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Candidly Speaking: Islamophobia and the Jews 

By Isi Leibler, Jerusalem Post, 27 September 2010 

http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Columnists/Article.aspx?id=189444 

It is surely high time for Diaspora leaders to stop living in denial and get their act together. 
Instead of competing with each other in oozing political correctness, they should display 
some backbone and call a spade a spade. 
 
We are currently witnessing the greatest revival of global anti-Semitism since the Middle 
Ages. This permeates all classes of society, and, ranging from academics to illiterates and 
European leaders who retain office despite making unabashed neo-Nazi remarks about 
Jews to mobs at anti-Israeli demonstrations carrying placards “gas the Jews.” 

It encompasses the entire political spectrum, but is spearheaded by liberals and Muslims. 
Muslim radicals relate to Israel in a manner reminiscent of the Church’s medieval attitude 
toward the Jews. They promote popular TV programs depicting the blood of Muslim children 
being used for baking matzot, and have revived The Protocols of the Elders of Zion as a 
best-seller. They certainly compare favourably with the worst Nazi Jew baiting, with imams 
quoting genocidal religious texts to the faithful, inciting them to murder Jews, “the 
descendants of apes and pigs.” 
 
It is macabre to observe the alliance between liberals and jihadists who represent the 
antithesis of everything the Left purports to represent. The extremist Islamists are the most 

 



reactionary elements in the world. They reject fundamental human rights, proscribe freedom 
of expression and religion, promote the degradation of women and, to this day, implement 
barbaric laws including stoning of adulterers and homosexuals and the amputation of limbs 
for petty crimes. More than 50 Muslim countries deny Judaism or Christianity equal standing 
with Islam. 
 
What makes this situation even more bizarre is that over the past months, there has been a 
concerted campaign claiming that Islamophobia represents the greatest threat to human 
rights in the world! In the US the controversy over the mosque at Ground Zero, where 3,000 
Americans were murdered in the name of Islam, has been twisted into an attempt to deny 
Muslims equal rights as distinct from not violating the sensitivities of the bereaved families. 
Not a single mainstream conservative politician has ever denied the right of Muslims to build 
mosques throughout the US. 
 
This is taking place at a time when the Muslims have the audacity to promote legislation at 
the UN and elsewhere which would make any criticism of Islam a criminal offense. The 
response of the Obama administration has been to reiterate the ludicrous mantra introduced 
by president George W. Bush describing Islam as “the religion of peace” and blatantly deny 
the reality that present-day terrorism is essentially a Muslim phenomenon, even though that 
does not mean all Muslims are terrorists. 
 
Taking political correctness to the ultimate extreme, US counter-terrorism director John 
Brennan described jihad as “a holy struggle, a legitimate tenet of Islam intended to purify 
oneself or one’s community,” and urged that those indulging in terrorist acts never be 
described in “religious terms” despite the fact that all recent terrorist acts in the US were 
perpetrated by Muslim extremists. Administration officials initially described perpetrators as 
demented people rather than Islamic terrorists. This even applied to the Fort Hood killer, who 
had been influenced by an American-born Yemeni imam and was shrieking “Allahu akbar” 
while massacring unarmed American servicemen. 
 
Alas, Jews who exaggerate the presence of Islamophobia become leading proponents of the 
campaign to sanitize and understate Islamic extremism. This is especially bizarre, given that 
Jews, especially in Europe, but also increasingly in the US, are facing far greater threats of 
violence than Muslims. It is also synagogues, rather than mosques, which are continuously 
being desecrated and vandalized, in many cases by Islamists. 
 
In that context, the relative tranquillity which Muslims experience in Western societies is a 
great tribute to tolerance – a tolerance unlikely to have been extended to Jews in similar 
circumstances. Imagine the response if Israel had a track record like some of the Arab 
states, or if Jews in Western countries were blowing up their neighbours. 
 
While genuine interfaith relations are to be commended, many Jews persist in engaging in 
“dialogue” with Muslim organizations that refuse to dissociate themselves from hard-line 
Islamic attitudes. Some of the leading Saudi groups promoting international interfaith 
conferences are directly engaged in the promotion of anti-Semitism, yet Jews participating in 
these bogus meetings naively babble on about love and coexistence and ignore realities. By 
doing so, Jews undermine the few moderate Muslims courageous enough to speak up. 
 
All religions incorporate texts and concepts which encourage violence and aggression, but it 
is the interpretation by religious leaders that determines actual behaviour. Judaism, 
Christianity and Buddhism today are overwhelmingly supportive of peace, and seek 



coexistence while condemning extremists. 
 
