Bernie Sanders at the Islamic
Society of North America

by Hugh Fitzgerald

The organizers of the Islamic Society of North America’s
(ISNA) convention, held in Houston at the end of August, had
invited all the Democratic candidates for President to address
them. It was a great disappointment to the group — which would
prefer that the public not be reminded that it remains an
unindicted co-conspirator in the Holy Land case — that of the
15-odd Democrats invited, only two, Bernie Sanders and Julian
Castro, accepted the invitation. And of those two, Sanders
received the greater media attention and audience applause.

Sanders was indignant about the “bigotry” he claimed was
abroad in the land: “We must speak out at hate crimes and
violence targeted at the Muslim community and call it what it
is: domestic terrorism.” Apparently the hate crimes and
violence aimed at non-Muslims by Muslims, domestic terrorism
which has been far more deadly than “hate crimes” targeting
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Muslims, were of little concern to Senator Sanders. He never
mentioned, nor alluded to, “hate crimes and violence” aimed at
non-Muslims. Perhaps he needs to be reminded of what has
happened in this country in recent years. Has he forgotten
about the Muslim terrorist attacks, not just in New York and
Washington on 9/11/2001, but subsequently, in Boston, Chicago,
Minneapolis, Seattle, San Francisco, Los Angeles, in Fort
Hood, Little Rock, Orlando, San Bernardino, Chattanooga,
Chapel Hill, Arlington, Virginia, Garland, Texas? Could
Senator Sanders have forgotten all about these Muslim
terrorists who have so often set the country on edge? He has
been so determined to see Muslims as victims that he
apparently is unable to recognize their role as perpetrators
of terrorist attacks.

Sanders gave over much of his speech to matters of general,
not Muslim-specific, interest. He's against climate change. He
thinks health care “is a human right.” He wants the
“billionaire class” to pay their “fair share of taxes.” He
wants to “cancel all student debt.” He wants public colleges
to be tuition free. “Bold leadership must take bold action.”
And so on and so predictably forth. He might have made those
banal points anywhere. Then, having delivered the left-liberal
boilerplate, he had some tailor-made messages of support sure
to win favor with the Islamic Society of North America.

First, Sanders declared he was against Trump’'s “Muslim ban”
and was proud, he said, when thousands of non-Muslim Americans
“rushed to airports” to show their solidarity with Muslims
harmed by the ban. Sanders said nothing about the non-Muslim
countries — North Korea, Venezuela — included in the ban, nor
about the fact that the ban was directed only at countries
that were unable or unwilling to share certain information
about their citizens with the American government, thereby
posing a security threat. He said nothing about why Trump’s
security measure had been upheld by the Supreme Court in
Hawaii v. Trump. Nor did he mention that two Muslim countries



— Iraq and Chad — had been dropped from the list of countries
whose citizens were banned, once they improved their
collection and sharing of information about those citizens.
Most telling of all, 95% of the world’s Muslims remained
unaffected by what some, including Sanders, continue
misleadingly to call a “Muslim ban.” Sanders did not want to
complicate his simple-minded morality tale of Trumpian
“bigotry.”

He kept addressing his Muslim audience, cloyingly, as his
“brothers and sisters.” I wonder if, in addressing an audience
of Catholics, or of Evangelicals, or even of fellow Jews, he
would call them “brothers and sisters.” I suspect not. And how
many of the 7,000 in his ISNA audience could possibly think of
the Jewish senator as their “brother”?

Sanders told the audience that he was “the proud son of Jewish
parents.” His father, he told the audience, left Poland to
escape poverty and antisemitism. It would be fascinating to
find out what Senator Sanders knows about present-day
antisemitism in Europe, and who today are the main carriers of
that pathological condition. Does he know why Jews are fearful
of wearing yarmulkes in many European capitals? Does he know
why Jews have been leaving Malmo6, in Sweden, moving out of
certain neighborhoods in Paris and London, some even leaving
Europe altogether, for reasons of safety, to make Aliyah to
Israel? Does he know how many Jews have been set upon,
harassed, and beaten, by Muslims all over Western Europe? Does
he know about the more than a dozen Jews murdered by Muslims
in France, including small children shot in front of their
father (before he was then killed) outside a Jewish school,
and two elderly women stabbed to death in separate incidents,
one of them then set on fire and the other thrown out of a
window, by Muslim neighbors they had befriended? It seems that
Bernie Sanders hasn’t been following the news about
antisemitism in Europe. He should look into it. It might
provide a salutary shock.



