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T

he 20th century was one of the most turbulent in human history, marked by total wars and severe ideological struggles. Two
ideologies competed against the Western liberal-democratic
system and were defeated unconditionally. The ﬁrst, nazism, was
vanquished in a total war that exacted one of the greatest human and
economic costs in history. The second, communism, was overcome
after a political and ideological struggle that lasted three-quarters of
a century. When it seemed that a “New World Order” had emerged
and the period of total wars, and especially fanatic ideologies, had
ended, the world became aware of the danger of fundamentalist
Islam, whose borders, as Samuel Huntington has observed, are
borders of blood.
Indeed, in several regards this is a more extreme danger, certainly
a graver and more massive threat: there are many Islamic states in
the world, there is a total Islamic population of over a billion human beings, and the reality is one of an extroverted and aggressive,
totalistic religion with an ideology of perpetual expansion. It should
also be stated clearly, even in the age of the “politically correct,” that
the problem is also one of Arabs, the “savage kinship” as scholars
7



8





9



have called it, which is still immersed in many values of anarchic
tribalism. We are not speaking of Islam as a religion, nor of the
Arabs, per se. However, the combination of radical Arabs and
fundamentalist Islam is deadly, and constitutes the greatest threat
to the existence of modern society and culture. Their ideology is
uncompromisingly murderous and nihilistic, and they are supported by millions of frustrated and destitute people who seek to
convert the humiliating present back into the glorious past.

Islam constitutes a universal world view, an all-inclusive civilization that lays down positive and negative commandments for
the believer. It is a comprehensive system of religion (din) and state
(dawlah), which does not distinguish between the kingdom of Allah and the kingdom of the ruler, and signiﬁes total and exclusive
submissiveness and devotion to the will of Allah. The Islamic ideal
was the establishment of a political community (ummah), and the
goal was deﬁned as achieving an Islamic order and political stability,
while maintaining the unity of the community. Any rule is preferable to lack of rule, and any ruler can be accepted, because he is
preferable to anarchy. Arab history, from the days of the prophet
Muhammad to the present, is one of patrimonial leadership in
military or monarchic authoritarian regimes. Yet, from the historical
standpoint, political activity in the Arab world tended to encourage rebelliousness and political violence.1 How can we explain this
paradoxical phenomenon? The answer is fascinating: there is no
need for legitimacy stemming from the people and its sovereign
political will, since sovereignty comes from Allah, and the moment
one rule is replaced by another, it becomes accepted and consented
to. Everything is done according to the will of Allah, and the test
is always the result. Whether an act has succeeded or failed, that is
the will of Allah. This is the ideological-religious basis for violence
in Islam. Today, this model endures even in the secular conception
of rule, with sovereignty consisting of the leader’s personality and
the forcefulness of his rule.
The Islamic state is theocratic: Allah is the only source of faith,
and the religious cult is the symbol of collective identity. Any criticism, any opposition, constitutes heresy. This orientation is linked
to the legitimacy of the government. Islam completely rejects the

Western view that the state is the product of a “social contract.” The
state reﬂects and embodies the will of Allah. Sovereignty (hakmiyah) stems from Allah alone and does not pertain to the will of the
ruled. The Western doctrine of a right to oppose a bad government,
and a duty to replace it, does not exist in Islam (Saddam Hussein’s
maintenance of power in Iraq, and Arafat’s continuing to lead the
Palestinians, are real-life examples). The question of the citizenship
and of civil sovereignty is irrelevant. In this regard, it is clear what
the army’s role will be, and that the leadership will remain in power.
From the standpoint of Islam, any attempt to alter the structure
of legitimacy and sovereignty constitutes heresy and rebellion. The
Arabic word for “state” is dawlah, which means dynasty, but connotes becoming or replacing (Sura 3, 134–140).
Most of the population is estranged from the government, and is
not regarded as a factor to consider in conducting politics. The political culture is native (submissive) in the center and parochial in the
periphery. There is no tradition of a civil society that constitutes the
sovereign, and citizenship, as a critical phenomenon, is practically
nonexistent. Political participation is on the level of supportiveness
only, and mobility is low. Intellectual thought in Islam, like legitimacy and sovereignty, is also diﬀerent from the Western concept,
and this has important implications for basic principles and political
behavior. The concept is atomistic rather than integrative, meaning
that the principle of causality does not exist, since everything stems
from the will of Allah. The result is the crystallization of a synthetic
culture that manifests mental collectivism, with an overarching goal
of preserving stability, and a fear of questioning the political order
lest disintegration, anarchy, and disorientation result.
The values of Islam were profoundly inﬂuenced by the basic
values of the Arabs in the jahali era. Allah is from the jahali period.
He was regarded as a supreme god, and he had three daughter-gods:
al-Lat, al-Manat, and al-`uzza. The cult of the stones was central
in jahali Arab society, particularly the “black stone” in Ka`bah in
Mecca. Another key example is the custom of the hajj, which was
entirely incorporated into Islam. Apart from the customs that were
replicated from the jahali era, it seems that only two of the ﬁve pillars
of Islam (arkan al-Islam) — prayer (salat) and testimony (shahadah)
— are originally Muslim.
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The determinative aﬃliation is inward, involving the blood
relations within the family or clan. This is manifested in the proverb, “I and my brothers against my cousin. I and my cousin against
the neighbor, I and the neighbor against the foreigner.” The duty
to uphold the aﬃliative and clan-family framework against others
exists without any connection to the question of right or wrong.
The hostility and suspicion toward other tribes is deep and intense,
and is well reﬂected in the relations between Arab states. There have
never been relations of peace and fraternity between these countries,
but rather a cold and alien détente. The summit conferences are a
powerful ﬁlter for synchronizing the severe disagreements that exist.
These summits are held when sharp disputes arise on the political
agenda. To avert conﬂicts as well as the shame of failing to arrive at
agreement, the Arab leaders decide to formulate a joint document in
a festive conference that aims at covering up the shame and creating
an atmosphere of solidarity. Even this goal is achieved only with
great diﬃculty. To prevent failure, and the intensiﬁcation of the collective Arab shame, the Arab foreign ministers meet before holding
the summit to formulate a summary document. That document
is then transmitted to the heads of state for approval. The leaders’
level of participation manifests their agreement or opposition to the
positions that have been reached. No less important, the defense
and security agreements that are signed between Arab states are not
worth the paper they are written on, and they are not regarded as
applicable even by the signatories themselves.
From the state of aﬀairs just presented, we may draw conclusions about the likelihood of reaching political arrangements
with Arab states, let alone in the case of Arab land considered to
be inhabited by inﬁdels, such as the Crusaders and Israel. The attitude toward the foreigner shows fascinating paradoxes: on the
one hand, courtesy, sympathy, and hospitality, yet on the other, an
aloof suspicion. This indicates the social basis of the Arab-Islamic
hatred, which is mingled both with fanaticism and feelings of inferiority toward the West. Peace is hardly a familiar phenomenon
between the Arabs, and it is illusory to think they can reach peace
with foreigners.
Muhammad succeeded in laying the political and intellectual
foundation for the Islamic social system, but he failed to eradicate

the tribal-clan structure. The tribes became part of Islam on the basis
of the existing commonality of customs, and swore personal loyalty
(mubaya`ah) to it because it was perceived as triumphant. This is a
salient phenomenon among the Arabs, rooted in the spread of Islam,
and it has major implications for the issue of Islamic fundamentalism: the victor is righteous, and the righteous always triumphs.
The test for righteousness is the same as the test for success. These
are facts dispensed by Allah; hence, Islam triumphs and succeeds
because it is righteous.
In the tribal society, secular ideas held a central place and were
expressed in the concept of “manhood” (muruwwah). This refers to
the traits of the perfect Bedouin man. The most important framework was that of maintaining the rules of tribal solidarity (`asabiyah).
The tribe was the primary social unit, the basis of personal and collective existence; hence the centrality of the collectivist rather than
individualist approach. The crucial phenomenon in the society is
that of honor. This is the supreme value, more important than life
itself. Sharaf is a man’s honor of the man. It is dynamic and can rise
or fall in line with the man’s activity and how he is perceived. `ird
is the honor of the woman (and also refers to her pelvis, which is
related to her modesty). `ird, unlike sharaf, is permanent and static.
The woman was born and grew up with her honor, and her duty is to
guard it closely. The moment `ird is lost, it cannot be restored, and
the honor of the man is severely compromised.2 Muslim tradition
ascribes supreme importance to the man’s honor and the woman’s
modesty. This is the basis for the status of woman in Islamic society,
and one of the primary concepts in Islam that fosters male-female
inequality.3
The opposite pole of honor is shame. Researchers are not certain what is more important, the notion of honor or the fear of the
shame that will be caused if honor is compromised. It is not honor,
but shame that is the key issue. Public exposure is what harms a
man’s honor and humiliates him. The Arab is constantly engaged in
avoiding whatever causes shame, in word and deed, while striving
vigorously to promote his honor. Beyond shame and preventing
its occurrence, there is vengeance, which is also to be displayed to
all.4 Arab culture reﬂects a collective ethos, and esteems tradition
and honor. It is circumspect in regard to avoiding insult or causing
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shame; hence, it is better to lie so as to prevent conﬂict and not
oﬀend someone. Whereas the Jewish approach turns one cheek, on
the basis of “We have sinned, we have transgressed, we have done
wickedly,” and the Christian approach turns the other cheek and
discards responsibility, the Arab-Islamic approach is essentially aggressive: I have a problem? Then you are to blame. This constitutes
open and emphatic deﬁance of everything that is perceived as wrong,
unjust, and as inability to accomplish one’s goals. There is no eﬀort
at compromise, certainly no tolerance and consent to the rights and
rightness of the other. Nor is there any comprehension that relative
concepts are involved. The phenomenon has been starkly evident
in the Arab approach to the issue of Palestine. The conception is
absolutely total. Justice and truth belong only to the Palestinians, in
a manner absolute and without appeal, and the political discourse
manifests this clearly.
Language is a cultural phenomenon of supreme importance.
Prominent among the Arabs is the use of expressions, proverbs,
metaphors, linguistic allegories, as well as exaggeration (mubalaghah)
and gloriﬁcation (mufakharah). As a result, spoken Arabic is replete
with exaggeration, verbal pathos, and the frequent use of high-ﬂown
phrases.
This approach contrasts completely with the language of understatement in Western culture. This linguistic contrast contributes to
a major problem of communication between members of the two
diﬀerent cultural spheres. What happens in an encounter between
Arab culture’s language of overstatement and Western culture’s language of understatement? This is one of the major causes of Israel’s
diﬃcult position in world public opinion, which believes the Arab
culture of exaggeration reﬂects an actual reality. The impact of the
rich and beautiful Arabic language on Arab conduct is remarkable. There would not be such ardent feelings of veneration, such
conscious and intensive use of the language, if these were not so
powerfully propelled by the written or spoken word. The Arabic
language is a mirror through which the Arabs examine the world.
Even the language of the uneducated is very rich, and fosters exaggerations and excessive emphases. The Arabs are proud of their
language and convinced that it is the greatest and most beautiful
of the world’s tongues.

The Arab personality abounds in contradictions. This is a deeply
rooted duality: only a small part of the people is happy and content,
yet they give strangers a warm and enthusiastic welcome. They are
also intensely emotional, and easily prompted to extremes of hostility
and resentment with no self-control. Under the inﬂuence of distress
and fanaticism, they are capable of any act of cruel violence in an
appalling magnitude. The shift can be dramatic and extreme. This
is characteristic of tribalism: an admirable fatalism and passivity of
self-control, along within an astonishing impulsivity and capacity for
draconian, uncontrolled violence. All the mechanisms of hospitality,
blessings, and aﬀability are aimed at creating a defensive buﬀer, at
mitigating the threatening interpersonal encounter.
Life in a hostile environment in the desert, with scarce resources,
in social and political alienation, forged a society that acquiesces to
the harsh reality out of political conformism, and accepts the rules
of behavior that deﬁned society’s objectives in religious terms.
These are ingrained symptoms of behavioral polarity between:

The tribal origins of the Arab Middle East were assimilated into
a rural society. The urban society developed only in the 20th century,
but retained the patterns of thought and activity of the rural-tribal
frameworks. Indeed, in many respects Arab society manifests the
desert anarchy, whether they wear ﬁne tailored suits or gold jalabas.
All this is reﬂected as well in the polar duality of Islam.

The phenomenon of the “return of Islam” has many names,
according to the eye of the beholder: awakening; rebirth; return;
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unity and separateness,
honor and shame,
violent aggression and passive submission to rule,
fantasy that ascends to the heavens and the earthliness of
the burning desert,
e) hatred of the imperialist West and admiration for its attributes,
f ) the desire for anarchic desert freedom that reﬂects the turbulent and emotional personality,
g) and patience and endurance in the face of the harsh reality.
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reassertion; resurgence; resurrection; fundamentalism; messianism;
political Islam; Islamism; radical Islam; Islamic extremism; Islamic
movement; Islamic fanatics. The Muslims refer to the phenomenon
in positive terms: rootedness (usuliyah); origins (asliyun); Islamists
(Islamiyun); believers (mu`minun); God-fearers (mutadayinun).
However, the notion of fundamentalism, which initially referred to
the late 19th century Protestant movement in the United States, is
the most useful, both because it is related to “rootedness” in Arabic
(usuliyah) and because it is more understood and meaningful in the
Western political discourse.
Only on September 11, 2001, after the terrorist strikes on the
Twin Towers and the Pentagon, was the Islamic threat internalized
in the West. It then began to penetrate the Western political consciousness that the Arab-Islamic political culture is aggressive and
violent, can arouse popular forces that are enormous in scope, and
embraces worldwide aspirations.
The Muslim weakness, compared to Western supremacy, left
profound feelings of frustration and inferiority among the Muslims,
a sense that their just, victorious religion had been humiliated by the
inﬁdel West. This reality is not only unfamiliar, but unacceptable,
since it contradicts all the laws of Muslim logic. The reactions to
the weaknesses of Islam were perceived and deﬁned as religious. The
problems were formulated in religious terms, and so were the solutions that were proposed for them: a return to the original Islamic
tenets, with the goal of restoring in the present the achievements
of the past, and applying the principles of the past to successful
activity in the present.
The violent Islamic aggression does not stem only from frustration, the most prominent factor in social science theories of aggression. Islam is characterized by violent and aggressive principles
and a radical ideology, whose source is in the Arab political culture.
The combination between sweetness and amiability as preached by
the Koran on the one hand, and the fanaticism of wild, destructive
violence on the other, is amazing. The phenomenon of the suicide
bombers, for example, is Islamic in nature: from Chechenya to Iran,
Hizbullah, and the Palestinians. The society sanctiﬁes the phenomenon of turning abject cowards who attack innocent, defenseless
civilians, into heroes whose murderous deeds are approved by their

families, not to mention the monetary rewards and adulation they
receive. In the West, this phenomenon is neither perceived nor
understood. It must be emphasized that it is not a matter of a few
extremists. Yet the West has a hard time understanding why Islam
does not work to eradicate the phenomenon.
The ﬁrst fundamentalist movements in Islam developed on
the periphery of the Arab world, amid the waning of the Ottoman
Empire. Its devotees had an internal orientation, focusing on reforms
or a revolution in Islamic society. The Wahabiyah movement in the
Arabian Peninsula founded by Muhammad ibn `Abd al-Wahab
(1703–1792), was inﬂuenced by the radical, puritanical hanbali
movement and the interpretations of Ibn-Taymiyah. The Sanusiyah
movement founded by Muhammad bin `Ali al-Sanusi (1787–1859)
in Cyrnaika (Libya) was a mystical and reformist movement, suited
to the cultural values of North Africa. And the Madhiyah movement founded by Muhammad Ahmad bin `Abdallah al-Mahdi
(1843–1885) ﬂowered in Sudan as a puritanical movement similar
to Wahabiyah. But the movement that led fundamentalist Islam
into the 20th century was the reformist al-Salaﬁyah movement
headed by Jamal al-Din al-Afghani (1838–1897), who preached
pan-Islamic solidarity and resistance to Western penetration. The
success of this movement was via its disciples, Muhammad `Abduh
(1849–1905) and Rashid Muhammad Rida (1865–1935), who were
active in Egypt. The triumphant stream was the radical activism of
the Muslim Brotherhood lead by Hasan al-Bana (1906–1949). This
movement gained enormous success, and established inﬂuential
branches in almost all the Arab states.
Geertz deﬁnes religion as a system of symbols that confers
meaning on reality, formulates views and outlooks, supplies answers
to all the issues, and creates an ethos for action.5 It is commonly
claimed that Islam is the political movement of the popular strata,
and provides a solution to the social-economic-cultural diﬃculties
of the Muslims. By contrast, we maintain that the Islamic awakening (al-sahwah al-Islamiyah) does not involve the return of Islam as
a religion, since in fact it was always there, and never underwent a
secularization process. What has occurred is that Islamic religion
has become a signiﬁcant factor in political discourse. Furthermore,
there are many diﬀerent Islamic movements that employ a variety
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of modes of attaining political ends and of gaining power via political and social mobilization of the masses. These are aggressive and
violent movements that use modern technological tools to subvert
Arab and Islamic states that are deﬁned as secular.
The Islamic movements are not part of the regime, but their
functional orientation is strongly political. Islam is, indeed, the
most political of all the religions. In contrast to the Christian ideal
of the kingdom of heaven, and the Jewish ideal of the messianic
age, Islam sees the ideal as immediately applicable via the state so
long as it functions according to the shari`a. In practice this means
that Muslims strive for a blend of Arab nationalism and Islam in its
fundamentalist formulation. The mixture of the two is tantamount
to embark upon a revolution whose ultimate objective is the reinstatement of the Islamic caliphate embodied in the Ottomon Empire
until the beginning of the 20th century.
The dominant notion in the West is that Muslims today are
expressing disappointment and frustration over the failure of modernization. They are displaying a cultural rearguard battle against a
modernity that dissolves their traditional value system. Our view
diﬀers. We contend that the current Muslim uprising is a political
reaction that seeks to promote political objectives as an alternative
to the existing regimes, and, no less signiﬁcant, it seeks to counteract
capitalist and communist ideology for which it regards itself as an
alternative. The Islamic awakening is not a negation of modernity,
but a reaction to its Western model. Western modernity is perceived
as a direct threat to Islamic civilization, which is the most important
collective framework of identity. Thus, the only possible resistance
to the West’s cultural onslaught is Islam in its fundamentalist form
presented as a comprehensive system that provides all solutions
(al-Islam huwa al-Hall) to the problems of society.
The Islamic solution is authentic and its roots run deep in the
existing culture. Western penetration induced a severe reaction
precisely among those who came into direct contact with the West,
those in the middle class who experienced modernity and higher
education. Modernity is perceived as the source of all sin, and permissiveness and materialism as a catastrophe. But the greatest sin
of the West is to place the individual and the rule of reason at the
center, as opposed to total submission and devotion to Allah.

The Islamic victory in Afghanistan and overthrow of the communist regime there in 1988 raised the issue anew, and served as
proof that Islam could vanquish the inﬁdels through the power of
enthusiasm and religious faith. Indeed, Allah is with Islam, and
Islam triumphs because he is just.

Fundamentalist Islam has begun its march through Arab-Islamic society. Analysis of the causes of its rise focuses on a number
of factors: a reaction to Western penetration, and a ﬁerce animosity toward its presence and inﬂuence in the Arab political system.
This mindset is prevalent among city dwellers, those who have had
more direct contact with the West, and the educated middle class,
who have experienced modernity and technology: ﬁrst there was
an economic conquest, then a military-territorial one. And when
the Arab states succeeded in liberating themselves from Western
colonialism, the Western cultural invasion began. The challenges of
Western technology and the global village threatened the foundations of Islamic society. Second is the failure of the secular political
alternative. The authoritarian regimes and patrimonial leadership
repress and alienate the masses, who experience no political participation and exert no inﬂuence over how the government functions.
The third factor is the collapse of the secular Arab ideologies, not
only socialism and communism but also nationalism, Nasserism,
and Arab unity, together with the Arab inability to solve the “question of Palestine.” As a result of these processes, a severe dissonance
developed between the world view of the Muslim Arab and the
reality of his social-political environment. The cultural conﬂict of
values acted as a strong catalyst for a return to the familiar world of
Islamic values, which oﬀered a lifeline in a stormy sea.
Alongside the ideas developed thus far, it remains important
to focus on still another dimension of the current Muslim predicament, namely the crises of identity and legitimacy,6 personal and
collective. In Arab-Islamic society, no practical ideology developed
that could provide a platform for nation building, a basis for socioeconomic development, enabling the formation of a civil society. The
Islamic societies have mostly remained rural and traditional, hence
suﬀused with a religious mentality. Most of the Arab states are in
a pre-industrial stage, and some of them are in the feudal era, with
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religion exerting wide inﬂuence over the population. The processes
of vast and uncontrolled demographic growth had a destructive
impact. The results are the subversion of the social and traditional
frameworks, the widening of the socio-economic disparities, and
the frustration and anomie of an alienated society, in states that
comprise non-political and non-civil societies.
The combination of a frustrated intellectual and religious minority, the force that exhorts and leads, and the indigent masses,
the ﬂock with its numerical magnitude, forms the basis for the rise
and endurance of the Islamic movements, a raft in the storm that
gave the population feelings of aﬃliation and self-worth.
In such circumstances, the conclusion of the Islamic movements
was clear and unyielding: one must return to the sources, to pure and
just Islam that oﬀers solutions for all distress and need, especially for
the cultural contradictions and identity crises of Arab society. Arab
unity cannot be achieved, and a solution to the Palestine problem
requires the overthrow of the secular Arab regimes. In place of the
secular Arab state, what is oﬀered is the pan-Islamic framework
under the laws of the shari`a. Secularism is regarded as the gravest
threat to traditional society. That is why secularism and Islam cannot join forces, a fact that only a few authors about Islam still fail
to comprehend. Islam is a permanent opponent of secularism, and
the Islamic awakening contradicts modernity.7
In the view of Lewis and Pipes, Islamic anti-Westernism stems
from deep feelings of humiliation among those viewing themselves
as the inheritors of the dominant civilization of the past, which
was subjugated by those regarded as inferior. The more appealing
Western civilization became, the greater the fundamentalist hostility
and will to struggle against it.8 It is worth, however, considering a
diﬀerent aspect of this attitude. The resentment and abhorrence are
at Western culture, not necessarily at the West. It is not Western
politics but rather the cultural ubiquity of the West, and the threat
to Islamic society that shape the Islamic outlook and behavior. Under
such circumstances, the Arabs put their ears to the ground to listen
for ancient drumbeats calling them back to the Golden Age.

What are the main characteristics of Islamic fundamentalism?
The Islamic movements represent diﬀerent trends, varied plans

of action, and diﬀerent views of how to achieve objectives. They
are complex, multi-dimensional movements that function mainly
within national political systems, although they have links to regional (mutual inﬂuence and ties between movements and states)
and international (sources of funding and activity) organizations.
They play a major role in shaping the system of relations and
conﬂicts in Arab politics at the level of government and of groups
that oppose the government. They include groups acting within a
messianic revolutionary regime, as in Iran; in a conservative and
closed regime, as in Saudi Arabia; and in the coalition of a military
regime, as in Sudan. At the same time, some of them function in
violent opposition to the regime, as in Egypt, Algeria, Syria, and
Tunisia; or in agreed partnership with the regime, as in Jordan
(where there are also radical movements of the bin-Laden type,
which the state harshly represses).
The Islamic movements are deeply entrenched in most social
and economic strata of Moslem society. Their leadership comes
from the professional organizations of the educated, urban middle
class (engineers, doctors, lawyers, teachers). The voice of the Islamic
movements is the most clear-cut and assimilable. They are not only a
political but a signiﬁcant social force as well, arising from an educated
and radical generation, with an academic background in the sciences,
concentrated in the middle strata of the urban society. Moreover,
they make intensive and sophisticated use of the media.
It is often claimed that the activism and militancy of the fundamentalist movements is essentially a defensive phenomenon, a way
of fending oﬀ threatening Westernism, reﬂecting profound distress
that issues in a blend of cultural and political protest, a perspective
cultivated by a particular line of research in this ﬁeld.9 We maintain, however, that this approach provides only one possible view.
A diﬀerent perspective notes that the primary issue is not one of
defensiveness and distress, but rather an attempt to cope with a hostile and dissonance-producing reality that involves relatively glaring
contradictions to the notion of presumed Islamic superiority.
Islamic fundamentalism does not exhibit passivity but rather
an iron determination to disseminate the values of religion, and
provide Islamic answers to the maladies of modern society. This
is not at all a defensive struggle. The Islamic movements do not

Mohammed’s MONSTERS

David Bukay



20



display or express a sense of failure and self-protection, but rather
an oﬀensive push toward victory.
Despite their radical zealousness, the fundamentalist Islamic
movements have displayed versatility and ﬂexibility in their activity, and have undergone diﬀerent stages that manifest an adaptive,
pragmatic approach to changing circumstances. At ﬁrst there
emerged an all-embracing ideology, based on a just and righteous
Islam rooted in the ancient teachings the Prophet Muhammad.
Since the mid-1960s the Islamic movements have shifted to the
political sphere and made use of violence and terrorism, striving
to overthrow secular Arab regimes. Since the mid-1980s they have
made attempts to integrate into parliamentary systems by participating in elections and to seize power from within. Finally, in light
of the political repression and manipulations of the regimes during elections, as well as the movements’ gains through organized
violence, two sub-groups have emerged within the fundamentalist
movements: one decided to return to ancient Islamic origins and
to social activity among the populace sanctioned by the regime; the
other changed its strategy to join the training camps of Afghanistan,
with the encouragement and aid of Saudi Arabia and the backing
of the United States.
Belatedly, some Western nations have come to realize that fundamentalist Islam threatens not only the Arab and Islamic regimes,
but its menace embraces the whole world. By now it is well known
that the menace takes the form of terrorism and violence. Less well
known is the fact that the enormous immigration of Arabs and
Muslims into Western countries has serious implications for their
political stability.
All the studies in this volume, with two exceptions, were written
before bin-Laden’s terrorist attack on the United States on September
11, 2001. They include analyses of a wide variety of Islamic issues,
and have critical implications for how this phenomenon is understood in the widest sense.
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Section One

ISLAM
AS A
WORLD
THREAT

A New and
More Dangerous Era
Anthony J. Dennis

I

n the 1990s, fundamentalist Islam began to emerge as the only
coherent ideology to pose a credible threat to the West. Islamic
fundamentalism is clearly a global phenomenon. Its adherents
can be found in an almost unbroken line from the Abu Sayyaf in
the Philippines to the Armed Islamic Group in North Africa. This
chapter will discuss the resurgence of Islamic fundamentalism in
the post-Cold War era and will explain why this ideology represents
a threat to the safety and security of the West in particular, and all
non-Muslims generally, as demonstrated by the words and deeds
of the fundamentalists themselves. Recent attempts by President
Khatami of Iran to establish a more moderate and less confrontational brand of Islamic rule will also be addressed. This chapter will
conclude with several recommendations for Western governments
faced with the challenge of dealing with the Muslim fundamentalists
in the international political arena today.
To understand the extent of the threat posed by Islamic
fundamentalism to the non-Muslim world, it is important to
understand the impact the end of the Cold War has had on the
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political landscape and to carefully consider the political agenda
and salient characteristics of the transnational fundamentalist
movement itself.
THE POST-COLD WAR WORLD: A MIXED LEGACY
The end of the Cold War left the world with a more mixed
legacy than is generally admitted. While the defeat of communism
and the peaceful annihilation of the Soviet empire represented
a tremendous moral as well as political victory for the West, the
collapse of the Soviet Union and its satellite empire also meant the
extinction of a tremendous restraining inﬂuence on scores of ethnic
and religious rivalries. One of the stabilizing facts of the Cold War
competition was that both East and West kept their client states
in check. While some rivalries were fueled during the Cold War,
others clearly were suppressed by it. With communism’s collapse,
many nations forged in the crucible of communism died with it. The
people of the former Soviet Union and of Yugoslavia, for example,
have found that there is no longer anything that commonly deﬁnes
and therefore unites them. As a result, nations have fragmented or
have disappeared entirely with astonishing swiftness. Cut loose by
the failed ideology of communism, many have fallen back on their
long-suppressed religious identity as a principle of political organization and as a means of understanding themselves and their world.
We should not be overly surprised to see new countries and even
new empires arise from the ashes of the old.1
One can say that the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the
Soviet Union have had at least three major eﬀects. These watershed
events created 1) an ideological vacuum, 2) a power vacuum, and
3) the largest weapons bazaar and black market in world history.
Islamic fundamentalism as a political movement and as an ideology
has beneﬁted from each of these eﬀects.
Ideological Vacuum
The collapse of the Soviet empire discredited communism as
a viable ideology, especially in the eyes of developing nations. As a
consequence, communism is no longer viewed as worthy of emulation. Yet, while communism was defeated, democratic ideals have
not necessarily triumphed. Democracy, like communism before
it, is essentially a non-indigenous ideology imported into Muslim
Mohammed’s MONSTERS
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territories only in the last one hundred years or so. By contrast, the
notion of governance according to traditional Islamic principles is
a familiar and appealing concept in these regions. Islam clearly has
what one might call the “home ﬁeld advantage.”
The post-Cold War ideological vacuum has been ﬁlled by Islam
as many leaders in the Muslim Middle East, North Africa, and
Central Asia have fallen back on their “Muslim roots” for models
of governance and as a way to remain politically relevant in the eyes
of their largely Muslim populace. By the early 1990s, the language
of socialism, with all its references to the liberation of the masses,
the exploitation of capitalists, and the misdeeds of various imperialist powers, had become outdated. The language of fundamentalist
Islam, with its disturbingly violent references to jihad, its moral
and religious endorsement of terrorism against civilians, and its
gloriﬁcation of martyrdom, had taken its place.
Power Vacuum
The political universe, like the natural one, abhors a vacuum. At
its height, the Cold War generally worked to suppress other political
ideologies and movements as both the Americans and the Soviets
(and their respective allies) committed tremendous resources to
either democratic or Communist parties and leaders in Asia, Africa,
and the Middle East. Anyone not aligned with one or the other
political camp was, at best, unfunded and ignored and, at worst,
ruthlessly suppressed. Now that the superpowers have largely withdrawn from many of these areas, Islamic fundamentalism has had a
chance to “break out” and evolve from being a relatively marginal
political movement to a mainstream movement.
The increased popularity of Islamic rule in the post-Cold War era
was eloquently demonstrated in Turkey, an economically advanced
and westernized nation and a longtime member of NATO. In 1996,
for the ﬁrst time in modern Turkish history, the Islamic party’s candidate for prime minister won in a stunning electoral upset, beating
out candidates from the two mainstream parties, True Path and
Motherland. The elevation of Necmettin Erbakan to the oﬃce of
prime minister that year demonstrates that parties calling for a rejection of the West (including termination of military and diplomatic
alliances with Western nations) and a return to traditional Islamic
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rule have substantial electoral clout, even in relatively wealthy and
developed nations like Turkey. These parties are serious contenders
for political power and should not be dismissed out of hand. Nor
should their popularity be ascribed solely to poor economic conditions. Those who assert that Islamic parties are popular solely or
principally because of poor economic conditions are able to make
such declarations only by studiously ignoring the facts.
Elsewhere in the world, the absence of Soviet authority in places
like Central Asia has given native leaders and local religious types in
these areas a golden opportunity to politically organize. As predicted,
we have seen parties calling for Islamic forms of government rise
to some prominence throughout the former Soviet Central Asian
Republics in the last ten years. The Islamic Renaissance Party, for
example, was active in the immediate aftermath of the collapse of
Soviet rule. In 1991, four of the former Soviet Asian Republics
banned all activities of this party out of concern over its growing
strength.2 Where were the budding democratic parties at this time?
They were, comparatively speaking, non-existent.
Black Market Weaponry
On the military front, the disintegration of the Soviet Empire
and the concomitant loss of centralized control over its vast military
arsenal have given the fundamentalist Muslims unprecedented access to weapons of mass destruction (WMD) capable of making
relatively small terrorist groups or nations into world military
powers literally overnight. In fact, there have been a number of
detailed reports concerning the ease with which Soviet-made
nuclear weaponry or other sophisticated military technology can be
smuggled out of the country and purchased in the black market.3
This is the world into which Usama bin Ladin and others have
stepped, with ready cash in hand, and it is the reason why the
fundamentalist movement represents such a grave threat to world
peace in the present age.
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all 850 million to 1 billion of the world’s Muslims are terrorists
or necessarily supportive of terrorism of any kind. In fact, I consistently use the modiﬁer “fundamentalist” in connection with
the term “Muslim” in order to make evident that I am referring
speciﬁcally to this radical segment.
The term “Islamic fundamentalist” is not a theological term
but a politically descriptive one which describes persons or parties
that have a very speciﬁc and deﬁned domestic and foreign policy
agenda. I tend to favor the foregoing term over the terms “Islamist”
or “political Islam.” “Islamist” is a colorless term that does not
convey the return to the early days of the prophet’s rule and the
fundamentals of the early faith to which the modern day fundamentalists aspire. The term “political Islam” strikes me as similarly
unedifying and even redundant since Islam is, by deﬁnition, a faith
that has been intimately and inextricably involved in politics from
the very beginning.
Domestic Policy
The Muslim fundamentalists seek on the domestic front the establishment of an Islamic theocracy or religious dictatorship (including, if necessary, the violent overthrow of the existing government),
the adoption and strict application of the sharia, Islam’s traditional
legal code, and the eradication and expulsion of all non-Muslim
inﬂuences on their society and way of life.

DEFINITION AND OVERVIEW OF POLITICAL AGENDA
Before proceeding any further, let me state here as I have
stated previously in other contexts that my remarks are limited
to one politically active and politically radical segment of the vast
Muslim world, and that I do not mean to suggest or imply that

Foreign Policy
In terms of foreign policy, these groups adopt an implacably hostile and adversarial posture toward the West, with talk of military and
terrorist strikes against it, the desirability of killing Western citizens,
and the necessity (indeed the religious duty) of undertaking a jihad
against America and other nations including Israel. As incredible
and unrealistic as it sounds, the ultimate foreign policy objective of
these groups is the conversion or extermination of all non-Muslim
peoples including those living in Europe and North America. Sheik
Omar Abdel-Rahman, the Egyptian cleric who was later convicted
of involvement in the World Trade Center bombing in New York
City, was quoted on the front page of the Wall Street Journal one
month before that bombing as saying that his goal was to “show all
Americans that they’ll never be happy if they don’t follow Islam.”4
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The Islamic Republic of Iran, in fact, has a clause in its constitution
calling for spreading the Islamic revolution to other lands.5
Both Iran and Sudan have found that preaching jihad against
America is a useful centerpiece around which to organize their
foreign policy, and in Sudan’s case — even their military and local
militia.6 Iranian government oﬃcials have been quite honest about
their rhetorical and literal war against America. In 1991, Ali Akbar
Mohtashemi openly admitted that “[i]t is necessary to target all U.S.
objectives throughout the world” and stated that “Iranians are ready
for sacriﬁce and Holy War.”7 Needless to say, normal diplomatic
relations with such governments or groups in the face of these
homicidal intentions are highly problematic at best.
Fundamentalist groups can be Shiites like the Islamic Republic of Iran or Sunnis like the regime in Sudan or the Taliban in
Afghanistan. It should be noted that religious diﬀerences have not
prevented Shia and Sunni groups or regimes, including Iran and
Sudan, from working together against a common perceived enemy
and do not present an insurmountable hurdle to transnational
cooperation.8



31



these disturbing initiatives appear to be part and parcel of the
fundamentalists’ domestic program.
Farther east in Afghanistan, the Taliban engaged in the most
infamous act of cultural vandalism in recent times when, in March
2001, it ordered and swiftly carried out the destruction of thousands
of irreplaceable ancient Buddhist statues that resided in the Kabul
Museum and the dynamiting of the two largest stone-carved Buddhas in the world at Bamiyan.

PROGRAM OF CULTURAL DESTRUCTION
In addition to instituting strict Islamic rule inside their own
countries, fundamentalists from several diﬀerent areas of the
Muslim world also have advocated a program of cultural destruction which ought to be roundly condemned by Muslim and
non-Muslim alike. In Turkey the Islamic party, known formerly
as the Refah (Welfare) Party and more recently as the Islamic
Virtue Party, advocated banning ballet as a degenerate art form
and the closing of women’s shelters. The party has also advocated
the destruction of those historical monuments and archeological
sites within Turkey that do not glorify the nation’s Muslim past.
At one point, the fundamentalist mayor of Istanbul even called
for the destruction of the magniﬁcent and historic Byzantine-era
walls around the city. It was only after the threat of an international outcry and expected pressure from Turkey’s secular national
government that this program of cultural destruction was at least
temporarily abandoned. Nothing in the Koran would appear to
authorize, let alone compel, this kind of cultural vandalism yet

SALIENT CHARACTERISTICS: HATRED OF THE WEST
Although I ﬁnd the human rights abuses and the persecution
of religious minorities (both of which lie outside the scope of this
essay) extremely troubling from a moral as well as an international
human rights law perspective, it is the fundamentalists’ implacably
hostile foreign policy and highly emotional rhetoric demonizing
America and other Western nations which is of most concern to
me because of the implications for future acts of terrorism against
the West and because of the national security implications generally. We all know and have heard the slogans uttered by the highest
levels of successive Iranian governments over the last 20-odd years
which characterize America as “the Great Satan.” This has been
followed by chants of “Death to America!” in oﬃcially organized
street demonstrations in Teheran. Sadly, this kind of rhetoric is
common in fundamentalist circles and represents yet another
barrier to productive communication between the Muslim and
non-Muslim worlds.
A few more examples, out of many that could be recited, should
suﬃce: In 1993, Sheik al-Tamimi, then the leader of Islamic jihad,
was publicly quoted as saying, “I pray that Allah may tear apart
America just as the Soviet Union was torn apart.”9 For his part,
Sheik Abdel-Rahman made many tapes for his followers in which
he called the USA a “den of evil and fornication.”10 Besides the
bombings of the U.S. embassies in Tanzania and Kenya on August
7, 1998, which left 257 dead, Usama bin Ladin is perhaps best
known in the West for his February 23, 1998, fatwa or religious
decree calling for Muslims worldwide to kill Americans and their
allies — civilians and military — wherever and whenever they can
ﬁnd them. “This is an individual duty for every Muslim” and “is in
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accordance with the words of Almighty God,” stated bin Ladin as
part of his decree.
Even the Palestinian Authority has gotten into the act. On
July 22, 1997, the Wall Street Journal carried an excerpt of a July
11 sermon of Palestinian Authority Mufti Ikrama Sabri (an Arafat
appointee, noted the Journal) at the Al Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem.
Sabri publicly prayed in part, “Oh Allah, destroy America, for she is
ruled by Zionist Jews. . . . Allah will paint the White House black!”11
At the time Arafat’s appointee was publicly praying for the literal
destruction of the United States and its historic symbol, the White
House, American taxpayers, were providing Arafat’s organization
with millions of dollars in aid as part of the Clinton administration’s
eﬀorts to buy peace in the Middle East.
REASONS FOR FUNDAMENTALIST FURY
There are several reasons for the Muslim fundamentalist world’s
hatred of the West. First of all, as a puritanical movement aspiring to return Islamic society to the early days of the faith, Islamic
fundamentalism by deﬁnition is hostile to any outside inﬂuence
that makes the achievement of that objective harder to attain. The
world has become smaller with the advent of the Internet and the
worldwide web, the globalization of trade, and the ease with which
non-Western populations are able to access Western music, movies,
theater, literature, television shows, and so forth. These developments are taken as a serious cultural threat by fundamentalist leaders
who have called the Western cultural onslaught “Westoxiﬁcation.”
Hence, we see vigorous eﬀorts in many traditional Islamic countries to conﬁscate and destroy satellite dishes and radios as a way to
prevent ordinary Muslim citizens from being exposed to Western
culture and the free expression of ideas.
If the fundamentalists are living and governing according
to God’s law as they believe, then why, might they ask, is their
civilization less advanced, their military less powerful, their people
less healthy and less wealthy than the inﬁdels living in the West?
This is a source of great consternation and embarrassment to the
fundamentalists. The fundamentalists view themselves as the heirs
of the ancient Arabic empire founded by the prophet, and they are
acutely conscious of their failure to live up to that grand inheritance.
Mohammed’s MONSTERS
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They are also painfully aware of the fact that the material, scientiﬁc,
political, military, and technological achievements of Western civilization dwarf the achievements of their own Islamic civilization in
the modern age. Instead of blaming themselves, at some level they
blame America and the West for reminding them of their own failings. The unqualiﬁed triumph of the West in defeating the Soviet
Union in a virtually bloodless ﬁght only adds to the pressure the
fundamentalists feel either to deﬁne an alternative Islamic world
order or be forced to fall in line with Western values and political
and economic ideals.
Unlike the IRA or the Basque separatists, the Muslim fundamentalists aren’t seeking merely the transfer of territory or the release
of political prisoners. Nor is it America’s long-standing record of
friendly relations with Israel which alone make it a prime fundamentalist target. The stark and simple fact is, the fundamentalists hate
Americans (and other Westerners) for who we are and, therefore,
there is nothing we can do, no cognizable demands we could ever
satisfy, short of stepping into a cultural gas chamber that would ever
satisfy the essential demands of the Muslim fundamentalists.
THE KHATAMI PHENOMENON
President Mohammad Khatami of Iran deserves mention for
the novelty of his ideas and the courageousness with which he
has expressed them. He is that rare and endangered creature — a
moderate politician in a fundamentalist Muslim state. Khatami is
important because if the “Khatami revolution” sweeps away the
unreconstructed aspects of the Iranian revolution leaving Iran with
a less confrontational, more moderate and participatory form of
Islamic-based government, then such an event will have removed
one of the biggest stars in the fundamentalist constellation.
În his writings and public pronouncements, Mohammad
Khatami has attempted to replace conﬂict between Islamic civilization and the Judeo-Christian West with dialogue.12 Khatami
uttered his now famous call for a “dialogue among civilizations”
in an hour-long interview on the Cable News Network (CNN)
which was broadcast worldwide on January 7, 1998. His statements stand in stark contrast both to the statements of the
transnational fundamentalist movement and to the remarks of

Anthony J. Dennis



34



many of his colleagues in the Iranian government, including Iran’s
Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei who continues to adhere
to a harsh, anti-American and anti-Western line. The appearance
of individuals like Mohammad Khatami is a hopeful development
because it provides an individual with whom it is potentially possible
to have a peaceful and productive dialogue and because it breaks the
monopoly the fundamentalists have held on much of the political
speech emanating from the Islamic world of late. If Khatami survives
and succeeds in his political quest, his presence will give powerful
encouragement to other moderate, democratic forces working from
within the Muslim world to combat the fundamentalists.
INSTITUTIONAL AND IDEOLOGICAL
HURDLES TO REFORM
President Khatami faces both institutional and ideological
hurdles to the realization of his vision of a more moderate, less
confrontational Islam. He is like a man on a raft in the middle
of a powerful and turbulent fundamentalist sea. On the political
front, the power of the presidency in the Islamic Republic of Iran
is overshadowed and circumscribed by the oﬃce of the supreme
leader and the Council of Guardians. The president is not the most
senior executive branch oﬃcial in the Iranian government. As a
result, President Khatami does not control Iran’s foreign policy or
its military and intelligence branches. He has also been powerless
to prevent his own government’s zealous prosecution and imprisonment of many of his allies and supporters. Scores of Khatami’s allies
from the press, the universities, and from Iranian political circles
have been sent oﬀ to prison for disagreeing publicly with the fundamentalist line. Khatami’s lack of executive authority in Iran has
proven to be a great source of frustration for the president himself
and for his supporters.
These institutional limitations constitute signiﬁcant stumbling
blocks on Iran’s path to reform. They may also discourage other
governments from initiating a dialogue or having relations with
Iran out of concern that the cordial words of Khatami by no means
reﬂect the actual attitudes and intentions of the Iranian government,
which is controlled by hardliners under Supreme Leader Ayatollah
Khamenei.
Mohammed’s MONSTERS
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President Khatami’s political vision, a vision which acknowledges and incorporates important aspects of Western political
thought, also faces signiﬁcant ideological hurdles within the Muslim
world. These ideological hurdles represent additional friction points
between the Islamic and Western worlds. Islamic and Western conceptions of the state, the individual, and society are often totally at
odds. According to Western political thought, governmental power
arises from the governed. In contrast, in a theocracy such as exists
in Iran, governmental power is presumed to originate directly from
God. An Islamic ruler represents Allah’s agent on earth. In such a
setting, liberal democratic institutions — including a robust multiparty system, free and fair elections, and freedom of intellectual
expression including political expression — simply cannot work
since all political disagreements are ultimately religious disagreements, the penalties for which can be severe.
For a Shia cleric living in the theocracy that is Iran, Khatami
has made some daring and highly unconventional statements:
The legitimacy of the government stems from the
people’s vote. And a powerful government, elected by the
people, is representative, participatory, and accountable.
The Islamic government is the servant of the people and
not their master, and it is accountable to the nation under
all circumstances.13
Khatami’s views on government are plainly at odds with those
of his political opponents.
The profound gulf between Islamic and Western conceptions of
the state extends to the individual and society. To the fundamentalists, there is “no doctrine of human rights, the very notion of which
might seem an impiety. Only God has rights — human beings have
duties.”14 The whole Lockean concept of natural rights — or the
more modern concept of universal human rights — that predate
and are superior to the rights of any government to take them away,
ﬁnds no place in fundamentalist thought. In fact, the fundamentalists view the West’s insistence on certain basic and universal human
rights as an arrogant attempt to place the rights and privileges of
human beings above God, and above God’s agents on earth (i.e.,
the government run by the fundamentalists).
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Islamic rule as practiced in fundamentalist countries completely dominates both the individual and society. Islam, in its
classic formulation, recognizes no separation between the religious
and secular spheres. It represents a complete way of life for its followers regulating virtually every aspect of individual and group
behavior. This leaves very little room to maneuver for reformers
like Khatami.
Khatami’s attempts to institute civil society and a fully functional democracy in the Islamic Republic of Iran encounter other
troubles as well. Democracy and the whole concept of “human
rights” are viewed by many as Western imports and as another
legacy of colonialist rule. If the Muslim world which Khatami
inhabits has any hope of reconciling democracy with religion, free
speech with the authority of the religious establishment, and human rights (including especially women’s rights) with the Koran,
then ideally he and his supporters must ﬁnd indigenous sources
for such ideals in order to legitimize them in the eyes of the public
and religious authorities alike. Otherwise, his program may be
attacked and contemptuously dismissed by his fundamentalist
opponents as “Western imports” whose adoption by the nation
would represent a capitulation to the West and a betrayal of the
Islamic revolution.
In summary, Khatami treads a diﬃcult path both practically
and intellectually. President Khatami and his supporters will have
to work energetically to point out how aspects of their progressive
political program in fact have their origins in the Koran and the
Hadith (the Tradition).
We can wish Khatami well and do what we can, at arm’s length
and from across the waters, to encourage the growth and development of politically moderate voices within the Islamic world.
Western governments cannot do much more than that since a close
embrace of Khatami and his program may give his hard line opponents an opportunity to criticize him as a puppet of the West. In
the meantime, we must still deal with the hostile intentions of the
fundamentalist government of Iran and the deadly threats uttered by
fundamentalist groups around the world against the United States
and other Western countries.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
Very brieﬂy, several policy recommendations ﬂow from the
above state of aﬀairs.
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• Condemn Words and Deeds, Not Religious Status: We
should condemn words and deeds, not religious status. No
one should be condemned as a terrorist or supporter of terrorism merely because they happen to be followers of Islam.
The West must avoid falling into the trap of condemning
a particular religion. Rather, Western governments should
condemn those individuals and groups who interpret Islam
in such a way as to justify their violent actions.
• Support Civil Society, Not Elections: Western governments should not rigidly support calls for immediate elections in certain Islamic countries today which would only
serve to betray democratic principles tomorrow. The West
must not be beguiled by the fundamentalists in places like
Algeria into betraying its allies by blindly joining calls
for immediate elections. We should instead support and
rally around the concept of “civil society” which consists
of those governmental and nongovernmental institutions
that are the prerequisite of a mature and fully functional
democracy. I am referring here to the ground rules of a
democratic system such as recognizing the rights of opposition parties; allowing political opposition and dissent
to exist without the threat of torture, imprisonment, or
death; allowing a free press, free speech, and the right to
demonstrate peacefully; the right of minority religions to
co-exist with Islam without persecution or harassment; the
establishment of an independent judiciary; and so on. The
institution of civil society ensures that a political culture
will be in place that guarantees the orderly transition of
power between elected governments and that future elections will in fact take place.
• Deterrence is Dead: We must recognize that the military
doctrine of deterrence is dead. The cornerstone of America’s
and NATO’s Cold War defense strategy — the deterrence
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doctrine — is not going to be suﬃcient in dealing with
the transnational fundamentalist movement. How does
one deter a fundamentalist soldier, terrorist group, or military detachment that believes the surest and swiftest way to
heaven is to commit a terrorist act against a Western target
and die in the course of that attack? You cannot “deter” that
person or party in the conventional sense. You can only
neutralize the threat.
Emphasis must be on thwarting such attacks, whether
through the use of counter-terrorism measures or the deployment of missile defense systems to prevent a successful
attack against America and its allies. The positive aspect of
missile defense systems is that they are not oﬀensive systems but defensive ones. They do not threaten particular
adversaries or single out any one particular threat. They
protect against all-comers, and there is very little danger
that the Muslim fundamentalist countries or others will
feel “threatened” or “discriminated against” as a result of
the deployment of such defensive systems.
• Money Does Not Always Talk: Money does not solve
all political or foreign policy problems. It would be condescending and naïve to assume that the fundamentalists
would give up their dearly held, core beliefs in return for
more economic aid. Such a clumsy attempt to “buy them
oﬀ” would likely be met with derision and contempt even
as it was being cynically accepted and exploited. Fundamentalists have had many chances over the years to take the
easier and more peaceful path. The luscious fruits of global
trade and world economic prosperity sit like a table ﬁlled
with bounties before them. Nonetheless, the fundamentalists have refused to holster their weapons, remove their gas
masks and sit down at the feast. Quite the contrary. They
view Western economic prosperity and the promise of easy
living as the temptations of the devil. Theirs is a diﬀerent
mental sensibility entirely.
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CONCLUDING THOUGHTS
The Western democracies won the Cold War but they have not
yet won the peace. While democracy and its economic corollary,
capitalism, triumphed over communism in the 20th century, these
ideals have not yet won a deﬁnitive victory over Islamic fundamentalism which many around the globe have seized upon as a rival
ideology. A sizeable portion of the world’s populace — stretching
from Indonesia and the southern Philippines in the Paciﬁc through
Central Asia to the Middle East and Africa — has shown a willingness to embrace Islamic fundamentalism as a governing ideology.
Given the fundamentalist movement’s openly jihadist foreign policy
toward the West, the world has now embarked upon a new and
more dangerous period in human history.
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Sacred Visions and
Religious Terror: The Case of Islam
Charles Selengut

A

ll religions have, at their core, a sacred vision of the ideal
utopian community based upon their religious scriptures,
traditions, and laws. This is the case in Christianity with
its vision of a Christian society organized according to the gospels
and faithful to Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior, in Judaism with its
view of the ideal Jewish society based upon talmudic tradition and
observance of halacha, and in Islam whose history and theology
call for establishing societies and states under the sole authority
of Muslim religious leaders and governed by the Muslim shari`a,
religious law.
Islam, for complex historical reasons, has never religiously
accommodated to modernity and, with the exception of a small
cadre of liberal theologians and intellectuals,1 its mainstream laity
and religious leadership have steadfastly maintained its classical
outlook and religious vision. Islam has refused to retreat to the
“private realm” of personal life and still asserts its rightful place
in the public sphere of government, the legal system, and civil
society.2 Nonetheless, the forces of modernization and seculariza41
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tion are worldwide and have aﬀected Muslim as well as European
societies and Islam has been confronted by its inability to carry
out its religious vision as it ﬁnds Islamic religious, political, and
social programs challenged by both Muslim states intent on
modernization and an emerging global order antagonistic to its
religious world view.
ISLAMIC DILEMMAS, RELIGIOUS DISAPPOINTMENT,
AND COGNITIVE DISSONANCE
From the time of the prophet Muhammad onward, Islam
has divided the world between the lands and states under Muslim
control, referred to in Muslim jurisprudence as Dar al-Islam, the
domain of Islam, and those lands and territories not under Muslim
jurisdiction, called Dar al-Harb, the domain or abode of war. The
faithful Muslim’s duty is to engage in religious struggle, jihad, to
transform non-Muslim lands, the Dar al-Harb, into Dar al-Islam
lands, governed by Muslim law. The goal of jihad is not to force
individual conversion, but the transformation, by forcible conquest
if necessary, of non-Muslim areas into Muslim-controlled states,
whereby they become part of the Islamic world, the Dar al-Islam.
Islam, from its earliest periods, permitted monotheistic religions like
Christianity and Judaism to maintain their religious institutional
life but these communities, known as dhimmi communities, while
permitted religious and economic rights, were consigned to an
inferior status within Muslim society, and subject to special taxes
and obligations. Unlike the dhimmis, who are tolerated minority
communities, citizens of non-Muslim societies are seen as harbi,
people living in a war zone, and therefore subject to conquest. For
Islam, “there is a canonically obligatory perpetual state of war” between Islamic civilization and non-Muslim societies, which must
be fought by faithful Muslims “until the whole world either accepts
the message of Islam or submits to those who bring it.”3 The world,
in the Muslim view, is divided between “Islam” and “war” and the
devout Muslim believer must answer the call of jihad to advance
Allah’s message for all humankind. Theologically, Muslims should
throw themselves into an unrelenting, unyielding, and unending
jihad until their duty of world transformation is complete. Political reality, military considerations, and historical developments,
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however, makes this impossible even for the pious Muslim. Jihad
is not fought in a divine battleﬁeld but in the material world and a
Muslim will ﬁnd it necessary and permissible to delay or renounce
the battleﬁeld, for a time, in order to make alliances, obtain war
materials, and assemble a capable force. A truce, however, is a temporary matter to be followed by a continuing jihad.
The precise contexts and meanings of jihad and Dar al-Harb
have shifted in the course of Islamic history. In the earliest periods of Islamic history, when Islam was steadily advancing in the
ancient and medieval world, it was assumed that all non-Muslim
lands would be conquered and take their place in the greater Dar
al-Islam. After the Spanish Reconquista and the expulsion of Islam
from Europe, this classical view of total and constant jihad was
modiﬁed somewhat to ﬁt the gradual loss of Muslim hegemony.
Despite these changes, the call to jihad remains central to Islamic
doctrine and religious imagination. While the ultimate goal of jihad
is the creation of a universal world community living according to
the shari`a, the Muslim religious code based on the Qur`an and the
various Islamic legal traditions, the immediate task of the faithful is
to make certain that existing Muslim states remain loyal to Muslim
teachings and practices.
Islam rejects the secular state and acknowledges no separation
between a distinctly religious realm and a secular realm. The Islamic
state is the community of believers, the ummah,, those faithful to
Islam and living under Islamic law wherever they may be. National boundaries are irrelevant. Muslims may have state entities
but the Muslim ummah transcends national or ethnic categories
and includes all who are faithful to the Muslim vision. Allegiance
then is not to any national state authority but to the ummah and
to those Islamic religious leaders who will forge an Islamic entity
which will be true, in every way, to the full gamut of Muslim law,
custom, and government. Practically, this means the establishment
and enforcement of shari`a law in all Muslim societies and in all
international relations.
The Islamic civilization, envisioned, required, and desired by
faithful Muslims, has not occurred. A recalcitrant reality involving
the international community, modern economics, and international trade and, perhaps most painful of all, the passivity and, not
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infrequently, the antagonism of fellow Muslims have come together
to deny the faithful their deepest religious goals.
Perhaps most painful and tragic for the Muslim faithful is the
continued existence of an alien Jewish state of Israel. In the Islamic
view, the State of Israel now illegitimately occupies, with the assent
and backing of Western military power, Islamic lands. According to
Islamic perceptions, hundreds of thousands of the Muslim inhabitants of Palestine were terrorized and forced to leave their ancestral
home and the holy places of Islam, the Haram el Sharif in Jerusalem and the Ibrahimi Mosque in Hebron which are under Jewish
control. Not to be discounted is the everyday consciousness and
experience, by an indigenous and religiously autonomous Muslim
community, of being a conquered people in what is considered a
sacred center of Islam.
Disappointment is a stressful human experience, and religious
disappointments in particular may be among the most painful of
such states because the believers invest so much of themselves in a
religious faith. The psychologist Leon Festinger has described the
experience of religious disappointment as a state of “cognitive dissonance” — that is, a state where two elements of belief or “fact”
turn out to be contradictory or inconsistent. Festinger argued that
human beings seek consistency between their beliefs and goals and
their experience of external reality, because of a human propensity for order and consistency. In a series of experimental studies,
Festinger and his colleagues have demonstrated that the experience
of cognitive dissonance leads to severe states of discomfort and to
attempts, of all sorts, to reduce or eliminate the inconsistencies and
discomfort.
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the importance of those cognitions that are in a dissonant
relationship.4
The desire to reduce dissonance and disappointment is psychologically equivalent to the desire for food when hungry, or sleep
when fatigued. Living with disappointment, being ridiculed for
one’s beliefs, and being unable to fulﬁll ones religious obligations
are intensely diﬃcult situations. As Peter Berger described it, the
longer it continues “it becomes very diﬃcult to take yourself seriously.”5 The Muslim faithful ﬁnd themselves in such a psychological
dilemma. Their essential religious theology and religious obligations
— the call to jihad, the conquest of non-Muslim lands for Islam,
the institutionalization of shari`a, and an essentially clerical leadership — are inherently in conﬂict with the nationalistic modernizing
Muslim regimes and the democratic secular traditions of Europe
and the United States. The challenge facing Islam is both religious
and psychological and an appreciation of the Islamic dilemma must
consider both.
ISLAMIC RESPONSES
There are three ways religious groups can attempt resolution
to the experience of cognitive dissonance and chronic religious
disappointment: surrender, reinterpretation, and revolutionary
transformation. In the Muslim case, these correspond to what I will
refer to as modernism, traditionalism, and militant Islam.

