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In Europe, extremism is essentially a homegrown problem

No hope yet for independent Palestinian state

Opinion

W
ithin hours of 
the March 22nd 
attack in 
London, 
politicians 
from parts of 

the Western world were calling 
for a ban on migration from the 
Middle East. This reaction was 
inflammatory, opportunistic 
and, more importantly, ludi-
crously off the mark.

The London attacker, Khalid 
Masood, was not from the Mid-
dle East or North Africa. He was 
from Kent, the green and pleasant 
county often referred to as the 
garden of England. Born and bred 
in Britain, Masood was a convert 
to Islam, a former prison inmate 
with a history of knife violence. 
A past employer said Masood, 52, 
showed no inclination to Islamist 
extremism.

Masood’s puzzling rise to in-
famy in his middle years has left 
British authorities with a raging 
headache. What do you do when 
one of your own turns on you? 
How do you pre-empt an attacker 
who was not on the security ser-
vices’ radar? How do you decode 
the motivation for a murderous at-
tack when the home-grown crimi-
nal is described as “apolitical” and 
uninterested in radical Islam?

Western countries confront 
these questions in different ways. 
Germany, for the first time, has 
begun the process of deporting 
two German-born non-citizens 
over their alleged involvement in 
planning a terrorist attack. Aus-
tralia, Canada and Britain have 
consistently revoked the citizen-
ship of dual-nationals who join 
extremist groups overseas. Even 
the United States is trying to turn 
a Pakistani-born naturalised US 
citizen who was convicted on ter-
rorism charges into a non-citizen.

The motivations are obvious. 
Western governments are under 
pressure to demonstrate their 
resolve to fighting extremism to 
prevent extremists from enter-
ing their countries and launching 
attacks. This is the case with Aus-
tralia, Canada and Britain. There 
are estimates that, from 2010-16, 
at least 33 people were stripped 
of their British nationality on 
terrorism-related grounds.

Some Western leaders, such 
as US President Donald Trump, 
rose to power by making more 
sweeping promise — in Trump’s 
case, ensuring the dark shadow 
of radicalism never falls on the 
United States.

Trump was loud and offensive 
on the campaign trail about the 
perceived links between the Mus-
lim community and terrorism. He 

indicated over and over that it was 
in the United States’ interest to 
keep Muslims out of the country 
and that those already within 
the country should be subject to 
strict surveillance and something 
that can only be called patriotism 
protocols.

It is then unsurprising that 
Trump’s Justice Department is 
arguing a rare case — the need to 
revoke a convicted terrorist’s US 
citizenship. The argument is as 
follows: The man fraudulently 
obtained citizenship and his 
terrorist affiliations demonstrate 
a lack of commitment to the US 
constitution.

The US Justice Department also 
promised to step up efforts “to 
pursue de-naturalisation proceed-
ings against known or suspected 
terrorists who procured their 
citizenship by fraud.” This will be 
done to prevent “the exploitation 
of our nation’s immigration sys-
tem by those who would do harm 
to our country,” the department 
said in a statement.

Fair enough, some might say. 
Except that it may not be fair 
at all. Some legal scholars have 
said that revoking a terrorist’s 

US citizenship would solidify the 
post-9/11 trend of treating accused 
terrorists differently from others 
who break the law. Karen Green-
berg, director of the Fordham Law 
School’s Centre on National Secu-
rity in New York said taking away 
citizenship adds an extra punish-
ment that is not in the criminal 
statute through which a terrorist 
is convicted.

This granular examination of 
an arcane issue may sound like 
legal quibbling. It is not. The just 
treatment of citizens — terrorist 
or not — is important for countries 
that claim to be governed by the 
rule of law.

In this regard, most of the 
cases involving convicted terror-
ists from Australia, Canada and 
Britain seem justified. Citizen-
ship — especially when it has been 
acquired — is a privilege, not a 
right. Second, these cases mostly 
involved dual-nationals, who were 
not left stateless by the revocation 
of citizenship. They also had sig-
nificant ties to a foreign country, 
which probably makes their ban 
from Australia, Canada or Britain 
understandable.

Germany’s proposed deporta-

tion of two non-citizens born 
on German soil to Algeria and 
Nigeria, however, is troubling for 
two reasons: The men have not 
been convicted of any offence and 
because their main link to Algeria 
and Nigeria is their parents’ herit-
age and they have never lived in 
those countries.

