
A few words on what American Muslims
need.

We were discussing this, an olive-skinned
Muslim man and I, at a banquet last year,
when he said a wistful, poignant thing that has
stayed with me ever since. “We thought we
were white,” he said.

Not “white” in the sense of race, whatever
that unscientific word means. Rather, white in
the sense of assimilation and admission, white
in the sense of people from Ireland, Armenia,
Cuba, Hungary, southern Italy and other
places who, upon arriving here, were regard-
ed as threatening, nonwhite outsiders and
required to earn their whiteness, their accep-
tance, over several generations. When the
man said American Muslims thought they
were white, he meant they thought they had
successfully navigated the trail blazed by all
those other people from all those other places.

Then came Sept. 11, 2001. All that progress
– and 3,000 human lives – went up in smoke,
and Islamophobia stormed America.

What American Muslims need, I told him,
were cultural ambassadors, Muslim actors,
singers and joke tellers who could change
American consciousness through American
televisions, multiplexes and iPods.

Which is why I was pleased last year when
the TLC network premiered “All American
Muslim,” a reality show about five Islamic
families. And it’s why I was disappointed
when it was cancelled last week, an apparent
victim of low ratings.

Between the debut and the cancellation
came the controversy, as the conservative
Florida Family Association pushed advertis-
ers to abandon a show it saw as too “Muslim
tolerant,” and too silent about sharia law. The
group found it “troubling” that a Muslim cop
was shown saying, “I really am American.”
“All American Muslim,” said the FFA, was
“propaganda that riskily hides the Islamic
agenda’s clear and present danger to Ameri-
can liberties and traditional values.”

Translated from the original Extremist, that
means “All American Muslim” committed
the sin of treating Muslims as if they were,
well ... normal people. Soon afterward,
Lowe’s, the giant home improvement chain,
pulled its advertising from the show in a dis-
play of corporate gutlessness that still makes
my left eye twitch as I drive past my local
Lowe’s on the way to Home Depot.

Obviously, the FFA is one of those car-
toonish bands of cranks and paranoids who
see danger beneath every hijab. Still, it is right

in thinking “All American Muslim” might
have made it harder for Americans to sustain
a blanket fear of all things Islamic. Popular
culture has historically played a role in nor-
malizing, individualizing, and humanizing
that which seemed frightening and new.

This is what Bill Cosby, Sidney Poitier,
Diahann Carroll and Motown did for African-
Americans. It is what Mary Tyler Moore and
“Cagney and Lacey” did for feminist women.
It is what Ellen DeGeneres, “Will and Grace”
and “Queer Eye for the Straight Guy” did for
gays.

And, it is why no less an authority than Bill
Cosby himself has said he thinks the time is
ripe for a Muslim Cosby Show. It is easy to
hate “the blacks” as an abstract, but it
becomes more difficult once you’ve been in
“Cliff Huxtable’s” home and he’s made you
laugh and you have recognized your family in
his. No, that recognition is not a panacea for
cultural animus. But it is a building block
toward the recognition of common humanity,
and that is no small thing.

So if “All American Muslim” was a failure,
it was a noble one. With luck, it will not be
long before someone else picks up the baton
it has dropped. As the Florida Family Associ-
ation experience makes clear, success will not
be easy. But the hateful paranoia that makes
such a thing difficult also makes it necessary.

“We thought we were white,” the man said.
They know better now.

WASHINGTON — It’s Lucy and the foot-
ball, Iran-style. After ostensibly tough talk
about preventing Iran from going nuclear, the
Obama administration acquiesced to yet
another round of talks with the mullahs. 

This, 14 months after the last group-of-six
negotiations collapsed in Istanbul because of
blatant Iranian stalling and unseriousness.
Nonetheless, the new negotiations will be
both without precondition and preceded by
yet more talks to decide such trivialities as
venue. 

These negotiations don’t just gain time for
a nuclear program about whose military
intent the IAEA is issuing alarming warnings.
They make it extremely difficult for Israel to
do anything about it (while it still can), lest
Israel be universally condemned for having
aborted a diplomatic solution. 

If the administration were serious about
achievement rather than appearance, it would
have warned that this was the last chance for
Iran to come clean and would have demand-
ed a short timeline. After all, President Barack
Obama insisted on deadlines for the Iraq
withdrawal, the Afghan surge and Israeli-
Palestinian negotiations. Why leave these
crucial talks open-ended when the nuclear
clock is ticking? 

