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Foreword

This publication is the outcome of a conference organized jointly by the
Helmut Kohl Institute for European Studies at the Hebrew University and by
the Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung in December 2006.

The Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung is a political foundation that operates in
Germany and about one hundred countries worldwide to promote democracy,
freedom and social market economy.

The heritage of Konrad Adenauer is not only his efforts to establish a strong
democracy and a social market economy in Germany, but also his conviction
that Germany had an ongoing moral and political obligation towards the State
of [srael. Furthermore, he was one of the architects of the European Union, i.e.
the economic, but also the political integration of the European states in order
to overcome centuries of hostilities and wars.

The Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung in Jerusalem is not only continuously
promoting religious tolerance and human rights, but also consistently provides
a platform for discussions on Israel-Europe relations, the place of religion in
the modern world and the intertwined relations between ethnic and religious
minorities.

It is thus only natural that the Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung and the Helmut
Kohl Institute should join hands in addressing the topic of “Islam in Europe”
and presenting the academic and public audience with an in-depth analysis of
this burning issue.

As organizers we encourage open discussion about this issue — we know
that many aspects of this discussion are quite controversial. The very different
opinions expressed in the conference as well as the content of the contributions
to this publication are not necessarily shared by the organizers — in fact, the
responsibility lies solely with the authors.



The organizers wish to thank Professors Reuven Amitai and Amikam
Nachmani for editing the volume and Pnina Arad for organizing its
publication.

Dr. Lars Héinsel Prof. Bianca Kiihnel
Director Director
Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung European Forum at the Hebrew University

in Israel Helmut Kohl Institute for European Studies



Introduction

Since the Second World War (WWII) there has been an increasing Muslim
presence in several countries in Europe, fueled, to a large degree, by both the
need for labor and the process of decolonization. These Muslim communities,
found notably in the United Kingdom, France, Germany, the Netherlands and
Belgium (but small — and growing — communities are present elsewhere), vary
in their composition, internal dynamics, cohesiveness, and integration into
their host societies. It is difficult, therefore, to speak of “Islam in Europe” as a
monolithic entity, and preferable to use terms such as “Muslims in Europe” or
“Muslim communities in Europe”.

That being said, some observers, including scholars, discern common
features across the various communities in different countries, among which
is a certain failure to integrate into the larger society, perhaps caused inter alia
by a refusal of many Muslims to desire integration, together with a growing
radicalism and even an increased support for terrorism. Even those scholars
looking for a more nuanced approach share many of these apprehensions.
However, this latter group of observers also tend to see part of the problem of
the lack of success at integration in the attitudes and actions (or lack thereof)
of host societies.

Yet, some might counter that it was the attempts at providing cultural
autonomy, inspired by a belief in multicultural relativism that actually
strengthened the anti-assimilationist and radical tendencies among Muslims.
Nevertheless, even rigidly non-multicultural France has not succeeded in
integrating the children of its mainly North African Muslim communities.
A case can be made that ongoing discrimination towards members of these
communities has significantly contributed to the alienation evident between
Muslims and French society, and perhaps provided fertile ground upon which
radical Islam has grown.

Some observers have argued that there is an all but irresistible process
of Islamization in Europe, abetted unknowingly or otherwise by a policy of



appeasement and multiculturalism. This apocalyptic view has been expressed
most forcefully in the writings of the Swiss author Bat Ye’or; the title of
her book, Eurabia: The Euro-Arab Axis, being an inspiration for part of the
name of the conference described below, papers of which are collected in this
volume. Yet many students of Islam in Europe do not share this pessimistic
view, suggesting that reality is more complex and the future is not so bleak.
Without denying disquieting and negative ideas and actions among Muslims in
Europe, these scholars and others remind us of the relatively small proportion
of Muslims within the general population, the positive contributions of most
Muslims to the economy of Europe and its societies, and many examples of
integration. Certainly, Islamophobia and Europhobia are not the entire picture.
Without turning a blind eye to real problems, these observers caution against
apocalyptic visions of Europe’s future and wholesale xenophobic attitudes. It
should be mentioned, however, that not all are convinced by this somewhat
optimistic analysis.

Europe and its Muslim minorities is a central issue discussed both in
Europe and outside it. The readiness of the Continent to coexist with its
Muslim communities, to include them in its culture and wealth, to try to
Europeanize them (or alternatively, to permit them to preserve their own
cultures and languages) are issues that are repeatedly raised. At the same time,
the ability and desire of the immigrants to change and to adapt themselves to
European standards and to Western culture is frequently questioned. Europe
has never been too tolerant towards immigrants and a case could be made
that it has a long history of antipathy to the non-European “Other”. At the
same time, the immigrant Muslims do not come from societies characterized
by multiculturalism and religious and cultural pluralism, let alone a tradition
of democratic toleration. There is therefore plenty of room for intercultural
misunderstanding and tension even without matters of post-colonial memories
and guilt, poverty and discrimination, on the one hand, and radical and
uncompromising religion, lack of education and skills, and an unwillingness
to leave the old country behind in order to assimilate to the new, on the other.

The contemporary general antipathy in western and northern Europe
towards religion, the relatively marginal status and small influence of organized
faith, along with a recent, sharp decline in the power of secular ideological
zeal, have led some to observe (vide the Vatican — and others, not only from
the Church — on the subject) that secular Europe is morally unarmed when it
faces the energetic Muslim religion. The possible inclusion of Turkey in the
European Union — one of every four Europeans, perhaps three, would then
be a Muslim (and, according to some, non-European) — further accentuates
Europe’s difficulties in dealing with its Muslim immigrants. Thus, the presence
of Muslim communities in Europe, and the aspects and problems associated
with it, has become an emotive and politically charged issue. The attacks by



radical Muslims in various European countries have highlighted the existence
of a deep cultural contrast between Muslims and their host countries.

However, Islam can mean different things to diverse individuals and
groups, in disparate countries. Muslims in Europe do not represent one
united group nor one “Islamic Nation”. There is no “monolithic culture” in
Muslim countries; there is diversity of Muslim communities, often within
a single country, and there is diversity in their individual interactions with
European countries. A clear distinction should be made between the small, yet
dangerous, radical Muslim minority and between the vast numbers of secular
or even practicing Muslims who subscribe neither to the theology nor politics
of the radicals. Likewise, as mentioned above, individual European countries
have their own policies for dealing with Muslim immigrants and on the whole
there is no consensus in Europe on how to deal with the influx of immigrants
from Muslim countries and policies to tackle the political, social, religious and
economic problems associated with their absorption.

Although, in recent years, attention has mainly focused on post-WWII
developments, we should not forget that Muslims have been in Europe since
the early eighth century CE, in Spain following the Arab conquest, and in
the subsequent centuries in Sicily and southern Italy. The fourteenth century,
in the aftermath of Ottoman advances, saw the first Muslim presence in the
Balkans, and until this day large Muslim populations are found in this part of
Europe. Throughout the centuries there has been almost continuous interaction
between Muslims from the southern and eastern Mediterranean and Christians
from Europe. Although much of this contact has been of a military nature
(Crusades from the West, and Muslim raids and invasions into Europe), there
was also a great deal of trade and cultural communication. The advent of
modern colonialism brought further contact, usually not on equal terms, but
led to a Muslim presence in many European countries, laying the groundwork
for a much more massive influx in the second half of the twentieth century.

On 10-11 December 2006, the European Forum in cooperation with the
Nehemia Levtzion Center for Islamic Studies at the Hebrew University, and
with the support of the Konrad Adenauer Foundation, held an international
conference on “Islam in Europe: Eurabia or European Islam”. The organizers
attempted to steer a middle course between polemics and apologetics, while
permitting and encouraging a broad range of views that reflect the different
opinions among scholars, other observers and the wider public. Some of the
European participants expressed surprise at the degree of interest of Israelis
in the question of Islam in Europe. This, however, should not astonish our
European colleagues, not least given the number of Israelis of European
origin. More fundamentally, here in Israel we — students of modern Europe and
Islamic studies — have realized that this is a significant and interesting subject,
which lacks much research. Perhaps some of our colleagues, moreover, were
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surprised that the tables had been turned: not only do Europeans study the
Middle East, but people from this region look at Europe — including the role of
Muslims communities in it — as a legitimate and important subject of inquiry.

At the conference a wide range of views were presented, and many of
these are expressed in the papers collected in the present volume. It should
be clear that not all of them represent the opinions of the editors, but we felt
that an open and honest exchange of ideas is the best way to advance the study
of Islam in Europe in the past, today and in the future. It is our hope that
these papers will stimulate discussion in Israel, Europe and elsewhere about
the Muslim communities in Europe, and contribute to a more nuanced and
sophisticated approach to this subject.

Reuven Amitai Amikam Nachmani
Hebrew University of Jerusalem Bar-Ilan University
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Elements of Germany’s
New “Islampolitik”

Andreas Jacobs and Maria Elisabeth Rotter

To identify elements of an explicitly new approach to Islam, one has to look
back at past policy as well. Until the 1990s, two assumptions about Muslim
immigration in Germany prevailed: ether they would return to their country of
origin (re-migration) or they would become “just like us” (assimilation). Both
proved to be wrong: in fact many Muslim immigrants decided to stay and
decided to stay different — at least to some extent. Therefore, German politics
today faces the challenge of managing religious and cultural diversity based
on constitutional provisions and the rule of law.

To accept Islam as part of Germany’s “present and future”, as German
secretary of the interior Wolfgang Schiuble pointed out in a government
policy statement in September 2006, has become a first step in taking up this
challenge. Although it is too early to speak of a coherent approach, i.e. a
conceptualized “Islampolitik”, there are some new policy initiatives which
may lead towards something like a “naturalization of Islam” (Einbiirgerung des
Islam) in Germany one day. To underline this argument, this paper describes
three categories of current policy- making. To understand their significance
for dealing with German Muslims, however, we will first sketch the structural
set-up in Germany concerning the relationship between the state and religious
groups in general, and Muslim organizations in particular.

Religion and State in Germany

Germany, as many other states within the Western Hemisphere, is a secular
state. Its understanding of “secularism”, however, differs to some extent from
that in Britain, France or the United States. In the German context, the term
secularism describes a relationship of “respectful non-identification” by the
federal state with religious groups. In other words, the state is neutral but
open to formalized cooperation with religious communities. In fact, as a result
of a long historical process there is a finely woven network of state-church
relations in Germany today. This system of a “limping division” (hinkende
Trennung) manifests itself in a specific legal status that the different churches
and the Jewish community enjoy. Under German public law they are treated
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as public corporations (Kdrperschaften dffentlichen Rechts) which has quite
substantial consequences for crucial issues such as political involvement,
taxation and religious education.

This specific legal setting in Germany therefore raises the question of how
Islamic religious communities can be integrated into a historically developed
pattern of state-churchrelationship. Thisisratherdifficulttoaccomplish because
Muslim religious organizations do not relate to the German understanding of
a “public corporation”. In fact, it is hard to precisely define representatives of
Islam in Germany, even if focusing only on so-called “organized Islam”.

Organized Islam in Germany

Asthe chartbelow indicates, there are three rather obvious problems concerning
Muslim organizations in Germany:

1. Low level of representation. With a membership rate of fewer than
500,000 members out of around 3.2 million Muslims in Germany, Muslim
organizations represent only 10-20 percent of German Muslims. Consequently,
even the General German Automobile Association (ADAC) may have more
Muslim members than all Muslim organizations in Germany combined.

Muslim Organizations in Germany (2005)
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2. High level of heterogeneity. As Islam in principle is not hierarchically
structured like, for example, the Catholic Church, there are more than seventy
Muslim associations, and 2,500 mosques in Germany. Additionally, most of
the associations are concentrated in inner-city districts and former industrial
suburbs of larger cities. Given this local concentration and multitude of
organizations, a keen competition can be observed. This struggle for power
and influence between Muslim associations themselves further complicates
contacts between organized Islam and state representatives.

3. Clear ideological or political bias. Muslim organizations with voluntary
membership principally attract active and politically interested Muslims.
Organized Islam in Germany is hence influenced by conservative, orthodox
and politically charged ideas. The average un-political Muslim, that is the vast
majority of Germans with a Muslim background, has no representation.

Given these constraints, it becomes clear that there is no legitimate
representation of the Muslim community in Germany. Although the major
four Muslim organizations have repeatedly announced the aim of establishing
a common umbrella organization, even the intended association will not give
a voice to the majority of Muslims as it will not include either Shiites or
Alevis.

Hence from a political point of view, the question is how state and society
respond to this situation. Out of several policy initiatives, three areas seem to
be of particular importance.

German Islam Conference

One example of a state initiative to address this situation is the German
Islam Conference established by the Ministry of the Interior in September
2006. It represents an attempt to find and maintain a careful balance in the
triangular relationship between society, Muslim communities and the state. Its
institutionalized communication process is intended as a dialogue between the
state and its citizens not between Muslims and non-Muslims.

Participants in this work-in-progress have been chosen on the basis of
a complex formula to include and also to balance Muslim organizations.
Therefore in the plenum, which meets twice a year, one-third of the participants
are from Muslim organizations and two-thirds are so-called “independent”
Muslims. In addition, four working groups with twenty participants each have
been formed on “common values”, “legal rights”, “media and economics”
and “security”. The working-group meetings, which take place six times a
year, are private and confidential. Participants in these groups are invited as
individuals and not as representatives of their respective institutions and may
make recommendations to the plenum on their respective issues.
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The establishment of the German Islam Conference has certainly helped
political recognition of Islam in Germany by including a broad representation
of the Muslim community. On the other hand, this inclusion of a wide range
of voices — among them non-Muslims and critics of traditional Islam — has
provoked criticism as well. Moreover, defining goals and competencies of the
complex and ambitious endeavour of the German Islam Conference is still a
work-in-progress.

Islamic Religious Education

Another policy in the making is the establishment of state-financed religious
education for Muslim children at German public schools on the basis of
the constitutional provision for religious instruction in Article 7 of German
Basic Law (Grundgesetz). What had been self-evident for Christian religious
instruction from the first days of the Federal Republic of Germany, had in the
case of Muslim religious instruction been suffering from a lack of established
partners due to the heterogeneity of Islam.

First steps towards Islamic religious education in Germany had been taken
by establishing so-called “consulate tuition” for Turkish guest workers in the
1970s and 1980s. That program, which is still run by DITIB on behalf of
the Turkish consulate, was part of additional instruction of Turkish children
in their native language. The new approach, however, introduces German
as the language of instruction, an explicit curriculum and German teachers.
Concerning the curriculum, two competing concepts are under discussion.
Islamic Studies, on the one hand, would imply a non-faith based teaching
of knowledge on Islam. Islamic Religious Instruction, on the other hand, is
a faith-based program. By now, different local models have been tested in
several federal states.

All approaches offer an alternative to traditional Koran schools and take
Islamic religious instruction from backyards into the public sphere. Moreover,
the high acceptance among parents of this new form of Islamic religious
education is encouraging.

Security Cooperation

Security cooperation between German state institutions and Muslim
organizations was initiated by the Central Council of Muslims in July 2005
in reaction to the London bombings. It aims at the following key areas: crisis
management, terror prevention, control of charity activities and incitement.
This cooperation is maintained and fostered by working-group meetings
entitled “Confidence-Building Measures” on both the federal and state levels.
Participants in these meetings include police and intelligence authorities and
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representatives of the Central Council of Muslims as well as DITIB. Further
activities include training seminars in both mosques and police academies,
local liaison imams and local liaison police officers who act as contact persons
between the Muslim community and safety authorities, an Arabic/Turkish
hotline and several other common actions. A model project on “Transfer of
intercultural competencies”, for example, summarized the outcomes and
conclusions of local dialogue initiatives and distributed thirteen thousand
brochures on the topic to police stations.

The abovementioned measures have certainly promoted confidence
building and interreligious tactfulness. The limited participation of only
some Muslim organizations, however, has raised criticism of this program for
working mainly on not with German Muslims. In addition, activities such as
hotlines and control of local mosques have brought the project under suspicion
of promoting a whistleblower mentality among Muslims.

Conclusions

As this brief overview shows, Islam has hit home in Germany. New initiatives
address questions concerning German Muslims in a variety of policy areas
from religious education to terror prevention. Yet the unsettled legal status and
the heterogeneity of Muslim organizations in Germany remain a challenge to a
coherent “Islampolitik”. Future tasks for German policy-makers will be to solve
the problem of representation of Muslims within the framework of German
church-state law (Staatskirchenrecht) and provide further infrastructure
to train German imams and Islamic religious instructors. Furthermore, an
atmosphere that fosters active political and societal engagement of empowered
Muslim citizens needs to be created. The establishment of the German Islam
Conference and other recent initiatives signaled to the German people that
the governing Grand Coalition has taken up this challenge. These are first
attempts to provide the necessary infrastructure for Muslims in Germany to
eventually become German Muslims.
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Multiculturalism, Identity
Politics and the Rise of Radical
[slam in Britain

Kenan Malik

It was February 1988. I was in Bradford, a few weeks after the demonstration
in which a copy of Salman Rushdie’s The Satanic Verses had been burnt. |
had gone there to interview Sher Azam, president of the Bradford Council of
Mosques, and the man who had torched the book. Waiting to see him, [ heard
the familiar voice of Hassan, a friend from London whom I had not seen for
a couple of years. “What are you doing here?” I asked him. He was here, he
told me, to help silence Rushdie. And then he laughed when he saw the look
on my face. “No need to look so shocked”, he said. “I’ve had it with the white
Left. I’d lost my sense of who I am and where I came from. So I came back to
Bradford to rediscover it. We need to defend our dignity as Muslims, to defend
our values and beliefs, and not allow anyone — racist or Rushdie — to trample
over them”.

The Hassan I knew in London had been a member of the Socialist Workers
Party. Apart from Trotskyism his other indulgences were sex, Southern
Comfort and watching Arsenal FC. We had marched together, chucked bricks
together at neo-fascist marches, been arrested together. I had never detected
a religious bone in his body. But here he was in Bradford, up in arms about
blasphemy, encouraging the burning of books and ostensibly ready to kill
Rushdie if necessary.

I tell this story for two reasons. First, because the debate about the rise of
radical Islam generally focuses on the question “What is it about Islam that
gives rise to such ideas”. I want to suggest that we need to look not so much
at [slam itself as at its social context, and not just at the issues that are usually
taken to be important in defining this context, such as Western foreign policy,
but rather at the way that the West’s own self-image has transformed in recent
years. The problems we need to address are not peculiar to Islam. Rather,
radical Islam expresses in a particularly perverse way themes that have gained
purchased in wider society too.

I also tell this story because Hassan embodied a transformation that has
taken place within Muslim communities, and indeed, in wider society, too,
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and [ wish tell the story of that transformation. Muslims have been in Britain
in large numbers since the 1950s. While their faith was important to them (and
while the mosque played an important welfare role in communities that often
were under siege from racism), few identified themselves primarily in terms of
Islam. They thought of themselves (and were seen by others) as Bangladeshis,
Pakistanis, Kashmiris, Sylhettis and so on. In part this was because of the
strength of secularism in those communities. Part of what defined the
struggle of Bangladesh against Pakistan, for instance, was the greater sense of
secular identity that Bengalis felt, and this was reflected within Bangladeshi
communities in Britain too.

Today, “radical” in the Islamic context usually means fundamentalist in a
religious sense. Twenty years ago it meant almost the very opposite. Radical
referred to secularist movements within Muslim communities. Prominent
among these in Britain was the Asian Youth Movement, which [ will discuss
later. Part of the explanation for the rise of what we now call radical Islam is
the story of the expunging of such secularist traditions and organizations.

Hassan embodied this mutation from left-wing activist to Islamic militant.
And he was not alone. A surprising number of the anti-Rushdie demonstrators
in 1989 were young. Few were religious, let alone fundamentalist. Many did
not attend mosque, only a handful could recite the Koran and most flouted
traditional Muslim taboos on sex and drink. They felt resentful about the
treatment of Muslims, disenchanted by left-wing politics and were looking for
new ways of expressing their disaffection. While many began as secularists,
they formed the pool of malcontents into which radical Islamic organizations
dipped. In the two decades since the Rushdie affair, the collapse of the secular
traditions has created a political void which radical Islam has been only too
glad to fill. What has changed has not simply been a shift within Muslim
communities from more secular to more faith-based notions of identity.
Rather, the very meaning of identity has also been transformed. I will return
to this later, but what is worth pointing out here is that thirty years ago identity
in the sense of the narrow parochial meaning of the word today had far less
purchase.

One of the myths of multiculturalism is that Britain has become a
multicultural nation because minorities demanded that their differences be
recognized. It hasn’t and they didn’t. Historically the question of cultural
differences has preoccupied the political elite far more than it has Muslim, or
other black or Asian communities in Britain. Only over the past twenty years
has it become a major issue outside of elite circles. Multicultural policies
were largely imposed from the top, but they have helped shape popular views
and responses to the question of cultural differences.

There are three strands to this story that [ want to discuss. The first is the
transformation of black and Asian struggles in Britain from predominantly



Case Studies | 21

political to predominantly cultural. The second is the role of multicultural
policies, at both the national and local level, in facilitating this shift. Finally,
want to look at the impact of identity politics in entrenching a cultural view of
social differences. The confluence of these developments helped create a space
for the growth of radical Islam in Britain. And while I will be dealing solely
with Britain, it is not hard to see how the argument has wider relevance.

Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, four major issues dominated the struggle
for political equality: opposition to discriminatory immigration controls; the
fight against racist attacks; the struggle for workplace equality; and, most
explosively, the issue of police brutality. These struggles politicized a new
generation of black and Asian activists and came to an explosive climax in
the inner-city riots of the late 1970s and early 1980s. It was against this
background that the policies of multiculturalism emerged.

