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Israel-Palestine

Peace Conference
Or Hot Autumn?
by Dean Andromidas

While the U.S. State Department appears to be busy prepar-
ing a “Middle East Peace Conference” for November, the 
region is preparing for the war that Vice President Dick 
Cheney wants to start against Iran.

On Aug. 28, Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert and 
Palestinian President Abu Mazen (Mahmoud Abbas) met to 
discuss an “agreement of principles” to present at the No-
vember peace conference, which was proposed by U.S. 
Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice earlier this year. But 
since the original announcement, expectations have been 
reduced to the scale of a meeting on the sidelines of the 
United Nations General Assembly. One peace activist sug-
gested that by November, the “conference” might become 
nothing more than a “conference call.”

Nothing came of the Olmert-Abu Mazen meeting. While 
Rice is said to have been pressuring Israel to ease living 
conditions in the occupied territories to help “strengthen” 
the Palestinian President, not even one of the 539 road-
blocks and checkpoints has been removed, with Olmert re-
portedly telling Abu Mazen that “staff work” by the Israeli 
Defense Forces on the issue has not been completed. It is 
well known that not one checkpoint has been removed since 
they were first erected in 1991, during the first Gulf War.

The very next day, the moderate Palestinian Prime Min-
ister and former World Bank official, Salam Fayyad, told 
the Jordanian daily al-Dustour, “Israel did not carry out 
even one move it committed to in terms of the removal of 
checkpoints, the humiliation of our people at those check-
points, not to mention the raids, assassinations, and settle-
ments.”

While Olmert has offered the Palestinians nothing but 
spin, the real problem lies with the Bush Administration. 
Bogged down in Iraq, and with Cheney leading an internal 
policy fight for war against Iran, the Administration has 
done little follow-up, after announcing its intention to con-
vene the conference.

On Aug. 29, the Palestinian President met with Jordan’s 
King Abdullah II in Amman. Abu Mazen told Jordanian 
television, that prospects for the U.S.-backed conference 
looked dim for three reasons. First, there has been no con-
crete peace plan, clearly backed by the United States, to be 
presented to the conference. Second, it still is not clear who 

will be attending. “The third issue is related to the content 
of the meeting. If we go to a conference without clarity on a 
solution and without a declaration of principles within the 
framework of a workable plan, I don’t think that a confer-
ence will be beneficial.”

King Abdullah reminded Abu Mazen that little success 
can be achieved unless the Palestinians unify their ranks. 
This is a reference to the split between Hamas, which now 
completely controls the Gaza Strip, and Abu Mazen’s Fa-
tah, which controls only the West Bank. What Abdullah 
did not say, was that the Hamas-Fatah split was engineered 
by the policy of the National Security Council’s Middle 
East director, Elliott Abrams, one of Cheney’s top cronies, 
to promote a civil war between the two Palestinian fac-
tions.

War Seen as Inevitable
What is really on the minds of the leaders of the region 

is not Rice’s peace conferences, but the next war. A senior 
intelligence source based in the region told EIR that the 
question is not “if” Cheney will order an attack on Iran, but 
when, and everyone, the Israelis, Syrians, Hezbollah in 
Lebanon, and the Iranians are preparing for what is being 
seen as the “inevitable” war against Iran. There are some 
groups “anticipating the conflict as the ultimate defeat of 
the U.S.”

The source compared the psychology of the region to 
that of Europe in 1912 and 1914, on the eve of World War I. 
“There are many ticking time bombs, but no one knows for 
sure where the Sarajevo will be.”

The “ticking time bombs” are:
•  Fear of war between Israel and Syria has been the 

topic of headlines in each nation’s press for weeks. While 
some observers believe that a peace agreement between 
the two countries could be negotiated “within 24 hours,” 
the Bush Administration refuses to support such talks, and 
continues to have Syria on its list of countries slated for 
“regime change.” In light of these perceived tensions, both 
countries have signalled to one another that neither is pre-
paring for war. The danger of war stems from the fear that, 
in the event of a U.S. attack on Iran, Israel would attack 
Syria in an alliance with Washington, or launch a preemp-
tive attack on Syria before the latter could come to the aid 
of its ally Iran.

•  The possibility of resumption of the war between 
Hezbollah and Israel lies, not with the missiles allegedly 
being smuggled into southern Lebanon to replenish Hez-
bollah’s stock depleted during last year’s war with Israel; 
it lies with Cheney’s policy, financed by his crony, Prince 
Bandar bin Sultan of Saudi Arabia, to push Lebanon into a 
civil war. Intelligence sources in Beirut have informed 
EIR, that France’s effort, led by its envoy Jean-Claude 
Cousseran, to mediate a compromise between the Bush 
Administration-backed government of Prime Minister 
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Fouad Siniora, and the opposition led by Michel Aoun, 
leader of the predominantly Christian, Free Patriotic 
Movement, and the Hezbollah, over upcoming Presiden-
tial elections, has been frustrated by Cheney’s policy. The 
source reports that the Bush Administration refuses to 
back any candidate that does not toe an anti-Syrian and 
anti-Iranian line, a policy that could lead to a renewal of 
the civil war that ravaged Lebanon in the 1970s and 1980s. 
With the Presidential election campaign scheduled for the 
end of September through November, a “hot Autumn” can 
be expected in Lebanon.