This re-engagement comes immediately
after Obama’s campaign-year posturing about
Iran’s nukes. Last week, in front of AIPAC, he
warned that “Iran’s leaders should have no
doubt about the resolve of the United States.”
This just two days after he’d said (to the
Atlantic) of possible U.S. military action, “I
don’t bluff.” Yet, on Tuesday he returns to the
very engagement policy that he admits had
previously failed. 

Won’t sanctions make a difference this
time, however? Sanctions are indeed hurting
Iran economically. But when Obama’s own
director of national intelligence was asked by

the Senate intelligence committee whether
sanctions had any effect on the course of
Iran’s nuclear program, the answer was sim-
ple: No. None whatsoever. 

Obama garnered much AIPAC applause by
saying that his is not a containment policy but
a prevention policy. But what has he prevent-
ed? Keeping a coalition of six together is not
success. Holding talks is not success. Impos-
ing sanctions is not success. 

Success is halting and reversing the pro-
gram. Yet, Iran is tripling its uranium output,
moving enrichment facilities deep under a
mountain near Qom and impeding IAEA
inspections of weaponization facilities. 

So what is Obama’s real objective? “We’re
trying to make the decision to attack as hard
as possible for Israel,” an administration offi-
cial told the Washington Post in the most
revealing White House admission since
“leading from behind.” 

Revealing and shocking. The world’s
greatest exporter of terror (according to the
State Department), the systematic killer of
Americans in Iraq and Afghanistan, the self-
declared enemy that invented “Death to
America Day” is approaching nuclear capa-
bility – and the focus of U.S. policy is to pre-
vent a democratic ally threatened with annihi-
lation from pre-empting the threat? 

Indeed it is. The new open-ended negotia-
tions with Iran fit well with this strategy of

tying Israel down. As does Obama’s “I have
Israel’s back” reassurance, designed to per-
suade Israel and its supporters to pull back
and outsource to Obama what for Israel are
life-and-death decisions. 

Yet, 48 hours later, Obama tells a news
conference that this phrase is just a historical
reference to supporting such allies as Britain
and Japan – contradicting the intended
impression he’d given AIPAC that he was
offering special protection to an ally under
threat of physical annihilation. 

To AIPAC he declares that “no Israeli gov-
ernment can tolerate a nuclear weapon in the
hands of a regime that denies the Holocaust,
threatens to wipe Israel off the map, and
sponsors terrorist groups committed to
Israel’s destruction” and affirms “Israel’s sov-
ereign right to make its own decisions ... to
meet its security needs.” 

And then he pursues policies – open-ended
negotiations, deceptive promises of tough
U.S. backing for Israel, boasts about the effi-
cacy of sanctions, grave warnings about “war
talk” – meant, as his own official admitted, to
stop Israel from exercising precisely that sov-
ereign right to self-protection. 

Yet, beyond these obvious contradictions
and walk-backs lies a transcendent logic: As
with the Keystone pipeline postponement, as
with the debt-ceiling extension, as with the
Afghan withdrawal schedule, Obama wants
to get past Nov. 6 without any untoward
action that might threaten his re-election. 

For Israel, however, the stakes are some-
what higher: the very existence of a vibrant
nation and its 6 million Jews. The asymmetry
is stark. A fair-minded observer might judge
that Israel’s desire to not go gently into the
darkness carries higher moral urgency than
the political future of one man, even if he is
president of the United States. 
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The Bowling Green Board
of Commissioners has
reviewed a staff analysis of
local businessman Greg
Gary’s proposal to lease a
city golf course, but we don’t
see how reviewing another
analysis could hurt.

Bowling Green tax
accountant Mike Mont-
gomery on Tuesday offered
to provide a free analysis
regarding the benefits of
leasing a city golf course,
telling the commission that
an analysis conducted this
year by city staff was “poor-
ly done.”

Montgomery urged the
commission to consider him
to lead, assist or consult with
others to conduct a “proper
analysis.”

“This analysis was short
on facts, short on analysis
and long on opinion,” Mont-
gomery said. “When I see an
analysis like this that has
been done ... I don’t think
you’re being fair to the tax-
payers.”

Montgomery also pointed
out that city employees and
retirees are able to play the
courses at half price.

One might conclude from
the staff analysis reviewed
by this newspaper that the
city was more interested in
protecting its turf, namely
employees in the golf divi-
sion, rather than the best
interest of the taxpayers.

For example, it estimates
“it could take Mr. Gary eight
days or less of operation to
recoup his flat fee payment
to the city.” The flaw in this
reasoning is that it ignores
the expense side and the fact
that Paul Walker lost an aver-
age of $174,000 a year dur-
ing the four-year period end-
ing in 2011.