Bernie Sanders could stand to learn more about the Muslim
terrorists in Europe, who have murdered non-Muslims in attacks
in Madrid, Barcelona, Paris (many times), Nice, Toulouse,
Tours, St. Etienne-du-Rouvray, London (many times),
Manchester, Brussels, Antwerp, Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Berlin,
Munich, Hamburg, Frankfurt, Copenhagen, O0Oslo, Stockholm,
Malmo, Helsinki, Turku, Moscow, St. Petersburg, Beslan. Those
attacks should make a deep impression, even on the likes of
Bernie Sanders. And what would he make of the fact that Muslim
terrorists have been responsible for more than 35,000 terror
attacks around the world since 9/11?7 Anything? Nothing?

Sanders almost certainly does not know what the Qur’an says
about Jews — indeed, I suspect he’s never read the Qur’an -
but it’s not too late for him to find out. There are several
dozen verses instructing Muslims on the topic. Robert Spencer
has gathered them for easy reference: “The Qur’an depicts the
Jews as inveterately evil and bent on destroying the wellbeing
of the Muslims. They are the strongest of all people in enmity
toward the Muslims (5:82); as fabricating things and falsely
ascribing them to Allah (2:79; 3:75, 3:181); claiming that
Allah’'s power 1is limited (5:64); loving to listen to lies
(5:41); disobeying Allah and never observing his commands
(5:13); disputing and quarreling (2:247); hiding the truth and
misleading people (3:78); staging rebellion against the
prophets and rejecting their guidance (2:55); being
hypocritical (2:14, 2:44); giving preference to their own
interests over the teachings of Muhammad (2:87); wishing evil
for people and trying to mislead them (2:109); feeling pain
when others are happy or fortunate (3:120); being arrogant
about their being Allah’s beloved people (5:18); devouring
people’s wealth by subterfuge (4:161); slandering the true
religion and being cursed by Allah (4:46); killing the
prophets (2:61); being merciless and heartless (2:74); never
keeping their promises or fulfilling their words (2:100);
being unrestrained in committing sins (5:79); being cowardly
(59:13-14); being miserly (4:53); being transformed into apes



and pigs for breaking the Sabbath (2:63-65; 5:59-60; 7:166);
and more.”

Spencer notes:

The classic Qur’anic commentators do not mitigate the
Qur’an’s words against Jews, but only add fuel to the fire.
Ibn Kathir explained Qur’an 2:61 (‘They were covered with
humiliation and misery; they drew on themselves the wrath of
Allah’) this way: “This Ayah [verse] indicates that the
Children of Israel were plagued with humiliation, and that
this will continue, meaning that it will never cease. They
will continue to suffer humiliation at the hands of all who
interact with them, along with the disgrace that they feel
inwardly.” Another Middle Ages commentator of lingering
influence, Abdallah ibn Umar al-Baidawi, explains the same
verse this way: “The Jews are mostly humiliated and wretched
either of their own accord, or out of the fear of having
their jizya [punitive tax] doubled.”

Ibn Kathir notes Islamic traditions that predict that at the
end of the world, “the Jews will support the Dajjal (False
Messiah), and the Muslims, along with ‘Isa [Jesus], son of
Mary, will kill the Jews.” The idea in Islam that the end
times will be marked by Muslims killing Jews comes from the
prophet Muhammad himself, who said, “The Hour will not be
established until you fight with the Jews, and the stone
behind which a Jew will be hiding will say. ‘O Muslim! There
i1s a Jew hiding behind me, so kill him.’” This 1is, not
unexpectedly, a favorite motif among contemporary jihadists.