Dissonance produces discomfort and, correspondingly, there will arise pressures to reduce or eliminate the
dissonance. Attempts to reduce dissonance represent the
observable manifestations that dissonance exists. Such attempts may take any of three forms; the person may try to
change one or more of the beliefs, opinions, or behaviors
involved in the dissonance; to acquire new information
or beliefs that will increase the existing consonance and
thus cause the total dissonance to be reduced; or to forget

MODERNISM
Muslim modernism deals with the contradictions and dissonance engendered by Islamic faith by surrendering those elements of dogma and behavior which are in conﬂict with modern
sensibilities and culture. In this fashion, the painful experience of
dissonance is dealt with by rejecting implausible faith positions
for the newer “truths” of modernity, science, and political reality.
Perhaps the earliest modernist writing developed in 19th century
British India where the Muslim community found itself living
under severe colonial rule. After the British had suppressed the
Muslim revolt of 1857, some Muslim intellectuals, wanting to
accommodate the new political realities and because some were
captivated by European superiority, began to abandon jihad and
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conquest as an obligation for Muslims. One prominent acculturated Muslim writer, Moulavi Cheragh Ali, who spoke for a whole
cadre of modernist Muslims, explained that all the verses in the
Qur`an relating to jihad were of historical importance only and
that Islam was opposed to jihad and had no call to wage wars of
conquest.6 Ali’s writings are of interest because he works so hard
to make a case for the similarity between European Christianity
and Islam.
For contemporary modernists, as well, the classical doctrines
of the division between Dar al-Islam and Dar al-Harb and the
obligation of aggressive jihad are rejected. Modernist scholars like
Mahmud Shalut and Abu Zahah argue that taking the full context
of the Qur`anic passages on jihad into account — “contextualized
interpretation” — demonstrates that Islam is opposed to violent
confrontation and is encouraged to make permanent peace with
non-Muslim communities. There is a full rejection of the classical approach to Islamic treaties as temporary and limited in time
as exempliﬁed by the Muhammad’s agreement with the Meccans
at Hudaibiya.7 Muslim modernists invoke the category of “silent
shari`a” to indicate that Muslims are left considerable leeway in
decision making because, in the modernist view, the Qur`an only
prescribed broad principles but has left details and speciﬁcs for the
human community to decide. For example, in their rejection of a
religious state, modernists argue, “there is nothing in the Islamic
shari`a that compels one to bind religion to state-setting, the shari`a
does not deal with any speciﬁc form of government.”8 The modernists also invoke the “silent shari`a” to show that Islam can be fully
compatible with western political democracy, pluralism, and equality. One Muslim scholar has found Islam compatible with a Jewish
state in the Middle East.9 The modernists are frequently pious and
highly acclaimed scholars of the Qur`an and its associated literature,
but their world view represents a surrender of classical Islam, as they
create a synthesis between modernity and Islam traditionalism.
TRADITIONALISM
Traditionalism is a complex phenomenon and presents elements
of surrender, resignation, and, despite all this, maintains crucial elements of the classical tradition. Traditionalists tend to ambivalence
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both in language and action and, unlike modernists, refuse to outrightly reject classical doctrine while de facto discouraging or even
forbidding followers from strictly following those same scriptural
admonitions. There is no cognitive or theological capitulation to
political and cultural reality but there are elaborate reinterpretations
of classical doctrine to make it compatible with current reality.
Traditionalists engage in “cognitive and theological bargaining,”10
willing to compromise on some issues so they can achieve the more
important goals at some future point.
The Muslim Brotherhood organization in Egypt and Jordan
and its aﬃliates all over the Muslim world, originally a sectarian
revivalist movement and later, in the sixties and seventies, a radical
revolutionary organization before it was transformed into a popular
Islamic movement, illustrates the traditionalization response. These
groups continue to aﬃrm the complete legitimacy of jihad and accept fully the obligation to create Islamic states which will govern
in full conformity to religious law. But while they view the current
leadership of Muslim nations as “inﬁdels” and enemies of Islam,
members of the Brotherhood serve in parliaments, in Jordan, Egypt,
and elsewhere, and take their place as legitimate political parties.
The Muslim Brotherhood justiﬁes their participation by appeal to
the Qur`anic narrative of Joseph who, as a prophet doing divine
bidding, took a most active role in the evil and idolatrous Pharaonic
regime. Similarly, argue Muslim traditionalists, while we desire
jihad, while we await a true Islamic state and world order, we can
and are obligated to participate in governmental activity as did the
prophets in the Qur`anic narratives.11
Muslim Brotherhood members in the West Bank, Gaza, and
Jordan, who, prior to the Intifada of the late nineties, refused to participate fully in organized violence against Israel and secular Muslim
regimes, justiﬁed their inaction by appealing to Muhammad’s hijra,
migration to Medina, when he could not overcome the powerful
opposition in Mecca and establish an Islamic state, only to return 13
years later and triumph over his opposition. Traditionalists argued
that there is no violation of Muslim doctrine and no inconsistency
or cognitive dissonance in their refusal to engage in a violent jihad
at a time they saw as importune, because their course of action is
fully compatible with the example of the prophet Muhammad. In
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the past, when challenged and even taunted by more activist groups
for their refusal to engage in terrorist action against Israel, Brotherhood leaders proclaimed :
Work for Palestine does not come in one form, that is
bearing arms. It also includes awakening the youth to work
for Palestine. Only the Muslims can undertake this duty,
taking the youth out of their soft childhood to manhood,
from nothingness to self realization, from fragmentation
and diverse concerns to unity and cohesiveness. The Muslim
Brotherhood does all these things and all such eﬀorts are
being made on the road to the liberation of Palestine which
is part of the land of Islam.12
After a time, many of these traditionalist groups, like the Muslim Brotherhood in the West Bank, responding to pressure from
more radical groups and to their growing sense of dissonance and
inﬁdelity to religious teachings, return to a more activist orientation. Traditionalism without engaging in violent confrontation is a
diﬃcult stance to maintain in the Islamic world.
MILITANT ISLAM: THE
TRANSFORMATION OF REALITY
The transformation response seeks to change reality, to make it
conform to religious expectations and dogma. Transformationists see
modernists and traditionalists as faithless and weak-minded in their
willingness to compromise their essential religious beliefs and goals.
Militant Islam rejects Islamic modernism as theological surrender
and apostasy. Traditionalism and its willingness to compromise
aids and abets the enemies of Islam and deludes the Muslim faithful. Militant transformationists are pure believers, impatient with
waiting and zealous to do battle for God. God spoke and his truth
is literal. Any other response is blasphemous.
Muslim theology has not undergone liberalization, as has
Christianity, nor has it been modiﬁed in a traditionalist mode as
has Haredi Judaism with its rabbinical adjustments to new realities.13 Islam has remained an essentially literalist Qur`anic tradition
and deviations from the texts receive no legitimization or support
from the religious virtuoso class of leading clerics.14 The militant
Mohammed’s MONSTERS
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response in its demand to engage in jihad, to make the literal texts
come alive, to fulﬁll the precise demands of scripture is not sectarian or idiosyncratic as many Western secular observers imagine, but
central to the inner life of Islam. The Islamic injunction to establish
a universal Islamic society, to reclaim immediately Muslims lands
and to establish shari`a as the state law is the Muslim obligation.
Compromises, theological bargaining, and sophisticated reinterpretations do not ultimately address the failure of responsibility
and the experience of dissonance for pious Muslims. The texts, the
oral histories, and world view passed on within the closed Muslim
world of Islamic schools, mosques, and universities worldwide do
not permit abandonment of the classical traditions. One commentator put it this way:
To a considerable extent, all Muslims are fundamentalists, that is they believe that the Qur`an, the holy scripture
of Islam is God’s ﬁnal, complete and perfected revolution
for all mankind. The Qur`an is therefore the supreme guide
for the human race, the direct words of god, covering all
aspects of human life transmitted directly to his last prophet
and messenger, Muhammad.
Islam is God’s plan for the world, every inch of it,
not only just the Islamic regions. Islam is for everyone,
whether one wants it or not. It is the duty of every Moslem
to help expand the borders of Islam until every being on
this planet acknowledges that “There is no God but Allah
and Muhammad is his Messenger.”15
Islam never rejected these beliefs and religious duties but they
lay dormant in the Muslim world under the yoke of colonialism
and later by the attractions of nationalism and economic modernization, whether in the form of socialism or capitalism.16 Two
20th-century thinkers, the Indian Muslim Maulana Mawdudi and
the Egyptian Sayid Qutb gave new life to the core Islamic goals, and
in doing so ignited a transformation of Islam. Maulana Mawdudi
argued that Islam is entirely incompatible with modernity and the
modern state and that modernity in its rejection of God’s laws for
society and in its depraved moral order is actually identical to the
jahiliyah, the barbarism and pagan immortality which Muhammad
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came to destroy and replace with the new moral and political order
of Islam. Modernity is not a neutral matter, it is lethal to a genuine
and faithful Islam and a Muslim cannot under any circumstance
accommodate or compromise with jahiliyah. Qutb, who incorporated Madoodi’s ideas in his own rejection of modernity, explained
the following about jahiliyah:
. . . denotes rejection of the divinity of God and the adulation of mortals. In this sense, jahiliyahh is not just a speciﬁc
historical period (referring to the era preceding Islam) but
a state of aﬀairs. Such a state of human aﬀairs existed in the
past, exists today, and may in the future, taking the form of
jahiliyahh, that mirror image and sworn enemy of Islam. In
any time and place human beings face that clear-cut choice:
either to observe the Law of Allah in its entirety, or to apply
laws laid down by man of one sort or another. In the latter
case they are in a state of jahiliyahh. Man is at the crossroads
and that is the choice: Islam or jahiliyahh.17
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position, excoriating the Western Jahiliyah, be it in its
much-acclaimed religious beliefs or in its depraved and dissolute socioeconomic and moral conditions: this Christian
idolatry of the Trinity and its notions of sin and redemption
which make no sense at all; this Capitalism, predicated as
it is on monopoly and interest-taking, money-grubbing,
and exploitation; this individualism which lacks any sense
of solidarity and social responsibility other than that laid
down by law; that crass and vacuous materialistic perception
of life, that animal freedom which is called permissiveness,
that slave market dubbed “women’s liberation.”18

During my years in America, some of my fellow Muslims would have recourse to apologetics as though they
were defendants on trial. Contrariwise, I took an oﬀensive

The Islamic response to this sordid, immoral, and God-denying
situation, which Qutb now saw as invading Muslim countries, is a
full uncompromising return to the fundamentals of Islam which for
Qutb will only occur by means of a militant jihad. Moreover, the
enemies of Islam are not only those who wage war against Muslims
or deny Muslims their religious, political, or civil rights, but the
entire world of jahiliyah whose very existence should not and cannot
be tolerated by Islam. Islam has, in this view a universal liberating
and humanizing message for all humanity and it is inevitable that
other religions and systems will not recognize the truth of the Islamic
message. Consequently, these others powers must be “destroyed” and
their leaders “annihilated.” As Qutb explains, “Truth and falsehood
cannot exist on earth. . . . The liberating struggle of jihad does not
seize until all religions belong to God.”19
Qutb went even further. Basing himself on the widely recognized medieval theologian Ibn Taymiyya, he argued that Muslim
governments who are disloyal to Islamic law and do not rule according to shari`a are themselves to be classiﬁed as jahiliyah regimes
and are rightfully to be violently overthrown. This was a revolution
— which Qutb successfully carried out by his astute use of the
legacy of the unimpeachable Ibn Taymiyya — certainly within
Sunni Islam whose traditionalist leadership had for centuries been
materially dependent and had accommodated the distinctly nonMuslim policies of the ruling elites. Historically, the fear of ﬁtna,
civil war, had been so great among the Sunni community that a great
tolerance for religious compromise had been legitimated. Oubt’s

Mohammed’s MONSTERS

Charles Selengut

Qutb excoriated the modernists who sought to imitate Western
societies or to deﬁne Islam in Western religious categories. Qutb
went back to the texts and challenged the acquiescing Muslim
clergy and politicians for failing to demand the full implementation of Islam in the political, social, and economic realm. Qutb’s
Islam is aggressive and all-encompassing, and he refused to dilute
or compromise what he took to be authentic Islam.
Qutb worked for most of his life as an educational inspector
for the Egyptian government and during the early part of his life
felt that education and preaching could lead to the establishment
of a Islamic state. The recalcitrance of the Egyptian state and his
own religious development changed his position and led him to
champion violent jihad as the correct path. His stay in the United
States during 1949–52, studying educational administration, had a
profound eﬀect on him and highlighted for him the depravity and
inferiority of the Christian West.
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writings and revolutionary activity changed all that. Jihad and revolt
were now back on the Islamic agenda. Qutb saw those willing to
compromise as “spiritual and intellectual defeatists.” He refused to
tolerate dissonance between the Muslim texts and traditions and
political and social reality and insisted on the transformation of
reality in accordance with the Muslim vision.
Sayid Qutb was executed by the Egyptian government in 1956
for his Islamic revolutionary activity and is today a highly respected
ﬁgure read by millions of Muslims all over the world, and he has
inspired numerous revival and jihad organizations. Still, his writings
on violence have elements of apology — he still seems caught in
the traditionalist argument which deﬁnes jihad as a last if necessary resort — and his training as a teacher led him to believe that
discussion and propaganda would bring some people to Islam.
His revolutionary rhetoric, strong as it was, gave a place for hijrah,
separation and migration from inﬁdel regimes, and his writing on
jihad lacked an immediate and programmatic quality.
The most sophisticated theological continuation of militant
transformative Islam was taken by Abt al-Salam Faraj in his Al-Faridah al-Gha’ibah, (The Absent Duty),20 a booklet which provided the
theological justiﬁcation for the assassination of Anwar Sadat. Faraj
was executed by the Egyptian government in 1982 for his involvement in the assassination, but his work continues to be circulated
widely, taken seriously by both establishment clerics and militants.
He continues to be the major inspiration for Islamic “sacred terror”21
worldwide, including followers in the United States, Europe, and
India. He most recently has gained a readership in Muslim areas of
the former Soviet Union whose religious leadership is increasingly
adopting Qutb and Faraj as their religious inspiration.22 Faraj’s
critical point is that jihad, violent and physical confrontation including death and destruction, is the “absent” and neglected duty
of contemporary Islam. The Qur`an is clear: “Fight and slay the
pagans wherever you see them, seize them, beleaguer them, and lie
in ambush” (Surah 9:5).
Faraj dismisses any and all of the traditional restraints on
jihad. Such arguments for limiting jihad, even those used by the
most orthodox schools as excuses, are but examples of Muslim
cowardice. Hijrah is ridiculed: “All this nonsense — about going

out to the dessert — results from denouncing and refusing to
follow the right way to establish an Islamic state,” writes Faraj.23
It is the unwillingness to ﬁght jihad that leads Muslim leaders to
put their faith in preaching, propaganda, or scholasticism as ways
to achieve the Islamic state. Muslims do not and will not achieve
their divine mission without jihad. And the Qur`an puts it directly,
“Fighting is prescribed for you and ye dislike it, but it is possible
that ye dislike a thing which is good for you and you love a thing
that is bad for you. But God knoweth and ye know not” (Surah
2:216). The high value the Muslim community puts on religious
study and knowledge is similarly derided with Faraj’s argument that
the great ages of Muslim conquest and glory saw little scholarship
but great jihad.
Faraj’s expansion of jihad is most vividly seen in his encouragement of individual acts of religious violence and treachery (fard
ayn)and his strong theological position that jihad needs no approval
of Muslim religious authority and need not be limited by earlier ethical restraints against murder of children and certain other civilians.
Moreover, the soldiers of jihad may use any and all methods, including deception and deceit, surprise attacks, trickery, and large-scale
violence to achieve their religious goals. Throughout his writing,
Faraj is clear that jihad means “confrontation and blood,” and that
no Muslim may legitimately avoid the call to jihad.
Faraj and his disciples laid the theological groundwork for a
fundamentalist, aggressive, and increasingly violent Islam. In its
emphasis on violence and murder and in its justiﬁcation of individual and haphazard attacks, the new militants have religiously
institutionalized jihad as every man’s “sacred terror.” The fact remains that the understanding of jihad and the nature of violence
tolerated by Muslim authorities has been transformed after the
publication of Al-Faridah al-Gha`ibah. This is not to say that Faraj’s
policy of violence is the actual Islam of most Muslims. Followers
of such movements are not insigniﬁcant — likely in the hundreds
of thousands worldwide — but the ultimate importance of these
transformative militant thinkers is that they have created a sacred
canopy under which purveyors of “sacred terror” can operate, collect money, and recruit new followers among the Muslim faithful.
Qutb and Faraj were marginalized but their spiritual children are
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among mainstream Muslims and it is these spiritual oﬀspring who
are setting the Islamic agenda.
This sometime quiet and sometime noisy transformation is occurring all over the Muslim world. The release from the traditional
restraints on violence oﬀered by Faraj and others has enabled Islamic
activists all over the world to now legitimately proclaim individual
Fatwas, religious verdicts, and threaten violence against anyone
these activists deﬁne as “enemies of Islam.”24 The past obligation
for consultation with recognized religious authorities served to limit
violence and constrain jihad, but in this new decentralized and
individuated understanding of jihad, there is increased likelihood
for greater violent confrontation. The Palestinian Muslim Brotherhood, under the inﬂuence of the new theology, has now enlarged
its active jihad activities and given its theological imprimatur to
terrorist activity.25 The Palestinian Authority and its supporters,
once given to political and liberation movement rhetoric, has now
appropriated the rhetoric of sacred terrorism associated with Islamic
groups.26 The current Palestinian Authority appointed mufti of
Jerusalem and Palestine, Sheik Ikrima Sabri, explained that when
mothers “willingly sacriﬁce their oﬀspring for the sake of freedom, it
is a great display of the power of belief. The mother is participating
in the great reward of jihad. . . .”27
Western observers and diplomats are often shocked and scandalized by the growing legitimization of violence in the Islamic world.
Muslims see things diﬀerently. Militant Islam and the new ideologies
of “sacred terror,” aimed at transforming political and social realty
in accordance with Islamic injunctions, has released Muslims from
the psychological stresses of religious inconsistency and cognitive
dissonance. Islam is diﬀerent and the transformative approach
including violence and armed struggle emerges from classical texts
and the lived history of Islam. We see here a spectacle of “realities
in conﬂict.” What, to outsiders, appears to be violence and terror
is, from an Islamic perspective, an obligatory and ethical response
to paganism, inﬁdelity, or apostasy.
Westerners have their own ethnocentrism and frequently want
to believe, against all evidence, that all religions are the same, that
all religions condemn violence and promote tolerance and human
brotherhood. Western secular humanists in their embrace of an

ethic of moral relativism and secular nationalism have erroneously
assumed that all peoples concur with this unique and unusual
approach of modern Western civilization. Modernization and nationalism, along American and European lines, have not worked
in the Islamic world.28 While small economic and political elites
have welcomed westernization and beneﬁted from it, the bulk of the
Muslim world has experienced, in the prescient words of Emanuel
Sivan, only “doom and gloom” from an embrace of modernity. The
mood now all over the Islamic world — from the Arabian Peninsula
to Caucasus, in the Philippines, Indonesia, and among the émigrés to
Western Europe and the United States — is for a search for Islamic
authenticity. It is at this moment that militant transformative Islam
has much to oﬀer to Muslim seekers. It is a religion anchored in the
sacred texts without apology. It is a bulwark against globalization and
moral homelessness and it has a clear program to achieve the Muslim
vision of “there is no God but Allah” throughout the world.
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Jihad and Salaam (New York: St. Martins Press, 1997).

Mohammed’s MONSTERS

Charles Selengut

The “Afghan Alumni” and
the Clash between Civilizations
Shaul Shay

I

n recent years, some scholars have spoken of a clash of civilizations between Islam and modern secular (or Judeo-Christian)
democratic values and culture, or between Islamic civilization
and the West.1 This trend gains surprising support from Osama
bin-Laden, one of the most radical leaders of fundamentalistic
Islam.
Osama bin-Laden set himself up as the leader of the “historical,
cultural, religious struggle between Islam and Jewish-Crusader pact”
which, he claimed, aimed at subjugating Islam and conquering the
Muslim holy places.2
In the summer of 1993, Professor Samuel P. Huntington, a
lecturer in international relations at Harvard University, published
an article entitled “The Clash of Civilizations,”3 which caused a
stir within the international academic community. Three years
later, Professor Huntington published a book of the same name,4
in which he argues that the root of global conﬂict at the turn of
the century is neither ideological nor economic, but primarily
cultural.
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Huntington divides the development of conﬂict in the modern
world into four periods:5
1. Conﬂicts between monarchs: These conﬂicts were based
on rival economic and territorial interests.
2. Conﬂicts between nations: Since the French revolution
and the rise of nationalism, the principal actors in conﬂicts
are no longer monarchs, but nations. As Huntington puts it:
“The wars of kings are over, the wars of people had begun.”6
This stage lasted until the end of the First World War.
3. Conﬂicts between ideologies: Since the rise of communism in Russia, conﬂicts between nations have been replaced by conﬂicts between competing ideologies — ﬁrst
between communism, fascism, and democratic liberalism,
and later between communism and democratic liberalism
(the “Cold War” or “East against West”).
4. Conﬂicts between civilizations: Since the end of the
“Cold War,” the clash between civilizations has become the
primary cause of conﬂict.
Huntington argues that until the end of the “Cold War,”
Western culture dominated the modern world and shaped most
of its signiﬁcant conﬂicts, which he calls “Western civil wars.”7 At
the end of the “Cold War” era, Huntington continues, Western
culture lost its primacy, and the center of gravity in international
politics shifted toward non-Western cultures. Conﬂicts between
Western and non-Western cultures, and conﬂicts within the
non-Western cultures themselves began to replace the “Western
civil wars.” From this point on, nations and states aﬃliated with
non-Western civilizations ceased being the victims of Western
colonialism, but became active, or even dominant, partners in
the shaping of history.
During the “Cold War” period, nations were classiﬁed according
to their political, economic, and technological advancement (developed and developing nations, First, Second, Third-World Nations,
etc.). Huntington claims that this nomenclature is outdated and that
today nations should be classiﬁed in terms of culture or civilization.
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Civilization is deﬁned by objective factors such as language,
history, religion, customs, and institutions, and subjective factors
such as the way people deﬁne themselves or their reference group.
Therefore, civilizations may be deﬁned as the broadest cultural entities with which people identify, or: “The highest cultural grouping
of people and broadest level of cultural identity people have, short
of that which distinguishes humans from others.”8
Huntington goes on to list eight major civilizations in the
modern world: Western, Slavic, Sino-Confucian, Japanese, Hindu,
Latin American, Islamic, and African.9 Of these, Huntington singles
out Islamic civilization as the most militant, and emphasizes the
inherent conﬂict between it and Western and other civilizations. He
outlines the historical evolution of this conﬂict, starting with the
Crusades, and continuing through the Ottoman Empire, Western
colonialism, and the liberation wars of the Muslim states.
A glance at the map of international conﬂicts corroborates
Huntington’s premise: From West Africa to the Paciﬁc Islands, Islam
is engaged in violent conﬂicts with neighboring civilizations (known
as “fault-line wars”). Huntington adduces the following conﬂicts in
support of his theory.
• The Afghan War
• The Gulf War
• The conﬂict between Serbs and Albanians10
• The confrontation between Turkey and Greece
• Ethnic and religious confrontation in the former USSR11
• The war between Azerbaijan and Armenia
A more up-to-date list (up to 2000) lends further support to
Huntington’s contention.
• The civil war between Christians and Muslims in the Sudan
• The war between Christian Ethiopia and Muslim Eritrea
• The war in Kosovo between the Christian Serbs and Muslim Albanians
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• The war in Chechnya and Daghestan, and insurrection
against the pro-Russian regimes in Tajikistan and Uzbekistan
• The ongoing conﬂict with Iraq
• The war between India and Pakistan over Kashmir
• Subversion by Uighur Muslim nationalists in Western China
• The struggle between the Muslims and the Christian regime in the Philippines for control of Mindanao (Moro)
• The war between Indonesian Muslims and Christians in
East Timor
• The Israeli-Arab conﬂict — a signiﬁcant element in the
conﬂict between Islamic and Western cultures, which has
over the past decade adopted the guise of a Jewish-Muslim
conﬂict
Although the political reality, as described above, reinforces
Huntington’s basic contention, a critique of some of his claims is
in order. Our main criticism is that Huntington depicts all Muslim states as a single cultural bloc in conﬂict with Western and
other civilizations. A more careful study of the regimes in Muslim
states shows that the majority are secular regimes, or moderate and
pragmatic Muslim regimes which, far from being in conﬂict with
Western culture, have jumped onto the “modernization bandwagon”
and adopted Western technologies, values, and ways of life. As well
as modeling themselves on a Western lifestyle, many even rely on
military, political, and economic aid from the West for their survival. Huntington has failed to diﬀerentiate between this dominant
stream, and the fundamentalist Islamic stream, which, despite its
militant anti-Western stance, still represents only a minority within
the Muslim world.
John L. Esposito, criticized Huntington’s concept: “Huntington’s position emphasizes religious and cultural diﬀerences with
confrontation. Areas of cooperation and the fact that most countries
are primarily, although not solely, driven by national and regional
interests are overlooked in his analysis.”12
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The two words “Islam” and “fundamentalism,” which have
become intimately linked in English usage in recent years, are
“Western” terms and deﬁnitions dealing with a phenomenon taken
from a diﬀerent culture and environment.
Therefore, the nature of fundamentalist Islam and even the use
of the term are hotly debated.13
The Muslim world today is torn by a deep internal conﬂict
over the essence and purpose of Islamic society. The outcome of
this internal conﬂict has dictated, and continues to dictate, the
nature of the ties between Muslim civilization and Western and
other civilizations.
The radical Islamic elements operate in all Muslim states at
diﬀerent levels of intensity. Their objective is threefold: to bring
about the rule of Islamic law in Muslim countries, to establish new
Islamic states, and to obtain independence for Muslim minorities
in countries such as China, the Philippines, Serbia, and India,
among others.
In other words, the radical Islamic struggle against foreign cultures may embrace one or several of the following four goals:
1. The overthrow of secular regimes in Muslim states and their
replacement by Islamic theocratic regimes
2. Independence for Muslim minorities, and the establishment of independent Islamic states
3. The suppression of ethnic/cultural minorities seeking autonomy or independence in Muslim states
4. The neutralization of the inﬂuence of foreign — particularly Western — civilizations situated on the fault lines with
Islamic culture.
The following three events have had a signiﬁcant impact on the
development of Islamic fundamentalism:
1. The Islamic revolution in Iran — This event turned Iran
into a focus of radical Shi`ite Islam, exported the revolution
to the Muslim world, and led to radical Islam’s condemnation of the hegemony of the superpowers under the slogan:
“Neither East nor West.”
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2. The victory of the Islamic mujahideen in Afghanistan
— The defeat of the Soviet Union in battle was perceived
by Islamic circles not only as a military victory, but also
as a cultural one.14 It created a broad cadre of seasoned,
militant volunteers eager to disseminate fundamentalist
Islamic ideas throughout the Muslim world.
3. The disintegration of the USSR — The collapse of communism left a political and ideological vacuum into which
Islamic circles were only too eager to step.
The collapse of the Soviet Empire led to the creation of new
states with Muslim populations, thereby furnishing a new arena of
conﬂict for fundamentalist Islamic groups. Radical Islamic circles
perceived the new geopolitical reality of the post-Cold War era, in
which Islam spearheaded the ideological conﬂict with the West, as
a mark of their success.
In Europe, meanwhile, for the ﬁrst time in decades, the issue
of Muslim identity arose among the populations of the Balkans
(Bosnia, Kosovo, and Albania). For the ﬁrst time, too, the religious
and ethnic conﬂicts in this region presented radical Islam with an
opportunity for gaining an ideological foothold in these areas.
In this chapter we shall be focusing on a recent phenomenon
which clearly exempliﬁes Huntington’s theory of the “clash of civilizations” — that of the “Afghan mujahideen — the spearhead of
radical Islam’s struggle against heretical cultures. Despite their name,
the “Afghan terrorists” are not aﬃliated with a speciﬁc movement or
state, but see themselves as the representatives of Islam’s relentless
struggle against secular Muslim regimes and heretical cultures.
THE “AFGHAN ALUMNI”
Throughout the 1980s, Muslim volunteers from Muslim and
Arab countries streamed into Afghanistan to help the Afghan mujahideen in their struggle against the pro-Soviet regime in Kabul and
the Soviet occupying forces. Although no exact ﬁgures are available,
it would seem that several thousand answered the call of the Afghan
jihad, for religious, personal, or mercenary reasons.15 During their
stay in Afghanistan, the volunteers underwent military training and
acquired extensive combat experience in guerrilla warfare.
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The mujahideen and the Afghan volunteers were usually trained
in camps in Pakistan, particularly in the city of Peshawar (near the
Afghan border), which soon became the hub of mujahideen activity.16
Instruction was given by Pakistanis, experts from Arab countries,
and for a while also by Western — particularly oﬃcial American
— specialists.17 The volunteers from Arab countries also trained in
camps in the Sudan, Yemen, and Iran.
Although there are no records of the breakdown of volunteers
by their aﬃliation to any of the Afghan rebel groups, many of the
volunteers (some say as many as 3,500) would seem to have joined
“Hizb Islam,” Hekmatyar’s extremist organization (where some
of the volunteers continue to serve to this day, participating in its
struggle against the current Islamic regime in Kabul).18 After the
collapse of the pro-Soviet regime in Kabul in May 1992, most of the
volunteers — or “Afghan Alumni” — began returning home.
Despite the Pakistani government’s declaration of January
199319 pledging to shut down the oﬃces of the Afghan movements
and expel illegal residents, in practice it has failed to keep its promise. To this day, many mujahideen continue to live in the camps of
Peshawar and other places in Pakistan.
The ranks of the Afghan Alumni were swollen by the hundreds of Islamic terrorists who came to Afghanistan after the war
to train in guerrilla and terrorist warfare, under the sponsorship of
the various mujahideen factions. One of the outstanding leaders of
these Afghan Alumni is Ahmad Shauqi al-Islambuli, the brother of
President Sadat’s assassin. Al-Islambuli and other radical leaders do
not see themselves as terrorists, but rather as the proponents of a
jihad designed to overthrow the “corrupt” regimes of Egypt, Algeria,
Tunisia, and other Arab or Muslim countries.20
The Afghan Alumni’s heroic participation in the jihad, their
extensive combat experience, and their victory over the Soviet superpower, have today turned them into the vanguard of the Islamic
fundamentalist and radical terrorist organizations.
Today, the Afghan Alumni operate in four capacities:
1. As leaders of the radical Islamic organizations in their
countries of origin (Egypt, the Maghreb countries, Jordan,
Saudi Arabia, etc.)
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2. As founders of new terrorist organizations, such as Osama
bin-Laden’s al-Qa`idah (“The Vanguard”)
3. As the architects of “independent” terrorist cells which,
while lacking a speciﬁc organizational aﬃliation, cooperate
with other institutionalized terrorist organizations
4. As participants in the struggles of Islamic populations in
places such as Bosnia, Kosovo, Chechnya, Tajikistan, and
Kashmir21
Many of the countries which welcomed the volunteers’ departure for Afghanistan, violently opposed their return, fearing that
these battle-hardened, Muslim ﬁrebrands would join the ranks
of the radical Islamic opposition in their countries of origin. Accordingly, the authorities of Egypt, Jordan, and most countries of
the Maghreb tried to prevent the volunteers from returning, with
varying degrees of success.
Sudan, and even Yemen, are today the Afghans’ main sponsors,
sheltering them before they inﬁltrate back into their countries of
origin to join the ranks of the fundamentalist terrorist organizations there.22 Iran, despite religious and ideological diﬀerences with
the Taliban regime, shelters leaders of organizations aﬃliated with
the Afghan Alumni. It supports several groups associated with the
Afghan Alumni in Lebanon, Egypt, and Algiers and even sanctions
the passage of activists and weapons through Iran to the mujahideen
ﬁghting in Chechnya.
Below is a breakdown of Afghan Alumni by country of origin.
ALGERIA
During the 1980s, many volunteers — an estimated several
hundred to three thousand — left Algeria to ﬁght alongside the
Afghan mujahideen.23 The Algerian mujahideen in Afghanistan (and
Pakistan) were, and still are, divided between the supporters of the
radical Islamic Salvation Front (FIS) and the supporters of Mahfoud
Nahnah’s more moderate Algerian “Hamas” movement. In the late
1980s, particularly after the mujahideen’s victory in Afghanistan, the
battle-hardened volunteers, imbued with an Islamic revolutionary
fervor, began returning home, where they joined radical Islamic
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organizations such as the “Armed Islamic Movement” (GIA) and
the “Al-Takﬁr-wal-Hijrah” organization.24
Ali Belhaj, a leader of the Islamic Front, served as the spiritual
father of most of the radical opposition organizations in Algeria.
Some believe it was he who paved the way for the Afghan groups’
absorption into the Islamic Front, with the aim of institutionalizing
a focus of militant radical power as a counterweight to the political
compromise advocated by some of the movement’s leaders.25
The Afghans’ ﬁrst attack took place in November 1991 in the
town of Gumhar on the Algerian-Tunisian border, when a group of
ﬁghters attacked a police station, causing many deaths and injuries.26
From this point on, the struggle between the Algerian regime and the
Islamic opposition intensiﬁed, with growing reports of involvement
by the “Afghans” in terrorist operations throughout the country.
The terrorist activities of the Islamic organizations in Algeria,
which began in 1991 with sporadic attacks against military and
governmental personalities and institutions, have gradually escalated
into a relentless civil war that has, so far, claimed at least 70,000 lives.
In under a decade, the Islamic terrorists have succeeded in gaining
control of many rural areas, and even some urban neighborhoods.
In 1994, the Islamic terrorists expanded their struggle by targeting foreign civilians and institutions in Algeria. Algeria currently
has about 60,000 foreign workers, many of them working for the
oil industry, which is the country’s main source of revenue.27
From 1994 onwards, particularly in 1995–1996, the GIA
began carrying out terrorist attacks abroad. All the attacks took
place in France, or targeted French citizens abroad, to protest the
French government’s support of the Algerian regime. According to
GIA spokesmen, the GIA’s hostility toward France is a relic of the
historical conﬂict between Algeria and France during the Algerian
War of Independence in the early 1960s. Terrorist attacks by the
GIA abroad included the hijacking of an Air France plane in December 1994, and two waves of attacks in France (July–Oct. 1995
and December 1996) in which some 20 people were killed, and
dozens were injured.
The GIA, like other fundamentalist organizations in Arab
countries, advocates the establishment of an Islamic regime ruled
by Islamic law. Interestingly, although it sees the United States,
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Israel, and Judaism as the enemies of Islam, none of its terrorist
attacks have been speciﬁcally directed against American or Israeli
targets. However, as part of its overall anti-French strategy, three of
its attacks were directed against Jewish targets in France. The ﬁrst
(December 24, 1994) was an abortive car bomb attack against a
Lyon synagogue, the second was a car bomb attack against a Jewish school in Villeurbanne near Lyon (September 1995), and the
third was a letter bomb sent to the editor of a Jewish newspaper
(December 1996).
The GIA terrorist attacks in France led to the exposure of an
extensive GIA infrastructure in various European countries, particularly in France, Belgium, the UK, Germany, Italy, Sweden, and
Spain. Logistic, ﬁnancial, and operational ties were found to exist
between the members of the small terrorist cells operating in these
countries. The main objective of this European network was to
smuggle funds and weapons to their comrades in Algeria.28
The European-wide crackdown against terrorists, sponsored
by France, dealt a heavy blow to the infrastructure of the Algerian
terrorist network, and eﬀectively led to the cessation of terrorist
attacks by GIA operatives abroad.
Unlike Palestinian and Shi`ite terrorist organizations, the GIA
has so far refrained from carrying out “extortionist” terrorist operations in attempts to free dozens of its members languishing in
various European jails. This may be due to the GIA’s wish to focus
on the struggle at home, and to avoid alienating European public
opinion, which could harm its potential for exploiting Europe as a
vital logistic base for its activities in Algeria.
Note that in 1998, as well, more GIA-aﬃliated terrorist cells
were uncovered in Europe. The involvement of ﬁrst- and secondgeneration immigrants from the Maghreb countries in attacks in
France, and in Algerian terrorist cells in various countries in Europe,
shows that the organization drew upon a large pool of potential
volunteers from the poorer strata of the immigrant population
who felt discriminated against and alienated in their countries of
adoption. These populations served as a source of recruitment for
new volunteers, some of whom were sent to Afghanistan for terrorist training in the early 1990s and others of whom volunteered
to ﬁght in Bosnia.

TUNISIA
Tunisian intelligence agents claim that in May 1992, Islamic
extremists who had trained in Afghanistan tried to assassinate the
president of Tunisia, Ben Ali, by attempting to down his plane with
a portable missile. The attempt failed and the assassins were arrested.
Today, the Tunisian security services are successful in containing
extremist Islamic activity in Tunisia. Extremist Islamic organizations
have been banned and most of their leaders have been arrested or
have ﬂed abroad, including Rashid Ghannushi, head of the “AlNahdha” [“Revival”] movement, who has been granted political
asylum in London.
Nevertheless, the violent struggle between the Algerian regime
and the Islamic opposition in neighboring Algeria, and the possible rise to power of an extremist Islamic movement there, will
undoubtedly have far-reaching repercussions on developments in
Tunisia.29
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YEMEN
Yemen, today, is an important center of “Afghan” terrorist activity, due to the regime’s “tolerant” attitude toward such activity.
Yemen also serves as a meeting and transit point for Afghan Alumni
throughout the world.
In December 1998, the Yemenite authorities arrested members
of an extremist Islamic group who were planning to carry out attacks
against British and American targets in Aden.30 The group, headed
by the London-based Muslim cleric Abu Hamza, who is identiﬁed
with the radical “Supporters of Shari`ah” movement, included eight
Britons and two Algerians. Members of the group reached Yemen
using forged French passports, and were trained and equipped by a
local fundamentalist Islamic organization called the “Islamic Army
of Aden,” led by Al-Mihdar, who was executed after his implication
in the kidnapping of 16 European tourists.31
During Al-Mihdar’s trial, it transpired that members of the
“Islamic Army” kidnapped the European tourists in order to obtain
the release of members who were arrested in December 1998.32
The kidnapping saga was brought to an end by a rescue operation
mounted by the Yemenite security forces, resulting in the death of
the kidnappers and four hostages. A study of those involved in the
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two terrorist attacks in the Yemen shows that some of them were
trained in Afghanistan, and had ties with the Egyptian jihad organization supported by bin-Laden.
EGYPT
In the 1980s, Egypt aligned itself with the Muslim and Western world by condemning the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and
by providing aid to the mujahideen leading the struggle against
the Kabul government and Soviet forces. In a show of solidarity,
Egypt allowed volunteers to leave for Afghanistan to participate
in the mujahideen’s struggle. Most of the Egyptian volunteers who
left for Afghanistan were members of the Muslim Brotherhood
or of more radical organizations, such as the Egyptian “Muslim
jihad.” 33 At the time, the Egyptian authorities were relieved that
the “revolutionary fervor” of the radical Islamic elements was being
directed outside Egypt. This not only led to a decline in radical
activity in Egypt but also strengthened Egypt’s status within the
Muslim community.
However, as we shall see, the issue of the “Afghan volunteers”
became, in time, a “double-edged sword” for the Egyptian government. With the defeat of the Soviet forces and the collapse of the
pro-Soviet administration in Kabul, the Egyptian volunteers began
returning home, much to the dismay of the Egyptian authorities
who, fearing an upsurge in radical terrorist activity in Egypt, did
their best to prevent them.
Despite their eﬀorts, some Afghan Alumni evidently found
their way back into Egypt where they joined Islamic terrorist organizations. In 1992–1994, the “Afghans” were involved in a series
of terrorist attacks in Egypt. Their trials, which came to be known
as the “Trials of the Afghanistan Returnees,” shed light on some of
their activities as members of terrorist organizations working against
the Egyptian regime. Below are some of the “achievements” of the
Egyptian mujahideen in Afghanistan:
• The establishment of training camps in Afghanistan and in
Peshawar in Pakistan34
• The dispatch of trained ﬁghters back to Egypt, particularly
via the Sudan35
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• The preparation of false documents for these ﬁghters36
• The cultivation of drugs and drug traﬃcking in order to
ﬁnance the organizations’ activities37
• Propaganda activity for terrorist organizations such as
“Tala`I` al-Fath” (“Vanguards of the Conquest”) and the
Egyptian “jihad” 38
• The planning and implementation of attacks in Egypt and
other places (Afghan Alumni were among the perpetrators
of the World Trade Center bombing in New York City)39
The Egyptian volunteers were involved in numerous terrorist
activities in Egypt, among them violent activities in upper Egypt. In
1992–1993, extremist Islamic activists incriminated in these activities were arrested and tried in Egypt. During their interrogation,
they admitted that they had trained in Afghanistan, and that they
had planned terrorist attacks against the Egyptian security forces
and Egyptian public ﬁgures,40 such as the attempted assassination, in
1992–1993, of the Egyptian Information Minister, Sawfat al-Sharif,
the Interior Minister,41 and the Prime Minister, Atef Sidky. The
assailants, who were caught, were found to be members of Tala`I`
al-Fath — an organization that had been set up in Afghanistan.42
The Egyptian terrorist organizations chose tourism as their target, as the best way of harming the state’s economy (tourism is the
country’s second most important source of revenue after the Suez
Canal), and its image both at home and abroad. The spectacular
terrorist attacks they mounted against tourists were designed to
destabilize the regime on the one hand, and to attract new recruits,
on the other.
Attacking tourists also served the ideological goal of destroying
the representatives of the “heretical” Western culture that “contaminated” the Muslim world.
As a result of these attacks, the 1992–1993 tourist seasons in
Egypt suﬀered serious losses amounting to several billion dollars.
The most serious attack was that perpetrated by Al-Gama`ah alIslamiyyah [“The Islamic Group”] against tourists in the Temple
of Queen Hatshepsut in Luxor (November 1997), in which 58
tourists and 4 Egyptians were killed. The attack caused enormous
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damage to Egypt’s recovering economy, in losses estimated at half
a billion dollars.
The Coptic Christian minority, perceived by the fundamentalist
organizations in Egypt as a cultural, ethnic, and religious foreign
implant, and envied for its economic success, has also served as a
target for terrorist attacks.
In November 1993, President Rabbani of Afghanistan visited
Egypt and signed an extradition agreement and a security cooperation pact, whereby Egypt oﬀered Afghanistan economic and
security aid in return for Afghanistan’s commitment to banning
extremist Egyptian Islamic elements in Afghanistan and extraditing
prominent activists such as Muhammad Shauqi al-Islambuli.43 At
the end of his visit, President Rabbani expressed his appreciation
of Egypt’s contribution to the victory of the Afghan mujahideen,
condemned terrorism in all its forms, and declared that he would
not allow Afghanistan to be used as a springboard for attacks against
the regime in Egypt.44
Rabbani’s wish to improve his country’s standing with Egypt
was not shared by his rival, Hekmatyar, who extended his patronage
to the Egyptian fundamentalists in Afghanistan, and even oﬀered
Sheikh Omar Abdel Rahman political asylum (after Egypt requested
his extradition from the Unied States for his involvement in the
World Trade Center bombing). Since Rabbani’s regime had no
control over Hekmatyar’s opposition movement,45 Afghanistan failed
to keep its promise to banish or extradite Egyptian fundamentalist
terrorists residing in the country.46 Consequently, Egypt announced
that it could not honor the agreement.
The “heavy-handed” policy adopted by the security forces against
the terrorist organizations in Egypt, and the expulsion of terrorists,
limited their freedom of action, compelling them to resort to terrorist
attacks abroad. Most of these attacks were in retaliation for the arrest,
extradition, and assassination of their members abroad by Egyptian
security forces, sometimes in cooperation with local security forces.
These attacks included the attempted assassination of an Egyptian
diplomat in Switzerland by the Egyptian jihad (November 1995), a
suicide bomb attack against the police station in Rijeka, Croatia, by
Al-Gama`ah al-Islamiyyah, (October 1995), and the bombing of the
Egyptian embassy in Pakistan (November 1995). The most daring

attack orchestrated by Al-Gama`ah al-Islamiyyah was the attempted
assassination of Hosni Mubarak during his visit to Ethiopia (June
1995). (The terrorists chose this occasion on the assumption that
security precaution there would be more lax than in Egypt.)
The Egyptian organizations, predominantly Al-Gama`ah al-Islamiyyah, were indirectly involved in international terror, through
“Arab-Afghans” (Egyptian citizens who trained in the Mujahideen
camps after the end of the war) who operated as individuals within
autonomous Islamic terrorist cells abroad.
Note that the blind Egyptian cleric, Sheikh Omar Abdel Rahman, the supreme spiritual authority of Al-Gama`ah al-Islamiyyah
and the Egyptian jihad, issued a fatwa (religious decree) sanctioning
the activities of these terrorist cells.
In recent years, especially since 1998, the activities of the Egyptian organizations have been inﬂuenced by their ties with Osama
bin-Laden and his al-Qa`idah organization. Al-Qa`idah has recruited
a substantial number of Egyptians. At least one of the drivers in the
suicide bomb attacks in Nairobi and Dar-es-Salaam in August 1998,
masterminded by al-Qa`idah, was an Egyptian citizen. The alliance
between bin-Laden and the Egyptian organizations is reﬂected in his
close ties with leaders of these organizations, such as Ahmad Rifa`i
Taha and Mustafa Hamza, heads of the political and military arms
of Al-Gama`ah al-Islamiyyah, respectively, and especially Oman
Ayman Zawahiri, head of one of the factions of the Egyptian jihad.
Zawahiri has adopted bin-Laden’s new terrorist strategy of targeting
American, rather than Egyptian objectives, on the grounds that the
head-on confrontation with the Egyptian regime has caused the
deaths of innocent people and has alienated Muslim public opinion in Egypt, while attacks against the American inﬁdels were sure
to elicit sympathy among the Muslims. That the Egyptian jihad
adopted this strategy is evident in its planned attack on the U.S.
consulate in Albania, (foiled in June 1998), and its involvement in
the embassy attacks in East Africa in August 1998.
Al-Gama`ah al-Islamiyyah, the mainspring of the religiousmilitary coalition envisaged by bin-Laden, has for the past two
years been divided in its policy regarding domestic and anti-U.S.
terrorism. The unilateral declaration of a truce toward the Egyptian
government by its imprisoned leaders (July 1997) caused a rift
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between the leadership in Egypt and the leadership abroad concerning the movement’s policy and goals. The massacre of the tourists
in Luxor (October 1997) intensiﬁed the polemic, in particular as
a result of growing pressure by the Egyptian regime on members
of the organization in Egypt and abroad. Omar Abdel Rahman’s
declaration from his prison in the United States, advocating peaceful means in pursuing the organization’s objectives (October 1998),
tilted the balance in favor of the “moderates.”
Al-Gama`ah al-Islamiyyah has already oﬃcially declared a “ceaseﬁre,” and some members of the Egyptian jihad, after Ayman Zawahiri’s resignation, have followed suit. This declaration has intensiﬁed
the polemic within the Egyptian organization, and the question of
whether the cease-ﬁre will be observed remains to be seen.
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of the organization showed that they intended carrying out attacks
against Jewish and Israeli tourists in Amman’s Radisson Hotel,
against visitors to Moses’ tomb on Mt. Nebo, against tourists passing through the Jordanian-Israeli border check post, and against
pilgrims visiting the site of Jesus’ baptism.50

THE JORDANIAN AFGHANS
In early 1994, a series of bombs exploded in several cinemas
in Jordan.47 Following arrests by the Jordanian security forces in
1995, a group belonging to the “Bai`at al-Imam” [“Homage to
the Imam”] movement was discovered, headed by “Issam Muhammad al-Burqawi” (Abu Muhammad al-Muqadassi), a Palestinian
originally from Jaﬀa, and a number of Afghan Alumni. 48 The
organization, which disposed of weapons and explosives, aimed
at overthrowing the regime in Jordan through a jihad, as part of
an overall struggle to reform Islamic society. In the course of the
investigation, it transpired that the terrorists had intended carrying
out a range of terrorist attacks against people (public ﬁgures) or
institutions (cinemas, hotels) they identiﬁed with corruption.
In December 1999, an Islamic terrorist organization, comprising Jordanian, Iraqi, Algerian, and Palestinian citizens bearing
American documents, was uncovered in Jordan. The group was
headed by Abu Hoshar who had already been arrested in Jordan
(1993) for carrying out attacks there, but who had been granted a
royal pardon. Abu Hoshar, who had trained in Afghanistan, returned
to Jordan to set up the “Army of Muhammad,” which was also partly
composed of Afghan Alumni.49
On December 17, 1999, Halil Dik (an American of Palestinian
origin), considered the architect of the abortive attacks in Jordan,
was extradited to Jordan by Pakistan. The investigation of members

ATTACKS BY AFGHAN ALUMNI AGAINST ISRAELI
AND JEWISH TARGETS
The virulent rhetoric of The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, used
by the Sunni Muslims against Judaism and Israel has not, so far, been
translated into a consistent terror campaign against international
Jewish and Israeli targets. Since the mid-1990s, however, Sunni
Muslim organizations have been responsible for isolated attacks/
attempted attacks against Israeli and Jewish targets abroad. For example, on April 19, 1996, during the “Grapes of Wrath” operation
in Lebanon, the Egyptian Al-Gama`ah al-Islamiyyah mounted an
attack against tourists in the Europa hotel in Cairo, killing 17 Greek
pilgrims. In its communiqué claiming responsibility for the attack,
the organization stated that it had meant to target Israeli tourists
who were known to frequent the Europa hotel.
As stated above (see section on Algeria), the Algerian GIA carried out three attacks against Jewish targets in France as part of its
terror campaign in France. These attacks included two car bomb
attacks, one near a synagogue in Lyon in 1994 (foiled) and one
near a Jewish school in Villeurbanne. It was only because the school
bell was late that a massacre of Jewish schoolchildren was averted.
The third attack was a letter bomb sent to the editor of a Jewish
newspaper in France (1996).
In 1995 and 1999, two organizations of Afghan Alumni which
were planning attacks against Jewish and Israeli targets were discovered in Jordan (see section on Jordan above).
Particularly noteworthy is the growing involvement of Palestinian Afghan Alumni abroad in planning terrorist activities against
Israeli targets. This has been particularly evident in recent terrorist
activity in Jordan.
In February 2000, Sa`ad Hindawi, a Palestinian “Afghan veteran” hailing from Halhul, who lived in Lebanon for many years,
was arrested in Israel, where he and his family had returned after
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the establishment of the Palestinian Authority. Hindawi, whose
brother is the chief of police in Hebron, admitted that in 1998
he was trained in Durante — one of Osama bin-Laden’s camps
in Afghanistan — in terrorist warfare and sabotage. Diagrams for
assembling explosives were found in his possession.
Despite his denials, he was suspected of planning to carry out
attacks against Israel, possibly in coordination with local Palestinians.51
Finally, it is worth noting that Sheikh Abdullah Azzam, a Jordanian of Palestinian origin, was the main ideologue of the Afghan
Alumni and bin-Laden’s partner in setting up the “Services Oﬃce”
(Maktab al-Khidamat) — the recruiting oﬃce for the thousands of
Islamic volunteers who streamed into Afghanistan to take part in
the battle against the Soviets. Although Abdullah Azzam was killed
in a car bomb explosion in Afghanistan in 1989, his writings and
philosophy continue to provide ideological fodder for the struggle
against the “enemies of Islam.”
A number of factors may explain the relatively small number
of terrorist attacks by Sunni terrorist organizations against Israeli
and Jewish targets abroad.
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AZERBAIJAN
Following the defeats suﬀered by the Azeri (Muslim) forces
in their war with the Armenians (Christians) over control of the
Nagorno-Karabakh region, Azerbaijan turned to Afghanistan in
August 1993 for military aid. Afghanistan responded by sending
1,000 mujahideen warriors to help the Azeris. In October 1993, the
Afghan mujahideen launched a surprise attack against the Armenian
forces in the region of Zanglan (near the Iranian border), and even
gained ground, before being repulsed by the Armenian forces. As
far as we know, these mujahideen forces remained in Azerbaijan
where they continue to help the Azeris in their struggle against the
Armenians.52

Osama bin-Laden, a proponent of this policy, has been sharply
criticized for ignoring other “Islamic” problems, including the
Palestinian problem. This criticism may have been one of the reasons behind the choice of Israeli and Jewish targets in the attacks
perpetrated by the Egyptian jihad, al-Qa`idah, and the Islamic cells
in Jordan, in 1995 and 1999.

CHECHNYA
The disintegration of the Soviet Union triggered a religiousnational awakening in Chechnya, following which (September 6,
1991) the leaders of the separatist stream declared their secession
from the USSR and the establishment of the Chechen Republic
of Ichkeria.
President Yeltsin, refusing to condone this move, tried to bring
about the downfall of the separatists by funneling aid to the opposition groups in Chechnya, and by direct military intervention. His
failure created a situation of de facto independence for Chechnya,
and led to growing tension between the countries. This tension
reached a peak on December 11, 1994, when Russia invaded
Chechnya. Since then, Russia and the Chechen separatists have
been engaged in an armed confrontation which began as a regular
war, but which has since evolved into guerrilla warfare and the use
of terror by the Chechen forces.
Following the victory of the mujahideen in Afghanistan over
Najibullah’s pro-Soviet regime in 1992, the Afghan Alumni were
free to help the Islamic struggle in various countries throughout
the world, including Chechnya. Afghan mujahideen organizations,
and since 1996 the Taliban regime, have been sending equipment,
weapons, and warriors to help the Muslim separatists in Chechnya
in their struggle against the Russians. Other Muslim organizations
helping the Chechens are aﬃliated with the Saudi Wahabi movement, and even bin-Laden’s organization.
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• These organizations see their main goal as the overthrow
of the secular regimes in their own countries, and their replacement by Islamic regimes governed by the rule of Islamic law (Shari`ah).
• These organizations do not see attacks against Israeli or Jewish targets as means in themselves, but rather as part of an
overall terrorist strategy against their non-Muslim rivals.
• These organizations tend to focus their terrorist activity
against American objectives, in line with their view of the
United States as Islam’s main enemy.
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Moreover, the ranks of the Chechen ﬁghters have been swollen by Afghan Alumni headed by Ibn-ul-Khattab, whose extensive
combat and leadership skill, acquired in Afghanistan and Tajikistan,
have proved of great service to the Chechens.
The “Afghan” volunteers’ extensive experience in guerrilla warfare and terror and their familiarity with Russian tactics and vulnerabilities acquired in the wars against the Russians in Afghanistan
and Tajikistan, have been of invaluable assistance to the Chechen
warriors.53
BOSNIA
In 1993, about 200 Arab-Afghan mujahideen from Algeria,
Sudan, and Saudi Arabia were found to be operating in central and
northern Bosnia.
These mujahideen, as well as taking an active part in the war
against the Serbian forces, ran educational activities designed to
inculcate their fundamentalist world view on the Bosnian population. In an interview with a member of the mujahideen, he stated
that his movement had two goals in Bosnia: to launch a jihad against
the Serbs, and to educate Bosnian Muslims in the true way of Islam
(“missionary” activity or da`wah).54
INDEPENDENT TERRORIST CELLS
One of the salient features of international terrorism in recent
years has been the activity of autonomous, Islamic terrorist cells
without any deﬁned structural hierarchy, which operate through
institutionalized terrorist organizations. The Afghan Alumni played
a major role in the activity of these cells, through their training in
Afghanistan and their ties with Islamic relief organizations, which
supplied them with logistic and ﬁnancial aid. These terrorist cells
were responsible, among other things, for the World Trade Center
bombing in New York City (February 1993) which left six dead
and about a thousand wounded, plots to attack the UN building
and the New York-New Jersey interstate tunnels (June 1993), the
attack against the Philippine PAL jetliner (December 1994), and
a planned oﬀensive against American planes in Asia, scheduled for
early 1995.
An investigation of these terrorist cells brought to light their ties
with Islamic Non-Government Organizations (NGOs) such as the
Mohammed’s MONSTERS
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“Muslim World League” (MWL), the “International Islamic Relief
Organization” (IIRO), and Islamic cultural centers in Europe, such
as the center in Milan. Members of these cells were also found to
have close ties with Osama bin-Laden.
AL-QA`IDAH [THE VANGUARD]
Another key organization in the activity of the Afghan Alumni,
whose inﬂuence has been increasing in the international arena, is
al-Qa`idah, an organization set up in 1988 by the Saudi millionaire
Osama bin-Laden.
Al-Qa`idah was set up by the “Services Oﬃce” (Maktabal-Khidamat), a Non-Governmental Islamic Relief Organization, to handle
the recruitment, absorption, and placement of thousands of Islamic
volunteers from 50 countries around the world in mujahideen camps
in Pakistan and Afghanistan.
After the war, most of its activities were conducted from the
Sudan and Afghanistan through a network of worldwide oﬃces,
including the United States (especially the “Al-Kifah” center in
Brooklyn) and the Philippines.
Al-Qa`idah provided aid to other terrorist organizations, and
worked for the radicalization of the Islamic movements operating
in Chechnya, Bosnia, Tajikistan, Somalia, Kashmir, Yemen, and
Kosovo. Its members were also involved in terrorist operations,
such as the attacks against UN forces in Somalia in October 1993,
in which 18 American servicemen were killed, and the attacks in
Kenya and Tanzania in August 1998. There is also evidence pointing
to a clear connection between al-Qa`idah and terrorist attacks that
were planned and carried out by terrorist cells led by Ramzi Yousef
in New York (1993) and in the Philippines (1994). Al-Qa`idah
was likewise involved in the attack in Riyadh, in which six people,
including ﬁve American servicemen, were killed (November 1995).
The Saudis argued that bin-Laden was not directly involved in the
last two attacks, but that his militant anti-American rhetoric may
have provided the inspiration for them.
THE ESCALATION OF THE CONFRONTATION
BETWEEN BIN-LADEN AND THE UNITED STATES
In 1998, the issue of the Afghan Alumni became something of
a cause célèbre after the spectacular attacks carried out by al-Qa`idah
Shaul Shay
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in East Africa. Bin-Laden, accused by the United States of masterminding these attacks, was portrayed by the Western and Arab
media as epitomizing the threat of international fundamentalist
terror. Bin-Laden lent credence to this claim by setting himself up
as the leader of the “historical cultural-religious struggle between
Islam and the Jewish-Crusader pact” which, he claimed, aimed at
subjugating Islam and conquering the Muslim holy places.55
In interviews and statements, such as the June 1996 “Declaration of War”56 and the February 1998 “fatwah,” bin-Laden paints
a world view in which the entire world, especially the Middle East,
is seen as the stage on which the deterministic battle for survival of
the three major religions is being waged. In this struggle, a JewishChristian (or “Jewish-Crusader”) alliance has evolved, personiﬁed by
the United States and Israel (and World Jewry), which has conquered
the holy Islamic places (Mecca, Medina, and Jerusalem), and aims
to subdue Islam. According to bin-Laden, this alliance is responsible
for the systematic and deliberate slaughter of Muslims.
In order to win over the Muslim public, bin-Laden sprinkles
his rhetoric with historically loaded terms imbued with Islamic
undertones, such as “crusaders” and jihad. He justiﬁes the violence
he preaches on the grounds that its purpose is to protect the Islamic
holy places. By portraying the Muslim as victim, he minimizes his
role as aggressor.
Bin-Laden believes that the use of violence and terror will show
the community of believers that the enemies of Islam, even if seemingly invincible (like the United States and the Soviet Union), are
in fact rendered vulnerable by their lack of faith. In this context,
bin-Laden relies heavily on the ethos of the victory of the Afghan
mujahideen which, he holds, brought about the collapse of the Soviet Empire. He cites other examples of the weakness of the enemy
(particularly the United States), such as the withdrawal of American
troops from Somalia which, he claimed, was the result of the guerrilla activities he supported.
The attacks by the Saudi opposition forces in Riyadh (November 1995) and Dhahran (June 1996), which left 24 dead and
dozens injured, were part of a two-pronged struggle: to “purge”
the holy places (Mecca and Medina) of American control, and to
bring about a moral-psychological victory for the Islamic warriors.