In contrast, only a few Islamic moderates have the courage to criticize extremism within their 
own circles. Those brave enough to do so are marginalized, condemned by their kinsmen, 
and their lives are frequently endangered. The overwhelming majority remains silent or 
defends the Islamic excesses of Islamic regimes. 
 
On the other hand, when a lunatic American pastor threatens to burn a Koran, President 
Barack Obama personally intervenes and warns of global violence and mayhem. This the 
first time that an American president has called on the nation not to “endanger our troops” in 
order to placate extremists threatening violence in response to the acts of a solitary 
American eccentric. 
 
Of course, burning a Koran or any religious book is a barbaric act. But in these times 
anything likely to offend Muslims, including cartoons or criticism, is condemned out of fear of 
violent Islamic responses. This contrasts with an absence of Islamic respect for other 
religions. When some years ago, the National Endowment for the Arts contributed an 
outrageously insensitive, blasphemous image of a crucifix in urine to a New York exhibition 
titled “Piss Christ,” outraged Christians did not threaten to go on killing sprees. 
 
An example of the insane levels generated by fear of Muslim violence is reflected in the case 
of Molly Norris, a Seattle weekly newspaper cartoonist who was forced to adopt a new 
identity at the urging of the FBI because she had become a prime target for assassination 
after having drawn a satirical cartoon of the Muslim prophet in her local newspaper. This 
resulted in a fatwa being issued against her, stating that “bombings and acts of arson were 
appropriate responses to acts of blasphemy.” 
 
Yet Obama, champion of the First Amendment for Muslims, remained silent about Morris’s 
ordeal. 
 
There is indeed a desperate need to encourage moderate Muslims. But appeasing the 
extremists and grovelling to Muslim bullies merely emboldens them. There is not a single 
instance in history in which appeasing religious fanatics of any faith has brought about 
progress. If we allow ourselves to be intimidated or fail to confront Islamist jihadists, they will 
succeed in destroying the very tenets of our civilization. 
 
This is an area in which Jews, who have the most to lose, must surely stand up and be 
counted. 

 
 

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

Obama demands more than Israel can give 

Richard Cohen, Washington Post, 28 September 2010 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2010/09/27/AR2010092704656.html   



Every so often, the sayings of Casey Stengel come to mind. The longtime manager of 
the New York Yankees, accustomed to a Prussian professionalism in the hitting and 
fielding of baseballs, moved over to the astonishingly hapless New York Mets in 1962 
and, surveying his new team, uttered an exasperated question: "Can't anybody here play 
this game?" What applied to those Mets applies now to the Obama administration. In the 
Middle East, it's no hits and plenty of errors.  

The arena of the administration's incompetence is the issue of West Bank settlements. 
This is something of a misnomer since while some settlements are recklessly deep into 
the West Bank - Ariel, for instance - others are indistinguishable parts of Jerusalem. 
They are all, under international law, illegal. But some, regardless of legality, are going 
to stay. Even in the Middle East, common sense can play a role. The Jerusalem-area 
settlements are not going to be abandoned by Israel.  

The settlements issue is complicated but not unsolvable. What it is, though, is of 
enormous symbolic value. Settlements are how Zionists settled Israel - and the Israel 
that mattered most to some nationalists and Orthodox Jews is not that Miami manqué on 
the coast, Tel Aviv, but the West Bank areas of Judea and Samaria, the heart of biblical 
Israel. For a significant number of Israelis, but hardly a majority, settlements have 
enormous religious and ideological importance. This is not just about 2 rms w/view.  

As for the average Palestinian, settlements are a poke in the eye. The construction of 
each one means yet another piece of his land has gone over to the enemy and cannot 
be a part of a Palestinian state. It is an in-your-face reminder of impotency, of the 
inability to control life or fate - and of a baleful history that has seen nothing but defeat. 
Palestinians would like to win one for a change.  

Given the highly emotional nature of the settlement issue, it made no sense for the 
administration - actually, President Obama himself - to promote an absolute moratorium 
on construction as the prerequisite for peace talks. The government of Binyamin 
Netanyahu complied, under extreme pressure, but only to a 10-month moratorium. For 
Netanyahu, this was a major concession. He heads a right-wing coalition that takes 
settlements very seriously. Netanyahu had a choice: accede to Obama's terms and have 
his government collapse, or end the moratorium. On Sunday, with the 10 months up, he 
chose the latter.   