Many people in the Houston audience certainly would have known
what the Qur’an has to say about Jews. I am sure Faiz Shakir,
Sanders’ campaign manager, who introduced him so fulsomely in
Houston, knows some, and possibly a great many, of these
Qur'anic passages. And Muslims in the ISNA audience, too,
would have known not just the verses specifically about Jews,



but also the Qur’'anic verse that tells Muslims that they are
“the best of peoples” (3:110) and the other verse that
describes non-Muslims as the “most vile of created beings”
(98:6). But no one is about to bring these passages to
Sanders’ attention; they would only discomfit him; he wouldn’t
know what to think. Better to keep him in the dark. And that’s
where, on the subject of Islam, by not reading the Qur’an and
Hadith, Bernie Sanders has chosen to remain.

Eventually, having discussed income inequality, and global
warming, and health care as a human right, and cancelling all
student debt and making the “billionaire class” pay their
“fair share of taxes,” Bernie Sanders gave the members of the
Islamic Society of North America just what they wanted to
hear. He denounced Trump for once saying that “Islam hates
us.” There are many people other than Donald Trump who believe
that Islam hates us. They are not all right-wing white
nationalists. The famously left-wing Italian journalist Oriana
Fallaci believed, from her extensive dealings with them, that
Muslims were taught to hate non-Muslims. The ex-Muslim Ayaan
Hirsi Ali has described being raised in a society where people
were taught to hate Infidels. Trump carefully did not say that
“all Muslims hate us.” He was referring to an ideology, Islam,
and not to the human beings, Muslims, who may accept, or
reject, in whole or in part, what the Qur’an inculcates about
non-Muslims. Some Muslims clearly do not hate all non-Muslims,
do not wish to “fight” and to “kill” them, to “smite at their
necks” and “strike terror in their hearts,” as the Qur'an
instructs. But many Muslims around the world clearly do. The
existence of “moderate Muslims” does not vitiate the claim
that “Islam hates us.” We have only to read the Qur’an and
some of the most celebrated hadith to come to that melancholy
conclusion. One wonders if Bernie Sanders will ever take the
time to read the Qur’an, or will he instead remain happily
secure within his complacent ignorance, convinced that “of
course” Islam, like all religions, must be based on the
principles of “justice, compassion, and tolerance.” Doesn’t



his own campaign manager, Faiz Shakir, demonstrate those very
principles in his dealings with his Jewish employer and
friend, Bernie Sanders? And surely, Sanders assumes, Faiz must
be a representative, rather than an exceptional, Muslim.

Sanders told his audience that because of Trump, many more
Muslims ran for office and won elections in 2018. Is this
true? There were two Muslim members of Congress before 2018;
now there are three, a gain of exactly one. There does not
appear to have been any discernible increase in the number of
Muslims elected at the state or local level. Rashida Tlaib and
Ilhan Omar have simply attracted a great deal of attention as
Muslim politicians, and made them seem more numerous and
significant than in fact they are. Muslims are 1.1% of the
American population; they constitute 0% of the Senate, 0.75%
of the House, 0% of the Governors. Sanders needs to look again
at the results of the 2018 election before making these
psephological gaffes.

Muslims in America and around the world are being unjustly
tarred, Sanders insisted, with the brush of “terrorism.” Could
the association of Muslims with terrorism have anything to do
with the more than 35,000 terrorist attacks by Muslims since
9/11?7 Could it have anything to do with the existence of such
groups of Islamic terrorists as Al-Qaeda, Islamic State, Boko
Haram, Abu Sayyaf, Al Nusra Front, Lashkar-e-Taiba, Al
Shebaab, Hamas, Hezbollah, Islamic Jihad? How much Islamic
reality does Bernie Sanders expect us to ignore?

Sanders told his Houston audience that he deplored the rise of
authoritarian rulers, which he appeared, confusedly and
unfairly, to blame on the West. But he left out aspects of
recent history: some of the worst despots in the Islamic world
have been eliminated, often with the indispensable help of the
Western powers. In Iraq, Saddam Hussein, a sadistic monster,
was deposed by the American military. Should we be apologetic
for that? Would Sanders prefer that Saddam Hussein were still
ruling over Iraq? in Libya, Muammar Qaddafi was removed -



killed — by Libyans who had received critical military
assistance from NATO, including naval bombardments by American
and British ships, and aerial bombings by the French, of
Qaddafi’s forces. Was his removal to be deplored? Other
authoritarians, like the massively corrupt Ben Ali in Tunisia,
were chased out of office by opponents, many of whom — like
the technocrat Mohamed Ghannouchi - had been raised in a
Franco-Tunisian intellectual milieu, with Western democratic
ideals. Ben Ali and his wife grabbed 1.5 tons of government
gold and managed to flee to Saudi Arabia, which had always
supported Ben Ali and has refused to extradite him. It’s not
the West that should be embarrassed about Ben Ali, but the
Saudis.