Bin-Laden had similar designs on the Israeli occupiers of the holy
site of Al-Aqsa.57
During 1998, bin-Laden had spun around him a web of Islamist organizations to counteract the Jewish-Crusader pact. On
February 23, 1998, he convened the heads of a number of Islamic
organizations in Afghanistan, and declared the establishment of the
“Islamic Front for the Struggle against the Jews and the Crusaders”
(hereafter the “Front”). The Front issued a fatwah signed by the
leaders of ﬁve major Islamic organizations — Osama bin-Laden,
head of al-Qa`idah; Ayman al-Zawahiri, head of the Egyptian
jihad; Ahmad Rifa`i Taha, leader of the Egyptian Al-Gama`ah alIslamiyyah; Sheikh Miyar Hamza, secretary of the Pakistan Scholars
Society (Jama`at al-`Ulema); and Fazlul Rahman, the emir of the
Bangladesh jihad movement. Since bin-Laden has no religious
authority or military power to speak of, he needs the backing and
support of these organizations. The clerics, particularly Sheikh
Miyar Hamza, a high-ranking Islamic spiritual authority, lend a
religious character to the decisions of the Islamic Front, while the
heads of Al-Gama`ah al-Islamiyyah and the Egyptian jihad provide
the military-terrorist infrastructure.
A fatwah issued by the Front called on Muslims throughout the
world to consider it their personal duty to kill Americans and their
allies, including civilians, in order to liberate the Holy Mosque in
Mecca (read: Saudi Arabia) and the Al-Aqsa Mosque (read: Jerusalem and Palestine).58
In May 1998, in an interview with the ABC network, bin-Laden
declared before the American public the Front’s intention to carry
out global attacks against American citizens in retaliation for the
American administration’s “corrupt policy.” Trilateral security cooperation between the United States, Egypt, and Albania foiled the
attack planned by members of the Egyptian “jihad/Zawahiri faction”
against the U.S. embassy in Tirana, and led to the extradition of its
members to Egypt (July 1998). Following these events, the Front
and the Egyptian jihad sent letters to the Al-Hayat newspaper59
threatening to attack American targets. The next day (August 7),
members of al-Qa`idah launched two sensational attacks against
the U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania, resulting in 291 dead
and about 5,000 injured. Most of the victims were local people. Of
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the U.S. citizens who were the main target of the attack, “only” 12
were killed (Nairobi embassy employees).
The attacks in East Africa presented the United States with an
opportunity for carrying out a limited military operation against
the Afghan Alumni under the leadership of bin-Laden and the
Egyptian organizations. The evidence taken from those involved
in the embassy attacks served to vindicate the U.S. bombing of alQa`idah bases in Afghanistan and the Sudan, and the violation of the
sovereignty of the sponsor states involved. The American bombing
(August 20, 1998) was directed against ﬁve al-Qa`idah camps in
Afghanistan, and against a pharmaceuticals concern in Khartoum
which, according to the United States, was ﬁnanced by bin-Laden,
and manufactured chemical warfare components for him.
Alongside military and intelligence operations, the United
States and Britain also explored the diplomatic avenue. The United
States, for example, sent Ambassador Richardson to Afghanistan in
an attempt to persuade the Taliban to hand over bin-Laden or at
the very least, to contain his anti-American activity and rhetoric.
Britain for its part, was prepared to strike a deal with the Taliban,
by authorizing the opening of a Taliban oﬃce in London, and
clamping down on the Afghan opposition in London, in return for
a restriction on bin-Laden’s activities.60
Meanwhile, the United States continued to cooperate with its
Arab and European partners in rounding up members of al-Qa`idah
and the Egyptian organizations, with some success. September
1998 saw the arrest of a number of key operatives in bin-Laden’s
terrorist network, such as Wahdi al-Haj, a Lebanese Christian
who converted to Islam. Al-Haj, who until 1994 had served as
bin-Laden’s personal secretary in the Sudan, was instrumental in
laying the groundwork for the August 1998 bombings in Kenya and
Tanzania. He was arrested in Texas, where he had moved in 1997,
probably with the intention of setting up a terrorist infrastructure
in the United States.
On September 16, Mamduh Muhammad Mahmud Salim, one
of bin-Laden’s senior aides, was arrested in Munich. Salim, who
served as bin-Laden’s ﬁnancial and logistics advisor, was responsible
for procuring weapons (possibly even non-conventional weapons).
Salim was extradited to the United States on December 24, 1998,

where he is awaiting trial for participation in bin-Laden’s terrorist
network.
Members of bin-Laden’s network have been arrested in London. Foremost of these is Khaled Fuaz, bin-Laden’s representative
in London, a member of the Saudi opposition, and head of the
“Advice and Reform” commission.
Egypt, too, during the second half of 1998, stepped up its
counter-terrorist operations against Egyptian operatives abroad.
In a joint American-brokered security operation, Egypt arranged
for countries such as Albania, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, South Africa,
Ecuador, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the UAE, to extradite members of the Egyptian jihad and bin-Laden’s terrorist network. This
operation, later known as the “Albanian Returnees Aﬀair,” almost
destroyed the Islamic umbrella organization.
Bin-Laden used the American bombing of Iraq (December
17–20, 1998) as a pretext once again to threaten American citizens
for supporting the United States “massacre” of the Iraqi Muslim
population. In a series of aggressive interviews with Time, Newsweek,
and the BBC, he called on his Muslim brothers to renew their attacks against the enemies of Islam.61
Bin-Laden has proclaimed his intention to intensify eﬀorts to
obtain non-conventional weapons. He sees this as a religious duty,
and accuses Muslims who obstruct such activity as sinning against Islam. Bin-Laden is deliberately vague about whether he possesses such
weapons, and under what circumstances he would use them.62
Bin-Laden’s attempts to acquire and manufacture non-conventional weapons had been closely monitored by the United States,
even before he openly declared his intentions.
Indeed, the United States justiﬁed its attack on the pharmaceuticals plant in Khartoum on the grounds that the factory was
manufacturing chemical weapon components for bin-Laden. The
extradition of Mamduh Salim (December 24, 1998), bin-Laden’s
weapons procurer, from Germany to the United States, was also in
connection with the acquisition of non-conventional weapons.
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CONCLUSIONS
Islam has reemerged as an alternative to the perceived failure
of secular ideologies. Islamic movements and organizations have
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become sources of legitimacy and mobilization, and Islamic movements span the religious and political spectrum from moderate to
extremist. Islamic movements, both moderate and extremist, have
proliferated and become agents of change. They establish modern
political and social organizations and embrace advanced means to
disseminate their message. Most of the movements function within
civil society as social and political activists.
At the same time the extremists use violence to threaten the
stability of many regimes.
The phenomenon of the Afghan Alumni has in recent years became an increasingly signiﬁcant factor in the world of international
terror and poses a real threat to the stability of Muslim regimes.
It far transcends the narrow context of a terrorist organization
or state-sponsored terrorism. Rather, it represents a militant religious-ideological current, which aims at bringing about a cultural
revolution in an attempt to reinstate Islam’s bygone glory. As such,
the phenomenon of the “Afghans” clearly embodies the clash of
civilizations that lies at the root of Huntington’s premise.
The Afghan war gave rise to a number of exceptional processes
in modern history, as described below:
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expressions of the “Afghan” phenomenon. Bin-Laden views his
struggle as part of the conﬂict between Islamic and other civilizations,
particularly “the Jewish-Crusader Civilization,” as he calls it.
As a cultural struggle, the worldwide Afghan struggle is being
waged on three fronts: within Muslim countries (to reinstate the rule
of Shari`ah law); in countries with Muslim minorities, situated on
“fault lines” with other cultures (the Balkans, the Caucasus, Kashmir,
etc.); and, internationally, in the struggle against Western, particularly U.S., civilization, which is perceived by the fundamentalists as
the source of all evil, and the primary threat to Islam.
It looks as if the clash of civilizations as perceived by Huntington, at one extreme, and Osama bin-Laden, at the other, is with us
to stay, at least for the foreseeable future.
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Islamists throughout the Muslim world.
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and experienced warriors, bent on exporting the Islamic
revolution to the world at large
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How Islam
Plays the Press
Joseph Farah

T

he world often views Islam as a seventh century anachronism.
But the truth is, the Islamic world is playing and winning a
sophisticated game of media manipulation in which powerful
and wealthy police states and anti-democratic political movements
are more often portrayed and perceived — at least in the context
of the Arab-Jewish conﬂict — as victims rather than threatening
oppressors. This chapter contrasts what Islamic leaders say about
their intentions for the State of Israel in English while Western
television cameras are rolling and what they say to their own constituents in Arabic.
HOW ISLAM PLAYS THE PRESS
Fiamma Nirenstein, who writes for the Italian daily La Stampa
and the weekly Panorama, explains:
The information coming out of Israel these days is
heavily inﬂuenced by the political imagination of reporters and columnists and cameramen who have ﬂocked to
the scene from the four corners of the earth to cover this
89
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latest installment of violence in the ongoing Middle East
conﬂict.
They tend — they are expected — to place those clashes
within an agreed-upon framework: the framework, roughly,
of David (the Palestinians) versus Goliath (the Israelis). It is
only when they fail to follow this paradigm that they, their
editors, and their readers or viewers become confused.
Confused, that is, by the facts. “The culture of the press is
almost entirely Left,” Nirenstein, a veteran Middle East reporter,
explains. “These are people who feel the weakness of democratic
values; who enjoy the frisson of sidling up to a threatening civilization that coddles them even while holding in disdain the system
they represent.”
Nirenstein makes a profound point: “Even the most articulate
and bold defenders of Israel seldom proclaim for newsmen that Israel
has an absolute right to protect itself from violence directed at its
citizens and soldiers.” Yet, as she states so eloquently, “by contrast,
Palestinian spokesmen like Hanan Ashrawi or Ziad abu Ziad or Saeb
Erekat never miss an opportunity to begin their story from the top:
‘This is our land, and ours alone, and the Jews who are occupying it
are employing armed force against an unarmed people.’ ”
What’s at the root of this media caricature? Nirenstein has two
more cogent observations:
It is not just that we are talking about a profession,
the world press, that is almost entirely uniform in its attitudes.
The truth is that Israel, as the Jewish state, is also the
object of a contemporary form of anti-Semitism that is
no less real for being masked or even unconscious. (Arab
Holocaust-denial, more violent and vulgar than anything
in the West, is rarely if ever touched on in the mainstream
media.)
And there is something else as well: looking into the
heart of the Arab regimes, preeminently including that
of the Palestinians themselves, is simply too disturbing.
For what one is liable to ﬁnd there are disproportionate
measures of religious and/or political fanaticism, bullying,
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corruption, lies, manipulation, and a carefully nurtured cult
of victimhood that rationalizes every cruelty.1
Could the press possibly be this blind, this biased, this manipulated?
From 1903 through 1908, two young bicycle mechanics from
Ohio repeatedly claimed to have built a ﬂying machine. They demonstrated it over and over again to hundreds of people, obtained
aﬃdavits from prominent citizens who witnessed their eﬀorts, and
even produced photographs of their invention at work.
Nevertheless, Orville and Wilbur Wright were dismissed as
frauds and hoaxers in the Scientiﬁc American, the New York Herald,
and by the U.S. Army and many American scientists.
But as Richard Milton points out in his entertaining book,
Alternative Science, the real shocker is that even local newspapers
in the Wrights’ hometown of Dayton ignored the story in their
backyard for ﬁve years.
Despite the fact that witnesses repeatedly visited and wrote to
the Dayton Daily News and Dayton Journal over those years asking
about the young men in their ﬂying machine, no reporters were
dispatched. No photographers were assigned.
Asked in 1940 about his refusal to publish anything about the
sensational accomplishments of the Wrights during those years,
Dayton Daily News city editor Dan Kumler said, “We just didn’t
believe it. Of course, you remember that the Wrights at that time
were terribly secretive.”
When the interviewer pointed out that the Wrights were ﬂying
over an open ﬁeld just outside of town for ﬁve years, Kumler grew
more candid: “I guess the truth is we were just plain dumb.”
What excuses will the international press have when the truth
about their current heroes in the Middle East is no longer possible
to conceal?
It’s getting there.
If you think you get an accurate idea of what Arab leaders
believe when you listen to Hanan Ashrawi interviewed on ABC’s
“Nightline” or on CNN, think again.
Yasser Arafat and, indeed, other Arab leaders, have played a
skillful media manipulation game in the West, persuading most
Joseph Farah
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Americans and most westerners that the Middle East crisis can be
settled by rearranging a few borders — by Israel exchanging more
“land for peace.”
What you don’t see on ABC or CNN — or even in the pages
of the New York Times or Washington Post — are the harsh, racist,
ﬁghting words of Arab “journalists,” politicians, activists, leaders,
and even clerics recorded in the Arab-language media.
For instance, read the words of a leading cleric in Gaza in a
sermon delivered Oct. 13, 2000.
Dr. Ahmad Abu Halabiya, former acting rector of the Islamic
University said:
None of the Jews refrain from committing any possible
evil. If the Labor party commits the evil and the crime, the
Likud party stands by it; and if the Likud party commits
the evil and the crime, the Labor party stands by it. . . .
The Jews are Jews, whether Labor or Likud. . . . They do
not have any moderates or any advocates of peace. They
are all liars. They all want to distort truth, but we are in
possession of the truth.
O brother believers, the criminals, the terrorists — are
the Jews, who have butchered our children, orphaned them,
widowed our women and desecrated our holy places and
sacred sites. They are the terrorists. They are the ones who
must be butchered and killed, as Allah the Almighty said:
“Fight them: Allah will torture them at your hands, and
will humiliate them and will help you to overcome them,
and will relieve the minds of the believers.” . . .
O brothers in belief, this is the case of the Jews and
their habitual conduct, and what happened yesterday, and
has been going on for two weeks, and before that for many
years, and which will be repeated in future years unless we
stand up like men and unless we have the known Muslim
position, (the position) of those who wage jihad in the path
of Allah, those who defend their rights and who sacriﬁce
all that is dear to them. . . .
The hatred-drenched rhetoric is not directed only toward Israel.
Here’s more from Halabiya:
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This is the truth, O brothers in belief. From here, Allah
the almighty has called upon us not to ally with the Jews
or the Christians, not to like them, not to become their
partners, not to support them, and not to sign agreements
with them. And he who does that, is one of them, as Allah
said: “O you who believe, do not take the Jews and the
Christians as allies, for they are allies of one another. Who
from among you takes them as allies will indeed be one of
them. . . .” The Jews are the allies of the Christians, and
the Christians are the allies of the Jews, despite the enmity
that exists between them. The enmity between the Jews
and the Christians is deep, but all of them are in agreement
against the monotheists — against those who say, “There is
no God but Allah and Muhammad is his messenger,” that
is — they are against you, O Muslims.
Have no mercy on the Jews, no matter where they are,
in any country. Fight them, wherever you are. Wherever
you meet them, kill them. Wherever you are, kill those Jews
and those Americans who are like them — and those who
stand by them — they are all in one trench, against the
Arabs and the Muslims — because they established Israel
here, in the beating heart of the Arab world, in Palestine.
They created it to be the outpost of their civilization — and
the vanguard of their army, and to be the sword of the West
and the crusaders, hanging over the necks of the monotheists, the Muslims in these lands. They wanted the Jews to
be their spearhead. . . .2
Is there any compromising with people like this? Why is it that
we in the West do not read such statements or hear them broadcast?
It probably doesn’t surprise us to know that such rhetoric is being
spoken, published, and broadcast daily in the Arab world. But, how,
in spite of such impolitic speech, does the Arab world continue successfully to portray itself as the victim in the conﬂict with Israel?
The Western world often views Islam as a seventh century anachronism. But the truth is the Islamic world is playing and winning a
sophisticated game of media manipulation in which powerful and
wealthy police states and freedom-squelching political movements
Joseph Farah
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are more often portrayed and perceived — at least in the context
of the Arab-Jewish conﬂict — as victims rather than threatening
oppressors. But what Islamic leaders say about their intentions for
the State of Israel in English while Western television cameras are
rolling and what they say to their own constituents in Arabic can
be two diametrical opposites.
One of the most successful techniques currently being employed
in the Arab world is an eﬀort, through the international press, to
revise basic Middle East history — even archeology — in ways so
profane they suggest there is little hope of quenching the hatred in
the hearts of Israel’s foes.
In an interview with an Italian newspaper in March 2000,
Sheik Ikrama Sabri, the Palestine Authority’s top Muslim ﬁgure
in Jerusalem, decreed that the Western Wall, the last remnant of
the Jewish temple, has no religious signiﬁcance to the Jews. “Let
it be clear: the Wailing Wall is not a holy place of the Jews, it is
an integral part of the mosque (grounds). We call it al-Buraq, the
name of the horse with which Muhammad ascended to heaven from
Jerusalem,” he said.3
In fact, the Temple Mount area and the Western Wall are, according to Jewish scholars, the only truly holy sites of Judaism.
Yasser Arafat himself has made similar statements, claiming the
city of Jerusalem has no real signiﬁcance to Jews. In June 1998, he
said on an Arabic television program, “Let me tell you something.
The issue of Jerusalem is not just a Palestinian issue. It is a Palestinian, Arab, Islamic, and Christian issue.”
Asked by the interviewer if one could also say it is a Jewish issue,
he replied, “No. Allow me to be precise — they consider Hebron
to be holier than Jerusalem.”
Arafat is among those Arab leaders making the incredible suggestion that there was never a Jewish temple at the site. “Until now,
all the excavations that have been carried out have failed to prove the
location of the temple,” he claims. “It is 30 years since they captured
the city and they have not succeeded in giving even one proof as the
location of the temple.”4 This was no casual remark by Arafat. In
an earlier speech broadcast on Arabic radio, he said, “Let us begin
from the holy Buraq wall. It is called the holy Buraq wall, not the
Wailing Wall. We do not say this. After the holy Buraq revolution

in 1929 . . . the Shaw International Committee said this is a holy
wall for Muslims. This wall ends at the Via Dolorosa. These are our
Christian and Muslim holy places.”5
With such inﬂammatory rhetoric on the record, how do the
Islamic forces maintain an edge in the battle for public relations in
the Western media?
According to Judy Lash Balint, a veteran Middle East reporter
who decided to report on the ideological axes her colleagues were
grinding:
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For most of the American Colony Hotel-based Western
correspondents, there are certain “given” assumptions that
provide the backdrop for all their coverage. Topping the
list is the notion that Palestinians are engaged in a noble
struggle for independence and Israeli oppressors are using
their might and muscle to stand in their way.
How do they arrive at these conclusions? “Journalists arrive at
this view based both on experiences in their own native lands as
standard-bearers for minority rights and other liberal causes, but
also as a result of their reliance on local assistance here in Israel,”
she explains.
Since very few of the foreign correspondents in Israel are ﬂuent in Hebrew or Arabic, they rely on a network of local sources as
well as the service of “ﬁxers” — locals who can “ﬁx” situations for
them. Currently, some 400 Palestinians Authority residents are in
possession of Israel Government Press Oﬃce credentials.
Much of the current conﬂict is raging in Area A (under full
Palestinian Authority control), so it is not surprising that the ﬁxers
are generally young U.S. educated Palestinians who know how to
operate in PA territory and who introduce the journalists to their
circle of acquaintances.
By contrast, explains Lash, correspondents generally get the
Israeli point of view from oﬃcial sources — currently bottlenecked
with a one-man operation.
The bias in some of the major news bureaus in the Middle East
is palpable, according to Lash. At the ABC-TV studio, for instance,
the only map hanging in the oﬃce is dated March 2000 and displays
the title, “Palestine.”6
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This anti-Israel press prism is hardly new, nor unique to the latest Arab uprising. Author Ze’ev Chafets made similar observations
of the western press corps during coverage of the Lebanese war in
the 1980s. He wrote:
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Is it reasonable to assume that foreign correspondents covering
the same turf are not exercising similar self-censorship?

And because the Arab world is comprised only of totalitarian
police states, unfriendly to Western news media, it ensures that
international press attention remains focused on Israel. Those are
the only images shown by television cameras — terrorist attacks,
rioting, angry protests against “occupation.”
All these factors combine to create a winning public relations
agenda for the Arab world and its crusade against Israel.
Perhaps the ﬁnal weapon in the arsenal of Arafat is what is often
referred to as “the big lie.”
In February 2001, a bus was the weapon of choice for Arab terrorists who crashed into a crowd of civilians, killing 8 and injuring
20. Technically, an Islamic terrorist organization known as Hamas
claimed responsibility for the bus assault. Technically, Yasser Arafat
and the Palestine Authority have plausible deniability.
But just read for yourself what Arafat actually said about the attack to see how he not only excuses it, he continues to condone this
type of terrorism. “The combined attack on the Palestinian people
by (Prime Minister Ehud) Barak and (Prime Minister-elect Ariel)
Sharon has a direct eﬀect on the mood of the people. The Israeli
escalation is what brought about the attack,” he said in Jordan.9
Arafat has mastered a propaganda technique known as “turnspeak.” Turnspeak is achieved when you attack someone but claim,
with some success, to be the victim of the attack. Over and over
again, we see this happen in the Middle East on a daily basis.
In eﬀect, a purveyor of turnspeak disseminates information
that is the exact opposite of the truth — making it diﬃcult for the
real victims to respond in a way that is clearly understandable to
the world.
Where was turnspeak ﬁrst employed as a propaganda tool? In
March 1939, some enterprising journalists recognized that Adolf
Hitler was using “the big lie” in justifying Germany’s invasion of
Czechoslovakia.
Whose fault was it that Germany was forced to invade? It was
the fault of the Czechs, of course. They were trying, Hitler claimed,
to provoke a regional war by attempting to claim their land as their
own.
“Thus the plight of the German minority in Czechoslovakia
was merely a pretext . . . for cooking up a stew in a land he coveted,
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In conformity with the PLO-dependent security system, Western reporters ghettoized themselves and became,
in eﬀect, accomplices to their own isolation and supervision.
They clustered around the Palestinian-run Commodore
(Hotel) where they knew their movements, contacts, and
outgoing communications would be monitored. Some
of those with separate oﬃces in the city found that they
needed local Palestinian employees in order to establish
contacts and guide them through the complexities of life
in Beirut. These assistants were, in many cases, subject to
the discipline of the PLO.
Even reporters aware of the fact that their local
employees might be a conduit to PLO intelligence were
loathe to give them up; in many cases, such people were
an invaluable buﬀer.7
What the Palestinian leadership cannot accomplish through its
charm oﬀensive and by providing friendly manpower to western
reporters, they achieve through intimidation and coercion.
The Independent Committee to Protect Journalists, which
monitors abuses against the press and promotes press freedom
around the world, reports:
In the nearly seven years since the Palestinian National
Authority assumed control over parts of the West Bank
and Gaza, Chairman Yasser Arafat and his multi-layered
security apparatus have muzzled local press critics via
arbitrary arrests, threats, physical abuse, and the closure
of media outlets. Over the years, the Arafat regime has
managed to frighten most Palestinian journalists into
self-censorship.8
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undermining it, confusing and misleading its friends and concealing
his real purpose . . . to destroy the Czech state and grab its territories,”
wrote William L. Shirer about Hitler’s gambit.10
How did much of Europe respond? They bought the big lie
— hook, line, and sinker. They didn’t want to risk an all-out war.
So they rationalized that Hitler had some legitimate claims on
Czechoslovakia.
Tell a big enough lie often enough and some people — often
many people — will believe it. That is the lesson of turnspeak. And
Arafat has learned it well.
It’s not uncommon for the Arabs today — Arafat included — to
refer to the Israelis as “Nazis” or fascists. Why do they do that? To
provide cover for their own similarities and ties to the Nazis.
As author Joan Peters points out in her Middle East history,
From Time Immemorial, Hitler’s crimes against the Jews have frequently been justiﬁed in Arab writings and speeches. In 1940,
Haj Muhammed Amin al-Husseini, the grand mufti of Jerusalem,
requested the Axis powers to acknowledge the Arab right “to settle
the question of Jewish elements in Palestine and other Arab countries
in accordance with the national and racial interests of the Arabs and
along the lines similar to those used to solve the Jewish question in
Germany and Italy.”11
Yasser Arafat’s given name, as an Egyptian, was Abd al-Rahman
abd al-Bauf Arafat al-Qud al-Husseini. That’s right. He called the
former mufti his “uncle.”
Arafat will continue to say day is night and war is peace. We
should expect it from him. That is the way the big lie works.
But how many more body bags do we need to see from terrorist
incidents before the whole world recognizes Arafat for what he is
— a bold liar whose ultimate goal remains, as always, the annihilation of the Jewish state?
Oh yes, Arafat will continue to maintain plausible deniability
with regard to Hamas and Hizbullah and other terrorist operations.
He will portray himself as a reasonable man, a man of peace. He
will wax persuasively about his own victimhood. He’ll tell you that
the Israelis are the true obstacles to peace.
Understand what all that means when you hear it. That’s just
the way turnspeak works. He’s practiced at the art of deception. He

moves quickly in an eﬀort to remain at least one step ahead of the
truth. What he says is usually the exact opposite of reality — and
he knows it.
Meanwhile, as Arafat and others execute a nearly ﬂawless public
relations oﬀensive in the West — covering up their own warts while
exposing both real and imagined horrors perpetrated by their Israeli
foes — a cult of anti-Semitism unseen since the Holocaust sweeps
through the Arab world.
And those perpetrating it are inventing allies — including
America’s founding fathers.
If you are to believe the vicious propaganda increasingly seeping into periodicals and speeches in the Arab world, Benjamin
Franklin and George Washington hated Jews and warned against
dealing with them.
For instance, Egypt’s General Hassan Sweilem authored a twopart series in the weekly October titled “The Jewish Personality and
the Israeli Action.” Here’s an excerpt:
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Historians, race-studies professors, and sociologists
agree that humanity, throughout its long history, has never
known a race such as the Jewish race in which so many bad
qualities — base and loathsome — have been gathered.
The Jews had a quality which distinguished them from
others: whenever they gathered in a particular place and felt
comfortable there, they turned the place into a den of evil,
corruption, incitement to internal strife, and the spreading
of wars,” the oﬃcial wrote. “The Jews took advantage of
the lack of attention by the people and rulers to the plots
and traps designed by the Jews.
Sweilem then retraces his version of “history” right up through
the Holocaust, which he proclaims “a lie.” “This is a huge lie which
they managed to market around the world,” Sweilem writes.
What is particularly noteworthy about the Sweilem slander is
his use of false “quotations” about the Jews from America’s founding
fathers. Sweilem claims:
The first American presidents warned against the
danger of Jewish hegemony over American life. First and
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foremost was President George Washington who warned
in 1788: “It is troubling that the . . . nation has not puriﬁed its land from these pests. The Jews are the enemies of
America’s well-being and the corrupters of its prosperity.”
Further, Washington writes about the Jews: “They operate
against us in a way much more eﬀective than the enemy’s
armies. They endanger our liberty and our interests one
hundred times more than the enemy. It is most troubling
that the states have not begun long ago to follow them,
because they are a plague (threatening) society.”
Of course, anyone who has read the precious writings of George
Washington can instantly recognize from the style alone, not just
the substance, that this statement is a forgery through and through.
But Sweilem continues to libel another of America’s early statesmen.
He wrote:
American President Benjamin Franklin said in his
speech to the 1789 Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia: “A great danger threatens the United States — the
Jewish danger. When the Jews settle down, we will discover
that they are weakening the determination of the people,
shaking up the ethics of trade and establishing a government. When they meet resistance, they will suﬀocate the
nation economically.”
Which history text did Sweilem use to ﬁnd this quotation from
Franklin, who, of course, never served as an American president? It
turns out the forgery ﬁrst appeared in 1935 in German in the Nazis’
Handbook on the Jewish Question.12
There’s a rising strain of anti-Semitism in the Arab world’s
popular press, its schools, and its oﬃcial and unoﬃcial rhetoric.
As an Arab-American Christian, it repulses me — it oﬀends me.
Moreover, it makes me wonder how peace — true and lasting peace
— can be achieved between Jews and adversaries with such enmity
in their very hearts and souls.
America should recall what Washington actually wrote about the
Jews, a people whose history he studied in the scriptures for clues
about building a new civilization in the New World. In an August
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1790 letter to Moses Seixas, the warden of the Hebrew Congregation of Newport, Rhode Island, the president wrote:
It is now no more that toleration is spoken of, as if it
was by the indulgence of one class of people that another
enjoyed the exercise of their inherent rights. For happily
the government of the United States, which gives to bigotry
no sanction, to persecution no assistance, requires only
that they who live under its protection should demean
themselves as good citizens, in giving it on all occasions
their eﬀectual support.
Washington then concluded with a quotation from Micah 4:4:
“May the children of the Stock of Abraham, who dwell in this land,
continue to merit and enjoy the good will of the other inhabitants
while everyone shall sit in safety under his own vine and ﬁg tree,
there shall be none to make him afraid.”
Sadly, that, of course, is a Washington quote you’re not likely
to see reproduced anywhere in the Arab world today.
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Section Two

ISLAM IN THE
WORLD AND THE
MINORITIES
POLICY

The War of Islam against
Minorities in the Middle East
Mordechai Nisan

T

he rapid and triumphal Islamization of the Middle East beginning in the seventh century, west to North Africa, north to
the Caucasus, and east to China, is one of the most profound,
permanent, and awesome conquests in history. This military and
religious campaign welded a collective consciousness and constituted a political strategy whose primary concepts included: Muslim
holy war (jihad), the Islamic territorial abode (dar al-Islam), and
martyrdom (shuhada) on the one hand, juxtaposed to inﬁdels (kuffar), tolerated non-Muslim scriptuaries (ahl al-dhimma), and the
non-Islamic territorial abode of warfare (dar al-harb). The mission
of Islam was spearheaded by the “sword of Muhammad” in order
to impose Allah’s last revelation over all mankind and throughout
the world. Among the various methods employed, in particular
in the Middle East terrain but not only, were deportation, colonization, conversion, repression, and at times massacre of native
populations.1
The transformation of the broad Mideastern environment was
a process of many centuries that culminated in the defacing and
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refashioning of many lands and peoples. Byzantine Asia Minor,
Armenian Anatolia, and much of Kurdistan, became Muslim Turkey.
The Sudan as the land of Kush, Nubia, and Black Africa assumed an
Islamic and Arab face. Lebanon’s Pheonician and Christian heritage
has been swamped by Islam and Arabism. Mesopotamia, Assyria,
and part of Kurdistan were in the grip of Arab-Muslim Iraq. The
pre-Islamic Berber/Imazighen/Kabyle character of North Africa
struggles in the face of integralist and violent Islam. And Israel,
reverberating with the Hebrew-Jewish legacy in the Holy Land,
confronts the Islamic contention that Palestine is a sacred waqf
domain belonging to the Muslims alone.
While the debate continues regarding the actual historical treatment meted out by Muslims to non-Muslims, Jews and Christians
in particular,2 the spirit of our times in the late 20th and early 21st
century is dominated overwhelmingly by Islamic fundamentalism
linked to a comprehensive Muslim assault for glory and power.
The names of Ayatollah Khoumeni (Iran), Osama bin-Laden (Afghanistan), Sheikh Hasan Nasrallah (Lebanon), and Hasan Turabi
(Sudan), are some from among the heroic revolutionaries in the
Muslim pantheon of iconic ﬁgures. Resonating into the boroughs
of London, the arrondissements of Paris, and the neighborhoods
of Jersey City, Detroit, and Chicago, Islamic movements and messages carve out their territory of inﬂuence in the quest for ultimate
domination within the public domain of discourse and politics.
This is so in the remaining bastions of the (so-called) Christian
West and with every greater immediacy and fury within and a bit
beyond the Middle East. In May 1998, Libyan leader Mu`ammar
Qadhdaﬁ declared that Jews and Christians hate Muslims and insult Muhammad, the prophet of Islam. In the light of this charge,
and that by Saddam Hussein of Iraq that Israel deﬁles Muslim and
Christian sanctuaries, the Islamic world is expected to take the
road of jihad in order to achieve peace and justice in the world.3
The mujahid bin-Laden, evoking the slogan of the “Great Islamic
Republic” throughout the Middle East, repeated the militant refrain in Peshawar in September 2000, calling for war against Jews
in Palestine and Christian Americans in Saudi Arabia.4 A year
later, the September 11, 2001, Islamic terror attacks in the United
States brought home the seriousness and immediacy of bin-Laden’s

intentions. His al-Qa`idah movement had struck ruthlessly at the
political and economic centers of American power.
Meanwhile, attacks in the Far East against Christians and
churches in Indonesia, and in Nigeria and the Ivory Coast in Africa,
in the year 2000 signaled the scope of the Islamic oﬀensive. The
Pakistani “Army of the Righteous” stated the need for jihad against
non-Muslims, especially Jews and Hindus, while the march of Allah’s
soldiers continued in Bosnia and Kossovo, Chechnya and Kashmir,
Palestine and Lebanon.
Of special importance in this regard is the Christian character
of Lebanon and the Jewish ethos of Israel as primary targets of
Islam’s war against the traditional inﬁdel communities. In 1980, at
an Islamic Summit Conference in the Pakistani city of Lahore, the
goal was set to have the Middle East totally Islamic with the elimination of the Christians of the Orient and the Jews of Israel. This
imperialistic if not genocidal intention appears high on the Muslim
agenda until today, considering the pace and direction of events in
both occupied Lebanon and intifada-infested Israel.
In an interesting development, the Tibetan Dali Lama condemned both Christians and Muslims in January 2001 for their
practice of actively seeking converts. The non-aggressive religions
of Hinduism and Buddhism apparently fear for their future. But it
is evidently clear that the truly aggressive religion in this era is not
Christianity, but rather putative and militant Islam with its explicit
agenda of expansion worldwide.
Islam in its formative historical stage surfaced as a conquering
and colonizing religious movement that arrogated public space and
political power for itself alone. This serves as a model for reproduction in any future era thereafter, subject to the exigencies of power
opportunities that are available to the Muslims. There are no ﬁxed
frontiers to delimit the scope of the future expansive drive, nor are
there any moral or juridical restrictions in pursuing the war. Rather,
the exaltation of battle by whatever means is designed to vindicate
Islam’s global primacy. The horrors of victory, perhaps for the victors and the vanquished alike, are tangential to the satisfaction of
exacting tribute and earning respect from the cringing adversaries of
Islam. In this scenario, the minorities in the Middle East are fated,
as capitalists for Marx, to disappear in the dustbin of history.
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(a) Jews
Islam in its koranic and traditional self-consciousness considered the monotheistic religious communities of Jews and Christians
worthy of no more than a “protected and tolerated” status under
Muslim rule. However, with the modern political founding of a
Jewish State of Israel and a predominantly Christian state of Lebanon, the normative hierarchy of power was overturned when the
inferior, subjugated dhimmi minorities arrogated the right to govern
themselves, and even to dominate Muslims as less-than-equal citizens
in both Israel and Lebanon. An uncompromising Muslim response
was deemed necessary, and certainly legitimate, to re-establish the
primacy of Islam in these two Mideastern countries.
Both Pan-Arab nationalism and local Palestinian nationalism
had rejected the Zionist claim to Jewish statehood in 1948 and developed a variety of political and military approaches to undermine
and unravel Israel’s existence. Islam, though active in the pre-1948
struggle, emerged more recently as an alternative and yet complementary Palestinian framework of belief and dedication, mobilization and warfare, against the rebellious al-yahud of irremediable and
obstreperous character. Though a majority in their land and state,
the Jews of Israel would be reduced to their minority status in order
to re-conﬁrm Muslim primacy.
There were diﬀerent ways by which the integrity of Jewish identity and the security of Jewish life were disparaged and denied in
the past. Jews in Arab lands were considered at times no more than
“Arab Jews” in a sweeping assimilative embrace. Living within the
parameters of Islamic civilization seemed emblematic of Jews being
virtual “Muslim Jews.” But the stridency of the modern Palestinian
Muslim movements, with their doctrinal rejection of Israel and their
violent mode of armed struggle, sharpened the active war of Islam
against the Jewish people.
Modern Zionism, as the national liberation movement of the
Jewish people, is defamed in the Muslim world as a colonial aggression and invasion that must be repelled by the defensive jihad of
Islam.5 According to the Palestinian Islamic Resistance Movement
(Hamas) in Article 13 of its covenant, any concession of the land

of Palestine is a concession of the religion of Islam. This linkage
of politics and religion is a central theme in classical Islam culled
for active application. When the liberation of Palestine is achieved
through jihad, the rule of Allah will descend and shape the moral
and religious life of the Muslims, as the alien Jews will be defeated.
Sheikh Ahmad Yasin of Hamas had stated in 1989 that “the solution [to the conﬂict] is a Palestinian Islamic state on all of Palestine
where Arabs, Jews, and Christians will live under Islamic rule.”6 This
recalls the model of the dhimma (the apocryphal/historical Muslim
pact with inﬁdels) that dogmatically denies equality, dignity, or
independence to non-Muslim minorities.
The outburst of Intifada al-Aqsa in September 2000 revealed
the surging energy of Palestinian Muslims to confront Israel in
a spirit of sacriﬁce and devotion, with hundreds dead and many
more hundreds wounded in the ﬁrst few months thereafter. Jerusalem, as the third holiest city in Islam, was the political target
in this new phase of warfare. The Aqsa mosque situated on the
Jewish Temple Mount (Har Ha-bayit), known by the Muslims
as Haram al-Sharif, evoked a koranic image and the legend of
Muhammad’s nocturnal visit to the Holy City. Sheikh Ikrima
Sabri, Arafat-appointed mufti of Jerusalem and Palestine, called for
“sacriﬁce until Allah’s victory” and considered the Jews as cowards.
To liberate al-Aqsa at the cost of child martyrs is an honor to the
parents of the shuhud.7
The Islamic ethos of warfare throughout Judea, Samaria, and
Gaza, and even within pre-1967 Israeli borders as well, merged
from within with the national Palestinian ethos of “armed struggle”
(PLO Covenant, Art. 9). It also converged from without with the
religious furor emanating from the Islamic Republic of Iran and
its promotion of terrorism globally, the virulent Islamic hostility
in Egypt to Israel, and Hizbullah’s Shi`ite victory against the Israeli
army in south Lebanon, from which the IDF withdrew in late May
2000. In December of that year at a “Jerusalem Day” celebration in
solidarity with the Palestinian intifada, Hizbullah’s Secretary-General Hasan Nasrallah referred to Israel as “a cancer that needs to be
removed at its roots.”8 The intense conviction of religious truth that
ﬁlls Muslim hearts and minds bolsters the Islamic and Palestinian
ambition of politicide against Jewish Israel. The Jews who survived
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as a pseudo-tolerated minority have no right to assert themselves
as a sovereign majority people.
For its part, Yasser Arafat’s Palestinian Authority established in
the context of the Oslo Accord from 1993 continues its animosity
and rejection of Israel in the traditional Islamic idiom. The school
texts used in the educational system in Palestinian-controlled areas,
as in the towns of Ramallah, Kalkilya, and Hebron, portray Jews as
“the enemies of the prophets and the believers,” morally stained by
“fanaticism” and “treachery,” and committed to “racial discrimination.” The Western Wall is not a Jewish site, but part of the Haram
precinct, and the land of Palestine belongs to the Muslims and their
brother Christians [sic.].9 The formal and written PLO commitment
to peace with Israel was not followed by the promotion of a message
of accommodation, respect, and co-existence. Israel, demonized as
the predator and pariah from the past, remained castigated as the
Palestinians’ enemy even after the peace process was launched in
Washington. War against the Jews characterized, as before, the new
era of peace.
(b) Christians
The “religious and ethnic cleansing” by Islam of what once was
the Christian Orient, or largely the Byzantine Orthodox Middle East,
is but a euphemism for cultural and human genocide and the willful
decimation of primordial native peoples. Once the majority population, Christians in the beginning of the 21st century constitute just
three percent of the region’s inhabitants, numbering approximately
15 million, facing more than 350 million Muslims in Turkey, Iran,
and all the Arab countries. The religious and historical cradle of
Christianity has long become the Muslim-Arab heartland, and even
symbolic Bethlehem and Nazareth, which long retained Christian
majorities, have succumbed to Muslim majority domination.
The basic trend among Eastern Christians in the 20th-century
was immigration to the West. This population movement was
stimulated by endemic physical insecurity, indiscriminate plunder,
religious persecution, and political discrimination directed against
virtually all the Christian communities across the region. In fact, the
same forces of exclusion and oppression operate in the beginning
of our 21st century as well.
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• The Armenian genocide of 1915–16 by the Turks, which
led to the death of a million and a half people, merits
primary mention due to the scope of this horriﬁc crime
against humanity. The ancient Armenian people had become a small and vulnerable minority in its homeland.
The historical nexus of circumstances and incompatibilities
gave birth to a policy of deportation with instances of fanatical Muslim mobs crying “Allahu Akbar” (God is great),
as they burned and butchered the defenseless Christians in
the cities of Ayntab and Birecik.10 Turkish nationalism and
Islamic passion turned on the Armenians with a satanic ferociousness.
• The massacre at Simel in Iraq of some 600 Assyrian Christians — though Assyrian sources claim close to 3,000 were
murdered in the immediate vicinity — in early August
1933 marked the denouement in the history of an ancient
Eastern community. Claiming independence in the area of
the Lower Zab and Nineveh area but promised only minority guarantees after World War I, the Assyrians were abandoned by the British to the new Iraqi regime, Sunni by
religion and Arab by national consciousness.
Meanwhile, in the area of Tur Abdin in southeastern Turkey
in the 1990s, Muslim fundamentalists under the name Hizbullah
spread their net of terror, seized Christian villages, forced women
to wear the veil, and murdered priests. Abouna Symeon, a monk,
related that the Muslims say, “We should go back to Europe where
Christians come from . . . as if our ancestors weren’t here for centuries before the ﬁrst Muslim settled here.”11 More recently, an
Assyrian Suryani priest, Yusuf Akbulut, in Diyarbekir, was put on
trial for calling on Turkey to recognize the Ottoman murder of the
Armenians during World War I, and charging also that the Turks
had used the Kurds to kill Christians.
Hiding the truth of the past has served in conjunction with
destroying any future hope for the ancient Christian communities
of the Fertile Crescent, across Armenia, Assyria, and Kurdistan, in
the mountains of Hakkiari and Urmia, in the valley of Sapna and
the village of Amadiya. Assyrian refugees in London prefer to refer
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to their lost homeland as “Mesopotamia,” recalling the Assyrian
Kingdom from 612 B.C.E., rather than call it Iraq with its ArabMuslim signiﬁcance under the ruthless Baathist regime of Saddam
Hussein.12
Under the mournful circumstances, the dream of a national
revival and return can ﬁlter but in the recesses of Assyrian imagination while divorced from the political realities of the contemporary
Middle East.
The Maronites of Lebanon, with a profound historical religious
and national presence in the mountain stronghold of Bsharre and
Zghorta, Jubail and Kesrouan, have been confronted by the resurgence of militant Islam in recent decades. Faced with Palestinian
terrorists and Syrian occupiers, Lebanon’s Christians also struggled
with Iranian-supported Shi`ite movements that, in particular Hizbullah, seek to establish an Islamic Republic. Sheikh Fadallah and
other religious authorities consider the Khoumeini revolution in
Iran a precedent, certainly an inspiration, for their spiritual and
political aspirations in the “land of the cedars.”
The outbreak of Lebanese-Palestinian warfare in April 1975
began, appropriately enough in this Islamic zeitgeist, with PLO
shooting at a church ceremony in the East Beirut Christian neighborhood of Ayn Rummanah, killing four Maronites. Palestinian
massacres of Christians followed in 1976 in Damour, exhibiting
gang-rapes and mutilated bodies, and in Ayshiyyah, exhibiting
burnt bodies in the church. The ﬁghting and slaughter continued,
and hundreds of thousands of Christians ﬂed the country. Beginning in the 1980s, Hizbullah conducted warfare against native
Christians and the Israeli military presence in south Lebanon.
When Sheikh Nasrallah’s own son was killed in battle in 1997, he
expressed his paternal sadness but added that according to Islam,
true life begins in Paradise with the martyr’s death.13 Meanwhile,
in the northern city of Tripoli, where the Islamic Unity movement (Tawhid) is active, the 90 percent Sunni majority harassed
the Christian shopkeepers and pasted pictures of Muslim leaders
on public walls.
Lebanon, constituted after World War I as a primarily Christian
state, symbolized the strengths and hopes of Christians throughout the region. But the downfall of Lebanon in recent decades is

a sobering indication of the advance of Islamic power and Arab
inﬂuence. Noteworthy in its irony, in addition, is the fact that both
small Israel and Lebanon, as the two Western-oriented democratic
countries in the region, and representing the Judaic and Christian
civilizations in the ancient Orient, have been victimized by the
forces of a ferocious brand of Islam. A popular Arab-Muslim refrain
regarding the mournful fate of the Jews and the Christians threatens
“ﬁrst the Saturday people and then the Sunday people” targeted by
Islam stalking its prey.
Egypt is the home of the largest single Eastern Christian
community, overwhelmingly, of the Orthodox Copt church, that
is estimated at over ﬁve million within a total population of approximately 70 million people. The spirit of Arab nationalism and
Islamic revivalism have contributed manifestly to shaping the public
domain as culturally inhospitable, discriminating in employment
and political oﬃce-holding, restrictive in religious privileges and
practice, and threatening the physical security of Christians.
Egypt has a deep Islamic identity, not only an overwhelming
Muslim majority population, in a period of intense popular religious
consciousness. The Muslim Brotherhood represents the sweep of
Egypt’s national Islamic identity, and other militant and violent
groups actively engage in escalating the tone in Islamic discourse.
The constitutional amendment which in 1980 recognized that
“the Islamic shari`ah [law] is the principal source of legislation,”
and the assassination of President Sadat as a “heretic” by the jihad
organization, were each in their own way acts that demonstrated
Islam grabbing the political high ground in Egyptian society. The
Christians, by implication, felt the increasingly suﬀocating and
intimidating atmosphere.
The Copts of Egypt have requested that the state authorities
grant them human and minority rights. But Copts have for many
years been excluded from high political, administrative, and military posts. They have called for media broadcasting whose message
would recognize their legitimate place in Egyptian life; but instead,
public ﬁgures call for imposing the traditional jizya poll-tax on
Christians, while Sheikh Omar Abd-el Rahman, of the 1993 Twin
Towers bombing notoriety, reportedly issued fatawat to kill the
Christians of Egypt.
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The language of political oppression and linguistic doublespeak
employed in Egypt, and then internationally, identiﬁes Muslim assaults against Christians as mere “sectarian tension” (ﬁtna ta`iﬁyya)
in a way intended to hide the identity of the aggressor and the
victim.14
The starkest instance of recent years was the pogrom against
the Copts in Kosheh and neighboring communities in Upper
Egypt in late December 1999–early January 2000. What began as
an argument between a Christian fabric merchant and a Muslim
customer ended with the killing of 22 Copts. Chillingly reminiscent
from other times and peoples was a rumor instigating the violence
to the eﬀect that Christians had poisoned the wells. In March it
was reported that the Kosheh killers had been acquitted in court.15
Traditional Islamic legalism frowns upon convicting a Muslim who
injured or even murdered a dhimmi.
The condition of the Copts is deteriorating in all domains of
Egyptian society. Other examples include attacks against churches,
as at Kaser Rashwan in El-Fayoum province in August 2000, imposition of Friday and not Sunday as the day oﬀ from school as
in the Christian village of El-Biadieah in March that year, forced
conversions of Christians to Islam, and political intimidation of
Christian ﬁgures like the patriarch of the Coptic Catholic Church
to publicly support the Mubarak regime.
The Sudan in Black Africa, and its southern zone in particular,
is the focus of another case in the war of Islam against Christianity in these troubled times. Since 1955, a civil war between the
Arab-Muslim north and the African-Christian/animist south has
left two million dead and hundreds of thousands of refugees in
neighboring countries. In addition, more than three million Sudanese, overwhelmingly in the south, were at risk in the year 2000
from famine and drought. It was the proclamation of Islamic law
in 1983 by General Numeiri, and the doctrinaire role of the National Islamic Front led by Hasan Turabi thereafter, that signaled
the intensiﬁcation of the life-and-death struggle for freedom and
identity for the southerners. Headed by American-educated John
Garang from the large Dinka tribe, the Sudan People’s Liberation
Movement and its military SPLA wing, then renewed the guerrilla
war against the Khartoum regime, in the hands of Gen. Omar

Hassan Al-Bashir since seizing power in 1989. The long war is
largely forgotten by the world.
A complex web of cultural, religious, and economic issues
sheds light on the longevity and horror of the suﬀering and
struggle. The historical 19th-century slave trade in southern Sudan, conducted by unrepentant Arab traders/missionaries,16 continues in the throes of present-day warfare with the government’s
purpose to break the popular back of the southern rebellion and
convert the captives to Islam. Abducted boys, uprooted from their
native environment, are brought north to Khartoum and forced
to become Muslims, while some are sent back to the south for
missionary or military purposes.17 The war in the south down to
Equatorial province and Juba, the local capital, is unrelenting, with
the Sudanese Army and its Muslim militias unwilling to tolerate
an end other than the complete domination of the southerners, if
not their physical — certainly cultural and religious — annihilation. We note that prior to the British withdrawal from Sudan
in 1955–56 the south oﬃcially spoke English (not Arabic), had
Sunday and not Friday as the day of rest, and freedom for Christianity was the dominant motif of the educational and religious
milieu. But the independence of Sudan in 1956 signiﬁed the
enslavement of the south.
The discovery of oil in the southern area of Bentiu complicated
and exacerbated the north-south conﬂict, for it girded the military
loins of Khartoum to preserve control over the region. Yet the
SPLA, joined with Nubian and other opposition forces within the
National Democratic Alliance, pursues the struggle in the area of
Kassala in the east in an attempt to cut oﬀ Khartoum from its hinterland and then force a political settlement acceptable to southern
aspirations and interests. Meanwhile, the program of Islamization
and Arabization remains at the core of the Sudan government’s
strategy, a policy of ethnic cleansing as Arab tribesmen push African
inhabitants further south, especially away from the oil site of Bentiu.
International oil interests and large numbers of Chinese security
personnel stationed in support of the Khartoum regime bode ill
for the southern struggle.
The vision of a new Sudan, as proposed by John Garang, is an
idyllic image of a pluralistic country that recognizes autonomy for
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the south, freedom of religion for non-Muslims, and national unity
for the country as a whole.18 But when land falls under dar al-Islam
and is sanctiﬁed for Muslim rule, it is inconceivable that it would be
voluntarily relinquished in a magnanimous act for conﬂict-resolution. Moreover, it is an Islamic imperative to expand into lands not
yet populated by Muslims and transform them through mosque
construction, religious conversion, and dhimmi subjugation. This
is indeed the historical script and political prescription concerning the events transpiring in the Sudan during many decades of
continued warfare.
2.

Heterodox/Heretical Non-Muslims

(a)Alawites/Nusairis
According to legend, a Shi`ite from southern Iraq called IbnNusair fashioned a radical interpretation of Islam’s origins and
dogmas in the tenth century in a way that launched a new sect. His
doctrine concerning the deiﬁcation of `Ali, Muhammad’s cousin
and son-in-law in Mecca, on the one hand, and the existence of a
trinity of celestial powers on the other, stood in absolute contradiction to orthodox Islamic belief.19 There arose, therefore, a new
community of faith with highly syncretic features of Christian and
pagan and perhaps Persian vintage, worshiping nature, promoting
mixed dancing with unveiled women, as a schismatic Shi`ite sect
set free from its presumably initial Islamic moorings. There were
never mosques in the Nusairi mountain enclave in northwestern
Syria, no sign of prayer, and no pilgrimage to Mecca.
This minority had apparently turned into an apostate community from Islam, and that act of heresy was met by hostility and
rejection by the religious and political authorities in the Muslim
East. A fatwah by Ibn-Taimiyya in the 14th-century considered the
Nusairis an aberration and forbade to bury them in Muslim cemeteries or to eat meat from their slaughtered animals. In his view, the
Nusairis were more inﬁdel than Jews and Christians.20 Eﬀorts by the
Mamluks and the Ottomans to have them accept Islam failed.
In the 20th century, the Nusairis, now commonly known as
Alawites, sought recognition for their separate identity within their
own regional autonomous zone in Syria; and yet alternatively,
depending on the political situation, they wanted acceptance from
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the surrounding Muslim world. In 1936, the mufti of Jerusalem acknowledged Alawites as Muslims and later in the early 1970s, under
far diﬀerent political circumstances, Imam Musa Sadr in Lebanon
declared that the sect is part of the Shi`a branch of Islam. This religious maneuver remained, we may assume, farcical in the eyes of
the large Muslim Sunni population in Syria where Haﬁz al-Asad,
a son of the Alawites from the mountain village of Qardaha, ruled
with an iron ﬁst. The Muslims considered Asad’s Baathist regime an
atheistic anathema in the hands of a heretical minority dictatorship
that represented only 12 percent of the Syrian population.
Events in Syria, like the massacre of 20,000 people in the stir of
Muslim Brotherhood rebelliousness in Hama in 1982, illustrated the
incongruity of Alawi rule over a society suﬀused with Islamic faith
and Arab nationalist fervor. The fact that Asad, prior to his death
in June 2000, was successful in transferring power to his son Beshar
does not assure the long-term ability of the Alawite sect to impose
its domination over the Muslims of Syria. The day of reckoning may
come when Islam, as in its imperial past, recovers Damascus and
the country from its apostate rulers from the mountain.
(a) Druzes
The appearance of the Druze sect in early 11th-century Egypt
was a manifestation of a Shi`ite-Fatimid/Isma`ili faith and regime
that elevated the caliphal ﬁgure of Al-Hakim bi-Amr Allah to divine
status. This fundamental distortion of orthodox Sunni Islam led to
the persecution (mihna) of the new community, which then set its
sights on acquiring a safe haven in the southern mountainous area of
Lebanon, in Jabal `Amil and Wadi al-Taym. The new Druze religion
departed from Islam, though at times the adherents pretended to be
regular Muslims (taqiyah), but actually divorced themselves from
Koran and shari`ah law. Religion had given birth to this new community, leaving the Druzes hardly more than allegorical Muslims,
with monotheistic faith but without the doctrinal and behavioral
paraphernalia of Islam.21 The Bani Ma`aruf, as they call themselves,
consider their particular monotheism within an existing monotheistic Middle East to be a special brand, as a philosophical and
syncretic quality ﬁlls the Druze spiritual universe with a fragrance
of depth, eclecticism, and unadulterated purity.
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The history of the Druzes is one of an introverted, secret sect
surrounded, and sometimes endangered, by the Sunni Muslim
majority in Lebanon, Syria, and beyond. Their religious leaders
(Uqqal) preserved the collective integrity of this small minority
group and, with lay military chieftains, always fought attempts, as
in the eﬀort by the Ottoman Turks at the turn of the 20th century,
to impose Islam upon the Druzes in the southern Syrian Hawran
region. At a minimum, the Druzes were put under Muslim religious
authorities even though they claimed that they are independent of
the shari`ah.
After Israel’s establishment, the Druze minority in the Carmel
and Galilee areas was allowed to administer their own communal
courts, no longer subordinated to Islamic law. This development was
a result of the Jewish-Druze relationship which had begun in the
1930s, and reﬂected traditional Druze anxiety with Sunni Muslims,
in this case the Palestinian Arabs. The Druze ended up agreeing to
full conscription into the Israeli army. In the background of this
fascinating military brotherhood between two small Mideastern
peoples is the symbiosis in the biblical tale of Moses and Jethro his
father-in-law, whom the Druze claim as their spiritual ancestor.
(b) Alevis
This highly mysterious group, which may number as much as
ten or more million people in Turkey, seems to be an oﬀshoot of
Shi`ism but with an extreme emphasis on the divinity of “Ali.” Devoid of basic Islamic practices, like fasting in the month of Ramadan
or mosque attendance, the Alevis reject shari`ah law and assume the
proprietorship of an esoteric religious tradition, which may have
absorbed Christian and pagan ideas. They also do not intermarry
with Sunnis in Turkey.
When Muslim fundamentalism surfaced powerfully in Turkish
society and politics, the Alevis cautiously maintained a low public
proﬁle. At the end of the 1990s, however, and though generally
considered of non-Turkish ethnic identity, they adopted a more
visible presence in Turkish cities and towns, erecting houses of worship known as cemevi, as in Ankara the capital.22 They may consider
that the constitutional character of Turkey as a secular republic will
always buttress them while containing the challenge of Islam as a
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rival political doctrine. This will then allow the wayward Alevis the
opportunity to feel free to declare their religious identity without
inviting any menacing Islamic response.
3. Non-Arab Muslims
(a) Kurds
The imperial rule of Islam dominated Kurdistan and its millennial-old native Kurds in the days of the Abbasid caliphate, the
Ottoman sultanate, and the Safavid dynasty, and so, too, under
their successor states — Iraq, Turkey, and Iran — in later and
contemporary periods of Middle Eastern history. In the heights of
their rugged mountain hearth the Kurds, subjugated by the Arab
conquest, accepted Sunni Islam but in a way that their core collective
identity remained rooted in their particular cultural, ecological, and
ethnic way of life. Religious and national identity are often fused,
as for Eastern Orthodoxy and Russian identity, or Catholicism and
Irish nationality. In the Middle East, Arab nationalism has a Sunni
Islamic hue, as if to be an Arab is to be a Muslim, or to be an Iranian
is to be a Shi`ite.23 What then of Muslim Kurds?
The consequences of this linkage between nationality and religion are for certain minorities, like Muslim Kurds, harsh and fatal.
Such a minority is, at one and the same time, denied any independent or honorable national signiﬁcance while subordinated to the
overarching religious community of which it is a member but that
is dominated by another people. In the words of Firat, a Kurd, in
a private communication from January 2001:
Islam is actually the main reason that the Kurds cannot unite [because they are nominal Muslims with other
non-Kurd Muslims under the common faith of Islam], and
one of the main reasons that Kurds do not have a country
of their own [as they are subjected, as in Iraq and Syria, to
the pan-Arab political framework].
Kurds were traditionally not considered mainstream, observant,
and loyal Muslims by dominant Muslims like the Arabs. First, we
have the exceptional case of the Yezidis in the valley of Lalish north of
Mosul, with their pre-Islamic faith or apostasy from Islam, worshiping the peacock angel Melek Tawus, who as recently as the 1990s
Mordechai Nisan



120



feared the construction of a mosque in Dohuk, northern Iraq, as a
sign of impending religious persecution.24 Secondly, saint worship
and holy shrines were more predominant than shari`ah conformity
and mosque attendance for the Ahl-e Haqq Kurdish adherents, as
in Kermanshah in western Iran. Thirdly, Suﬁ mystical orders, like
the Qadiri and Naqshbandi, muted formal Islamic commitment in
favor of spiritual and moral exercises. Fourthly, popular Kurdish
culture, it seems, only tangentially conformed to Islamic norms and
probably more often diverged from them, as eccentrically engaging
in mixed bathing.25
In the 20th century, the Kurds demanded and fought in vain in
their pursuit of statehood as an expression of the surge of ethnonationalism in their ranks. Conducting minority insurgency with
great tenacity over many decades in Turkey, Iran, and Iraq produced,
however, no political gain. With a fundamental denial of the very
existence of the coherent ethnic-linguistic community of over ten
million Kurds in the country, Turkey practiced a harsh policy of
cultural repression and physical deportation. The indictment and
imprisonment of sociologist Ismail Besikci became the cause célèbre
in the struggle for Kurdish recognition in the 1980s. In Iraq, three
million Kurds fought a guerrilla war under the charge of Mustafa
Barzani, but the campaign collapsed in 1975. The variety of Kurdish
parties/militias — KDP, PUK, PKK — continued armed struggle
across the Kurdistan homeland, but division within and brutal repression without left the Kurds subjugated to the repressive states
under which they live. In 1988, Saddam Hussein’s forces unleashed
the Anfal campaign to destroy his non-Arab Kurdish compatriots
The gassing of 5,000 villagers in Halabja became the symbol of Iraq’s
“ﬁnal solution” policy against the Kurds. In 1992, in the aftermath
of the Gulf War and the liberation of Kuwait from Iraq’s clutches,
the Kurds were able to establish a regional administration, but not
more than that, with its capital in Arbil.
(b) Amazighen — Berbers/Kabyle
The struggle of the native Imazighen (especially Berbers in Morocco and Kabyles in Algeria) against the Arab-Muslim invasion of
North Africa from the seventh and eighth centuries continued without interruption into the period of the contemporary state-system.
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Based on an ancient oral language (tamazight) rooted in the
historical geography of Kabylia, the Rif, and Atlas mountains in
particular, preserving an indigenous culture of ethnic ﬁdelity and
customary law, this minority of 15 million people persists, sometimes rebels, but lacks independence and statehood. These Berber
communities adopted Sunni Islam early on, but their commitment
to the faith was traditionally considered weaker than love of their
Berber hearth and their tenacity in maintaining Berber identity at
all costs. They apparently lent money at interest, despite the Islamic
prohibition, and considered saints rather than learned ulema the
venue for sanctity and blessing.26
The Algerian war for independence from French colonialism (1954–62) found Kabylians, like Belkacem Krim, Ramdane
Abane, and Hocine Ait-Ahmed, in the forefront of the armed FLN
struggle. They dedicated their energies for a free Algeria that would
accommodate the Berber minority, its language and culture, as a
respectable component of the country’s national proﬁle. Instead,
Algeria with a certain jacobin centralized apparatus was soon deﬁned as an “Arab-Muslim” entity that conjured up an old-new cultural-linguistic colonialism. Furthermore, the connection between
language and sanctity regarding the dominant role of Arabic as the
state language marginalized the Berber tongue as a parochial folk
fossil. It was virtually impossible to speak Berber in the Algerian
public domain, though approximately eight to nine million speak
it in their homes.
It was this repressive situation that led Mouloud Mammeri in
the 1970s to initiate his struggle for legitimizing the Berber language
and poetry as expressions of a revived culture. So, too, the courageous eﬀorts of Lounes Matoub, who never felt Arabic to be his
own language, to speak and sing in his native though stigmatized
Berber dialect as an act of resistance. But Matoub, aged 42, was
murdered in June 1998, perhaps by state security forces, perhaps
by Islamic terrorists, with the civil war in Algeria raging since 1992,
and targeting any and everyone.27 Known for his anti-Islamist sentiments and proud Kabyle identity, Matoub once recalled how it
was intimidating to utter a word in the Berber language on a bus
in Algiers. He made an eﬀort not to learn Arabic, and at his funeral
the mourners chanted, “We are not Arabs!”
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The Berber minority has been deﬁant in the face of violence
and repression, demanding “democracy and culture” in a pluralistic
ethnic Algeria. The people of Kabylia demonstrated in late April
2001 to commemorate the “Berber Spring” from 1980 in a proud
act of ethnic self-aﬃrmation. But in confrontations with the Algerian
security forces, 30 unarmed youth were killed. The Berbers face both
Islamic and state terror with terrible human losses.
In Morocco, where the Berbers traditionally enjoyed liberty in
the rural Bled es-Siba areas, the war against French rule in the 1950s
arose within a context of national and Islamic unity of the entire
population. Yet independence meant the Arabization of Morocco
in rejection of the French and Berber languages — even though the
Berber proportion of the total population is estimated as high as 40
percent. The Alawite monarchy served as a unifying Arab-Islamic
institution, and assumes this political pretension for the new king
Muhammad VI, since his ascension to the throne in 1999. Inasmuch
as the dynasty claims descent from Muhammad the prophet of Islam, and the king identiﬁes himself in the classical caliphal role as
“commander of the faithful” (Amir al-Mu`minin), he is a unifying
point of reference for all Muslims, Arabs, and Berbers alike.
The implication of these aspects in contemporary Moroccan
society and politics is the diminution of the Berbers’ status and
their language in national life. Amazigh families in the south of
Morocco have been displaced with Arabs, and Amazigh place-names
have been purged and replaced with Arab ones. Only Arabic is an
oﬃcial language and it is even prohibited for Imazighen to record
traditional names in birth registers. It is reported that many younger
Berbers are not able to speak any one of their three Tamazight
dialects which yet constitute one language, and that moreover the
language is a handicap in the economic realm for which spoken
Arabic is required.28
4. Power and Rights
The treatment of minorities in Middle Eastern Muslim countries
is part of a comprehensive strategy of exclusion, homogenization,
and repression in the public and political arenas. Traditionally autocratic authoritarian regimes, from Algeria to Iran, engage in policies that deny or restrict human rights for all persons and peoples.
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The regime rather than an active citizenry stands at the center of
politics. It is often, though not always, the case that Islamic law or
Muslim norms serve as a legitimizing pillar in the imposition of a
single code of behavior that buttresses the regime.
In Saudi Arabia, where Islamic punishments (hudud) are applied, seven Nigerians charged with bank robbery in May 2000
were summarily beheaded.29 In Sudan, whose penal code is inspired
by shari`ah law, 19 men had limbs amputated for the same crime
of bank robbery in late January 2001.30 In the same period, the
Palestinian Authority under Yasser Arafat executed two Palestinians
(one in front of a large cheering crowd in Nablus) who were accused
of collaboration with Israeli secret services. Beyond the aspect of
judicial arbitrariness in the procedures preceding the sentencing,
it is suspected that such punishments are the result of inner clan
rivalries among the Palestinians and not necessarily the product of
a commitment to Palestinian national solidarity.
In the domain of thought and culture, free-thinkers and public
critics have been victims of government repression that reﬂects Islamic concerns. In the year 2000, Egyptian authorities arrested wellknown human rights activist and scholar Saad al-Din al-Ibrahim
on charges of fomenting divisions and tensions in the country due
to his promotion of civil and minority, that is, Coptic, rights. He
was later sentenced to a prison term. Author Salaheddin Mohsen,
also of Egypt, was also sentenced to three years in prison in January
2001 because his writings were deemed oﬀensive to Islam. These
examples illustrate that Islam represents intellectual and political
rectitude even though the government, headed by President Husni
Mubarak, itself represses Islamic movements who use violence to
achieve their objectives. Oﬃcial Egypt, like monarchical Jordan,
accommodates Islam, while at the same time containing its antiregime animus.
While Islam is a powerful force of repression within Arab
countries, it is also a catalyst for expansion and a virtual assault
on the West beyond the Middle East. The decay of Christianity
as a political civilizational entity, along with its porous democratic
ethos, exposes Western countries to Islamic penetration in Europe
and North America.31 September 11 as a seminal rupture in the
consciousness of the United States looms large in this regard. This
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is of a piece with the vulnerability and weakness of Christian communities in the Muslim world. In the 19th century and even earlier,
Russia, France, and Britain took an active interest in the safety and
welfare of Oriental Christians; in the 20th century, national selfdetermination and decolonization served to liberate the Arabs and
Muslims, but block the road for Christian minority freedom. The
independence of Iraq and Egypt, among other countries, placed
Arabs above non-Arabs, and Muslims above non-Muslims.
The halcyon days of European concern for Christians and even
military intervention on their behalf, as with the French military
expedition to Lebanon in 1861, vanished from the arena of practical
politics. When the United States intervened in the Persian Gulf in
1990–1991 on behalf of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, it demonstrated
its global and regional strategic priorities; and when it accommodated Syrian occupation of Beirut and almost all of Lebanon in
the same years, it obtusely abandoned Christians (and others) to a
foreign and oppressive regime. Nonetheless, it is worth mentioning
the initiative of the American Congress in the 1990s to express concern for enfeebled Christians in the Middle East, and for Lebanon
in particular, in declaratory and legislative decisions.
International organizations, particularly the United Nations and
its agencies, have lacked the requisite determination and resources
to assure the rights of minorities in the Middle East. The Universal
Declaration of Human Rights from 1948 made no reference to “minority rights,” while the right to “self-determination” itself is judged
inferior to the right of a state to maintain its national and territorial
integrity. The rights of indigenous peoples have been recognized,
but no country is agreeable to the notion that such peoples should
enjoy the option of secession against the right of the state to assert
its complete sovereign prerogatives over its entire territory. The Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, in Article 27, does acknowledge
the right of minorities “to enjoy their own culture, to profess and
practice their own religion, or to use their own language.”32 Yet a
centralized political regime, anxious about the majority-minority
rift within the country, will not agree to grant extensive rights to a
dissident group which might thereafter threaten the survival of the
country. Nor are some states even willing to recognize the minority’s
separate existence: Turkey traditionally called the Kurds “mountain