We will see if the end of the moratorium means the end of peace talks. Palestinian 
President Mahmoud Abbas has not - or not yet - ended negotiations. He's going to 
confer with his fellow Arab leaders. In the meantime, Obama ought to confer with 
someone who knows the region - and listen to him or her. Trouble is, many experts have 
told him that his emphasis on settlements was the wrong way to go. As late as last week 
and the succession of meetings held at the United Nations, it was clear that Netanyahu 
would not ask his Cabinet to extend the settlement freeze. Yet not only did the White 
House reject this warning, the president repeated his call for a freeze. "Our position on 
this issue is well-known," Obama told the UN General Assembly.   "We believe that the 
moratorium should be extended." Well, it wasn't.  

From the very start, the president has taken a very hard line against settlements, 
refusing to distinguish between an apartment in Jerusalem and a hilltop encampment 
deep in the West Bank. He also seems not to understand their religious, cultural or 



historical importance to some Jews. Certain right-wing Israelis have reacted with the 
same lack of empathy. One settlements leader, Gershon Mesika, called Obama by his 
middle name, Hussein - a juvenile attempt at an insult.  

The Obama approach to the Israeli-Palestinian problem has been counterproductive. 
Either the Palestinians have to back down from their - even more importantly, Obama's - 
insistence that all settlements be frozen in place or Netanyahu has to back down from 
his pledge that any moratorium would be temporary. Either Abbas or Netanyahu has to 
lose credibility and neither man can afford to. They are not mere negotiators; they are 
heads of government.  

Obama, too, has to husband his credibility. He foolishly demanded something Israel 
could not yet give. It was bad diplomacy, recalling neither Metternich nor Kissinger but 
the ol' professor and his question about the inept Mets. The answer, so far, is no.  

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

Israeli PM Netanyahu’s speech to the United Nations:   24 September 2010 

http://www.haaretz.com/news/prime-minister-benjamin-netanyahu-s-speech-to-the-un-
general-assembly-1.7254  

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, 

Nearly 62 years ago, the United Nations recognized the right of the Jews, an ancient 
people 3,500 years-old, to a state of their own in their ancestral homeland. 

I stand here today as the Prime Minister of Israel, the Jewish state, and I speak to you 
on behalf of my country and my people. 

The United Nations was founded after the carnage of World War II and the horrors of the 
Holocaust. It was charged with preventing the recurrence of such horrendous events. 

Nothing has undermined that central mission more than the systematic assault on the 
truth. Yesterday the President of Iran stood at this very podium, spewing his latest anti-
Semitic rants. Just a few days earlier, he again claimed that the Holocaust is a lie. 

Last month, I went to a villa in a suburb of Berlin called Wannsee. There, on January 20, 
1942, after a hearty meal, senior Nazi officials met and decided how to exterminate the 
Jewish people. The detailed minutes of that meeting have been preserved by successive 
German governments. Here is a copy of those minutes, in which the Nazis issued 
precise instructions on how to carry out the extermination of the Jews. Is this a lie? 

A day before I was in Wannsee, I was given in Berlin the original construction plans for 
the Auschwitz-Birkenau concentration camp. Those plans are signed by Hitler’s deputy, 
Heinrich Himmler himself. Here is a copy of the plans for Auschwitz-Birkenau, where one 
million Jews were murdered. Is this too a lie? 

This June, President Obama visited the Buchenwald concentration camp. Did President 
Obama pay tribute to a lie? 



And what of the Auschwitz survivors whose arms still bear the tattooed numbers 
branded on them by the Nazis? Are those tattoos a lie? One-third of all Jews perished in 
the conflagration. Nearly every Jewish family was affected, including my own. My wife’s 
grandparents, her father’s two sisters and three brothers, and all the aunts, uncles and 
cousins were all murdered by the Nazis. Is that also a lie? 

Yesterday, the man who calls the Holocaust a lie spoke from this podium. To those who 
refused to come here and to those who left this room in protest, I commend you. You 
stood up for moral clarity and you brought honor to your countries. 

But to those who gave this Holocaust-denier a hearing, I say on behalf of my people, the 
Jewish people, and decent people everywhere: Have you no shame? Have you no 
decency? 

A mere six decades after the Holocaust, you give legitimacy to a man who denies that 
the murder of six million Jews took place and pledges to wipe out the Jewish state. 

What a disgrace! What a mockery of the charter of the United Nations! Perhaps some of 
you think that this man and his odious regime threaten only the Jews. You’re wrong. 