Local authorities in inner-city areas, led by the Greater London Council,
pioneered a new strategy of making black and Asian communities feel part of
British society by organizing consultation with local communities, formulating
equal-opportunities policies, establishing race-relations units and dispensing
millions of pounds in grants to community organizations. At the heart of
the strategy was a redefinition of racism. Racism now meant not simply the
denial of equal rights but the denial of the right to be different. Minorities,
many argued, should not be forced to accept British values or to adopt a
British identity. Rather, different peoples should have the right to express
their identities, explore their own histories, formulate their own values,
pursue their own lifestyles. In this process, the very meaning of equality was
transformed: from possessing the same rights as everyone else to possessing
different rights, appropriate to different communities. By the mid-1980s the
political struggles that had dominated the fight against racism in the 1960s
and 1970s had became transformed into battles over cultural issues. Political
struggles unite across ethnic or cultural divisions; cultural struggles inevitably
fragment. Since state funding was now linked to cultural identity, different
groups began asserting their particular identities ever more fiercely. The shift
from the political to the cultural arena helped entrench old divisions and create
new ones.

The city of Bradford provides a very good example of how the
institutionalization of multiculturalism helped redefine the relationship
between Muslim communities and society at large. In April 1976, twenty-four
people were arrested in pitched battles in the Manningham area of Bradford,
as Asian youth confronted a National Front march and fought the police
protecting it. It was seen as the blooding of a new movement.

The following year the Asian Youth Movement was born — the most
important radical movement within Asian communities of the past thirty
years. AYM activists did not distinguish themselves as Muslim, Hindu or Sikh;
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indeed many did not even see themselves as specifically Asian, preferring
to call themselves “black” which they viewed as an all-inclusive term for
non-white immigrants. They challenged not just racism but many traditional
values as well, particularly within the Muslim community, helping establish
an alternative leadership that confronted traditionalists on issues such as the
role of women and the dominance of the mosque.

The AYM was at the heart of the largest conflict to engulf the city in
the early 1980s, a conflict that had national reverberations — the trial of the
Bradford Twelve in 1981. Twelve young Asians faced conspiracy charges for
making petrol bombs to use against the National Front. They argued they
were acting in self-defense — and won.

Faced with this growing militancy, the Bradford Council launched
a program like that of the Greater London Council, drawing up equal-
opportunity statements, establishing race- relations units and funding Asian
organizations. A twelve-point race-relations plan declared that every section
of the “multiracial, multicultural city” had “an equal right to maintain its own
identity, culture, language, religion and customs”.

These multicultural policies helped transform the character of anti-racism.
By the mid-1980s the focus of anti-racist protest in Bradford had shifted from
political issues, such as policing and immigration, to religious and cultural
issues: a demand for Muslim schools and for separate education for girls, a
campaign for halal meat to be served at school, and, most explosively, the
confrontation over the publication of The Satanic Verses. As noted, whereas
political struggles unite, cultural struggles fragment, and with different groups
more ardently asserting their particular identities, the shift from a political
to a cultural focus helped foster a more tribal city. There had always been
residential segregation between the black and white communities in Bradford,
thanks to a combination of racism, and of a desire among Asians to find
protection in numbers. But within Asian areas, Muslims, Sikhs and Hindus
lived cheek by jowl for much of the postwar period. In the 1980s, however,
the three communities started dividing, living in different areas, attending
different schools and organizing through different institutions.

All these developments had a devastating impact on secular movements,
particularly within Muslim communities. Faith came to be seen as a key
aspect of a community’s culture. Secular Muslims were regarded as betraying
their culture (they belonged to the “white Left”) while radical Islam became
not just more acceptable but, to many, more authentic. This process was
strengthened by a new relationship between the local council and the local
mosques. In W981, the council helped set up and fund the Bradford Council of
Mosques. By siphoning resources through the mosques, the council was able
to strengthen the position of conservative religious leaders and to marginalize
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secular radicals. As the secular tradition became squeezed out, the only place
offering shelter for disaffected youth was militant Islam.

These developments were entrenched by another, related phenomenon
in the 1980s to which I have already alluded — the rise of identity politics.
The transformation in meaning of “radical” in the Muslim context was
not something unique to Muslim communities but mirrored a broader
transformation in radical politics, a transformation from a belief in secular
universalism to the defense of ethnic particularism and group rights, or from
the politics of ideology to the politics of identity. Or, to put it another way:
where once radicalism meant the championing of Enlightenment rationalism
and humanism as a means of transforming the world, now it more often meant
decrying the Enlightenment as a Eurocentric project and worrying that social
progress was undermining cultural authenticity. Many of the themes of radical
Islam were prefigured here.

The roots of these ideas lay in the Romantic counter-Enlightenment of
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. They were refashioned by
radicals in the decades following the Second World War as a way of coming
to terms with the trauma of Nazism and the Holocaust. Postwar radicals asked
why it was that Germany, a nation with deep roots in the Enlightenment, should
have succumbed so completely to Nazism. The answer seemed to be that it was
the logic of Enlightenment rationalism itself that gave rise to such barbarism.
As Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer, founders of the Frankfurt school,
put it in their seminal work Dialectic of Enlightenment, “Enlightenment is
totalitarian”.

“Testifying at the trial against barbarism”, the French philosopher Alain
Finkielkraut memorably observed, postwar intellectuals came to “identify the
Enlightenment with the defense and not with the prosecution”. The roots of
barbarism, many argued, lay in Western arrogance and the roots of Western
arrogance lay in an unquestioning belief in the superiority of Enlightenment
rationalism and universalism. Radicalism, therefore, came to be defined as
treating all peoples and all cultures with equal respect, and seeing none as
backward, primitive, irrational. Increasingly relativism, and an anti-Western
nihilism, came to be a defining feature of postwar radicalism. These themes
were at the heart of the New Left that emerged in the 1960s. Where the old Left
looked to the working class as the agency of change, the New Left found new,
surrogate proletariats in the so-called New Social Movements — Third World
liberation movements, civil rights organizations, feminist groups, campaigns
for gay rights, and the peace movement. Where the old Left talked of class and
sought to raise class consciousness, the New Left talked of culture and sought
to strengthen cultural identity. Culture was the defining feature of groups and
the means by which one group differentiated itself from another. Every group,
whether Cuban peasants, black Americans or women, had a specific culture,
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rooted in its particular history and experiences. That culture gave shape to
an individual’s identity. For an individual identity to be authentic, collective
identity must be too. That required the group to be true to its own culture, to
pursue faithfully the traditions that mark out that culture as unique and rebuff
the advances of modernity and of other cultures.

These ideas were deeply corrosive of political notions of identity and
solidarity. The New Social Movements themselves had largely disintegrated
by the late 1980s. But the belief that one defines oneself through one’s
differences, that such differences are cultural rather than political and that
Enlightenment notions of universalism and humanism were a Eurocentric
project, had already become deeply embedded in the political culture — or
rather in the anti-political culture that had by then emerged. The development
of multicultural policies on the one hand, and of identity politics on the other,
helped shape the way that most social groups defined their relationship with
other sections of society. It encouraged the development of a grievance culture
— identity became increasingly defined in terms of the supposed harms done
to a group — and of the claim that social justice requires that we treat not just
the individual, nor even the group, but also that group’s beliefs with equal
respect.

But it was upon Muslim communities that these developments had the
greatest impact. Multiculturalism created a space for radical Islam where none
had existed before. Identity politics provided a language through which to
define Muslim communities and beliefs in terms of difference from the rest
of society. It also provided a language of anti-Western nihilism which radical
Islam was only too happy to appropriate. The irony of the anti-Western, anti-
modern message of many radical Islamic groups is that these ideas are as
rooted in the so-called “Western tradition” as modernism itself. At the same
time these developments helped create a political void into which radical Islam
could step. Radical Islamic groups are able to appropriate the language of
identity politics so as to promote a message of faux universalism as a seeming
response to the social and political fragmentation to which identity politics is
in part a response.

The rise of radical Islam in Britain, in other words, cannot be understood
simply in terms internal to Islam, nor even in terms of the West’s changing
relationship to Islam and Islamic nations, but has to be understood more
broadly in terms of the West’s changing relationship to itself.
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Coexistence of Religions:
BiH a Model for Europe?

Bernd Papenkort

Setting the Scene: Aspects of BiH

“The Good Old Days”

Bosnia-Herzegovina (BiH) as part of former Yugoslavia was the incarnation of
a multi-ethnic society with a long history of peaceful coexistence of Muslims,
Catholic and Orthodox Christians, Jews and other minorities. This harmony
and multi-ethnicity made possible the hosting of the 1984 Winter Olympics
in Sarajevo, which left a deep impact among the inhabitants and in the world
in general.

Because of its strategic location, throughout its history the country had
seen the rule of different empires and powers. Starting with the Roman
Empire in the first century BC, the country was conquered by the Ottomans
in the fifteenth century (1463) and by the Austro-Hungarians in the nineteenth
century (1878). It became part of Yugoslavia, which was created in 1918,
and in 1941 came under the rule of Independent Croatia established by the
Germans. Ustasas and Germans were fought by partisans and Chetniks, and
eventually Josip Broz Tito established new Yugoslavia in 1945, of which BiH
remained part until 1992 when it declared its independence.

From World War 1 onwards, the centuries-long peaceful coexistence
started to unravel under the influence of political ideology. On 28 June
1914, Gavrilo Princip, a Serb nationalist who was a member of Mlada Bosna
(Young Bosnia) — a movement dedicated to a Bosnia free of Hapsburg rule,
which was a splinter group of the Serbian patriotic society Narodna Odbrana
— assassinated Archduke Franz Ferdinand in Sarajevo. This event, which
marked the beginning of World War I, yielded a figure who was cited as a
national hero in history books influenced by Serb political ideology. Only in
the 1990s, when this influence started to decline, did it become clear that he
was nothing but a terrorist who was equipped with pistols and bombs by a
Serbian terrorist organization known as the Black Hand.

This was one of the first examples of the political destruction of peace and
stability, which began long before Milosevic. It ultimately resulted in a four-
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year war in which Bosnia’s three main ethnic groups turned on each other
savagely despite decades of peaceful coexistence and intermarriage.

An important question is: what was the secret behind the peaceful
coexistence in earlier times? What was the ‘kit’ that for many decades held
societies in the old Bosnia and Herzegovina together?

The Role of Religions in the Conflict, 1992-1995

The fighting that raged from 1992 to 1995 killed two hundred thousand
people, made refugees of two million more and destroyed almost 60 percent
of the country’s infrastructure. War damages totaled more than $60 billion,
which is a magnitude of collapse not seen in Europe since World War I1. Rape,
torture and mass killings ended only with the U.S.-brokered 1995 Dayton
peace accords.

A war destroys hearts, souls and minds besides all the physical devastation.
This is not well known and often underestimated by politicians; it is frequently
not realized by the military. Physical repair can be achieved relatively quickly,
but souls, hearts and minds take decades to be healed. If one walks in the
streets of Sarajevo today, one cannot believe that fighting which damaged 90
percent of the infrastructure had ever occurred there. But when one talks to its
people, one immediately becomes aware of the wounds that the fighting left in
their hearts, souls and minds. This is not only a lesson for politicians and the
military, but must be in the minds of religious leaders as well, since they too
have great influence over people.

However, the history of BiH tells a different story. When religious leaders
link their interests with war activities, they tend to forget the above lesson.
This is apparent from numerous examples in Bosnia. Thus, Serb paramilitary
forces were baptized by Orthodox priests before they went to Bijeljina and
Srebrenica where they killed thousands of Muslims. A recently discovered
videotape showing priests baptizing “Red Scorpions” paramilitary forces
before they committed atrocities against Muslims, which was broadcast on
international channels, shocked the world while trials in The Hague are still
proceeding. In the Muslim brigades, imams looked away when their soldiers
committed atrocities in central and northern Bosnia in 1994-1995. Proof
of this can also be found on videotapes which clearly show the killing of
Serbs. The Franciscans, whom I met in 1995, fully supported the HVO (Croat
army) which committed the crimes in Ahmici/BiH and killed over a hundred
Muslims including women, children and elderly some of whom were burned
alive. They destroyed all mosques and burned down the whole village.

When I came to BiH in late 1995, my impression was that the respective
religions were backing the deeds of their clientele without any critical
questioning. All the religions were deeply integrated in the respective political-
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military frameworks and had become “part of the system”. Instead of staying
neutral and leaving those issues to politicians and the military while searching
for peace, reconciliation and tending to individuals, the religions had become
tools of the respective political interests. It appears to be difficult for religious
leaders in wartime to maintain a balance between alleviating the suffering of
their own people and having the courage and wisdom to offer a broader view,
which could provide hope for a common future with the enemy after the war.
That is, it seems difficult for these religious leaders to realize that the time of
war is not an end in itself but a passing phase of politics. In the case of BiH,
none of the religions found this balance.

The Challenge of Post-Conlflict Reconstitution

When the guns are silent, the religions face the very complex tasks of
repairing damaged souls, facilitating reconciliation, helping in reconstruction
of destroyed infrastructure and smoothing the progress of nation building.

In the case of BiH, all the religions invested great efforts in building their
own institutions and reconstructing their own infrastructure. After the war ended
and the country started to rebuild its infrastructure, money poured in. Muslims
received donations from Saudi Arabia and others, Roman Catholics from the
West, and Orthodox from sources such as Serbia. Seemingly, a race between
mosque and church building had begun. For example, the largest mosque in
the Balkans was built in Sarajevo, and the highest church tower in Mostar. It is
questionable whether all these facilities can be filled with faithful prayers. The
large sums could much more effectively have been spent for social purposes.
Even to spend them for building factories would have increased employment
opportunities, in a reality of 40 percent unemployment, and in turn could have
generated resources for independent building of religious shrines.

One could even say that the religions continued — albeit with different
means — the fight which ended politically and militarily in Dayton in 1995.
Moreover, religious leaders in BiH do not hesitate to interfere deeply in politics.
The Roman Catholic Cardinal “speaks for Croats”, and recently questioned
the legitimacy of the elections which were held under OSCE/EU supervision
and posted Zeljko Komsic, a member of a non-national party and not one
of the nationalistic hardliners, as a Croat representative in the presidency of
BiH. The Reis, as head of the Muslim community, sits in the front row of
a Muslim-party meeting and calls in daily newspapers for believers to vote
in the elections for parties closely linked with him. The Orthodox Patriarch
commits himself to Chetnik hardliner meetings of radical Serb parties.

There was great hope in BiH that a so-called Interreligious Council, which
was established by the four major religious communities (Catholics, Muslims,
Orthodox and Jews) in BiH in order to maintain dialogue and respect for
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religious expression and belief, and to promote tolerance and coexistence,
would become a platform to achieve peace through reconciliation. This council
was supposed to:

e Facilitate regular meetings between the religious leaders of Bosnia-
Herzegovina

e Strengthen relationships between the religious communities of BiH
e Clarify shared moral principles and advocate adherence to them

e Develop a process to promote interreligious activity for social
reconstruction in BiH

However, the hope that the council would become a platform for
reconciliation failed to materialize. Instead its members began to use it for
manifold purposes but without any deep impact on public issues. As for
why this happened, in all politics there is a saying which applies to religious
leaders as well. It is harsh but contains much truth: “Those who were leaders
in the war and played crucial roles, are very often incapable of designing and
implementing the subsequent peace.”

In fomer Yugoslavia, after the war in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina,
there was no change of leadership. The Tudjmans, Izetbegovics and Milosevics
continued with their old networks and all saw themselves as winners. The
same was unfortunately true for religious leaders. Too many of those who
legitimized political and military actions during the war are still in the front
ranks of national political parties. They seem to have difficulty placing
forgiveness above hate, striving for cooperation with the former enemy and
designing a new agenda of peace and reconciliation.

In light of these experiences, it may appear that BiH of 2006 is hardly a
model for Europe. However, the BiH of the “good old days” could become
a model and the results of the 2006 elections could indicate a change for the
better. For the first time after the war ended, not a single member of nationalist
parties representing the three major ethnic groups was elected as a presidency
member. The question still remains: can the situation in BiH serve as a model
for Europe? Is there still hope? Although clearly there is change, it is too early
to make a final assessment.
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Lessons Learned in BiH

Lesson 1:
Religions are an anchor of continuity and stability for individuals amid the
upheavals of politics.

BiH was always in the geostrategic glacis between different empires
and was always shaped by external powers, whether Turks, Austrians or
others. Today, after the war period, the same situation has continued under
the High Representative of the United Nations with numerous international
organizations working on the ground in the country.

For the people of BiH, the situation has at all times been highly fluid.
Politics, economy and culture have always had a deep impact on their living
conditions. The only thing that has been not fluid and changing in times of
high uncertainty, the only anchor that provides continuity, is the religion of
the people, whether they believe in God, Allah or another power. In regard
to basic principles of humanity all religions are equal; Judaism, Islam,
Christianity or Hinduism all share these principles. Deep individual belief in
the benign fundamentals of religions is still present in BiH today, and this,
along with some other aspects, could provide the key to peaceful coexistence
in the future.

On a more global level as well, religion remains highly influential. This
is evident in the problems of the relationship between the West and Islam,
and in the related political turmoil from the Israel/Palestine question to the
situations in Iraq, Iran and Afghanistan. The religions have always been part
of the geopolitical scene whether they like it that way or not.

After Pope Benedict XVI’s speech in Germany in late 2006, the response
by Islamic religious leaders and their proposal for a new dialogue between the
Roman Catholic Church and Islam is a promising sign. Also a very important
indication is that Reis Ceric of BiH was one of the drafters of this letter. The
Interreligious Council in BiH, though so far not very active, still has moral
and symbolic weight and can be used as a starting point for such dialogue in
BiH as well.

Lesson 2:
The path to reconciliation ultimately requires a turnaround in the political
establishment and in the religious establishment.

Unfortunately, the deep wish of individuals for peace, reconciliation
and stability is not reflected by the current political and, often, religious
establishment in BiH. Many are too deeply anchored in their historical
commitments and thus are not free to seek change.

Instead of only reconstituting their own religion, religious leaders should
see the need for common understanding, leading to peaceful coexistence,
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as a basic issue of the twenty-first century. This requires management and
leadership, certainly on the political side and sometimes on the religious side,
as well a “major turnaround” in business terminology.

Lesson 3:
The seeds of reconciliation must be planted by politics, but their fruits will
emerge from efforts within the civil society.

The force of arms (NATO/EU) can be used to impose a peace of swords.
But real healing in this divided country is still a distant prospect, hopefully
not an illusion. It is not that one cannot imagine logical means to resolve the
problems in BiH; but sometimes it seems that the required psychological and
emotional framework does not currently exist.

An important point to bear in mind is that nobody can force forgiveness on
those who have suffered most. The trauma inflicted by atrocities is deeper than
anyone outside the conflict can imagine. Those who suffered need to prepare
themselves to forgive, and those who committed wrongs need to recognize
this and apologize. This may take time, as it is still early to put aside some
of what happened during the war. Examples from similar historical events
indicate that this could take somewhere from two to six decades.

In 1972 in Warsaw, German chancellor Willy Brandt knelt before a Polish
Jewish genocide monument and apologized for the atrocities committed by
his nation. This event was marked as a great, historic apology. It is not the sort
of thing that happens often. Another dramatic gesture occurred in 1984 when
French president Frangois Mitterrand and German chancellor Helmut Kohl
held hands and walked through the cemetery of Verdun, site of Franco-German
battlefields. All these important symbolic gestures laid the groundwork for
processes of reconciliation and the peaceful coexistence of nations.

Thus, politics at the highest level must provide the necessary framework
to enter the path towards peace. Successful reconciliation, however, requires
decentralization to all levels of public life. German-French rapprochement
began with the symbolic handshake of de Gaulle and Adenauer before the
cathedral in Cologne in 1954. Adenauer also negotiated a compensation
agreement with Israel in recognition of the horrors perpetrated against the
Jews by Hitler and Germany. His efforts towards conciliation and atonement
helped give moral authority to the fledgling West German state. After such
beginnings, the lower levels in politics, business and public life can develop
their own initiatives. Between Germany and France, for example, a stable
platform of cooperation was established which endures even when the two
governments start quarreling again.

In BiH not many top politicians have this capability. The same applies,
with few exceptions, to Serbia. Much is being done, however, at the grassroots
level. And here my experience in BiH gives hope: when politics is ready for
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such progress and does not interfere very much, citizens still have capabilities
of forgiving and apologizing.

Outlook

My experiences in BiH indicate that two short sentences are most important.
Without them there can be no real progress towards reconciliation and no
peaceful coexistence. These short sentences are: “I deeply regret”, and “I can
forgive” — and they must come in that sequence.

The history of German-Israeli relations offers proof of this. After the Jews
great suffering in World War II, the German nation needed to recognize the
reality and ask for forgiveness. And I bow my head to those of your people
who lost their loved ones and nevertheless were ready for reconciliation.

This is the only way forward to peace and harmony.

E
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“Jihadism” as an Obstacle
to Integration

Dave Rich

The growth of radical Islamist activity in Europe poses two different, but
related, challenges: the deadly danger of Islamist terrorism, as materialized
in Madrid and London; and the more long-term problems of community
cohesion and social division. The connections between the two are not always
as obvious as they might appear. For example, it is too simplistic to say that
radicalism leads to separatism, and separatism leads to terrorism, and recent
evidence from Britain shows that Islamist terrorists are just as likely to come
from mixed neighbourhoods as from segregated ones. On the other hand,
there is a prophetic cycle of perceiving a connection between, for instance,
the increasing number of British Muslim women who wear the veil, and the
increasing number of British Muslim men involved in terrorism. Moreover,
there is no doubt that terrorist activity, whether successful bombings or those
foiled by the police, feeds suspicion of all Muslims and intensifies division
between communities. But in some ways it is the more subtle connections
between these parallel problems that have had a more profound impact on
the relationships between European Muslim communities and their wider
societies.