Turks,” while Egypt mockingly considers Copts a natural part of
the Egyptian people and therefore unworthy of special rights or
considerations.
The goal of freedom and dignity for all old Middle Eastern
peoples is a noble vision. The most reasonable solution, however,
may be one in which the state refrains from interference in the life
of the minority so long as it recognizes the right of the state to its
sovereign existence.33 In the religious and political milieu of the
Muslim and Arab Middle East, more than this — and even this
— seems hardly feasible in the days ahead.
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Genocide
in The Sudan
Patrick Sookhdeo

P

rolonged civil war and systematic persecution of the Christian
and Animist minorities in Muslim-majority Sudan have been
largely ignored by the global community, and all the while
the hostilities continue. The term genocide is used frequently in
reference to Rwanda or Bosnia. It is estimated that over two million non-Muslims have been killed in the Sudan and at least 4½
million displaced,1 but the world hesitates to call this genocide. The
term genocide is deﬁned in Article 2 of the Genocide Convention
adopted by the UN in 1948:
Genocide means any of the following acts committed
with the intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national,
ethnical, racial, or religious group, as such: 1. Killing members of the group; 2. Causing serious bodily or mental harm
to members of the group; 3. Deliberately inﬂicting on the
group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part; 4. Imposing measures
intended to prevent births within the group; 5. Forcibly
transferring children of the group to another group.
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Using this deﬁnition as a reference, this chapter will discuss
the context of the Sudanese genocide phenomenon and why the
international community has so far allowed it to continue.
CONFLICT
The population of the Sudan is made up of 140 ethnic groups
of whom around 36 percent is Arab. Of the 117 languages spoken,
Arabic is the oﬃcial language of the north and English is the oﬃcial
language of the south. Approximately 70 percent of the population
are Muslim, 20 percent Christian, and 10 percent Animist.2 Yet the
Sudan was declared an Islamic Republic in 1983, the oﬃcial religion
is Islam, and the culture promoted by the regime is an Arab-Islamic
one. The conﬂict in the Sudan is usually described as a war between
the mainly Muslim north and mainly non-Muslim south, but this
is complicated by the issue of the Nuba region. This region is in
central Sudan, covering 30,000m2 in South Kordofan. It is a very
fertile region and is home to around 50 ethnic groups. It also has a
unique African cultural tradition that is retained in the face of the
Islamization/Arabization of the surrounding areas. Despite the fact
that many people in this region are Muslims, they have also become
victims of the regime’s Arabization policy which seeks to usurp all
manifestations of African society. Finally, the development of the
oil industry in the Sudan has had a negative impact on the minority
groups in several ways to be discussed later in this chapter.
The Sudan has never been a truly uniﬁed entity. Since 1820, the
dominance of northern Muslim regions has shaped the character of
the country. The invasion by Egypt under Muhammad Ali Pasha in
1820 served to institutionalize slavery in the Sudan with the north
exerting power over the south. Slavery had already been internalized
in society in northern Sudan but the Turko-Egyptian rule post-1820
introduced orthodox Islam and Arabic culture as a further divisive
tool. According to classical Islamic law, three of the founders of the
four main schools, Hanbal, Malik and Shaﬁ, say that when the laws
of unbelief become visible in a region, this makes it dar al-Harb
(place of war). Therefore, unless Shari`ah is applied in the south, it
will remain a place of war according to Muslim doctrine.
By the time the British became involved in the administration of
the Sudan in 1900, the north and south were basically two diﬀerent
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countries which were administered diﬀerently. The British made no
attempt to alter this situation and instead they upheld the status
quo. When power was handed over to the Sudanese, a conference
was held in Juba in 1953, attended by delegates from both regions
in order to discuss the administration of the north and south. After
some days of discussion, the south voted for separate administration, possibly in a federal state. However, after the conference the
northern delegates were able to persuade the southerners that the
poorer south would not develop unless it was fully integrated with
the north in one country. The conference was reassembled and the
decision was taken that the north and south should remain together
as one nation, even though the British administration foresaw the
problems that could arise if the north were allowed to dominate
the south, particularly if the Arabs would relocate to the south to
take over senior government positions.
Elections were held in 1953 and a number of excellent southern
candidates were elected to Parliament. These people were pressured
to follow the government line when it came to the ratiﬁcation of
a constitution. As a result, the idea of safeguards for the south in
the constitution was scrapped and the entire country was brought
under a single government. In this way, the north was able to use
political and administrative uniﬁcation to increase its position of
dominance and manipulate the situation to ensure its authority.
From this strong legal position, the new regime was able to begin
the imposition of northern Islamic/Arab culture on the peoples of
the south. It seems plausible that a federation, or at least some form
of safeguards for the south, could have prevented the spiral into
civil war which continues to this day and has caused the Sudan’s
institutionalized practice of genocide.
GENOCIDE
Once the intentions of the north became clear, conﬂict between
the north and south broke out even during the period of transfer of
power. The ﬁrst civil war lasted from 1955–1972. Military power was
not the only tool used by the north to succeed in this conﬂict. Other
weapons have also been used throughout the Sudan’s modern history
in an attempt to wipe out particular peoples and their customs. In
1972, the Nimeiri regime instructed government departments in
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the Nuba Mountains not to provide services to people who raised
pigs or were “unable to dress properly [i.e., in an Islamic way].” The
local Baggara (Arab) communities killed tens of thousands of pigs
in an attack on a valuable food source and on Nuba cultural pride.
In Islam, the pig is considered an unclean animal and Muslims are
prohibited from eating its meat, so this was a speciﬁc attack on
the non-Muslims of the region and on Muslims who follow Islam
nominally along with their African traditions.3
Because of the way that politics and society in the Sudan has
polarized into north/south, Arab/African, and Muslim/non-Muslim, the government has never been able to maintain a regime of
peace and tolerance. The political and military balance of power
thus far favors the north. That state of aﬀairs cannot be reversed
without a complete and sincere commitment to secular democratic
government. There is even a lack of power sharing or agreement
between the northern political parties because politics in the Sudan
are based on ideology. Therefore, “political rivalry between the
northern political parties make it unlikely that the Umma and DUP
will risk disentangling themselves from their religious sectarian
roots in favor of genuine secularism.”4 As noted above, according
to Islamic ideology, the Sudan must be part of the dar al-Islam
under the rule of Islamic law. The civil war against the south and
Arabization/Islamization policies justify this end in the eyes of the
leaders in Khartoum.
The current regime came to power in a military coup in 1989
after the civil war began in 1983 following the implementation of
Islamic law. The regime remains a military one dominated by the
National Islamic Front (NIF) who regard the civil war as jihad. Now
led by Omar al Bashir, the ideological power behind the NIF until
1999 was Hassan al Turabi. According to his philosophy, Islam is
essential to create a Sudanese identity and a cohesive society. He also
believes it is necessary to challenge the West. This is the reasoning
behind the NIF’s continuation of the forced Arabization/Islamization of the Sudan and the elimination of those who constitute an
obstacle to this goal. The regime also aims to rival Saudi Arabia as
the home of Islam. Saudi Arabia is seen by many Muslims as corrupt because of its relations with the USA. The main grievance of
Osama bin-Laden and the al-Qa`idah network is the presence of

U.S. troops on Saudi soil. They perceive this as an attack on the
Islamic faith because it deﬁles holy Islamic territory.
Furthermore, the notion of Islamic lands in the dar al-Islam
concept is underlined by a hadith (a saying or tradition of Muhammad) believed to have been uttered by Muhammad on his deathbed
in 632 A.D. It states: “Umar heard the Messenger of Allah (peace
be upon him) say: I will expel the Jews and Christians from the
Arabian Peninsula and will not leave any but Muslims.”5 A similar
hadith reads, “One of things that the Messenger of Allah (may
Allah, bless him and grant him peace) said, during his last days,
‘May Allah ﬁght the Jews and the Christians. Two religions shall
not coexist in the land of the Arabs.’ ” 6 These hadith were the
justiﬁcation for the territorial expansion of Islam under the rule of
Caliph Umar in the seventh century. In a similar way, the regime
claims that its actions to Islamize the state are religiously justiﬁed
and hence legitimate.
The scorched earth policy is another of the regime’s tactics to
remove the human obstacles to the Islamization/Arabization of the
Sudan. This is the deliberate destruction of land and resources in
order to create man-made famine. Crops, cattle, and property are
burned or looted, and the people who once lived oﬀ this land are
forced to move to government controlled “peace camps” or face starvation. These “peace camps” are referred to as concentration camps.
Here the Islamic indoctrination process is carried out on vulnerable
displaced people. Often the people targeted under this policy are
those who live in areas where oil companies are operating in order
to clear the area for further oil exploration and extraction. Oil has
become a further complicating factor giving the regime incentive
and ﬁnancial resources to increase their campaign against the people
of the southern and Nuba regions. Amnesty International has called
this “the human price of oil” in the Sudan and has documented the
cleansing of ethnic groups such as the Dinka and the Nuer from
their land in order to secure the territory for oil ﬁelds.
On November 8, 2001, a class action complaint against Talisman Energy, Inc. was ﬁled in New York on behalf of Rev. John
Sudan Gaduel and the Presbyterian Church of Sudan and three
individual plaintiﬀs. The complaint alleged that Talisman knowingly
participated with the government of the Sudan in ethnic cleansing
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in order to create an empty area for Talisman’s oil exploration and
extraction. The complaint claimed that Talisman provides ﬁnancial
and logistical support for the regime knowing that they are engaged
in jihad against non-Muslim civilians. Proﬁts from oil enable the
government to continue its genocidal campaign, while Western
involvement in the area means that human rights violations are
often overlooked by Western nations.
Approximately 4½ million people in the Sudan have been internally displaced without compensation or support. While some
of these people went to the north on their own accord to escape the
devastation of the south, others were forced to leave because of the
total devastation resulting from the ongoing war. The fate of those
who stay includes the threat of homelessness, murder, starvation,
arrest, and torture. There is no medicine to treat the children, many
of whom carry some form of disease. The people who migrated
established shantytowns ringing Khartoum, but here again they
came under attack. In December 1991 and January 1992, government forces bulldozed the makeshift homes of the shanty towns.
The inhabitants were then rounded up and taken out to the desert.
At these sites in the desert there were no facilities, no food, no
water and no housing materials. They were surrounded by desert
and security guards, who allow only Islamic aid agencies to enter
these camps.
The bombing of civilians is a further danger to the Sudanese minority groups. At times these people undergo almost daily bombing
raids. According to data compiled by humanitarian aid workers in
the Sudan, bombings of civilian targets is occurring more frequently
than was realized. During 2000, at least 113 bombing raids were
recorded.7 The research was based on information from the UN’s
Operation Lifeline Sudan, other international relief groups and an
analysis of aid programs operated by local church groups in southern Sudan. The targets are not always military but are often civilian
targets, such as schools, churches, refugee camps, and hospitals. On
February 8, 2000, forces loyal to the regime in Khartoum attacked
a Catholic school in the Nuba Mountains, killing 14 children and
wounding 17. A teacher was also killed. According to a February 11
Reuters report, Dirdiery Ahmed, an oﬃcial in the Sudanese embassy
in Nairobi told Reuters that “The bombs landed where they were

supposed to land.” The number of schools targeted by the regime
show that this is one of their tactics. By destroying the education
infrastructure, the hope, skills, and strength of the next generation
of their enemy are undermined.
As well as the obvious obstacle that churches pose to the Islamization process, they also serve as a place of strength and unity
for the Christian communities in time of conﬂict and devastation.
Therefore, churches and Christian leaders have become targets for
attack. Churches are burned down and pastors arrested. On December 29, 2000, a government plane bombed Fraser Cathedral in Lui,
Equatoria Province. The building was destroyed. In another incident
that took place in April 2001, All Saints Cathedral in Khartoum
City came under attack after rioting broke out. Open-air Easter
meetings scheduled for Khartoum’s Green Square were called oﬀ,
and while a meeting was being held in the Cathedral to discuss the
decision, government troops stormed the building ﬁring tear gas.
Seats and cathedral properties were destroyed. There were many
arrests and over 50 people were ﬂogged. Yet despite such incidents
as these, there is evidence to show that the church has undergone
phenomenal growth in the Sudan, even though Christian communities and lands have been and continue to be decimated by a regime
intent on destroying them.
The bombing campaign of the Sudanese regime also targets
humanitarian sites. Since 1997, international aid organizations
have been forbidden from operating in many of the poorest and
most devastated regions of the Sudan. Only Muslim aid organizations are allowed to operate in these areas and there are reports that
they have withheld food and other services from non-Muslims who
refuse to convert to Islam. The UN’s World Food Program itself has
been threatened and must inform the regime when and where it is
to make food drops in those areas where it is allowed to operate.
In one incident on October 9, 2001, Sudanese government aircraft
arrived 15 minutes before a scheduled food drop in Bahr el Ghazal
and bombed the assembled crowd, causing the UN to stop their
operations in that area.9 In November 2000, the UNHCR staﬀ at
Kassala had to be evacuated after coming under artillery ﬁre. The
oﬃces were raided, equipment was seized, and staﬀ was detained.
On the May 9, 2001, a Red Cross airplane was ﬁred on in Juba,
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in southern Sudan. The co-pilot was killed and the Red Cross was
forced to discontinue its ﬂights.10 On November 11, 2001, government of Sudan forces used artillery to attack relief planes from
the UN’s World Food Program which were arriving in Nuba for a
food drop operation. These examples clearly illustrate how the most
vulnerable people in the Sudan are being attacked in numerous
ways and international eﬀorts to prevent this are being obstructed
and then conveniently ignored by the UN itself. In this manner,
the regime is able to destroy the infrastructure and lay waste to vast
swathes of territory.

acquisition or disposal of a person with intent to reduce him to
slavery.” In fact, the prohibition of slavery is one of the fundamental
principles of international law. Article 4 of the Universal Declaration
on Human Rights provides that “No one shall be held in slavery
or servitude; slavery and the slave trade shall be prohibited in all
their forms.” Slavery is prohibited in Article 8 of the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and this Article is
considered to be non-derogable. Therefore, its violation can never
be justiﬁed. Article 5 of the African Charter, promulgated in 1963,
also prohibits the practice:

SLAVERY
Another facet to the genocidal practice taking place in the Sudan is the use of the slave trade. According to the United Nations
Special Rapporteur on the Sudan and the U.S. State Department,
the government of Sudan is the only one in the world today engaging in chattel slavery. Slavery has a long history in the Sudan,
with the people of the north as the slave masters and the people
of the south as the slaves. Today it is a weapon of war and part of
the Islamization policy of the regime. Women and children from
the south are abducted and forced into slavery. Many are forced to
convert to Islam and there are reports of sexual abuse.11 From the
time of former President Mehdi in 1986, Arab militias have been
taking women and children as booty with government knowledge,
while looting cattle and burning property. Soldiers are encouraged
and rewarded for fathering children by non-Muslim women because
a child of a Muslim father is considered to be Muslim according
to Islamic law. This policy eﬀectively encourages the kidnap and
rape of non-Muslim women. In October 2001, Christian Solidarity International liberated 4,041 Sudanese slaves in deﬁance of the
regime. Interviews revealed that 90 percent had been physically
abused, over 80 percent had been forced to convert to Islam, and
75 percent of female slaves over 12 had been gang-raped.12
Yet the Sudan is party to the 1926 Slavery Convention (as
amended in 1953). Article 1 (1) of that convention deﬁnes slavery
as “the status or condition of a person over whom any or all of the
powers attaching to the right of ownership are exercised.” Article
1 (2) deﬁnes the slave trade as “all acts involved in the capture,

Every individual shall have the right to the respect of
the dignity inherent in a human being and to the recognition of his legal status. All forms of exploitation and degradation of man, particularly slavery, slave trade, torture,
cruel, inhuman or degrading punishment and treatment
shall be prohibited.
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The capture and indoctrination of children is a particularly
widespread phenomenon in the Sudan. Not only are children captured as part of the military conﬂict, but also children on the streets
are picked up and placed into closed camps. These children are given
Arabic names and undergo forced instruction in Islam.
It is clear that the right to religious freedom is denied in violation of international law. For example, Article 14 of the Convention
on the Rights of the Child (CRC) stipulates, “States parties shall
respect the right of the child to freedom of thought, conscience
and religion.” Every child should also have the right to an identity
as stipulated in Article 8 (1) of the CRC, which protects the child’s
right to “preserve his or her identity, including nationality, name
and family relations as recognized by law without unlawful interference.” Clearly, the regime has little regard for the rule of law when it
would prevent the full implementation of its Islamization program.
Parliament was dissolved in 1999 and since then a state of emergency
has persisted, which aﬀords even more power to President Bashir
and further reduces his accountability to the Sudanese people and
domestic and international actors.
The Political Act that came into force in 1999 was supposed to
relax the ban on opposition parties. However, the reality remains
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unchanged and opposition groups are either banned or are denied
political freedom. The judiciary is not independent and the Supreme
Court has upheld the right to extract confession under torture
and the use of cruciﬁxion as a form of execution. The National
Security Act, as amended in December 2000, allows the security
forces to detain people for up to 123 days before a legal challenge
can be made. Eﬀectively, this means that detainees can be held for
an indeﬁnite period of time by the regime without any charge being made against them. In the 57th UN Commission for Human
Rights report of March 2001, there were concerns raised about the
independence of the legal system, which is considered to be one
of the most important ingredients for holding the government to
account and for the rule of law to operate. Clearly, internal legal
remedies are inadequate to solve or even control the human rights
violations in the Sudan and genocide is the result.
ISLAMIC LAW
Islamic law was introduced in 1983 and was the catalyst beginning the current phase of the civil war. The substitution of secular
with Islamic law in many areas illustrates how the north has been
able to politically dominate the administration of the Sudan. The
dominance of the north prevails because of the underlying imbalance of power between the north and its culture over the south.
Although Islamic law is not applied in the ten southern states
where Christians are a majority, this could change in the future.
Islamic law does apply however to non-Muslims living in the
majority-Muslim areas of the north. Islamic punishments include
amputation and stoning. Yet this violates the government of Sudan’s
international obligations with regard to Article 5 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights and Article 7 of the International
Covenant of Civil and Political Rights. Both prohibit the use of
torture or cruel, inhumane treatment. Conversion from Islam is
a capital oﬀense, according to section 126 of the 1991 Criminal
Act. Dress codes have been introduced which require women to
wear Islamic dress. Many of those caught who do not comply with
this are beaten. The Constitution of 1999 provides for freedom of
religion. In practice, this is of little value since there is scant regard
for the rule of law and the judiciary has little independence from
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the executive, especially under the current state of emergency.
The Constitution also states that the Shari`ah and custom are the
sources of legislation. This allows the government to Islamize the
legal system “legitimately.”
The implementation of Islamic law has also had an impact on
the status of non-Muslims and their non-Islamic faiths. In Islam,
Christians and Jews are referred to as “people of the book,” because
they have revealed books, which are recognized by Islam. Unlike
followers of pagan religions, “people of the book” are permitted
to live in Islamic territories, the dar al-Islam, but their status is of
a second-class citizen called dhimmi. They may retain their faith
and are not obliged to convert to Islam, but must pay a tribute tax
called jizyah, and are bound by a list of strict conditions, including
regulations on the clothes they wear, their homes, and conduct.
Their worship should not be obvious to the larger Muslim community, so singing should not be audible, nor is the wearing of
religious symbols such as the cross permitted. In conduct, the
non-Muslim should be always subservient to the Muslim. The
Qur`an states:
Fight those who believe not in God nor the last day, nor
hold that forbidden which hath been forbidden by God and
his Apostle, nor acknowledge the religion of truth (even if
they are) people of the book, until they pay the jizyah with
willing submission and feel themselves subdued.13
These regulations were ﬁrst set out in Umar’s Edict in 634 A.D.
after the defeat of Damascus by the Muslim army. In addition,
the building of churches or synagogues required permission from
the ruler. In the Sudan, it has been approximately 30 years since
permission was last given for a church to be built. Many of these
regulations are to enforce the belief that Muslims are superior people,
as is written in the Qur`an. Chapter 3, Verse 110 states:
Ye [the Muslims] are the best of Peoples, evolved for
mankind, enjoining what is right, forbidding what is wrong,
and believing in God. If only the People of the Book had
faith, it were best for them: among them are some who have
faith, but most of them are perverted transgressors.
Patrick Sookhdeo
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Clearly the NIF ruling regime is based on a religious model that
lends justiﬁcation for their campaign to subject all of the Sudan and
the Sudanese peoples to an Islamic form of government.
PROSPECTS
The U.S. House of Representatives adopted Resolution 75
on June 15, 1999, which ﬁnds that “the National Islamic Front
government is deliberately and systematically committing genocide
in southern Sudan and the Nuba Mountains among others.”14 Yet
sanctions against the Sudan were dropped recently. There is an
increasing awareness of the tragedy in the Sudan, and since 1998
a growing number of groups have been trying to highlight the ﬁve
main genocidal actions of the Sudan regime.
These ﬁve actions are:
1. The government ban on humanitarian aid ﬂights resulting
in mass starvation
2. The indiscriminate aerial bombing of civilian and humanitarian targets
3. Slavery and the slave trade
4. Forcible Islamization, through the implementation of the
Shari`ah, indoctrination of children in schools and camps
and the use of food aid as an incentive to convert
5. The deliberate creation of starvation and displacement
through the scorched earth policy and the clearing of territory for oil extraction
There are some international attempts to secure peace in the
Sudan. Former U.S. Senator John Danforth’s visit in November
2001 resulted in the agreement to four principles that must be
fulﬁlled in order to discuss arrangements for peace talks. These
four principles are:
1. Allowing humanitarian access to SPLA-held areas of the
Nuba Mountains and the establishment of a cease-ﬁre in
the region
2. Respecting a cease-ﬁre for vaccination programs to proceed
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3. A cessation of aerial bombardment against civilian targets
4. Action to stop enslavement, in the form of a commission to
investigate cases and release people held in captivity
Expectations that these conditions will be fulﬁlled are not high
and the United States has threatened to disengage from the peace
process. In fact, there was ﬁghting in December 2001 in violation
of the cease-ﬁre agreed to by the government of the Sudan in order
to allow food aid to be delivered in the Nuba Mountains.
The Sudanese government has no real incentive to end the
war at present since it is obtaining support through oil revenues.
Recently there have been increasing signs that Kenya is willing to
support the north in return for oil. Any alliance between Kenya
and the north of the Sudan would further isolate south Sudan.
On top of this, the current political climate since September 11,
2001, has resulted in eﬀorts to appease Islamic leaders in order
to maintain an international coalition. Without an increase in
awareness of the conﬂict in the Sudan and the suﬀering of the
non-Arab, non-Muslim minorities, the political, economic, and
military imbalance in favor of northern Sudan is unlikely to be
rectiﬁed. Religious and ethnic groups in the Sudan are in very
real danger of being undermined and destroyed by an aggressive
campaign of bombing, abduction, slavery, displacement, starvation, and indoctrination.
The government has also fostered ﬁghting among southern
rebel groups. By dividing and therefore weakening the opposition, the regime can maintain the conﬂict. However, on January 7,
2002, two key southern groups, the SPLA/SPLM and the SPDF,
announced a merger to solidify their struggle for self-determination.
A stronger opposition could encourage a more adaptable stance
from the government in regard to the minorities, their identity
and religions. The people of the south continue to campaign for
a solution based on the IGAD agreement signed by the Sudanese
government in 1997. According to this agreement, a solution to
the conﬂict should be based on autonomy for the south. Talks
in January 2002 in Switzerland have produced a cease-ﬁre agreement for Nuba, but its actual impact will only become clear with
time. A just and lasting peace remains unlikely at the present time
Patrick Sookhdeo
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since this agreement applies only to Nuba and as the regime still
continues the deliberate targeting of humanitarian, religious, and
educational sites, showing that this is clearly more than merely a
military conﬂict. According to the deﬁnition of Article 2 of the UN
Genocide Convention, this conﬂict is nothing less than genocide
in the Sudan.
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From Bosnia to Kosovo:
The Re-Islamization of the Balkans
Raphael Israeli

THE PROBLEM

O

n February 12, 1997, on the occasion of the `Id al-Fitr
Festival, the Uighur rebels in Chinese Central Asia published, on their internet site, an appeal to all Muslims to
heed the unfolding events in Bosnia. “What kind of festival is this,”
they asked, “when 250,000 Muslims are being murdered, tortured,
and raped in Bosnia?” They sent their heartfelt thanks to the “Iranian
people who are sending help in spite of the West’s embargo,” and
accused the West of “stopping the Muslims when they were about to
win, while at the same time aiding the Serbian Fascists.” Evidently,
the Uighurs in China’s northwest had their own axe to grind when
they used the universal festival which linked all Muslims together
to draw attention to their own plight in Xinjiang, where their own
land was being “robbed” by the “fascists” of China. However, as they
thanked the Iranians for their assistance to the Bosnians, they might
also have been referring to the backing that Islamic countries in the
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Middle East were providing the Uighurs and other Islamic groups
in China,1 something that was recognized by and caused alarm in
the midst of the China leadership.2
In April 1998, the State Department published its annual
report on global terrorism. Among other things, it referred to the
unidentiﬁed terrorists who acted against the international presence
in Bosnia, and especially to the Mujahidin who had served in the
Bosnian army during the civil war, but were now engaged in warrant killings. According to that report, the Bosnian government
began arresting some of those loose terrorists, and by November
1997, it had incarcerated 20 of them, who were identiﬁed as Arabs or Bosnian Muslims.3 In 1998 there were reports that Iranian
intelligence agents were mounting extensive operations and even
inﬁltrated the American program to train the Bosnian army. According to those reports, more than 200 Iranian agents were identiﬁed
as “having insinuated themselves into Bosnian Muslim political
and social circles . . . to gather information and to thwart western
interests in Bosnia.” Those agents, it was believed, could be helpful in planning terrorist attacks against NATO forces or targets.4
Taken together, these reports do identify the “unidentiﬁed terrorists” mentioned above. Moreover, these reports link together into
an Islamic International centered around Iran indicating that most
of the major terrorist activities are carried out by Islamists: from the
Israeli Embassy in Buenos Aires (1992); the international gathering
of Islamic terrorist organizations in Teheran (1997); the Hizbullah
stepped-up activities against Israel in the late 1990s; the arrest in
Israel of Stefan Smirak, a would-be “suicide-bomber” for Hizbullah (November 1997); the attacks against American interests in the
Gulf, East Africa, and on American soil (throughout the 1990s),5
to say nothing of the Muslim separatists in China, and the Islamic
resurgence in Bosnia and Kosovo.
People today speak of the clashes between Serbs and Muslims
in Bosnia, and Serbs and Albanians in Kosovo, in terms of ethnonational conﬂicts, with the more numerous Serbs ﬁguring as the
oppressors and their rivals as the underdogs and the oppressed. Prima
facie, the very usage of the terms Serbs (and Croats for that matter)
against Muslims, equates the latter (essentially members of a faith
and civilization) to the former who clearly belong to religio-ethnic
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groups. This points to the fact that not only did Yugoslavian statism
and universalistic communism fail to obliterate ethnic and kinship
identities (real or imagined), but that communal interest overrides
the state umbrella, economic interest, or even sheer common sense.
But this also raises the question of whether Islam, a universal religion
predominant in more than 50 countries around the world, is, or can
be, perceived as a nationalism that is particularistic by deﬁnition.
THE HISTORICAL UNDERPINNINGS
After the Arab conquests had exhausted the immense primeval
energies released by Islam since its inception in the 7th century and
up until the 9th century, the Turks of Central Asia who arrived on
the scene in the 11th century gave a new impetus to Islamic expansion, this time into the heart of Europe.
The Ottoman state, which reached Vienna at the pinnacle of
its existence, was multi-ethnic and multi-religious, and under its
Muslim-majority dominance, Christians, Jews, and others lived
side by side for many centuries. However, this co-existence was
not born out of a modern concept of tolerance of the other on the
basis of acceptance of diﬀerences and equality to all, but on a sense
of superiority, which tolerated the others in spite of their inferiority. Thus, even though Turks, or Muslims, may have constituted
the minority population in some areas of the Empire, they reigned
supreme by virtue of their Muslim master status, while the various
Christian groups (and Jews for that matter) were relegated to the
status of “protected people” (the dhimmi).6 Christians and others
who had integrated into the Ottoman system by embracing Islam,
speaking Turkish, and going into the Imperial service, soon became
part and parcel of the Ottoman culture, even when they kept their
attachment to their ethnic origin and to their mother tongue. The
case in point were the Bosnians, many of whom felt privileged to go
into the devsirme system by enrolling their boys in the prestigious
janissary corps, and in the course of time were Islamized though
they preserved their Slavic roots and language.7
The Balkans were conquered by the Ottomans from the middle
of the 15th century on. Serbia fell in 1459, and four years later
Bosnia, with Herzegovina succumbing to the conquerors in 1483.
Caught between the economic interest of milking the taxpaying
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dhimmis, which necessitated maintaining the conquered population in place instead of expelling or converting it by force, and the
military and security needs which required that the Muslim population be numerous enough to ensure the loyalty to the Empire, the
Ottomans tended to implement the latter choice in the Balkans.
They adopted a policy of deporting the native populations and settling their own people, or other conquered people, in their stead,
thus ensuring that no local minority should envisage any insurgency
among a Muslim population. In Bosnia, the process of Islamization
was reinforced by the turncoats who ﬂocked to Islam and became
the worst oppressors of their former coreligionists; so much so that
the Bosnians were notorious for their role in the Ottoman administration, military, and especially the janissaries.8
As late as 1875, long after the introduction of the tanzimat
reforms which were supposed to redress the situation of the nonMuslims throughout the Empire, the British ambassador in Istanbul reported that the Ottoman authorities in Bosnia recognized
the impossibility of administering justice in equality between the
Muslims and the Christians, inasmuch as the ruling Muslim courts
accepted no written or oral evidence from Christians. One 1876
report from Bosna-Serai (Sarajevo) by the British Consul in town,
tells the whole story:
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As Hans Majer tells us above, Muslims and Christians (and Jews
for that matter) could keep to themselves in their own communities,
with their lifestyles, rituals, and festivals running without hindrance,
except in case of intermarriage. For here, the only allowed combination was Muslim men taking in Christian (or Jewish) wives, which

consecrated their joint oﬀspring as full-right Muslims. The result was
that while non-Muslim culture merged into the predominant Islam,
there was also an outside input into the Muslim culture with material culture (food, dress, habits, language, etc.) growing to become
common to all. All this was acceptable to the Ottoman authorities,
who were reluctant to interfere, but as soon as the dhimmis became
wealthy and were conspicuous in their dress and demeanor, it was
considered a provocation to the Muslim population and dealt with
accordingly. Christians who wanted to improve their lot in Bosnia
and Albania could always do so through conversion to Islam or seek
the protection of their Muslim family members.10
Toward the end of the Ottoman rule, as economic problems
arose and the state was no longer able to enforce law and order
in the face of the nationalist awakening in the various provinces
of the Empire, local rule grew more despotic in an attempt to
hold on to the territories that were slipping out of the Porte’s
grip. The notions of equality coming from liberal Europe, which
made the maintenance of legal and religious inequities untenable,
conjugated into national terms, and spelled out independence
from the Ottoman yoke since the idea of a ruling Empire held
together by Islam was no longer operative. It was ironically the
Ottoman attempts at modernity, opening up the system, addressing individuals instead of traditional communities, which
brought its downfall and opened the new vistas of nationalism
and independence in the Balkans as elsewhere, a situation not
unlike Eastern Europe after the Gorbachev perestroika in the late
1980s and early 1990s. But in view of the Greek and Bulgarian
plans for a Balkan Federation under their aegis, to take over from
the Ottomans,11 and the tax repression imposed by the Bosnian
Muslims, the Serbs rose up in arms (1875), and many of them
ran into hiding, leaving behind children, the old, and women,
something reminiscent of the horrors of the Bosnian War and
then the Kosovo War more than one century later. Preydor and
Banja Luka were the most harmed by the insurgents when Serb
churches and homes were burned.12
After the Berlin Congress and the occupation of Bosnia by
the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the Serbs allied with the Muslims
against the occupiers, who were supported by the Catholics in the
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About a month ago, an Austrian subject named Jean
Udilak, was attacked and robbed between Sarajevo and
Visoka by nine Bashi-Bazouks. The act was witnessed by
a respectable Mussulman of this time named Nouri Aga
Varinika, and he was called as a witness when the aﬀair
was brought before the Sarajevo Tribunal. His testimony
was in favor of the Austrian, and the next day he was sent
for by the vice-president and one of the members of the
Court and threatened with imprisonment for daring to
testify against his coreligionists.9
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province. The Hungarian governor of the province tried valiantly
but unsuccessfully to create a new Bosnian identity merging together
its three principal communities.13 But the annexation of Bosnia by
the occupiers in 1908 created a new alliance: the Serbs, who wished
their merger with Serbia, were pitted against the Croat-Muslim
coalition who would rather reconcile to their occupation than allow
the Serbs to implement their dream. As a result, repression of the
Serbs in Bosnia, coupled with the expulsion of Serbs from Kosovo,
brought the bitterness of the occupied Serbs against their oppressors
to a record level. Sukrija Kurtovic, a Bosnian Muslim, sought the
diﬀerentiation between ethno-nationality and religion, and pleaded
for the unity of the Bosnians with the Serbs in one single national
group by reason of their common Serbian roots, arguing that Islam
was a common religion of the Bosnians and the Turks, but that in
itself did not make them share any national common ground.14 The
idea of Yugoslavism, a larger entity where all the ethnic and religious
groups could ﬁnd their common identity, came to the fore after the
Balkan wars and precipitated World War I following the Sarajevo
murder of the heir to the Austro-Hungarian throne in 1914. That
war reinforced the Croat-Muslim alliance in Bosnia, which swore
to expel the Serbs from Bosnia altogether and acted upon its vow
by perpetrating large-scale massacres of the Serbs, and demonstrated
the vanity of an all-Yugoslavian identity.15
A Yugoslavian state was created in 1918 nevertheless, which
once again attempted to fuse its components in the ethnic and
linguistic domains and leave, as beﬁts a modern European state, the
question of religion to the realm of each individual. However, while
the Serbs and the Croats of Bosnia could look up to Belgrade and
Zagreb respectively, the Muslims were left to vacillate between their
Muslim, Ottoman, local, and Slavic roots. At ﬁrst they allied with
the stronger Serbs and turned their eyes on Belgrade where they
ensured for themselves some privileges, but wary of the competition between the Croats who championed their nationalism and
the Serbs who regarded themselves as the guardians of Yugoslavian
unity, they focused more and more on their local and religious
identity in the form of a Muslim party (JMO), while the Serbs and
the Croats continued to claim that the Muslims of Bosnia were of
their respective origins.16

During World War II, the renewed Croat-Muslim alliance had
tragic consequences, inasmuch as under the shelter of its collaboration with the fascists and the Nazis, it brought about the murder,
forced conversion, or expulsion of a million Serbs. After 1945,
Yugoslavia was reconstituted, this time on its Soviet model, with its
various components recognized on ethnic or linguistic grounds, and
since 1971 on religious grounds for the Muslims of Bosnia. Since
then, what was ethnic and religious sentiment for the Bosnians
turned into a national identity, in spite of the paradox under which
communism oﬀered them nationalism based on faith.17 This immediately reinforced their coalition with the Croats in order to scuttle
Serbian hegemony in the federated communist Yugoslavian state,
especially in view of the demographic presence of Serbs in all the
federal republics, particularly in Bosnia and Croatia. So, once again,
instead of using the idea of Yugoslavia to merge the populations of
Bosnia-Herzegovina, the idea of faith (Islam and then Orthodox
and Catholic Christianity) became a vehicle for reinforcing the hatreds and suspicions, which only waited for the end of the Tito rule
and the Communist regime to burst out in violence and war. After
the disintegration of Yugoslavia in the early 1990s, the Croats and
Serbs of Bosnia expressed their wish to join their respective national
republics, while the Muslims naturally regarded such a dismantling
of what they viewed as their national state as detrimental to their
national existence. None of the rival national groups possessed a
demographic majority to claim legitimacy to rule all the rest, and
the road was wide open to war.
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THE IDEOLOGICAL UNDERPINNINGS
In 1970, well before the collapse of the Yugoslavian order imposed by Tito and the outburst of communal nationalism which
instigated the process of its disintegration, a political manifesto was
written by an unknown Muslim in Bosnia, Alija Izetbegovic (born in
1925), but not immediately released to the public. It was, however,
duplicated and made available to individual Muslims who circulated
it among their coreligionists apparently to serve as a guide for a
Muslim order to replace the godless Communist system in Bosnia.
That pamphlet is known as the Islamska Deklaracija (the Islamic
Declaration). In 1983, after Tito’s death but while the Communist
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state was held together, a trial took place in Sarajevo where the author
and some like-minded individuals were prosecuted for subverting the
constitutional order and for acting from the standpoint of Islamic
fundamentalism and Muslim nationalism. Signiﬁcantly, after the
fall of Communist power, the accused were publicly rehabilitated,
and the Declaration was then oﬃcially published in Sarajevo (1990).
Izetbegovic, at the head of his Democratic Action Party (SDA) won
the majority of the Muslim votes in the ﬁrst free elections in Bosnia-Herzegovina (November 1990), but his pamphlet was obscured
and not heard of again. Judging from the wide appeal of his later
book, Islam Between East and West, which was published in English
in the USA (1984), in Turkish in Istanbul (1987), and in Serbian in
Belgrade (1988), and from the developments in the Bosnian war in
the mid-1990s, one might be well advised to take a look at it.
The declaration, which in many respects sounds and looks
like the platforms of Muslim fundamentalists elsewhere (e.g., the
Hamas Charter),18 assumes that its appeal will be heeded by Muslims
around the world, not only by its immediate constituency. It accuses
the West of wishing to “keep Muslim nations spiritually weak and
materially and politically dependent,” and calls upon the believers
to cast aside inertia and passivity in order to embark on the road of
action.19 And like Muslim radicals such as Sayyid Qutb of Egypt,
who urged his followers to reject the world of ignorance around
them and transform it according to the model of the prophet of
Islam, the Declaration of Izetbegovic also calls upon the millions
to join the eﬀorts of Muslim individuals who fought against the
Jahiliyah (the state of ignorance and godlessness which had preceded
the advent of the prophet),20 and dedicates the text to the memory
of “our brothers who have laid their lives for Islam,”21 namely the
shuhada` (martyrs) of all times and places who had fallen in the
cause of Islam.
The manifesto, again like other Muslim radicals, not only addresses itself to the restoration of Islam in private life, in the family,
and society, but also expressly shuns local nationalism of any sort
and substitutes for it the creation of a universal Islamic polity (the
traditional umma) “from Morocco to Indonesia.”22 The author
awakens his people to the reality where “a few thousand true Islamic
ﬁghters forced England to withdraw from the Suez Canal in the early

1950s, while the nationalist armies of the Arabs were losing their
battles against Israel,” and where “Turkey, an Islamic country, ruled
the world,” yet when it tried to emulate Europe it dropped to the
level of a Third World country. In other words, it is not nationalism that makes the force of Muslim nations, but their abidance by
Islam in its universal version. Therefore, it does not beﬁt Muslims to
ﬁght or die for any other cause but Islam, and it behooves Muslims
to die with the name and glory of Allah in their hearts, or totally
desert the battleﬁeld.23 Translated into the Bosnian scene, Muslims
ought not take part in, or stand for, any form of government which
is not Islamic and any cause which is not connected to Islam. To
the Bosnians, whom Izetbegovic addressed, there were only two
options left: either to subscribe to Muslim revival and its political
requirements, or be doomed to stagnation and oblivion.24
As against the perceived failure of Turkey and other Muslim
countries due to “the weakening of the inﬂuence of Islam in the
practical life of the people,” the author posits that “all successes,
both political and moral, are the reﬂection of our acceptance of
Islam and its application in life.”25 Therefore, while all defeats, from
Uhud at the time of the prophet to the Sinai War between Israel and
Egypt, were due to “apostasy from Islam,” any “rise of the Islamic
peoples, every period of dignity, started with the aﬃrmation of the
Qur`an.” The author complains that in the real world the Qur`an
is being recited instead of practiced, mosques are “monumental
but empty,” the form took over from substance, as the Holy Book
turned “into a mere sound without intelligible sense and content.”26
This reality was caused, laments the author in line with other Muslim fundamentalists, by the Western-inspired school system in all
Muslim countries.27
Secularism and nationalism, the products of that foreign educational trend, took over the minds and hearts of the new generation of Muslims. The masses, who do not submit to these ﬂeeting
concepts which are foreign to Islam, chose indiﬀerence. But if they
are rightly guided they can rise to action provided they are spurred
by “an idea that corresponds to their profound feelings, and that
can only be the Islamic idea,” instilled by a new intelligentsia that
“thinks and feels Islam” and would ultimately “ﬂy the ﬂag of the
Islamic order and together with the Muslim masses initiate action
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for its realization.” This new Islamic order should unite “religion
and law, upbringing and force, ideals and interests, the spiritual
community and the state, free will and coercion,” for “Islamic
society without Islamic rule is incomplete and impotent; Islamic
rule without Islamic society is either utopia or violence.”29 This, in
eﬀect, means, in the vein of other Muslim fundamentalist platforms,
that the Muslim state ought to enforce (“coerce”) the Islamic order,
short of which violence would erupt by necessity. For, according
to this scheme, and contrary to the European concept of a liberal
society where the individual is prized, a Muslim “does not exist as
an individual entity,” and he must create his Islamic milieu in order
to survive, by way of changing the world around him if he does not
want to be changed by others.30
This would mean, in the Bosnian context, that only a religiously
based society, on the model of religious associations (jemaat) is
viable, and no provision is made for non-Muslims or for a multireligious or multi-cultural society in its midst. (See the question of
minorities below.)
The question of life in such a Muslim community is left unclear.
On the one hand, the manifesto assures the “equality of all men”31
and discards divisions and groupings according to race or class.
But, if man’s value is determined according to one’s “integrity, and
spiritual and ethical value,”32 and these noble qualities are grounded
in Islamic creed and value system, then only if one is a good Muslim can he be considered worthy. This is all the more so when the
concept of the ummet, the universal congregation of all Muslims
is taken as the “supra-nationality of the Muslim community,” and
Islam and Pan-Islamism deﬁne its boundaries: “Islam determines
its internal and Pan-Islamism its external relations,” because, “Islam
is its ideology and Pan-Islamism its politics.”33 By Islam, the author
means certain limitations on private property in order to ensure a
fair distribution of wealth based on Qur`anic precepts. The restoration of Zekat (paying of alms, one of the Five Pillars of the Faith)
to the status of a public obligation as of old, and the enforcement
of the Qur`anic prohibition of collecting interest, are seen as the
instruments to achieve social justice.34
Izetbegovic, in intending to establish the “Republican principle,”
namely that power should not be inherited, defeats his purpose by

positing at the same time the Qur`anic “recognition of the absolute
authority of Allah, which means the absolute non-recognition of any
other omnipotent authority,” for “any submission to a creature which
implies unsubmission to the Creator is not permissible.”35 This, of
course, would have a direct ramiﬁcation on the entire question of
sovereignty, democracy, authority, and power. In this scheme, the
idea of the inviolability of the individual is totally rejected, as it is
made clear that in statements of equality of all men notwithstanding,
and “irrespective of man’s merits” he must submit to the Islamic
order where there is a “synthesis of absolute authority (in terms of the
program) and of absolute democracy (relative to the individual).”36 It
takes a lot of intellectual acrobatics to extricate the meaning of this
“absolute democracy” that is strapped to the “absolute authority” of
the divine Qur`anic message under which the believer is expected
to operate. For, while the author subscribes to the idea that all men,
including the prophet, are fallible, and worshiping them is a “kind
of idolatry,” he assigns “all glory and praise to Allah alone, because
Allah alone can judge the merits of men.”37 This, of course, would
render any process of election between men impossible, and anyone
who reaches a position of authority can only gain legitimacy if he
submits to the “absolute authority” of the Qur`anic teachings.
Part of this brand of democracy is insinuated to us when the
author suggests that in his envisaged Islamic order the mass media
“should be controlled by people of unquestionable Islamic moral
intellectual authority. Perverts and degenerates should not be allowed
to lay their hands on these media . . . and use them to transmit the
senselessness and emptiness of their own lives to others. What can we
expect if people receive one message from the mosque and a totally
opposite one from the TV relay?”38 The author does not spell out
the criteria to judge the “emptiness and senselessness” of journalists
under his regime, nor does he explain how he, or anyone else, can
judge any person when all judgment is left to Allah. But he dares,
under the heading of “Freedom of Conscience,”39 to suggest all those
limitations on the media, which would certainly make them anything
but free, the protestations of the author notwithstanding.40
While the statement that “there can be no Islamic order without
independence and freedom” may still sound plausible, in view of
the Islamic regimes of Iran and Saudi Arabia, it is vice versa, namely
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that “there can be no independence and freedom without Islam”
which seems a bit presumptuous by any stretch of the imagination.
For that would mean that the freest and most democratic nations
of the world are in fact deprived of freedom and independence
as long as they do not see the light of Islam. Unless, of course, he
means that the idea applies only to Muslim peoples. In that case,
the author argues, only if the Muslims assert Islamic thought in
everyday life can they achieve spiritual and political liberation.
Moreover, he claims that the legitimacy of the ruler in any Islamic
nation will always depend on the extent of the ruler’s commitment
to Islam, short of which he turns for support to foreigners who
maintain him in power.42 Conversely, if he acts according to Islamic
requirements, he thereby achieves the true democracy by consensus
which is inherent in Islam and which alone makes violence redundant.43 But the road to this utopian state of aﬀairs is not obtained
in “peace and tranquility, but in unrest and challenge.”44 That means
that like other Muslim fundamentalist movements which promise
their constituencies sweat and blood, and they earn credibility and
appeal in so doing, the Islamic Declaration under discussion treads
the same road to contrast with the empty promises of rulers in the
Islamic world who make sweeping pledges of peace and prosperity
but are unable to deliver.
Now comes the problematic issue of the relations between the
Muslim host culture and minority guest cultures under the Islamic
order. The manifesto provides religious freedom and “protection”
to the minorities, “provided they are loyal,” something that smacks
of the traditional Muslim attitude to the dhimmi (protected people)
under its aegis. The interesting aspect of all this is that when the situation is reversed, namely Muslim minorities dwelling in non-Muslim
lands, their loyalty is made conditional on their religious freedom,
not the other way around. Moreover, even under such conditions,
the Muslims are committed to carry out all their obligations to the
host community “with the exception of those that are detrimental
to the Muslims.”45 The question remains unanswered as to who is
to determine what is detrimental to Islam, and when and where.
Assuming that the status of Muslim minorities would depend on
“the strength and reputation of the Islamic world community,” it
would mean two things:

Again, like the Hamas and other branches of the Muslim
brotherhood, this manifesto proclaims the primacy of education
and preaching, in order to conquer the hearts of the people before
power, a prerequisite of the Islamic order, is conquered. “We must
be preachers ﬁrst and then soldiers,”46 is the motto of the manifesto. Force to take over power will be applied “as soon as Islam
is morally and numerically strong enough, not only to overthrow
the non-Islamic rule, but to develop the new Islamic rule,” because
“to act prematurely is equally dangerous as to be late in taking the
required action.”47 The author is conﬁdent that this can be done,
because “history is not only a story of constant changes, but also of
the continual realization of the impossible and the unexpected.”48
The model for the new Islamic order, which the manifesto puts on
the pedestal, is Pakistan, the Muslim state that, in spite of its many
deﬁciencies, remains the “great hope” of Izetbegovic.49
Under the heading “Christianity and Judaism,” the manifesto
determines the future relationships of the envisaged new Islamic
order with those two faiths, which the author considers “the two
foremost religions” and the “major systems and doctrines outside the
sphere of Islam.”50 Nonetheless, the author distinguishes between
Jesus and the Church. The former, he says, in line with Qur`anic
teachings, is part of divine revelation while the latter, as embodied
in the Inquisition, is abhorrent to his heart. At the same time,
however, as is the normative Islamic wont, he accuses Christianity
of “distorting certain aspects” of the divine message while accusing
the Church of intolerance.51 Similarly, he diﬀerentiates between
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1. There was a possibility, in Izetbegovic’s thinking, that the
Muslims of Bosnia would remain a minority. Indeed, their
rate is about 40 percent of the total population (and growing, due to higher birth-rate), and if the Catholic Croats
and Orthodox Serbs of Bosnia should gang up against
them (something quite unlikely), this manifesto still provides them with a chance for survival.
2. In either case, the Bosnian Muslims are counting on the
intervention of the world Muslim community, something
that was to be corroborated during the Bosnia and then the
Kosovo wars.
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Jews and their national movement — Zionism — idealizing the
times when they lived under Islam, but he totally rejects their plea
for independence and nationhood.52 So, as long as the Jews are
submissive and stateless in their dhimmi status within the Islamic
state he envisages, all is well, but to dare to declare independence
and stand up to the Islamic world — that is unforgivable. He
claims that Jerusalem is not only a Palestinian city but ﬁrst of all a
Muslim one, and therefore he warns the Jews, who “have created
themselves” the conﬂict with the Arab regimes (not the Arab or the
Muslim people), that a prolonged war will be waged against them
by Muslims until they release “every inch of captured land.” He
threatens that “any trade-oﬀs or compromises which might call into
question these elementary rights of our brothers in Palestine will
be treason which can destroy even the very system of moral values
underpinning our world.”53
In sum, this passionate message of Izetbegovic, based on the
Qur`an and the revival of Islam, addresses the universal congregation of all Muslims, and strives to establish an Islamic world order
based on Qur`anic precepts. The idea of nationalism, any nationalism, is totally rejected in favor of the Islamic republic, which alone
can respond to the challenges of the modern world and restore to
Islam its glory and preponderance. Like the platform of the Hamas
and other fundamentalists, the text of Qur`an rather than the commentaries of the Muslim establishment, provides the rationale for
the cultural, social, and political revolution that the author proposes
to undertake. Indeed, the profuse citations from the Holy Book
that we ﬁnd interspersed throughout the text of the Declaration
bear witness to Qur`anic hegemony in the thought and plans of
the author. Moreover, by positing the listed principles as deriving
from the Holy Scripture, namely the eternal and immutable Word
of Allah, the document creates the impression of a divinely guided
program, which is not given to debate or consideration.
While in Serbia in 1998 and 1999, when I met academics,
politicians from the opposition, and journalists who did not hold
much sympathy for their government, but were at the same time
concerned about the revival of Islam in the Balkans, I was given
more details about Izetbegovic and his Islamic activities. It is said
that immediately after World War II, in the spring of 1946, as a

member of the “Young Muslims,” he, together with Omer Behmen
(later vice president to SDA Party), and Dr. Shachirbay (father of
Muhamed Shachirbay, the Bosnian ambassador to the UN), started
an illegal magazine — the Mujahid, in which the following song
was published:
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The earth throbs, the mountains quake,
Our war cry resounds through the land.
Heads held high, men old and young,
In a holy jihad our salvation lies.
Chorus: The time has come, onward brethren.
Onward brethren, onward heroes,
To the Jihad, to the Jihad let us go.
Proudly the green banner ﬂies,
Close ranks beneath it in steel-like ﬁle.
Let the brotherhood of Islam bind us,
Let us scorn death and go to the battle.
Chorus: The time has come, onward brethren. . . .
With our war-cry “Allah Akbar,”
Rot the old and corrupt world.
For the joy and salvation of mankind,
Boldly, heroes, let us go into battle!
Chorus: The time has come, onward brethren. . . .
These themes are strikingly similar to those propagated in cassettes by the Hamas organization54 to glorify the death for the cause
of Islam in the course of jihad. They also strikingly form the same
thinking which produced the Islamic Declaration analyzed above.
THE CONCEPT OF GREATER ALBANIA
During the turmoil which swept the Balkans on the eve of the
Berlin Congress (1878), the Albanians, as an ethnic group, came
up with the concept of including within their ﬂedgling national
entity all the Albanians of the Balkans, beyond the geographic
boundaries of Albania itself. Being Muslims, the Albanians, like
the Islamized Bosnians, enjoyed a privileged status in the Ottoman
Empire. In 1878, the Albanian League was established in Prizren,
which presented the Greater Albania plan. While the Albanians
constituted the majority in the core areas of Albania proper, their
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proportion in Kosovo did not exceed 44 percent. Like in the case
of Bosnia where ethnicity was religion-bound, there could not exist
an Orthodox Croat, nor a Catholic Serb, nor a Bosnian who was not
Muslim.56 So in Albania, Islamized Serbs, Greeks, and Bulgarians
became ipso facto Albanians. In 1912, an attempt was made under
Austro-Hungarian auspices to implement the idea, followed by
another such attempt under the Italian fascists in 1941. The third
attempt, initiated at the end of the 1990s as a result of the collapse
of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, translated into tearing Kosovo,
by now predominantly Albanian-Muslim, from Serbian sovereignty,
following up on the Bosnian experience which had subtracted that
province from Serbian-Yugoslavian hegemony.
The precedent of Bosnia, which had allowed in 1971, ironically
under the Communist rule, the recognition of Bosnia’s nationalism
as Muslim, would now propel the ethnic Albanians to revive their
Islamic heritage and claim their Muslim identity which ipso facto
would justify their separation from the Serbs. At ﬁrst, the awakening
of the Albanians was undertaken along the ethno-national track.
Prior to 1971, the break between Maoist Albania and Yugoslavia
had occasioned the Albanian revolt in Kosovo (1968), but after the
normalization of their relationships in 1971 the Albanians turned
to cultural propaganda by peaceful, if subversive, means. Interestingly enough, like the Palestinians who are competing with Israel
over their ancestral land by conveniently claiming that they are the
descendants of the ancient Cana’anites who had preceded the Israelites on the land, the Albanians now advanced the claim that they
inherited the ancient heritage of the Illyrians who were the original
inhabitants of Kosovo.57 This resulted in the Albanian rebellion of
1981, in which they demanded the status of a republic (no longer
an autonomous region within Serbia, like Voivodina in the north),
still within the six-republic Yugoslavian Federation. After the fall
of communism in Albania, the new regime recognized in 1991 the
self-declared Republic of Kosovo, and its head, Ibrahim Rugova,
opened an oﬃce in Tirana.58
The disintegration of Yugoslavia by necessity revived the old
dreams of a Greater Albania, which now eyed not only Kosovo, but
also parts of Macedonia, Greece, Serbia, and Montenegro, where
an Albanian population had settled over the years. The rising of
55
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Muslim consciousness in the Balkans, after the Bosnian precedent,
and the spreading of the Izetbegovic doctrine, now acts as a catalyst
to draw together, under the combined banners of Greater Albania
and Islam, all the Albanian populations of that region. In 1992,
Albania joined the Conference of Islamic Countries, and it has been
working to attract support of other Islamic countries to the Greater
Albania plan, actually presenting itself as “the shield of Islam” in the
Balkans.59 It has been noted that while the Albanian demographic
explosion in Kosovo, which has allowed them to predominate and
demand secession, has not taken place in Albania itself,60 perhaps an
indication, as in Palestine and Bosnia, that the “battle of the womb”
heralded by nationalists and Muslim fundamentalists, is not merely
a natural growth but may be also politically motivated.
CONCLUSIONS
While in Serbian national terms the loss of Kosovo to the
Albanians is equivalent in their eyes to Israel losing Jerusalem,61 in
international terms, the importance of this issue lay in the emerging
pattern of the re-Islamization of the Balkans. True, the immediate concern of the Serbs is to what extent can a minority which
achieves a local majority within their sovereign territory, demand
the right of secession, especially when that demand is backed up by
irredentist claims of a neighboring country. If that should be the
case, then entire areas of the United States populated by MexicanAmericans, or parts of Israel where the local Arab population has
achieved the majority, or the Kurdish populations of Turkey, Iraq,
Iran, and Syria, or Arab enclaves in France, could raise the question of their autonomy and ask for their right to secede. For that
matter, the Croats and Serbs of Bosnia could also revert to their
initial demand at the outset of the Bosnian crisis to merge with
their respective national entities. The larger concern, however, is to
what extent the settling patterns of the Albanians can disrupt the
physical continuity between the major Christian powers of the Balkans: Greece, Macedonia, Serbia, Bulgaria, and Romania; or, more
importantly, whether a new continuity of Islamic settlement, from
Bosnia through Kosovo and now southern Serbia, can link up with
the Muslims of Bulgaria to achieve a geographical continuum with
Muslim Turkey. In view of the Islamic Declaration analyzed above,
Raphael Israeli
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which does not accept the present state of aﬀairs in the Balkans and
Turkey, and makes provision for an Islamic revolution to redress
the situation to its liking, the Bosnia and Kosovo events seem only
to be an ominous precursor of things to come.
These concerns have been raised due to the perverse link that
has been established in real politics between Muslim fundamentalist
powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran who seek to further the penetration of Islam into the Balkans, against Western interests, and the
inexplicable rush of that same West to facilitate that penetration
which is already turning against it. From the Muslim point of
view, things are easy and goals are clear: to ensure the continuity
of a Muslim presence from Turkey into Europe, namely to revitalize a modern version of the Ottoman Empire. True, the present
successive governments of Ankara are committed to secularism
of the Kemalist brand under the guardianship of the military.
But as the Erbakan experience has shown (1996–1998), when
democracy is allowed to operate, then the Algerian scenario may
have the upper hand and an Islamist government may be elected
to power that may also opt for the strengthening of the Islamic
factor in Europe. Muslim fundamentalists across the world, from
the Uighurs of Chinese Turkestan to the Arabs of the Middle East;
from the Mujahidin of Afghanistan to the disciples of Izetbegovic
in the Balkans, do not hide their designs to act for the realization
of this new world order.
A summon by the Saudi scholar Ahmed ibn-Naﬁ` of Mecca,
which was circulated to all centers of the Pan-Islamic Salvation
Committee at the outset of the conﬂict in Bosnia, states in no
uncertain terms:
Let it be known, brothers, that life in this ephemeral
world diﬀers immensely from the life lived in keeping with
the principles of jihad. . . . Fortunate is he whom Allah enlightens in this life . . . by waging a jihad for Him. Following
Allah’s instructions, the Pan-Islamic Salvation Committee
has devised a holy plan to clean the world of unbelievers.
We entrust you to see to the imminent establishment of
the Caliphate in the Balkans, because the Balkans are the
path to the conquest of Europe.62
Mohammed’s MONSTERS
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This appeal was by no means an isolated case. In the same month
of August 1992, a poster was plastered on walls in Sarajevo, signed
by the spiritual head of the Iranian Revolution, Imam Khamenei,
which accused the Western nations of not preventing the genocide
against the Muslims of Bosnia, due to their innate hostility to Islam,
and urged them to clear the way for Iranian Mujahidin and other
young Muslims to wage the war and “drive the Serbs from this
Islamic country.”63 In Zagreb, which at the time was the ally of the
Muslims against the Serbs, a local journal echoed that call:
The Muslim nation in Iran began its revolution with
“Allahu Akbar!” and succeeded. On the territory of Yugoslavia, the Serbs could not tolerate a Muslim [Izetbegovic]
as the president of Bosnia-Herzegovina. Their only rival is
Islam and they fear it. The time is approaching when Islam
will be victorious.64
While the traces of Iranian and other Muslim volunteers’ jihad
in Bosnia were rife, Western reactions seemed more and more obtuse.
Except for the theory that the United States had to please Saudi
Arabia as it had done during the Gulf War when it desisted from
occupying Baghdad, other explanations range from sheer misunderstanding of the dangers that Islamic fundamentalism poses to
the West to cold-blooded commercial gains in the short run which
obscure the long-term strategic considerations. If that quandary
raised many eyebrows in the West during the Bosnia War, where
the United States and European powers supported Bosnia at the
detriment of the Serbs, so much more so for the intransigent, costly,
and destructive military intervention of NATO in Kosovo. As it is
known, war does not determine who is right, it only determines
who is left. It is time to draw the balance of who is left and what
is left from that war.
The “good guys” of NATO had set out, under the cover of a
barrage of propaganda, to address the humanitarian problem of
“ethnic cleansing,” forgetting the “ethnic cleansing” that the Serbs
had suﬀered over centuries in Bosnia and Kosovo. While accusing
the Serbs of inﬂicting collective punishment on the entire KosovarAlbanian population for the sins of the Kosovo Liberation Army,
they have themselves destroyed the lives and livelihoods of millions
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of innocent Serbs, depriving them of bridges, potable water, supplies,
municipal services, broadcasting stations, and what not. And all that
while relentlessly repeating in their harrowing press brieﬁngs that
they held no grudge against the Serbian people, only against their
leader. The real questions for the horrors of that war were never
raised by NATO, and certainly never answered: What has caused
the mass uprooting of people from Kosovo, including Serbs? Was it
only Serbian abuses against the Albanian population, or perhaps also
the fear of people who were caught in the crossﬁre? Why were only
the elderly, women, and children the ones who ran away to safety in
refugee camps? Was it only because the Serbs callously imprisoned
or exterminated able-bodied men, or perhaps because they were
recruited into rebellious KLA troops who aided NATO’s designs?
Was Serbia encouraging or preventing ethnic cleansing? One day we
were told that the refugees were pushed across the borders of Kosovo,
another time we were told that they ran away by themselves, and
yet another time we were assured that the Kosovars were prevented
by the bad Serbs from crossing in order to serve as human shields.
Who could take these inconsistencies seriously?
The havoc that was wreaked on Kosovo, far from settling the
issue, on the contrary, aggravated it: the Serb population was almost
totally forced out of the province, and those who stayed could only
do so under the protection of the NATO or UN forces. Two months
after they had “established order” there, a New York Times editorial
had this to say about it:
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NATO must rethink its overly indulgent attitude
toward the KLA, which has been permitted to postpone
the deadline for surrendering heavy weapons and expects
to see its former ﬁghters included in the new local police
forces.65

Kosovo remains lawless and violent. There are no local
police, or judges. . . . NATO is doing an uneven and unsatisfactory job of preserving order. . . . Local thugs, rogue
ﬁghters of the Kosovo Liberation Army, and Albanian gangs
slipping [from Albania] across the unpatrolled borders,
have taken advantage of the law enforcement vacuum to
terrorize the Serbian and Gypsy minorities and drive them
from their homes. . . . The same violent elements also prey
on Kosovar Albanians subjecting people to extortion,
and potential political rivals and suspected collaborators
with the previous Serbian authorities, to intimidation and
murder. . . .