History has shown us time and again that what starts with attacks on the Jews 
eventually ends up engulfing many others. 

This Iranian regime is fueled by an extreme fundamentalism that burst onto the world 
scene three decades ago after lying dormant for centuries. In the past thirty years, this 
fanaticism has swept the globe with a murderous violence and cold-blooded impartiality 
in its choice of victims. It has callously slaughtered Moslems and Christians, Jews and 
Hindus, and many others. Though it is comprised of different offshoots, the adherents of 
this unforgiving creed seek to return humanity to medieval times. 

Wherever they can, they impose a backward regimented society where women, 
minorities, gays or anyone not deemed to be a true believer is brutally subjugated. The 
struggle against this fanaticism does not pit faith against faith nor civilization against 
civilization. 

It pits civilization against barbarism, the 21st century against the 9th century, those who 
sanctify life against those who glorify death. 

The primitivism of the 9th century ought to be no match for the progress of the 21st 
century. The allure of freedom, the power of technology, the reach of communications 
should surely win the day. Ultimately, the past cannot triumph over the future. And the 
future offers all nations magnificent bounties of hope. The pace of progress is growing 
exponentially. 

It took us centuries to get from the printing press to the telephone, decades to get from 
the telephone to the personal computer, and only a few years to get from the personal 
computer to the internet. 

What seemed impossible a few years ago is already outdated, and we can scarcely 
fathom the changes that are yet to come. We will crack the genetic code. We will cure 



the incurable. We will lengthen our lives. We will find a cheap alternative to fossil fuels 
and clean up the planet. 

I am proud that my country Israel is at the forefront of these advances--by leading 
innovations in science and technology, medicine and biology, agriculture and water, 
energy and the environment. These innovations the world over offer humanity a sunlit 
future of unimagined promise. 

But if the most primitive fanaticism can acquire the most deadly weapons, the march of 
history could be reversed for a time. And like the belated victory over the Nazis, the 
forces of progress and freedom will prevail only after an horrific toll of blood and fortune 
has been exacted from mankind. That is why the greatest threat facing the world today is 
the marriage between religious fanaticism and the weapons of mass destruction. 

The most urgent challenge facing this body is to prevent the tyrants of Tehran from 
acquiring nuclear weapons. Are the member states of the United Nations up to that 
challenge? Will the international community confront a despotism that terrorizes its own 
people as they bravely stand up for freedom? 

Will it take action against the dictators who stole an election in broad daylight and 
gunned down Iranian protesters who died in the streets choking in their own blood? Will 
the international community thwart the world’s most pernicious sponsors and 
practitioners of terrorism? 

Above all, will the international community stop the terrorist regime of Iran from 
developing atomic weapons, thereby endangering the peace of the entire world? 

The people of Iran are courageously standing up to this regime. People of goodwill 
around the world stand with them, as do the thousands who have been protesting 
outside this hall. Will the United Nations stand by their side? 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

The jury is still out on the United Nations, and recent signs are not encouraging. Rather 
than condemning the terrorists and their Iranian patrons, some here have condemned 
their victims. That is exactly what a recent UN report on Gaza did, falsely equating the 
terrorists with those they targeted. 

For eight long years, Hamas fired from Gaza thousands of missiles, mortars and rockets 
on nearby Israeli cities. Year after year, as these missiles were deliberately hurled at our 
civilians, not a single UN resolution was passed condemning those criminal attacks. We 
heard nothing - absolutely nothing - from the UN Human Rights Council, a misnamed 
institution if there ever was one. 

In 2005, hoping to advance peace, Israel unilaterally withdrew from every inch of Gaza. 
It dismantled 21 settlements and uprooted over 8,000 Israelis. We didn’t get peace. 
Instead we got an Iranian backed terror base fifty miles from Tel Aviv. Life in Israeli 
towns and cities next to Gaza became a nightmare. You see, the Hamas rocket attacks 
not only continued, they increased tenfold. Again, the UN was silent. 



Finally, after eight years of this unremitting assault, Israel was finally forced to respond. 
But how should we have responded? Well, there is only one example in history of 
thousands of rockets being fired on a country’s civilian population. It happened when the 
Nazis rocketed British cities during World War II. During that war, the allies leveled 
German cities, causing hundreds of thousands of casualties. Israel chose to respond 
differently. Faced with an enemy committing a double war crime of firing on civilians 
while hiding behind civilians -  Israel sought to conduct surgical strikes against the rocket 
launchers. 