Jihad is of course a term with many different meanings and interpretations.
For the present purposes, though, there are only two that are relevant. The
first is the Islamist view of jihad as conflict, both violent and non-violent,
between Muslims and non-Muslims, and as an external struggle to impose
their ideology on others, rather than an internal, personal struggle for each
individual Muslim. The second is the common misperception among non-
Muslims in the West that jihad is an exclusively violent, militaristic activity.

The political leadership of the British Muslim community is dominated
by Islamists who hold a romantic view of jihad as a noble struggle against
oppression. This has consequences far beyond the British Muslims who have
travelled to Bosnia, Kashmir or elsewhere to train and fight, and the small,
but significant, number who have graduated to the global jihad, which they
have then brought back to British shores. This attachment to jihad has shaped
domestic Muslim political activism and provides the nexus by which violent
jihadis and non-violent Islamists complement each other’s work.
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For British Muslims, the beginnings of “jihad consciousness”, and
adherence to the ideology of “jihadism”, took root in the early 1990s, due to
the confluence of several factors that generated deep feelings of insecurity.
First, the Rushdie affair in the late 1980s focused and energized the previously
disparate Muslim political activity in Britain: it was the moment when the
community’s political leadership fell into the hands of Islamists, and when
many British Muslims, shaken by the wider society’s hostility to their point
of view, asserted “Muslim” as their primary identity. Second, the massacres
of Muslims in Bosnia, and the reluctance of most Western governments to
intervene on their behalf, had a profound impact. And third was a wave of
racist violence in Britain from a strong and growing far Right, of which the
murder of the black teenager Stephen Lawrence in April 1993 was the best-
known example.

The fourth ingredient in this mix was the gathering of jihadist exiles in
Britain under what is now derisively known as the “Londonistan” policy. For
a community that felt so insecure, so threatened, isolated from mainstream
society and unsure of its basic identity, these exiles provided an attractive role
model. Here were living examples of — according to their own propaganda
— Muslim strength; Muslim unity; Muslim honour; and Muslims who fought
back in defense of their communities, their families and their faith. Of course
the reality of their jihadi activities in their own countries was often very
different, but this reality was not the image portrayed on the propaganda
videos, or in the inspiring accounts of jihad available in Muslim bookshops or
at Islamist conferences and rallies.

The younger generation of Muslims lapped up this affirmation of
contemporary Muslim strength. British Muslims started to travel to Bosnia
to train and fight in the jihad, in a way they had not done previously to
Afghanistan. Although their numbers were relatively small — a few thousand
at most in the past ten to fifteen years — there was much wider political and
emotional support for their activities, and their example provided an escapist
fantasy for many young British Muslims. But this was not escapism from
poverty or the drudgery of daily life. It was escapism from the collapse of
both parts of their identity: their rejection by British society on the one hand;
and the weakness of the Muslim world on the other. By contrast, the jihadists
were fighting on behalf of a virtual ummah to which they were all welcome,
and which offered a self-contained identity that would insulate them from that
reality.

This growing interest in fighting foreign jihads obviously encouraged
Muslims to think of themselves as part of the global ummah, rather than
primarily British. This idea is actively promoted by Islamists: Azzam Tamimi,
the most high-profile supporter of Hamas in Britain, told a Muslim conference
in Manchester earlier this year: “I don’t ever believe that there is something
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called European Muslims. We are Muslims in Europe not European Muslims.
We have an identity, we have our aqidah [creed] we have a shariah and we
have an ummah that we are proud of”.!

Of course this model of one ummah, where if any part of it is attacked then
all Muslims should feel the pain and rally to its defence, has a reverse effect:
that all Muslims are equally vulnerable, and the jihadists in Bosnia, Algeria or
Palestine are also fighting to defend British Muslims.

This also undermines the idea that Muslims need to engage with the
institutions and procedures of secular politics to achieve their goals. European
democracies long ago took the right to use force away from individual citizens
and placed it exclusively in the hands of governments. By sidestepping this
principle, the British jihadists and their supporters were placing themselves
outside the normal processes of British politics. Their answer to their
unhappiness with British foreign policy was to make an alternative policy of
their own, and take up arms to implement it. It is easy to see how this could
have led to British Muslims fighting against British forces in Afghanistan in
2001. This attitude was taken to its logical conclusion by the Islamic Human
Rights Commission, a pro-Khomeini’ite body in the UK, which complained
about government plans to prosecute British Muslims who, in the words of the
Islamic Human Rights Commission, “want to attack, however legitimately,
US or British interests overseas”.?

These foreign adventures have profound implications for social cohesion
at home, containing as they do the seeds of the much wider alternative social
structures established by Islamist movements in Muslim countries. This was
made explicit in the programme of the Muslim Parliament, one of the most
active British agitators for the Bosnian jihad. They organized conferences,
raised funds and advertised for recruits for the Bosnian mujahideen (< Arabic:
muhajidiin, “holy warriors”). At the same time, they called on British Muslims
to establish institutions that, on a small scale, could operate as a parallel society
— a state-within-a-state — in Britain itself.

However, the Muslim Parliament’s overt separatism was not well received
by British Muslims, and the community has now developed institutions that
engage with secular politics. But still, their approach contains more subtle
barriers to integration. These institutions are run by Islamists who use the
language of jihad to present and define their political work. Mohammed Abdel
Bari, a former activist in the Bangladeshi Jamaat-e-Islami who is now head
of the Muslim Council of Britain, and is generally seen as the leader of the
British Muslim community, has written: “The five pillars of Islam prepare
the Muslims for a collective Jihad. It is the lifeblood of the Muslim Ummah
and the source of Islam’s dignified world-role”.> This approach is twinned
with the idea that anything that runs contrary to what the Islamists see as
Muslim interests forms part of an attack on Islam itself, and is therefore by
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definition Islamophobic. MPAC UK, the Muslim Public Affairs Committee,
is a lobbying group that repeatedly describes its work as a “political jihad”.
Zulfigar Bukhari, their CEO, places their work firmly in the front line of the
global defence of Islam, saying: “This is a war on Islam. MPAC make no
distinction between the rituals, spiritual, theological and political aspects of
Islam”.*

This is similar to the thinking of Sheikh Qaradawi of the Egyptian Muslim
Brotherhood, who ruled: “A Muslim steadfastly abiding by his religion sees
every conflict he is to go through as directly related to Islam™.> But whereas
Qaradawi is from the Muslim Brotherhood, and Abdel Bari is a follower of
the Jamaat-e-Islami, MPAC are a new generation of British-born Islamists
who use a deracinated, Westernized concept of jihad. They have a religious
consciousness but do not often quote directly from religious sources; theirs
is an uneasy mix of jihad in a secular British setting, and forms part of the
developing British Muslim identity.

A particularly egregious example of this came after MPAC campaigned
for the successful candidate in a parliamentary by-election in London in 2003.
MPAC described their success in these terms:

This is proof that when Muslims take up Jihad for the sake of Allah,
Allah grants us victory over those who would harm us! Allah is Great,
and all victory is from Him alone. Those who bothered to vote on the
day, did so in protection of the Ummah, not only in India and Iraq but
also Palestine. It was a Fard [religious obligation] duty upon them to
protect the Ummah and by Allah they did.... We want to thank every
Muslim who voted against the Labour candidate; we want to thank
all those who have sent us messages of support and especially all the
Muslims who sent in donations.... Jihad to protect the Ummah is
Fard (ayn) [< Arabic "ayn, a religious obligation incumbent on every
individual Muslim] on us all and let Allah be the Witness of those who
took part in this campaign on the Day of Judgement.®

Claiming that putting leaflets through doors or canvassing for votes is a
religious duty on which depend the lives of Muslims around the world, may
help to motivate activists, but introducing the language of jihad to democratic
politics has other consequences. Much of democratic politics involves trying
to settle conflicts and differences between individuals and groups in society.
It also requires the minority, sometimes, to submit to the will of the majority
— albeit with protections in place for minority interests. Adding this layer
of religious significance militates against compromise and makes the most
mundane disputes more difficult to resolve. Insisting that this is part of the
global jihad to defend Islam escalates the potential for conflict that already
exists within democracies to an unacceptable level. It encourages the sense of
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victimization and exclusion that many Muslims already feel, while frightening
non-Muslims who hear the word jihad and think of suicide bombers and
decapitations. It frames every dispute in absolute terms of victory and defeat;
it is difficult to acknowledge that the other side may actually have a point,
when you see yourself as a mujahid defending the honour of your faith and the
lives of your fellow Muslims.

In addition, the other side of the political argument is no longer simply a
fellow citizen exercising his or her democratic rights, but becomes instead
the local proxy of the global conspiracy against Islam. This encourages the
demonization of one’s political opponent: it plays a role in the ubiquitous anti-
Semitism in [slamist anti-Israeli rhetoric throughout Europe. It also encourages
a focus on foreign affairs, and distracts attention from the very real domestic
problems faced by many Muslim communities.

Another point to consider is that jihad is exclusively a Muslim activity,
albeit one that can involve alliances with non-Muslims. This 1is, therefore,
engagement at arm’s length and on Islamist terms only. The current coalition
between Islamists and the Left in many European countries should not be
mistaken for a repeat of the anti-racist coalitions of the 1970s and 1980s.
This contemporary variant of cross-communal unity is opportunistic and
superficial, and when it crumbles, as it will, Muslims will find themselves
politically isolated once again, having rejected the universalist values of
genuine anti-racism in favour of a particularist Islamist agenda.

The idea among non-violent Islamists that their political work is a
continuation of, and complement to, violent jihadi activity elsewhere is one
reason why distinctions between the different parts of the Islamist spectrum
are, in this context, of limited value. The level of support for violent jihad
among non-violent Islamists in Britain was evident in their reaction to recent
anti-terrorist legislation that has made it illegal to support violent activities
overseas. Leading Muslim bodies such as the Muslim Council of Britain and
the Muslim Association of Britain have been extremely vocal in opposing
these laws and insist on the right of British Muslims to support what they see
as legitimate armed struggles. These organizations may not be representative
of the majority of British Muslims, but they have dominated their political
leadership and it is their Islamist voice that has until recently been presented
as the mainstream view. It seems that for them at least, the jihadist dream is
one that is too hard to give up.

Others, though, have managed to make the necessary political journey. The
current leader of the Muslim Parliament, which did so much to encourage
jihadism in Britain in the 1990s, is Ghayasuddin Siddiqui, a graduate of the
Jamaat-e-Islami in Pakistan. Since 9/11 he has turned his back on the language
and ideology of jihad, speaking out against its destructive effects on Muslim
life in the West. His reaction to the London bombings last year was to call
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for the Muslim community to identify “the promoters of ‘jihadist” ideology’”
in Britain. Even before the bombings, he had challenged Muslims to begin
a debate on the role they played in what he called “destabilising the world”,
accusing Muslim leaders of, in his words:

naivety in continuing to call the CIA-sponsored war against the Soviet
Union a jihad...once the Soviet Union collapsed the world became
unipolar. The religious right among Muslims still prides itself on its
role in defeating one superpower. What it does not recognise is the
consequences of its complicity in that defeat. It has made the world a
dangerous place and turned Islam into a religion of violence.®

The true significance of Siddiqui’s words, though, is that he is also a
leading figure in the British anti-war movement and a fierce critic of the “War
on Terror”. But his opposition to British policy is expressed in secular terms,
without recourse to the language of jihad, or the idea of a war on Islam, or
using religious texts to justify his opinions. He is living proof to angry young
Muslims that rejecting Islamist discourse does not have to mean becoming
a supporter of Western governments’ policies. It is this path, stripped of the
ideology of “jihadism”, down which true integration lies.
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Islam in Berber Translation:
Laicité, and Amazigh Activism,
and the Politics of Pluralism in

France

Paul A. Silverstein

France, withits estimated fivemillion Muslimresidents, hasbecometherepeated
reference for both utopian and dystopian visions of Islam in Europe: as either
the central province of a future Islamist Eurabia (Bat Ye'or 2005); or the locus
of civilizational reconciliation and the creation of a secular, humanistic Euro-
Islam (Tibi 2001). Extremist visions of an Eiffel Tower topped with an Islamic
crescent (as featured on the cover of a June 2006 edition of The Economist)
contrast with (arguably) equally extreme hopes of a multi-confessional
football side leading France to the brink of World Cup victory (insofar as the
team was heralded as proof of the intrinsic virtues of the Republican model
of religious integration). As an anthropologist who has worked with various
Muslim communities in France, I find both positions difficult to reconcile
with the empirical worlds in which French Muslims live — in part because
the two positions both presume a categorical opposition between French-ness
and Muslim-ness in spite of the everyday ways in which thousands of people
live and understand their lives as simultaneously and inseparably French and
Muslim (which is not to say that their lives are always particularly easy, or
that they do not experience embedded racism and discrimination, their French
belonging often treated as suspect, but rather that such discrimination does
not mitigate their Frenchness in their social practices or self-perception); and
in part because the two positions (of Eurabia or Euro-Islam) ignore internal
national, ethnic, and racial divides which defy any attempt to posit a singular
French Muslim “community”. In this essay, [ explore these two aspects of the
French Muslim experience writ large, focusing in particular on how Muslim
Berbers (or Imazighen) in France present their own religious distinctiveness
within Islam, and, moreover, how both they, as well as those from whom they
explicitly distinguish themselves — namely “Arabs” or “Islamists” — come to
represent themselves through the same hegemonic language of state secularism
and within the same dominant political culture of Republican citizenship. In
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the end, what I want to argue is that we are witnessing neither the Islamization
of France, nor the Frenchification of Islam, but rather the ongoing redefinition
of both French-ness and Muslim-ness, two identity formations which have
been always historically intertwined and mutually constituted.

In general, struggles over state secularism (or laicité) and the public
expression of Islam in France have created strange bedfellows, bringing
together leftist intellectuals, law-and-order conservatives, feminists, and a
variety of French Muslims in defense of radical laicité; as well as an equally
heterogeneous group of conservative Catholics, anarcho-syndicalists, and an
alternate variety of French Muslims in support of a more open interpretation
of French republicanism. What is important to note is that even the most
ardent critics of laicité have articulated their claims through a universalist
language of rights and in the idiom of citizenship. Indeed, in a set of poignant,
performative acts, women wearing hijab demonstrated throughout France
against the 2004 law banning religious dress from public schools, carrying
French flags, marching with banners evoking “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity,
Laicité”, releasing blue-white-red balloons, and even wearing headscarves
emblazoned with the French tricolor. They faultlessly sung the Marseillaise
including, as reporters remarked with amazement, verses seldom heard at
national celebrations. Their verbal acts similarly deployed the language of
citizenship, with protestors declaring themselves “proud to be French and
Muslim”. In perhaps the most evocative display of citizenship, demonstrators
throughout the country waved their national identity cards while invoking
some version of “one headscarf = one vote”.

Similarly, the young suburban housing project residents (many of whom
were Muslims) who took to the streets across France in November 2005
in their own enactment of the storming of the Bastille engaged in a similar
performance of citizenship in spite of their avowed contempt for the French
“system”, waving their French identification cards to the ever-present television
cameras. Even hardcore rap artists, who have made their fortunes calling for
violence against the police and the destruction of the state, adopt such Bastille
imagery and portray themselves as speaking for the new sans-culottes. In the
aftermath of the 2005 uprising, the largely North African group Sniper rapped
that the best way to “incinerate” racist leaders was to vote them out of office.
Indeed, the music video of their testament to the uprising, "Brile" (or "Burn"),
features the trio and their posse waving their voter registration cards and closes
with a black screen and the words: “2007 Vote!” In like fashion, Diam's 2006
Dans Ma Bulle album was issued with a manifesto describing in detail how to
register to vote - a veritable call-to-citizenship: “We, children of the republic,
whether by birth or by adoption, are neither represented nor understood by
the politicians who run our country. 1 vote = 10 Molotov cocktails.... 2007
presidential elections: We will vote” (see Silverstein forthcoming).
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However, perhaps the most outspoken group of French Muslims who
have deployed republican universalist discourse are Berber (or “Amazigh”)
activists, who have transnationally advocated for the cultural and linguistic
expression of Tamazight in the face of what they decry as “Arabo-Muslim
imperialism”. While often practicing Muslims themselves, these activists
have rejected Islam as their paramount mode of identification; have defended
Muslim heteropraxy; have made concerted efforts to recover their ante-
Islamic, Judeo-Christian heritage; and have even espoused reconciliation, if
not symbolic identification, with Israel (Ben-Layashi 2007). Beginning in
the early 1990s they publicly advocated for French government support of
Berber culture as the primary and preferred means for the “integration” of the
children of North African immigrants into French national citizens, arguing
that Berber-ness can serve as a bulwark against the perceived rise of Islamism
in France (Maddy-Weitzman 2001; Silverstein 2003, 2007).

The Kabyle Myth

It is important to recognize the colonial genealogy of this Amazigh discourse
on Islam, its relationship to a set of colonial myths that posited an inverse
relationship between the Islamic piety of different indigenous populations
of North Africa and their potential for cultural assimilation. Following
the conquest of Algiers in 1830, French military ethnologists and linguists
published hundreds of ethnological and linguistic studies that effectively
outlined an ethno-racial boundary between Arabophone and Berberophone
populations in North Africa (Lorcin 1995). In general, military scholars
repeatedly reified Arab society as principally and primarily Islamic, and
perceived an incompatibility of their Islamic civilization with French
(Christian-secular) modernity. In colonial discourse, Islam served as the
prime trope for explaining two opposed characteristics of the observed Arab
personality: on the one hand, their bellicose, hostile nature, attributable to
their religious fanaticism; and, on the other hand, their inveterate laziness,
resulting from their reverent fatalism.

French administrators perceived this essential religiosity of Arabs as
an inherent stumbling block to their administrative or legal assimilation
into the French nation. According to colonial legal scholar Emile Larcher,
writing in 1903, “In the Mahometian civilization, religion and law are too
intimately confused for the juridical condition of Muslims to be identical to
that of Frenchmen or Europeans” (Larcher 1903: 16). The loyalty of Muslim
subjects was considered inherently suspect, as it was claimed that they owed
principal allegiance to a set of political-legal orientations derived from Shari'a
courts, religious fatwas issued by imams, and an absent (if potentially re-
constitutable) caliphate. Such assumptions led to the effective suspension of
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laicité in Algeria, in spite of the fact that the colony was officially an overseas
department, and hence should normally have been subject to the same legal
and constitutional regime as the metropole. Muslim Algerians were denied
French citizenship unless they renounced their religious “civil status”, unless
they publicly apostatized themselves.

Kabyle Republicanism

While Muslim Berberophone populations in colonial North Africa — and in
particular Algerian Kabyles — were subjected to the same juridical canon
that maintained their second-class status, they nonetheless were considered
by French colonial officials to be more potentially assimilable into French
modernity. Less fanatically attached to Islam, Kabyles were argued, in the
words of General Daumas writing in 1847, to “have accepted the Koran but...
not embraced it” (Daumas and Fabar 1847 (I): 77). From their observed
worship of saints and reliance on marabouts, to their inconsistencies in
observing daily prayers, Ramadan fasts, and prohibitions on alcohol and
pork, “the Kabyle people are far from the religious ideas of the Arab people”
(Daumas and Fabar 1847 (II): 55).

Moreover, their lack of religiosity was symbolized by the treatment of
women. According to what was later denoted as the “Kabyle Myth”, scholars
argued that the Kabyles held their women in high respect. Kabyle women
generally went unveiled and were seen to “have a greater liberty than Arab
women” (Daumas and Fabar 147 (I): 40). Moreover, Kabyle society, colonial
scholars emphasized, did not practice the polygamy, and, indeed, was at its
base matriarchical. In the end, then, the Kabyles seemed to approach French
Christian morals in their practices, proving that their "Islamization" had always
been superficial. Or, as Daumas metaphorized, “Beneath the Muslim peel,
one finds a Christian seed” (Daumas and Fabar 1847 (I): 77). As such, the
Kabyles were constituted as the natural ally of the French colonizers, and were
hence singled out as the privileged targets of the mission civilisatrice. With
Islam constituting for Berbers but a “superficial varnish, a simple stamp... a
feeble imprint” (Anon. 1924: 216), their transformation into colonial subjects
would be comparatively unencumbered.

Amazigh [slamophobia

Berberophone inhabitants — conservatively 25% of the Algerian and 40% of
the Moroccan populations — obviously never became the colonial toadies that
French military scholars imagined and later Arab nationalists accused them of
being. Berber speakers were at the forefront of anti-colonial resistance both in
Kabylia and in peripheral Morocco. In general, Kabyle revolutionary leaders
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advocated for an Algérie algérienne, a multi-ethnic and secular nation-state;
however, they were subsequently marginalized from a nationalist movement
that came to be monopolized by the National Liberation Front (FLN) with
an ideology of Arab nationalism and Islamic unity (see Chaker 1990, Stora
1995).

With the growing hegemony of the FLN in Algeria and the Istiglal party
in Morocco, the locus of Berber struggle shifted to France. Activists within
the Berberophone community, itself constituting the majority of Maghrebi
immigrants in France, actively voiced their support for Berber language and
culture. Calling themselves Imazighen (literally “free men”), they founded
cultural associations in Paris, Lyon, Marseille, and Roubaix to promote
Berber culture to generations born in France, as well as to standardize and
disseminate written Berber (Tamazight) (Slimani-Direche 1997). In the wake
of the Algerian civil war, Amazigh militants in both France and North Africa
have increasingly adopted a virulent pro-secular, anti-Islamist discourse that
at times can approach virtual Islamophobia.