Authoritarianism, whose “rise” Sanders deplores, 1is nothing
new in the Islamic world; the West is not to be blamed. It is
the default political system for Islam. In the advanced
democratic West, a government’s legitimacy 1is judged by how
well it reflects the will of the people, however imperfectly
expressed through elections. In the lands of Islam, a ruler’s
legitimacy is judged by how well he reflects the will of
Allah, as expressed in the Qur’an. As long as he remains a
good Muslim, a despot must be obeyed. The ruling families of
the Arab Gulf - the Al-Saud, the Al-Maktoum, the Al-Nahyan,
the Al-Khalifa, the Al-Said, the Al-Mualla, Al-Nuaimi, AL-
Qasimi, Al-Sabah, Al-Sharqi, Al-Thani - are all
authoritarians, but they profit from the legitimacy of being
considered good Muslims. They lavish their support on
influential clerics; the clerics, in turn, provide their
imprimatur to the rulers.

One form of authoritarianism, monarchy, was replaced in Iran
by another form, theocracy, when the Shah fled and the
Ayatollah Khomeini took his place as Absolute Leader. In
Pakistan, a pseudo-democracy has disguised a series of
authoritarian rulers, mostly military men, some more (such as
General Zia ul-Haq) and some less (such as the politician



Zulfikar Ali Bhutto) fervent in their Islamic faith. 1In
Turkey, Recep Tayyip Erdogan has become increasingly
authoritarian, having exploited the failed July 2016 coup
attempt as an excuse to imprison thousands of his political
enemies, including many journalists, and to cause many others
to lose their employment — as judges, lawyers, teachers, civil
servants of every type — with the government. Erdogan has even
built himself a 1,500-room palace, as befits the Ottoman
Sultan he would no doubt like to be. Neither in Iran, nor 1n
Pakistan, nor in Turkey, has the West been responsible for
these authoritarian regimes. They are home grown. Sanders’
attempt to blame the Americans for this “rise 1in
authoritarianism” is distinctly unfair. The Americans did not
help put the Pakistani rulers in office. Nor did they promote
or support Erdogan, who has always been anti-American and has
become ever more so as he foresees a military contest “between
the crescent and the cross.” Nor can the Americans be blamed
for the seizure of power by the fanatically anti-American
Khomeini in Iran. The Americans are to be faulted only for a
nailve faith in the universal appeal of democracy. They tried,
with a colossal investment in men and money, to install real
democracy in Iraq; the failure of that attempt should be
blamed not on America for trying, but on the Iraqis themselves
for being so unwilling to compromise through electoral
politics. The minority Sunnis in Iraq refuse to acquiesce in
their loss of political and economic power when Saddam fell;
the majority Shi’a are unwilling to relinquish any of the
power that devolved to them when Hussein’s Sunni rule ended.

Sanders blames America for the rise of ISIS. He didn’t explain
this in his Houston speech, but presumably he means that
Saddam Hussein had been sufficiently ruthless to suppress the
most fanatical Muslims and should not have been overthrown. It
was only in the chaos that followed his downfall that ISIS
managed to fill the power vacuum in northern Iraq, and from
there enlarge the Islamic State to control more of Iragq,
including the key city of Mosul, and eastern Syria as well.



Should the Americans have foreseen the rise of ISIS? Why? It
was an unprecedented phenomenon, an attempt by fanatics to set
up what they called a “caliphate” where life would be lived
strictly according to the laws of the earliest Muslims. If the
Arabs and Muslims could not have predicted the rise of ISIS,
why should the Americans be criticized for failing to do so?
Sanders might have told his audience the truth: “We went to
Irag with good intentions. We saw Saddam Hussein — correctly —
as a monster of oppression and murder. He killed 182,000 Kurds
in order to “Arabize” the Kurdish lands. He killed hundreds of
thousands of Shi’a Iraqis to maintain the supremacy of his
fellow Sunnis. But we underestimated the difficulty of
transplanting democracy. It is a plant that requires long
nurturing, and in our naive enthusiasm we failed to realize
that. We aimed too high. An enlightened authoritarian might
have been the proper goal, as a political way-station on the
path to a future democracy.” He might have; it would have been
salutary; he chose to stick instead to the script his audience
favored: Muslims always as victims.

