone to the establishment of 
a worldwide community of believers (umma). 



One need only mention, among many instances, Syria's massacre of 20,000 Muslim 
activists in the early 1980s, or the brutal treatment of Iraq's Shi'ite and Kurdish 
communities until the 2003 war, or the genocidal campaign in Darfur by the government 
of Sudan. 

This violence has by no means been the sole property of the likes of Muammar Gaddafi, 
Saddam Hussein, Hafez Assad, and Ayatollah Khomeini. The affable and thoroughly 
Westernized King Hussein of Jordan didn't shrink from slaughtering thousands of 
Palestinians during September 1970 (known as Black September) when his throne came 
under threat from Palestinian guerrillas. 

Now that the barrier of fear has been breached, it remains to be seen which regimes will 
be swept from power. But it is doubtful whether Middle East societies will be able, or 
willing, to transcend their imperial legacy and embrace the Western-type liberal 
democracy that has taken European nations centuries to achieve. 

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

Our absurd obsession with Israel is laid bare 

Nick Cohen, Guardian.co.za, 27 February 2011 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2011/feb/27/nick-cohen-arab-middle-east-
conflict 

The Arab revolution is consigning skip-loads of articles, books and speeches about the 
Middle East to the dustbin of history. In a few months, readers will go through libraries or 
newspaper archives and wonder how so many who claimed expert knowledge could 
have turned their eyes from tyranny and its consequences. 

To a generation of politically active if not morally consistent campaigners, the Middle 
East has meant Israel and only Israel. In theory, they should have been able to stick by 
universal principles and support a just settlement for the Palestinians while opposing the 
dictators who kept Arabs subjugated. Few, however, have been able to oppose 
oppression in all its forms consistently. The right has been no better than the liberal-left 
in its Jew obsessions. The briefest reading of Conservative newspapers shows that at all 
times their first concern about political changes in the Middle East is how they affect 
Israel. For both sides, the lives of hundreds of millions of Arabs, Berbers and Kurds who 
were not involved in the conflict could be forgotten. 

If you doubt me, consider the stories that the Middle Eastern bureau chiefs missed until 
revolutions that had nothing to do with Palestine forced them to take notice. 

• Gaddafi was so frightened of a coup that he kept the Libyan army small and ill-
equipped and hired mercenaries and paramilitary "special forces" he could count on to 
slaughter the civilian population when required. 

• Leila Ben Ali, the wife of the Tunisian president, was a preposterously extravagant 
figure, who all but begged foreign correspondents to write about her rapacious pursuit of 
wealth. Only when Tunisians rose up did journalists stir themselves to tell their readers 



how she had pushed the populace to revolt by combining the least appealing traits of 
Imelda Marcos and Marie-Antoinette. 

• Hearteningly, for those of us who retain a nostalgia for the best traditions of the old left, 
Tunisia and Egypt had independent trade unionists, who could play "a leading role", as 
we used to say, in organising and executing uprisings. 

Far from being a cause of the revolution, antagonism to Israel everywhere served the 
interests of oppressors. Europeans have no right to be surprised. Of all people, we ought 
to know from our experience of Nazism that antisemitism is a conspiracy theory about 
power, rather than a standard racist hatred of poor immigrants. Fascistic regimes 
reached for it when they sought to deny their own people liberty. The Protocols of the 
Elders of Zion, the forgery the far-right wing of the decaying tsarist regime issued in 
1903 to convince Russians they should continue to obey the tsar's every command, 
denounces human rights and democracy as facades behind which the secret Jewish 
rulers of the world manipulated gullible gentiles. 

Syrian Ba'athists, Hamas, the Saudi monarchy and Gaddafi eagerly promoted the 
Protocols, for why wouldn't vicious elites welcome a fantasy that dismissed democracy 
as a fraud and justified their domination? Just before the Libyan revolt, Gaddafi tried a 
desperate move his European predecessors would have understood. He tried to deflect 
Libyan anger by calling for a popular Palestinian revolution against Israel. That may or 
may not have been justified, but it assuredly would have done nothing to help the 
wretched Libyans. 