After last year’s war in Lebanon, Israel has no desire 
to engage in another asymmetric war with Hezbollah, 
which it knows it could not win; but if Lebanon falls back 
into civil war, or if Hezbollah’s ally Iran is attacked, then 
war between Israel and Hezbollah would be almost inevi-
table.

•  As for Israel and Palestine, Elliott Abrams’ civil war 
scenario between Hamas and Fatah continues. Former Is-
raeli Foreign Minister Shlomo Ben Ami, in a commentary 
published in Ynet.com on Aug. 18, wrote that Bush’s “call 
for an international conference is also a call to declare war 
on Hamas, which came to power through democratic elec-
tions, and to sign a peace agreement with Fatah that lost the 
elections.” He wrote further that the exclusion of Syria and 
Hamas can only lead to the conference’s failure. “It is an il-
lusion to believe that peace can be achieved without the 
participation of these forces.”

Despite efforts behind the scenes, by Arab intermediar-
ies, to reestablish a unity government between the two fac-
tions, the brutal sanctions against the Hamas-controlled 
Gaza Strip, under the orders of the United States and Israel, 
will inevitably lead to the failure of the talks and the even-
tual renewal of hostilities between the two factions. The 
fact that the Bush Administration has authorized $80 mil-
lion to “strengthen” Abu Mazen, by financing five security 
battalions, does not signal that peace is imminent. Unem-
ployment among Palestinians is 40-60%, with the situation 
in Gaza particularly grim.

In Israel, the Labor Party elected a new leader, former 
Prime Minister Ehud Barak, who has replaced Amir Peretz 
as Defense Minister. Unlike in 1999, when Barak ran an 
election campaign for Prime Minister by promising to ne-
gotiate peace agreements, he is now vowing to rebuild the 
Israeli Defense Forces for the next war.

The most likely trigger for a war against Iran, is by 
Cheney’s blaming the American collapse in Iraq on alleged 
Iranian support for Iraqi insurgents. But a senior Middle 
Eastern source warned that the next “Sarajevo could come 
where we least expect it.” He pointed to the possibility of a 
major social upheaval in Egypt, Jordan, or Syria.

He warned that if Cheney is not removed and a radical 
change in policy is not implemented, you can expect a “very 
hot Autumn.”

Behind Bush’s Latest
Anti-Iran Diatribe
by Muriel Mirak-Weissbach

President Bush’s most recent charges that Iran is threatening 
to unleash a “nuclear holocaust,” must be seen in the context 
of the drumbeat for military aggression against Iran. Within a 
few days, several articles appeared in the Western media, in-
dicating that the Cheney project for launching a new war is on 
the front burner. Most explicit was the Aug. 27 report of two 
British think-tankers, Daniel Plesch and Martin Butcher, and 
leaked by Raw Story the following day. Their study, entitled, 
“Considering a war with Iran: A discussion paper on WMD in 
the Middle East,” claimed that the United States could destroy 
Iran’s nuclear program, industrial base, and government in-
frastructure within days.

But Bush’s specific reference to Iran’s alleged ambitions 
to develop a nuclear bomb, should be placed in the category 
of one who “doth protest too much.” What Bush did not men-
tion is a very significant development, which may well have 
been the trigger for his wild assertions. This was the agree-
ment reached by the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) and Iran, which proved that the persistent, rigorous 
approach pursued by the IAEA, to solve the conflict over 
Iran’s nuclear energy program through diplomatic means, has 
yielded results which the Agency itself has dubbed a break-
through. The contention of the Bush-Cheney Administration, 
which is hell-bent on war at all costs, has been that the efforts 
of the European Union group of three (Great Britain, Germa-
ny, and France), as well as those of the IAEA, have been des-
tined to failure, since Tehran was only interested in gaining 
time to build its bomb.

The “Understandings of the Islamic Republic of Iran 
and the IAEA on the modalities of resolution of the out-
standing issues,” were published on Aug. 29, by the new 
Iranian all-news station, News TV, among others. The text 
makes clear that the discussion process involving Iranian 
chief negotiator Ali Larijani and his IAEA interlocutors, in-
cluding Director General Mohammad ElBaradei, has borne 
its desired fruit: to wit, that the question-and-answer pro-
cess, whereby the IAEA has raised its queries regarding 
specific aspects of Iran’s program, and Iran’s clarifications, 
has satisfied the Agency’s demands. In sum, the document 
states that certain specific issues have been fully resolved, 
and that those yet to be resolved, will be dealt with in the 
same manner, such that specific time frames can be defined 
for “closing the dossier.”