One year later, in July 2000, chaos seemed to be still prevailing,
and the parties determined that the Kosovars want independence
from Serbia, and the Serbs want to prevent it lest the Greater Albania plan comes to be implemented with the related instability
in Macedonia and other areas inhabited by Albanians.66 The UN
troops are supposed to impose a “substantial autonomy” for the
Kosovars under Serbian sovereignty, but that does not seem to
be in the making, but Albanians who live in Serbia Proper may
want to draw UN troops across the border. Reports from the spot
identify a “Kosovo-wide problem of attacks on [Serb and other]
minorities, harassment, intimidation, and persecution” and the
“vicious Albania-based maﬁa that is spreading crime.”67 The irony
in all this is that while the problem of Bosnia remains unsettled,
with the Serb and Croat entities there entertaining their hopes to
join their motherlands, and the Kosovo issue festering as an open
wound, NATO ﬁnds itself backing, or at least seeming indiﬀerent
to the Islamic takeover in the heart of Europe.
Robert Cohen-Tanugi, in his series of articles which has drawn
world attention,68 proposes the thesis that the USA is basically
interested in promoting Islamic radical states to create the “Green
Belt,” loyal to it, around Russia and China, and its subsidiary, the
“Green Diagonal” designed to link Central Europe with Turkey, in
order to restore the power and hegemony of this pivot of American
strategy to its Ottoman times. That is the reason, he claims, for
American determination to advance the cause of Islamic revival in
Bosnia and Kosovo and, conversely, to eliminate nationalist Serbia
which stands as the major obstacle on that road. However, rising
fundamentalist Islam, which is inimical to the United States in
particular and Western culture in general, will not necessarily play
the American game and may turn against its benefactors sooner and
with more vengeance that either the United States or its European
allies suspect.
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Extremist Islamist Terror
and Subversion in South Asia
K.P.S. Gill and Ajai Sahni

I

n the Indian State of Jammu and Kashmir (J&K), 3,288 persons
were killed in the year 2000, making this by far the bloodiest year
since the beginning of the campaign of terror that seeks secession of the Muslim majority state from the Indian Union. Within
India, Kashmir is perceived as a theater of a proxy war launched by
Pakistan to secure the territories it has failed to seize through open
warfare on three occasions in the past.1 After the nuclear tests at
Pokhran and Chagai in 1998, Western analysts saw it as a potential
ﬂashpoint for a nuclear confrontation between India and Pakistan,
and these fears were heightened during the “undeclared war” in the
Kargil sector of J&K in 1999, when the Pakistani leadership issued
veiled threats of an exercise of the “nuclear option.”2 Increasingly,
however, the international focus has been shifting to the burgeoning danger of extremist Islamic terrorism located in Pakistan and
directed against India.
The tragic toll of life in Kashmir is certainly the most visible
manifestation of the threat of extremist Islamist terrorism in the
South Asian region at this juncture, but is far from an adequate
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index of its magnitude. The danger is equally great, and perhaps
more urgent within Pakistan itself, as it becomes increasingly uncertain whether its leadership is “master or victim”3 of the militant
fundamentalism it fueled for its campaign against the Russian presence in Afghanistan through the 1980s, and continues to stoke in
pursuit of its strategic ambitions in Kashmir. Ahmed Rashid notes
the devastating potential of Pakistan’s ﬂirtations with “fundamentalist” mass mobilization:
In the late 1990s the repercussions were much more
pervasive, undermining all the institutions of the state . . .
law and order broke down as Islamic militants enacted their
own laws and a new breed of anti-Shia Islamic radicals,
who were given sanctuary by the Taliban, killed hundreds
of Pakistani Shias between 1996 and 1999. This sectarian bloodshed is now fueling a much wider rift between
Pakistan’s Sunni majority and Shi`a minority and undermining relations between Pakistan and Iran. At the same
time, over 80,000 Pakistani Islamic militants have trained
and fought with the Taliban since 1994. They form a hard
core of Islamic activists, ever ready to carry out a similar
Taliban-style Islamic revolution in Pakistan.4
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means of imposing decision upon the enemy [sic]; it is the decision
we wish to impose upon him.5
Consequently, it is not surprising that the idea of a “geographical shift of the locus of terror from the Middle East to South Asia”6
is being increasingly and vigorously propounded, identifying
Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Kashmir as the new loci and primary
sources of extremist Islamic militancy. There are, however, some
diﬃculties with this notion. The ﬁrst and more obvious is the
fact that there is no evidence of any sudden or abrupt “shift,” or
a radical discontinuity in the situation at or around the time this
thesis was propounded. Afghanistan’s spiral into chaos has been an
inexorable fact for over a decade, as has Pakistan’s complicity and
steady decline. Even a cursory glance at fatalities in Kashmir would
conﬁrm, moreover, that terrorism has been at comparable levels in
this theater for over a decade.7
More signiﬁcantly, however, it is dangerous to focus
inordinately on the transient geographical location or
concentrations of terrorist incidents, activities, and movements, to the exclusion of their ideological and material
sources, their state sponsors, or their intended targets and
proclaimed goals. The error here is the belief that the
threat of Islamic terrorism is contained within the regions
of its most visible manifestation. Extremist Islam must be
recognized for its essential character as an ideology, and terrorism as a method that it accepts and justiﬁes. A method
will be adopted wherever it is perceived to have acceptable
probabilities of success. An ideology extends wherever it
has believers. These are the actual limits or foci of extremist
Islamic terrorism.

Out of this unstable vortex, the “warriors of (extremist) Islam,”
the mujahideen, reach out into the fratricidal confrontations of the
Balkans; into the new and volatile realities of Central Asia, and
beyond, into the peripheries of China; from Pakistan, through
Kashmir, into every theater of existing or emerging conﬂict across
the Indian sub-continent; and far into southeast Asia — wherever
“Muslim grievances” and “oppression” can be discovered or invented,
and wherever there is violence to be exploited to further their encompassing vision of an all-conquering Islam.
Terror is at the heart of this vision, conceived by the ideologues
of extremist Islam, not merely as a transient tactic, but as the essential objective of their “war to advance God’s purpose on earth.”
Terror struck into the hearts of the enemies is not only a means; it
is an end in itself. Once a condition of terror has been planted in
the opponent’s heart, hardly anything is left to be achieved. It is the
point where the means and the end meet and merge. Terror is not a

A closer analysis would indicate that it is more accurate to speak
of the spread or expansion of the sphere of terrorism, rather than any
dramatic “shift.” Indeed, as terrorists and their state sponsors secure
even limited successes in one region, their methods are adopted
in others, threatening an ever-widening spectrum of nations and
cultures. It is now increasingly clear that no nation in the world is
entirely free of the threat from extremist Islamist terrorism — and
this includes not only the aﬄuent, or “decadent,” as the Islamist
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would have it, West, but also Muslim majority “Islamic” nations
that do not conform to the extremist Islamist’s notion of his faith
and its practices. The extremist Islamist vision is not limited to its
current sphere of militancy, or to the economic and political jockeying for control of Central Asia that some “Great Game” theorists
believe, but to God’s “universal empire.” “The world is divided
into opposing forces,”8 Altaf Gauhar insists, adding that, “there is
no common ground between secularism and Islam.” Allah Buksh
Brohi is even more explicit:
Many Western scholars have pointed their accusing ﬁngers at some of the . . . verses in the Qur`an in
order to contend that the world of Islam is in a state of
perpetual struggle against the non-Muslims. As to them,
it is suﬃcient answer to make, if one were to point out,
that the deﬁance of God’s authority by one who is His
slave exposes that slave to the risk of being held guilty of
treason and such a one, in the perspective of Islamic law,
is indeed to be treated as a sort of that cancerous growth
on that organism of humanity, which has been created
“Kanafsin Wahidatin” that is, like one, single, indivisible
self. It thus becomes necessary to remove the cancerous
mal-formation even if it be by surgical means (if it would
not respond to other treatment), in order to save the rest
of Humanity. . . . The idea of Ummah of Mohammad, the
prophet of Islam, is incapable of being realized within the
framework of territorial states, much less made an enduring basis of viewing the world as having been polarized
between the world of Islam and the world of war. Islam, in
my understanding, does not subscribe to the concept of
the territorial state.9
The “surgical” removal of the “cancerous malformation” that
is the non-Islamic world, is what the Islamist terrorists believe they
are engaged in.
ISLAM IN SOUTH ASIA
South Asia comprises the largest concentration of Muslims in
the world, with over 395 million people professing Islam as their
Mohammed’s MONSTERS
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faith. Indeed, India has the second largest population of Muslims
— after Indonesia — for any country: nearly 142 million.

Countries
Bangladesh
Bhutan
India
Nepal
Pakistan
Sri Lanka
Total

Population
129,194,224
2,005,222
1,014,003,817
24,702,119
141,553,775
19,238,575
1,330,697,732

Muslims
Muslims
Absolute
% of
Number
Population
114,078,499
88.3%
100,261
5%
141,960,534
14%
741,064
3%
137,307,162
97%
1,346,700
7%
395,534,220
29.72%

Total and Muslim populations of South Asian countries10
As a region, South Asia has a long history, both of communal
confrontation and violence, on the one hand, and of co-existence
within an eclectic culture that has accepted diﬀerences, on the other.
This dualism is ingrained in the unique and diverse set of practices
and beliefs that comprise Indian Islam. There is, consequently, a clear
note of caution that must be sounded here. There has been a long
and widely acknowledged process of the demonization of Islam over
the years — indeed, perhaps over the centuries. John Esposito rightly
warns against “the temptation to view Islam through the prism of
religious extremism and terrorism,” and identiﬁes the “demonization of a great religious tradition due to the perverted actions of a
minority of dissident and distorted voices” as “the real threat.”11
The total strength of extremist Islamic terrorists in India would
number a few thousand in a population of 142 million. The number
of those who sympathize with their cause would certainly be many
times greater, and those who are ambivalent in their responses
could be a signiﬁcant proportion of the total population. The fact,
however, remains that even the sum of all these would only be a
very small fraction of those who seek to live in peace, within the
K.P.S. Gill and Ajai Sahni
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culture of coexistence that has become the essence of the Indian
Weltanschauung.
This is not the case with India alone. Even in Pakistan, the
country marked by the most rabid and widespread extremism in this
region, the constituency of militant Islam is small in proportion to
the total population, and this has repeatedly been borne out in the
occasional elections that have been held in that country between
its extended periods of military rule. Despite decades of military
patronage, a continuous ﬂow of governmental and international
funding, and a political discourse dominated by Islam, the electoral
performance of religious “fundamentalist” political parties, the
Jamaat-e-Islami (JEI), the Jamaat-e-Ulema-e-Islam (JUI) and the
Jamaat-e-Ulema Pakistan (JUP), has been dismal. In 1988, they
won 11 seats out of 207 in the National Assembly, claiming a mere
6.6 percent of the vote. In 1990, they slipped down to 10 seats,
with 5.4 percent of the vote. In 1993, the Pakistan Islamic Front
(PIF), headed by the JEI, bagged 3 seats, and electoral support for
all religious parties was a bleak 3 percent. The JEI and the JUP boycotted the 1997 elections, and two seats were returned in the National
Assembly to the JUI (Fazlur Rahman faction) that participated.
This said, it must also be emphasized in the strongest terms
possible that moderate Islam is, today, under deep, penetrating,
and sustained attack in every concentration of Muslim populations
throughout south Asia, and there is a “hardening” of beliefs that
may lend itself to the extremist jihad in an uncertain future. The
demonization of Islam is loudly protested, both by neutral scholars
and by the apologists for extremist Islam. But there is a neglect of
an even more vicious process of the demonization of all other faiths
and nations among the people of Islam — and this goes beyond
the “Great Satan,” America, or the “Brahminical conspiracy” of
“Hindustan,” or the visceral anti-Semitism of the Arabs, to embrace
all Kaﬁrs or non-Muslims, and also all Muslims who do not conform to the perverse vision of extremist Islam. There is a profound
ideology of hatred that is being fervently propagated through the
institutions of Islam, particularly the madrassas or religious schools
and seminaries that are proliferating rapidly across South Asia,
and it is winning many ardent converts. As stated before, these are
still a minority among south Asia’s Muslims; but this is a vocal,

armed, well supported, extremely violent and growing minority.
The majority, by contrast, has tended to passivity and conciliation,
and there is little present evidence of the courage of conviction
or the will for any moderate Islamic resistance to the rampage of
extremist Islam.
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THE WEB OF TERROR: EROSION AND
ENCIRCLEMENT
The primary focus and target of the armies of mujahideen, and
their suicidal hard core, the ﬁdayeen, who pour out of the madrassas and Pakistani terrorist training camps, at present, is the Indian
State of Jammu and Kashmir (J&K). The leadership of the terrorist
movement in J&K passed out of the hands of local militants, and
to groups created by and based in Pakistan as far back as in 1993,
when the most powerful terrorist group indigenous to the state, the
Jammu & Kashmir Liberation Front (JKLF) led by Yasin Malik,
chose to give up arms and seek a “political solution” to its grievances.
The JKLF still demands Kashmiri “independence,” and is strongly
opposed to any amalgamation with Pakistan. The Pakistan-based
groups, quite naturally, are far more amenable to a merger with
that country.
Terrorist groupings enjoyed substantial mass support, particularly in the Kashmir Valley,12 as long as the movement for
secession remained indigenous. Progressively, however, a process of
disillusionment with the activities of Pakistan-sponsored militants
has combined with exhaustion to diminish this base, and terrorism is now sustained purely on inputs — ideologies, material, and
increasing numbers of men — from across the border. Currently,
the most active terrorist groups in the state maintain headquarters
in Pakistan, and include the Hizb-ul-Mujahideen (HuM),13 linked
to the JEI in Pakistan; Lashkar-e-Toiba (LeT), the armed wing of
the Markaz-ad-Da`awa-wal-Irshad; the Harkat-ul-Jehad-e-Islami
(HuJI) and the Harkat-ul-Mujahideen (formerly the Harkat-ulAnsar), linked to the JUI, the Pakistan Tablighi Jamaat and to the
Hizb-e-Islami of Afghanistan; al Badr; and the recently formed
Jaish-e-Muhammad (JeM). There are another score of minor and
dormant groupings, also located in Pakistan. The umbrella Muttahida Jihad Council coordinates the activities of 13 of the most
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prominent terrorist factions (14 till the HuM was expelled for
declaring a brief unilateral cease-ﬁre in July 2000).14
The years 1997, 1998, and the ﬁrst half of 1999 had seen a
gradual decline in violence and fatalities in J&K, but there was
a radical escalation after the Kargil War of May–July 1999. The
trends underwent a further deterioration after two cease-ﬁres. The
ﬁrst was announced unilaterally by the Hizb-ul-Mujahiddeen in
July 2000, and the second, again unilaterally, by the Indian Prime
Minister, A.B. Vajpayee, in November 2000. Also, the possibility
of an emerging peace process threatened the entrenched interests
and ideological ambitions of the extremist Islamist groups in Pakistan, and of their oﬃcial sponsors there. A total of 26,226 persons
have died in this conﬂict between 1988 and 2000. These include
10,285 civilians, 12,375 terrorists, and 2,566 security force (SF)
personnel. Among the civilian fatalities, 8,712 (nearly 85 percent)
have been Muslims.15
Signiﬁcantly, the proportion of foreign mercenaries and mujahideen involved in the military activities in the state has been
steadily rising, from a mere 6 percent in 1992 to an estimated 55
percent today.16 A majority of these are drawn from Pakistan and
Pakistan-occupied Kashmir (PoK). Also, some “Afghan Alumni”17
and terrorists from Afghanistan and at least 11 other countries have
been identiﬁed in Kashmir. The number of foreign terrorists killed
in J&K has risen steadily since 1991, when their activities were ﬁrst
noticed in the state, and particularly after 1993, when the main
indigenous militant group, the JKLF, came overground.
The conﬂict in Kashmir has been substantially documented
in the context of Pakistan’s strategy and “overriding interest . . . to
achieve internal security by provoking instability among its neighbors.”18 There is, however, comparatively little understanding of the
extremist or pan-Islamic agenda in the rest of South Asia, and of its
integral links to the strategies and tactics that prepared the ground
for terrorism in Kashmir.
As with much of South Asia, the culture and religious practices
of the Muslims of Kashmir had little in common with the rigid and
distorted version of Wahabi Islam emanating from Saudi Arabia that
dominates contemporary extremist Islamists. Kashmiri Islam was
steeped in the mysticism and values of the devotional Suﬁ order, and

the Kashmir Valley was viewed as a unique and inspirational example
of secular values at the time of partition and independence, and in
the decades that followed. The emergence of terrorism in the state
was preceded by decades of religious mobilization and reorientation
centered primarily in the mosques in the valley. When terror broke
out in the late 1980s, it was the mosques and the madrassas that
provided the motivation, the moral sanction, and the initial impetus,
not only to the violence, but to the near complete ethnic cleansing of the valley of its Kashmiri Pandit minority.19 It is interesting
that, among the priority targets of the terrorists was the network
of secular schools, most of which were shut down under threats,
especially in rural areas, progressively forcing the children into the
only surviving “educational” institution, the madrassa or “schools
of hate”20 that created new “supply lines” for jihad.
There is, today, a sustained eﬀort to replicate these processes
of religious mobilization and an extremist Islamist reorientation
throughout South Asia, albeit with mixed results. In India there
have been several political factors and events contributing to higher
levels of communal polarization. Nevertheless, general communal
conﬂict as expressed in the incidence of communal riots has declined. Political parties are yet to abandon the electoral strategy
of exploiting religious sentiments and insecurities, but the mass
base and credibility of those who seek to do so has suﬀered steady
erosion. Nevertheless, the intent and strategy of Pakistan’s covert
agencies and extremist religious groupings is increasingly apparent
in a wide range of activities intended to provoke communal confrontations, engineer terrorist incidents, and recruit soldiers for a
pan-Islamic jihad in pockets of Muslim populations across India.
This is compounded by a process of “encirclement” and massive
demographic shifts that deepen the danger, particularly along India’s
eastern borders.
During a three-day annual congregation of the members of the
Markaz-ad-Da`awa-wal-Irshad at Muridke near Lahore on February 6, 2000, the Amir (head) of the Markaz, Haﬁz Mohammad
Saeed, declared that Kashmir was a “gateway to capture India”
and that it was the aim of the Markaz and its military wing, the
Lashkar-e-Toiba, to engineer India’s disintegration. Saeed added
that his organization’s campaign in Hyderabad (Andhra Pradesh)
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and Junagadh (Gujarat) were among the highest priorities. Abdul
Rahman Makki, the LeT’s ideologue, expanded on this theme,
proclaiming that the group had opened a new unit in Hyderabad
to liberate the Indian city from “un-Islamic Indian rule.”21 These
declarations are, at once, an expression of the pan-Islamic ambitions
shared by all extremist Islamist groups operating in the region, and a
reiteration of Pakistan’s larger strategy of destabilizing India beyond
the scope of the supposed “core issue” of Kashmir.
Within this larger design was a series of 13 bomb blasts in various churches in Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, and Goa between May
and July 2000,22 executed by an obscure Islamic sect created in 1924,
the Deendar Anjuman. The Anjuman is headed by Zia-ul-Hassan,
the son of its founder, who is based in Peshawar, Pakistan, where
the sect goes by the name Anjuman Hizbullah. Hassan is also said
to have ﬂoated a militant organization, the Jamat-e-Hizb-ul-Mujahideen in Pakistan, in order to “capture India and spread Islam.”
Intelligence sources indicate that Hassan is bankrolled by the ISI,
and the Indian Union Home Minister stated in Parliament that
investigation had established the fact that linkages existed between
the Deendar Anjuman and Pakistan’s covert intelligence agency.23
Investigations have exposed a network of the Anjuman’s subversive
activities extending across several small towns and urban centers, including Nuzvid, Atmakur, Kurukunda, Palem, Vijayawada, Khammam, and Nandyal in Andhra Pradesh; and Batakurki, Ramdurg,
and Hubli in Karnataka.
On February 14, 1998, a series of 19 explosions left over 50
dead and more than 200 injured in the Coimbatore district of
Tamil Nadu.24 While the Al Umma group, founded by S.A. Basha,
investigations and subsequent arrests exposed the involvement of
a wide network of extremist Islamist organization across South India, including the Indian Muslim, Mohammadi Mujahideen, the
Tanzim, Islahul Muslimeen, the Jihad Committee in Tamil Nadu
and the Islamic Sevak Sangh, subsequently banned and revived
as the People’s Democratic Party (PDP), headed by Abdul Nasser
Madani. ISI agents, including Azam Ghauri (who was subsequently
shot dead in an encounter with the police at Jagityal, Karimnagar
District, Andhra Pradesh, on April 6, 2000), Saleem Junaid, Farooq
Ahmed, and Mohammad Mansoor.

By far the most dramatic serial blasts engineered by the ISI took
place in Bombay on March 12, 1993. They revealed a unique pattern
of operation that has gradually consolidated itself over the years,
namely, the use of organized criminal networks to execute terrorist
strikes. Nearly 1,800 kilograms of RDX and a large number of detonators and small arms had been smuggled through the west coast of
India prior to these blasts that killed over 300 persons and targeted
critical commercial infrastructure, including the country’s largest
stock exchange at Dalal Street. The explosions were executed by the
notorious D-Company headed by Dawood Ibrahim. Ibrahim now
lives in Karachi, and runs India’s largest criminal empire through
aides located outside India, and primarily in the Middle East.25
India’s northeast is another interesting area of emerging Islamist
militancy. In that area it has appeared along with major demographic shifts that hold signiﬁcant dangers for the future. Illegal
migration on a large scale across the border from Bangladesh is the
most potent single factor in the destabilization of this region. In
November 1998, the governor of Assam, Lt. Gen. (Ret.) S.K. Sinha,
submitted a report to the Indian president in which this inﬁltration
was estimated to encompass at least six million people. Most of this
increase was concentrated in a few areas, thereby exerting a dramatic
impact on local demography and, hence, on politics. According to
the report, four districts of Assam — Dhubri, Goalpara, Barpeta,
and Hailakandi — had been transformed into Muslim majority
districts by 1991 as a result of this mass inﬁltration. Another two
districts — Nagaon and Karimganj — has had a Muslim majority
since 1998 and yet another district, Morigaon, is fast approaching
this position.26 This demographic destabilization, combined with
widespread violence and political instability in the region, has created a unique recruiting ground for the Islamists, and there has
been a veritable eﬄorescence of Muslim terrorist groups operating
along India’s borders with Bangladesh in the northeast. In Assam
alone, there are over 15 terrorist groups operating under an Islamic
banner,27 and the ISI’s role in funding and arming these groups has
now been fairly well documented.28
Serial bombings and overt terrorist movements, however, cannot be a measure of the penetration that has been achieved by the
extremist Islamists and their state sponsors. Large-scale acts of terror
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represent the culmination of years of preparation that are reﬂected
in motivation, mobilization, and organizational development.
Evidence of these processes is mounting throughout India, and is
reﬂected in the number of fundamentalist and of subversive groups
that exist, and the geographical spread of their activities. The most
prominent of these include the Jamaat-e-Islami Hind (JEI Hind), the
All India Milli Council (AIMC), All India Jihad Committee (AIJC),
the People’s Democratic Party (PDP, formerly the Islamic Sewak
Sangh), All India Muslim Federation (AIMF), Muslim United Front
(MUF), Tamil Nadu Muslim Munnetra Kazhagam (TNMMK), National Development Front (Kerala), Tabligh Jamaat, Students Islamic
Movement of India (SIMI), Students Islamic Organizations (SIO),
Al Umma, Al Jihad, and the Muslim Sena Sanghathan, Ikhwan-ulMuslameen, Islami Inqalabi Mahaz, Tanzim Isla-ul-Muslameen, and
the Minorities United Front, among others.
Each of these organizations runs one or more non-governmental organization (NGO), many of which have oﬃces abroad. Very
substantial funds are received, and a range of interactions, including frequent “Tablighi conferences” with foreign delegations, are
organized. The ﬂow of funds is primarily through what is known as
hawala (illegal) channels, and while Pakistan largely deﬁnes the patterns of use and the beneﬁciaries, the preponderance of such transfers
originate in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, United Arab Emirates, Qatar, and
Oman. Thus, very substantial transfers of foreign funds generated
under the pretext of providing relief to the Coimbatore riot victims
are believed to have been used for the Coimbatore blasts.
The range, volume, and persistence of such subversive activity throughout the country is a measure of Pakistan’s tenacity and
the intensity of the extremist Islamist vision more than it is of
the impact these activities have had thus far on the larger Muslim
community in India. The tragic loss of life, the wasted human and
developmental resources, and the atmosphere of fear and suspicion
that sporadic incidents of terrorism generate notwithstanding, India
has the ﬂexibility, the resilience, and the political space to absorb a
signiﬁcantly higher level of subversive and extremist Islamist activities than it has experienced thus far. Nevertheless, the sheer lethal
quality of weaponry and explosives, the possibility of escalation
to a new generation of chemical and biological weapons, and the

inherent uncertainty of the politics of a complex society characterized by immense religious and cultural diversity, make the existing
risks and levels of activity unacceptable.
These risks are even greater and less acceptable in countries
where such space is wanting, where political instability is at higher
levels, and where the roots of democracy are yet to take ﬁrm hold
of the soil. Islamist subversion is more of a threat to the peace and
stability of the regime in neighboring Bangladesh, where religious
extremism has emerged as a major threat to the prevailing political
order and to internal security. There are grave and immediate dangers
to peace and stability in Bangladesh: the revival of the activities of
the Jamaat-e-Islami, the return to Bangladesh and its politics of
Pakistan-backed elements who collaborated closely with the genocidal campaign of 1971 in what was then East Pakistan,29 the rising
rhetoric of Islamic Hukumat (rule), and the deepening linkages
between militant Bangladeshi groups and the extremist Islamists
in Pakistan, Afghanistan, and West Asia. Here again, the pattern of
funding, subversion, and mobilization through the mosque and the
madrassa is clearly in evidence. Prior to independence, there were
1,467 madrassas in Bangladesh. Their number has currently risen to
over 6,500, with more than 90,000 teachers and about 1.8 million
students. A large number of these institutions have been established
as a result of massive foreign aid, primarily from Gulf countries, and
largely unmediated by oﬃcial channels. Bangladesh’s madrassas are
the chief recruiting ground for Islamic militant groups, including
several that are linked to Pakistan and also to Osama bin-Laden’s
al-Qa`idah. The latter category includes the Harkat-ul-Jehad-e-Islami, which was established by Shawkat Osman, alias Sheikh Farid
in 1992 with bin-Laden’s backing, and which has an estimated
strength of about 15,000. The Harkat maintains six camps in the
hilly areas of Chittagong, where the cadres are given arms training.
Several hundred recruits have also been trained in Afghanistan. The
cadres, recruited mainly from among students of various madrassas,
style themselves as the “Bangladeshi Taliban.” Reports suggest that
religious fanatics supported by foreign aid are actively conspiring
to establish “Islamic hukumat” by waging war and killing progressive intellectuals, as well as various minority groups and “heretical”
sects, such as the Ahmadiyas.30
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In addition to the JEI, the prominent fundamentalist Islamist
political parties in Bangladesh include the Muslim League, Tabligh
Jamaat, Jamaat-e-Tulba, and Jamaat-ul-Muderessin. One signiﬁcant
pro-Iranian group, the Islamic Shasantantra Andolan (Movement for
Islamic Constitution), is also active. The subversive activities of the
ISI and foreign extremist Islamist agencies in Bangladesh increased
radically after Sheikh Hasina’s broadly secular Awami League came
to power in June 1996, and this has contributed to an upsurge in
militant and fundamentalist political activity. Superimposed over
a history of military coups, politics dominated by the rhetoric of
Islam, and increasing international linkages, including networks
with insurgent groups operating in India’s northeast, extremist
Islamic militancy constitutes the most serious existing internal
security threat in Bangladesh.
The security agencies of the infant democracy of Nepal are also
being challenged by rising extremist Islamist activity, despite the fact
that Muslims constitute a bare three percent of the population. At
the present time, these activities are aimed primarily against India,
but they are linked with organized criminal operations. Moreover,
the destabilization of pockets of Muslim concentrations in the Terai
region bordering India are a cause of increasing concern for Kathmandu. A succession of recent reports has documented increased
activities of the ISI and by the Pakistan embassy in Kathmandu.
Again, these activities involve strong organized criminal networks
and prominent political leaders who target India and reinforce the
Islamist agenda within Nepal.31 The Muslim pockets of the Terai,
especially Bardiya, Banke, Rupendehi, and the Parsa-Morang belt
have seen increasing “Tablighi” activities, and the construction of
mosques and madrassas with ﬁnancial ﬂows from Pakistan, often
coming directly from the embassy in Kathmandu, from Saudi
Arabia and from a range of pan-Islamic organizations. Over the
past two decades, more than 275 mosques and madrassas have been
built in the four districts of Rupandehi, Banke, Kapilvastu, and
Bardiya alone. There are some 15 major tablighi/fundamentalist
organizations in Nepal, and at least ﬁve of these are well within
the ambit of Pakistan’s inﬂuence and control. These include the
Jamaat-e-Millat-e-Islamia; the Nepal Islamic Yuba Sangh; the Nepal
Muslim League; the Nepal Muslim Ekta Sangh; and the Democratic

Muslim Welfare Association. Nepal is, consequently, emerging as
an important “staging post” for Pakistan’s strategy of erosion and
encirclement against India, and is increasingly the preferred route
for terrorist movements to various areas of low-intensity conﬂict in
J&K and the northeast.
In Sri Lanka, the Muslim community and emerging fundamentalist forces have generally aligned themselves with the
interests of the government. The island nation’s Muslim population is mainly Tamil, but has been driven out of the ethnically
cleansed northern areas controlled by the Liberation Tigers of
Tamil Eelam (LTTE), and is now concentrated along the eastern
coast, the northwest coast, Kandy, and suburban Colombo. Islamic
fundamentalist mobilization in Sri Lanka began after a succession
of attacks on the Muslims by the LTTE in the early 1990s, after
which the government decided to arm the Muslim youth for self
defense. The conﬂict between Hindu and Muslim Tamils resulted
in the polarization of mindsets on the issue of religious identity.
There are, today, nearly a dozen Muslim fundamentalist organizations in Sri Lanka which are funded by foreign countries, primarily
Saudi Arabia, with at least two political parties drawing signiﬁcant
support from Iran.
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THE EXTREMIST ISLAMIST INTERNATIONALE
The threat of extremist Islamist terror in south Asia must be
estimated, not just in terms of visible violence and subversion, but
the unique and lethal mix of a virulent and vigorously propagated
ideology; international and state support and sponsorship; the
movement of experienced cadres across theatres that span the entire
world; and the access to and destructive potential of contemporary
weapons and information technologies. Pakistan’s experience and
the Afghan war have given rise to “a kind of Islamic “internationale” through the recruitment of volunteers throughout the Muslim world” and “a global network of radical Muslim terrorists.”32
Among these are the experienced and ideologically motivated Arab
Afghans, with their roots in west Asia.33 South Asia is, moreover,
awash with small arms and lethal explosives.34 The recovery of gas
masks from bunkers held by Pakistani forces and irregulars during
the Kargil War,35 and recent reports regarding Osama bin-Laden’s
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intent to use chemical weapons,36 suggest that extremist Islamic
forces and their state sponsors are, at least, evaluating the possibility
and impact of the use of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in
their low-intensity wars in various countries.
It is not necessary to belabor the obvious point that there
are “many Islams,” and that the adherents of the murderous mix
of religion and terror are only a small fraction of Muslims in the
world. There is, however, a diﬃculty that needs to be confronted,
namely, the separation of legitimate religious, educational, and
charitable activity by Islamic religious institutions, including the
madrassas, from overt or covert support to terrorism and a militant
Islamist agenda. This diﬃculty is enormously compounded by the
ideological continuity among those who currently propagate the
dogmas of Islamist extremism from the fringes of Europe through
Asia and Africa, as well as by the continuity of sources of ﬁnance
and support through every theatre of Islamist terrorism and “fundamentalist” subversion in the world. The continued absence of
intense cooperation in documentation and sharing of intelligence,
and the containment of terrorist funds, movement, and activities
among nations who have a stake in defeating terrorism across all
existing barriers of suspicion and narrow “interests of state,” it is
not clear how this challenge can be met.
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Muslim Immigration
and the West
David Pryce-Jones

T

he arrival of Muslims in the West in any sizable numbers is a
very recent and rapid development. The mosque in Woking,
not far from London, is the only one in Britain which has
celebrated its centenary. In the early 1950s, the Muslim population
of Britain was 23,000. Between 1961 and the present, this rose from
82,000 to over one million.
Sweden went from having virtually no Muslims in 1950 to
200,000 today. Starting from almost nil in the 1960s, in Belgium
and the Netherlands there are today respectively 260,000 and
450,000, with about 500 mosques altogether. The Muslim presence
in Germany began in 1961 and Turks numbering some 1.9 million
now form over three-quarters of the Muslims there.
France had incorporated Algeria into the legal deﬁnition of the
French nation, and Algerians began to settle in France in the early
part of the century. Today there are over four million Muslims living
there from all the Maghreb countries.
In the last 30 years an estimated ﬁve million Muslims have
immigrated to the United States, half a million to Australia, about
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the same number to Argentina, and so on in many countries of
the world.
This topic cannot be understood without reference to circumstance and historicity. Down the course of history, movements of
population of any scale have provided constant impetus to violence
and warfare, often in ethnic and religious clashes impervious to
diplomacy and resolution. Is it diﬀerent now? In the dar al-Harb
where unbelievers lived, a Muslim was traditionally considered
unable to fulﬁll the obligations of his faith, and so in the event of
emigration faced a challenging choice between separatism and assimilation. Are Western countries experiencing for the ﬁrst time in
their midst minorities whose religion and culture are so separatist
that they are cannot be assimilated? Or in the contrary event of assimilation, what will be the role of Islam? Does “Muslim” remain
an appropriate deﬁnition, or has it become secondary to Frenchman, Swede, German, and so on? These questions are novel and it
is in the media that the answers to them will be tested, and public
opinion shaped as a result.
The political conjuncture of the world after 1945 set in ﬂow
this particular movement of population. The ending of Western
colonialism and the independence of countries hitherto colonies
were among the complex factors conditioning events. Muslim immigrants carried to the West diversities from home; they were Sunni
and Shi`a, with factionalisms, regional cultural and social habits,
community and clan loyalties all their own. Structures from the old
days of empire came to be reproduced in one Western metropolis
and another. The majority of British Muslims are from the Indian
sub-continent, and they are adherents of the Jama`at at-Tabligh, a
non-political movement of latter-day Suﬁs, founded in India in the
1920s by Muhamad Ilyas. Libyans tend to move to Italy, Surinamese
to the Netherlands, Maghrebi Arabs to France, and so on.
To give an example of what happens in practice — the city of
Leicester in 1991 had a population of 270,493, of whom 14 percent
were Hindu, 4.3 percent Muslim and 3.8 percent Sikh. The Leicester
Muslims were mostly Gujurati-speaking Deobandis, who are Jama`at
at-Tabligh associates. The 50 separate Muslim organizations in just
this one city include the Dawoodi Bohra Jamaat, the Ahmadiyya
Muslim Association, the Ismaili Jamaat, the Rawal Community

Association, the Gujurati Muslim Association, the Surati Muslim
Khalifa Society, the King Faisal Jam-e Mosque, the Islamic Center,
and much else to delight sociologists. Altogether in Britain there
are about one thousand Muslim organizations. In France, there are
as many as three thousand separate Muslim organizations.
Transplanted as they have been from countries of origin, these
organizations obviously have the aim of defending a particular
religious and ethnic identity, rather narrowly deﬁned. Most are
religious or cultural in aim. The imam and the mosque are central
to the many communities. Patronage and power are at stake locally,
and inevitably the appointment of the imam attracts the attention
of the authorities in the country where the imam and community
originated. A particularly public example was the protracted struggle
over control of the Paris mosque and associated religious trusts in
France. In the end, the appointment of an imam approved by the
Algerian government emphasized Algier’s overall control of Islam
in France. In comparable power struggles, imams in several British
mosques have been deposed. Imams in Germany and Belgium have
been murdered.
The media provide the forum in which such developments are
assessed. Community politics are rough stuﬀ, it is accepted, and
what Muslims do among themselves is largely their own business.
But undoubtedly the sudden and swift process of immigration
and community-building by Muslims — so visible in architecture,
clothing, food, social habits — contains the potential for arousing
racism and xenophobia in the host countries of the West. Now
and again the popular press makes an outrage of some unwonted
incident, for instance an Iranian diplomat who for the feast of Eid
al-Kabir slit a sheep’s throat in a London suburban street, or another
Iranian who insisted on marrying a 12-year-old girl in deﬁance
of national law but, he claimed, in accordance with Shari`ah. He
was deported. The underlying issue is: Are these people coming
as others have come before them, to assimilate to national ways
including democracy, or is this a reverse colonialism, and the host
countries will be expected to adapt to their ways, indeed eventually
to become dar al-Islam?
In general terms, the answer is already clear. Evidently attracted
by democracy and capitalism, immigrants are not just integrating,

Mohammed’s MONSTERS

David Pryce-Jones



190



but actually assimilating. At the grass roots, emotional attachments
may not change, but direct ties to the homeland are diminishing.
Second, and now third, generation immigrants are already likely
not to know the language spoken by elder members of the families.
French youths of Maghrebi descent often cannot speak or read
Arabic. In spite of special television and radio programs in Bengali,
Urdu, or Gujurati, the same is true of youths in Britain whose
families came from the Indian sub-continent.
Muslims in the West now have their own media in which to
air the culture-clashes erupting from new values and expectations.
Here is a typical letter from a young woman published in December
1996 in Trends, which describes itself as “Britain’s Biggest Selling
Muslim Magazine.”
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Many, perhaps most, Westerners are secularized to the extent of
knowing little or nothing about any religion at all. Insofar as Islam as
a religion enters their horizon, they are likely to feel warmer toward
it than toward Christianity. Islam continues to call for traditional
values, and in particular for family solidarity and community, which
is otherwise weakening and which many thoughtful people regret.
The Prince of Wales is one who regularly appeals for Islam along
these lines. A bishop informs the world that he has spent Lent reading the Qur`an. Not long ago Muslim vigilantes cleared prostitutes
and drug dealers from the streets of a Birmingham suburb where
Muslims lived, and British public opinion approved that they had
redressed a failure of the law and policing. Brigitte Bardot complaining that the muezzin drowns out church bells is exceptional enough
to make headlines.

The sort of people who are anxious to ﬁnd fault with their own
kind and their own society sometimes claim that the media present
unfavorable stereotypes of Muslims. An example is a paper put out
by the Runnymede Trust under the title of Islamophobia, a rather
strained Arabic and Greek compound. But it oﬀered virtually no
evidence of anything serious. With exceptions of no great importance in one or two countries, immigrants have the same rights and
duties as everyone else.
This reasonably positive picture has two shadows, one cast from
the Western side, the other from the Muslim. Nobody seems to
have had the wisdom to foresee that the drive to build common
European institutions, and in all probability some ultimate federation, would provoke backlash nationalistic reactions damaging to
foreigners and minorities, Muslim immigrants perhaps ﬁrst and
foremost. The historic nation-state brought about the drafting of
constitutions, the rule of law, enfranchisement, and civic rights.
Under the pressure of uniting Europe, the nation-state is being
drained of these past achievements, and this is weakening democratic essentials, accountability of the authorities, the rule of law,
and that trust in the state which the citizen must have if he is to
obey its demands.
Feeling themselves improperly represented, unable to obtain a
hearing, people in Europe are turning to new nationalist — and to
some extent, tribalist — parties: the National Front in France, the
Austrian Freedom Party, the Flemish Bloc, the Basque ETA, and
dozens of groupings in Germany and Sweden and elsewhere, some
of them clandestine and inclined to terrorism. Seeking to protect
national and even tribal identities in what is now a recurrent pattern across Europe, these parties and their members encourage
xenophobia and racism, which are rising to ever-higher levels of
violence culminating in arson and murder.
One extreme, as usual, feeds another. Unable to integrate to an
abstract, non-sovereign concept like Europe, Muslims increasingly
ﬁnd themselves relegated to the same uncomfortable neither-quitein-nor-quite-out position that they were in the old Soviet Union,
and so fall back on Islam for their primary identity. If really they are
to be a tribe, then they may as well be the umma, or community of
the faithful. The opening is thus created for Islamism.
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I had an arranged marriage when I was very young. I
always used to get top grades at school, but then my future
husband and his family made it clear that they did not want
me to do my exams, but rather get married. So against my
will I was married and now have two children. My husband
is at times sensible and good but he will not let me study.
I have tried to discuss this with him but he has a hundred
and one excuses ready. He makes me cry but still he won’t
change his mind. I am very unhappy and feel that I have
sacriﬁced so much and given up my youth.
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Islamism preaches separatism as the overall solution — with
the long-term objective of converting any and all countries in the
dar al-harb to Islam. Called by its proper name, this is a reverse
colonialism.
Iran and Arab countries have exploited Islamism to project
power and foreign policy aims. What might look like a community
organization for immigrants in a number of cases turns out to be
sponsored and paid for to serve one or another absolutist ruler. An
estimated 47 of the British Muslim organizations are thought to be
fronts for Hamas. Bradford boasts of the Saddam Hussein Mosque,
in eﬀect a propaganda outlet designed to further that ruler’s interests
in the city where the Rushdie controversy started.
Some of this is covert. Either Iran or Saudi Arabia, or sometimes
disconcertingly both in their religious and ethnic cold war, sponsor
groups like Hizbullah, Hamas, Hibz ut-Tahrir, the Al-Kifah Society
in America. Likewise, they sponsor individuals in the style of Dr.
Kalim Saddiqi, paid for by Iran to advocate the establishment of a
separate Muslim parliament in Britain. Mysteriously ﬁnanced, the
Syrian-born Sheikh Omar Bakri appears on television to praise the
Taliban or terrorists in Yemen, and to warn Westerners that soon
they will be stoned to death for their sins.
And some of the activity is overt. The Arab press of Beirut was
destroyed in the Lebanese civil war. London now has more than
50 newspapers published in Arabic, and many more magazines
and journals. Controlled, for the most part directly owned, by
members of the al-Saud royal family, these publications promote
Saudi interests primarily, but sometimes serve as a forum for debate
otherwise not available. During the 1991 Gulf War, the columnist
Khalid Kishtainy could write about Saddam Hussein in a style which
would have been his death-sentence at home. A former Libyan Prime
Minister is able to publish an article in Sharq al-Awsat, arguing that
any peace terms that the Arabs can obtain with Israel is better than
more dispute and war.
Falastin al-Muslima, the main Hamas paper, is published in a
glossy format in a London suburb. The Bahraini and Libyan oppositions, the Tunisian Islamist movement Al-Nahda, the Algerian front
Islamique de Salvation, are among many others publishing abroad in
this manner. Western countries today seethe with an underworld of

Arab and Iranian paid agents, hit squads, dissidents, and adventurers
who are responding not to local conditions but transplanted domestic considerations. Who exactly is manipulating whom is never
very obvious, and truthful and accurate reporting is hard to come
by. What the Westerner observes is the exploitation of one issue
after another — Bosnia, Palestine, Afghanistan, Chechnya — or
the abuse of the open society through the attempted assassination
of the pope or the bombing of the World Trade Center in New
York, manufactured causes like the Rushdie aﬀair or the wearing
of headscarves by Muslim girls in French schools.
Banned in the Middle East, Hizb ut-Tahrir claims the right of
free speech in Britain in order to dedicate itself to a Khilafah, or
uniﬁed Islamic state, in Europe. Its meetings provoke violence. In its
publication, Al-Khilafah, in December 1996, an editorial declared,
“All over the world the twin evils of freedom and democracy have
reaped havoc with people’s lives.” The founder of a group of his own,
Al-Muhajiroun, Sheikh Omar Bakri writes in one of his numerous
pamphlets, “Democracy is a concept the West has conjured to
destroy the Islamic state.” Elsewhere he elaborates, “The idea of a
democratic society is deceptive, dangerous, and unworkable. The
party considers it is haram (forbidden) to establish or participate in
parties which call for capitalism, socialism, secularism, nationalism,
or any other religion other than Islam. We are surrounded by a sea
of Kaﬁr (unbelief ): Kaﬁr thoughts, practices, and Kaﬁr systems of
life. Homosexuals, adulterers, fornicators, will be killed, and Jews
too.”
Such threats are in open deﬁance of British law, which forbids
expressions of hate. A leaﬂet distributed lately at the Saudi-ﬁnanced
Central Mosque in Regent’s Park typiﬁes many hundreds of such
incitements to ordinary Muslims. “Do something to prove that on
your shoulders there stands a head, not a piece of cheese. Throw
a stone, trigger a bomb, plant a mine, hijack a plane, do not ask
how.”
Democracy sometimes appears paralyzed by those who take
advantage of its freedoms in order to abuse them for undemocratic
ends. Islamists make out that all Muslims are in their mold, or
must be compelled to be. Their leaders raise suspicions and us-orthem hatreds, which do untold harm to ordinary people who ask
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for nothing more than to be integrated as democratic citizens who
happen also to be Muslim. Whether Western or Muslim, the media
provide perhaps the only immediately available means to rescue such
people from such leaders.

Islamic Judeophobia:
An Existential Threat
Robert S. Wistrich

I
n November 18, 1947, Hitler’s closest conﬁdante, Albert Speer, wrote down the following recollection in
his Spandau prison diary which today sounds so eerily
prophetic:

O

I recall how [Hitler] would have ﬁlms shown in the
Reich Chancellory about London burning, about the sea
of ﬁre over Warsaw, about exploding convoys, and the kind
of ravenous joy that would then seize him every time. But
I never saw him so beside himself as when, in a delirium,
he pictured New York going down in ﬂames. He described
how the skyscrapers would be transformed into gigantic
burning torches, how they would collapse in confusion,
how the bursting city’s reﬂection would stand against the
dark sky.1
In September 2001, this frenzied Wagnerian imagery became
fact. The Islamic terrorist perpetrators of the September massacres,
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like the Nazis and fascists of 60 years ago, speak a language of unquenchable hatred not only for America and the West but also for
Israel and the Jewish people as such.2 These Muslim radicals have
consciously chosen a cult of death, turning the motif of sacriﬁce
and martyrdom into something urgent, elemental, pseudo-religious,
and even mystical.3 Their Bible may be the Qur`an and not Mein
Kampf, but the mental structures and world view behind their actions do have striking analogies with German National Socialism.4
The Muslim fundamentalists — like the Nazis before and during
the Shoah — rant against the “anonymous powers” of globalization
and the plutocratic West (symbolized by the World Trade Center
and the city of New York) as ﬁercely as they battered the citadels of
Soviet Communism in Afghanistan more than a decade ago. Like
their totalitarian predecessors they (falsely) claim to speak for frustrated, underprivileged, and impoverished masses betrayed by more
traditional Arab and Muslim ruling elites and ruthlessly exploited
by international capitalism. To the radical Muslims, “Jewish” New
York as much as the Zionist state of Israel, is the incarnation of
satanic evil, just as Wall Street embodied the general headquarters
of corporate wickedness and cosmopolitan Jewry to the Nazis and
other pre-war Fascist true believers.5 Anti-Semitic conspiracy theories lie at the very heart of the Muslim fundamentalist and Arab
nationalist world view today — linking together plutocratic ﬁnance,
international freemasonry, secularism, Zionism, and communism
as dark occult forces led by the giant octopus of international Jewry
— whose alleged aim is to destroy Islam and to subvert the cultural
identity of Muslim believers.6
This mythical structure of thought is in many ways virtually
identical with Nazi anti-Semitism despite the fact that it has undergone a process of “Islamicization” and the quotation of verses from
the Qur`an to justify monstrous terrorist acts. Fundamentalist Islam
has the same totalitarian, pseudo-messianic aspiration to world hegemony as German nazism or Soviet communism. It also articulates
a latent and sometimes explicitly genocidal rhetoric in its assault on
“Jewish-Crusader” civilization that conjures up alarming echoes of
the past.7 For militant Islamic groups like al-Qa`idah, the Taliban,
Hamas, Hizbullah, Islamic jihad and many others, anti-Semitic,
anti-Zionism serves as an intrinsic part of their nihilist-totalitarian

mindset. The jihadist terrorists are committed to violence, bent
on total confrontation with the inﬁdels on the either/or politics of
victory or death, and embrace an outlook rooted in a Manichean
polarization between the forces of light and darkness. The bin-Ladens of this world are driven not only by fanatical extremism, by their
loathing of “Christian crusaders,” heretics, dissenters, Jews, women,
and their rejection of America and Western modernity per se — they
hate civilization in a way that is radically nihilist.
It is highly characteristic that the September 11 terrorist attacks
against the United States were greeted with such rapture in many
parts of the Muslim world, including in the Palestinian Authority.
For example, the mufti of Jerusalem, preaching his Friday sermon
at the Al-Aqsa Mosque, openly called for the destruction of Israel,
Britain, and the United States: “Oh Allah, destroy America, for
she is ruled by Zionist Jews. . . . Allah will paint the White House
black!”8
Other Muslim clerics like Sheikh Ibrahim Mahdi focused their
eﬀorts more on praising “suicide bombers” in Israel. In words aired
repeatedly by PA Television, he enthusiastically encouraged the
cynical sacriﬁce of children as being acts of so-called “martyrdom”
against Israel:
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All weapons must be aimed at the Jews, at the enemies
of Allah, the cursed nation in the Qur`an, whom the Qur`an
describes as monkeys and pigs. . . . We will blow them up in
Hadera, we will blow them up in Tel Aviv and in Netanya.
. . . We bless all those who educate their children to jihad
and to martyrdom.9
The current wave of Muslim suicide bombings, Israelophobia,
and terrorism appear to enjoy massive resonance among most Palestinians and a large number of Arabs and Muslims. Islamic antiSemitism has also spread with electrifying speed among Muslim
and Arab immigrants in the Western democracies. Many of these
immigrants already carry with them the anti-Semitic baggage of
their mother countries and cultures, exacerbated by intensive media
coverage of the escalating Middle East conﬂict. In September and
October 2000 this resulted in an alarming increase in Muslim/Arab
anti-Semitic assaults on Diaspora Jewish communities (especially in
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Europe) — including the burning of synagogues, arson, desecrations, physical attacks, letter bombs, and vitriolic verbal incitement of the most intimidating kind.10 Such attacks have assumed
near-epidemic proportions in countries like France which have a
large Muslim population (about six million mainly Maghrebin
immigrants) and a substantial, though much smaller community
of around 600,000 Jews.11 The dangerous combination of radical
anti-Zionism (ominously sliding into anti-Jewishness in the liberal
and leftist French media) fused with the Islamist Judeophobia of
the Muslim immigrants, has seriously alarmed French Jewry.12 So,
too, in Great Britain a similar pattern of Muslim anti-Semitism is
emerging that has made Anglo-Jews (already alarmed at the Israelbashing of the BBC and the liberal British media) increasingly
anxious.13
The anti-Semitic fallout from the terror attacks and the ensuing
anthrax scare has been a revealing index for the depths of Muslim
Arab hatred for America, Israel, and the Jews. Initially, the reactions
were those of celebration and joy expressed with particular vehemence by fundamentalist circles, for the humbling of [American]
“arrogance, tyranny, and boastfulness.”14 The Egyptian-based journal
of the Muslim Brotherhood rapturously greeted Osama bin-Laden
as “a hero in the full sense of the word” and prayed that his followers would eventually “eradicate America and its ‘inﬁnite justice.’ ”
Another Egyptian weekly rejoiced that “America is on the way to
collapse, like all the empires of oppression throughout history.”15
As Al Ahram Al Arab expressed on October 4, 2001, America was
ﬁnally tasting the poison of its own ruthless oppression, and with
the collapse of “the city of globalization” [New York] so, too, it was
boldly predicted that “the theory of globalization will be buried.”16
The Pan-Arab opposition weekly Al Usbú made it very clear that it
could have no sympathy for America in its grief and one columnist
even confessed that watching the inferno in New York “[those moments of ] exquisite, incandescent hell” were “the most precious
moments of my life.”17 A Nasserist weekly expressed undisguised
satisfaction at the fact that “the Americans are ﬁnally tasting the
bitterness of death.”18 Even columnists on the Egyptian Liberal
Party daily Al-Ahrar felt that uninhibited delight was a national
and religious obligation since “the US position in the Arab-Zionist

conﬂict causes Arabs to rejoice over every disaster visited upon the
American government.”19
For the Muslim Brotherhood, the terror strike was nothing less
than “divine retribution,” not least because the Americans “preferred
the apes [i.e., the Jews] to human beings, treating human beings
from outside the US cheaply, supporting homosexuals and usury.”20
Islamic radicals, pan-Arabists, and Nasserists all felt a common elation at the sudden collapse of the “mythological symbols of arrogant
American imperialist power” and the blow which they believed
had been struck on behalf of embattled Muslims in Palestine, Iraq,
Kashmir, and other trouble spots on the planet.
But no less swiftly, across Muslim and Arab society, the blame
for the terrorist and anthrax attacks was ﬁrmly placed on the
Zionists, the Israeli government, and the Mossad. The Syrian Ambassador to Teheran was quoted as saying on good authority that
“the Israelis have been involved in these incidents and no Jewish
employee was present in the World Trade Organization building
on the day.”21 According to the Syrian government newspaper
Al Thawra, Israeli Premier Ariel Sharon thereby sought to divert
attention from his aggressive plans toward the Palestinians.22 He
had supposedly created this golden opportunity in order to cause
maximum damage and provoke a deep schism in Arab-American
relations.23 In the Jordanian newspaper Al-Dustour on September
13, 2001, an article appeared (by no means exceptional) which
argued that the Twin Towers massacre was in fact “the act of the
great Jewish Zionist mastermind that controls the world’s economy,
media, and politics. . .” and the diabolical plot was rapidly leading
the world to a global disaster.24
In the same issue, a Lebanese-Jordanian Holocaust denier
warned Arabs against the “Jewish-Zionist hands behind the terrible
event”; another Jordanian columnist emphasized the prevailing
Arab wisdom “that Israel is the one . . . to beneﬁt greatly from the
bloody, loathsome terror operation.”25 The Egyptian Sheikh Mohammad Al-Gamei’a, former Imam of the Islamic Culture Center
and Mosque of New York, also had little doubt that the Jews were
behind the September terrorist attacks. “The Jewish element is as
Allah described. . . . We know they have always broken agreements,
unjustly murdered the prophets, and betrayed the faith.”26 The
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theory that Mossad, Israel’s intelligence service, was behind the
Twin Tower bombings was especially popular in Muslim Pakistan.
Major General Hamid Gul, former head of Pakistan’s own intelligence service, was adamant:
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In support of the Zionist conspiracy theory, the Lahore-based
Jihad Times and other media in Pakistan endlessly recycled the
legend that around 4,000 Israelis and Jews working in the World
Trade Center had received a secret directive from the Mossad not
to report for duty on September 11. The attacks had allegedly been
ordered by the “Elders of Zion” in reaction to the anti-Israel bashing that had been handed out at the Third UN Conference against
Racism in Durban.28
The notion that contemporary Jewry exercises a “media dictatorship” deliberately seeking to poison relations between Islam and
the West has indeed become widespread in many Muslim circles.
Even more popular is the idea that Jews manipulate the Western
mass media as a whole, especially in the United States.29 The Iran
Daily claimed, for example, that since September 11 the West had
been swamped by the propaganda of “Zionist circles [who] have
been almost uncontrollably emitting their profound contempt of
Islam. . . .”30
The Palestinian Journalists Association also insisted that the
western media were completely under the thumb of international
ﬁnance and Zionist Jews.31 The Palestine Ministry of Information
website went even further and declared that there was an absolute Jewish monopoly of the U.S. news media. A small minority
had “the power to mold our minds to suit their own Talmudic
interests...[they had] a decisive inﬂuence on our [American] political
system and virtual control of the minds and souls of our children,
whose attitudes and ideas are shaped more by Jewish television
and Jewish ﬁlms than by their parents, their schools, or any other
inﬂuence.”32