In his Epitaph on a Tyrant, Auden wrote: 
"When he laughed, respectable senators burst with laughter 
And when he cried, the little children died in the streets." 

Europe's amnesia about how tyranny operated in our continent explains why the Libyan 
revolution is embarrassing a rich collection of dupes and scoundrels who were willing to 
laugh along with Gaddafi. His contacts in Britain were once confined to the truly lunatic 
fringe. He supplied arms to the IRA, funded the Workers' Revolutionary Party, Vanessa 
Redgrave's nasty Trotskyist sect, and entertained Nick Griffin and other neo-Nazis. We 
should not forget them when the time comes to settle accounts. But when Tony Blair, 
who was so eloquent in denouncing the genocides of Saddam, staged a reconciliation 
with Gaddafi after 9/11, his friendship opened the way for the British establishment to 
embrace the dictatorship. 

It was not only BP and other oil companies, but British academics who were happy to 
accept his largesse. The LSE took £1.5m from Saif al-Islam Gaddafi, money which by 
definition had to have been stolen from the Libyan people, despite being warned to back 
away by Professor Fred Halliday, the LSE's late and much-missed authority on the 
Middle East, who never flinched from looking dictators in the eye. 

"I've come to know Saif as someone who looks to democracy, civil society and deep 
liberal values for the core of his inspiration," purred the LSE's David Held as he accepted 
the cheque. Human Rights Watch, once a reliable opponent of tyranny, went further and 
described a foundation Saif ran in Libya as a force for freedom, willing to take on the 
interior ministry in the fight for civil liberties. Meanwhile, and to the surprise of no one, 



Peter Mandelson, New Labour's butterfly, fluttered round Saif at the country house 
parties of the plutocracy. 

Last week, Saif, the "liberal" promoter of human rights and dining companion of 
Mandelson, appeared on Libyan television to say that his father's gunmen would fight to 
the last bullet to keep the Gaddafi crime family in business, a promise he is keeping. The 
thinking behind so many who flattered him was that the only issue in the Middle East 
worth taking a stand on was the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and that the oppression of 
Arabs by Arabs was a minor concern. 

The longevity of the regimes presided over by the Gaddafi, Assad and Mubarak families 
and the House of Saud ought to be a reason for denouncing them more vigorously, but 
their apparent permanence added to the feeling that somehow Libyans, Syrians, 
Egyptians and Saudis want to live under dictatorships. 

The EU, which did so much to export democracy and the rule of law to former 
communist dictatorships of eastern Europe, has played a miserable role in the Middle 
East. It pours in aid but never demands democratisation or restrictions on police powers 
in return. That will have to change if the promise of the past month is to be realised. If it 
is to help with democracy-building, Europe will need to remind itself as much as the 
recipients of its money that you can never build free societies on the racist conspiracy 
theories of the Nazis and the tsars. They are and always have been the tunes that 
tyrants sing. 

                                                            --------------------------  
 
Bits and Pieces          Clips from various media in the Middle East and elsewhere 
 
ICEJ News, 28 February 2011: Israeli Apartheid Week, involving thousands of activists 
on University campuses around the world and including lectures, film screenings, parties 
and protests equating Israel's treatment of Palestinians and Arabs with white minority-
rule in South Africa, will begin Tuesday morning. The event, initiated in 2005 by the BDS 
(Boycott, Divestment and Solidarity) campaign in the UK, will be marked this year in 55 
cities around the world, mostly in Europe and North America. The stated goal of the 
campaign is to increase Israel's diplomatic and political isolation in an effort to bring 
pressure on the Jewish State to retreat from the West Bank and Golan Heights, 
dismantle the separation barrier erected to stop terrorist attacks into Israel and allow 
Palestinian 'refugees" from the 1948 and 1967 conflicts, including the children and 
grandchildren of those who originally fled, to enter Israel and have full citizenship in a bi-
national state. 

 

 