Bernie Sanders seems, however, to be determined to make the
same mistakes that the Americans made in Iraq. He claims that
“I will make the promotion of democracy and human rights a
priority for the USA.” How does he hope to plant democracy in
the stony soil of Islam? Where has a true “democracy” ever
been successfully established, for the long term, in any
Muslim country? As for “human rights,” how does Sanders hope
to have women and minorities treated equally in Muslim
countries, given what is said about women and non-Muslims in
the Qur’an and Hadith?

Sanders was indignant about India’'s action in Kashmir, in
abrogating Article 370 of the Indian Constitution, which had
given the Kashmiris a high degree of autonomy. He claimed that
“India’s action is unacceptable..The U.S. government must speak
out boldly...in support of a U.N.-backed resolution that
respects the will of the Kashmiri people.”



What “Kashmiri people” is he talking about? Does he mean to
include the 300,000-600,000 Hindus (the “Pandits”) who were
killed or fled Kashmir since 19907 Are they part of the
“Kashmiri people” or does that phrase, for Sanders, only refer
to the 96.4% of the population that is Muslim, now that so
many Hindus have fled? Shouldn’t the hundreds of thousands of
Hindus who were indigenous to Kashmir, but fled Muslim
persecution and murder, also be counted as part of the
“Kashmiri people”? And what about the people in Jammu, which
has administratively always been, with Kashmir, part of one
state: Jammu-Kashmir, J&K? Two-thirds of the people in Jammu
are Hindus. Shouldn’t they be counted as well, as part of the
population of the newly-declared “Union territory” of “Jammu
and Kashmir”?

Sanders has no understanding of what the Hindus of Kashmir
have endured over the past 30 years. He thinks that the
Muslims can justly claim to be the only “Kashmiri people” who
count. Can Sanders really be unaware of the fate of the
Kashmiri Pandits? Yes, I think he can; worse still, he assumes
he is well-informed about the matter. Perhaps his campaign
manager Faiz Shakir has provided him with a potted Muslim
history of Kashmir. And what does Sanders know about Muslim
terror attacks inside India? Does he know how many of those
attacks were carried out by Pakistan-based terrorists? He
fails to mention the role of Pakistan, for example, 1in
supporting the terrorists who struck Mumbai in 2008, killing
166 people. Did he notice that just the day before he gave his
Houston speech, the Prime Minister of Pakistan, Imran Khan,
becoming more hysterical every day, threatened to use nuclear
weapons against India if the situation in Kashmir was not
resolved to his liking? Shouldn’t Sanders have mentioned that
astounding threat, or was he so dead set on taking the Muslim
side, for that ISNA audience, that he wouldn’t admit to
anything that might give others pause about Pakistan?

Bernie Sanders finally came to the subject his audience was



most keen to hear about: Israel. Sanders first offered the
usual bland pro forma reassurances, to show he was nothing if
not fair-minded: “I am a strong supporter of the right of
Israel to exist in independence, peace, and security.” How
nice. He supports Israel’s right to exist. Should supporters
of Israel be grateful? What other country has to be grateful
when assured that it has a right to exist? And as an
independent state? And in peace? Goodness, what more could any
nation want? And security? My, what concessions.

Then came the take-away, in every sense: “But I also believe
that the United States needs to engage in an even-handed
approach toward that longstanding conflict which results in
ending the Israeli occupation and enabling the Palestinian
people to have self-determination in a sovereign, independent,
economically-viable state of their own.”