The anti-Israel and anti-Semitic conspiracy theories that have
been escalating in the Arab and Muslim world since September 11
are not in themselves new. But they do reveal a highly inﬂammable
cocktail of anti-Westernism, ideological fanaticism, raw hate, and
irrationality that underlies a signiﬁcant strand of contemporary
Muslim thinking. The attitude to the Jews, in particular, with its
vehement language and emphasis on “radical solutions” is disturbingly reminiscent of the 1930s and 1940s. The anti-Semitic stereotypes are as frequent in those countries such as Jordan or Egypt that
have peace treaties with Israel as they are in Syria, the Palestinian
Authority, Saudi Arabia, or other Gulf states. Examples abound and
could be multiplied ad nauseam: In Tishreen, a government-owned
Syrian daily, the editor-in-chief, Mohamed Kheir al-Wadi, writing
in January 2000, took it for granted that “Zionism created the
Holocaust myth to blackmail and terrorize the world’s intellectuals
and politicians.”33
A month later, an editorial in another government-controlled
Syrian newspaper, Al-Thawra, written by Muhammed Ali Bouzha,
stated with the same self-evident tone: “Israel has revealed itself as
an entity steeped in racism, hate, and state-sponsored terrorism,
which has surpassed even the Nazis in its criminal acts of murder,
destruction and devastation and in its disdain for humanity.”34
Sometimes, too, Holocaust denial and the “Zionism-is- nazism”
myth are fused, as in the response of state-owned Syrian radio in
late February 2000 to the then Israeli Foreign Minister David Levy’s
stern warning to Lebanon from the rostrum of the Knesset to rein
in the Hizbullah. Syrian radio promptly accused Israel of “playing
the role of the Nazi executioners, who according to the Zionists,
burned the Jews in Auschwitz.” On February 28, 2000, the staterun Lebanese television echoed this Syrian propaganda by running
an ad showing images of casualties from IDF attacks on Lebanon
juxtaposed with Nazi concentration camps, followed by the words:
“Same hatred. Same racism. Same criminality. Same history.”35
In the Gulf states, too, Levy’s statement was taken as proof
that “Zionism was the descendant of nazism.”36 Despite his eﬀorts
to attain peace, Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak — like his less
conciliatory predecessors such as Begin, Shamir, Netanyahu, or
Ariel Sharon today — also found himself regularly portrayed in
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I tell you, it was a coup [attempt], and I can’t say for
sure who was behind it, but it’s the Israelis who are creating
so much misery in the world. The Israelis don’t want to see
any power in Washington unless it’s subservient to their
interests and President Bush has not been subservient.27
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Nazi uniform with a swastika armband, as Israeli warplanes bombed
Lebanon. Predictably, the caption in Al-Watan read: “In Lebanon
Israel Is Behaving Like the Nazis.”37
Nor is it any great surprise to discover that Israelophobia and
anti-Semitism have been equally present in the Egyptian media at
the turn of the millennium — in spite of the 1979 Peace Treaty
with the Jewish state. Comparisons of Israel with the Nazis, denial
of the Holocaust, and medieval blood libels regularly appear in the
government-backed press (including in the largest dailies, Al-Ahram
and Al-Goumhurriya, and the popular magazine, October) as they do
in the leftist, Nasserist, and fundamentalist opposition newspapers.
Worse still, the cartoons consistently deform Jews. They are almost
always dirty, hook-nosed, money-grabbing, vindictive, scheming,
and cruel.38 The extremely hostile visual and verbal stereotyping in a
country still considered the hub of the Arab world — one, moreover,
whose newspapers, magazines, and books help to shape public opinion throughout the region — is both dangerous and alarming.
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The [Passover] Matzah of Israel is soaked with the blood
of the Iraqis, descendants of the Babylonians, the Lebanese,
the descendants of the Sidonese, and the Palestinians, the
descendants of the Canaanites. This Matzah is kneaded by
American weaponry and the missiles of hatred pointed at
both Muslim and Christian Arabs. . . .41

II
The examples of anti-Semitic falsehoods are not only innumerable, but consistently outrageous. Israel is repeatedly alleged by
Egyptian (and Jordanian) news sources to be distributing drug-laced
chewing gum and candy, intended to make women sexually corrupt
and to kill children. Al-Ahram, the leading government-sponsored
daily in Egypt, expostulates in great detail in a special series how
Jews use the blood of Gentiles to make matzah for Passover. An
Egyptian intellectual, writing in Al-Akhbar, less than a year ago,
explains that the Talmud (described as the Jews’ second holiest
book), “determines that the ‘matzahs’ of Atonement Day [sic] must
be kneaded ‘with blood’ from non-Jews. The preference is for the
blood of youths after raping them.”39
This was a favorite motif of the late King Feisal of Saudi Arabia,
who not only insisted that Jews carried out the ritual murder of
children, but argued that this proved “the extent of their [the Jews’]
hatred and malice toward non-Jewish peoples.”40
On the eve of the new millennium, the Arab writers’ weekly
organ in Damascus brought the blood libel up to date with the
following literary gem:

On the ﬁrst day of the third Christian millennium, the Syrian
weekly escalated its Israelophobe attacks to the “notorious Camp
David Accords” and the “dirty Satanic methods used [by the Zionist
Entity] . . . to destroy the fabric of Egyptian society.” These “Zionist”
methods included spreading AIDS among Arab youngsters by sending “pretty HIV positive Jewish prostitutes to Egypt and dispensing
chewing gum to arouse sexual lust.”42 This absurd calumny — widely
diﬀused among Egyptians and Palestinians — was no doubt grist to
the mill for Syrian opponents of any “normalization” with Israel.
The West eventually received an all-too-rare public glimpse of
the brutal anti-Jewish bigotry so commonplace in the Arab world,
when the young Syrian president, Bashar Al-Assad, welcomed His
Holiness Pope John Paul II on a historic visit to Damascus in early
May 2001. The Syrian host did his best to fuse together in a single
sentence the core message of European Christian and Islamic Judeophobia. It was a memorable feat of insipid and mindless viliﬁcation:
“They [Israelis and Jews] try to kill all the principles of divine faiths
with the same mentality of betraying Jesus Christ and torturing
Him, and in the same way they tried to commit treachery against
the prophet Muhammad.”43
The anti-Jewish poison that rose so naturally to Assad’s lips
has today become a staple feature of the Palestinian Authority’s
educational program. In Palestinian textbooks, reference to Jews is
minimal except for negative generalizations that attribute to them
character traits of trickery, greed, and barbarity. Schoolbooks invariably insinuate that Jews never keep agreements as Muslims do.44
The Jewish connection to the Holy Land is generally denied or else
it is conﬁned to antiquity and virtually ignored after the Roman
period. There is no reference to Jewish holy places or to any special
connection of the Jews or of Judaism to the city of Jerusalem.45
Hebrew is not considered to be one of the languages of the land
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and Zionism is mentioned solely in the context of alien intrusion,
invasion, or inﬁltration. The state of Israel is not recognized at all
and its territory is referred to only by terms such as the “interior”
or the “1948 lands.” By deﬁnition, the Jewish state is presented as
a colonialist usurper and occupier.46 Brutal, inhuman, and greedy,
it is held exclusively responsible for obliterating Palestinian national
identity, destroying the Palestinian economy, expropriating Palestinian lands, water and villages.47
The maps in Palestinian textbooks, without exception, disregard
Israel’s existence and that of its 5.5 million inhabitants. The Palestine
that stretches from the Jordan River to the Mediterranean Sea is
designated as purely and exclusively Arab.48
Nor have Palestinian clerics, intellectuals, and writers hesitated
in recent years to dismiss or distort the historical reality of the Holocaust even as they accuse Zionism of being the heir of nazism.
An article by Hiri Manzour in the oﬃcial Palestinian newspaper on
April 13, 2001, brazenly asserted that “the ﬁgure of six million Jews
cremated in the Nazi Auschwitz camps is a lie,” while pretending
that this hoax was promoted by Jews as part of their international
“marketing operation.”49 The “big lie” technique, ﬁrst perfected
by the Nazis, is however by no means conﬁned to Holocaust-related issues. Palestinian oﬃcials do not shrink, for instance, from
the most outlandish and libelous allegations about Israeli “crimes
against humanity.”
At the UN Commission on Human Rights in Geneva on March
17, 1997, Nabil Ramlawi stunned delegates by declaring that “Israeli
authorities . . . infected by injection 300 Palestinian children with
the HIV virus during the years of the intifada.” The commander
of the Palestinian General Security Service in Gaza mendaciously
attacked Israel for encouraging “Russian Jewish girls with AIDS to
spread the disease among Palestinian youth.”50 The PA Minister of
Supplies, Abdel Hamid al-Quds, even told the Israeli newspaper
Yediot Aharonot that “Israel is distributing food containing material that causes cancer and hormones that harm male virility and
spoiled food products . . . in order to poison and harm the Palestinian population.”51
In the same perverse vein, Suha Arafat, wife of the PA president,
at a press conference in the presence of Hillary Clinton (then-ﬁrst

lady), falsely accused Israel of poisoning Palestinian air and water.
Yasser Arafat himself, at the 2001 world economic forum in Davos,
Switzerland, shocked his distinguished audience by insisting in
front of Israeli Foreign Minister Peres that Israel was using depleted
uranium and nerve gas against Palestinian civilians. Film clips from
oﬃcial PA television were fabricated to show the alleged victims
racked by convulsions and vomiting. In other cases, there were
scenes of rape and murder supposedly carried out by Israeli soldiers,
“re-enacted” specially for the cameras.52
The antagonism not only lies far deeper and goes well beyond
the issue of “settlements.” Indeed, it extends to the entire Jewish
national project, to Israel’s very existence in the Middle East and to
the rejection of what Saddam Hussein repeatedly called the “criminal Zionist entity.” We need to recognize that a culture of hatred
has arisen which has become an end in itself, rather than a form of
politics by other means.
III
In the current Arab dispensation, Israel is not merely another
face of European racism or nazism but actually “a double nazism.”53
To quote that renowned political thinker, President Bashar Assad
of Syria, Israel is “more racist than the Nazis.” Fiamma Nirenstein
has ably summed this kind of defamation as follows:
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Israel has been transformed into little more than a
diabolical abstraction, not a country at all but a malignant
force embodying every possible negative attribute — aggressor, usurper, sinner, occupier, corrupter, inﬁdel, murderer,
barbarian. . . . The uncomplicated sentiment produced by
these caricatures is neatly captured by the latest hit song
in Cairo, Damascus, and East Jerusalem. Its title: “I Hate
Israel.”54
This frightening image of the Jewish state as the incarnation
of malignant evil naturally encourages the idea that all the Jews of
Israel should be wiped out. Not only that, but on a soil fertilized
by demonology, the cult of martyrdom more readily ﬂourishes and
loses its last moral inhibitions. The Muslim fundamentalist clergy
plays a particularly deleterious role in the current cycle of incitement.
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In June 2001, the PA television broadcast Sheikh Ibrahim Mahdi’s
sermon blessing, “whoever has put a belt of explosives on his body
or on his sons and plunged into the midst of the Jews.”55 There are
unfortunately thousands of such sermons preaching violence against
Jews. Equally horrifying is the enthusiasm with which so many Arab
and Palestinian columnists greet the suicide bombers who destroy
innocent Israeli lives. The terrorists enjoy overwhelming moral
support in opinion polls from among the Palestinians. However,
the jihad against Israel is seen by Islamists in particular not only as
a military-political battle for the inalienable “sacred Muslim soil”
(Waqf) of Palestine, but also as a struggle to defeat America and the
occult power of the Jews.
For the best-known leader of Hizbullah in Lebanon, Ayatollah
Fadlallah, the state of Israel is simply a military arm of the wider
Jewish conspiracy, the nucleus for spreading their economic and
cultural domination. According to Fadlallah, there is a “world Jewish
movement working to deprive Islam of its positions of actual power.”
The Jews wish to control the economic potential and resources of
the Islamic world, to weaken it spiritually over the question of
Jerusalem and geographically over Palestine.56 For Fadlallah, this
is a battle for culture itself even more than for Palestinian land or
for Jerusalem. It is an apocalyptic, Manichean vision of conﬂict.
As Martin Kramer has put it, this is “a view of Muslim and Jew
locked in a total confrontation which will continue until one side
completely subjugates the other.”57
Any peace agreement with Israel would, in the eyes of the
Islamists, fatally subject the Muslim world to complete Jewish
domination. According to Hamas spokesman Ibrahim Ghawshah,
if there were ever a compromise between Arabs and Israelis, then
“Israel will dominate the region like Japan dominates southeast Asia,
and the Arabs will all become employees of the Jews.”58
The specter of “Jewish domination” which underpins much of
contemporary Islamic anti-Semitism is part of its comprehensive
vision of a worldwide Jewish conspiracy. This is a world view that
has steadily gathered force since the crushing Arab defeat at the
hands of Israel in 1967. That humiliating loss was not just a blow
to Arab pride, machismo, and national ambition but a reﬂection
for many Muslims of the crisis of Islam, of a lethargic, backward

society and culture defeated by a powerful, modern, technologically
advanced, and highly motivated Zionist enemy. The secularist panArab nationalism and Arab socialism that had previously held sway
were in part discredited. In their place came the new trend toward
seeing Islam as being engaged in a fateful battle for civilization.59 In
a curious echo of neo-Marxist rhetoric, the “Zionist invaders” were
perceived by radical Muslims as “white settler colonizers” threatening
the cultural identity of Islam itself.
Shortly after the disaster of June 1967, more conservative fundamentalists exacerbated and sharpened the traditional image of
Zionism and the Jews into something so utterly vile and perverse
that it could only merit total eradication.60 Virtually all the Arab
theologians assembled in Cairo in 1968 stigmatized Jews as “enemies
of God” and “enemies of humanity”; as a criminal riﬀ-raﬀ rather than
as a people. Their state was the illegitimate culmination of allegedly
immutable and permanently depraved characteristics. As their Holy
Books amply demonstrated, “evil, wickedness, breach of vows, and
money worship” were “inherent qualities” in the Jews which had
become horrifyingly visible in their conquest of Palestine.61 In line
with this conservative pattern of thought, President Sadat of Egypt
on April 25, 1972, referred to the Jews as “a nation of liars and
traitors, contrivers of plots, a people born for deeds of treachery,”
who would soon be “condemned to humiliation and misery,” as
prophesied in the Qur`an.62 The head of the Academy of Islamic
Research, Dr. Abdul Halim Mahmoud, was even more explicit in
an inﬂuential book published a year after the Yom Kippur War: “Allah commands the Muslims to ﬁght the friends of Satan wherever
they are found. Among the friends of Satan — indeed, among the
foremost friends of Satan in our present age — are the Jews.”63

Mohammed’s MONSTERS

Robert S. Wistrich

IV
Arab and Muslim anti-Semites have in recent decades annexed
the symbols and expressions of European anti-Semitism, even as
they “Islamicized” its language. A particularly signiﬁcant example in
which Arab anti-Semitism has proven itself to be virtually identical
with neo-Nazi, racist, and “anti-Zionist” forms of Western Judeophobia, is Holocaust denial. Indeed, in recent years this has become
one of the central planks of Arab and Muslim anti-Semitism.64 One
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ﬁnds a growing readiness among Muslims to believe that the Jews
consciously invented the “Auschwitz lie,” the “hoax” of their own
extermination, as part of a truly diabolical plan to achieve world
domination. In this super-Macchiavellian scenario, the satanic
archetype of the conspiratorial Jew — author and beneﬁciary of
the greatest “myth” of the 20th century — achieves a gruesome and
novel apotheosis.
One of the attractions of Holocaust denial to Arabs clearly lies
in its radical challenge to the moral foundations of the Israeli state.
This debunking critique is what motivated Mahmoud Abbas (better
known today as Abu Mazen), who later emerged as the chief PLO
architect of the Oslo peace accords. He wrote in 1983 a Holocaust
denial book entitled The Other Side: The Secret Relationship between
Nazism and the Zionist Movement. In it, Abu Mazen suggested, for
example, that the number of Jewish victims of the Shoah was “even
fewer than one million.”65 In the 1980s, a former Moroccan army
oﬃcer, Ahmed Rami, also began to develop a much more fully
ﬂedged and violently anti-Semitic Holocaust denial campaign from
Stockholm, Sweden, where he founded “Radio Islam.” Under the
cover of “anti-Zionism” and ostensibly defending the Palestinian
cause, Rami called for “a new Hitler” who would rally the West
and Islam against the cancer of “Jewish power,” and free it from the
mendacious yoke of “Talmudism” and the Holocaust industry.66
In Iran, too, beginning in the early 1980s, an embryonic form of
Holocaust denial already existed alongside Stürmer-like caricatures
of the “Talmudic Jew,” the obsessive promotion of The Protocols of the
Elders of Zion and repeated calls to eradicate the Zionist cancer from
the planet.67 Holocaust denial was a logical ﬁnal step for militant
Khomeini-style radicalism which totally demonizes Zionism, seeing
in it a uniquely malevolent and insidious 20th century reincarnation
of the “subversive and cunning spirit of Judaism.”68
Against this historic background, it is no surprise to ﬁnd the
present-day leader of Iran, Ayatollah Ali Khameini, claiming:
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Europe were forced to emigrate to Palestine as Jews . . . to
install in the heart of the Islamic world an anti-Islamic state
under the guise of supporting the victims of racism.69
The mufti of Jerusalem, Sheikh Ikrima Subri, not to be outdone,
told the New York Times in March 2000: “. . . we believe the number
of six million is exaggerated. The Jews are using this issue, in many
ways, also to blackmail the Germans ﬁnancially. . . . The Holocaust
is protecting Israel.”70
Other Palestinians have also become explicitly defamatory in
recent years about the Holocaust. Hassan al-Agha, professor at the
Islamic University in Gaza City, declared on a PA cultural aﬀairs
television program in 1997:
. . . the Jews view it [the Holocaust] as a proﬁtable
activity so they inﬂate the number of victims all the time.
In another ten years, I do not know what number they
will reach. . . . As you know, when it comes to economics
and investments, the Jews have been very experienced even
since the days of The Merchant of Venice.71

There is evidence which shows that Zionists had close
relations with German Nazis and exaggerated statistics
on Jewish killings. There is even evidence on hand that a
large number of non-Jewish hooligans and thugs of Eastern

A sinister example of this popular genre can be found in a recent
article by the editor of Tishreen (Syria’s leading daily). Two years
ago, he accused the Zionists of cynically inﬂating the Holocaust “to
astronomic proportions” in order “to deceive international public
opinion, win its empathy and blackmail. . . .” Israel and the Jewish organizations, he wrote, encourage “their distorted version of
history” in order to squeeze ever more funds from Germany and
other European states in restitution payments. But they also use the
Holocaust “as a sword hanging over the necks of all who oppose Zionism.”72 According to the Syrian view, the Zionist eﬀort to paralyze
human memory, logic, and discussion was bound to fail: “Israel, that
presents itself as the heir of Holocaust victims, has committed and
still commits much more terrible crimes than those committed by
the Nazis. The Nazis did not expel a whole nation nor bury people
and prisoners alive, as the Zionists did.”73
The European “revisionist” most frequently mentioned as a
source for Arab Holocaust deniers was the French left-wing intellectual (and convert to Islam) Roger Garaudy. Indeed, the trial
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and conviction of Garaudy in France in 1998 for “négationisme,”
would make him a hero in much of the Middle East.74 Among
his admirers was the former president of Iran, Ali Akbar Hashemi
Rafsanjani, who in a sermon on Teheran Radio, declared himself
fully convinced that “Hitler had only killed 20,000 Jews and not
six million,” adding that “Garaudy’s crime derives from the doubt
he cast on Zionist propaganda.”75
The Garaudy Aﬀair, stemming from the French author’s 1995
book The Founding Myths of Modern Israel (which argues that Jews
deliberately fabricated the Holocaust for ﬁnancial and political gain)
is so revealing in several ways. First, there is the vitality of the Holocaust-denial anti-Semitism right across the Muslim and Arab worlds.
The Arabic translations of Garaudy’s work also became bestsellers
in many Middle Eastern countries, though only in France itself was
he charged with inciting racial hatred.76 Many Arab professionals
eagerly oﬀered their services to help Garaudy. The binding ideological cement behind this outpouring of solidarity was a Protocols-style
anti-Semitism which regards it almost as a self-evident truth that
the Holocaust was indeed a Zionist invention. Hence, the very
favorable reaction to Garaudy’s theses by so many Arab newspapers
and magazines or by clerics like Sheikh Muhammad Al-Tantawi,
well-known politicians like Raﬁq Hariri, or intellectuals such as
Muhammad Hassanin Haikal.77
It is no less revealing that Palestinian intellectuals, clerics, and
legislators have themselves shown great reluctance to incorporate
any aspect of the Shoah into their teaching curricula, fearing that
it might strengthen Zionist claims to Palestine.78 Hatem Abd AlQader, a Hamas leader, explained in a recent internal Palestinian
debate that such instruction would represent “a great danger for the
formation of a Palestinian consciousness”; it would directly threaten
Palestinian political dreams and religious aspirations, such as the
promise by Allah that the whole of Palestine was a sacred possession to the Arabs.
According to the Palestinian intellectual Abdallah Horani, Israel and the Zionists should hardly be oﬀered Palestinian assistance
to propagate their “lies” and their “false history” of the Shoah. In
his view, the very raising of this issue was part of an AmericanIsraeli plot to eﬀace Palestinian national memory in favor of the

globalizing “culture of peace” and to prepare the ground for an
ideological-cultural penetration of Palestine by the West.79 The
head of the Palestinian Islamic jihad in Gaza, Sheikh Nafez Azzam, was more brief and categorical: “To wish to teach the Shoah
in Palestinian schools contradicts the order of the universe.”80

Mohammed’s MONSTERS

Robert S. Wistrich

V
A central feature of Arab and Muslim anti-Semitism continues
to be the categoric refusal to accept Israel’s right to exist and its moral
legitimacy. This fundamental premise has been aggravated by an
education relentlessly directed toward hatred of Israel and the Jews.
In this propaganda, Israel is the scapegoat for the continuous Arab
inability to achieve political unity, economic development, or other
national goals. Frustration at the failure to successfully modernize
has led to the displacement of rage on to Jews and the Jewish state
as “agents of Western imperialism, globalization, and an invasive
modernist culture in the region.”
There is an implicit as well as an explicit anti-Semitism that
underlies this exclusivist nationalist rhetoric and it is sharpened by
what has become a completely dehumanized portrait of Israelis.
They are branded as murderers, criminals, riﬀ-raﬀ, the scum of
the earth. Israelis are simply a collection of rootless, nomadic Jews
who illegally stole a land that was not their own, in order to create
a “Naziﬁed” state based on dreams of world domination as laid
out in The Protocols. For many Muslims today, this “artiﬁcial” and
evil state which exploits the “imperialistic” Judaic religion and its
concept of a “chosen people” in order to seize ever more Arab land
is pictured like a spreading cancer that must be surgically removed
if Islam is to survive.81
Arab and Muslim anti-Semitism have always had a sharp political edge which derives from the intensity of the Arab-Israeli conﬂict.
But the Palestinian territorial dimension should not blind us to
the fact that anti-Semitism also has an autonomous dynamic of its
own.82 There is a distinctive, underlying structure to Arab-Muslim
anti-Semitic ideology (some of it Christian in origin) beyond immediate political circumstances, government propaganda, the territorial
conﬂict with Israel, or the instrumental use of imported anti-Jewish
stereotypes and symbols.83 It cannot be wholly divorced from the
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rise of modern Arab nationalism which constructed an ideology of
“Arabism” (al-`uruba) inimical to the Jewish and foreign presence in
the Middle East. This organic nationalism facilitated a stereotypical
way of thinking about all “outsiders” (including Jews) as “aliens”
and enemies. Already in Nasser’s Egypt during the 1950s and in the
Ba`athist movements of Syria and Iraq, it was apparent that a Western and even a “Naziﬁed” anti-Semitism could be easily grafted on
to the pan-Arab vision of a single, powerful, homogeneous Arabicspeaking nation. The historic resentment against Western colonialism and imperialism as well as the bitterness provoked by successive
defeats at the hands of Israeli Jews, greatly intensiﬁed this frame of
thought. Conspiracy theories postulating that “international Zionism” (conceptually merged into “world Jewry”) is locked in eternal
enmity toward the Arab nation became as widespread among Arab
nationalists as they are in fundamentalist circles.84
It is no secret that secular pan-Arab nationalists, already before
1967, regarded Israel’s existence and consolidation as a “civilizational
challenge.” What was driven home with such shocking clarity by
the Six Day War was the fact that the previously powerless and
defenseless Jewish dhimmis had not only successfully risen up and
created an independent Jewish state (as in 1948) but were now able
to decisively crush several Arab armies on the battleﬁeld. One can
perhaps best explain the peculiar emotional rage behind Arab-Muslim anti-Semitism as an attempt to deﬂect the unresolved traumas
which this unexpected Israeli military and technological prowess
inﬂicted on the Arab psyche.
The Six Day War greatly intensiﬁed the demonology of Zionism and the Jews, especially among Muslim fundamentalists. There
was a deep sense of humiliation over the loss of Islamic territory in
1967 and the capture of the holy city of Jerusalem by the Israelis.
Not by accident, fundamentalists now posed the conﬂict much
more sharply in terms of a struggle between Islam and the Jews
— a battle of culture, civilization, and religion.85 The Jewish victory
became for them a symptom of Islam’s malaise and degradation
— of its inability to recover the religious sources of its past glory
and overcome the challenges posed by a “decadent” if powerful
Western modernity. A radical rejection of all things “Western” and
the belief that only Islam is the solution (Islam huwa al-hal) fused

with a new vision of the Jewish danger — of Israel as total enemy
and existential threat.
Another conspicuous feature of contemporary Arab-Islamic
anti-Semitism is the ﬁxed, almost static quality of its underlying
stereotypes. Jews are constantly denigrated as irremediably evil,
corrupt, immoral, intriguing, deceitful, and greedy creatures, or else
they are viliﬁed as racist, colonialist, and fascist “vampires” sucking
Arab blood. Twenty years ago, a prominent Egyptian scholar wrote
about the Jews and the Israel-Arab conﬂict in exactly the same antiSemitic language that is so commonplace today: “. . . for Jews are
Jews; they have not changed over thousands of years: they embody
treachery, meanness, deceit, and contempt for human values. They
would devour the ﬂesh of a living person and drink his blood for
the sake of robbing his property.”86
It was in response to such defamation that the historian Bernard
Lewis — a leading authority on Middle Eastern history — chillingly
observed in 1986:

Lewis believed, however, that this Arab hatred lacked the visceral and intensely intimate quality of central and east European
anti-Semitism. He claimed that in Arab lands it was “still largely
political and ideological, intellectual and literary,” lacking any deep
personal animosity or popular resonance.88 Despite its vehemence
and ubiquity, Middle Eastern Judeophobia at that time was seen
largely as a function of the Arab-Israeli conﬂict, cynically exploited
for propaganda reasons by Arab rulers and intellectual elites: it was
“something that comes from above, from the leadership, rather than
from below, from the society — a political and polemical weapon,
to be discarded if and when it is no longer required.”89
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The volume of anti-Semitic books and articles published, the size and number of editions and impressions, the
eminence and authority of those who write, publish, and
sponsor them, their place in school and college curricula,
their role in the mass media, would all seem to suggest
that classical anti-Semitism is an essential part of Arab
intellectual life at the present time — almost as much as
happened in Nazi Germany, and considerably more than
in late 19th and early 20th century France.87
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This assumption, in my view, was overly optimistic and intellectually questionable even at the time that it was made. In recent
years, this has become ever more apparent as the anti-Semitic virus
has taken root in the body politic of Islam to a shocking degree.
More than ten years ago I wrote that “an anti-Jewish Arab ideology
has crystallized and acquired its own momentum over the course
of the past few decades, one that has distorted and blackened the
image of the Jew in ways that were historically unprecedented for
the Islamic world.90
In the year 2004, it is no less clear that while very little has
changed in the basic repertoire of Islamic Judeophobia, it has
unfortunately become more widespread, intense, radicalized and
militantly religious in character. The horrifying murder of the Wall
Street Journal correspondent Daniel Pearl in Pakistan, cruelly exempliﬁed the existential threat that this violently anti-Jewish ideology
represents. His last words before he was decapitated by his fanatical
Muslim captors were, “I am a Jew.” He was butchered not simply
because he was an American and an investigative journalist but for
the simple fact of his birth. To be born a Jew has become, for many
Islamic fascists, as it was for Hitler and the Nazis, an a priori reason
to be executed.91
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Section Three

ISLAM AND
UNCONVENTIONAL
WARFARE

Nuclear Programs of Arab and
Islamic States: Capabilities,
Strategies, and Implications
Gerald M. Steinberg and Aharon Etengoff

T

he proliferation of nuclear weapons technology in the radical
states of the Middle East, Persian Gulf, and south Asia has been
steadily accelerating since the 1970s. Under Saddam Hussein,
Iraq spent billions of dollars on acquiring and developing ballistic
missiles and weapons of mass destruction. In 1991, at the time of
the U.S.-led counterattack following the invasion of Kuwait, the
totalitarian Iraqi dictator was only a few months away from being
able to fabricate a nuclear weapon. Iran has been working steadily
to follow this lead, as have Libya, Algeria, and other states. In May
1998, Pakistan followed India in oﬃcially entering the nuclear
weapons club.
The threats to security and stability posed by the spread of
nuclear weapons in the Islamic world go beyond the impacts of the
individual national programs and constitute a much wider regional
and global threat. These are highly unstable areas, in which terrorism, sponsored, used, and sheltered by states, is endemic, and the
concept of jihad (holy war) is central. In much of this region, the
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degree of hostility toward perceived enemies (“Israel,” “the West,” the
“Great Satan”) is extremely high,1 and the global strictures against the
acquisition and use of weapons of mass destruction are ignored.
In addition, despite the many sectarian and nationalist conﬂicts
among groups, the shared element of Islam is seen as providing a
basis for cooperation in obtaining these weapons and technologies,
and perhaps even the transfer of nuclear arms in times of crisis and
conﬂict.2 Pan-Islamic ideology is quite powerful, if often violated
(as in the case of the Iran-Iraq war, Saddam Hussein’s invasion of
Kuwait, etc). In many cases, the development of an “Islamic bomb”
is often understood “to be a nuclear weapon acquired for broad
ideological reasons — a weapon that supposedly belongs collectively
to the Muslim ummah or community and, as such, is the ultimate
expression of Islamic solidarity.”3
This concept has been stated explicitly by a number of Islamic
leaders. Before he was executed, deposed President Zulﬁkar Ali
Bhutto, the architect of Pakistan’s nuclear program, wrote, “We
know that Israel and South Africa have full nuclear capability. The
Christian, Jewish, and Hindu civilizations have this capability. The
Communist powers also possess it. Only the Islamic civilization
was without it, but that position was about to change.”4 Similarly,
in an address before an Islamic conference in Teheran in 1992,
Iranian Vice President Sayed Ayatollah Mohajerani declared, “The
Muslims, must cooperate to produce an atomic bomb, regardless
of UN eﬀorts to prevent proliferation.”5
Echoing similar sentiments, many Palestinians cheered the
Pakistan nuclear tests as part of the extension of a wider Islamic
military capability. The Palestinian newspaper Al-Quds printed an
illustration of the nuclear mushroom cloud, with an Islamic crescent
above it.6 Pakistan’s image and inﬂuence in the Islamic world rose
signiﬁcantly as a result of the nuclear tests. As Pervez Hoodbhoy
noted in an article in the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists (1993):
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Muslims since the end of the Golden Age of Islam. Such
sentiments are echoed by Muslims from Algeria to Syria,
and from Iraq to Pakistan. A country that could turn
this symbolism into reality would have the support of
hundreds of millions of Muslims the world over. It is
therefore natural that Pakistan, a Muslim country that is
now a de facto nuclear state, should indeed enjoy considerable ﬁnancial and political beneﬁts from oil-rich Arab
countries.7

The bomb looms large in the popular Muslim consciousness as a symbol of Islamic unity, determination,
and self-respect. It is seen by many as a guarantee against
further humiliating defeats, as the sure sign of a reversal
of fortunes, and as a panacea for the ills that have plagued

While, for the most part, the nuclear weapons programs (and,
in the case of Pakistan, capabilities) are primarily national, rather
than “Islamic,” in the sense of being made available to groups and
causes that extend beyond national boundaries, this situation is
likely to evolve. In the meantime, the threats to the United States,
Israel, Europe, and other potential targets that will be posed by
acquisition of nuclear weapons in Iraq, Iran, Libya, Algeria, Syria,
and perhaps Egypt are very serious.
In this chapter,we will describe and analyze the 1) nuclear weapons capabilities and technologies, 2) development and acquisition
plans and programs, and 3) statements on strategy and goals for Iran,
Pakistan, Libya, Syria, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Algeria. For each
country, we will present information based on a detailed study of the
sources, including U.S. government and other oﬃcial reports, the
academic literature, and press reports. The country assessments will
also include analysis of technological acquisitions (include dual-use
systems, materials, and facilities), delivery systems such as ballistic
missiles, and cooperation with third countries, including Russia,
China, and North Korea, and well as between themselves. Because of
the United States’ destruction of Saddam Hussein’s Baathist regime,
our discussion of Iraqi nuclear capabilities will consist of historical
background, with Iraq, at the present time, no longer considered a
threat in the context of other regimes.
On this basis, the implications of the proliferation of nuclear
weapons and technology in the Arab and Islamic world will be analyzed. In the case of Pakistan, this section will focus on the impact
of the nuclear weapons capability on the balance of power in the
region (including the Persian Gulf ), on the nuclear ambitions and
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programs of the other states in the region, and the potential for
transfer of technology and experienced personnel. Regarding the
Iranian nuclear acquisition program, we will examine the security
implications for the region (including Israel), and for future deployment of U.S. and NATO forces and interests in the region. We will
also consider the implications of the accelerating nuclear proliferation process in this region for European security interests.



227



of technology, materials, and expertise.10 A wide acquisition network
was formed, with branches in many countries around the world. In
1990,Iraq initiated a crash program to divert reactor fuel (highly
enriched uranium) under IAEA safeguards, to the production of
nuclear weapons.
At the time of the Gulf War (January 1991), Iraq maintained
a sophisticated and wide-ranging nuclear weapons development
program, which was supported by at least 16 primary and supporting facilities.11 The program employed10,000 people, and had
a multi-year budget of approximately $10 billion.12 According to
Hamza, the project was close to completion at the time of the Gulf
War.13 (The prototype bomb was a “hulking, blimp-shaped, stainless
steel device minus, of course, its uranium core,” that would not ﬁt
on a missile.)

IRAQ
Iraq’s eﬀorts to acquire nuclear weapons began many years ago,
and continued despite wars, attacks, and international sanctions
imposed following the invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, and
the war that followed.
In the early 1970s, Iraq attempted, unsuccessfully, to purchase
a plutonium production reactor that was similar to the one France
utilized in its nuclear weapons program.8 In 1976, France and
Iraq reached an agreement on the construction of the Osirak and
Isis reactors — which were part of Iraq’s sizeable nuclear research
complex at Tuwaitha in Baghdad. This led to greater vigilance by
outside powers, including Israel, leading to a series of setbacks in
the Iraqi eﬀort. However, Khidhir Hamza, a former physicist who
worked on Iraqi nuclear weapons since 1970 (and defected in 1994),
reports that in 1979 (when Saddam became president), the project
was accelerated.9 In June 1981, after eﬀorts to gain international
cooperation in stopping the ﬂow of nuclear weapons technology to
Iraq failed, Israel launched an air strike against the Osirak nuclear
reactor, just before its ﬁrst fuel was to be loaded.
Following the destruction of the reactor, the central eﬀort
was shifted to the production of highly enriched uranium, and
Iraqi scientists investigated many diﬀerent techniques for uranium
enrichment. However, Iraq still maintained an interest in acquiring plutonium as ﬁssile material for weapons, albeit on a lower
level. Following the end of the war with Iran, more resources were
madeavailable for the acquisition of nuclear technology, and in
1988, Iraq attempted to obtain the components and technology
for the URENCO gas-centrifuge process. During this period, Saddam Hussein increased the priority of acquiring a nuclear weapons
capability, and accelerated the rate of development and acquisition

IRAN
Iran’s nuclear program began in 1967, with the delivery of a
U.S.-supplied 5 megawatt (MW) research reactor at Tehran University.14 In 1974, Iran established the AEOI — the Atomic Energy
Organization of Iran. Iran maintains two operational (5 MW and
30 kilowatt [KW]) research reactors, as well as a .01 KW critical
assembly at Esfahan and Tehran.15
A third reactor, named Bushehr, is the core of the Iranian
nuclear program. Construction was initiated by Germany (Siemans)
in the 1970s, suspended in 1979 (due to the Islamic revolution16),
and subsequently revived based on Russian assistance. The initial
agreement (estimated to be worth $1 billion) was signed in 1995,
but work on the 1,000 MW reactor did not begin until February
1998.17 In March 1998, Iranian and Russian oﬃcials agreed in
principle on construction of two more reactors for the Bushehr
complex,18 and in November 1998, Russia and Iran announced that
they were studying the possibility of building three more nuclear
reactors at Bushehr.19
Iran also turned to China for assistance, and in 1990, the two
countries signed a ten-year nuclear cooperation agreement.20 In
1994, a contract was signed with China’s National Nuclear Corporation for the construction of two 300 MW power reactors,21 but the
contract was cancelled in 1997.
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Although the U.S. administration initiated a series of high-level
dialogues (the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission) with the Russian
government in the eﬀort to slow the ﬂow of Russian assistance, these
eﬀorts had little or no impact. In 1995, Iran attempted to purchase a
uranium enrichment plant from Russia,22 and in April 1998, Russia
and Iran held talks regarding the construction of a research reactor
utilizing 20 percent enriched uranium.23 In May 1998, the head of
the Iranian Atomic Energy Organization visited Russia, to discuss
further cooperation and purchases.24
In October 1998, Western intelligence reported that Iran (led
by the AEOI) was attempting to acquire equipment for laser enrichment of nuclear materials.25 According to the American oﬃcials
“there is no question that the turn-key facility was intended for”
Iran’s nuclear weapons program.26 Laser enrichment is considered to
be uneconomical for producing the low-enriched uranium used in
civilian power reactors.27 The oﬃcial Russian response has been that
Moscow did not know of the contract until early last year because
the Science and Technology Center of Microtechnology (a unit of
the government’s D.V. Efremov Institute of St. Petersburg), had not
sought an export permit, on the grounds that no sensitive technology was involved.28 A senior U.S. oﬃcial said that some Russian
laser-related equipment theoretically could be cleared for export to
Iran but that the U.S. government believed that, “taken as a whole
package,” the laser facility clearly “was intended and designed for
weapons-grade enrichment.”29
In April 1999, the Russian Izhorskiye Zavod (machine-building company in St. Petersburg) began producing equipment for
the primary circuit at Bushehr.30 This included the reactor vessel,
steam generator casing, and internals.31 In January 2000, Iran’s
President Muhammad Khatami sent a message to acting president
of the Russian Federation Putin, stating the expectation that ties
between the two states would be extended further. In mid-January,
Russia’s Foreign and Defense Ministers met with the Secretary of
Iran’s Supreme National Security Council, and declared that Moscow
intended to fulﬁll its obligations under the relevant agreements.
Atomic Aﬀairs Minister Adamov denied reports that Russia had
agreed to stop nuclear collaboration with Iran.32

In February 2000, the U.S. Senate approved legislation imposing sanctions on entities that assisted Iran’s chemical, biological, and
nuclear weapons programs.33 In June 2000, the U.S. government
reported that a nuclear research center in Tehran was importing
tritium from Russia. Tritium is a radioactive gas used primarily to
enhance the explosive power of nuclear warheads. One American
nuclear specialist noted that “This is an issue of concern and one
would expect Iran to be very forthcoming in providing assurances
about what it is being used for.”34
Russian construction and engineering crews continued to work
on the Bushehr nuclear power reactor project. In May 2000, Iran’s
ambassador to Russia, Mehdi Safari, declared that the nuclear power
station was 40 percent complete, and would become operational
in 2002.35 However, work on the complex has been somewhat delayed due to American sanctions.36 As such, the date of completion
remains highly speculative.37
Assessments of progress in the Iranian nuclear sphere vary
considerably. In 1993, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
stated that Iran was eight to ten years away from acquiring nuclear
weapons; foreign assistance was said to be critical.38 However, in
1999 the CIA warned that Iran might soon be able to produce a
nuclear weapon.39
Clearly, Russian and Chinese assistance has accelerated the rate
of Iranian nuclear development signiﬁcantly. According to Marine
General Anthony Zinni, former head of U.S. Central Command,
“I would say they are on track, within ﬁve years, they would have
the capability [by then].”
Iranian oﬃcials formally deny that they are pursuing a military
nuclear path. Dr. Amrollahi (of the AEOI) declared, “We would like
to tell the world community that if our activities were not peaceful,
the IAEA would have said so.”40
Yet, an earlier statement by President Ali Khamene`i, in a February 1987 address to Iran’s Atomic Energy Organization, sharply
contrasted Iran’s policy of denying military nuclear intentions:
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we can defend ourselves.Therefore, every step you take here
is in defense of your country and your evolution. With this
in mind, you should work hard and at great speed.41
Missiles
• Approximately 150 Scud-Cs — 500 km range, 700 kg payload.42
• Up to 200 Scud-Bs — 300 km range, 985 kg payload.43
• Approximately 25 CSS-8s — 150 km range, 190 kg payload.44
• Unknown quantity of indigenous-manufactured Mushak
missiles — range from 120 km to 200 km, payload from
150 kg to 500 kg.45
• Currently developing Shihab-3, over 1,000 km range, over
700 kg payload; the Shihab-4, 2,000 km range, 1,000
kg payload; and the Shihab-5, which will have a range of
10,000 km.46 On July 15, Iran successfully conducted the
second test of its Shihab-3 missile, reportedly using one of a
dozen North Korean rocket motors supplied to Teheran in
1999.47 (The ﬁrst test was conducted in July 1998, but the
missile did not complete a full trajectory.)48
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On May 28, 1998 (a short while after ﬁve Indian nuclear tests),
Pakistan announced that it had successfully completed ﬁve nuclear
tests, which were reportedly carried out over a two-hour period in
Balochistan.50 According to the Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission, the nuclear tests measured up to 5.0 on the Richter scale, and
had a (reported) yield of up to 40 kilotons (KT) (equivalent TNT).51
One of the tested nuclear devices was said to be a boosted uranium
device, while the other tests were (low yield) sub-KT devices.52 On
May 30, 1998, Pakistan tested an additional nuclear warhead (with
a yield of 12 KT), bringing the total amount of Pakistani nuclear
tests to six.53
Pakistan’s nuclear program has reportedly progressed considerably following the successful nuclear tests in 1998.54 Although the
Pakistani government declared a moratorium on further nuclear
weapons tests in June 1998,55 two nuclear reactors, along with a
plutonium processing facility, have since become operational. In addition, reports indicated that Pakistan may now be able to produce
enough plutonium to manufacture one atomic bomb per year.56
In addition, concerns regarding Pakistani nuclear and missile
cooperation with other states in the region are increasing. In 1999,
the Saudi Arabian defense minister, Prince Sultan, visited Pakistan’s
secret nuclear facilities at Kahuta and a missile factory.57

PAKISTAN
Although relatively removed from the conﬂicts in the Middle
East, Pakistan clearly represents a major threat to India, as well as
to other states in the region. The increasing political instability, as
reﬂected in the military coup in October 12, 1999, that ousted the
government of Muhammad Nawaz Sharif, and the role of radical
Islam, are causes for growing concern, particularly given Pakistan’s
status as a de-facto nuclear weapons state.

History
The Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission (PAEC) was established in 1955, and in 1965, Pakistani Prime Minister Zulﬁkar Ali
Bhutto declared: “If India builds the bomb, we will eat grass or
leaves, even go hungry. But we will get one of our own.”58 In 1972,
Bhutto assembled Pakistan’s top scientists at Multan, and ordered
them to build an atomic bomb.59 In 1974, after India conducted
a nuclear test, Bhutto declared that Pakistan must develop its own
“Islamic bomb.”60
Following Bhutto’s statement, Pakistan’s nuclear program accelerated considerably. In October 1974, Pakistan signed a contract
with France for the design of a reprocessing facility for the fuel from
its power plant at Karachi and others.61 However, in response to pressure from the United States, the import of key components became
more diﬃcult.62 China provided assistance in the development of gas
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In a report to the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics,
Kenneth Timmerman stated that Iran is developing a new missile,
named “Kosar.” The Kosar is structured around the Soviet SS-5
missile, uses the same RD-216 liquid fuel rocket motor, and has a
range of 4,250 km. There are reports that the Kosar is the basis for
Iran’s space launch vehicle.49
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centrifuges, and the uranium enrichment facility began operation
in the early 1980s.
In 1989, Pakistan tested a short-range missile, capable of carrying a nuclear payload. In 1990, the United States suspended
military aid to Pakistan, after President Bush stated that he could
not certify that Pakistan did not possess nuclear weapons.64 In 1992,
Pakistani Foreign Minister, Shahryar Khan, declared that Pakistan
possessed the components and knowledge to manufacture at least
one nuclear explosive “device.”65 In 1994, German oﬃcials announced the seizure of preforms for gas centrifuge scoops intended
for use in Pakistan.66
However, by the mid-1990s, reports indicated that Pakistan’s
nuclear arsenal consisted of at least ten nuclear warheads based on
a Chinese design.67 In February of 1996, British custom oﬃcials
seized a shipment of Swedish laser measuring equipment slated
for a Pakistani company that was well known to be a “front” for
Pakistan’s nuclear weapon program.68 In addition, the CIA revealed
that China clandestinely sold 5,000 ring magnets to Pakistan’s
A.Q. Khan Research Laboratories.69 In September 1996, reports
indicated that China had sold (in 1996) an industrial furnace and
high-tech diagnostic equipment, with military applications, to an
unsafeguarded nuclear facility in Pakistan.70
The Pakistani nuclear program is based on enriched uranium
weapons, using the ﬁssile material produced at the Kahuta enrichment facility71 and utilizing centrifuge technology based on Urenco
G-1 and G-2 designs stolen by Dr. A.Q. Khan.72 The plant73 has an
estimated 3,000 centrifuges in operation — generating a capacity
of 9,000–15,000 SWU, and is capable of producing 55-95 kg of
HEU per year.74 Kahuta also houses the Dr. A.Q. Khan Research
Laboratory, which began operating in 1984, and has the ability to
produce centrifuge components.75
Pakistani oﬃcials also claim to be independent in the production of heavy water, enriched uranium, zirconium, and spare parts
for its nuclear industry, and able to fabricate a nuclear weapon of
any type or size, including a neutron bomb.76 However, according
to U.S. government sources, Pakistan acquired nuclear-related and
dual-use equipment and materials from Western Europe and other
sources.77

Among its goals, Pakistan is seeking to develop the capability
to produce plutonium for potential weapons use.78 A 50-70 MW
heavy-water moderated plutonium reactor located at Kushab, and
constructed with Chinese assistance, became operational in 1998.79
A U.S. oﬃcial was quoted as stating that Khushab is: “being operated as a dedicated weapons plutonium production reactor.”80 In
March 2000, Nucleonics Week reported that Pakistan had successfully
obtained (through smuggling) components, as well as equipment,
for a heavy water production plant at Khushab.81 Another nonsafeguarded heavy water production facility supplied by Belgium in
1980 (with a yearly capacity of 13 MT) is located at Multan.82
The Pakistan Institute of Nuclear Science and Technology
(PINSTECH) site with Pakistan’s New Laboratories (also known
as New Labs) includes an experimental-scale plutonium re-processing plant, capable of re-processing 10-20 kg of plutonium on a
yearly basis.83 Construction of New Labs (based on French design)
began in 1976, and, according to reports, has been completed.84
Apparently, both “cold”85 and”hot”86 tests have been conducted
at the facility. PINSTECH also hosts a small-scale reprocessing
laboratory that utilizes a solvent extraction method in addition to
the Nuclear Track Detection Laboratory, an entity that carries out
exploration for uranium.87 The Center for Nuclear Studies, also
based at PINSTECH, is Pakistan’s primary nuclear training school.88
(PINSTECH contains two small reactors, named Pakistan Atomic
Research Reactor — also known as PARR.89)
There is also a partially built plutonium reprocessing plant at
Chashma. Construction of the plant was begun by the French, but
was subsequently halted in 1978.90 According to U.S. intelligent
reports, either Pakistan or China may be re-building the plant.91
In 1987, Pakistan received a tritium puriﬁcation and production
facility (with a daily production capability of 5–10 grams of tritium)
from West Germany.92 PARR-1 is a 10 MW high ﬂux, (upgrade from
its original 5 MW capacity) pool type research reactor supplied by
the United States in 1965.93 PARR-1 is under IAEA safeguards, and
originally utilized uranium enriched up to 90 percent, but has since
been converted to use 20 percent enriched uranium.94 According
to reports, Lithium-6 targets were irritated on a test basis, for later
use in tritium separation.95
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Missiles
Pakistan’s eﬀorts to develop and manufacture long-range ballistic-missiles capable of carrying nuclear warheads is part of a strategy
to counter India’s military capabilities.96
Pakistan’s missile arsenal includes:
• The Ghauri MRBM (Pakistani developed and manufactured) is a medium-range ballistic missile using liquid propellant, based on North Korea’s No Dong MRBM, (range
1,500 km; payload 700 kg. However, it is more likely that
its range is similar to the North Korean No Dong — 1,300
km.97
• The Shaheen-1 SRBM (Pakistani developed and manufactured) solid-fueled, 750 km range.98
• The Hatf-1 is a Pakistani developed and manufactured solid
propellant missile with an 80 km range.99
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Gordon C. Oehler, “Persistent eﬀorts to deny Libya access to nuclear,
BW, and delivery system technology have hobbled Qadhdhaﬁ’s
programs and forced him to turn to less advanced technologies and
less reliable sources available in the gray and black markets of the
developing world.”107
However, a CIA report notes that:
Libya continues to develop its nascent and still rudimentary nuclear research and development program but
still requires signiﬁcant foreign assistance to advance to a
nuclear weapons option. In the latter half of 1999, Tripoli
and Moscow resumed discussions on cooperation at the
Tajura Nuclear Research Center108 and on a potential power
reactor deal. Should this civil-sector work come to fruition, Libya could gain opportunities to conduct weapons
related R&D.109

LIBYA
Libya has attempted to obtain nuclear material and technology from Pakistan, China,104 the Soviet Union (now Russia), Argentina,105 India, and Belgium. Libya’s December 2003 pledge to
dismantle its weapons programs are encouraging, but we will still
consider the country’s weapons-development history.
Currently, Libya’s basic nuclear program includes a small
research reactor (which was provided by the Soviet Union in the
mid-1970s at the Tajura nuclear research center106), and could be
operating several minor nuclear research facilities. According to

Libya ratiﬁed the NPT treaty in 1975, which had been signed
earlier by the Idris regime in 1969, but has not signed the CTBT.110
In 1980, Libya reached an agreement with the IAEA to place (all of )
Libya’s nuclear infrastructure under international inspection. However, despite the accord with the IAEA, Qadhdhaﬁ has continually
stated Libya’s desire to acquire nuclear weapons.111
In 1977, Qadhdhaﬁ embarked on a program of nuclear (and
other) cooperation with Pakistan. For a while, it appeared as if this
program had produced tangible results. Libya provided ﬁnancial aid
and delivered uranium “yellow cakes” (that originated in Niger),
hoping that it would be compensated in the form of weapons from
Pakistan.112 However, Pakistan ended its nuclear relations with Libya
before the success of Pakistan’s atomic bomb — leaving Qadhdhaﬁ
without any nuclear gains.113
Nevertheless, despite reports of nuclear cooperation between
Pakistan and Libya, Qadhdhaﬁ (in 1986) stated that Libya would
never help Pakistan acquire an atomic bomb. He said, “We consider
nuclear weapons production a great mistake against humanity.”114
In 1979, the Soviet Union supplied Libya with a 10 MW nuclear
reactor, which was installed at a Libyan research center. The center
was staﬀed with 750 Libyan specialists and technicians. Nevertheless, many students were sent abroad for additional training, and
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• The M-11 SRBM is a (mobile) Chinese manufactured missile with a 290 km range, and is capable of carrying an 800
kg warhead.100 According to reports, the M-11 is a singlestage, solid-propellant missile, with an inertial mid-course
guidance system.101 Reportedly, Pakistan’s HATF III will be
based on this model.102
According to Pakistani oﬃcials, Pakistan is currently developing two new missiles, the Ghaznavi, and the Shaheen-II. Both have
a (intended) range of 2,000 km — a range suﬃcient to reach any
location in India.103
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200 Libyans studied nuclear science materials in the United States
until 1983 — when training nuclear training for Libyans was
prohibited.115
In the early 1980s, Libya considered buying a power station
from the Soviet Union, but displeased with Soviet technology, turned
to the Belgian ﬁrm Belgonucleaire to take over the engineering
contract and supply equipment. The United States objected to the
deal, and Belgium decided, (in 1984) to refuse the United States
$1 billion contract. Subsequently, Libya re-conﬁrmed their agreement with Moscow to construct an 880 MW power station to be
located in the Surt region. The total cost of the power station was
over $4 billion.116
In 1983, the Tajura nuclear research center became operation117
al. The research center includes a small research reactor, (provided
by the Russians in the 1970s118) and, as noted above, in 1999, Libya
and Russia and Moscow resumed discussions about resuming cooperation and discussed a potential power reactor deal.119
Missiles and Other Delivery Systems
• Scud-C variant — 550 km range, 500 kg payload.120
• 100+ Scud-B missiles — 300 km range, 985 kg payload.121
• SS-21 Scarab — 70 km range, 480 kg payload.122
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According to the Federation of American Scientists, in 1979,
Syria reportedly initiated a military nuclear program — and has
not provided the IAEA with complete information regarding these
activities.125
The Russian government has been seeking to expand its inﬂuence in the region through the export of sensitive and dual-use
technologies (see the discussion of the Iranian case), and this process
included the re-establishment of traditional ties between Moscow
and Damascus. On February 23, 1998, the two countries signed an
agreement regarding the “peaceful” use of nuclear energy, and in July
1998, a memorandum was signed regarding the construction of a 25
MW light water nuclear research center in Syria, which included the
participation of Russia’s Atomstroyeksport and Nikiet.126 On May
19, Russia and Syria signed a cooperative agreement, in the ﬁelds
of scientiﬁc, technical, and economic cooperation in the peaceful
application of nuclear energy.127
In its 2000 report on WMD proliferation, the CIA stated: “As
to Syria’s embryonic nuclear research and development program, we
will continue to monitor the potential for this program to expand.
Moscow and Damascus agreed in 1999 to cooperate on peaceful
uses of nuclear energy in a wide area of disciplines.”128
Missiles and other delivery systems
• 60-120 Scud-C — 500 km range, 500 kg payload.129

• Current program to develop Al Fatah (Iltisslat) missile with
950 km. range — 500 kg payload. Has been under slow
development for over 15 years.123

• Up to 200 Scud-B missiles — 300 km range, 985 kg payload.130

SYRIA
Syria does not have an active and advanced nuclear program, but
following the pattern in a number of other states in the Middle East
and elsewhere, the Syrians have been slowly building a foundation
in both missile and nuclear technology. This foundation is largely
based on civil research and dual-use applications, including a small
30 KW neutron research reactor in Damascus, which is operated
under IAEA safeguards.124 The fertilizer plant at Homs is owned
and operated by the Atomic Commission of Syria, and this plant is
being prepared for recovering uranium from phosphates.