Amazigh Laicité
In the first place, Kabyle political parties like the Rally for Culture and
Democracy (RCD) and the Socialist Forces Front (FFS), operating in France
through their allied cultural associations, present political platforms which
consistently avoid references to Islam, preferring categories of “democracy”,
“republicanism”, “citizenship,” “social justice”, “human rights”, and
“secularism” drawn directly from French universalist discourse. The Amazigh
movement in France has deployed such public avowals of laicité to argue for
state support of Berber culture, seen as the key to the future “integration”
of Franco-Maghrebis. In 2004, in a letter published by the Amazigh press
across the globe, the president of the Federation of Associations of Berber
Culture in France, Areski Sadi, congratulated Jacques Chirac on behalf of
all “the Berbers of France” for his decision to press for a legal ban on the
“veil” in public schools. Claiming that religion is an “affair of individual
conscience and spirituality”, Sadi championed the proposed law as protecting
young women against the “pressure of politico-religious groups”, and schools
against the “rampant plague (fléau) of Islamic fundamentalism (intégrisme)”.
Sadi averred that the identity of Berbers in France could not be reduced to
a “simple religious subjectification”, and ended his letter with an evocation
of the spiritual assimilation of French Imazighen: “Because France is our
country, her interests are ours and our interests are hers.

Women Amazigh militants have been likewise publicly outspoken in
their denunciations of the “veil” and the Islamist interests supposedly behind
its multiplication. In my discussions with Kabyle activists in Paris, many
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young women harshly criticized their peers for adopting the headscarf as a
sign of protest. Sonya, a Franco-Kabyle schoolteacher outside of Paris who
herself abstains from alcohol and pork and fasts during Ramadan, told me that
wearing the hijab was tantamount to rejecting France: “If you don’t want to
live here, go home. IfI felt so out of place in France, I wouldn’t stay” (see
Silverstein 2004). In a similar vein, Khalida Messaoudi, a Kabyle feminist
and former RCD member and Algerian cabinet member who has received
death threats from Islamist militias, decried the “veil” as a “uniform marking
the segregation of women and their lifelong status as minors”. Famously
comparing headscarves to Jewish yellow stars, she warned that if France
accepted the hijab, it would debark on the same slippery slope to Islamic
totalitarianism that had occurred in Algeria (Le Figaro 29-30 October 1994:
27; cf. Messaoudi 1995).

Religious Heteropraxy

Given their pitched battles against Arab nationalism and Islamism in North
Africa, it is not particularly surprising that Amazigh activists would take
strong public anti-Islamist positions, or that they would explicitly encourage
the French state's imposition of radical secularism and a larger post-September
11th “war on terror”. By and large, they tend to see Saddam Hussein and
Osama bin Laden as part of the same scourge of “Arabo-Muslim imperialism”
that threatens their cultural particularity, not to mention the world at large.
Members of the Amazigh movement in Morocco are particularly proud to
have been among the first to offer their public condolences to the American
ambassador in the days immediately after September 11th. While opposing
violence in general, they later came out strongly in favor of the American
invasion of Iraq and were beside themselves with joy over news of the capture
of Saddam. In southeast Moroccan town where I work, residents even joked
that Bush himself must be an Ait Mughard, going as far as creating a fictive
genealogy to incorporate him as their symbolic brother (see Silverstein and
Crawford 2004).

Such tacit Americanophilia represents but an instance of a larger contrarian
attitude taken by many Amazigh militants in France and North Africa. To a
great extent, such an attitude derives from a general rejection of orthodox
Islamic social norms which Amazigh activists argue are the imposition
of an Arab culture prone to extremism. In point of fact, Amazigh activists
incorporate a wide variety of religious beliefs and practices into their everyday
lives, with some militants engaging in regular prayer and following Islamic
dietary restrictions, while others going as far as excising all references to Allah
from their spoken language and harboring scarcely hidden contempt for the
believers amongst their ranks.
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However, even the most extreme atheists outwardly defend “traditional”
forms of Berber Islamic practice that they claim to be flexible in application
and perfectly integrated into larger cultural forms. They highlight the
continued prevalence of marabouts (or igurramen) in Berber-speaking areas.
They uphold the pilgrimage to the tombs of ancestors and saints, as well as
to other natural sites endowed with sacrality, as efficacious in the healing of
physical ailments and infertility — all as integral elements of “Berber culture”.
Moreover, they defend the republican and secular nature of Berber political
institutions, highlighting the democratic decision-making in the tribal council
(or tajmaat).

Secondly, like colonial ethnologists, Amazigh activists insist on the
matriarchal base of Berber societies, claiming that contemporary patriarchy
and institutionalized misogyny are but recent Arabo-Islamic impositions.
They indicate the centrality of women in the domestic life of Berber villages,
highlighting their role as the preservers of the mother language and culture.
They underline the relative freedom of women in Berber society, claiming that
social codes of female modesty have never led to the cloistering of women or
the imposition of the “veil”.

Beerberism

The Amazigh discourse on Islam, while underlining the local flexibility of
Berber religious practice, occasionally results in the espousal of extremist
secular positions that blame Islam in fofo for the current marginalization of
Berbers, and of North Africa in general. In the talk and writing of certain
militants, such a position leads to symbolically-charged claims of religious
ignorance, of never having prayed or read the Qu’ran. One of the foremost
symbols of contemporary Amazigh resistance, the assassinated Kabyle singer-
activist Lounés Matoub, is a poignant figure in this rhetoric. Considered
by activists across North Africa and the Berber diaspora as a martyr to the
Amazigh cause, Matoub was famous for being a self-described “rebel”, for
never submitting to social or political authority. His 1995 autobiography
explicitly juxtaposes his commitment to the Amazigh cause to his lack of
religiosity. In addition to somewhat incredulous claims concerning his lack of
understanding of Arabic, the book emphasizes his refusal to lead a pious life,
even when threatened at gunpoint by his Islamist kidnappers in 1993. As if
to emphasize this point, the autobiography is peppered with scenes portraying
Matoub's drinking prowess, if not debauchery (Matoub 1995).

Drinking alcohol is indeed a potent symbolic act for Amazigh (male)
activists. Events sponsored by Amazigh associations often include alcoholic
beverages, in spite of the militants' knowledge that many of the laity in
attendance will not drink. More centrally, Amazigh militants tend to convene
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their meetings in bars, reveling in the fact that such spaces are the object of
Islamist ire. During the 1990s, members of the ACB, the largest and most
important Berber association in France, referred to the bar across the street
from the association locale as their “headquarters” (quartier général), and on
any given evening one could find it filled with local activists and artists, as
well as visiting militants from Kabylia. In Rabat, activists in the Amazigh
Movement reunite nightly at the Capri, a central bar run by a Berber family
that militants claim has been the informal meeting space for three generations
of activists. When I commented to one of the militants that I found it
symbolically appropriate that they meet in a bar, he replied, “Yes, Paul, we are
no longer ‘Berberists’, we are ‘Beerberists’ (biéreberistes)”.

Philo-Semitism

In a similar contrarian vein, transnational Amazigh activists have rejected
the generalized anti-Zionist politics of the Islamic world, adopting instead an
avowedly philo-Semitic (if not pro-Zionist) discourse. While by no means
the agents of the Israeli state that Islamists occasionally accuse them of
being, Amazigh militants have actively sought to reconcile Jewish and Berber
populations, and have publicly advocated a normalization of relations with
Israel. They generally see in Israel a direct parallel for the Amazigh struggle:
a minority people who succeeded in codifying and saving a threatened
language, gained territorial autonomy, and is currently likewise threatened by
a surrounding Arab majority.

Beyond the politics of Zionism, Amazigh militants and sympathizers
have likewise sought to reconstruct the close relations that previously existed
between Berber and Jewish populations in North Africa. They are fond of
pointing out the ante-Islamic, Jewish origins of various Berber cultural
practices and historical figures, including most notably the Dihya Kahina who
led her people to battle against Islamic armies of invasion during the seventh
century. They recount stories of their parents’ close relations with Jewish
neighbors, of the sharing of meals and mutual aid, and welcome the occasional
“homecomings” of Israeli émigrés. Indeed, when I finally admitted to one of
my close Kabyle militant friends in Paris that I was Jewish, he exclaimed
jubilantly, “I knew it all along! There was always something in common
between us. You see, we’re cousins.”

Conclusion

Amazigh philo-Semitism is perhaps an extreme example of Islamophobia
from within, but it nevertheless nicely indicates some of the fractures within
the putative French Muslim “community”. That such politics dovetail nearly



Case Studies | 47

perfectly with current French ideologies of laicité results as much from the
particular historical conjuncture of consonant French and Amazigh anti-
Islamisms, as it does from any supposed cultural resemblance between the
two peoples as postulated by colonial ethnologists. Such radically secularist
discourse of the Amazigh movement, and its growing prevalence among
young French North Africans, indicates that debates over the place of Islam
in an expanding Europe cannot be reduced to a rhetoric of a “Eurabia,” of
a presumed reverse colonization of Europe by Muslim immigrants. The
Amazigh discourse on Islam points to important divisions within the Muslim
umma that transcend the borders of Europe, as well as those of individual
North African nation-states. Indeed, any analysis of European Islam today
requires a rejection of reified formulations and an embrace of the historical
and transnational contexts that multiply and divide Muslim polities, that make
and re-make the entity which we today call “Europe”.
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Why Concepts of
Multiculturalism and Assimilation
Have Failed in Germany

Wahied Wahdat-Hagh

I will first present the integration concept in Germany. The second section
offers data on the numbers and organizational structure of the Muslims in
Germany, and the third section addresses certain problems. I will then consider
why some of the problems have become more virulent. It must be recognized
that the immigration problem in Germany and in Europe is part of a global
problem, and must be seen in the context of a cultural and political conflict
with political Islam.

The Integration Policy of the German Government

The German government regards integration as a policy to turn the
immigrants’ culture and religion into factors that can potentially make the
society economically and even culturally richer. In the official depiction
immigrants are understood to be in “partnership” with the German society, as
usable potentials — what economists would call human capital — for developing
the German economy. State and family should promote the education of the
young immigrants. Various declarations indeed describe culture and religion
as bridges.

On the other hand, there are certain rules which the immigrants are expected
to follow:

e The immigrants have to accept the democratic constitutional
structure of the state and the values of democratic societies.

e The immigrants have to learn the German language. Nevertheless,
for a long time the state did not finance language courses for the former
so-called “Gastarbeiter” (guest workers), who had been expected
to return to their home countries but, in many cases, remained in
Germany.

Although state and politics set the basic framework for integration, the
citizens have social tasks of integration to perform. The government expects
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problems of violence, racism and hate propaganda in the multicultural society
to be dealt with on the social, civilian level. Thus, on the one hand, the state
promotes cultural variety; on the other, it expects the modern values of human
rights and civil rights to be accepted. At the same time, modern societies are
constantly discussing and changing their value system in the framework of
their cultural and political history.

In the first German Islam Conference in September 2006, the state made
clear that the modern values of democracies are binding for Muslims as well. It
was acknowledged that Muslims still have problems of learning the language,
and that even children and students who have been born in Germany need to
learn the German language better. In particular, young Muslims need to be
better integrated. According to the German Islam Conference, the modern
values of democracies include: equal rights for men and women; political
participation; pluralism; secularization; separation of church and state; and
coeducation (sports and sex education).

Muslims in Germany

More than three million Muslims live in Germany. About four hundred
thousand of them are converts to Islam.' The majority are immigrants, mainly
from Islamic states.

Immigrants from Islamic states may have belonged to a non-Muslim
minority in the respective state. Therefore, statistics which only refer to
national origin do not give exact information on the religion of the immigrants
from Muslim countries.

e Approximately 2.5 million Muslim immigrants live in Germany.
Some 1,764,799 are from Turkey and 628,000 are Turks who have
German citizenship. Approximately 500,000 of the German citizens
of Turkish background belong to the Alevi group.

e Over 100,000 of the Muslims in Germany come from Asia, mainly
Afghanistan (65,630) and Pakistan (35,081).

e About 80,000 come each from Iran and Iraq. They are both Shiite
and Sunni.

e Another approximately 100,000 are from Tunisia and Morocco,
which had labour contracts with Germany from the 1960s.

e Some 90,000 come from remaining Arab states, which had no labour
contracts with Germany.
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e Indeed, there is no fixed Islam. People who come from urban
environments usually behave differently than people who come from
rural ones. The majority of the Muslim immigrants in Germany come
from still-secular Turkey, having arrived as migrant workers from
Turkey in the 1960s. From the 1970s there was increased immigration
of Muslims (refugees and students) from Arab, Asiatic and African
countries.

e Some 90 percent of the Muslims in Germany are Sunnis, and there
are approximately 80,000 Shiites.

e Some 9 percent of the Muslims are Alevis (500,000-600,000) and
there are 50,000 Ahmadiyya.

Different Attitudes

People who immigrate to Germany (and other countries) can conserve,
pluralize or modernize their attitudes. Those who hold conservative their
religious attitudes usually come from less educated rural areas. Usually,
young people who have grown up in Germany recognize the advantages of
the plural society. They call themselves “cultural Muslims” and observe the
religion only as far as possible.

Modernization has not meant accepting democratic values. It can mean
the instrumentalization of democracy in order to retain traditional values but
in modernized form. There is a phenomenon of modern fundamentalism. For
example, “pop Muslims” reject “Western decadence”, listen to the Koran on
CDs, hate the United States and Israel and transmit the hatred via modern
music, films, DVDs and satellite broadcasts. Antisemitic tendencies are
particularly evident among the self-confident, “modernizing” young people.
Hip-hop can become a means of expressing hatred and not only a liberating
musical medium.

Problems of Multiculturalism: Islamism and New
Antisemitism

Antisemitic attitudes are found among the young people whose origins are in
Muslim societies, particularly Arab ones. Jewish students have been physically
attacked by Muslim students and jobless Muslims. There are locales where no
Jew dares to enter, such as the Neukolln quarter in Berlin.

e Basic elements of political-extremist Islamism are enmity towards
Jews, anti-Zionism and the denial of Israel’s right to exist.
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e [slamic youth, immigrants and refugees are under a direct Islamic
influence from abroad. The Iranian regime, for example, is able to
influence minds in Germany and Europe in general. Satellite broadcasts
from Iran or Lebanon (Al-Manar TV) poison the Muslims in Germany
with hate propaganda, as does the translation into Turkish of Zahra’s
Blue Eyes, an atrocious film made in Iran that sells briskly in Turkish
video shops in Germany. It is part of the Islamic conspiracy propaganda
which demonizes Jews and Israelis. In the story an Israeli military
officer orders an organ transplant of the blue eyes of a Palestinian girl
for the officer’s son. This fabricated tale serves to legitimize a terrorist
attack.” In the German multicultural society, such films are popular in
the Turkish, Arab and other domains.

® The exported antisemitism from [slamist states and movements poses
a danger to the integration policy in Germany and other open societies
of the West. Totalitarian ideologies are successfully transmitted
through satellite broadcasts, DVDs, videos and some of the mosque
preachers.

Why Integration Does Not Work

Whereas the concept of integration is more or less official, the deep cultural
and political dimensions of the problems are not sufficiently appreciated.

e There is no concept of putting an end to such disintegrative goings-
on.

e We are far from integration and a solution for such cultural-political
differences. Combined with the problems of integration are conflicts
between totalitarian and democratic ideas. Today the problems run
deeper than in the 1970s.

e | am only addressing here the problems of growing Islamism in
the multicultural society and not the radical right-wing and left-wing
antisemitism and racism, which more than occasionally reach the
German middle classes.

e Whereas governmental efforts aim at solving the problems connected
to language, the cultural and political problems need to be solved as
well. It certainly is not too late, but there is too much resistance to
recognizing the fact that Germany is Einwanderungsland, a country
of immigration with all the consequences entailed.
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Last but not least, a regional federation of Islamic groups in Hamburg,
the Shura, is a member of an active interreligious roundtable that aims at
dialogue. The Shura has a veto as the other members have. But the veto
should support democratic attitudes and not the opposite. Although there are
different Islamic groups within the Shura, all clearly obey actors which are
under the rule of the Iranian regime. The Shura, for instance, has decided not
to allow representatives of the Baha’i faith onto the roundtable because the
Islamisches Zentrum Hamburg, which is controlled by the Iranian regime,
opposes Baha’i participation — even though most of the Baha’i in Germany
are Germans rather than Iranians, and even though interreligious dialogue is
a strength of the Baha’i community. Although the Christian, Jewish and other
representatives, for their part, favour Baha’i representation, the Shura abuses
its veto to exclude them.

How can civil society solve integration problems as the German government
demands when the Islamic Shura in Germany discriminates against the Baha’i?
This reflects the practices in most Islamic societies where Baha’i, “Zionist”
Jews, secular parts of the society, women and others suffer persecution.

German immigration policy must take into account that the unsolved
problems of cultural pluralism in Germany are part of the unsolved problems of
the conflict between democracy and new totalitarianism at the global level.

Notes

! Editor: Cf. this figure with the one provided in A. Fuess’s article below.

2 Memritv.org, #508, “Zahra’s Blue Eyes: Episode 7: Zahra Is Blinded, Rest of Characters
Are Killed,” http://switch5.castup.net/frames/20041020 MemriTV_Popup/video 480x360.
asp?ai=214&ar=508wmv&ak=null.
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Europe Caught between
Denials and Illusions

Bat Ye’or

Europeans are today waking up to realities that have been conveniently put
aside or obfuscated by European strategists during the past twenty years. The
period after World War Il saw Europe’s loss of its huge Muslim and other
colonies in Asia and Africa and the traumatic restoration of a Jewish state in
1948. Nazism, fascism, communism, antisemitism and racist ideologies had
been predominant features of European political life until 1945, and thereafter
despite the Allies’ victory which imposed a new world order. Many adherents
of the defeated regimes then joined the communist and leftist parties,
bringing with them their anti-Americanism and antisemitism, their totalitarian
orientation, as well as their revulsion towards a Church rooted in Judaism. On
the religious-political spectrum, theological antisemitism and anti-Zionism
fueled the rejection of Israel by some churches, and thereby increased their
support for the Arab strategic war against Israel. Bonds with the Arab world,
forged in the colonial era by a common struggle against Zionism, and which
had been reinforced in the fascist and Nazi decade, were maintained after the
war. From the 1970s these anti-Zionist currents that were dormant, supported
by economic, strategic and oil interests, brought together a Euro-Arab alliance
against Israel and America which developed on strategic, cultural and media
tracks.

As a consequence, the European Community (EC) correlated a massive
Muslim immigration to an Arab strategy linking peace and stability in the
Mediterranean to economic development, soft diplomacy and multiculturalism.!
This trend was duplicated from the policy that fostered European integration,
despite the difference in culture and political ideologies between Europe
and the Muslim South Mediterranean. It was in fact the same ideological
pattern applied in two different contexts: the European and the Muslim, as
if the Muslim-Arab world was similar to that of the European states of the
EC. The two dynamics — European integration and Euro-Arab partnership —
were conducted by specified networks under the supervision of the European
Commission and the Arab League — the latter being the equivalent and the
partner of the European Commission. In 1974, when this policy started, the
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two blocs together represented thirty-one countries, plus the PLO whose
delegate was often the president of the Arab delegation.

In the EC’s Arab policy, Muslim immigration in Europe is welcomed as an
element of a Mediterranean geo-strategy conducted as a partnership with the
Arab-Muslim world. This conception combines soft diplomacy, compromises
and a pacifism based on the assumption that the Arab world shares with
Europe a revulsion for war. It includes as well an ongoing European funding
and services provided to the Arab world similar to the funds given to
underdeveloped EC Member States.

In 1993, the EC became the European Union (EU) whose goal was continual
expansion, Turkey’s integration and the elimination of European borders.
Former Swedish foreign minister Carl Bild wrote in a recent International
Herald Tribune article that Europe should never stop enlargement, because
when it stops it will die. It is clear that if we enlarge, we must make room for
the newcomers and accommodate them. It is this policy of accommodation
and moral relativism that has led to the grafting onto European societies of an
Islamization process that aggravates the destruction of European nationalisms,
history and cultural identities. Those three processes are integrated into the
European enlargement policy and the acquisition by the EU of supra-national
powers.

The concept of European integration implies the destruction of national
and cultural identities — and this same concept presides over the creation
of a Euro-Arab society. These two dynamics are two similar, overlapping
and intertwined processes, but in Europe they are functional at the inter-
governmental level, while in the Euro-Arab symbiosis policy it is a one-way
dynamic since the Muslim countries increasingly proclaim their Islamic and
nationalist characters which of course impinge on Muslim migrants. Yet
“Eurabia” continues to plan its new Mediterranean society where the identity
will be “us” or “we”, thereby destroying a social cohesion linked to Italian,
British, French or German history and culture, in order to replace it by a de-
nationalized Mediterranean entity sprung from multiculturalism.