What does Sanders mean by “Israeli occupation”? Not a single
Israeli has been in Gaza since 2005. Almost all of them had
left by 1997. Gaza isn’'t “occupied.” What about the West Bank?
Does Bernie Sanders know what was supposed to happen to the
West Bank? It was assigned by the League of Nations to be part
of the territory of the future Jewish National Home, that
would eventually become the State of Israel. The Jordanian
army managed to hold onto the West Bank when the guns stopped
firing in 1949; that is the only reason the West Bank was not
part of Israel from the very beginning of the state.
Juridically, its status did not change: it was still part of
the territory assigned to the Jewish National Home. The
Jordanian occupation did not change that. In 1967, after the
Six-Day War, Israel by force of arms came into possession of
the West Bank. It could at long last enforce its preexisting
claim to land that had been assigned to the Jews as part of
the Mandate for Palestine.

Israel did not enforce that claim all at once. In the minds of
some Israelis, even though they recognized that the state had
a right to claim the entire West Bank, Israel might



nonetheless want to give up some of that land if, by doing so,
it could obtain a lasting peace. It soon became clear that the
Arabs were not interested in anything less than a full
withdrawal by Israel, back to the 1949 armistice lines. Israel
then went ahead with its own plans, populating the area with
Israelis, slowly building settlements that became villages
that became cities, so that now there are 600,000 Jews living
in what they have since Biblical times called “Judea and
Samaria.” (The West Bank was a term concocted by Jordan in
1950 so as to avoid using the toponyms “Judea” and “Samaria.”)
If Bernie Sanders thinks the Israeli “occupation” should
“end,” then he must state clearly what that he means by that.
I take it to mean that Bernie Sanders wants Israel to be
forced back within the pre-1967 armistice lines, which Abba
Eban famously called the “lines of Auschwitz,” with Israel
only nine miles wide at its narrowest. And it means that he is
willing to ignore — or he does not know — the provisions of
the Mandate for Palestine itself.

Not only does Bernie Sanders likely not know the legal status
of the West Bank according to the Palestine Mandate, but he
likely is unaware of the other, entirely independent claim
that Israel possesses to the West Bank. This claim is based on
U.N. Resolution 242, which gave Israel the right to “secure
and recognized boundaries.” According to the Resolution’s
British author, Lord Caradon, “secure” boundaries meant
borders that were “defensible.” According to Caradon, “the
essential phrase which is not sufficiently recognized is that
withdrawal should take place to secure and recognized
boundaries, and these words were very carefully chosen: they
have to be secure and they have to be recognized. They will
not be secure unless they are recognized. And that is why one
has to work for agreement. This is essential. I would defend
absolutely what we did. It was not for us to lay down exactly
where the border should be. I know the 1967 border very well.
It is not a satisfactory border, it is where troops had to
stop in 1947, just where they happened to be that night, that



is not a permanent boundary.. “
In a 1974 statement, Caradon said:

“It would have been wrong to demand that Israel return to its
positions of 4 June 1967. .. That’s why we didn’t demand that
the Israelis return to them and I think we were right not to.”

Does Bernie Sanders understand what Israel has a right to
claim, based on U.N. Resolution 2427 Israel was not required
to withdraw from “all” the territories it won in the Six-Day
War, but only from “territories” — that is, some of the
territories. This was heatedly discussed at the time; Arab
delegates kept trying to insert the phrase “all the
territories,” but were constantly rebuffed by Lord Caradon,
who continued to insist that “withdrawal from [some]
territories” was all that was required. Israel has
relinquished the entire Sinai to Egypt, which constituted
about 95% of the territory it won in June 1967; it has been
argued that Israel has given back quite enough of “the
territories” already — 95% of them — and need not give up any
part of the West Bank. Israel could further argue that
continued possession of the West Bank is essential to its
“secure” — i.e., defensible — borders. Israel has to maintain
control of the Jordan Valley and the heights of Judea, if it
wants to secure the invasion routes from the East.

Bernie Sanders, then, does not understand that the West Bank
was always meant to be included in the territory of the
Mandate for Palestine, and is not “occupied” territory insofar
as Israel is concerned (from 1949 to 1967 it was, in truth,
“occupied” by Jordan). The League of Nations may have closed
its doors, but by Article 70 of the U.N. Charter, the
Mandate’'s original provisions remained in force until the
State of Israel was declared. This is something Bernie Sanders
appears not to understand. Nor does he seem to know about
Israel’s independent claim to much of the West Bank, based on
U.N. Resolution 242.