• In the process of developing indigenous production capability for M-9 [CSS-6 or DF-15] missiles – 600 km range,
500 kg payload.132
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• 200 SS-21 Scarab — 70 km range, 480 kg payload.131

EGYPT
Egypt continues to play a primary role in the Arab world, and has
sought to maintain advanced military capabilities, including ballistic
missiles, chemical, and, to a lesser degree, biological weapons as well.
However, Egyptian policy in the area of nuclear weapons development
is somewhat exceptional, and has been relatively dormant for some
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time. The major cause for concern is the possibility that following
regional developments, and the India and Pakistani nuclear tests of
1998, the Egyptian pursuit of nuclear weapons may resume.
Egypt’s nuclear program began in 1954, and signiﬁcantly
progressed in 1961, following the acquisition of a 2 MW research
reactor from the Soviet Union.133 Following the 1967 War, however,
Egypt’s nuclear program declined, after many of its nuclear experts
emigrated abroad and economic diﬃculties increased.134 Nevertheless, serious work in the nuclear sphere continued.
In the mid 1970s, as part of the realignment away from the
Soviet Union and the beginning of peace negotiations with Israel,
the United States agreed to provide Egypt with eight nuclear power
plants. The U.S. proposal required accession to the NPT, and Egypt
ratiﬁed the treaty in 1981. However, following the Israeli decision
to forgo the American plan, the U.S. oﬀer to Egypt lapsed. In
September 1992, Egypt signed a contract with Invap, Argentina’s
nuclear organization, to build a 22 MW research reactor at Inshas.135
Construction began in March 1993,136 and became operational in
1998.137 Egypt also continued to seek ways to expand its nuclear
development capabilities, through a joint project with Canada.138
In addition to the two nuclear reactors, Egypt operates a hot cell
complex139 for plutonium extraction research, and a pilot nuclear fuel
factory that is utilized to process natural uranium mined in Egypt.140
Egypt is also striving to develop uranium fuel independently. Egypt
has reportedly signed contracts with Australia, Canada, and Niger
to buy mining technology — and aid in processing uranium ore.141
Egypt also maintains scientiﬁc projects under the tutelage of the
IAEA,142 and has bilateral agreements regarding the peaceful use
of atomic energy with Germany, the United States, Russia, India,
China, and Argentina. The UK and India provide assistance to Egypt
in scientiﬁc research training, and atomic projects as well.143
Although the evidence indicates that Egypt dropped its nuclear
weapons eﬀorts in the 1960s, some Egyptians have called for a renewed eﬀort toward this goal. Oﬃcials and journalists often argue
that Israel’s nuclear capability is a justiﬁcation for Arab nations to
build atomic bombs.144 Apparently, Egyptian rhetoric has given
way to action — and Egypt is currently building ballistic missiles
capable of carrying a nuclear payload.145 Following the 1998 Indian

and Pakistani tests, reports of Egyptian-Syrian and Saudi Arabian
cooperation in this area increased.146
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SAUDI ARABIA
Although Saudi Arabia is a signatory to the NPT and is not
generally viewed as a country of concern in the area of nuclear
proliferation,147 a number of reports and allegations of Saudi efforts to acquire nuclear weapons have been published over the past
years. In 1994, news reports indicated that Saudi Arabia had tried
to acquire nuclear weapons from Iraq. These reports were based on
the allegations of a former Saudi diplomat, Mohammed Khilewi,
who later sought asylum in the United States. According to Khilewi,
Saudi Arabia provided $5 billion for Iraq’s nuclear program during
the 1980s, in return for a nuclear weapon. Khilewi also alleged that
Saudi Arabia possessed two (undeclared) nuclear research reactors.
However, these claims were never corroborated — and U.S. oﬃcials
have stated that they have no evidence of Saudi assistance to Iraqi
nuclear development.148
In 1999, Saudi Defense Minister, Prince Sultan bin Abdul-Aziz,
visited Pakistan’s Kahuta uranium enrichment plant and missile
factory.149 Aziz denied the allegations, stating:
Saudi Arabia is a signatory of the nuclear non-proliferation treaty and is committed to its international pledges.
. . . [The visit did not] exceed the ﬁrst entrances of the site
and did not include secret facilities as was reported. . . .
We are proud that our relations with Pakistan are always
friendly and strong and they should not be interpreted as
something else.150
The Saudi acquisition of long-range strategic missiles is also
seen as an indication of intentions in this area. The missiles include
40 to 60 Chinese CSS-2[DF-3] missiles with 2,400 km range and
2,500 kg payload, deployed at al-Sulaiyil and al-Joﬀer, 500 km and
100 km south of Riyadh, respectively. Each site includes four-to-six
concrete launch pads.151
ALGERIA
In 1984, Algeria purchased 150 tons of uranium concentrate
from Niger,and there are numerous reports of cooperation with Iraq
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in this area dating from the 1980s. Attention to Algeria’s nuclear
eﬀorts was drawn in the early 1990s, when an unreported thermal
heavy water moderated 15 MW nuclear reactor (with the potential
for upgrading to 40 MW) was discovered via space imaging. The Es
Salam reactor was supplied by China and apparently became operational in 1992 or 1993.153 (In addition, Algeria operates a one MW
Argentinian pool-type research reactor, which ﬁrst went critical in
1989.154) Both nuclear reactors are now under IAEA safeguards.155
The Es Salam nuclear is estimated to have the capability to produce
three to ﬁve kilograms of plutonium per year.156 In addition, reports
claim that the nuclear facility includes a Chinese-supplied hot cell
that can be used to separate plutonium, albeit on a small scale,157
and a facility for the production of radioisotopes.158
The construction of this reactor in an isolated part of Algeria was
kept secret for a number of years, until the construction activity and
telltale security perimeter were discovered using satellite imaging.159
A large, heavy-walled building nearby may have been intended as a
full-scale plutonium plant, and a Soviet-made SA-5 surface-to-air
missile battery was located at the site.160 When it was ﬁrst discovered,
Algerian oﬃcials claimed that the reactor was designed for “peaceful
purposes,” such as electrical power generation and production of
radioactive isotopes for medical research.161 However, as analysts
noted, “There are no electrical-power generation facilities at the
reactor and no electric-power transmission lines are nearby. . . . This
is clearly a military nuclear reactor for weapons production.”162
China is also reported to have supplied Algeria with nuclear
weapons technology, as well as expertise on matching nuclear weapons to various aerial and missile delivery systems.163 Under pressure
from the United States, Algeria accepted IAEA safeguards in 1992,
joined the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1995, and
signed the CTBT on October 15, 1996.
As in the cases of Iraq, Iran, and other would-be proliferators,
the capability for developing nuclear weapons continues, as does
the concern regarding Algerian intentions. As Spanish government
analysts noted in 1998:
152

. . . the knowledge obtained by an impressive staﬀ
of experts and scientists, as well as the availability of the
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installations which it will have at the end of the century,
will place this country in an advantageous position to
restart a military program if the corresponding political
decision is taken.164
Similarly, David Albright concluded that Algeria “might have
the facilities necessary to produce military plutonium, the key element in nuclear weapons” in two years.165
In addition, Algeria has been a transfer point for nuclear materials, and there is evidence that uranium dioxide purchased from
Argentina was delivered to Iran.166
With regard to weapons delivery, the Algerian armed forces
possess a variety of bombers, including the Su-24 Fencer, as well
as short-range missiles and launchers, and (Soviet-manufactured)
rockets.167
IMPLICATIONS
Despite the eﬀorts of the United States government during
the past decade, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
and ballistic missile technology in the Middle East has accelerated.
Most other countries and leaders around the world did not share
these concerns, and even when they did, their actions were very
limited.
The U.S.-led sanctions and export limitations may have slowed
but did not prevent this process, particularly with respect to Iran. In
the case of Iraq, the unprecedented degree of intrusion established
in the UNSCOM inspection and veriﬁcation regime, as well as ten
years of sanctions, did not force Saddam Hussein to halt eﬀorts to
preserve and acquire new WMD and missile capabilities. Following
the Iraqi lead, additional states will pursue such weapons without
fear of censure or stigma.
For Israel, as well other countries in the region, and also for
the United States and Western Europe, these developments require
major adjustments in military strategy. The deterrence and defense
against WMD threats has become the primary focus of Israeli security policy,168 and in the United States, the need for greater attention to these threats was emphasized by the report of the Rumsfeld
Commission and in other strategic planning frameworks. In NATO,
the WMD and missile threats from the Middle East are also gaining
Gerald M. Steinberg and Aharon Etengoff
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increased attention, as reﬂected in discussions of joint approaches
and responses. Unless there is a radical change in the implementation of policies designed to slow or prevent proliferation, within the
next decade, the number of states in the Middle East with a nuclear
weapons capability, as well as biological weapons and long-range
delivery systems, is likely to increase dramatically. In the Middle
East, the emergence of a multipolar WMD environment in the next
decade is increasingly likely.170
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The Chemical and
Biological Threat of Islam
Dany Shoham

BACKGROUND AND MAIN MILESTONES

O

n June 8, 1963, during a raid on native anti-Communist
villagers in Yemen, the Egyptian Air Force employed aerial
bombs containing chemical warfare agents. It was the ﬁrst
time chemical weapons have ever been used in the Middle East. That
event marked the beginning of the Islamic non-conventional weapons era, an era bearing enormous strategic importance. During the
40 years since that time, Egypt and other Islamic states have armed
themselves with dreadful chemical and biological weapons, forming
a region of the world most intensely engaged in the acquisition of
oﬀensive chemical and biological capabilities. In conjunction with
rapid ballistic proliferation in the Islamic countries of the Middle
East, this development constitutes a strategic turn of paramount
signiﬁcance.
Egypt was the Islamic state that pioneered the procurement of
chemical weapons. These were employed by her repeatedly from
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1963 until 1967 against unprotected Muslim civilians in Yemen,
far and away from the Egyptian borders. Later, chemical weapons
were further employed again on various occasions, without hesitation and on a large scale, by Muslims against Muslims.
Iraq used chemical weapons many times against Iran throughout
the lengthy war between the two countries (1982–88). The target
population was often a civilian one. Thus far the climax of Iraq’s
brutality on this score was the massacre of some 4,300 Kurdish residents of the town of Halabja by chemical weapons. Also noteworthy
are the numerous incidents where the Iraqi regime brought about
the assassination of individual opponents by thallium poisoning.
Biological weapons were used as well by the Iraqi regime against
the Kurds.
In 1982, the Syrian regime killed some 18,000 “undesirable”
Syrian Sunni residents of the city of Hamma, primarily by means
of cyanide. Three years before that horrifying event, in 1979,
while conducting a vigorous eﬀort to suppress religious dissidents
occupying the holy Ka`abba of Mecca, the Saudi regime eﬀectively
employed on a massive scale a potent incapacitating CW agent,
probably benzyl chloride, acquired for that purpose from France.
The cases mentioned here point to the distinct possibility that
chemical or biological weapons of any sort might readily be used
by Muslims against non-Muslims.
The disintegration of the USSR gave birth to new Islamic states
throughout the last decade, which greatly facilitated the proliferation of chemical and biological weapons. Inevitably, these countries
formed inter-nation connections for the transfer of the relevant
technology. The relatively young Islamic state of Kazakhstan, for
example, has mastered crucial technologies related to both chemical
and biological weapons, hitherto possessed by the Soviet Union.
Kazakhstan found itself in the position of being a potential key supplier, with the option for choosing one of the three alternatives:
a. responding positively to requests from her Islamic sisters
b. relating with indiﬀerence to such requests
c. actively hindering the migration of such technologies to
other countries
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On occasion it follows the second option, more frequently the
ﬁrst one. In eﬀect, the intra-Islamic migration of this speciﬁc expertise began 1972. At that time, Egypt supplied Syria with chemical
weapons produced in Egypt to provide Syria with an initial unconventional operational capability toward the October 1973 oﬀensive
against Israel. The Egyptian-Syrian connection, in preparation for
the October 1973 War, constituted the most profound strategicmilitary-operational cooperation conﬁgured during the 20th century
in the Islamic world, including, evidently, the element of oﬀensive
chemical capacity.
The Egyptian-Iraqi connection during the 1980s was aimed at
the development and production of various ballistic missiles with
warheads carrying all types of non-conventional armaments.
Politically, the Islamic states that so far avoided the biological
and/or chemical conventions — namely Egypt, Syria, Libya, Iraq,
Lebanon, Algeria, Morocco, Sudan, United Arab Emirates, Afganistan, Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, and Kyrgystan — sustain a degree of
coordination between them.
CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS
The basic assumption of the Islamic system is that Israel possesses nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons. This constitutes a
suﬃcient factor (though not a mandatory one) for an Islamic view
supporting acquisition of chemical and biological weapons, alongside or instead of nuclear weapons. This view is shared mainly by
the Arab world and Iran, and is approved by Pakistan and other peripheral Islamic countries. It constitutes the reason and/or excuse for
continued eﬀorts to acquire chemical and biological armament.
On a public and political level, this concept serves as a bargaining chip and as a stick with which to browbeat Israel into
disarming itself in the realm of chemical, biological, and nuclear
weapons. This concept is also fed by other factors, among them
internal Arab aﬀairs as well as Arab concern for protecting the
balance of weaponry between Arab countries and Iran on both an
actual and symbolic level. These concepts have been nurtured by
the fact that Israel was victorious in all the wars; by the dramatic
eﬀect chemical weapons played in Iraq’s war against Iran; by the
relative ease in obtaining biological and chemical arms; and by the
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fearful image of such weapons. In practical terms, such weapons
have great weight because their destructive ability allows them to
serve as a tremendous threatening device, creating threat levels far
higher than with conventional weapons both as deterrent, retaliatory, and as attack systems.
In addition to Iran, one has to recall that, among Islamic nations, Pakistan maintains profound relations with Iran and Arab
countries, and it also believes in arming itself with nuclear, biological,
and chemical weapons altogether. Furthermore, outside the Islamic
orbit, North Korea holds a similar view, while maintaining close ties
with Islamic countries such as Syria, Libya, Egypt, and Iran.
We shall examine the threat situation in each of the relevant
countries.
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Chemical Weapons
In 1972, Syria received aerial bombs and artillery shells from
Egypt containing Sarin nerve gas and blistering mustard gas. Ten
years later, it began production of Sarin for aerial bombs and later
for Scud missiles. Syria also possesses reserves of cyanide gas which
were used in part in the slaughter of 18,000 Syrian Sunni residents
of the city of Hama in 1982.
In recent years, Syria has produced the deadlier and more
stable VX nerve gas placed on bombs and in missile warheads.

This chemical agent surpasses Sarin in its toxicity, persistence,
and virulence, thus complementing the operational ﬂaws of Sarin.
Syria was helped in these eﬀorts by Russian scientists specializing
in the Russian version of the gas, which is superior to the original
American version. Recently Syria deployed chemical warheads
on its Scud-C missiles. This is in addition to the aerial chemical
bombs on its Sukhoi-22, Sukhoi-24, MIG-23 and some 200 chemical warheads adapted to Scud-B missiles. It is to be expected that
Scud-D will follow.
The warning from the Syrian ambassador in Egypt that Syria
would threaten the use of its chemical weapons against Israel to
counter an Israeli chemical threat set a new level for this kind of
statement. In January 1989, in a conversation with Senator McCain
in Damascus, Assad conﬁrmed that Syria had chemical weapons.
In 1993, Assad hinted that Syria had a way to win the Golan back
at any price, despite Israel’s nuclear superiority. The Syrian Information Minister said in 1995 that Syria had “cards” it had not yet
played, but which it would be willing to employ in a war with Israel.
Assad has declared lately that Syria can cause great damage to Israel
through the “special armament” it has, because the Syrian army has
reached strategic balance with the IDF. The Syrian army did indeed
perform a series of experimental launchings of diﬀerent versions of
Scud missiles tipped with chemical warheads. This activity points to
an experimental program that American experts believe could lead
to the use of chemical warheads if Syria intensiﬁes its cooperation
with Russia in the ﬁeld of chemical weapons. Moreover, the exposure of the Syrian operational system of Scud-C missiles through
satellite photographs, shows that it includes chemical weapons that
provide Syria with the option of carrying out a surprise chemical
attack. Parallel to this, the exposure of the nuclear operational system
attributed to Israel by the well-reputed Jane’s newspaper, as well as
satellite photographs, allow Syria another major military option of
directing a chemical attack at this system.
This cluster of developments makes clear Syria’s intention to
neutralize Israel’s nuclear threat which might otherwise endanger
Syrian military gains in the Golan Heights, if and when Syria decides
to initiate action there using chemical weapons.
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SYRIA
Basic Characteristics
Syria has a consistent policy of biological and chemical arms
acquisition that is systematic and determined, and has never been
denied by Syria. More than any other country, Syria has a policy of
seeking strategic parity with Israel, which, in military terms, means
attaining biological and chemical weapons.
Syria apparently cooperates with Egypt in biological and chemical arms acquisition today; it certainly does with Iran and probably
with Libya.
One must recall that Syria has switched from above ground to
underground storage and production facilities, thus signiﬁcantly
limiting Israel’s ability to detect and destroy such facilities.
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Biological Weapons
Syrian spokesmen have stressed that Syria is arming itself with
a technical response surpassing Israel’s nuclear arms, an allusion to
biological weapons. These comments underscore a Syrian concept
that even if chemical weapons are not suﬃcient to undermine Israel’s
nuclear deterrent, the addition of the even more powerful biological
weapons will certainly complete the job.
Syria has been developing such weapons since 1985, producing botulinum toxin and ricin toxin, as well as anthrax and cholera
germs. Russian experts recently hired by Syria are involved in the
production of anthrax and its weaponization in missile warheads.
The biological agents mentioned earlier are particularly deadly:
botulinum is a poisonous protein made from a bacterium that
surpasses the lethality of any other natural or synthetic substance;
ricin is another deadly protein (made from castor beans, commonly
grown in Syria) which has an optimal cost-eﬀective ratio; and anthrax, an easily grown bacterium with long-term survivability for
purposes of storage, eventual launching, and ability to last in the
environment. Cholera bacteria are very suitable for contaminating
water and food systems through guerrilla warfare.
EGYPT
Basic Characteristics
In addition to supplying Syria during joint plans for the Yom
Kippur War, Egypt supplied chemical and biological weapons, and
the means to manufacture them, to Iraq in the 1980s. It continues to
maintain such arms, despite denials and despite consistent eﬀorts to
form the image of a country that wants to eliminate such weapons.
Since the 1993 Chemical Weapons Convention, there is a
clear inter-Arab concept, led by Egypt, to refrain from joining the
Convention, and to develop a chemical-attack option as well as a
biological option, as Egypt has done, so long as there is no acrossthe-board regional ban on chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons
in the Middle East. When the Chemical Convention was signed
in January 1993, Mubarak was in Damascus with Assad, and both
called on Arab states to refrain from joining the Convention.
During 1990, Egyptian-Iraqi cooperation in ballistic and biochemical armament reached its peak. Indeed, only a short while
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before Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, Egypt’s defense and foreign ministers defended Iraqi acquisition of chemical and biological weapons,
hopeful of reaping fruits from the Egyptian-Iraqi cooperation.
Against the background of Egypt’s immense and unprecedented
ﬁnancial expenditures on its military power, and Egypt’s non-participation in the chemical and biological weapons conventions, it
is reasonable to assume that its military arsenal includes chemicalbiological arms, contrary to public declarations by the top Egyptian
leadership.
Chemical Weapons
Egypt’s acquisition of chemical arms began in the 1960s with
the principal installation in Abu-Za`abel (backed by local pesticide
plants) and secondary installations in Abu Rawash (production of
sprays) and Beni Sueif (an air force base). The main research and
development area is in Dokki, and a support industrial installation
is in the Egyptian Chemicals and Dyes Manufacturing Company.
At ﬁrst, Egypt manufactured mustard gas (blistering) and
phosgene (suﬀocating), using them in Yemen. Later, it developed
Sarin nerve gas and VX nerve gas. These were all made on an industrial level and loaded in mines, artillery shells, aerial bombs,
rockets (including cluster warheads), and ﬁnally missiles warheads.
After the suspension of the Egyptian-Iraqi-Argentinean Condor
Project, which the Egyptians and Iraqis wanted for chemical and
biological weaponry purposes, the Egyptians turned to arming other
missiles. Most probably this arming process has been completed.
Concomitantly, many Egyptian experts have taken part in international forums where they attained knowledge and access in the
ﬁeld of chemical arms.
Biological Weapons
Anwar Sadat (in 1972) and Saddam Hussein (in 1990) were
the only two Arab leaders until now who unequivocally declared,
one 18 years before the other, that Egypt and Iraq had biological
weapons on an operational level. Both were telling the truth.
Egypt began a combined chemical-biological weapons project
in the 1960s code-named “Izlis.” It took place (and probably continues to take place) at an Egyptian military-civilian consortium
located at Abu-Za`abel that includes a military installation called
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Industrial Plant Number 801. This is an industrial plant known as
Abu-Za`abel Chemicals and Pesticides Company. A second site is a
facility at the El-Nasser Chemical Pharmaceuticals and Antibiotics
Company.
At the beginning of the 1970s, about ten years after the start of
the project, and after stocking chemical weapons used operationally
in Yemen, it seems that Egypt indeed also stockpiled appreciable
quantities of biological weapons on an operational level, as well as
the means to launch them. It also appears that Sadat’s statement
was not a chance utterance but timed to coincide with a decision
to launch a surprise strike at Israel, and thereby strengthen Egypt’s
deterrent ability to preclude an Israeli non-conventional counterstrike of any sort.
“The Plagues of Egypt,” which included “pestilence” and “murrain,” have been preserved to this day, enabling Egyptian scientists
to imitate the plague-producing agents as biological warfare agents.
Indeed, Egypt’s relatively advanced biotechnological abilities allowed
it to deal with these two agents. The production and storage of the
former agent, the plague (pest) bacterium, are not at all simple, while
the latter one, the Rift Valley fever virus, is even more complicated
to handle. To this, one must add Egypt’s development of additional
biological warfare agents, as, for instance, botulinum toxin and a
virus that causes encephalitis, as further biological warfare agents.
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him the steps to be taken by the entire Arab world. Only a few years
earlier, Mubarak had said that, unlike the lies of Libya, Egypt had
no chemical weapons and had no desire to acquire them. Syria was
the only Arab country to defend Libya, which had tried in vain to
conceal a massive chemical arms factory as a pharmaceutical plant.
This comment also hinted at the cooperation between Syria and
Libya along the Libya-Syria-Iran-North Korea axis of missile and
biological/chemical weapons development.
Simultaneously, Libya is a partner in North Korea’s development
of long-range missiles (along with Iran and Syria) — the Nodong
(1,000-1,300 km) — which are ultimately intended, evidently, for
carrying chemical and biological warheads. This would boost Libya
one step up as a potential threat vis-à-vis Israel and Europe. Other
missiles in the Libyan ballistic program include the TD-1 and TD-2
(2,000-3,500 km) plus the OTRAG (2,000 km). Regretfully, the
Libyan biological and chemical eﬀort receives very signiﬁcant support from South Africa.

Basic Characteristics
Libya has conducted a very wide biological-chemical weapons
acquisition program, though seemingly only partially productive
for the time being. In September 1983, the CIA already believed
that Libya had chemical weapons. Since then, Libya has come a
long way. Qadhdhaﬁ has repeated several times that Libya has the
right to acquire chemical and biological weapons no less than any
other country, especially those already armed with weapons of mass
destruction. And he transfers this right to the entire Arab world,
although recently he has pledged to abandon Libya’s weapons
programs.
Indeed, immediately after the establishment of the Chemical
Weapons Convention, Qadhdhaﬁ met Mubarak to coordinate with

Chemical Weapons
The Rabta complex can easily be switched to its original purpose of chemical weapons production at any time. The complex
was inaugurated in the presence of the Egyptian Health Minister
in September 1995. The plant is said to supply pharmaceuticals to
the entire Arab world, inasmuch as it is supported by an Egyptian
company, the El-Nasser Pharmaceutical Company, which provides
support for Egypt’s chemical-weapons factory. In December 1994,
the CIA director said that Egypt and Libya were cooperating in the
manufacture of chemical weapons. Libya is also cooperating with
Iraq, Syria, and Iran in this ﬁeld. Hence, the Libyan eﬀort is unique
in that it unites all ﬁve threatening countries.
Meanwhile, the Libyans found it wise to transfer activities to
huge factories tens of meters beneath the ground, thereby creating
two advantages: removal, or signiﬁcant decrease, of the threat of
satellite recognizance as well as the threat of being bombed. Indeed,
the American director of Central Intelligence stressed these two
diﬃculties when surveying Libya’s extreme acquisition policies.
He said joint international action could only delay the process but
not prevent it.
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Two new additional chemical installations are located at Sebha
and Tarhuna in underground tunnels dug into mountains. These
projects are camouﬂaged as civilian projects aided by contractors
from around the world. The construction plans for the Tarhuna
factory, described as the largest chemical arms plant in the world,
were obtained by German intelligence from German and Austrian
contractors, and there is great concern that they have reached Syria
as well as Iran.
Biological Weapons
In addition to the three chief chemical weapons facilities
mentioned above, which most probably contain hidden wings
for biological weapons, Libya attempted to conceal her biological
weapons program within two installations: the “Microbiological
Research Center” and the “General Health Laboratories.” In the ﬁeld
of biological weapons Libya developed two germs — anthrax and
brucella — as well as botulinum toxin, as biological warfare agents,
an eﬀort assisted by foreign ﬁrms. It is fairly reasonable that Libya
has already begun to produce and accumulate biological weapons.
IRAN
Basic Characteristic
Iran is the most advanced Islamic country in the Middle East,
technologically and scientiﬁcally. Moreover, being a non-Arab Islamic state, it has a key role within the Islamic block in general, and
in regard to the proliferation of chemical and biological weapons
in particular. Further, it is possible that Iran constitutes the greatest
biochemical threat for the following reasons:
• Its present biochemical armament procurement and its
future nuclear armament procurement are the result of a
long-term strategy, supported by signiﬁcant capital and by
careful supervision.
• Its membership in the Chemical and Biological Conventions, despite the fact that it is arming itself with biological
and chemical weapons (which it denies)
• Its emphasis on long-range missiles carrying biochemical
warheads, and interest in an aircraft carrier
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• Its fostering of terrorist capabilities, which include chemical and especially biological terrorism
• Its outstanding strategic interface with Syria
• Its Muslim fanaticism and enmity to Israel
• The remarkable profusion and physical decentralization of
the installations included in the system, responsible for development, production and warehousing of chemical and
biological warfare agents and of delivery means — located
in Teheran, Isfahan, Kharge, Karai, Marv-Dasht, Shiraz,
and Bandar-Khumeiny
• There was no substantial change in the policy and in the
acquisition of strategic weapons following the change of
regime
Iran has succeeded in obtaining signiﬁcant assistance from
countries that have mastered key technologies. There is evidence of
a recent increase in the aid Iran receives from China, Russia, North
Korea, Pakistan, and South Africa, for its chemical-biological efforts. Concomitantly, there is extensive aid coming from German
ﬁrms, largely the same ﬁrms that previously helped Iraq and as such,
those ﬁrms have earlier been condemned, ironically, by Iran — a
typical line of deceit by the Iranians — many of which compose
the strategic Iranian concept.
Chemical Weapons
Iran learned more about chemical warfare than any other
country in the world from the bitter experience of seven years of
attacks by Iraq. Such cumulative experience has ramiﬁcations for
Iran’s chemical weapons acquisition program. During the war, Iran
tried to manufacture its own chemical weapons, but it deployed
them in a limited way only. Yet, by the end of the war, Iran had accumulated vast experience in the production of chemical weapons.
Today it has such weapons on artillery shells, aerial bombs, rockets,
and very likely on missile warheads as well. The chemical warfare
agents it produces include: cyanide, mustard, luwisite, phosgene,
tabun, and Sarin.
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PAKISTAN, KAZAKHSTAN, AND OTHER EMINENT
ISLAMIC RESOURCES OF TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER
The Islamic system is blocked, chieﬂy by Israel and her only
Islamic (NATO member) ally, Turkey, on its western wing, and by
inferior African countries on its southern wing. Direct geographical
interface allows for the eﬀective transfer of technology and skills
through the northern and eastern wings of the Islamic system of nations, and they do indeed function in this manner. Pakistan, the most
advanced Islamic state, borders on the powerful nation of China,
with which it maintains close and productive ties, and sensibly
shapes the eastern connections of the Islamic nations. Being in such
a paramount position, Pakistan constitutes an extremely important
source of know-how and technology in itself, as well as a crucial
bridge for the migration of essential expertise and components from
the Far East, China, and North Korea in particular.
Moreover, the common border found in between Pakistan and
Iran enables direct technology transfer. Movements of specialists,
chemicals, components, know-how, or even weapon systems can-

not be eﬀectively monitored or detected thereupon. Also, Pakistan
repays Libya and Saudi Arabia for the massive ﬁnancial assistance
they provided by advancing their nuclear and CB weapons development. All in all, the major contribution of Pakistan as an Islamic CB
weapons proliferator cannot be measured as yet in realistic terms
since it has been developed in secrecy. It is obviously signiﬁcant,
in any event.
The other Islamic peripheral country, Kazakhstan, though
undergoing an opposite process, namely deproliferation, evidently
still plays a similar role in regard to countries to the north. The
disintegration of the USSR gave birth to several new Islamic states
on the northern periphery of the Islamic system, including Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan, Kyrgystan, and,
the most northerly, signiﬁcant, and largest one, Kazakhstan. The
latter completely masters technologies related to all types of nonconventional weapons even though it proclaims that it is currently
committed to total disarmament. The big sister, Russia, is situated
to the north, whereas the Islamic little sisters shorten the distance
to the Iranian, Pakistani, and Afghani borders. The paradoxical phenomenon emerging within this peculiar context is in that the more a
particular nation declares that it is complying with the convention,
the more resources of critical technologies and specialized manpower
in that country become available to developers in other countries.
That is precisely the case with Kazakhstan and some of her nearby
Islamic sisters. One manner by which this worrisome situation is
manifested is the knowledgeable “scientiﬁc mercenaries” that ﬁnd
their way to the Middle-Eastern Islamic developers.
Kazakhstan inherited large and advanced CB facilities from
mother-USSR: two huge chemical weapons production facilities,
one at Pavlodar and the other one at Zhambul — the former containing very sophisticated installations — and a chemical weapons
storage facility on the Ili river. Furthermore, four major biological
weapons facilities have been active in Kazakhstan: the so called
Scientiﬁc Experimental and Production Base in Stepnogorsk (including a major Soviet anthrax brewing plant), the Vozrozhdenie Island
open-air test site in the Aral Sea, the Scientiﬁc Research Agricultural
Institute in Gvardeyskiy, and the Anti-Plague Scientiﬁc Research
Institute in Alma-Ata.
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Biological Weapons
Iran is working relentlessly in the realm of biological weaponry.
It has vast and sophisticated biotechnological infrastructures at its
disposal along with skilled manpower. It therefore has only limited
need for outside assistance, and its biological weapons program
should bear fruit in the near future. Its biological weapons dovetail
with those produced by Syria: botulinum, ricin, and anthrax. Still,
its production capacity, especially of viruses, is far greater than that
of Syria, and it undoubtedly aspires ultimately to achieve biological
warheads for long-range missiles.
The Iranian eﬀort to equip itself with biological weapons is
accentuated by assistance from Russia. Russia contributes to the
oﬀensive biological capabilities of Iran at the operational level to
the extent that, according to American intelligence sources, Iran’s
biological arsenal will have the power nearly equivalent to a nuclear
eﬀect. Nor has the importance of biological weapons in the context
of terrorist actions escaped Iran’s view, and it equipped itself with
the means for guerrilla-warfare intended to employ biological agents
by spraying and by the contamination of water systems.
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Not expecting her own disintegration, the Soviet Union did
not bother to concentrate her gigantic biological and chemical
eﬀorts within Russia itself, and various facilities situated in other
parts of USSR were actively involved in the program. In Uzbekistan, for example, the Institute of Genetics, Tashkent, has for years
been working on biological weapons to be used in agriculture, an
advanced form of economical bio-warfare. A marginal country like
Armenia, for instance, appears to possess chemical weapons originating in Russia. Also, it has been reported that Islamic segments still
belonging to Russia, like Chechnya, have usable CB weapons.
Plausibly, one may assume that given the proper payment, the
Islamic brotherhood overcomes obstacles that would otherwise
hamper the migration of essential biochemical technologies, or even
entire CB weapon systems or their components. Movement of these
technologies, particularly through common borders, is taking place
from peripheral Islamic countries into the Middle East. In practice,
that is how it happens.
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the United States, or elsewhere. Of particular concern in the United
States is the problem of preparedness to face biological terrorism
and whether it is being addressed by American authorities.
The leading Islamic organization to take practical steps to attain an operational biochemical capacity is al-Qai`dah. It has been
implicated in what is called “multi-track biochemical microproliferation.”
Al-Qa`idah is not the only Islamic organization that is a cause for
worry in terms of biochemical terrorism. Former CIA director James
Wolsey described the Hizbullah as a potential agent for biological
terrorism. This is particularly realistic due to the fact that the Hizbullah is directly supported by Iran. Iran possesses various CB weapons,
including speciﬁc means designed for guerilla operations.
One reason for the extreme position of the Syrians concerning
their stipulated access to the Kinneret (Sea of Gallilee) could have
been the feasibility of contaminating it.
Finally, the Palestinian terrorist organizations should be mentioned. Certainly, the Hamas and Tanzim are aware of various
options that may be employed in biochemical terrorist acts against
Israeli targets. Actually, during the past two decades Palestinian terrorists attempted sabotage by toxic materials in about a dozen cases,
apparently on individual initiatives. Nevertheless, there is gradually
increasing awareness within the Hamas regarding possible use of
poisonous substances for purposes of sabotage. On several occasions
the Hamas already attempted to carry out that mode. Also, one cannot rule out the possibility of “an ecological intifada” directed at
poisoning the water sources in Judea and Samaria that serve Israel’s
Coastal Plain, inhabited primarily by Jewish citizens. The Kinneret
might be regarded to be a preferable target for contamination by
potent radioactive materials.

CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL TERRORISM
The nature of many chemical and biological warfare agents allows them to be used by non-regular militants, namely saboteurs,
in a very eﬀective and horrifying manner. One of the greatest fears
in the West, especially in the United States, concerns chemical
and biological terrorism. This fear centers around terrorists who
would function as human launchers, such as suicide bombers, in
the extreme. They could be armed with such weapons by a terrorism-oriented Islamic country or by some Islamic organization acting on its own. Candidates include Iran, Libya, Syria, Sudan, and
Algeria in terms of state-sponsored terrorism. Al-Qa`idah (headed by
Osama bin-Laden), Hizbullah, Hamas, and Tanzim are the current
candidate organizations prepared to conduct biochemical terrorism. The anthrax letters attack against the United States has been,
unfortunately, a concrete illustration. Biochemical guerrilla warfare
may be conducted without the possibility to trace the sponsor, be it a
country or an independent organization. Not surprisingly, the threat
of Islamic biochemical terrorism concerns even Russia, considering
how Chechnya might act. Technically speaking, the feasibility of
such a scenario is quite high, with the target being located in Israel,

THE EVOLVING THREAT TOWARD EUROPE AND THE
UNITED STATES
The biochemical threat posed by the Islamic block toward
Israel is self-evident, and in time might take shape. This is but one
dimension of the Islamic menace. As noted earlier, most Islamic
countries that possess oﬀensive biochemical capabilities seek to equip
themselves with long-range ballistic missiles of up to thousands
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of kilometers, covering areas much wider than their immediate
environment. The very long distance that missiles can traverse also
goes far beyond their relevant strategic geopolitical arena, a fact that
should arouse considerable amazement since it presents the obvious danger of a capacity to deliver chemical and biological agents
to targets far away.
This biochemical-ballistic capacity even goes far beyond the
needs resulting from the strengthening cooperation between Turkey,
the Muslim country that separates Europe and the Middle East
and belongs to the NATO, and Israel. This cooperation serves as
an excuse for the ostensible need for Islamic nations to cultivate
multiple chemical-biological oﬀensive strategies whose potential
goals include Israel, Turkey, and a large part of Europe.
The 21st century will probably see enormous scientiﬁc biotechnological developments. Unfortunately, these developments
will entail enormous unwanted military implications, and will
signiﬁcantly intensify the biochemical threat. Ballistic delivery
systems for biochemical warfare agents will improve considerably.
Also expected is the addition of biochemical warheads that contain
cluster bombs armament that are carried by cruise missiles, thereby
greatly increasing the threat. The leading Islamic countries are in all
probability seeking to master those developments.
What the future threatens to produce is a “biochemical monster
turning on its creators.” For years the United States and various
European countries, or, more precisely, many supply ﬁrms in Europe and the United States, have been contributing extensively and
critically to this irreversible process. In practical terms, it means that
in approximately ﬁve years or so, an ordnance of surface-to-surface
ballistic missiles armed with warheads containing CB agents, might
be deployed within the premises of Iran, Syria, and Libya, capable
of reaching remote targets in Europe as well as in the United States.
The chances of such a scenario taking place, in terms of both deterrence, retaliation, and threat of and ﬁrst use, can be determined
only in the future. At any rate, an impending shift in the balance
of power is about to occur.
Further, the implementation of the chemical convention and
the perfection of the biological convention should facilitate putting
controls on the suppliers of prohibited biochemical technology,

particularly in Europe and the United States, although past experience teaches that, in most cases, suppliers found ways to bypass the
controls. The name of the game, in this connection, is early and
much better intelligence as well as persistent determination.
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THE OVERWHELMING MENACE OF
BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS
During the recent decade, biological weapons re-emerged as
ultimate practical weapons of mass destruction, in terms of both
guerrilla warfare and large-scale warfare, whereas nuclear weapons
constitute the ultimate weapon of deterrence. Mention should
be made of the broad impact of biological weapons, which may
be fully strategic and widely explosive, even when employed by
means of guerrilla warfare. Also, biological weapons hold the ratio
of cost to eﬃciency at its desirable limits that meets the needs of
developing countries seeking non-conventional armaments which
are not too complex to handle. Nuclear weapons are enormously
more sophisticated and expensive, and they retain their status as
the super deterrent weapon of mass destruction. Yet, the increasing attainability, diversity (toxins, non-epidemic pathogens, and
epidemic pathogens), and versatility of biological weapons make
them attractive to rogue regimes in search of a weapon with massive impact.
A lot has been said, and evidenced, with regard to the anticipated
devastation resulting from the employment of the two supreme
biological warfare agents, the anthrax bacterium and the smallpox
virus. In practice, the former is an available, readily cultivated, highly
infective, and yet non-contagious pathogen, marked by extreme environmental stability, remarkable virulence, and considerable sensitivity
to certain antibiotics. The virus causing smallpox is an already globally eradicated pathogen, and, hence, diﬃcult, but not impossible,
to obtain. It is easily reproducible in fertilized chicken eggs, highly
infective and contagious, less stable but fully resistant to antibiotics,
and very virulent. Each of those pathogens is indeed a potent biological warfare agent that can be spread by guerrilla warfare or regular
military operations. Regardless of the panic they can generate, which
is extremely signiﬁcant in itself, the aﬄiction they cause directly is
horrendous in terms of casualties and medical logistics.
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Of interest here are two events during which rulers of Islamic
nations threatened to use biological weapons. For quite some time,
Iraq (until of course Saddam Hussein’s fall) and Egypt have been
the most powerful Arab nations, technologically and scientiﬁcally.
Their presidents, Anwar Sadat (in 1972) and Saddam Hussein (in
1990), were the only leaders worldwide to voluntarily and purposefully announce that they possess usable stocks of biological
weapons. Saddam’s announcement was delivered a few years after
the continuous Iraqi employment of chemical weapons against Iran,
prior to the 1990 invasion of Kuwait. Both leaders lacked nuclear
weapons, but in view of the fact that their possession of eﬀective
chemical weapons was public knowledge, they found it politically
beneﬁcial to add their possession of biological weapons.
CONCLUDING REMARKS
Driven by an exceptional conjunction of gradually intensifying pan-Islamic brotherhood and solidifying geostrategic motives,
the leading Islamic countries have persistently paved the way of a
virtually irreversible CB proliferation process, in contrast to the
currently prevailing global deproliferation trends. This proliferation
is fueled by two complementary processes: domestic increase and
distribution of CB-related know-how, skill, and practical application within the Islamic world, and the simultaneous migration of
the necessary technologies from non-Islamic countries. It seems as
if the Islamic proliferators act as an absorbing apparatus of portions
of the dismantled facilities and dismissed personnel aﬃliated with
past military CB infrastructures located in non-Islamic countries.
Intra-Islamic spreading, in parallel, of cardinal biochemical essentials
is of no less importance.
The fact that most Muslim nations are full members of the
CWC and BWC is misleading, because more than a half of the
Islamic states plainly do not have, and do not intend to have,
CB weapons. Most possessors are not full members. Iran, though
being a major possessor, is a full member, but the Iranian case is
distinctly the case of well-orchestrated amazing deception. On the
other hand, a non-possessor like Lebanon intentionally refrains
from membership, so as to allow the deployment of CB weapons
by Syrian forces in Lebanon.
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Unfortunately, positive global developments such as the emergence of autonomous nations from the disintegration of USSR,
and the worldwide tendency for disarmament and arms control
especially in terms of non-conventional weapons, paradoxically
played a role of paramount importance in arming Islamic nations
with these weapons. This phenomenon is still taking place, and in
all likelihood will continue in the future.
The anticipated outcome is the formation of a formidable
Islamic menace toward Western countries where their former, and
present, suppliers are located. Islamic terrorists, including BC-oriented ones, publicly declare that objective. Turkey, and certainly
Israel, the only democracies in the Middle East, are severely threatened by the Islamic proliferators.
The existing geopolitical strategic formation of the Islamic
system, together with its adjacent arenas, are plainly in her favor.
The likely outcome of that entire conjuncture is indeed threatening. Ranging, potentially, from local small-scale CB terrorism up
to the launching of CB-agents-carrying-ballistic missiles on an
international scale, the Islamic CB weapons menace is emerging
as an extremely serious issue. A future Islamic nuclear umbrella
would certainly make matters worse. The fact that the leading
Islamic countries are aware of the potential impact of their power
propels their incentive for making more progress in this realm. All
four modes of action are present: deterrence, retaliation, threat,
and surprise attack. Globally, then, chemical and more biological
weapons are considered to constitute an imminent menace from
Islamic countries. Israel and the West are evidently the ﬁrst priority targets. The prospects of eﬀectively countering this threat are
diminishing as time passes.
Integration of the Islamic world will most likely continue in the
future. The reservoir of CB weapons’ know-how presently scattered
over diﬀerent Islamic countries should be regarded as a potentially
unitary resource of utmost importance, available for concrete armament needs of various Islamic nations.
Disregarding for a moment the Islamic nations that formerly
formed part of the Soviet Union, no less than six Islamic countries
— Egypt, Syria, Libya, Iran, Sudan, and Pakistan — currently possess chemical and biological weapons, while Algeria and Saudi Arabia
Dany Shoham



274



are candidates to join the club. Moreover, in contrast to the ongoing
global positive trend of chemical and biological deproliﬁration, the
prominent and obvious path followed at this time by the leading
Islamic countries leads to the augmentation of their chemical and
biological capacities.
The described paradigm relates to the global perspective, as well.
The formerly Central-European East-West frontline is seemingly
being replaced, subtly, by a Middle Eastern one. Syria and Iran
presently constitute the new frontline, as against Turkey, Israel, and
Jordan — while Saudi Arabia is, in terms of a distinct strategically
Eastern-supported Middle Eastern block, opposing a strategically
Western-supported one.
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The two scenarios at the two ends of the spectrum — tactical
operation for the purpose of military conquest of a given theater
(the Golan Heights, for example) as opposed to a strategic operation
against civilian population centers (such as the central coastal area
of Israel) — serve totally diﬀerent aims. There are several interim
scenarios, as, for example, an aerial attack on military airﬁelds,
on reserve forces call-up stations, and on command and control
centers. However, the common denominator and central guiding
notion that would precipitate a decision to engage in action, would
be the presumption that the use of chemical or biological weapons
would have a high chance of devastating essential targets, and that
the likelihood of success in any substitute fashion would be low or
non-existent.
In the foreseeable future, if and when threatening states possess
nuclear weapons, it is reasonable to assume that they will serve as

a nuclear umbrella to an atomic threat against Arab states. Hence,
there is no doubt that Iran and others will feel free to use chemical
and biological weapons to the extent that they see ﬁt, in the belief
that they are protected from nuclear counterstrikes, and are even
willing to absorb a chemical-biological attack. A situation such as
this will bring about a drastic change in the equation of forces.
Assuming for the moment that this development is still far oﬀ,
one alteration in the equation of forces as perceived by the Arab
countries must be taken into consideration: The Arab and Iranian
analysis of the current situation is that biological arms can nullify the
threat of an Israeli nuclear counterstrike to a chemical attack launched
by an Arab nation or by Iran.
Unfortunately, in the face of the stockpiling of biological and
chemical weapons by Arab countries and Iran, it is presently difﬁcult to identify a way to critically limit the rate of that process, or
to prevent new technologies from being available by non-Islamic
countries. The North Korean and Chinese formal and semi-oﬃcial
aid extended to Syria, Iran, Libya, and Egypt, along with the informal transfer of invaluable technological knowledge (if not more)
from Russia, may well create an incremental jump in the present
rate of armament build-up. It is only a matter of time before the
stockpiles of biochemical weapons in Islamic countries will include
missile-carrying warheads. This will enable those countries to launch
BCW from any site in their territory to any location within Israel.
In terms of basic strategic time, there is no fundamental diﬀerence
if this status will be achieved in three, six, or nine years.
Only with a sharp turnabout in the application of restrictions on
international commerce, in the support provided by a radical nation
such as North Korea, or in the powerful Arab-Iranian motivation
to strengthen their strategic alliance in terms of unconventional
armaments, can a real change be eﬀected. Present international
circumstances being what they are, none of these developments are
imaginable now or in the foreseeable future.
The eﬃciency of physically striking at the source of the threat,
such as an air strike on weapons stockpiles or their production plants,
demonstrated clearly by the pinpoint surprise bombing of the Iraqi
nuclear reactor but shown to be ineﬃcient in the continuous bombings during the Kuwait campaign where the element of surprise did
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COPING WITH THE THREAT
The Islamic countries can use their biochemical weapons the
following ways:
• Practical scenarios: conquest, defense, neutralization, paralysis, forcing evacuation, causing massive losses, preventing
immediate danger to the regime, damaging strategic targets.
• Threat scenarios: spreading panic, deterring actions or reactions of various opponents; undermining the deterrent
capability of opponents.
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not exist, remains an option of considerable potential. However,
two recent developments have made such an operation extremely
diﬃcult: a) underground production plants and storage sites make
bombing problematic, and, b) doubts that an Arab country (or Iran)
would react with restraint. Preventing the development of a situation which would encourage an Arab leader to utilize biological or
chemical weaponry, or to assign the authority for their use to some
lower echelon, is of the highest priority.
The following steps could also help target countries such as
Israel a great deal:
• A defense capability that would greatly reduce the damage
inﬂicted by a CB attack
• Preparation for an immediate and devastating Israeli reprisal that would include, at the same time, the neutralization
of the remaining biochemical attack capability
• Identiﬁcation of storage sites of CB weapons and production plants, and the creation of immediate and eﬀective attack capability
• Early warning systems to identify such an attack and neutralize it by political or military means, including anti-missiles envelopes
• On the political-diplomatic-psychological warfare level
— endeavor to identify an Arab line based on biochemical
threatening, which is heightened by acute or continuous
brinkmanship, and formulate an opposing operational line
based on parallel yet more sophisticated brinkmanship.
There appears to be a sharp increase in inter-Arab and Iranian
cooperation. Can this cooperation reach the level of transferring
chemical or biological weapons from one nation to another, or to
operational strategic coordination in this connection? The enormous
threat inherent in this matter requires close attention.
A diﬀerent threat whose importance and many-faceted ramiﬁcations are well known, relates to inter-Arab and Iranian cooperation
concerning the international conventions to eliminate chemical and
biological weapons. The Arab countries that have not yet signed border
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on Israel or currently possess such a potential, including Syria, Egypt,
Lebanon, and Libya. An Islamic country such as Iran that signed
the convention could demand inspection of installations in another
country that has signed, including Israel, the results of which would
be passed on to other Arab allies that have not signed. It is diﬃcult
to see how this situation can be avoided, except by the adoption of a
drastic amendment that would prohibit a country that initiated such
an inspection from receiving all of the results even if they were positive.
Moreover, Arab states and Iran could coordinate among themselves
exactly which installations they would demand to be inspected.
Objectively speaking, the Arab demand for a Middle East
without weapons of mass destruction is a positive step. Yet, the
diﬃculty in accomplishing this state of aﬀairs stems from severe,
and in some instances, inherent constrains, and it is doubtful that
it is basically feasible.
The main diﬃculty in the eradication of biological and chemical
weapons is twofold:
• What is the probability of actually achieving complete
(physical) eradication of such arms without the danger of
countries hiding them?
• What are the chances of precluding the possibility that the
weapons will be recreated within a short time period of
time such as days or weeks, and of hiding this capacity?
Finally, what is the probability, in eﬀect, that the Islamic-Arab
lineup of forces could be weaned away from maintaining such
weapons?
Endnotes
1 Testimony by Dr. Joshua Sinai before the International Relations Subcommittee on Africa of the U.S. House of Representatives, July 22, 1999, U.S.
House of Representatives Publications Press, Washington, DC.
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FACING INSURGENT
ISLAM: A GRAND
STRATEGY FOR THE WEST
Yehezkel Dror
PART ONE: ESTIMATE OF DYNAMICS
I. Approach

O

ne of the more signiﬁcant global processes very likely
to characterize the 21st century is the continuing and
escalating rise of Islam. In terms of self-consciousness,
energy, demography, economic power, and military capacities,
Islam is “standing up,” as the usual phrase in Arabic puts it. As a
civilization and belief system and as a cluster of states and non-state
actors, Islam is sure to become increasingly potent and to exert
increasing inﬂuence on geo-political processes and structures.1
This potency can, from a Western and global perspective, be very
benevolent or/and very malignant. Under optimistic assumptions,
Islam can again become a very creative civilization making signiﬁcant contributions to a peaceful global order, to humankind, and
to global culture as a whole, while advancing the people of Islam to
high individual and collective pluralistic qualities of life. However,
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under pessimistic assumptions, rising Islam can take very aggressive
forms, combining religious fanaticism with mass killing weapons,2
bringing about neo-barbarism in signiﬁcant parts of the world, and
moving toward a post-modern form of religious and civilizational
wars. In particular, resurgent Islam is likely to be aggressive toward
the West, causing it much damage, while also causing much harm
to the adherents to Islam themselves and possibly endangering the
future of humanity as a whole.
Given this evolutionary potential of Islam, a main challenge
facing the West and its partners is to inﬂuence the actual developments of Islamic states and societies so as to increase the probability
of positive trajectories and reduce the probability of negative ones
while containing the damage potential of the latter.
The basic position of this chapter is that, therefore, the West
needs a well-considered grand strategy3 which serves as grounding
both for long-term policies and for crisis improvisation in the face
of the many unpredictable and also in part inconceivable4 situations
sure to come about. This chapter is devoted to an eﬀort to develop
such a grand strategy.5
The concept of “grand strategy” poses serious dangers if taken in
an unsophisticated way. Statecraft has to deal with unique concrete
situations that resist simple categorization. Still, a well-considered
grand strategy can provide principles helping policymakers to take
a deeper, more comprehensive, and longer-term view of “hot” issues
and to cope with speciﬁc situations in ways taking into account
broader contexts and fundamental goals. Thus, improved grand
strategic thinking would have led to quite diﬀerent European Union
policies toward Turkey and Western policies in Bosnia, avoiding
grave error that cannot but strengthen the malignant potential of
Islam.
II. Islam in Transformation
Diﬀerent Islamic states moved through various phases of evolution according to unique timetables. Thus, Turkey followed after the
First World War a very diﬀerent path from Saudi Arabia and Malaysia; changes in ways having little in common with the Islamic parts
of India which later became Pakistan and Bangladesh. Still, there
is a historic unity to Islam and its states as belonging to a shared,
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though pluralistic, civilization. This unity justiﬁed discourse on a
“grand strategy” dealing with Islam as a whole. However, to try to
understand the present situation and the evolutionary potential6 of
Islam and develop an appropriate grand strategy, thinking in terms
of long-term history7 is essential. But long-term perspectives must be
combined with detailed analysis of contemporary processes within a
view of history as nonlinear,8 systemic,9 and partly open-ended.10
Reducing such “thinking-in-history”11 to bare essentials, four
phases characterize much of the path of Islam from the past into
the present and toward an uncertain and contingent.
In the ﬁrst phase, Islam was an extremely successful religion and
civilization, with tremendous achievements in expanding, building
societies and states, and reaching peak cultural creativity. The domain of Islam extended over large parts of the then- known world,
succeeded for generations to hold on to large segments of Europe,
and constituted what would today be called a “super block.”
In the second phase, with the emergence of pre-modern and
modern Europe, the crystallization of the Western state system, and
the scientiﬁc and technological revolution, the White Christian
West conquered the domain of Islam and subordinated it.12 From
the perspective of Islam, this was a period of colonization, foreign
occupation, enforced subjugation, and cultural humiliation.13
However, the elimination of Islamic sovereignty in no way eroded
adherence to Islam.
In the third phase, Islamic states regained independence and
most of them tried to modernize on lines of the West. The nationstate pattern was taken over in many Islamic countries, together with
Western ideas and ideologies. However, this “Westernization” was
in most societies superﬁcial and did not touch grass root adherence
to Islam and its political potentials, with the partial exception of
Turkey, thanks to the unique Ataturk reforms.
Following failures of modernization, weakening of the West,
and discrediting of some of its main ideologies, all Islamic countries
are now to some extent in a fourth phase; some more so and some
less. Bewilderment and search for selfhood and individual and collective self-identity characterize this phase.14 Following the failures
of Western-type nationalism and various versions of state socialism,
it is increasingly characterized by re-Islamization.
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Individually and collectively, Moslems and Islamic societies
search for self-identity and an appropriate place in the modern
world. Quasi-westernization continues to be an attractive option
for some elites, but is losing ground, with growing portions of the
educated and of professionals too becoming more Islamic. There
is a return to “roots” with much turning to “fundamentalism,”15
with search for ways to combine Islamic traditions with modern
technologies and economies, and with a very strong desire to make
Islam again into a major global power. All this goes hand in hand
with much resentment toward the West and a continuing feeling
of humiliation,16 combined with a contradictory mixture between
envy and unwillingness to accept Western Zeitgeist and “post-modernity.”
The present phase is loaded with contradictions, such as desire
for economic prosperity and technological modernization together
with clinging to traditions; a sense of power together with strong
feelings of inadequacy; resentment of the West combined, as noted,
with not a little envy; and more.
A number of additional “drivers” of the future17 add to instability while strengthening the likelihood of developments harmful
to the West. Let me start with demography. Populations in most
Islamic countries increase rapidly and become urbanized, producing
explosive situations. However, some countries have a rather stable
and relatively small indigenous population, including some of the
oil-richest states. In some countries, demographic changes, including immigration, entry of refugees, and import of labor, disturb
ethnic-political balances, as in Lebanon, Kuwait, and Jordan. All in
all, demographic factors aggravate instability, by overloading governments, retarding economic and social welfare, and creating urban
masses prone to fundamentalism and also fanaticism. This applies
both to domestic situations and to relations between states, with
large and growing populations on one hand and very rich countries
with small populations on the other, such as in the Persian Gulf,
producing very unstable disparities. Similarly, the growing populations of North Africa facing southern Europe, of Turkey facing
east Europe and of Malaysia and Indonesia facing Australia, may
well produce radical geo-strategic shifts including violent eruptions
changing global civilizational and power relations.