That was no easy task because the terrorists were firing missiles from homes and 
schools, using mosques as weapons depots and ferreting explosives in ambulances. 
Israel, by contrast, tried to minimize casualties by urging Palestinian civilians to vacate 
the targeted areas. 

We dropped countless flyers over their homes, sent thousands of text messages and 
called thousands of cell phones asking people to leave. Never has a country gone to 
such extraordinary lengths to remove the enemy’s civilian population from harm’s way. 

Yet faced with such a clear case of aggressor and victim, who did the UN Human Rights 
Council decide to condemn? Israel. A democracy legitimately defending itself against 
terror is morally hanged, drawn and quartered, and given an unfair trial to boot. 

By these twisted standards, the UN Human Rights Council would have dragged 
Roosevelt and Churchill to the dock as war criminals. What a perversion of truth. What a 
perversion of justice. 

Delegates of the United Nations, 

Will you accept this farce? 

Because if you do, the United Nations would revert to its darkest days, when the worst 
violators of human rights sat in judgment against the law-abiding democracies, when 
Zionism was equated with racism and when an automatic majority could declare that the 
earth is flat. 

If this body does not reject this report, it would send a message to terrorists everywhere: 
Terror pays; if you launch your attacks from densely populated areas, you will win 
immunity. And in condemning Israel, this body would also deal a mortal blow to peace. 
Here’s why. 

When Israel left Gaza, many hoped that the missile attacks would stop. Others believed 
that at the very least, Israel would have international legitimacy to exercise its right of 
self-defense. What legitimacy? What self-defense? 

The same UN that cheered Israel as it left Gaza and promised to back our right of self-
defense now accuses us - my people, my country - of war crimes? And for what? For 
acting responsibly in self-defense. What a travesty! 

Israel justly defended itself against terror. This biased and unjust report is a clear-cut test 
for all governments. Will you stand with Israel or will you stand with the terrorists? 



We must know the answer to that question now. Now and not later. Because if Israel is 
again asked to take more risks for peace, we must know today that you will stand with us 
tomorrow. Only if we have the confidence that we can defend ourselves can we take 
further risks for peace. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

All of Israel wants peace. 

Any time an Arab leader genuinely wanted peace with us, we made peace. We made 
peace with Egypt led by Anwar Sadat. We made peace with Jordan led by King Hussein. 
And if the Palestinians truly want peace, I and my government, and the people of Israel, 
will make peace. But we want a genuine peace, a defensible peace, a permanent peace. 
In 1947, this body voted to establish two states for two peoples - a Jewish state and an 
Arab state. The Jews accepted that resolution. The Arabs rejected it. 

We ask the Palestinians to finally do what they have refused to do for 62 years: Say yes 
to a Jewish state. Just as we are asked to recognize a nation-state for the Palestinian 
people, the Palestinians must be asked to recognize the nation state of the Jewish 
people. The Jewish people are not foreign conquerors in the Land of Israel. This is the 
land of our forefathers. 

Inscribed on the walls outside this building is the great Biblical vision of peace: “Nation 
shall not lift up sword against nation. They shall learn war no more.” These words were 
spoken by the Jewish prophet Isaiah 2,800 years ago as he walked in my country, in my 
city, in the hills of Judea and in the streets of Jerusalem. 

We are not strangers to this land. It is our homeland. As deeply connected as we are to 
this land, we recognize that the Palestinians also live there and want a home of their 
own. We want to live side by side with them, two free peoples living in peace, prosperity 
and dignity. 

But we must have security. The Palestinians should have all the powers to govern 
themselves except those handful of powers that could endanger Israel. 

That is why a Palestinian state must be effectively demilitarized. We don’t want another 
Gaza, another Iranian backed terror base abutting Jerusalem and perched on the hills a 
few kilometers from Tel Aviv. 

We want peace. 

I believe such a peace can be achieved. But only if we roll back the forces of terror, led 
by Iran, that seek to destroy peace, eliminate Israel and overthrow the world order. The 
question facing the international community is whether it is prepared to confront those 
forces or accommodate them. 

Over seventy years ago, Winston Churchill lamented what he called the “confirmed 
unteachability of mankind,” the unfortunate habit of civilized societies to sleep until 
danger nearly overtakes them. 



Churchill bemoaned what he called the “want of foresight, the unwillingness to act when 
action will be simple and effective, the lack of clear thinking, the confusion of counsel 
until emergency comes, until self-preservation strikes its jarring gong.” 