The template of the Mediterranean society and the means to implement
it in Europe were exposed in a European Commission document of October
2003, The Dialogue between Peoples and Cultures in the Euro-Mediterranean
Area. It was accepted and funded by the EU. This is logical since the EU
established its concept of peace and increased its supra-national powers by
destroying European nationalisms, a dynamic also at work in the Euro-Arab
context. Hence its hostility towards American and Israeli nationalisms. Europe
is “universal” like communism, open to the world, as it proclaims. The “us”
of the Mediterranean society is, in fact, “us” against America, while Europe’s
satellization by the Arab/Muslim world divides the West and weakens it.
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On 19 February 2004, in an interview with Le Figaro, the then French
foreign minister Dominique de Villepin said that the Mediterranean Partnership
“should take into consideration all the political, economic, social, cultural and
educational dimensions” — in association with the Arab countries — “for peace
and progress”. This intercultural dialogue thus requires that the Europeans
re-invent their identity, modify their education system and history in order
to integrate the Muslim migrant populations. The Anna Lindh Foundation
is the body that was created in December 2003 exactly for this purpose. It
will implement, under the supervision of the European Commission, the
new Mediterranean society and culture through the EU control of policies,
culture, books, publications, teaching, universities and media. This policy was
already clearly stated in the Report of 8 November 2002, presented by the
Spanish Socialist delegate Luis Maria de Puig, at the European Parliamentary
Assembly where he called for a new Euro-Arab writing of history, intensive
exchanges of students and teachers, a Euro-Arab university and parliament,
a strong symbiosis between intellectuals, a network of complicities, actions
and synergies between politicians, writers, artists, communicators, opinions
leaders, NGOs and every artistic sector such as theatre, song and film, in order
to glue together the Mediterranean society and to create this new Mediterranean
civilization. His report was accepted by the EU in January 2003.2

I would like to explain what I mean by “Eurabia”. This concept does not
refer to Muslim immigration only. It describes a whole European mindset and
policy of which Muslim immigration without integration is the consequence.
It refers as well to an EU totalitarian control over a common foreign and
domestic policy, as well as over the culture and media of nearly half a billion
Europeans. It is therefore a soft fascism, as is evident by the wide gap between
the EU apparatchiks and the Europeans at large, particularly in relation to
Turkey’s integration into the EU, the setback for the EU Constitution, the
total ignorance of the Mediterranean Partnership strategy and the widespread
hostility towards the EU.

The creation of Eurabia has been possible because the EU body has
assumed supra-national powers which prevail over the national democratic
institutions controlled by the local people, although all the European parties
from the Right to the Left were involved in the Euro-Arab policy. Hence,
within Eurabia we see a conflict between local nationalisms and identities on
the one hand, and EU hegemonic ambition on the other. For me the question
is not: are we going towards Eurabia? We are already in Eurabia, we live
in Eurabia, in a culture that fosters disinformation, lies, unaccountability
for criminals and the perversion of truth as ethical principles, because our
political perception is modified by the prism of jihad which is central to Islam
and has been unconsciously internalized by the European culture through
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multiculturalism. This is the very definition of Eurabian culture. The question
is: can we get out of Eurabia? Frankly, I doubt it.

Having said that, I will examine the main problems related to mass Muslim
immigration and [ will just evoke them without going into detail. I will not
speak of the economic jihad, or the military jihad, which is a strategy of
conquest and domination using foreign as well as home-grown terrorism. |
will only speak about the cultural jihad, the war of ideas, which Europe has
already lost. In this context [ will speak of the contradictory views of history.

1) Is there a clash of two visions: the European view of history and the
Islamic one? Every historian will recognize that human history is full of
massacres perpetrated during most wars everywhere and that genocide,
although the term is a recent notion, is not new. That said, from a Western
viewpoint, jihad is a genocidal war. Cities have been razed, populations have
been deported, enslaved, forced to convert or massacred in all jihad battles.
There are thousands of written testimonies over the centuries from Muslims,
Christians, Jews, Hindus and others to prove it. However, this is not the
Muslim view as it was clearly stated at the United Nations in Geneva on 21
September 2006 by Ambassador Masood Khan of Pakistan, speaking on behalf
of the Organization of the Islamic Conference at the second session of the new
Human Rights Council on “Incitement to racial and religious hatred and the
promotion of tolerance”. In his oral statement circulated at the plenum, the
ambassador referred to the recent lecture by Pope Benedict 3 and stressed 1)
that “Islam was not spread by the sword”; 2) that Islam forbids violence in all
its forms; and 3) that jihad is an individual’s quest for spiritual reform or the
right to self-defense.

Others say that jihad offers an opportunity for non-Muslims to enter into
Islam. European historical studies on jihad are considered Islamophobic and
an incitement to hate. Should Europeans renounce their long-established
academic discipline based on the study of documents and facts? This is a
rhetorical question because European politicians have already adhered to the
Muslim view and are promoting a rewriting of history by joint Muslim and
European teams. This is a fact and a characteristic of Eurabia. Thus, history
and therefore culture is controlled by politics. This point is important because
if we excuse the genocidal aspects of jihad we encourage and legitimize its
repetition against the West. Europe has been under jihadist attacks since the
eighth century. If we deny it, we deny a millennium of European history.

2) The second point is: how should we judge Shari‘a ? A meritorious and
divine governance? In this case, we should accept its principles in Europe.
And what is dhimmitude: a model of tolerance or a system of exploitation and
oppression imposed by Islamic imperialism? These points are now simply
overlooked in Europe, if not denied. Again this is a Eurabian policy and
mentality.
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And what about the obfuscation of slavery? Slavery is certainly a criminal
system. It was practiced throughout history. Europeans and Americans have
apologized for this racist and inhumane policy. But Muslims, who have
practiced religious slavery on an enormous scale on all continents, including
in Europe, from the beginning of Islam, refuse to acknowledge it — even in
Southern Sudan where it has been practiced by the current Islamist regime for
two decades. Is Islamic religious slavery therefore legitimate?

The dilemma we are facing is: whether we state the historical truth or
adopt a historical integrative vision built on denial that legitimizes our
own dehumanization. Eurabia has chosen the latter while enjoying self-
flagellation for the Crusades. Again, this dissymmetric relationship is typical
of dhimmitude. Moreover, if we support the West European view of history,
is that Islamophobic? Is there still freedom of opinion and expression in the
West?

There are two other important points: Eurabian leaders support Islamic
cultural imperialism and state that Islam is part of Europe. This affirmation
is necessary to the Euro-Arab symbiosis of the Mediterranean project which
— according to Eurabian belief — guarantees peace as Foreign Minister de
Villepin stated. Peace in this view is a matter of continual European cultural
concessions and disintegration. Yet the definition of European identity is
very important because if it includes an Islamic component it will legitimize
the development of mosques, madrassas and a Shari‘a culture and policy in
Europe. In other words, is Islam rightfully returning to its European homeland
or does it represent a foreign immigrant element that must integrate into the
majority? Do we have to deny that the roots of European civilization are
Judeo-Christian along with the Hellenistic and secularist heritage?

The other feature of Eurabia is the denial of Islamism and of its dangers;
this denial is fundamental to Eurabian policy. The reason is that the EC’s
creation was based on a definitive refusal of inter-European war. So this same
European consensus for peace was transferred to another context, namely
Europe’s relations with its Arab neighbours. However, Muslim societies do
not share the European conception of peace. The Eurabian desire to deny the
jihadist threat, motivated an appeasement policy and a peaceful surrender to
jihadists while pretending that Europe’s enemies were American, and above
all Israeli, policies. Yet the main trigger of Eurabian policy is a traumatic fear
of growing Arab/Muslim jihadism.

Europe and Israel

The relations between Eurabia and Israel are quite complex and I will speak
of only one aspect which covers an extensive field. This is Palestinianism, a
Euro-Arab political ideology that transfers onto the very existence of Israel
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the responsibility for jihadic terrorism against the West. This implies: suppress
Israel and you will suppress terror. Palestinianism rests on two pillars: 1) the
denial of the history of jihad and dhimmitude against Jews and Christians; 2)
the justification of jihad against Israel based on a replacement theology and
policy: a holy Palestine replacing a demonized Israel.

Palestinianism is a European construct initiated in France. It combines a
Euro-Islamic Nazism with European traditional antisemitism and racism. Under
Presidents Pompidou and Giscard d’Estaing in the 1970s, French pressures
managed to impose Palestinianism as a unified EC Arab policy, which took a
definite form in the Venice Declaration of 1980. Palestinianism provided the
basis on which the European Community has built its whole strategic, cultural
and economic policy of symbiosis with the Arab and Muslim world at large
against Israel and America in order to fulfill its ambition: the withering away of
Israel through a campaign of demonization and delegitimation, the weakening
and isolation of America, an extensible Euro-Muslim world domination and,
above all, European protection from jihadic terrorism.

Palestinianism is the only European obsessive political passion. The
reason is that the Brussels political networks and most of the media feed
Palestinianism to Europeans almost day and night. It has become a powerful
institutionalized policy that dominates all Eurabian politics simply because,
for Europe, it is the equivalent of the question: to be or not to be. Why?
Because Europe lost the war against terrorism when it surrendered in 1973
to Palestinian terrorism, denied it, and instead invoked Israeli self-defense
as the trigger of terror. Europe paid billions to the PLO as protection money.
Palestinians proved by their votes and their policy that they do not want peace
but, rather, the destruction of Israel; however, they continue to receive European
subsidies through different organizations for fear of terrorist reprisals. In fact,
Palestinians and Europeans are wedded together by the Eurabian maelstrom
of antisemitism, cowardice and fear. It is ironic to see that anti-Zionism — that
is Palestinianism — was the tool that led Europeans to internalize dhimmitude
by self-imposed concessions, thus obtaining security via ransom.

Thus Palestinianism represents a strategy, a policy, a culture and an ideology
— even a fashion. It rests on clichés: peaceful Europe versus militarist Israel; a
denationalized open-border and ever-larger Europe versus a small, nationalist,
closed Israel; a secure, generous Europe practicing multilateralism versus an
armed Israel living in perpetual fear and insecurity. Palestinian victimhood
and “crucifixion” are lamented as opposed to Israel’s Herodian cruelty and
military might. Why rely on power, armies and borders, say the Eurabian
spokesmen to Israel? Give it all up and seek peace and love, as we did. And
this is how Europe has become Eurabia.

In conclusion, three questions: first, who are those mainly responsible for
this situation? I would suggest: the heads of state, the foreign ministers, the
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European ambassadors in Muslim countries and the European Commission
which is the inspirer and executive power of the EU.

Second, is there any chance that this will change? I doubt it. On 19 June
2000, the European Council adopted a Common Strategy on the Mediterranean
region.* This strategy states that “particular attention will be paid to the media
and universities”, in other words it institutes political control over information,
education and culture. The document stipulates that each incoming Presidency
should implement the Common Strategy to reinforce the political, strategic
and human links between the South and the North of the Mediterranean.

Will the European movements to affirm constitutional rights succeed?
It is unlikely. In France the philosopher and teacher, Robert Redecker who
published a critic of Islam 5, received a death fatwa and was abandoned to
his fate. We have not seen millions, even hundreds, walking in the streets to
support him. The Danish cartoons affair (from October 2005) ended when
several governments offered their public excuses. The UN sponsored new
Alliance of Civilizations stated that the Arab-Israeli conflict is at the core of
Muslim hostility towards the West. Heads of state who are friendly to America
and Israel are ridiculed: Aznar (Spain), Berlusconi (Italy), Blair (Britain),
Merkel (Germany).

Eurabian networks that for three decades have been built into Europe’s
strategic, economic, political, cultural, media and social structure are all-
powerful. In the name of peace and multiculturalism they work to replace
the European values and national cultures with those of the new Euro-
Arab Mediterranean society. And the question of this conference: are there
Europeanized Muslims? Yes, certainly there are, and more European than
the Eurabians. These are Muslims who genuinely support our values and our
freedoms because they are universal. But they are an insignificant minority,
because Eurabia prevents the emergence of a Europeanized Islam. That is also
the view of Prof. Bassam Tibi when he affirms that Europeans must remain
firm in their values. This is essential for the survival of our freedom and our
civilization.

Notes

'Bat Ye’or, Eurabia. The Euro-Arab Axis. Madison NJ: Fairleigh Dickinson University Press,
2005.

2 Assemblée Parlementaire de I’Europe, Recommandation 1590 (2003) Coopération culturelle
entre I’Europe et les pays du sud de la Méditerranée,
3http://assembly.coe.int/Documents/Adopted Text/TAO3/FREC1590.htm.

412 September 2006 at the University of Regensburg.

5 Journal Officiel des Communautées européennes, 22 July 2000, pp. L183/5-/10.

¢ Le Figaro, 19 September 2006.
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European Views of the Middle
East: Perception, Prejudice,
Projection

John Bunzl

Introduction

My central proposition in this essay is that perceptions of the Middle East
result as much from realities on the ground and their reflection in the media as
from psychological needs. The latter are so crucial in this sphere because Israel
and Palestine evoke deep emotions transcending current events. I refer here
not only to the more than one-hundred-year-old conflict between the modern
Zionist movement and the Arabs of Palestine, but mainly to the associations
with concepts such as: Holy Land, Christianity, [slam and above all Judaism.
Israel is not in but from Europe. Awareness of European Christian antisemitism
culminating in the Holocaust could be considered the single most important
element affecting European emotions towards the Middle East. In order to
evaluate the influence of this element, I find the psychoanalytic concept of
projection most useful. The term can be defined as attribution of one’s own
attitudes, feelings or memories to others.

A second observation is that according to my experience, scholars of
(European) antisemitism often know close to nothing about the Middle East,
but it is also frequently the case that specialists of the Middle East are not
sensitive enough to phenomena of antisemitism. Speaking of projection in
this context, I would consider it a grave methodological error, for example, to
assume that modern Judeophobia in the Middle East could be reduced simply
to a re-incarnation of European antisemitism.

Projective views of Israel in Europe could be divided (very) schematically
into four (often overlapping) categories:

1 .Israel is bad because it is Jewish.
2 .Israel is good because it represents European (Western) values.

3 .Israel is bad because it represents Western (European) interests.
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4 .Israel is good because it is Jewish.

On the “New Antisemitism”

Although it is of course true that especially since the Second Intifada erupted
in 2000, verbal and sometimes physical attacks against Jews have increased
in some European countries, it is problematic to describe these disturbing
phenomena as “New Antisemitism”. Why? Because despite the word new, it
implies the continuity and/or transformation of a traditional hostility — even,
as is sometimes conjured up, a return to the 1930s. But this diagnosis ignores
the objective situation of Jewish communities and the fact that the European
Union perceives itself, after all, as an antithesis to Nazism and the Holocaust.
No state or relevant party has an antisemitic platform. Even right-wing parties
court Jewish candidates or votes and see them (as well as Israel) as (potential)
allies against an Islamic threat. Jews are seen as Europeans, while Muslims
are not. Philosemitism is quasi-official, manifested in memorials, museums,
culture.

Branding hostilities emanating from Middle East automatically or
intentionally as antisemitic is dangerous because doing so would banalize
and trivialize genuine antisemitism. It would, I suggest, also constitute a
misjudgement of hostility by Muslims. Antisemitic prejudice and bigotry of
the Christian-European variant is not driving the large majority of Muslims
and not even the few perpetrators of violence. The hostility towards Jews
is rather a regrettable by-product of more recent events in the Middle East
and the world. A more detailed analysis would yield more specific results
according to country, origins of immigrants, social status, area of residence
and so on. To attribute antisemitism to non-Europeans might also conform to
mechanisms of projection and/or externalization mentioned above.

In evaluating recent tendencies among Muslims in Europe the global
context should not be underestimated. Talk about a “clash of civilizations”
became widespread after the end of the Cold War, but especially after 9/11.
The atrocity of that day and other acts of “‘jihadist” violence, often attributed to
“Islam” created a climate in which Muslims could feel collectively stigmatized
through a “guilt by association” mechanism. The wars in Afghanistan, Iraq,
Palestine and Lebanon could obviously be perceived as a “crusade” led by the
Bush administration. And the same government with its neoconservative and
Evangelical allies could easily be perceived as following a (right-wing) Israeli
agenda towards Palestine and the Middle East.

Add to this the globalized media, and one can imagine how pictures from
all these fronts would affect an average Muslim audience. Aspects of the
debate on Turkey s relationship with Europe contribute to the uneasiness as
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well. I will return later to the issue of “Islamophobia” but will now focus on
another dimension of the “New Antisemitism”.

Aggravation

An aggravation of the dilemma results from the fact that Israel defines itself
as the state of the Jewish people. Official Jewish communities accept this
definition —and act accordingly. So it is not true that only antisemites associate
Jews with Israel (although in an accusatory way).

Another complication derives from an Israeli need to delegitimize critique,
opposition or resistance. This need is as old as the conflict in and over Palestine
itself. Arab objection to the Zionist colonization of Palestine was “explained”
for internal and external consumption not as a rational and predictable
behaviour but as groundless hatred deriving from culture, religion and —
antisemitism. Although leaders like Ben-Gurion or Jabotinsky knew better,
they used a mechanism of projection as well: experiences from antisemitic
persecutions in Europe were transferred to the Middle East. Even today we
often hear that settlers or soldiers are not attacked because they represent an
occupation regime but simply because they are Jews.

A similar mechanism is used in an attempt to de-legitimize accusations in
Europe against Israeli state behaviour. In a vicious circle, then, the diagnosis
of'a “New Antisemitism” is used to prove the justice of the Zionist cause: Jews
should leave Europe for a “safe haven” in Israel/Palestine.

Consequences

European views on the Middle East should be studied carefully before passing
judgement on their significance and character. First of all it is necessary to
ask the question: who is saying what, when and why? In other words: an
examination of the speaker’s motivation is crucial.

An antisemitic motivation is evident if and when Israel is attacked “because”
it is associated with Jews. In a similar vein, equalizations between Israeli and
Nazi behaviour (when made by Europeans, especially Germans or Austrians)
amount to an attempt to reduce feelings of guilt or responsibility for crimes
committed against Jews during the Holocaust or even to justify such crimes.
Here again a clear process of projection is at work. There was no “conflict”
between Nazis and Jews. In Israel/Palestine we do not deal with an act of
genocidal madness. Basically Israelis fight Palestinians not because they are
Arabs and Palestinians fight Israelis not because they are Jews. What we have
here is rather a colonial conflict sui generis. But because of the long duration
of the conflict a legitimatory superstructure developed on both sides. And in
this process stereotypes, stigmata and prejudices of various origins served to
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demonize the opponent even further. This is, moreover, the most important
context for Judeophobic as well as Holocaust-denying statements by Arab
and/or Muslim spokespeople — although other elements such as imports of
European antisemitism or exploitation of anti-Jewish passages in the Koran
should not be underestimated.

The “equalizers” ignore the character of the conflict — and they do so
not out of sympathy for Palestinians: first of all they ignore the fact that
Palestinians became indirect victims of European-Christian persecution of
and violence against Jews. Thus: no reduction of guilt and responsibility.
Second, psychological needs lead to an (undeclared) wish that Palestinians
should become the “Jews” of the Jews. Therefore terms such as “final
solution”,“deportation” or “genocide” are gleefully attributed to Israeli
policies.

Recommendations

While any form of demonization should be avoided, it proves counterproductive
to deny serious, even structural, violations of Palestinian rights. It is of course
absurd to assume that these violations constitute a reason or even a justification
for antisemitism because — as is well known — genuine antisemites will use
any pretext to demonstrate their passion. But denial is not the answer. We
have to establish a legitimate discourse that reflects realities on the ground,
is guided by a perspective of equality and justice for both sides and takes
historical responsibilities seriously into account. Such a discourse has to be
distinguished from mechanisms of projection which use the drama in Israel/
Palestine in order to feed old hatreds or serve new identity constructions.
We have to denounce such patterns not only because of their self-centred
and projective character but also because they tend to perpetuate mutual
stigmatizations, violence and tragedy.

Antisemitism and Islamophobia

Many observers, including former prime minister Ariel Sharon, attribute the
emergence of a “New Antisemitism” to the increased presence of Muslims in
Europe. According to the problematic assumptions associated with this term,
implicitly or explicitly they support theories and practices directed against an
assumed “Muslim” threat. In the name of combating terrorism, policies are
endorsed which establish a link between Islam and/or Muslims collectively
and violence. As mentioned above such generalizations tend to ignore specific
circumstances, reasons and tensions which explain outbreaks of violence much
better than just the adherence to a certain religion. Unfortunately such reasoning
plays directly into the hands of a xenophobic Right which would use any
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pretext to advocate a “return” to racial and cultural purity. Thus Islamophobia
does not constitute an antithesis to Antisemitism but, regrettably, a legitimate
or illegitimate brainchild of the “eternal hatred”. This observation can be
demonstrated by taking a closer look at the spectre of “Eurabia”, by focusing
on analogies, without of course disregarding significant differences between
the objective situations of past Jewish and present Muslim communities.

In disturbing analogy to notorious conspiracy theories it is assumed that
sometime, somewhere a decision was made to invade Europe with Muslim
immigrants in order to Islamize and subjugate the old continent. Those
immigrants who actually belong to the poorest and least powerful strata
of society are presented as mighty and capable of turning the non-Muslim
populations into “dhimmis”, a term signifying the subordinate status of
Christians and Jews in classical Islam.

The same immigrants, many of them living for generations in Europe, are
characterized as incapable of integration into the “host” societies because of
their religion, culture or race and not because they either face a certain kind of
hostility or (rather few) just do not want to give up their “identity”. No wonder
that proponents of the “Eurabia” threat, in accordance with the extreme Right,
re-interpret multiculturalism as suicide, lament a demographic decline of
the superior “white” human species and demand either over-assimilation or
expulsion. It is bewildering to see heirs of Nazi collaboration celebrate the
“Judeo-Christian tradition” (which was invented after the Holocaust) as a
bulwark against “Islam”. Recently a left-wing variation of Islamophobia was
added to the arsenal of hostility. It is reminiscent of the antisemitic trends
during the Age of Enlightenment when Judaism was attacked by secularists
primarily as representing medieval obscurantism and/or reactionary (anti-)
social behaviour.

Both variants see “Islam” as monolithic and essentialist. They focus only
on negative features (which of course exist) and generalize them. They quote
from the Koran as antisemites liked to quote from the Talmud in order to
“explain” “Jewish” behaviour and “prove” the viciousness of Judaism. And
just as there were some Jewish chief witnesses used to confirm antisemitic
prejudice, we have today some Muslims who are exploited in a similar way.
Even the “double loyalty” refrain has made it into Islamophobic discourse.