To move on to socio-economic trends as a second main driver
of the future closely related to the demographic one, widespread
poverty and unemployment are unavoidable in the foreseeable future
in most Islamic countries. No economic policy and no achievable
international support can rapidly increase per capita real income,
produce employment opportunities, and provide social services and
amenities of life, satisfying growing aspirations and expectations.
Therefore, extreme social frustrations and tensions are assured, with
much potential for instability and Islamic fundamentalism at least
in part hostile to the West.
Demographic and socio-economic processes add up to deep social traumatization, producing search for “anchors” in life18 and also
for “enemies” to blame,19 including anti-Western intentions. At the
same time, the action capacities of Islamic countries and non-state
actors are rapidly increasing, including ability to cause grievous harm
to the West. Economic and professional elites are developing, with
signiﬁcant investments in education, including technical training.
Most governments follow a selective technological modernization
policy including modernization of military capacities.
Another factor characterizing the present phase is the growth
of Islamic Diasporas and their radicalization. Large-scale migration
from Islamic countries to the West, as caused mainly by economic
motifs, is sure to increase despite all countermeasures. Intensifying
radicalization of many of these migrants, because of clinging to
roots and harsh barriers to their cultural absorption in their new
countries of residence, is also to be expected. In combination, these
two provide a strong basis for counter-Western Islamic actors residing in the West itself.
Signiﬁcance of individual rulers in determining national policies, characterizing most Islamic countries, adds much uncertainty,
with personal choices having signiﬁcant consequences for better and
worse. But this does not change the overall estimate of the dynamics of Islam for the next 50 years or so: Unless the West strongly
intervenes with ongoing future-making processes, Islamic countries
are sure to be quite unstable with much fundamentalism. Some state
and non-state actors are very likely to be extremely fanatic, up to
readiness to endanger their survival in order to cause grievous harm
to the West by using all the means at their disposal.
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All in all, Islam is “standing up.” This is sure to be a superturbulent process,20 with discontinuities and eruptions, internal
conﬂicts and external tensions dominating the scenery during at
least the next 50 years. It is this current and foreseeable phase of
the evolution of Islam and its evolutionary potential that poses a
fateful challenge to Western grand strategies.
III. Alternative Pathways into the Future
The domain of Islam is surprise-prone, permeated with uncertainty, and sure to be in turmoil with a high probability of lowprobability contingencies occurring. But the future is only in part
chaotic, with main possibilities being constrained in central features
by ongoing processes as discussed above. Therefore, main alternative
pathways of Islam into the future can in part be depicted from the
perspective of the West in a number of scenarios and structured
futures. I will ﬁrst present some scenarios, beginning with what appear to be dangerous ones for the West, moving on to some prima
facie positive ones. But it should be noted that “bad” scenarios
often also constitute an “occasion,” in the sense of “opportunity”
in Machiavelli’s terminology, which can be utilized to inﬂuence the
future for the better. And “good” ones may prove in the longer run
to be Pandora boxes, especially if mishandled.
But, ﬁrst, a comment on the impacts of global contexts. It makes
a lot of diﬀerence to the future of Islam if the world as a whole
moves rapidly toward an “end of history,” with free markets and
liberal democracy irresistibly permeating all societies.21 Or, instead,
if the world continues in the main on a trajectory of an uneasy mix
between globalization and “tribalism,” with some advancement of
global regimes but a lot of “chaos.”22 My assumption is that at least
till the middle of the 21st century, the ﬁrst image of the future is
beyond the limits of the possible, and in the second half of the 21st
century it probably will not be relevant any more. Rather, the second
image, with many possible variations, is the most likely future on
which discussion of the evolution of Islam should be predicated.
Jumps may occur and, indeed, I will present a contingent grand
strategic recommendation to break the continuity of global history
by instituting a “global leviathan,” as a last resort against the selfdestruction of humanity if lesser measures fail. If and when such or
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another mutation occurs or is brought about, this chapter will be
obsolete. But until such an historic leap into a diﬀerent geo-strategic
and geo-civilizational cosmos takes place, the proposed working
assumption is that global impacts will not be radical and forceful
enough to shift Islam beyond the alternative futures inherent in its
present evolutionary potential.
However, external inﬂuences can shape parts of the future of
Islam within its alternative futures as, in part, discussed in the following. This, indeed, is the purpose of the proposed grand strategies for
the West — which, in essence, constitute deliberative interventions
with historic processes designed to inﬂuence the actual pathway into
the future taken by Islam and its actors.
Moving on to the substance of alternative futures of Islam,
let me start with a number of scenarios that are, initially at least,
dangerous from a Western perspective:
• Sudden destabilization of some countries because of internal coup d’etat or upheavals, such as in Jordan, Iraq, Saudi
Arabia, and Egypt
• Outbreak of war between Iran and a combination of Arab
states, between Egypt and Sudan, and more
• Violent conﬂict between some Arab states and Israel endangering important Western interests, whether starting in
limited a way, such as on the Golan Hights, escalating from
some local destabilization, such as in Jordan or Lebanon, or
initiated as a major war
• Dramatic terrorism against Western high-value targets with
chemical materials, massive hostage taking, etc.
• Escalating inter-civilizational conﬂicts, such as between
Pakistan and India, between Turkey and Greece, and between Moslem and non-Moslem actors in the Balkans or
the former USSR
• New types of conﬂict with the West, such as large scale
“boat people” migration from North Africa into Spain and
from there into West Europe
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• Acquisition of nuclear and other mass-killing weapons by
some Islamic countries and also by non-country actors, including by unstable states and jihad groups, coupled with
rumors on possible surprise-use of such weapons against
Western countries and their allies
• Increasing likelihood of a nuclear conﬂict between some
Islamic and some non-Islamic countries, which however
“local” may cause much damage to large areas and is likely
to mutate global geo-politics as a whole
• A steep decline in oil prices, resulting from break-throughs
in energy technology, producing severe economic crises and
regime destabilization with propensities to engage in external aggression (llustrating the negative side of what may in
many respects be a very positive development for the West
and the world as a whole)
• Alternatively, increasing dependence of the West, Russia,
and Japan on Middle Eastern oil, with its availability being endangered by a mixture between internal instability in
main oil-producing countries and withholding of oil as a
way to blackmail the West to make very costly and, in part,
impossible concessions
• Development of an Islamic bloc with “super-power” capacities, confronting the West on global values and issues and
demanding from main Western ex-colonial countries compensations for “generations of enslavement and robbery”
What are initially positive scenarios include, for instance:
• Rapid economic and social development in most Islamic
countries, together with democratization including some
unique features, accompanied by civilizational creativity of
global signiﬁcance and peaceful cooperation with the West
• Increasing diﬀerentiation between Islamic countries, with
many of them becoming more “Western” in main features
• Solution of main points of conﬂict between Islamic and
Western countries, such as the Palestinian issue, integration
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of Turkey in the European Union, and the Kashmir conﬂict
• Large oil discoveries bringing about economic and social
stabilization, including in Egypt and North Africa
• Strong reversals of fundamentalism, with new ideas combining basic Islamic values with democracy, human rights,
and cooperation with the West gaining the upper hand
Many additional scenarios, negative and positive, can be designed. However, the ranges of the likely and of the possible, even
if unlikely, are constrained by some basic historic structures and
processes shaping the future of the domains of Islam. Therefore,
despite the already mentioned likelihood of surprise possibilities
including inconceivable ones, coherent main alternative futures
of large parts of the Islamic areas, bringing out main features of
evolutionary potentials and main alternative lines of evolution into
the future, can be constructed. These include four main structures
of the future:
Future One: Cooperation and Development
This is the most optimistic alternative future, with a majority of
Islamic states cooperating peacefully among themselves and with the
West. Successfully economic and social development takes place with
much domestic stability. Regimes combine Western democracy and
Islamic traditions and values. Islamic religious thinking downgrades
hostility toward other civilizations and abandons the idea of Holy
War. And civilizational creativity leads toward an Islamic renaissance
with important contributions to global cultures.
Future Two: Cohesion with Fanaticism
The second future is the most pessimistic one. Pan-Arab and
Pan-Islamic forces dominate large parts of the area of Islam, including the Middle East, West Asia, and East Asia. Turkey and Egypt
become increasingly fundamentalist. An Islamic block is formed,
overcoming schisms and demonstrating increasing hostility toward
the West. Fanaticism-prone countries engage in economic and
technological advancement, building up strong action capabilities,
while keeping society mobilized. Pushing back Western-Christian
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global dominance, aggressively advancing Islam in Africa and Asia,
confronting Hindu India, and eliminating Israel are among the
main goals, consistently pursued.
Future Three: Mixed Conﬂict and Cooperation, with Limited
Upheavals
This future continues more or less present processes, raison
d’etat being the main motive of Islamic state behavior, inter-state
relations moving between cooperation and conﬂict, and domestic
upheavals being limited. In this future, fundamentalism does not
grow signiﬁcantly and Iran becomes less extreme. Relations with
the West continue as now, with ups and downs and limited conﬂicts combined with selective cooperation, without Islam forming
a coherent civilizational geo-political block.
Future Four: Mixed Conﬂict and Cooperation, with Many
Upheavals
This future illustrates situations in between the second and third
structures presented above, with a potential for further development
into either directions. Such a future can last for quite some time,
but is basically unstable because of non-sustainability of a structure
including antinomies actively conﬂicting one with another.
Various combinations are likely and additional variations are
possible. But these four alternative future structures, together with
the scenarios outlined earlier, do add up to a sketch of the evolutionary potentials of Islam. Thus, they pose the main challenge posed
by insurgent Islam to the West.
Before taking up the daunting task of indicating some principles
for a Western grand strategy for coping with insurgent Islam, three
widespread delusions must be deconstructed, namely clinging to the
status quo, relying on westernization and trust in separation.
IV. Hollowness of Status Quo, Doubtfulness of
Westernization, Impossibility of Separation
Three policy orthodoxies preventing development and application of an eﬀective grand strategy of the West in respect to Islam
include 1) clinging to the status quo and hoping it is sustainable,
with some improvements such as settling the Arab-Israeli, IndianPakistan, and Turkey-Greece conﬂicts and prevention of escalation of
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Islamic terrorism, 2) westernization of the main countries of Islam,
and 3) separation of the world into zones of peace and zones of turbulence that can be kept apart, with the latter including turbulent
and anti-Western Islamic states and non-state actors.
These are serious misperceptions caused by lack of understanding of ongoing socio-civilizational dynamics, of the uniqueness of
Islam, and of the processes shaping regional and global futures.
They are based on and aggravated by “motivated irrationalities,”
“end of history” phantasmagoria, Western parochialism, a-historical
thinking, and many additional causes of distorted images of reality and its trends as prevalent in governments, elites, societies, and
civilizations.
True, maintaining the status quo in large parts of the Moslem
world, with some obviously needed improvements and subject to
socio-economic progress and movement toward Western political
values, is desirable from a Western perspective, especially when
compared with some of the alternatives. But this is a vain hope,
with eﬀorts to realize it likely to be more counter-productive than
helpful.
In view of the strength of change drivers, such as globalization,
science, and technology, no status quo is maintainable, certainly not
in the domain of Islam as shaped also by internal very turbulent
processes, as already discussed. Therefore, instead of striving for the
impossible, eﬀorts should concentrate on trying to channelize cascading transformations in desired directions and, at least, at avoiding
the worst. However, this can be done only if inherent instability
of the status quo is recognized, main change factors are diagnosed,
and robust policies focus on eﬀorts to inﬂuence main trajectories
of change, including revolutionary ones, without any ambitions of
“ﬁne tuning.” Alternatively, if maintaining of some main features of
the status quo is regarded as essential, large-scale interventions are
necessary to dampen change forces, and such eﬀorts too are sure to
fail after some time unless alternative channels for radical change
ﬁtting Islam and its potentials are provided.
To clarify this crucial point, let me mention two examples,
however much they may contradict status quo-oriented policy
dreams:
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• The kingdom of Jordan is basically unstable and becoming hyper-unstable with the establishment of a Palestinian
state. Therefore, Western policies based on an assumption
of long-range stability of Jordan as a Hashemite kingdom
are mistaken and should be changed. Thus, if after careful
consideration priority is given to maintaining Jordan and
its regime, this has far-going implications. These include,
for instance, not letting the Palestinian state acquire action
capabilities that can endanger Jordan and deterring it from
action against Jordan; encouraging Israel to keep most of
the Jordan valley so as to minimize borders between Jordan
and the Palestinian state; supporting eﬀective law-and-order policies in Jordan; providing massive help to Jordan
to signiﬁcantly improve its socio-economic situation; and
gearing for eﬀectively helping Jordan, directly and indirectly, if its stability is endangered. An alternative policy is to
assist in a smooth transformation of Jordan into a part of a
Palestinian state. Waiting for events to happen in the hope
that the status quo is likely to prevail is the worst posture of
all, sure to fail, with bad consequences that are avoidable.
• Turkey poses a pivotal problem with a status quo that cannot continue for long and with a critical crossroad likely to
lead either to westernization or to Islamization. The case
of Turkey illustrated strikingly the lack of grand strategic
thinking in the West, as demonstrated by the absurd policies of the European Union on Turkish membership and
by actions of some Western states on the Armenian issue
and its history. Instead, needed is a determined eﬀort by
the West to strengthen the westernization of Turkey while
preserving and developing its unique culture. This may be
possible, thanks to the radical cultural engineering of Attaturk and may help to pose a model for some other Islamic
states that can help to prevent and also to reverse Islamization. But this requires a determined high-quality policy by
the West. Lack of such a policy is very likely to be evaluated
by future historians as a very grave error, contributing signiﬁcantly to the decline of the West by its own fault.
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These examples serve to introduce the second delusion of much
of present Western thinking and feelings on Islamic states, namely
trust in westernization as a main grand policy. Eﬀorts to protect
human rights and prevent atrocities are a moral imperative not to
be judged too much in terms of realpolitical interests. But the situation is diﬀerent in respect to eﬀorts to export to Islamic countries
Western forms of liberal democracy and free markets. Even much
more dangerous as bases for policies are images of Islamic countries
becoming rapidly similar in main features to the West, such as the
Middle East somehow leaping into a quasi-European-Union pattern of cooperation.23
Doing so may well be unjustiﬁed morally in terms of global
ethics of pluralism. Worse, it is realpolitically not only in vain but
positively dangerous. This is the case for a number of reasons.
The economic policies proposed by the West are sure to increase
unemployment and thus to accelerate destabilization and encourage
anti-Western fundamentalism. The argument that in the long run
Western types of free markets and globalization are sure to bring
about economic prosperity to the countries of Islam is doubtful,
unrealistic, and irrelevant. It is doubtful because main aspects of
Western economic structures do not ﬁt the social conditions and
values of most of the Islamic countries. It is unrealistic because
many Islamic rulers do not want to accept crucial aspects of Western
economic systems because of their power implications and political
consequences. And it is irrelevant, because if in the shorter run transition crises produce Islamic fundamentalist states, then the longer-run
beneﬁts of Western-type economies will not be reached.
Even more of a delusion is involved in eﬀorts to push Islamic
countries toward Western-type democracy. It is quite clear that
democratic elections, given the present socio-economic and political situation in most of the countries of Islam, will bring to
power parties and rulers supporting deeper Islamization of their
countries, often coupled with fanaticism and hostility toward the
West. Also, in the view of many Western experts, there are serious
contradictions between Islamic cultures and political theology on
one side and democracy on the other,24 making the latter into a
wrong model for good regimes in Islamic states. In this respect, it
is interesting to note that Iran has the most democratic elections
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of any Islamic country, while seeming to move in the direction of
a unique mixed democratic-religious regime. The nature of such a
regime, if it achieves a long-term balance, is hard to comprehend
to Western minds and its future is unknown — but most likely is
very diﬀerent from Western liberal democracy.
The emerging recommendation is to be very careful and selective about urging Islamic countries to adopt Western-type liberal
democracy. Less ambitious attempts to upgrade the consent-basis
and welfare-orientation of regimes, together with respect for basic
human rights, have a much higher probability of beneﬁcial results,
both for the people of the area and for the West.
This recommendation in no way implies any moral or political
“judgment” on those countries as “unripe” for the “higher” values
of the West. Rather, the recommended posture recognizes the right
of other cultures to live by their values, as long as those are not
aggressive.
The third delusion of the possibility of “separation” is less expressed explicitly, but tacitly underlies quite some Western security
thinking25 with sure-to-follow bad results. It is most pronounced in
respect to Africa, with major upheavals, warfare, and all genocide
there being assumed to have no costs for the West and, consequently,
being left to burn out with very little eﬀorts at eﬀective intervention.
This is a mistake not only in humanitarian but also in realpolitical
terms because of growing probability that earlier or somewhat later
some of the protagonists will take action again the West, up to direct
threats with mass killing weapons.
This is all the more true with Islamic states and non-state actors,
where conﬂicts which at ﬁrst are local in scope being often likely to
broaden and involve Western interests and states. True, the West is
more prone to intervene, as illustrated by the Gulf War, because of
very visible dangers posed by local conﬂicts to its interests. But hopes
to “isolate” local warfare in less obviously sensitive areas than the
Middle East linger in the background, as illustrated by “do nothing”
strategies in conﬂicts involving Islamic former parts of the Soviet
Union and diminishing interest in such conﬂicts in the Balkan.
This is much more of an error than neglect of conﬂicts in Africa,
with broad Islamization sure to undermine any eﬀorts to separate
local conﬂicts involving Islamic actors from the West.
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The deconstruction of main stream Western policy orthodoxies regarding Islam does not imply that all Western policies toward
Islamic countries are wrong. Many Western strategies and actions
and are well taken. These include, for instance, maintaining close
contact with leaders of non-aggressive Islamic countries and sharing
with them some decision making; economic assistance; eﬀorts to
slow proliferation of mass killing weapons; trying to calm local conﬂicts; confronting Iraqi aggression; and more. But, driven by often
wrong assumptions and lacking a well-considered grand-strategic
base, policies are inadequate and also counterproductive. Hence,
the need for a reconceptualized grand strategy for the West that ﬁts
the realities and prospects of insurgent Islam.
PART TWO: GRAND STRATEGY RECOMMENDATION
V. Intermezo: On Building the Grand Strategy
Building a grand strategy requires outstanding cognitive and
moral capacities and is a task for high-quality interdisciplinary policy
research, development, and creativity organizations (“think tanks”).26
Obviously, I cannot do so on my own. However, to indicate some
directions and illustrate a few of principles, I will present and explain
eight main suggested dimensions for building a grand strategy for
the West toward Islam: (1) relating respectfully to Islam, (2) selective accommodation, with red lines, (3) helping socio-economic
development, (4) curbing aggressive actors, (5) reducing aggressive
capacities, (6) holding states and rulers strictly accountable, (7) damage
limitation, and (8) if all fails, moving toward a global leviathan.
But ﬁrst, the main hyper-goals of such a grand strategy must
be explored.
VI. Hyper-Goals: Avoiding the Worst and Advancing the Good
Grand strategies of the West should serve two partly overlapping
hyper-goals:27 namely “bad-reducing” and “good-advancing.” The
ﬁrst aims at containing dangers and threats, including prevention
of their development and realization and decreasing their damage
if they do occur. The second aims at advancing a “good world” as
positively deﬁned by Western values as changing with time.
Preventing fanatic states from having nuclear weapons and
reducing Western sensitivity to a breakdown of oil supplies from
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the Middle East, illustrate the containment of bad possibilities.
And helping the Arab Middle East to prosper through peaceful
cooperation illustrates the achievement of desirable futures. These
examples also indicate the overlap between the two hyper-goals as
well as their distinct nature.
The means to be used for reducing bad situations and their
consequences and/or for advancing good ones are multifarious
and not dictated by the “negative” or “positive” nature of the goal.
Thus, threats of sanctions can be used to advance desirable situations, such as respect for human rights; and economic assistance is
sometimes eﬀective for preventing bad situations, such as societies
becoming more fanatic. The preferable mix of measures to be used
in order to contain the bad or/and advance the good depends on
the particularities of sub-goals and situations and on availability of
policy instruments. Still, the distinction between danger-containment and “good”-advancement is very signiﬁcant and serves as a
main compass for the recommended grand strategies.
Given Western values, classifying situations as “bad” is often
not diﬃcult, but there are many exceptions with processes being ambiguous and containing both bad and good aspects. The
distinction also serves to bring out a main problem, namely different conceptions of what constitutes a “good” future. Cultural
diﬀerences can here easily result in shallow judgments. Thus,
Western Zeitgeist embraces human rights, individualism, and
liberal democracy, while most of Islam has quite diﬀerent values
based on religious norms — but this does not justify evaluating
the latter as “bad” and to be counter-acted. Instead, I propose to
base the Western grand strategy primarily on a distinction between
Islamic values and processes which are inner-directed and those
that are aggressive toward the West and its associated. Thus, when
Islamic countries reject the equality of women this is anathema
to Western values, but poses no danger to the West. But when
Islamic countries and groups engage in terrorism against the West
this poses a clear threat.
From the perspective of the West, a grand strategy toward Islam
should ﬁrst of all aim at reducing the dangers built into fanatic
and aggressive Islam, especially when equipped with eﬀective damage-causing instruments of both “low intensity” and mass killing

potential. This includes, for instance, reducing the probability and
limiting the damage of negative developments, such as:
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• New types of quasi religious wars, with large confrontations having an ideological or cultural basis, such as between an emerging Islamic block of “true believer” nations
and Western countries
• Regional conﬂicts that endanger the West, by jeopardizing
the ﬂow of essential materials such as oil; or by inaugurating a new epoch of atrocities with increasingly lethal weapons
• Action which is dangerous from a global perspective, even
though non-violent and within what has traditionally been
regarded as “domestic matters,” such as destruction of natural resources on a scale endangering important global ecological assets
• Non-violent action which can destabilize Western societies,
such as illegal mass movement of population from Islamic
countries; or drug production and diﬀusion on a scale having serious social consequences
• Neo-barbaric behavior that, though initially not directly
endangering Western security transgresses against basic values which must morally be protected to preserve the viability and integrity of the West
Containment of such dangers is a ﬁrst grand strategic imperative, leading to a number of speciﬁc policies, some well known
and some in need of much innovation. Thus, prevention of proliferation of mass killing weapons and their delivery instruments
and of diﬀusion of dangerous knowledge belong to the expanding
family of arms control, though requiring much more determined
measures. However, prevention of fanaticism armed with mass
killing weapons and reducing its damage potentials requires radically novel approaches. As further discussed within the proposed
grand strategic dimensions, these range from suitably targeted
intelligence collection up to neutralization of dangerous “prophets of holy wars” and surgical operations against their centers and



298



facilities, coupled with painful action against countries providing
them with save havens.
Despite some overlaps, quite diﬀerent in nature are policies aiming at advancement of positively desired situations, such as respect
of human rights, democracy, socio-economic development, regional
economic cooperation, peaceful settlement of disputes, promotion of global equity in a meaningful sense, and so on. However,
as already discussed, priority should be given to the advancement
of inner-directed instead of aggressive Islam. This may or may not
involve advancement of some of the enumerated Western values.
But this is secondary to the main aim of reducing dangers to the
West, all the more so as “pushing” of the Western values may often
be counter-productive and is also in part doubtful in terms of a
pluralistic global morality.
Opinions may diﬀer on this point, with a counter-argument
claiming that only by adopting some main Western values can
the benign future of Islam be assured. Available empiric data and
reliable theories are inadequate for supporting or disproving this
conjecture. But this very uncertainty accentuates the importance of
danger-containment as the primary foundation of a Western grand
strategy on Islam, in combination with advancement of desired
positive situations as far as possible and not carrying serious risks
of boomerang eﬀects.
When the proposed hyper-goals are contrasted with the dynamics of Islam, as discussed earlier, the net assessment is one of
a large and increasing security deﬁcit likely to pose serious direct
and indirect dangers to the West. Reducing the growing security
deﬁcit and turning it into a security surplus — this is the challenge
facing construction of grand strategy for the West, to the eight main
dimensions of which I now turn.
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It is essential to diﬀerentiate between “fundamentalism” and
“fanaticism.” Fundamentalism, as noted, is a phenomenon belonging
to modernity while reacting against it, can be inner-directed, and
strives to transform society. As put by Anthony Giddens:
Fundamentalism is not the same as either fanaticism or
authoritarianism. Fundamentalists call for a return to basic
scriptures or texts, supposed to be read in a literal manner,
and they propose that the doctrines derived from such a
reading be applied to social, economic, or political life.28

(1) Relating Respectfully to Islam
The ﬁrst recommended dimension is to respect the integrity
of Islam and help it to “stand up” and develop in light of its own
values and traditions as a main civilization and global factor. Any
and all anti-Islamic elements and impressions should be strictly
avoided.

In Islam, fundamentalism often leads to fanaticism, but this
is not always or necessarily the case. Also to be taken into account
in rejecting any automatic correlating of fundamentalism with
aggression is the fact that non-fundamentalist Islamic regimes can
be very aggressive, as illustrated throughout the modern history of
the Middle East. Therefore, respect of fundamentalism as long as
not accompanied by aggressive intentions, coupled with eﬀorts to
encourage and support its non-aggressive forms, though not meeting Western values in other respects, is a main requirement of the
proposed grand strategy.
The essence of the proposed posture is respect toward Islam,
sincerely felt and convincingly demonstrated, together with support
for unique styles of life which Islamic societies prefer. Thus, the
West disparages Islamic legal norms, such as punishments regarded
as “inhuman” and diﬀerential gender roles, and to regard them as
regressive and contradicting human progress. However natural, such
reactions are counter-productive realpolitically.
Many such expressions of Western disapproval of Moslem values are a matter of public opinion, mass media, and other channels
which cannot and should not serve in the West as strategic policy
instruments. Western leaders should demonstrate respect for Islamic
norms and for the right of Islamic countries to live according to
whatever values they prefer, within the limits of a minimum set of
compelling global norms and as long as aggression toward others
is avoided. But care must be exercised not to camouﬂage feelings.
What is needed is bona ﬁde respect for Islam and for the right of
other cultures to live according to their values, as long as some basic
norms regarded as obligatory for all societies are complied with.
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Concomitantly, space should be provided for Islamic states to
play an increasing role in global aﬀairs, such as giving Islam a permanent seat on the UN Security Council, without veto rights, to
be rotated between core states. Strict care should be taken to avoid
actions or omissions which may be interpreted as reﬂecting negative
attitudes toward Islam and Moslems, or lack of concern for them.
Absence of rapid and eﬀective help to Moslems in Bosnia and failure to adequately punish those who are responsible for barbarities
committed against them, including senior politicians, is therefore
as already stated a very serious blunder contradicting the required
posture of the West toward Islam.
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future relations between the West and Islam as a whole, such as in
reducing tensions while maintaining credible images of strength
and determination.
Three examples may help to clarify the importance of credible
and enforced red lines:
a. Iraq’s action against Kuwait was clearly an act of “state aggression,” justifying and requiring counter-action.
b. Oil boycotts endangering supplies essential to the West are,
according to the proposed yardsticks, a clear instance of
grave aggression. Therefore, forceful counter-action to stop
them is recommended.

(2) Selective Accommodation, with Red Lines
To reduce friction and agitation, as well as for moral reasons,
ambitions and desires of Islam should be accommodated as long
as they are non-aggressive and do not impair important values and
interests of the West. At the same time, red lines should be maintained and, at appropriate opportunities, explicated and explained,
beyond which Islamic demands and actions will be rejected and
counter-acted.
Obviously, there is a large gray area between those two policy
principles. Also, often the positive or negative implications for the
West of various actions of Islamic countries and non-state actors
are uncertain. A guide for such situations is provided by the ﬁrst
grand strategic dimension discussed above, which leads to the recommendations to give to Islamic actors the beneﬁt of doubt. However,
governments tend to ignore dangers and over-accommodate aggression so as to avoid taking controversial and risky actions. Therefore,
a Western “red line” in respect to Islam should be strictly enforced,
including select demonstration actions so as to maintain deterrence
and aggression while providing support for non-aggressive Islamic
interests and values.
Thus, conﬂicts between Islamic and non-Islamic actors, such
as in the Balkan and the Middle East, should be settled in a fair
way, meeting legitimate interests of all parties, while avoiding
giving in to extortion, threats, and violence and making sure that
agreements are fully kept. Also, as indicated, speciﬁc issues should
be handled in ways taking into account also their impact on the

(3) Helping Socio-Economic Development
Attractive are policies helping peaceful progress of Islam and its
societies. However, as noted, care should be taken to avoid deﬁning
“progress” in terms of Western value. As long as Islamic states are
peaceful and meet some minimum of universal values, the West
should help with socio-economic development.
Special attention should be given to measures that strengthen
non-aggressive social development and counteract fanaticism. But to
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c. The oﬀering of a prize by an Iranian body enjoying governmental support for the assassination of Salman Rushdie.
Expressions of understanding for Islamic reactions to writings regarded as defaming the faith, with explanation as to
why such writings cannot be repressed in the West, were
in order as part of the proposed posture of respect toward
Islam. However, sympathetic understanding should have
gone together with a clear declaration that any support for
hurting the author is not only abhorrent to Western values
regarded as having global signiﬁcance, but that encouragement of action to hurt a person residing in the West is a
gross act of aggression which will be met with serious sanctions. If this, together with helping Iran to ﬁnd a way to
“climb down from the tree,” had not worked, then escalating counter-measures against Iran should have been taken
till they withdraw from this act of aggression.
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be avoided is wishful thinking, such as assuming that democratization will for sure produce “nice” governments after a relatively short
learning period, and that free market economies will produce employment and raise standards of living for most of the populations.
Also misleading is the widespread belief that economic progress
necessarily reduces fundamentalism, ethnic tensions, fanaticism,
and aggression.
Despite such problems and risks, helping socio-economic and
political development can be of much help, in addition to being
ethically mandatory and serving as a step toward a global grand
strategy. But to seriously implement this grand strategic dimension,
much more is needed than giving some money, providing advise
based on Western experiences (and often serving Western economic
interests), and helping with conﬂict resolution.
A relevant issue is more equitable distribution of windfall proﬁts
among Islamic countries. Thus, the oil incomes of very rich countries with small populations should be used to help development
of oil-poor and population-rich countries. This implies that Saudi
Arabia, Libya, and the Persian Gulf countries should be persuaded
and obliged to share a lot of their wealth with other Islamic countries.
But convincing them to do so may require quite some arm twisting,
will hurt relations with the oil rich countries, and may also bring
about their destabilization. However, such steps are in the interest
of Islamic countries and civilization as a whole and may be of much
help in assuring benign development.
(4) Curbing Aggressive Actors
However diﬃcult it may be to classify a concrete actor as belonging to one of the categories, crucial to the proposed grand strategy is
the distinction between non-aggressive on one hand and aggressive
and fanatic actors on the other.
“Fanatic” or “crazy states” or non-state actors29 present an
extreme case of both immorality and danger. Such Islamic states30
or non-state actors are committed to an ideology favoring and urging aggressive action, are willing to take high risks and pay high
prices for engaging in such action up to risking destruction, and
are building up action capacities devoted to realizing their “holy
war” beliefs.
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Global values converge with realpolitical imperatives and require
either eradication of such actors or making them completely ineffective. This is becoming more and more essential because of the
increasing ease with which such states and, in the foreseeable future,
also non-state actors, can acquire mass killing weapons with which
they will be able to blackmail and harm the West. Doomsday-weapons for holding the world at ransom are also likely to become a possibility in the not far oﬀ future. Therefore, radical countermeasures
become necessary when milder treatments do not work.
A ﬁrst line of counter-action is persuasion, economic incentives
and disincentives, international pressures, isolation, prevention of
acquisition of dangerous weapons, “coercive diplomacy,” etc. But,
if such steps fail, direct intervention before a fanatic state acquires
signiﬁcant action capacity may constitute the most humane and
cheapest strategy, as well as often the only eﬀective one. Such intervention should change the regime and, if essential, impose an
“educational interim government” (as done in Germany and Japan
after World War II).
As discussed in the next dimensions, as minimum, disarmament
of countries with fanatic-aggressive tendencies is essential. However,
fanatic states and actors can cause a lot of damage also with easily
available means, are always suspect of acquiring mass killing weapons
in clandestine ways, and serve as an encouragement to fanatization
of additional states and non-state actors. Therefore, making them
non-fanatic is often the only reliable countermeasure, to be achieved
by changing their leadership into a more benign one. If this cannot
be done by conventional means (support of internal opposition,
etc.), then direct action against the fanatic leaders is morally and
realpolitically justiﬁed, as long as there is a high probability that
less fanatic ones will take their place.
These examples raise issues of cost-beneﬁt thinking and of
maintaining reasonable proportions between the threats against
the West and counteraction. No automatic program-solving equations can be provided; each case needs discretion ﬁtting speciﬁc
circumstances. But as a recommended guideline, the proposed grand
strategy allocates much weight to long-range impacts, proposing a
readiness to pay now a higher price in order to improve trajectories
into the future.
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(5) Reducing Aggressive Capacities
Limiting the action capacities of aggressive or potentially aggressive Islamic actors is in many respects a more attractive option than
taking action to change their nature to become non-aggressive. Arms
control regimes are an increasingly important feature of emerging
global governance and are on high moral grounds. However, they
suﬀer from major weaknesses.
It is desirable to apply arms control regimes with discrimination, supporting armament of inherently non-aggressive countries,
especially Western democracies threatened by aggressive Islamic
states. This applies, in special cases, also to letting them maintain
mass killing weapon systems. However, global arms control regimes cannot sanction such diﬀerentiation, however morally and
realpolitically justiﬁed. Indeed, the opposite is true: It is easier to
cause non-aggressive and especially Western democratic countries
to join disarmament agreements and they are more trustworthy to
comply with such agreements than aggressive countries. Thus, the
net eﬀect may be to let aggressive countries gain a net advantage.
The ease with which countries, and in some respects even more
so non-state actors, can acquire and hide weapons, including
mass killing ones, further makes reduction of aggressive capacities less reliable than transforming aggressors into non-aggressors
in intention.
Another diﬃculty is being able to identify in advance the
transformation of non-aggressive into aggressive countries. Denying
weapons to all is quite impossible, all the more so because defense
cooperation is an integral part of maintaining friendly relations
and also reducing motives to become hostile. But benign countries
acquiring advanced weapons can rapidly become aggressive ones,
as illustrated by the mutation of Iran.
Given all these diﬃculties, reducing the attack capacities of
aggressive and potentially aggressive countries is a main grand
strategic dimension.
The proposed robust principle is to prevent any and all potentially aggressive, and especially fanatic states and non-state actors,
from possessing mass killing weapons. This requires determined
action to prevent ﬂow of such weapons, and of the materials and
knowledge to make them, to such countries, enforced inspection of

suspect sites in such countries, and destruction of dangerous tools
and weapons — if necessary, by surgical strikes. But these are very
diﬃcult endeavors, because of “dual uses” of many types of materials
and knowledge, multiplication of potential suppliers with diverse
interests, domestic political and economic considerations in the
West, and accepted norms of “sovereignty.” Therefore, given present
realities, proliferation of mass killing weapons to aggressive Islamic
states and non-state actors cannot be prevented.
This is the justiﬁcation for active defense measures, such as antimissile systems. However, these cannot be relied upon because of
the variety of ways to deliver mass killing weapons, in addition to
the errors inherent in technologically very complex systems. Also
to be taken into account are the high costs of anti-missile systems
and their global geo-strategic problematic. Therefore, annihilation
of attack capacities should have priority, if feasible.
Any success, however partial, in limiting aggressive action capacities is well worth the eﬀort. But such policies cannot be relied
upon. Therefore, it is necessary to combine eﬀorts to reduce the
capacities of dangerous actors with changing their motivation, parallel with preparing for failures of both lines of action. Ultimately,
moving toward a global leviathan may be essential for preserving
the West and humanity as a whole. But let me leave this dimension
of last resort to the end, after considering additional less radical and
costly grand strategic possibilities.
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(6) Holding States and Rulers Strictly Accountable
An especially troublesome case is posed by fanatic non-state
actors who in fact are supported or at least granted safe havens by
states, as illustrated by a number of Islamic terrorist and guerilla
organizations. Coping with the increasingly serious threats posed
by such actors requires holding states and rulers strictly accountable
for terrorist and guerilla activities supported by them, never mind
disclaimers of responsibility.
In terms of international law, all states are duty-bound to take
all feasible measures to prevent their territory being used as a basis
for aggression against other countries. All the more so, direct or
indirect support of aggressive groups is itself an act of “state aggression” which, if serious in scale and consequences, is an act of
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war. Therefore, an eﬀective grand strategy against Islamic (and
other) fanaticism requires states and their rulers to be held strictly
accountable for supporting aggressive non-state actors in whatever
way. Active sanctions against such states and rulers, including military operations if lesser measures prove inadequate, are therefore in
principle recommended — again, subject to adjustment to speciﬁc
situations.
(7) Damage Limitation
Whatever is done, failures are unavoidable and serious threats
and attacks by fanatic Islamic states and non-state actors are likely,
including with mass killing weapons. Instability in Islamic countries and state failures increase the probability of partial failure and
also counterproductive eﬀects of even the best grand strategy, with
dangerous situations likely to come about. Therefore, preparing for
failure is an essential dimension of the proposed grand strategy.
Coping with failure involves two lines of action: reducing the
sensitivity of the West to bad developments, and preparing capacities to intervene and reverse negative events and trends. Reducing
dependency on oil from the Middle East and hardening essential
facilities sensitive to fanatic attack illustrates the ﬁrst approach.
Preparing planning-wise and operationally to engage in surgical
operations against revealed mass killing capacities in the hand of
fanatic countries illustrates the second.
(8) If All Fails: Moving Toward a Global Leviathan
It is quite likely that only some parts of the proposed grand
strategy will be adopted and implemented. Furthermore, even if an
optimal Western grand strategy against Islamic fanaticism armed
with mass killing weapons is eﬀectively applied, adequate success
cannot be assured. This is all the more likely because even if only a
small number of fanatic states and non-state actors possessing new
types of mass killing weapons, such as biological ones, successfully
evade countermeasures, this is enough to pose an intolerable threat
to the West, and to humanity as a whole.
In other words, when fanaticism armed with mass killing weapons is at stake, then 90 percent success in neutralizing this threat is
not enough. And to achieve 100 percent success is impossible within
given global regimes. Therefore, if and when the threat of use of
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mass killing weapons by fanatic actors passes a certain threshold,
radical changes in global regimes become a necessity. What may
become essential for the survival of civilization as a whole in the
face of the specter of a new barbarism is a global leviathan, that is
a global authoritarian security regime lead by the West which effectively controls all mass killing weapons and stops fanaticism in
the making.
This is the ultimate grand strategic option, the time for which,
regretfully, may come. If so, it is preferable to gear for such a possible
need in advance in order to be ready if and when the hour strikes,
such as after a “minor” nuclear attack by a fanatic actor.
VIII. Democratic Morality Versus “Evil”
The contingent recommendation to establish a global leviathan
poses in full measure tragic moral dilemmas raised by the proposed
grand strategy, which recommends harsh measures such as surgical
operations against fanaticism-suspect states and their rulers. Thus,
the grand strategy would have clearly supported an assassination
in 1938 of Hitler organized by France, Poland, Czechoslovakia, a
Jewish underground, or the Zionist movement — but this surely
would have been harshly condemned by Amnesty International,31
had it existed at that time.
If the main assumption on the future of humanity is that it is
sure to thrive despite some minor interim “accidents,”32 then indeed
the proposed grand strategy should be rejected as “immoral” and
as “undermining the values of the West.” However, if fanaticism
armed with mass killing weapons is regarded as being a dangerous form of “evil” having the potent to bring about a new form of
barbarism, then we are in a situation of “bad moral luck”33 where
the tragic necessity is to pay with very important values for even
more important ones.34
This is the moral justiﬁcation for the proposed grand strategy
and for the changes required by it in some of the thinking and
practices of Western states and their legal systems. True, the required
moral balance between preserving the integrity of the Western moral
canon and meeting the requirements of protecting the security of
the West and of humanity as a whole is a diﬃcult and delicate one
and requires much care. But such diﬃculties must not be permitted
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to avoid the issue till grave harm is done, with likely overreaction
to follow.
IX. Epilogue: Counting on Statesmanship — or on
Catastrophe?
Throughout this chapter I have used the term “the West.” Implied is the need for much cooperation between Western countries
and its allies, together with other countries, civilizations, and global
institutions, with maximum participation of non-fanatic Islamic
states and non-state actors. The USA has to take the lead, together
with the European Union, in facing the dangers of Islamic aggression and fanaticism, as integral to its role of leader of the West and
the only global hyper-power.
Implementation of the proposed grand strategy requires new
types of intelligence capable to estimate reliably fanaticism potential.
Also needed is development and readying of novel action instruments, doctrines, and units, such as lethal but temporarily very
disabling weapons for surgical operations against fanatic rulers. Even
more diﬃcult is integration of the various dimensions into a coherent grand strategy and its measured application to shifting situations.
Most diﬃcult of all to achieve are the moral and cognitive capacities
to govern and the crystallization of political will essential for facing
the evil of fanaticism equipped with mass killing weapons.
This is the task of statesmanship and stateswomanship, supported by high quality policy professionalism. The realities of
contemporary politics, with single exceptions, provide little ground
for hope that the West will be equal to the task. If so, the much
worse second best is rapid learning from limited crises before real
disasters strike. However, whether Western statecraft on insurgent
Islam will improve before much damage is caused or not, strategic
thinkers and planners should follow a “supply side” approach and
prepare grand strategies to be ready when “demand” realizes, out
of understanding or pain.
To prepare some elements of such a grand strategy and, hopefully, stimulate more and better grand strategic thinking and planning on crucial issues, including grand strategies for the West on
insurgent Islam — these are the ambitions, intentions, and hopes
underlying this chapter.
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Endnotes
Work on this chapter was initially supported by a Senior Fellowship at the
Washington Institute for Middle East Policy in autumn 1990 and by the Leonard Davis Institute for International Relations at The Hebrew University of
Jerusalem. Its present form is very diﬀerent from what I ﬁrst wrote more than
ten years ago. But I would like to express my appreciation to the two policy
research institutes that stimulated me to think in terms of a grand strategy for
the West on Islam.
1 The single most important book putting forth this proposition is Samuel
P. Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1996). But readers should be careful not
to be overwhelmed by this outstanding analysis, which suﬀers from trying
to understand and predict very complex and heterogeneous processes within
one paradigm. Also relevant is John L. Esposito NEED TITLE (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1992).
2 The commonly used term “weapons of mass destruction” (WMD) is inadequate. What really is at stake are “mass killing weapons.”
3 On the concept of “grand strategy,” see Paul Kennedy, editor, Grand Strategies
in War and Peace (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1991), and Williamson
Murray, MacGregor Knox, and Alvin Bernstein, editors, The Making of Strategy: Rulers, States, and War (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
1994), But the best book I know which clariﬁes the idea of grand strategy
by applying it to a historic case is Edward N. Luttwak, The Grand Strategy
of the Roman Empire: From the First Century A.D. to the Third (Baltimore,
MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976) (to be followed by a study of
the grand strategy of the Ottoman Empire).
4 On the distinction between uncertainty and inconceivability, see Yehezkel Dror,
“Beyond Uncertainty: Facing the Inconceivable.” Technological Forecasting and
Social Change, vol. 62, no. 1 & 2 (August/September 1999): p. 151–153.
5 Literature abounds with suggestions on how to deal with particular pressing
issues, such as Iran. But eﬀorts to develop grand strategies for the West for
dealing with Islam as a whole are sorely lacking. Huntington (see endnote 1)
takes some steps in this direction, but much more is needed. This is but one
expression of the overall scarcity of grand strategic thinking after the end of
the Cold War.
6 The concept of “evolutionary potential” as fundamental to the frames of
thinking of this chapter, is developed in C.R. Hallpike, The Principles of Social
Evolution (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988).
7 Very relevant is the approach of Fernand Braudel. A convenient collection
of relevant writings of his is On History (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press, 1980). Especially salient for our subject is his work on the Mediterranean, as conveniently abridged in Fernand Braudel, The Mediterranean and
the Mediterranean World in the Age of Philip II (New York: HarperCollins,
1972).
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8 For interesting treatment see Courtney Brown, Serpents in the Sand: Essays
on the Nonlinear Nature of Politics and Human Destiny (Ann Arbor, MI:
University of Michigan Press, 1995).
9 As discussed in Robert Jervis, System Eﬀects: Complexity in Political and Social
Life (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1997).
10 My analysis and recommendations are based on a view of the future as shaped
by a dynamic mix between “necessity, contingency, mutations, chance, and
choice,” that is partly open and partly constrained by the past. Very relevant
is Geoﬀrey Hawthorn, Plausible Worlds: Possibility and Understanding in History and the Social Sciences (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
1991). For an underlying model of reality as a whole as partly open and
partly determined by the past, see McCall Storrs, A Model of the Universe:
Space-Time, Probability, and Decision (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994).
11 Two studies that well present the sweep of evolution of Islam are Ira Lapidus,
A History of Islamic Societies (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
1988), and Bernard Lewis, The Middle East: 2000 Years of History from the Rise
of Christianity to the Present Day (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1995).
To be added is at least an introductory text to Islam as a religion, such as David
Waines, An Introduction to Islam (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 1995).
12 This is concisely discussed in William H. McNeill, Rise of the West: A History of
the Human Community (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1963).
13 Illumination are Amin Maalouf, The Crusades Through Arab Eyes (New York:
Schoken, 1987), and, diﬀerently, Karen Armstrong, Holy War: The Crusades
and Their Impact on Today’s World (London: Macmillan, 1988).
14 Revealing are literary expressions, as discussed in M. M. Badawi, A Short
History of Modern Arab Literature (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993). Also
relevant, though focusing on intellectuals who do not necessarily reﬂect most
of reality, are two books by Fouad Ajami, The Arab Predicament: Arab Political
Thought and Practice Since 1967 (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 1981), and The Dream Palace of the Arabs: A Generation’s Odyssey (New
York: Pantheon, 1998). Providing a diﬀerent impressionistic view is Robert
D. Kaplan, Eastward to Tartary: Travels in the Balkans, the Middle East, and
the Caucasus (New York: Random House, 2000).
15 Many insightful chapters on fundamentalism in the domain of Islam are
included in the publications of the Fundamentalism Project at the University
of Chicago, such as the volumes edited by Martin E. Marty and R. Scott
Appleby published by the University of Chicago Press: Fundamentalism
Observed, 1991; Fundamentalisms and Society: Reclaiming the Sciences, the
Family, and Education, 1993; and Fundamentalisms and the State: Remaking
Politics, Economies, and Militance, 1993.
A broad perspective is supplied in Gillis Kepel, The Revenge of God: The
Resurgence of Islam, Christianity and Judaism in the Modern World (Cambridge,
UK: Polity Press, 1994). The theological bases of Islamic fundamentalism are
examined in Emmanuel Sivan, Radical Islam: Medieval Theology and Modern
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Politics (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1985). On fundamentalism as
paradoxically an expression of modernity however opposed to some parts of
it, see Shmuel. N. Eisenstadt, Fundamentalism, Sectarianism, and Revolution:
The Jacobin Dimension of Modernity (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 1999).
It is interesting to consider in this context the impacts on the world of Islam of
the establishment of Israel and its victories over Arab countries. Arab reactions
to the Gulf War and continuing sanctions against Iraq are also signiﬁcant in
this context.
High-quality uses of this concept to map alternative futures are illustrated by
CIA, “Global Trends 2015: A Dialogue About the Future with Nongovernment Experts” (IC 2000-02, December 2000, <www.cia.gov>).
More enlightening on ongoing processes in Islam than most of the modern
literature is Karl Jaspers, Psychologie der Weltanschauungen, second edition
(Berlin: Springer, 1960), ﬁrst published in 1922. Only parts of this book
have been translated into English.
Some of the ideas and concepts of Carl Schmitt are very useful for analyzing
the politics of contemporary Islam. Especially salient are Carl Schmitt, Der
Begriﬀ des Politischen (Berlin: Duncker & Humblot, 1963), shorter version
ﬁrst published 1927; as well as his writings on political theology and political romantics: Politische Theologie II: Die Legende von der Erledigung jeder
Politischen Theologie (Berlin: Duncker & Humblot, 1970), and Politische
Romantik (Berlin: Duncker & Humblot, 1982), reprint of second edition,
1925. Studies of Carl Schmitt’s works showing the way for an exploration of
their relevance to an understanding of the politics of Islamic states (which is
quite ignored in writings in English on Islam), include Friedrich Balke, Der
Staat nach seinem Ende: Die Versuchung Carl Schmitts (München: Wilhelm
Fink, 1996), and John P. McCormick, Cart Schmitt’s Critique of Liberalism:
Against Politics as Technology (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
1997).
As discussed in James N. Rosenau, Turbulence in World Politics: A Theory of
Change and Continuity (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1990).
As forcefully, but wrongly, argued by Francis Fukuyama, The End of History
and the Last Man (New York: The Free Press, 1992).
Important, but too short-term in part are CIA, “Global Trends 2015: A
Dialogue About the Future With Nongovernment Experts” (see endnote
17), and Zalmay Khalilzad and Ian O. Lesser, editors, Sources of Conﬂict in
the 21st Century: Regional Futures and U.S. Strategy (Santa Monica, CA: The
RAND Corporation, 1988). Pertinent is Robert D. Kaplan, The Coming
Anarchy: Shattering the Dreams of the Post Cold War (New York: Random
House, 2000).
A striking illustration is provided by a well-known and widely discussed book
by one of the most outstanding Israeli statesmen, namely Shimon Peres, The
New Middle East (New York: Henry Holt, 1993). This book is very important as
a utopia — which may well exert positive inﬂuence on long-term thinking and
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also have impacts on reality beyond the time horizons of this chapter. However,
I am sorry to say, if main Israeli policies were to be based in the foreseeable
future on its images, before a mutation occurs in the Arab Middle East, the
results would be dismal.
The diﬃculties and perhaps impossibility within the foreseeable future of
combining democracy with Islam are considered in Bernard Lewis, The Political Language of Islam (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1988);
Elie Kedourie, Politics in the Middle East (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1992); and Daniel Pipes, In the Path of God: Islam and Political Power (New
York: Basic Books, 1983).
As illustrated, in a well hedged and sophisticated way, by Max Singer and
Aaron Wildavsky, The Real World Order: Zones of Peace / Zones of Turmoil,
revised edition (Chatham, NJ: Chatham House, 1996).
An interesting small-scale case of the problems of separation as a strategy is posed by proposals in Israel to “disconnect” from the Palestinians, as
discussed, for instance, in Dan Schueftan, Disengagement: Israeli and the
Palestinian Entity (Tel Aviv: Zmora-Bitan, 1999), in Hebrew.
For some of the requirements of grand strategic thinking see Yehezkel Dror,
Grand-Strategic Thinking for Israel (Shaarei Tikva: Ariel Center for Policy
Research, Policy Paper 23, 1998).
Following Charles Taylor’s deﬁnition of “hypergoods,” I use the term “hyper-goals” in a somewhat weaker sense of goals that provide the standpoint
from which other goals must, in part, be weighted, judged, decided about.
See Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1989), p. 63.
Anthony Giddens, Runaway World: How Globalization Is Reshaping our Lives
( New York: Routledge, 2000), p. 66.
The widely used concept of “rogue” states is inadequate for presenting the
rue nature of the problem, which is better reﬂected in the terms “fanatic” or
“crazy” actors. See Yehezkel Dror, Crazy States: A Counterconventional Strategic
Problem (Millwood, NY: Kraus Reprints, 1980), updated edition. On “rogue
states,” see Robert S. Litwak, Rogue States and US Foreign Policy: Containment
After the Cold War (Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 2000),
and Raymond Tanter, Rogue Regimes: Terrorism and Proliferation (London:
Macmillan Press, 1999), updated edition.
It should be emphasized that Islam has no monopoly on fanatic states,
though in its present phase it is more prone to produce such entities than
other civilizations. The most dangerous fanatic state in modern history has
been Nazi Germany.
If Hitler had been assassinated in 1938, most of the history books, too,
would have condemned this act as “murder,” not knowing what would have
happened had he not been killed, with genocide for instance never being
considered as a conceivable act of his. Therefore, historic evaluation of events
and acts is often, though not always, very doubtful, lacking knowledge of
what would have happened if. . . . Thus, we cannot even be sure what would
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have become history if Churchill would have reached an accommodation
with Hitler in 1940, as might have been possible. See John Lukacs, Five Days
in London: May 1940 (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1999).
32 For such a recent philosophy, or biology, of human evolution regarded as
reliably bringing about a “good” future, see Robert Wright, Non Zero: The
Logic of Human Destiny (New York: Pantheon, 2000).
33 For this concept in modern moral philosophy, see Daniel Statman, editor,
Moral Luck (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1993). I use
the term somewhat diﬀerently as referring to situations where we have no
choice but to make a “tragic choice,” as conceptualized in Guido Calabresi
and Philip Bobbit, Tragic Choice (New York: Norton, 1979).
34 There is nothing new about the need for “dirty hands” in statecraft, but postmodern liberal-democratic discourse tends to repress this unpleasant necessity
and thus gets out of tune with global realities in the foreseeable future.
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SUMMARY

What Is
to Be Done?
David Bukay

T

he amazing phenomenon is that fundamentalist Islamic terrorism has been with us for many years, and it is only the
irresponsible complacency of leaders, who repeatedly deny
the reality and rationalize their inactivity,1 that causes them to act
only when catastrophe is at their doorstep.
The Afghan example is instructive. The United States acted to
aid the Afghan rebel forces with funding and military equipment
on an enormous scale. It viewed bin-Laden as a man of vision, and
the mujahidin al-Afghan as freedom ﬁghters. After the loss of Iran
in February 1979, the United States feared that the conquest of
Afghanistan by the Soviet Union constituted a substantial threat to
its inﬂuence in the oil states, as well as possible Soviet control over
strategically sensitive central Asia.
The size of American aid to the Afghans began at $100 million
in 1980, and by 1986 reached a half a billion dollars. Altogether,
the United States poured three billion dollars into Afghanistan and
bin-Laden’s organization. Although the United States acted in coordination with Saudi Arabia as a means of protecting its interests,
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Saudi Arabia’s agenda was to disseminate its religious inﬂuence.
It played a central role in the activity of the “Arab Afghans,” and
in the aggressive spread of fundamentalist Islam. It funded and
supported the Taliban’s activity, and bin-Laden retained close ties
with the Saudi royal house. Its aim was to disseminate the Wahabi
school of Islamic thought and practice, while encouraging radical religious movements such as al-Ittihad al-Islami and funding
jam`iat al-mujahidin al-Islamiyah or “graduates of Afghanistan,”
which fought alongside the Muslims in Bosnia, or funding the
Islamic Palestinian organizations, including the shuhada families.
The United States knows well that the Saudi regime is not much
diﬀerent from the regime the Taliban set up in Afghanistan. Saudi
Arabia occupies a high place in the list of fundamentalist Islamic
terrorist nations.
It is important to refute two notions that have gained currency
in the West, which are interrelated and fundamentally erroneous.
One concerns economic welfare, the other education. The cultural
assumption in the West is that economic welfare means pliancy, and
education means moderation, and both of these lead to “sane” and
rational politics. This view is a “mirror image” of the West and bears
no relation to reality. Poverty leads to crime but not to terrorism.
The major leaders and activists of the terrorist organizations are
from the middle class or sometimes from the upper class, and the
preponderant majority of them have higher education. Rarely does
a formal leadership develop among the poor and socio-economically oppressed. Terrorism does not grow from hunger, rather from
radical ideologies and especially fanatic religion. Bin-Laden and
Muslim terrorist leaders never declared that the reasons for their
activity are poverty, ignorance, and hunger. They have mentioned
the Western Crusades, the belligerency of the Jewish state, and the
authoritarian Arab regimes.
In the mid-1990s, fundamentalist Islam became one of the
hottest topics in academic, media, and government circles in the
United States. In the era of “politically correct,” Perlmutter rightly
and notably compared Islamic radicalism with nazism and fascism,
stating that its goal was to create a totalitarian Islamic state. He recommended that the West kill the phenomenon in the cradle,2 and
asserted that any conciliatory policy would be a terrible mistake. The

only way to deal with fundamentalist Islam, Charles Krauthammer
argued, is the “pure stick approach.”3
The attack on the World Trade Center on February 26, 1993,
brought home to the policymakers and citizens of the United States
the essential threat embodied in fundamentalist Islam. Not since the
international activity of the PLO led by the arch-terrorist and serial
liar Arafat, has there been such a menacing and imminent threat
to the basic interests of the United States. Meanwhile, several large
terrorist attacks had to occur to induce a zero-hour realization that
what is at hand is an all-out civilizational assault.
Strategic experts and political advisers disagree about the operative means and methods of struggle. One model, for instance,
is that of Egypt and Jordan’s ﬁght against the Islamic terrorist
organizations, as Indyk proposes.4 This entails a determined military struggle and uncompromising enforcement, with the aim of
restricting the groups to the socioeconomic domain only. A second
model of action is that proposed by Murphy and Gause — namely,
to adopt the approach the Turks used against Erbekan, the leader
of Islamic party, and ﬁt Islamic activity into an agreed framework
so as to avoid political polarization.5 Still another model is the assessment that if radical Islam gains power, it need not necessarily
harm Western interests, because it is an authentic representative
of the Islamic public.6
As for academic research, two main approaches crystallized
regarding the Islamic fundamentalist danger to Western civilization:
the ﬁrst, the clash of civilizations approach, maintains that fundamentalist Islam is on a direct collision course with the West.
Huntington was the ﬁrst to characterize the problem in terms
of a clash of civilizations and a reformulation of the world order. He
counted the conﬂicts that occurred during the 1990s, and found
that most of them were located on the fault line between Islamic
civilization and other civilizations.7 The West refuses to acknowledge
what it itself clearly sees: the struggle is between democracy, pluralism, modernity, tolerance, openness, civic freedoms, individualism,
and a critical attitude on the one hand, and mental absolutism and
cultural closure, tribal traditionalism and social anarchy, religious
fanaticism, intolerance, and an unbridled violence directed against
all inﬁdels on the other.8
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This is also the position of Lewis, who was the ﬁrst to point out
the Islamic threat to the West.91 Islam is an aggressive and expansionist religious ideology, a reaction to the Judeo-Christian cultural
heritage.10 Pipes regards Islamic fundamentalism as a threat similar
to communism. This ideology, the “green threat,” jeopardizes human
society,11 which is Kramer’s view as well.12
Second is the integrated approach, which views fundamentalist
Islam as a phenomenon that is natural to Arab-Islamic society, and
sees no essential contrast and antagonism with the West. Islamic
fundamentalism is not a threat, but rather a deeply rooted response
to the Arab governments’ failure to address socioeconomic problems.
The main scholars espousing the integrated approach are Voll and
Esposito. In their view, most of the Islamic movements constitute
a positive, dynamic force rather than militant extremism. Islam is
a religion of peace, tolerance, and fraternity, and does not threaten
the West.13
Even though the debate has been clearly decided, and even the
greatest skeptics no longer have any pretext after the terrorist attack
of September 11, 2001, unfortunately the issue has not yet been
internalized in Israel. Once a nation that served as a model for all
the world of eﬀectively ﬁghting terror, Israel became defeatist and
ﬂawed in its approach.
The greatest threat posed by fundamentalist Islam remains the
non-conventional threat. As former CIA director James Woolsey
pointed out, the United States does not have to wait for another Pearl
Harbor to understand that there is no greater threat to its security
than terrorism involving weapons of mass destruction.14 Fundamentalist Islam in the form of al-Qa`idah and the World Islamic Front
for Holy War against Jews and Christians is a clear and immediate
danger, and these forces have enough motivation to go all the way
and thereby hasten apocalyptic processes of redemption.
Yet the most deadly and dangerous terrorism, in our view, is
computer terror, or cyber-terrorism. The destruction it could wreak
on human society stands in inverse proportion to the threat it is
perceived as embodying. Because it is very eﬀective and low cost, it
is impossible not to regard it as the preferred battleﬁeld. A planned
computer terrorist attack would likely cause a total disruption of
modern society: information, electricity, banking, and industrial

systems, as well as a total disruption of the political and military
systems. Deutsch, another former CIA director, rightly remarked
that the electron is the ultimate precision-guided weapon. When
Islamic fundamentalist terrorism gets over its yen for open, demonstrative terrorism, it is likely to turn to computer terrorism, even if
this does not involve manipulative use of the media.
There are two approaches to the war on terrorism. 1. Diﬀerent
means of defense such as protection of important individuals and
technical-physical security of diﬀerent kinds (checkpoints, means
of exposure and detection, wiretapping and electronic surveillance,
and preventive intelligence). Yet if the war on terrorism is restricted
to the preventive dimension alone, there is no doubt that terrorism
will triumph. 2. Proactive measures such as preemptive as well as
retaliatory and punitive actions. The principle is to hit terrorism
ﬁrst, before it organizes and takes action. Harming or weakening
the intelligence on terrorism is like making a country blind. Instead,
intelligence must provide all the necessary means for functioning.
Proactive measures include clear strategic policymaking, and
well-deﬁned objectives in a determined war on terrorism. If only
short-term steps are taken, failure is certain. Simply to rest on one’s
laurels is not permissible. Action against the foci of terrorism must
be aggressive and consistent. Terrorism succeeds when for military
and/or political reasons its adversary refrains from applying its full
resources to the war. The key precept is that terrorism, like guerrilla
warfare, must be fought by its own tactics. That, in a nutshell, is
the strategy and formula for success.
There should be extensive activity in the realm of disseminating,
including the establishment of a national information authority
whose task is to gather information for use on that key battleﬁeld
of the modern era, the ﬁeld of the media and world public opinion
where terrorism also concentrates most of its eﬀorts.
In Israel, there is some question whether terrorism can be
defeated and its dangers overcome. World experience shows that
terrorism cannot be terminated. It remains part of the society for
generations despite its profound threat to the survival of given
societies. Nevertheless, terrorist groups can and must be defeated.
Examples include the Baader-Meinhof gang in Germany, the Red
Brigades in Italy, the Japanese Red Army, the aum shinrikio (Pure
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Truth) in Japan, the Tupamaros and the Monteneros in South
America. As for nationalist organizations, it is worth learning from
Turkey’s experience with Ocalan and the PKK; Spain’s struggle
with ETA, the Basque underground; the situation of the Islamic
jihad for ﬁve years after the assassination of its leader Fathi Shkaki
(until it recovered under the auspices of the arch-terrorist Arafat);
or the situation of Hamas for more than a year after the `Awdallah brothers were killed until, once again, it was resuscitated with
Arafat’s assistance.
The question on the international agenda is what to do for the
future of humanity? Should the Islamic approach be adopted that
calls for the restoration of the traditional-anarchic past, should the
West continue with its policy of human progress and social welfare?
The two are basically incompatible. Any attempt to avoid coping
with this question will only exacerbate the problems, and intensify
the dangers to the point that they threaten our sheer existence.
On September 11, 2001, a world war broke out. The attack on
the American targets was a challenge to Western society. Until it is
understood that the struggle against fundamentalist Islam is a war of
the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness, until the means are
made available for an all-out war on the terrorists and the nations
that support them, the world will continue to face an existential
threat. Bin-Ladenism is the new Hunnism, bent on the destruction
of modern civilization and on installing the reign of total anarchy.
The new Huns threaten everything that goes against their fanatical
values. Unless they are denied the chance to do so, they will succeed
in turning the past into the future.
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Glossary of Islamic Terms
A
`adah

custom

`ahd

covenant

`alim (pl. `ulama`)

religious scholar

`aql

reason

`asabiyah

Arab tribal solidarity

`ashurah

day of mourning in Shi`i tradition; in
Suni tradition, the “tenth” day, after the
Jewish Yom Kippur

`asriyun

modernists

Ahl al-dhimma

people of the covenant, protected status

Ahl al-kitab

people of the book: Jews and Christians

Ahmadiya

a Muslim sect, located in the far
periphery of Islamic religion
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B
Baiy`ah/ mubaya`ah

oath of allegiance to the ruler

Bid`ah

apostasy, heresy; innovation practice

D
Da`wah

religious propaganda, propagation of
the Islamic faith

Dar al-harb

abode of war, the world outside Islam

Dar al-Islam

abode of Islam, Muslim land

Dar al-sulh

regions considered at temporally peace
with Islam (by contract)

Dawlah

state

Din

faith, religion

Duniah

world

F
Faqih (pl. fuqaha)

legal expert, jurisprudent

Fard `ayn

obligatory duty

Fard kifaya

voluntary duty

Fatwah (pl. Fatawat)

authoritative religious ruling

Al-Islam huwa al-hal

Islam is the solution

Al-`uruba

the Arab qawmi ideology, as inter-Arab
relations

Fidayeen

Inﬁltrators, ﬁghters, guerrilla warrior

Alawites

a sect located in northern Syria, the
political elite there (not considered
Muslims)

Fiqh

jurisprudence

Fitna

Allahoo akbar

Allah is the greatest

rebellion, especially during classical
Islam, in connection with the power
question

Amir al-mu`minin

commander of the faithful

Ansar

the followers of the prophet in Medina

Arkan al-islam

the ﬁve pillars of Islam
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G
Ghulat

exaggerators

H
Hadith (pl. Ahadith)

narration, traditions of the prophet
Glossary
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Hajj

pilgrimage to Mecca

Iian

faith

Hakmiyah

sovereignty

Islah

reform

Halal

permitted, lawful activities

Haq (pl. Huquq)

right

J
Jahiliyah

Haram

unlawful activities, sacred territory,
sanctuary

Jama`ah

association or society

Hijab

veil, Muslim women covering in public

Jihad

Hijrah

the prophet’s migration on
July 16, 622 C.E. from Mecca to Medina

holy war (in Qur`an: strive, eﬀort for
the sake of Allah)

Jihad al-akbar

Hizbullah

party of Allah

striving for the path of Allah when the
whole world is Muslim

Hukm

authority, rule

Jihad al-saghir

the holy war against the enemies of
Islam

Hukumah

government

Jizyah

an exemption tax

Hurriyah

freedom

Juhhal

?????????

I
`ibadah

worship

K
Kaﬁr (pl. Kuﬀar)

disbeliever, inﬁdel

`id

festival

Khali`

one who deported from his tribe

`id al-adh`a

the feast of sacriﬁce

Khawarij

Islamic radical sect

`id al-ﬁtr

the feast of breaking the Ramadan fast

Khutbah (pl. Khutab)

sermon, preaching

`ilm

knowledge, science

`ilmaniyah

secularism

M
Madhhab (pl. madhahib) school of legal thought or jurisprudence

`ird

woman honor

Madrasah

Ijma`

consensus of Muslim community

school, school of thought, religious
college

Ijtihad

innovative thinking, interpretation of
Islamic law

Majlis al-shura

consultative assembly

Mawla (pl. Mawali)

non-Arab Muslim convert in early
Islamic history

Ikhwan -

brotherhood

Imam

religious and prayer leader
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the times of pre-Islamic Arabia, sinful
society

Mu`min (pl. Mu`minun) believer or faithful
Glossary
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Mufty

Muslim religious scholar

Sahabah

companions of the prophet

Mujahid

soldier of God

Salaﬁyah

movement of Islamic revival

Mullah

local religious leader

Salat

prayer

Murtad

he who rejects Islam, an apostate

Shahada

Muruwah

tribal manhood

the confession of faith: there is no God
but Allah and Muhammad is the
messenger of Allah

Shahid (pl. Shuhada)

martyr, witness to faith

Shari`ah

the path, the Islamic law according to
the Qur`an and hadith

Mushrik (pl. Mushrikun) polytheist, idolater
N
Nahdah

resistance

Niyah

intention

Shaykh

tribal leader, religious teacher

Nizam islami

Islamic system

Shi`ah

party, faction, the adherents of `ali

Shura

consultation

Q
Qadi

Islamic judge

Suﬁ

follower of Islamic mysticism

Qawm

nation, race

Suﬁsm

Islamic mysticism and asceticism

Qias

reasoning by analogy

Sunnah

the practices of the prophet

Qiblah

direction of pray

Sura

chapter in Qur`an

Qur`an

the holy book of Islam

Quraysh

the prophet’s tribe

T
Ta`awun

solidarity, cooperation

Ta`iﬁyah

sectarianism

R
Rak`ah

bowing during prayer

Tajdid

renewal of Islam

Ray

opinion, personal speculation

Tali`ah

vanguard

Ridda

civil war, the ﬁrst war fought between
Muslims

Tanzimat

S
Sabr

the reform policy in the Ottoman
empire, during the 18th and 19th
centuries

endurance and steadfastness

Taqiyah

Sadaqah

charitable donation

dissimulation about one’s religious
identity

Taqlid

imitation
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Tariqah

religious order

Tashmis

deportation, banishment

Tawhid

unity of Allah

U
Ummah

the Islamic community

Uqqal

those who are acquainted with the
religious secrets; opposite of juhhal

Urf

local custom

Usuliyah

roots, fundamentalism

W
Wahabiyah

the Islamic movement in Saudi-Arabia
in the 19th century

Waqf

endowment of property for religious
purposes

Watan

homeland, fatherland

Z
Zakat

voluntary charity
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