We believe the city’s
analysis is simply superfi-
cial.

The fact that Montgomery
is willing to do another
analysis for free is something
one would think the city
would welcome, given his
qualifications.

We urge the city to allow
Montgomery to do his own
analysis and see what con-

clusions an outside analysis
comes up with.

In a related golf issue, a
proposal to consider hosting
a First Tee chapter at
Riverview was discussed at
Tuesday’s meeting.

An Illinois-based compa-
ny presented the commission
a proposal to contribute
$250,000 over a five-year
period toward remodeling
Riverview into a nine-hole
executive course more tai-
lored to the beginning or
young golfer.

A company spokesman
said the city would have to
contribute at least $600,000
to the remodeling effort and
would expect a $250,000
refund from the city if the
project was unsuccessful.

Although more details on
this proposal will come at a
later date, we believe this is a
bad idea due to the price tag
and the refund provision,
which appears to lay risk at
the feet of the city.

Even more questionable –
of all three city-owned golf
courses, Riverview is losing
the most money, so why
would the city be interested
in investing additional
money in a losing entity,
which is Riverview? This
seems to be an imprudent
use of scarce resources.

On average since 2008, the
city has subsidized 37.8 per-
cent of the Golf Course at
Riverview’s operating costs.
That’s considerably higher
than Paul Walker Golf
Course’s 16.7 percent and
CrossWinds Golf Course’s
19.4 percent. 

Riverview has seen a sig-
nificant decrease in play
since 2002, when 16,865
rounds were played. In 2010,
10,978 rounds were played.

Before the city made the
decision not to privatize its
golf courses, there was talk
of closing Riverview’s golf
course and we supported
that.

The decision to continue to
operate this course, however,
does not justify throwing
good money after bad.

Free analysis on
city golf courses
should be allowed

Our view

The failure of diplomacy 
Obama needs to realize you can’t deal diplomatically with a country like Iran

Now that Super Tuesday has
come and gone, the GOP presi-
dential race has taken on a clearer
shape. Here are the defining
points as the contest heads into
Kansas, Alabama and Mississippi:

The primaries are a two-man
race between Mitt Romney and
Rick Santorum. Newt Gingrich
may have won his adopted home
state of Georgia, but the former
House speaker has had no trac-
tion beyond Georgia and South
Carolina. Santorum, on the other
hand, won Oklahoma, Tennessee
and North Dakota and took the
fight to Romney in Ohio.

For rock-solid conservatives,
the winnowing is positive. Santo-
rum is the more stable, com-
pelling voice for culturally con-
servative, economically populist
Republicans. Both Santorum and
Gingrich cast themselves as war-
ring against elites, but Santorum
can do it with a smile and sense of
mission. Gingrich appears too
vindictive and calculating with
his hard-right stands.

Santorum, however, must do
more than come close in big
states. The Pennsylvanian can’t
keep suggesting he’d do better if
Gingrich dropped out. He must
win major battlegrounds to show
his message would resonate in
November. Romney didn’t win
Ohio as big as he would have
liked, but he remains ahead in
delegates and victories. The for-
mer governor crept ahead in Ohio
because of his appeal in big
urban, suburban areas. An appeal
like that would help him in
November, when the GOP nomi-
nee must win metropolitan voters.

Santorum, by contrast, did well
in Ohio in smaller, rural commu-
nities. Small towns may be iconic
America, but they are not where
most Americans live.

Romney still struggles to con-
nect with average Americans, but
he’s tapping into a bigger vein of
voters, especially those worried
about the economy.

Barbara Bush was right when
she said in Dallas this week that the
GOP contest has grown too bruis-
ing. Internal competition of ideas
can strengthen parties, but the for-
mer first lady was correct that the
personal attacks have gotten out of
hand. If the animosities don’t get
buried soon, the eventual nominee
will have to spend too much time
winning Republicans in the fall
instead of swing, independent vot-
ers. That would be devastating in a
tight general election.

The split is about more than
personality, too. It’s about the
GOP’s business, mainstream wing
vs. the party’s fervent populists.

The latter group has wrested
control of the internal debate,
pulling the former group further
and further to the right. The busi-
ness, mainstream wing that backs
Romney needs to start pulling the
party back toward the middle.

Otherwise, voters who want an
entrepreneurial economic mes-
sage but who also value women’s
rights, strong public schools and a
humane immigration policy will
be driven away in November. It’s
hard to see how that would help
Republicans in any way.

— The Dallas Morning News

GOP presidential race
taking on a clear outline
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