In disturbing analogy only negative characteristics are associated with the
presence and/or immigration of Muslims, no potential for creative interchange,
no chance for mutual benefit — only a threat to “European values” which are
constructed and re-invented as an antithesis to “Islam”.
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Unifying Islam in Europe:
A Comparison of the French and
German Approaches to Their
Muslim Minorities

Albrecht Fuess

The Formal Framework for Religious Communities in
Germany and France

Germany has been religiously divided for centuries. This is due to the historical
fact that in Germany neither of the two large Christian churches managed to
gain the upper hand since the Reformation. After the stipulations of the Treaty
of Westphalia of 1648 (Westfilischer Frieden), which ended the religiously
motivated Thirty Years War, a system of compromise and religious freedom
was agreed upon.! The development of a confessionally divided Germany
also prevented German nationalism from clearly allying itself with any one
Christian denomination. To the present day, a German cannot be classified
automatically as Catholic or Protestant.

This religious undecidedness is mirrored by article 140 of the German
constitution of 1949, which stipulates that there is no state church in Germany
and religious communities should administer themselves independently
within the framework of the existing law. Although this means in principle
a clear separation between the state and the religious communities, they can
more closely interact as partners if the religious community is recognized as a
“corporation under public law” (Korperschaft des dffentlichen Rechts). Such
“corporations” benefit from certain specific rights: the state levies “church
taxes” on their behalf; the corporations can employ people according to the
status of a civil servant of the state; they participate in the federal agency
censoring publications which are harmful to young people; they are recognized
as official institutions caring for the young and the elderly; they receive land
in order to construct religious buildings in new projects of urban and rural
development; and they receive numerous tax privileges. There are further
aspects of the rights of a “corporation under public law” where the state and
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the religious community function as partners, as in the areas of pastoral care
for the military or faith-based religious education in school, which the state
provides in state schools in accordance with the religious community.?

Every religious community which already enjoyed the status of a
“corporation under public law” in the constitution of the Weimar Republic
from 1919 was automatically granted the same rights in 1949 after World War
II. This meant at that time the Federal Protestant Churches, the Catholic Church
and the Jewish community. Article 140 of the constitution states in addition
that “other religious communities can be granted such rights, if they apply and
if their constitution and the number of their members allows predicting the
permanence of this religious community in Germany”.?

Some smaller religious communities, mainly outside the Christian
spectrum, have been granted these rights over the past decades, but no Muslim
community yet. The overall state-church system does not really make a clear-
cut separation between state and religious communities. Interior Minister
Wolfgang Schiuble and jurists of state law therefore describe the German
system as a “limping separation” between church and state.*

The first impression of the French system is that it is less complex. This
might have something to do with the fact that in France there was never
such thing as a religiously mixed system. The Catholic Church was always
the dominant, almost exclusive factor in the religious sphere. Therefore the
contemporary church-state relationship in France emerged via the struggle of
French officials with the Catholic Church. Other groups remained marginal.
The evolution towards a secularization of the society gained momentum after
the French Revolution of 1798 and culminated in the law of laicity (Laicité)
of 1905 which provides for a strict separation between church and state in
France.

The law recognizes the freedom of religion and the freedom of worship.
Article 2 of the law states additionally that the French Republic does not provide
salaries for church employees or other forms of subvention.” Churches which
had been in the possession of the state before 1905 were to remain in it and
the state had to finance their maintenance. The only exception is the region
of Alsace-Lorraine as it had been under German rule in 1905. The religious
situation of Alsace-Lorraine is still administered according to the concordat
which was agreed upon by Napoleon and the Vatican in 1801. This stipulates
that priests must be paid by the state and that the University of Strasbourg
houses Catholic and Protestant theological faculties. However, Muslims were
not included in this concordat and cannot join it now.

The following French organizations are recognized by the state as official
partners in religious matters: the Catholic Conference of Bishops, the Protestant
Federation, the Interepiscopal Orthodox Committee, the Representative
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Council of the Jewish Institutions and the Buddhist Union.® In 2003 a Muslim
Council came into existence.

However, despite the supposed neutrality of the state, there is still strong
support for the Catholic Church in the educational sector, because state-funded
religious schools do exist in France as a result of an agreement between the
Catholic Church and the state at the beginning of the twentieth century.
Therefore large numbers of Catholic “free schools” exist in France, besides a
few Protestant and Jewish ones, educating almost one-fifth of the school-age
population and being permitted to teach religion in school. ’

The Catholics still constitute the largest religious community in France.
The last census which asked about religious adherence was carried out in
1872.% Therefore proportions are hard to determine, but it is estimated that
82 percent of the sixty-one million French are Catholics. The second largest
religious group is the Muslim community with approximately 8 percent of the
population (four to five million) mostly of North African origin, followed by
Jews and Protestants with around 1.3 percent each.’

In recent years it has been asked whether the Laicité should be reformed
in order to adjust to the new situation, meaning especially the Muslim
immigration. But nothing has happened in this regard. The leading French
political class is still very much committed to the Laicité. A declaration of the
State Council from 2004 reads: “Un siécle aprés la séparation des Eglises
et de I’Etat, le concept de laicité n’est pas contesté en tant que tel [et] fait
maintenant partie du “patrimoine” national Fran¢ais” (“A century after the
separation of church and state the concept of Laicité remains undisputed in
its functions and forms an integral part of the French national heritage”). The
year 2005 was heralded as the year of the Laicité because of the hundredth
anniversary. Prime Minister Jean-Pierre Raffarin described the Laicité in
December 2004 as “the grammar which helps the different religions to talk to
each other” (““[Elle] est la grammaire qui permet aux différentes religions de
parler entre elles”)."°

Muslims and the State in Germany and France since the
1960s

The number of Muslims in Germany has increased more than two hundredfold
over the past forty years. In 1961 around fifteen thousand Muslims were living
in Germany; today there are around 3.2-3.5 million. Approximately 1.8 million
are of Turkish nationality. The second largest group is the 800,000-900,000
German Muslims who are mostly of Turkish origin. The exact number of
German converts is unknown but clearly accounts for less than 1 percent of the
Muslim population. Around Ninety-five percent of the Muslims in Germany
derive from non-Arab countries.!!
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In the case of Germany, labour migration was the main pull factor for the
Muslim community. Treaties were concluded with several countries in the
1960s in order to maintain a steady influx of workers into Germany. Finally,
the recruitment bureaus for the “guest workers” were closed down in 1973
after the oil crisis and the “invited” immigration stopped.'?

A special problem in recruiting the “guest workers” lay in the fact that
especially illiterate and unskilled workers from the countryside were recruited,
because low-skilled workers were needed for factories or street-cleaning
work. Therefore there were medical tests to ensure that the migrants were in
good health, but no academic tests whatsoever. Thus the migrants not only had
cultural problems because of their different religious background, but typical
social problems of the underclass. This combination made their integration
into German society even more difficult.

A great disadvantage for believing Muslims who were looking for a Muslim
religious infrastructure after their migration to Germany was that there were
no theological experts among the first-generation migrants. Moreover, the
migrants did not understand the German legal system at all, especially not
the law for founding associations. They therefore imported imams from their
home countries to cater to their spiritual needs. This entailed a high financial
burden and led to multiple conflicts between the Muslim families in Germany
and these “import imams”, because the Muslims in Germany led, according to
these imams, a very impious life.

Muslims initially had to organize as a “registered association”, like sports
clubs. Lemmen remarks in this context: “The Muslim community is more
than an association in the sense of the German association law. They can
obtain legal capacity through building an association, but this can only be a
provisional arrangement for the time being in order to be able to act as a legal
person in the German society”.13 Meanwhile some of these early associations
founded umbrella organizations. The Sunnis, for their part, have such a variety
of associations that they have not yet found enough common ground to form
a single, united one, as the German state desired. Therefore the history of
organized Islam in Germany is a history of foundings, fusions and repeated
separations.

Development towards a unified organization is apparently much easier
for a homogeneous group with a single programme like the Turkish Alevis,
who are a splinter group of Turkish Islam and count around four hundred
thousand followers in Germany. The “registered association” called the Alevi
Community in Germany has recently published the book The Alevis: A Faith
Community in Germany. It constitutes a kind of founding document of a new
religion. It is noteworthy that the Alevis published this in Germany as they
would have difficulty publishing a similar work in Turkey. In Germany the
Alevi creed was officially recognized in the summer of 2005 by several federal
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states after an evaluation by religious and legal experts as a religion in its own
right. In North Rhine-Westphalia there will be Alevi religious education in
public schools within the next two years.'*

However, for the much larger and more heterogeneous group of Sunni
Muslims no similar development can be predicted for the near future. The
landscape of associations is far too fragmented; moreover, the majority of
Muslims in Germany do not belong to any kind of association at all. Among
the organized Sunni Muslims the spectrum ranges from the Turkish-Islamic
Union of the Institution of Religion (Tiirkisch-Islamische Union der Anstalt fiir
Religion, DITIB), which is closely allied to the Turkish state, to associations
which are clearly opposed to the Turkish state such as the Islamic Council
(Islamrat). The large association Milli Goriis (“National Religious View”) is
close to former Turkish prime minister Necmettin Erbakan; the Association of
Islamic Cultural Centres (Verein Islamischer Kulturzentren, VIKZ) strongly
emphasizes traditional religious education and clearly opposes the innovations
which were introduced in the Turkish educational sector by the revolution
launched by the founder of the Turkish Republic, Kemal Atatiirk.'?

Besides these Turkish-dominated associations there is an umbrella
organization, the Central Council of Muslims in Germany (Zentralrat der
Muslime in Deutschland), whose members are drawn more from Arab Muslims.
It also has Shiite organizations as members, such as the Islamic Centre of
Hamburg, which has close ties to the Iranian government. From 1978 to 1980
the centre was headed by Mohammed Khatami, who later became president of
Iran. In any case, the Shiite element in Germany is not very strong and counts
around 220,000 people who mostly are of Iranian origin.

Some of the Muslim organizations in Germany have applied in the past to
be recognized as “corporations under public law”. The first application was
made in the 1950s by the German Muslim League; another was made in 1994
by the Association of Islamic Cultural Centres and the Islamic Council of
Germany.'® So far all these applications were unsuccessful. German officials
had reasonable doubts as to whether the organizations really had a long-lasting
perspective (Gewdhrleistung der Dauer) and about the number of Muslims the
specific organization represented. The state would have preferred having just
one responsible party, as in the case of the Protestant or Catholic churches;
especially Sunni Islam, however, has not formed church-like structures
whatsoever throughout its history and certainly will not start to do so in
Germany. Nevertheless, German authorities have often argued in the past that
the main obstacle to state-Muslim relations was the lack of a unified Muslim
representation. Lately, however, significant developments have occurred in
the official attitude towards Muslims in Germany which will be explained
later in this paper.
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Turning back to France, the Muslim organizations do not have to get
as involved in such legal affairs as their German counterparts. There is no
privileged status for religious communities for which they could apply.
All believers enjoy the general religious freedom as citizens regardless of
the religious community they belong to. Still there are disadvantages for
an immigrant religion like Islam in France. Muslims lacked any religious
infrastructure when they came. There were no mosques and no religious
specialists. They had to be imported from the countries of origin and had to be
privately financed. This constituted a disadvantage in regard to the Christians
and the established Jewish communities. Although Muslim migrants formed
associations, it represented a major obstacle that foreigners were not allowed
to do so, therefore they always needed French Muslim nationals to found these
associations. When this restriction was rescinded in 1981, it led to a sharp rise
in the founding of Islamic associations.!’

As in Germany, in France the associations are divided mainly along ethnic
or ideological lines and hardly cooperate with one another. The National
Federation of Muslims in France (Fédération Nationale des Musulmans de
France, FNMF) has close links to Morocco; the Mosque of Paris (La Mosquée
de Paris) and its affiliated associations are subsidized by the Algerian
government; the Turks from the Committee of Coordination of Muslim Turks
in France (Comité de coordination des Musulmans Turcs de France, CCMTF)
is the French version of the German DITIB and has close ties to the Turkish
state. Somewhat less ethnically specified is the highly influential Union of
Muslim Organisations of France (Union des Organisations Islamiques de
France, UOIF), but it is said to be close to the Muslim Brotherhood. One
distinct aspect of the Muslim presence in France is that the countries of origin
of many French Muslims have been colonized for decades by their new
homeland.'® Therefore the painful consequences of colonialism still play an
important role in the relationship between Muslims and the French state.

Still, the French expected that the Muslim migrants would confine their
religious practice to their private homes. The goal was to achieve a high
degree of “Laicité” in the behaviour of these migrants. Official bodies took
the frequency of daily prayers as an index of assimilation into French society.
In other words, the better-integrated Muslim was the one who prayed less."”

Recent Developments in the Process of Unifying Islam in
France and Germany

Once French officials realized that the religiosity of the Muslim migrants would
not simply go away, they tried to fit the Muslims into the existing framework
of the state-church relationship. First of all, the state tried to negotiate a
unified organization among the religiously divided Muslim community, but
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these attempts failed. Therefore the state decided to take action itself towards
the founding of a representative body of French Muslims, the French Council
of the Muslim Religion (Conseil Frangais du Culte Musulman, CFCM). This
CFCM would centrally coordinate the spiritual needs of French Muslims
such as mosque-building, going on the pilgrimage and so on. Last but not
least it would be the official partner to which the state would turn in case any
problematic issue arises concerning Muslims in France.

Under the pressure of the then interior minister Nicolas Sarkozy, elections
were first held in April 2003 in 995 mosque parishes. The number of delegates
who were assigned to each mosque depended on the spatial size of the mosque,
as no lists of actual members of the mosque parishes existed. At the same time
Sarkozy insisted that the moderate Recteur de la Grande Mosquée de Paris,
Dalil Boubakeur, should become the first head of the newly elected council,
regardless of the actual outcome of the vote.”* Ultimately his organization
obtained only six of the forty-one seats that were contested in the election.?!
Probably Sarkozy feared that someone else than Boubakeur would alienate
the French majority public. Boubakeur is for example in favour of the head-
covering ban in public schools whereas most other Muslim leaders in France
are opposed to it.

Anyhow, contradictory interests between the Muslim organizations and
conflicts within the associations themselves have largely hindered the work
of the first elected CFCM, and since the second election in 2005 things have
become even worse. Boubakeur remained president, but there was intense strife
within the largest organization, the National Federation of Muslims in France
which had gained nineteen of the forty-three available seats.”” The problem
concerned the question of official leadership of the National Federation of
Muslims in France (FNMF). At a certain point two different men claimed
to be the legal president of the organization. The quarrels lasted more than
a year. The CFCM therefore was paralyzed and no work could be done until
this problem was settled in September 2006.% The history of the CFCM since
2003 suggests it is more than likely that similar incidents will occur in the
future.

What is very interesting in this context, though, is that in the process of
constituting the CFCM it was openly asked whether the concept of Laicité
should not be adjusted when dealing with the Muslim community. Like many
other European politicians Sarkozy had suspicions about activities of dubious
Koran schools in the backwaters of urban slums. He was also worried about
their finances which often came from abroad. In 2004 Sarkozy proposed
changing the law of 1905 in respect to the financing of mosques which he
thought should be erected openly in city centres. He argued that the Muslims
had not encountered a religious infrastructure when they immigrated and this
was unfair compared to the Catholics who profited from an infrastructure
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dating back before 1905. Moreover, Sarkozy demanded public funding for
the Muslim community as many Muslims were poorer than the rest of the
society.?*

His successor as interior minister, Domenique de Villepin, strongly
opposed such plans. He did not want to initiate changes in the law of Laicité,
instead opting in March 2005 for the instalment of an Islamic foundation
which was to be controlled by the Public Finance Administration (La Caisse
des Depots). This foundation would serve to construct and maintain religious
buildings, ensure the education of future imams and finance the administrative
affairs of the CFCM. The French state started the foundation by depositing a
symbolic sum of €800,000 in the account of the foundation. The foundation
was thereafter to profit from donations from France and abroad which should
then be spent under the control of the state. This public initiative encountered
protest among Muslims in France. Fouad Alaoui, secretary of the conservative
Union of Muslim Organisations of France accused Villepin of trying to
nationalize and control Islam in France through this project.® In any case, like
the CFCM the foundation has not yet properly functioned.

In the case of Germany there was never really an attempt to initiate the
unification of Islamic organizations from above. Nevertheless, for many
years officials would have wanted such a unification to be carried out by the
Muslims themselves. In order to meet such an expectation the last attempt at
such a unification process was initiated by the Central Council of Muslims
and the Islamic Council. In February 2005 they invited several other umbrella
organizations to Hamburg in order to form a Schura Deutschland (=German
Muslim Council) within a year.?

However, as could be expected, they have not yet achieved their unification
and rumour has it that the Association of Islamic Cultural Centres has already
left the project. The Turkish-sponsored Turkish-Islamic Union of the Institution
of Religion (DITIB) did not take part from the beginning as they want to be
recognized by themselves as a “corporation under public law” and claim to
speak for all Muslims in Germany.?’

Despite these attempts by the Muslim organizations, there has been one
other notable recent development. Interior Minister Schiuble invited fifteen
representatives of the Muslim community and fifteen representatives of local,
federal and governmental institutions to Berlin for a so-called Islam Conference
in September 2006. Besides the four large Muslim organizations and the
Alevis, ten individual Muslim personalities from different backgrounds were
invited. The scope of the invitations went beyond organized Islam in Germany
in order to represent the majority of Muslims in the country. Not all Muslims
belong to the organizations and many are not religious at all. The aim of the
conference was to work for a better integration of Muslim migrants. “How can
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we make it that the Muslims in Germany will come to see themselves more
and more as German Muslims?” the minister asked.?

Of course such initiatives have been accelerated by the threat of terror which
has reached Europe in recent years. But there are other urgent matters which
also indicate a need for an Islam Conference. For example the question of
Islamic religious education is high up on the agenda as there are some schools
in certain areas of Germany were Muslim pupils constitute the majority. Other
religious groups are already granted such rights due to their legal status, and
the introduction of Islamic religious education in public schools would mean
equal treatment for Muslim pupils.”

Even if matters of education are within the federal states’ responsibility,
it represents an important sign when the German interior minister openly
propagates its introduction and in fact many federal states have started
introducing Islamic religious education in public schools on a trial basis in
recent years. The German Islam Conference has, according to Schiuble, a
further general aim of stating “where we want to be in five, ten or thirty years
and how we get there”.’® Therefore the Islam Conference project with its
related sub-projects and roundtables will last for a period of two to three years
before a final declaration is made. What is very interesting, though, is that
German officials are no longer openly demanding a unification of the German
Muslim organizations before engaging in talks about state-Muslim relations.
Certainly they would like such an association, but there will be no pressure
from above as in France. The plural structure of Islam in Germany has been
recognized; in this context the /nnensenator of Berlin (Interior Minister of
the Federal State of Berlin) Eckhart Korting said: “Let a thousand flowers
blossom — the important thing is that they open up”.?!

These efforts by the German government are mostly perceived as very
positive by the Muslim side, even though German Muslim organizations
would have preferred that the state talk exclusively to them and they contest
the right of some Muslim participants to speak on behalf of believing Muslims.
Anyhow, despite the Islam Conference the state-Muslim relationship still
has a long way to go to reach the same legal standards which are granted to
other religious groups in Germany. In the long run one might even expect
that several different Muslim organizations will be recognized separately as
“corporations under public law” in order to mark their religious diversity.
German law allows such a practice as can be seen in the case of the Christian
communities.
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Conclusion: Neither Eurabia nor Euroislam

Many aspects concerning the Muslim presence are so far exclusively dealt
with on the national level. There is no overall European approach to these
questions. Another example is the issue of the headscarf, which ranges from
very liberal in Britain (such as official headscarves for Muslim policewomen)
through the somewhat indecisive German model, where state teachers are not
allowed to wear it in some federal states, to the total ban on headscarves for
teachers and pupils in France. It seems that European states try to fit their
respective Muslim communities within the existing legal and social framework
concerning religious communities which developed hundred years ago, even
though the overall composition of the religious groups dealing with the state has
totally changed since then. What is notable, then, is a nationalization of Islam
in European countries instead of the development of a Eurabia, Euroturkia,
Eurosouthasia or Euroislam. A Euroislam would entail a consensus among
European countries about how to deal with religion in general, but we are far
from such a common approach.

It must be kept in mind as well that there is currently a dominance of
specific ethnic Muslim groups in many European countries such as the Turks
in Germany, Arabs in France and South Asians in Britain. This ethnic variance
of Islam in European countries also furthers the process of the nationalization
of Islam in Europe.

There will be a German Islam or Islam in Germany which will be in
practice quite different from its French counterpart. Of course that does not
mean theological differences, but social and cultural distinctions will emerge
even more than nowadays.

Comparing the French and the German approach, it appears that the latter
allows a more flexible integration of immigrant religions than the somewhat
severe concept of Laicité that offers no basis for state subsidies for new
religious communities. However, Muslims need to know that they are equally
treated in religious affairs. Such respect is important but represents only one
aspect of the integration of Muslim minorities.

The social aspects of integration are far more important and should not be
downplayed whatsoever. Both in France and Germany the Muslims largely
belong to the lower social stratum. Therefore better access to education, active
participation in society’s affairs and a realistic outlook for work opportunities
are the key elements of integration and should be accompanied by legal
equality in the religious sector. Finally, both sides need a large measure of
patience and calm. Not every headscarf is the end of the Occident as we know
it and the Western media is not anti-Islamic per se. The history of Muslim
migration is only over forty years old and it will take many more decades until
the Muslim migrants’ integration into, and complete acceptance by, European
societies.
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Lafif Lakhdar: A European
Muslim Reformist

Menahem Milson

Lafif Lakhdar is a Tunisian intellectual living in Paris. The name Lafif Lakhdar
is the French transcription of his Arabic name, “Al-‘Afif al-Akhdar.” He is one
of the foremost reformist intellectuals in the Arab world today. His articles are
published regularly on the liberal websites Elaph and Middle East Transparent,
and subsequently are posted by dozens of other reform-oriented sites. He is an
outspoken and relentless critic of Islamism and Islamist terrorism.