That is a pretty hard line to take.
Perhaps, however, it is the obvi-

ous one in an election year. Even 
though Angela Merkel’s party won 
the March 26th election in the 
tiny state of Saarland, the German 
chancellor cannot afford to relax 
ahead of September’s federal poll. 
The anti-Muslim, anti-immigrant 
Alternative for Germany, received 
6.2% of the vote in Saarland, 
clearing the way for it to sit in its 
12th state legislature. Just four 
more and it will have all of Ger-
many covered.

The stakes over who gets to stay 
in Germany may have never been 
higher.
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S
ome parties have tried 
to paint an optimistic 
picture of Palestine 
and Israel’s prospects 
for a political settle-
ment. Unfortunately, 

this rosy picture is more a reflec-
tion of wishful thinking than 
reality.

A more sensible reading of the 
region’s political context shows 
little reason for optimism.

Those hopeful about a settle-
ment point to statements by US 
President Donald Trump, who 
has given more consideration to 
the Palestinian-Israeli conflict 
in meetings and speeches. They 
also bring up the Arab summit, 
where the issue of Palestine was 
given priority, as a sign of a con-
sensus on the issue.

However, this analysis is flawed 
for a number of reasons. First, 
Trump’s disposition towards 
Palestine is more reflective of his 
personal ambition than strategic 
policy. To prove he is a politically 
competent deal-maker, Trump 
wants to make his mark on an 
issue that has escaped resolution 
for decades. Bringing an end to 

the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is 
the perfect way for him to silence 
his critics.

With regard to the agreement 
among leaders at the Arab sum-
mit, we should remember that 
coming up with a consensus on 
Israel-Palestine is easier than 
reaching an agreement on Syria. 
As a result, some Arab leaders 
are convinced that by moving 
ahead with the Palestinian cause, 
they can ease public pressure 
and close a vital gate through 
which some regional powers in 
the Middle East are trying to take 
over the traditional role of some 
central Arab powers.

Israel, on the other hand, is 
in no rush to respond to recent 
developments in the US and Arab 
camps. It has let those talking 
about a settlement babble away, 
while flatly ignoring decisions by 
the international community in 
the meantime. Israel has even in-
creased the speed with which it is 
establishing illegal colonies, not 
to mention violating the rights of 
Palestinians.

The reality is that those advo-
cating for the Palestinian cause 

are going through a difficult time. 
Palestine is deeply fractured 
and efforts to unite the various 
factions have failed. The Pales-
tinians do not speak in one voice 
and the Palestinian Authority, 
whether under the leadership of 
Mahmoud Abbas or anyone else, 
will find it difficult to garner sup-
port for any agreement it might 
reach with Israel. Those blowing 
the trumpets of a Palestinian-
Israeli settlement must first make 
progress towards reaching Pales-
tinian reconciliation.

In the meantime, the crises 
in Syria, Libya, Iraq and Yemen 
have deteriorated to such a level 
that Arab leaders should give 
them priority over discussing the 
Palestinian cause.

While the international com-
munity seems to have given 
some attention to the Palestinian 
cause, this has not translated into 
serious action. Most statements 
on Palestine serve as temporis-
ing moves leading up to regional 
talks, which might include deci-
sions involving Tel Aviv. Major 
powers believe that even the 
impression of progress in peace 

talks could encourage some Arab 
states to endorse the planned 
changes for the region.

As a result, it seems that reach-
ing a settlement on the Palestin-
ian territories is contingent on 
other events in the region. And 
since the United States does not 
have a comprehensive view of 
and for the Palestinian cause, all 
the noise about Palestine is likely 
to remain just that, noise.

Israel, for its part, has negoti-
ated with the Palestinians for 20 
years, giving very few conces-
sions compared to the benefits 
it reaped. There is no reason to 
believe that the next round of 
negotiations will be any different.

The dream of an independ-
ent Palestinian state is likely to 
remain a dream. The regional 
context surrounding that dream 
is worse than ever and there is no 
clear vision for Palestine’s future. 
The balance of power is still in fa-
vour of Israel, which always ends 
up getting what it wants without 
sacrificing anything.
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Ineffective policies. “Abgeschoben/Deported” is stamped onto a document by the federal police at an 
airport in Schoenefeld near Berlin, on February 20th.                                                                                        (AP)
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