There is another kind of knowledge that Sanders also lacks: a
knowledge of Islam, and especially, an understanding of the
doctrine of Jihad. For the Arab and Muslim war on Israel can
only be grasped as a Jihad, that Muslims must continue, using
various instruments, until the defeat of the Infidel. It’'s a
difficult and disturbing lesson to learn. It’'s certainly not
what Bernie Sanders at this point would allow himself to
believe. But the best way to keep the peace, in such a
conflict without end, is for Israel to rely on the same
principle that served the United States so well during the
Cold War: the principle of deterrence. That requires that
Israel not only be a formidable adversary, but that it be
readily seen to be a formidable adversary. To force Israel to
yield still more territory, beyond what it has already given
back, to squeeze it into something like the 1949 armistice
lines that Lord Caradon dismissed, would be to deprive the
Israelis of the full deterrent effect of their present
borders. For now, Israel can maintain its security by having
its eastern border along the Jordan River, but any withdrawal
from that eastern border would diminish the effectiveness of
its deterrence. Furthermore, Israel has to retain the Golan,
as part of its effort to keep “secure” boundaries; the Golan
looms forbiddingly over the northern part of the country; when
Syria possessed it, the Syrians used the Golan to rain death
down on Israeli farmers below; now that Israel has the Golan —
which it annexed long ago, to near-total popular approval —
it can threaten all of southern Syria.

Bernie Sanders thinks that a “peace agreement” will keep the
peace between Arabs and Israelis. He has never heard of the
Treaty of al-Hudaibiyya, which Mohammed made with the Meccans
in 628 A.D. It was to have lasted ten years; after 18 months,
feeling his side had grown sufficiently strong, Muhammad broke
the treaty and attacked the Meccans. That Treaty of al-
Hudaibiyya has ever since been taken by Muslims as an example
to emulate. The principle of Western law since Roman times,
that Pacta sunt servanda — “treaties are to be obeyed” - is



not a principle Muslims observe in their treaties with
Unbelievers. If the peace is to be kept between Israel and the
Arabs, it must be through Israel’s deterrence, requiring both
military superiority (of men and weapons), and control of
strategic territory.

One last observation. Bernie Sanders several times mentions
the “Palestinian people.” That's something he needs to
investigate. If he does, he will discover that neither before,
nor during, nor for nearly twenty years after, the 1948-49
war, was there any mention of a “Palestinian people.” Nor will
Sanders find any mention of them, by an Arab diplomat, in any
of the U.N. records, until late in 1967. The “Palestinian
people” were invented by public relations experts, with some
help from the K.G.B., to make more palatable the Arab war
against Israel. Instead of a conflict in which nearly 20 Arab
states made war — military, economic, diplomatic — on tiny
Israel, that war could be re-presented to the world as between
“two tiny peoples, each struggling for a homeland.” The
phrase, and the concept, caught on, and now it would be
difficult to undo the widespread belief in a “Palestinian
people.” But a moment’s thought might give Bernie Sanders
pause: what are the features, whether of religion, language,
ethnicity, or folklore, that distinguish the “Palestinian
people” from the other Arabs, especially those just across the
river in Jordan? There are no distinguishing characteristics
to identify the “Palestinian people.” Bernie Sanders should
commit to memory the famous admission by Zuheir Mohsen, in an
interview he gave to the Dutch paper Trouw in 1977: “The
Palestinian people do not exist. The creation of a Palestinian
state is only a means for continuing our struggle against the
state of Israel for our Arab unity. In reality today there is
no difference between Jordanians, Palestinians, Syrians and
Lebanese. Only for political and tactical reasons do we speak
today about the existence of a Palestinian people, since Arab
national interests demand that we posit the existence of a
distinct ‘Palestinian people’ to oppose Zionism. Yes, the



existence of a separate Palestinian identity exists only for
tactical reasons, Jordan, which 1is a sovereign state with
defined borders, cannot raise claims to Haifa and Jaffa, while
as a Palestinian, I can undoubtedly demand Haifa, Jaffa, Beer-
Sheva and Jerusalem. However, the moment we reclaim our right
to all of Palestine, we will not wait even a minute to unite
Palestine and Jordan.” Zuheir Mohsen was no minor figure; he
was the head of the Palestinian terror group As