On 24 October 2004, the liberal Arab websites www.elaph.com and www.
metransparent.com published a manifesto written by Arab liberals — among
them Lafif Lakhdar — in which they petition the United Nations to establish
an international tribunal for the prosecution of terrorists and people and
institutions that incite to terrorism.! The special significance of this petition
was that it not only spoke of terrorism and terrorists in general terms, but
specifically mentioned by name a number of leading Islamist clerics as
promoters of terrorism who should be prosecuted at the tribunal — among
them, the prominent and media-savvy Islamist Sheikh Yusuf Al-Qaradawi,
one of the leading authorities of the Muslim Brotherhood. It is not surprising
then that the banned Tunisian Islamist movement Al-Nahda, headed by Sheikh
Rashid al-Ghannushi, has declared Lafif Lakhdar an apostate, which many
Islamists understand as a call for his assassination.?

Lafif Lakhdar was born in 1934 to a poor peasant family in northeastern
Tunisia. Of the nine children in his family, seven died in infancy, with only him
and one brother surviving. Because of the family’s poverty, his only schooling
was half a year in a French school and Koran studies in the village. When he
grew up, he went to the Al-Zaytouna religious university, where not only were
studies free of tuition, but which also offered room and enough board to get
by. Afterwards he studied law, and practiced law for a number of years. In
1958, he represented a Tunisian oppositionist who was tried, convicted and
put to death, following which Lafif Lakhdar’s movement was restricted by
the police. In 1961, he fled from Tunisia to Paris, where he joined the circle
of Algerian FLN leader Ahmad Ben Bella’s supporters. Eventually, when Ben
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Bella was elected president of Algeria, Lakhdar became one of his closest
advisers. When Ben Bella was deposed in 1965, Lakhdar fled Algeria, and
spent several years wandering throughout Europe and the Middle East.3

In the late 1960s, Lafif Lakhdar was in Jordan and was close to the PLO
leadership. In 1970 he moved to Beirut, where he was a prominent figure in
Marxist and left-wing circles. In his own words, hunger had made him into a
socialist. However, the civil war in Lebanon brought about a rift between him
and his onetime left-wing associates, for he could not accept their support for
the forces which undermined and threatened to destroy the only democracy
in the Arab world. He then returned once more to Paris, where he lives to this
day.

In 2005, a study of Lafif Lakhdar’s thought was published in Beirut under
the title The Devil’s Advocate. The author, Shaker Nabulsi, explains that he
took the title from one of Lafif Lakhdar’s articles in which he describes himself
as the devil’s advocate, explaining that he is not only ready to defy common
wisdom but also to constantly challenge his own views in search of the truth.

Lafif Lakhdar’s views on Islam and Muslims in Europe stem from his views
on the general question of the relation between religion and state on the one
hand, and his position on the need for reform in Islam on the other. A paper he
sent to be read at the “Congress on Modernity and Arab Modernization”, which
was held in Beirut from 30 April-2 May 2004, is an effective summary of his
views on these issues.4 The article’s main focus is on the need to transform
education in the Arab world — education in general and religious education in
particular — at all levels of schooling. This emphasis on education is a central
feature of Lakhdar’s thought. In a paraphrase of Jean Piaget’s quip that the
French educational system turns the genius into the talented and the talented
into the mediocre, he said that Arab-Islamic education — with the exception of
the Tunisian school system — turns the peace-loving into an aggressor and the
aggressor into a terrorist.

According to Lakhdar, the reason that Arab-Islamic elites, throughout the
Arab world, opt for this kind of religious education is that the political elites
in the Arab world, who lack democratic social legitimacy, compensate for this
deficiency by promoting Islamist education, which by nature is anti-modern
and anti-rationalist.

For Lafif Lakhdar secularism is the very basis of a healthy society. It is
not the only prerequisite, but it is certainly an indispensable one. He defines
secularism as the separation of religion from politics. He distinguishes three
categories of countries: theocracy, the secular state, and countries in a state of
transition between the two. According to Lakhdar, theocracy was widespread
during the Middle Ages, and while it is extant in the Christian world today only
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in the Vatican, in the Islamic world there are several theocracies: the Islamic
Republic of Iran, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, and until 2002, the Taliban state in
Afghanistan. Most [slamic countries, though, are in a state of transition from
theocracy to a secular state.5 Lakhdar says:
A state in transition from theocracy to secularism is one whose
constitution determines that the Shari'a [Islamic religious law] is the
first source of legislation....
Women and non-Muslims in this state of transition are second-class
citizens, and sometimes even zero-class citizens. For example, a
woman is forbidden to run for the presidency or even for a lesser
office, because in many Islamic countries women are still considered
as lacking the intelligence needed for governing, and lacking the
religious standing needed to perform religious ritual. Non-Muslim
citizens are still treated as dhimmis....

According to Lafif Lakhdar, Arab and Muslim countries cannot escape
becoming secular. The direction of historical development is towards
secularism, which is the hallmark of modernity. Muslims are destined like the
rest of humanity to adopt modernity and, as a result, secularism. He writes:

The separation of the sacred and the mundane is a consequence of
modernity. The farther back we go in history, the more we see that the
separation of the two is the rare exception, while the rule is that they
are tied together, particularly among primitive tribes.

The Islamists’ psychological slavery to their forefathers — that is, to
the Prophet, his Companions, and their followers — paralyzes their
minds no less than ancestor worship [paralyzes] the mind of primitive
[tribes]. The divine logic brought by the forefathers is everything,
while the human logic of our minds is nothing....

So far, secularism has failed in the attempt to make headway in the

Arab world, because Islam has not yet undergone the necessary

religious reform that Judaism and Christianity underwent in Europe. A

religion that has undergone reform is a modern religion that recognizes

the separation of religion and state, and agrees to restrict itself to

the religious sphere, with the state being responsible for mundane

matters.

The second reason for the failure of secularism to make headway [in

the Arab world] as a complete political system is the cowardice of

the political leaders. Islam did not undergo reform in Turkey... yet

despite this, thanks to the leadership of the Muslim Kemal Atatiirk, the

Ottoman theocracy — the Caliphate — came to an end, and on its ruins

arose a secular state that is not ashamed of its secular identity.
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Lakhdar highlights the role of the leader Kemal Atatiirk in extricating his
country from a medieval form of regime into a modern one. In other words,
Lakhdar suggests that the Arab countries would be better off if their leaders
had the courage to establish secular regimes as did Kemal Atatiirk. Here we
can see Lakhdar’s dual role: on the one hand, he is a scholarly observer of
social history who describes what he sees as the inevitable outcome of social
development (namely, secularism); on the other, he is a passionate reformist
who is anxious to have secularism now and castigates the Arab leaders for not
choosing the path to progress.

Lafif Lakhdar rejects the argument that secularism is anti-religious. He
says those who make this claim are either ignorant, or else disingenuous — like
some of the Islamist leaders. Secular France, for instance, does not prevent the
construction of mosques in the country.

By the same token, he asserts that there is nothing to prevent the secular
state from offering religious education — provided that it is a modern
religious education that has undergone reform. For religious education to be
modernized and reformed, he adds that: “the pupil must study religion with
the help of modern sciences: comparative history of religions, sociology of
religions, psychology, religious anthropology, interpretation of sacred texts,
and philosophy — in order to develop critical thought in the next generations.

In Tunisia, he explains, students at the religious Al-Zaitouna University
learn Islamic and modern philosophy throughout all four years of study. Those
studying the sciences, including medical students, learn modern philosophy
throughout their studies. There is nothing like philosophy and the humanities
to strengthen thought against the Islamists’ religious-political propaganda.
This kind of reformed, modern religious education is not merely desirable
for the secular state in the Arab and Islamic region — it is a necessity. This, he
believes, is the antidote to religious extremism.

Lafif Lakhdar emphasizes that secularism does not mean a rupture with
Islam. He explains that it is a break with autocracy and theocracy in the Muslim
world, but on the other hand is a renewal of other elements in Islam — such as
the rationalist theology of the Mu‘tazila, Muslim philosophical thought that
subjected holy texts to interpretation by the human mind, and Sufism, that is,
Islamic mysticism.

A self-declared secularist, Lakhdar, does not deny a role for religion in
modern life so long as it is a personal, private — and of course, voluntary — form
of religion. He writes that he admires the mystical experience in general, and
is particularly attracted to the writings of the great medieval Islamic mystic
Muhyi al-Din Ibn al-'Arabi. In this respect Lakhdar’s attitude is reminiscent
of that of the late Egyptian Nobel laureate Naguib Mahfouz.
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In a recent interview, Lafif Lakhdar summarized his views on the crucial
issue facing Europe and Muslims in Europe — namely, integration vs.
multiculturalism:6

Within Islam in Europe, there are two conflicting trends. [The first

is] the trend that insists on the Muslims’ cultural independence and

separation from European societies and preservation of all Islamic
customs — including those which stand in contradiction with the
universal human values prevalent in contemporary human societies,
such as European ones. The other trend, to which [ myself belong, says

the opposite: it insists on the cultural integration of European Muslims

into European societies, and the adoption of Europe’s universal cultural

values, in order to modernize their traditional values, most of which

are not adapted to the needs of our time.

This necessary integration does not mean that they give up their

spiritual values, but only those customs that contradict the Universal

Declaration of Human Rights and the other international conventions

that derive from it....

Lakhdar states that the first trend — which may be termed the communalist
trend — is dominant. He also notes that they refuse to speak about “European
Muslims” and insist on referring to “Muslims in Europe” so as to highlight the
separation of cultural identity between Muslims and Europeans, whereas he
himself purposefully speaks of “European Islam”.

According to Lakhdar, the Islamists have attained their dominant position
among Muslims in Europe through a virtual monopolization of the media —
not just the Arabic media but also of the French and European media, which
gives preference to speakers who support the communalist view — such as
Tariq Ramadan — and virtually ignores the many Arab intellectuals who are in
favour of integration (such as Taher Ben Jaloun, Muhammad Arkoun, Malek
Chebel and Lafif Lakhdar himself).

The flow of petrodollars strengthens the enemies of integration and allows
them to establish their own print media, publish translations of Islamist
preachers into European languages, and dispatch preachers of Islamism to all
the poor Muslim suburbs and communities.

There is another factor operating in favour of the Islamist-anti-integrationist
trend, namely, the attitude of liberal Western intellectuals. Here is how Lakhdar
presents this issue: “Why do some of the European intellectuals and the
English and American media support the anti-integration trend?” He answers
as follows:

The first explanation is that it is the result of political demagoguery:

when the right-wing is in power and it makes a decision or assumes

a certain position, the left wing, that is, the opposition, automatically
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opposes it, not because they are convinced that the decisions are
wrong, but because they must assume a different position.

Second, the guilt feeling [on account of European colonialism] ...
which affects many European intellectuals, pushes them to support the
[Islamist demands that Muslim girls wear the] hijab in school or [the
claim that it is all right for Muslims] on the occasion of the Muslim
feast of the sacrifice, to slaughter sheep in their bathrooms, or the right
of Muslim families to circumcise their daughters.

Lafif Lakhdar angrily calls this guilt-ridden approach “pathological.” He
asserts: “The third reason is cultural relativism which is even more dangerous
than the former two factors, because it derives from a philosophical conviction
which has become prevalent in Europe, indeed in the entire western world.”

Lakhdar indignantly continues: “a sound mind recognizes that there are
universal human values, such as human rights, and if one does not accept this,
then every human society can become a Darwinian society, that is, a society
of ‘the survival of the fittest” and the whole world becomes a jungle ruled by
the law of the jungle.”

Lakhdar explains that the religious-ideological underpinning of the
separatist, communalist approach is the Islamist doctrine of al-wala’ wa’l-
bara’. This doctrine states that Muslims must ally themselves with and have
allegiance to Muslims only, and that they should dissociate themselves from
all non-Muslims. The Islamists’ insistence on the hijab — a custom which
Lakhdar rejects — is one of the expressions of this doctrine: Muslim women
should have an appearance that differentiates them from their surrounding
environment. He says that the hijab, both in Europe and in Muslim countries,
is a clear expression of the subjugation and humiliation of women — an attitude
that must be changed in order for Muslim societies to progress.

He rejects the criticism of the French government’s ban on the hijab
in schools, criticism that often employs the language of human rights and
religious freedom. Lakhdar argues that those who condemn the French policy
make it appear as though there is a ban on the hijab in general — which is, of
course, not the case; the ban applies only to wearing the Islamic head covering
at school, but not elsewhere at home or in public. According to Lafif, the hijab
in the school is a form of religious propaganda and therefore should rightly
be prohibited.

A portrait of Lafif Lakhdar cannot be complete without specific mention of
his insistence on full equality for women in Muslim societies. In an article on
the writings of Saudi human-rights activist Wajeha al-Huwaider, in which he
firmly supports her call to liberate Arab women, particularly in Saudi Arabia,
he points out that there is one Arab country, Tunisia, in which women have
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already achieved some degree (albeit not full) of equality thanks to the personal-
status legislation passed by the late Habib Bourguiba.7 This legislation has put
an end to polygamy and to arbitrary divorce of women by their husbands, and
has given women in Tunisia full civil political rights.8 Lakhdar emphasizes
that, while he agrees with Wajeha Huweidar’s criticism of the Arab regimes
“that give men a free hand to treat women as their property, the real blame lies
with the misogynic religious education that the young people receive in all
Muslim countries, with the exception of Tunisia.”

Impressed by the speech of Bahiyya al-Hariri, the sister of former Lebanese
prime minister Rafiq al-Hariri, one month after his assassination, Lakhdar
wrote an article titled “Why Shouldn’t Bahiyya al-Hariri Become Lebanon’s
Indira Gandhi?”9 In it he asserted: “If Lebanon really wants to reestablish
its democracy, now that it has rid itself of both the Israeli and the Syrian
occupation, it should inaugurate its democracy by shattering the foolish taboo
— that is grounded in traditional Islamic law which was made by men and for
men, and aims to deprive women of their equality to men in terms of civil
rights and duties — and to abolish the medieval division of labor between the
genders, which designates men for government and dominance and women
for cooking and childbirth.”

Conclusion

Lafif Lakhdar’s views on Islam in Europe are rooted in what he holds to be
universal values, and which he has made his own: humanism, liberalism,
democracy — all of which naturally imply women’s equality and non-
discrimination on religious or ethnic grounds. He makes it no secret that he
believes modern European societies to be far more advanced in these respects
than Arab Muslim countries, and it is his view that the Muslim world should
adopt the Western norms of democracy and separation between church and
state. Hence, he is strongly in favour of full integration of Muslims into
European society. In the above-mentioned recent interview, he proposed an
interesting source as a model for this integration: he recommended to Muslims
that they adopt none other than the old Jewish principle of dina de-malchuta
dina, or “the law of the land is binding,” as the basis for European Islamic
minority law — a daring choice indeed. Thus in form, as well as in content, Lafif
Lakhdar is a courageous and original voice in contemporary Arab thought, a
reformist without a hint of apologetics.
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Appendix

On September 8, 2007, the liberal Arab e-journal Elaph posted an interview
given by prominent Arab liberal Lafif Lakhdar to MEMRI Chairman Professor
M. Milson.

Following are excerpts from the interview:!

Menahem Milson: What is the meaning of the ideological struggle we see
raging today among Muslims in Europe?

Lafif Lakhdar: Two basic tendencies are struggling against one another
within European Islam. The first is the tendency that holds fast to Muslims’
cultural independence with regard to European societies and retains Islamic
traditions in their entirety — among them those that conflict with the major
universal humanistic values of European societies, such as equality of the
sexes, secularism, and individual liberty.

The second tendency, and the one to which I subscribe, demands the
opposite: the cultural assimilation of European Muslims and those [Muslims]
living in Europe into the European societies, and the adoption of [European]
universal civilizational values in order to revive and renew their [own]
traditional values, most of which are no longer in conformity with the times.

This assimilation, which is necessary, does not mean that they have to
abandon their spiritual values or the best of their social values or their history.
It only means their abandoning those traditions that are in contradiction with
the values of the International Declaration of Human Rights and the other UN
conventions that derive from it, such as the Convention on the Elimination
of [All Forms of] Discrimination against Women, and the conventions on
children’s rights and the protection of minorities.

What gives cause for hope is that, according to the latest survey, the
Muslims with the highest percentage of cultural assimilation in France are
the Tunisians. This is due in large part to the quality of Tunisian religious
education, which has nothing of the culture of hatred for “infidels”, but rather
a culture of moderation that Tunisians absorb through [both] the religious and
the political discourses.? Unfortunately, this is rare in the lands of Islam.

MM: Could you be specific about what you mean when you speak about
traditions that conflict with human rights?

LL: The Islamic values that conflict with human rights and which Muslims
everywhere, and in particular those in Europe, where women enjoy nearly
full rights, are for example disdain for women and the beating of women, as
Koran 4:34 commands: “Beat them.” | have demanded the abrogation of this
verse, i.¢., that it not be put into practice, because it is no longer in conformity
with the universal values of the age. This year, the Islamic Tunisian historian
Mohammed Talbi also demanded its abrogation.
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Likewise, we Muslims need to stop considering proliferation of children
as a religious obligation. We need to stop depriving non-Muslim women
who are married to Muslim men of their rights to guardianship over their
children and inheritance of their Muslim spouses and children. We need to
stop the sexual disfiguration of girls through circumcision. We need to stop
insisting on women’s inequality to men in civil rights, and polygamy, which is
a catastrophe for Muslims in their countries and in the diaspora.

In France there are 30 thousand polygamous families... with an average of
14.5 children in each family. The rate of [children] failing out of school among
them is very high, as are the rates of marginalization and delinquency. [On the
other hand,] the average [school] success rate among families with no more
than five children is close to the general French average.

The Islamists often present the counter-argument: You want to destroy
us from the root! I am conscious of the people’s need to be connected to
their historical roots, but I propose to Muslims that they maintain a symbolic
tie to their roots — for instance, the celebration of their holidays and putting
in practice their spiritual values. In parallel, I propose that they develop an
organic tie with modern civilization, that is, democratic institutions, and
modern humanistic values and sciences. There is no future for Muslims if they
remain outside of [this framework], and particularly if they are against it.

In truth, there is only... one world civilization. But there are a number of
cultures that cannot be accepted [into it] unless they make their traditions,
which are at times barbaric, conform to the values of human rights.

The first tendency [I spoke of], which is actively promoted by the French
Islamists and the traditionalist imams — and they are the overwhelming
majority — is the dominant one in European Islam. [In fact,] this tendency
rejects the appellation “European Islam”, preferring the appellation “Islam in
Europe” in order to emphasize its cultural independence from the societies in
which it lives...

MM: From where does the tendency opposed to assimilation draw its
strength?

LL: The tendency opposed to assimilation draws its strength from four
basic factors:

1) The religious discourse — Friday sermons, preaching, private Islamic
schools, and the media — is under the monopoly of the supporters of this
tendency. Even the European media — the audio-visual media in particular
— which looks to be provocative, at any price — presents the supporters of this
tendency on any and every occasion. [ They present] people like Tareq Ramadan,
and it is rare that they present Fathi Bin Salama, or Malek Chebel, or Taher
Ben Jelloun, Ghaleb Bin Sheikh, the [former] Mufti of Marseilles Soheib Bin
Sheikh, Yousef Siddiq, George Trabishi, Hashem Saleh, Mohammed Arkoun,
or myself, and dozens of other secularist Muslim intellectuals.
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The Arab media, like Al-Jazeera, Iqra, and Al-Manar, which have a large
audience among European Muslims, act in the same manner. The supporters
of the secularist tendency are blocked out of these media. “The Opposite
Direction”, the most popular program on Al-Jazeera, has been boycotting me
ever since I refuted, on the last show I was on, the claims of the holocaust-
deniers.> And [Saudi] Prince Khaled Bin Sultan banned me from writing in
[the Saudi-owned international Arab newspaper| A/-Hayat in 2001, after I
insisted during an Al-Jazeera program on the necessity of international civil
society intervening in order to stop the stoning of Muslim women in Iran.*

2) The second factor is the petrodollars that flow to the supporters of
the tendency opposed to assimilation so that they can have their own press,
translate al-Qaradawi’s books into European languages, and so that they can
send preachers to the suburbs and all of the French cities to stuff the minds of
Europe’s Muslims with their anti-assimilation propaganda and their incitement
to violate the values of human rights.

3) The third factor is that the organization of Muslims in Europe, and
especially in France, favors the tendency opposed to European Islam’s
assimilation into European societies over the tendency that demands its
assimilation.

4) The fourth factoris the jurisprudence of al-wala 'wa’l-bara’ ,[which states
that] allegiance [must be] limited to believers, and [declares] total renunciation
of the infidels (polytheists, Jews, and Christians). This jurisprudence is what
played a role in forming the religious culture of Europe’s Muslims, especially
first-generation ones, since they learned this in their countries, from primary
school to higher [education].

Today, this is the jurisprudence broadcast by audio-visual media such as
Al-Jazeera, Iqra, and Al-Manar, which have a large audience among Europe’s
Muslims. Itis [also] spread through Islamist and jihadist websites. The mujahid
Sheikh Ayman al-Zawahiri wrote in his book Knights under the Banner of
the Prophet that the spread of the slogan of al-wala’ wa’l-bara’ among the
masses of the Islamic nation is Al-Qaeda’s main goal — and not the liberation
of Palestine, “despite its being dear to us”.