I speak here today in the hope that Churchill’s assessment of the “unteachability of 
mankind” is for once proven wrong. 

I speak here today in the hope that we can learn from history - that we can prevent 
danger in time. 

In the spirit of the timeless words spoken to Joshua over 3,000 years ago, let us be 
strong and of good courage. Let us confront this peril, secure our future and, God willing, 
forge an enduring peace for generations to come. 

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

Why Palestine won’t remake the Middle East 
 
Josef Joffe, New Republic, September 23, 2010  

The most durable myth in the Middle East is: “It’s Palestine, stupid.” It lies at the heart of 
Barack Obama’s Middle East diplomacy, which is why the U.S. President has been 
pummeling the Israelis and pushing the Palestinians to resume talks. 

According to this myth, the most urgent problem is not the Iranian bomb or Syrian 
ambitions. It is not Egypt, once an anchor of stability and now slipping into precarious 
irrelevance. It is not Iraq, which is tottering between occupation and anarchy. It is not al-
Qaeda in Yemen, the return of the Taliban or the ticking time bomb that is Pakistan. Nor 
is it despotism, illiteracy and misery, or the oppression of women, sects and creeds. 

No, the problem is three slivers of land known as Israel, Gaza and the West Bank, and 
this on a geo-strategic stage that extends from Ankara to Afghanistan. Defuse that issue, 
and everything will fall into place.… 

Today, Tehran is reaching for the bomb for the usual reasons: as deterrent, as badge of 
great-power status, as keystone of regional supremacy. Will the Khomeinists really ditch 
their nuclear venture once the Israeli oppressors have been driven from the Temple 
Mount, with its al Aqsa Mosque? Of course not. 

As for the region’s other conflicts: If Palestinians had a state, would Hamas and Fatah 
stop killing each other? They kill for power, not for Palestine. And if they have Hebron, 
what about Haifa? The Palestinians do deserve their own state, but it would be a 
revisionist one from the get-go, not a pillar of stability. 

How about Syria? Once the Palestinian flag flies over Jerusalem, would Assad Junior 
call for free elections at home and take his heavy hand off Lebanon? Think again.… 

What about Egypt? Anwar Sadat made peace with Israel at Camp David not to liberate 
Palestine, but to regain the Sinai. Interestingly, that peace has held, cold as it is, for 30 



years--never mind the occupation or Israel’s bloody foray into Gaza at the end of 
2008.… 

Saddam Hussein fought the longest and bloodiest war in recent Middle Eastern history 
against Iran in order to diminish Iraq’s ancient rival and seize the oil fields of Khuzestan. 
Once in possession of the oil, Saddam did not intend to turn around and liberate 
Palestine. Nor did he grab Kuwait in 1990 as a way station on the road to Jerusalem. 
The game was regional supremacy. 

And what about the Hashemites? In 1970, during “Black September,” Abdullah’s father, 
Hussein, killed more Palestinians--up to 25,000, they claimed--than Israel did in two 
intifadas (1987-1993, 2000-2005).… 

Think about ethnic cleansing in Sudan; Libya’s belligerence and its nuclear program until 
2003; Egypt’s war in Yemen in the ‘60s, followed by civil war there in the ‘90s. Even the 
most florid imagination fails to relate all this mayhem to Palestine. 

Now shift to the domestic pathologies of the region. An independent Palestine will heal 
none of them. It will not end illiteracy, the second-class status of women, the mass 
unemployment of the young, the “state socialism” that asphyxiates economies. Nor will it 
end the rule of the few, be they king or colonel. It will not spawn research universities, 
independent media or free institutions in general. Arab authoritarianism, not the situation 
of Palestine, is what stifles development and growth, while enshrining isolation from the 
rest of the world. 

Despotism, of course, needs the enemy at the gate to distract peoples from their own 
lack of freedom.… Palestine … is a most convenient diversion that allows regimes to 
mobilize hatred against the Other that is Israel .… “Busy giddy minds with foreign 
quarrels,” Shakespeare’s Henry IV advises his son and successor. The point here is that 
the real sources of conflict lie at home. 

Some argue that the resolution of the Palestine issue will…allow the regimes to cast 
their lot with the United States.… Yet it is impossible to envision peace in Palestine 
turning Damascus or Tehran into U.S. allies, or causing Saudi Arabia to leap off the 
fence…against Iran. Nor will it stop al-Qaeda, which launched its crusade not for the 
sake of Palestine, but against the despoiler of sacred Islamic soil that is the United 
States.… 

                                     

 