[Al-Zawahiri writes:] “Making the masses of the Islamic nation understand
al-wala’wa’l-bara’ will require a long time, and our enemies will not give us
that time; therefore we must use jihad in Palestine as a means of making the
Islamic nation understand a/-wala’wa’l-bara’ — in other words, [to make them
understand] that the Jews and the Christians are our enemies and that we must
treat them as enemies, through jihad against them, until we either make them
accept Islam, or until we finish them off...”

Al-wala’wa’l-bara’ divides humanity into “believers” and “infidels”, with
the only relation between them being [a relation of] hatred and jihad — that is,
war. It divides the world into “the abode of Islam” and the “abode of war”. The
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abode of war, ever since the Crusader wars, has been Europe, and the abode of
Islam’s relation to it has been hatred of it and jihad against it. [It also requires]
the total renunciation of the “infidel” inhabitants’ religions, their customs in
clothing and food, and their institutions, sciences, and values. [It] considers
Muslims who imitate the infidels apostates who must be fought and killed.

The jurisprudence of al-wala’ wa’l-bara’ forbids living in the abode
of war for more than three days, unless this is necessary for trade, medical
treatment, or studies “in useful branches of science that are found only in the
lands of the infidels”. But [even this] permission to live in the infidel lands is
conditioned on the Muslim remaining devoted to his religion, taking pride in
it, and hating the infidels.

Saudi students learn: “If you live in the infidel lands — in order to receive
medical treatment, for studies, or for trade — you must harbor hatred for them
while living amongst them.” Islamist refugees in Europe carry with them
fatwas that allow them to live in the abode of war out of necessity, on the
condition that they do it harm.

The difficulty Muslims have in assimilating into non-Muslim societies is
due to this culture of hatred, which they imbibe in the schools and the media
in their countries. Thus it is necessary to stop training the European Islamic
religious cadres in this autistic and racist jurisprudence, which is an expression
of the ethnocentrism so widespread among primitive tribes and peoples.

MM: Why do you reject the thought of cultural pluralism and
communitarianism?

LL: The [kind of] cultural pluralism that means peaceful coexistence among
cultures joined by the common denominator of rationalism and humanism is a
benefit to humanity. The rejection of communitarianism — i.e., the insularism
of each religious group and the violation of the common human [denominator]
— is the rejection of the jurisprudence of terrorism. It is the rejection of the
jurisprudence of al-wala’ wa’l-bara’, which demands that Muslims “love
themselves only” and “hate the infidels”. [The rejection of communitarianism ]
is the rejection of the Aijab, and this [in itself] is the rejection of al-wala’wa’l-
bara’.

The Al-Qaeda jurisprudent Al-Qahtani wrote in his book A/-Wala’ wa’l-
Bara’ that [the principle of| al-wala’ wa’l-bara’ demands that the Muslim
“strive to establish God’s word on earth and the rule of the Shari'a over every
situation.” The hijab, being an application of the Shari'a laws of dress, is a
symbol of the Shari'a’s rule over every Muslim’s daily life. It is also a symbol
of the inferiority of the Muslim woman who is “deficient in her mind and in
her religion™; and it is a symbol of her body being something shameful that
must be covered as one covers things shameful. Is there any humiliation to
women greater than this humiliation?

MM: Is the Aijab really a religious obligation in Islam?
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LL: The pro-hijab propagandists from the French Muslim Brotherhood and
their supporters among those living [in France], all of whom are thoroughly
infused with the jurisprudence of al-wala’wa’l-bara’, [become] autistic when
they plug their ears against the proofs [that argue] against the Aijab.

[For instance,] Sheikh Al-Azhar Dr. Muhammad Sayyid Tantawi [issued]
a fatwa to the Muslim women of France and Europe [allowing them] to not
wear the hijab — this according to the principle of Islamic jurisprudence that
“necessity makes licit that which is forbidden”.

In addition, the great Egyptian jurisprudent Justice Muhammad Sa'id Al-
*Ashmawi, in his book The Truth on the Hijab and the Authoritativeness of
the Hadith, expressed his view that the hijab was obligatory only for [the
Prophet] Muhammad’s wives. Similarly, the famous Sheikh Gamal Al-Banna,
the brother of the founder of the Muslim Brotherhood Hassan Al-Banna, said:
“Islam did not impose the hijab on women; the jurisprudents imposed the
hijab on Islam”.

But in a secular society like France that has separated religion from state,
it is meaningless to get into a discussion of jurisprudence. The discussion must
be legal and political.

As for the legal: French secular law rejects religious propaganda in the
schools. And the hijab, in one of its meanings, is religious propaganda for a
[certain] political-religious orientation — that of Islamism.

As for the political: 67% of French citizens reject the hijab, according
to the polls. It would be suicidal, in a democratic country like France, to not
comply with the will of the French citizens who reject religious propaganda in
the schools. The representatives of the Muslim minority must be crazy to think
[they can] bring the mosque into the French schools... when the grandfathers
and fathers of these French people took the church out of the schools in the
year 1905 with the secular pact (pacte laique). Such an attempt would be an
inadmissible revolt against French secularism.

MM: What would be your answer to those who say that forbidding the
hijab in French schools is a “violation of religious freedoms”?

LL: ... Religious freedom and personal freedom are legally and morally
tied to responsibility, and the responsibility here is respect for French positive
law and human rights — the respect that was decreed in the preamble to the 1946
Constitution. For France to respect [these] religious freedoms for Muslims
would require it to violate its law and human rights. It would have to allow,
for instance, a Muslim to beat his wife, circumcise his daughters, and apply
Shari'a corporal punishment. Respect for religious freedoms is not absolute.
It is conditional on respect for positive law and universal humanist values.

The French Muslim Brotherhood protested that the Aijab law was against
women’s individual liberty. This is a claim that does not hold up.
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First of all, the number of girls who wore the hijab was 1,200, according
to Interior Ministry statistics. After discussions between these girls and their
school principals, all but 240 girls removed the hijab; it seems that these 240
clung to the 4ijab on the advice of their families, who hold sympathies for the
French Muslim Brotherhood.

Since the number of French Muslim girls is more than 350 thousand, it is
clear that the hijab-wearers are a minority and that they — or, more probably,
the Islamists who use them — want to impose the Aijab on French law, on the
French Constitution, and on the majority of French Muslim women.

A great number of Muslim women have internalized the Islamic
jurisprudence, which was written by men and for men. This is what one French
sociologist called “symbolic violence”, meaning that the victim — in this case
the Muslim woman — accepts the view of her executioner.

When Abraham Lincoln abolished slavery, the slaves didn’t accept this
— they refused their freedom. Should Lincoln have respected their individual
freedom and taken back the abolition of slavery because the slaves had
internalized it?

When [Habib] Bourguiba abolished polygamy and unilateral divorce [in
Tunisia] in 1956, the majority of women rejected these laws and voted against
him in the local elections. Should Bourguiba have taken back this law and left
women victims of obsolete Islamic jurisprudence?

In 1964, Saudi Arabia abolished slavery, but most of the slaves refused
their freedom. Should Saudi Arabia have taken back the abolition of slavery
out of respect for the individual liberty of the slave?

A decision is legally and morally legitimate when it aims to increase
people’s dignity and to make them less subject to the traditions of their
religious or ethnic group. The abolition of slavery, the abolition of polygamy
and unilateral divorce, the forbidding of the Aijab in schools, and the forbidding
of female circumcision increase the dignity of slaves and women, and make
them less subject to their obsolete traditions, which the collective conscious
of slaves and Muslims — male and female — have internalized. The forbidding
of the hijab increases women’s dignity...

[Forbidding the Aijab] gives back esteem to a woman’s body. How so? A
man’s body is partly shameful — from the navel to the knee. A woman’s body
is shameful in its entirety, apart from the face and the hands. Muslim women
aren’t equal to Muslim men even in the value of their bodies!

One French psychoanalyst thinks that French Islamists demand [that
women wear] the Aijab because a woman’s hair makes them think of hair she
has somewhere else, and this inflames their passions. This reduces women to
sex. In this case, the hijab would then be an absurd solution to the Islamists’
sexual repression.
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The subconscious meaning of this is that every woman with her hair
uncovered is a whore whom any Muslim has the right to violate. This is why
the Islamic jurisprudents forbade Muslim slave-girls to wear the 4ijab, and
likewise non-Muslim women — i.e., Muslims have the right to violate them
whenever they want. This was the meaning of the /ijab among the priests of
Babylon in the eighteenth century B.C.E.! The woman who covered her hair
was a free woman who belonged to a free Babylonian man, and no one else
was allowed to violate her, whereas the woman whose hair was uncovered was
a lowly woman whom it was licit to violate! Thus the historical, sociological,
anthropological, and psychological meanings of the hijab all point to a
denigration of women’s dignity.

The orientation that demands that the Muslims of Europe not culturally
assimilate into their societies doesn’t just demand the Aijab; some of them are
also opposed to the forbidding of female circumcision — which is something
that is forbidden by French law. They urge Muslim students to demand their
own food — halal meat — in school dormitories, to refuse to attend classes
on evolution because it opposes the Koran’s view of creation, and to refuse
to attend philosophy class, because the Muslim jurisprudents outlawed
philosophy in the twelfth century C.E. [They urge other Muslims] not to dress
like the French (i.e., to wear the hijab and white Afghani dress); and they
demand that Muslim women be treated in the hospital only by female doctors,
and not male doctors, because men — and especially non-Muslim men — are
forbidden to see a Muslim woman’s body or to touch it.

These demands are inspired by the jurisprudence of al-wala’wa’l-bara’,
which forbids Muslims to integrate into non-Muslim societies and to imitate
Jews and Christians, “even in something that is beneficial to them”, as Ibn
Taymiyya says in his book Following the Straight Path in Opposition to the
Party of Hell, “for Allah will either give us something equivalent to it or better
in this world, or else will give us compensation for it in the next world”.

There are two reasons behind the problematic nature of European Islam:
the fact that there has been no reform in Islam, and the fact that Sunni Islam
has not internalized its minority status [in Europe].

[As to the first reason:] Islam is still a primitive religion that has not been
reformed, as has European Christianity. Nor has it been guided in the right
direction, as European Judaism has been.

[As to the second reason:] Sunni Islam, which has been accustomed, for
the past 15 centuries, to always being the ruling majority, still has not taken
in the fact that it is a minority in Europe — and in Iraq. One of the principle
reasons for terrorism in Iraq is that the Sunni minority refuses to recognize
the reality of its being a minority, and the resulting fact that it does not have a
monopoly on rule over the Shi'ite majority and the Kurdish minority.
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The Sunni Muslim minority in Europe refuses to obey the universal laws and
follow the universal values of European societies, because it subconsciously
views the French majority as dhimmis who have no right to rule over their
Muslim masters.

It is this mentality that, to this day, has prevented the emergence of a
[branch of] Sunni jurisprudence that would give a theoretical treatment to
the condition of the European Muslim minority and would present Muslims
with jurisprudential rulings that would make it easier for them to conform to
European laws and values.

In the Talmud there is a maxim that advises Jews that the laws of the state
you live in are valid, obligatory, and apply to all. This Talmudic maxim could
be a founding principle for a European Islamic minority jurisprudence that
would make the European Muslim feel that he is a European citizen, and not
just a temporary resident in the “abode of war”.

In truth, the Jewish minority’s cultural assimilation into the values of the
French Republic presents a precedent that it would be worthwhile for French
and European Muslims to follow in order to effect their assimilation into the
values of the Republic.

In 1807, Napoleon convened the French Jews’ religious establishment, the
Sanhedrin, in order to turn the French Jews into “proper citizens” by bringing
Jewish religious law into conformity with French secular values, so that the
Jews would become part of the French nation after having formerly been an
insular religious community.

The Sanhedrin responded positively to Napoleon’s request, and in 1808
the institution called the Consistoire was established, and it declared that the
political aspects of the Torah were no longer valid, since the Jews were no
longer a nation.

In this way, all forms of religious-legal independence were foregone. In
practice, [this meant] that marriages and divorces could only be concluded
through the civil registry, and mixed marriages were recognized, in accordance
with French civil law.

Thus French Jews were culturally assimilated into modern French society.
The result was beneficial to both the Jews and to France, as the historical
reality demonstrated, and this has been recognized by discerning people among
French Jews — and first and foremost by Joel Mergui, the head of the Israelite
Consistoire for Paris and its suburbs, who recently said of the 1808 Sanhedrin
pact with Napoleon: “This founding pact instituted the Jewish community as
an assimilated part of the Republic, and it remained valid for 200 years.”

“(...)The Jews of France demonstrated, under all circumstances, their
three-fold loyalty as included in the Sanhedrins reply in March, 1807: 1)
loyalty to the laws of the Republic; not only have the Jews of France not put
this in doubt or disputed this, but they are even the defenders of these laws and
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values; 2) loyalty to the nation; the Jews of France have never failed to defend
their country; 3) and loyalty to their faith and their history.”

The French Muslim minorities should do as the Sanhedrin did and
pronounce that they are abandoning [those Koranic] verses that are obsolete
and no longer valid for their place and time, and that they are abandoning the
Shari a, accepting mixed marriages, and that they are adopting “the pact of
three-fold loyalty”.

It appears that the French Muslim elite has begun to draw inspiration from
the French Jewish minority; Ghaleb Bin Sheikh, an important member of the
French [Muslim] religious elite, has said that “it goes without saying that there
are passages in the Koran of a belligerent and aggressive nature... and (we
need) to publicly state that the sociological ramifications of this part of the
Koran are obsolete.” [As the saying goes,] heavy rain begins with a trickle.

MM: Why do some European intellectuals and some English and American
newspapers support the orientation that is opposed to Muslims’ cultural
assimilation in European societies?

LL: This is a strange phenomenon. In my opinion there are three reasons
for it.

The first reason is [a matter of] ritual: if the right makes a decision when
it is in power, or adopts a position when in the opposition, then the left has to
automatically oppose it, not out of conviction that the decision or position is
wrong, but just to differentiate itself...

Second: a feeling of culpability. A wide swath of European intellectuals are
afflicted with what psychology terms moral masochism, that is, an unjustified
feeling of culpability. Colonialism arose centuries ago, and like any historical
phenomenon, it had its positive and its negative aspects. There is no objective
justification for these intellectuals to support the Aijab, or the slaughtering
of the Feast of Sacrifice lamb in the bathtub, or female circumcision, or
exorcising jinns out of epileptics, using the Koran and beatings — sometimes
to the point of death, as has actually happened in France. This support [for
these phenomenal] is a sick reaction the explanation for which lies in [the field
of] psychology.

Third: cultural relativism. This orientation is incomparably more dangerous
than the aforementioned two, because it starts out from a philosophical
conviction that is nearly predominant not just in Europe, but in all of the West,
as well as in the Islamic world.

The preachers of this [cultural relativism] are the Islamists, who [use it
to] justify their clinging to barbaric medieval religious values and practices
— such as the claims that “a woman is deficient in her mind and her religion”,
as the hadith says; and that she is unfit for rule, because “a people who place a
woman over them will not prosper”, as another Aadith says; and that a woman
is “a perpetual minor”, as Islamic jurisprudence says; and that the dissimilarity
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between men and women and between Muslims and non-Muslims is an
essential one, i.e., that it is a divine decision written that was written in the
celestial Koran before the creation of men and women and Muslims and non-
Muslims.

Thus this dissimilarity, which is the product of culture and history, is
presented by [the Islamists] as something natural, or rather a universal law
that is above discussion, and is above the lives of women and non-Muslims.

MM: What are the mainstays of the philosophy of relativism, and what are
its implications?

LL: The philosophy of cultural relativism, especially when it claims to be
an absolute truth, is a nihilist philosophy that bases itself on: 1) the denial of
the existence of any fixed value, in particular the moral and humanist values
that serve as a basis of human society; and 2) the equivalence of all values and
the equivalence of all cultures — [the equivalence of] primitive, cannibalistic
peoples, and the cultures of civilized, modern nations...

Cultural relativists turn historical relativism into an absolute ideological
relativism. This is a mistake and a danger. A sound mind recognizes that
there are universal human values, such as human rights. If these are not
recognized and respected — be it with a minimal recognition — then society
becomes Darwinist, with survival for the strongest, and the entire world
turns into a jungle, ruled by the law of the jungle, and the boundaries
between the values of good and evil disappear...
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On Radical Islam in Europe:
Aspects of Conflict,
Attempts at Accord

Amikam Nachmani

Immigration is the toughest issue in Europe right now and
you know something of it here in California. People get scared
of it for understandable reasons. It needs to be controlled. There
have to be rules. Many of the Conventions dealing with it post
WWII are out of date. All that is true. But, properly managed,
immigrants give a country dynamism, drive, new ideas as well
as new blood.

Tony Blair, August 2006'

Introduction

In an article entitled “A British Jihadist”, Aatish Taseer conducts an amazing
dialogue with Hassan Butt, a Muslim from Manchester who defines himself
as extremist and radical. The interview implies that the source of extremism
is to be found in the ideas that took root in the fertile British soil, in the weak
and passive means that the United Kingdom uses when it comes to asserting
its own culture and nationalism, and in the unique traits of second-generation
Muslims in Europe:

Butt: There is a difference between a citizen who is born in a country
and someone who is here on a visa or a permit. Islamically, I agree
that someone who runs from the Middle East — where people like me
are persecuted — and says, “Britain, I want you to protect me”, has
entered a covenant of security. They say, “Look, protect my life and
as aresult [ won’t do any harm to you”. That I agree with 100 percent,
but most of our people, especially the youth, are British citizens. They
owe nothing to the government. They did not ask to be born here;
neither did they ask to be protected by Britain.

Taseer: So they’ve entered no covenant?
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Butt: They have no covenant. As far as I’'m concerned, the Islamic
hukum [order] that I follow, says that a person has no covenant
whatsoever with the country in which they were born.

Taseer: Do they have an allegiance to the country?

Butt: No, none whatsoever. Even the person who has a covenant

has no allegiance, he just agrees not to threaten life, honour, wealth,

property, mind, and so on, of the citizens around him.
Taseer: Your argument is based on these people being “British”, so
don’t they necessarily have some loyalty to Britain?

Butt: No, that’s what I’m saying. They have no loyalty whatsoever;

they have no allegiance to the government.

Taseer: Perhaps not the government, but to the country?

Butt: To the country, no.

Taseer: Do you feel some?

Butt: I feel absolutely nothing for this country. I have no problem with

the British people ... but if someone attacks them I have no problem

with that either.

Taseer: Who do you have allegiance to?

Butt: My allegiance is to Allah, his Shari'a, his way of life. Whatever

he dictates as good is good, whatever as bad is bad.?

The abovementioned “covenant” that the migrant Muslim parents abide
by, is no longer an impediment to the use of violence when it comes to
British-born Muslim radicals. Butt asserts that unlike their parents — who were
immigrants — they feel they owe nothing to the United Kingdom. They were
born in Britain, they are no longer immigrants, hence they are allowed to
strike a blow when needed.

The following passage explains the “relief” felt regarding the 7 July 2005
attacks in London. Seemingly terror has a “jihadi etiquette”, a set of rules that
guide and justify the acts of killing by Muslim militants. The etiquette’s “Rule
No. 47, as Michael Moss and Souad Mekhemmet describe, says that “you
cannot kill in the country where you reside unless you were born there”. That
is, an immigrant cannot kill; his offspring who were born in the host county
are no longer immigrants and therefore may kill:

Militants living in a country that respects the rights of Muslims have

something like a peace contract with the country.... Militants who go

to Iraq get a pass as expeditionary warriors. And the Sept. 11, 2001,

attacks did not violate this rule since the hijackers came from outside

the United States, Mr. Bakri said.?

“When I heard about the London bombings, I prayed that bombers from

Britain were involved”, he said, fearing immigrants were responsible.

As it turned out, the July 7, 2005, attack largely complied with this



Comparisons and Overviews | 105

rule. Three of the four men who set off the bombs had been born in
Britain; the fourth moved there from Jamaica as an infant.*

Certain unique mechanisms make it easier to harm innocent people,
including women and children: “we would take away the innocence from
the person so they were no longer innocent men, women and children. [They
would then] become non-innocent and hence, combatants and allowed to be
targeted”, explained the same Hassan Butt in another interview. (Seemingly,
Butt has since recanted extremism.)’ There also is a simpler way to justify the
use of violence against non-Muslims because, by definition, a non-Muslim
cannot be innocent: “At the end of the day, when we say ‘innocent people’ we
mean ‘Muslims’. As far as non-Muslims are concerned, they have not accepted
Islam. As far as we are concerned, that is a crime against God”.°

Moss and Mekhemmet, in discussing the “etiquette” and circumstances
that make it permissible to kill civilians and non-combatants, mention the
Egyptian Islamic scholar Yusuf al-Qaradawi’ who argued that Israeli citizens
may be killed because their compulsory military service means they are not
truly civilians. Moss and Mekhemmet also found that some Sunni militants
urge the killing of Shiites, alleging that they are not true Muslims. But Moss
and Mekhemmet correctly note that Muslim militants are hardly alone in
seeking to rationalize innocent deaths: “Whether you are talking about leftist
radicals here [Europe] in the 1960s or the apologies for civilian collateral
damage in Iraq that you get from the Pentagon, the argument is that if the
action is just, the collateral damage is justifiable”.®

Moss and Mekhemmet identify six rules that give exemption from the
Koranic prohibition on the killing of innocent civilians (“You shall not kill any
man whom God has forbidden you to kill, except for a just cause”, Qur’an,
“The Night Journey”, 17:33):

Rule No. 1: You can Kkill bystanders without feeling a lot of guilt.

In the typical car bombing...God wi