
        
            
                
            
        

    
  
    Praise for Jihad and Genocide


    “Attention must be paid to Rubenstein’s new work, Jihad and Genocide, which offers a searing analysis of Islamic thought and bleak predictions of its impact. Even those of us who do not share his pessimism, his sense of the inevitability of the path to genocide and war, or his predilection for the political right, must confront the issues he raises.” —Forward Magazine


    “Rubenstein’s discussion of the ideological rationale of the Islamists underlines the irreconcilable gap between Western and Muslim political concepts. Rubenstein methodically explores the sources, the ideological connections, and the common policies of Nazi, Fascist and Muslim leaders. Written in a clear style, Rubenstein’s book evokes in simple language, the most crucial issues of our time.” —New English Review


    “Richard L. Rubenstein, who has long been a wonderfully provocative intellectual gadfly among religious thinkers, offers a challenging new study of radical Muslims. Insisting that political threats of terrorists cannot be separated from the religious passions that inflame them, Rubenstein argues that government policy will fail if the religious, totalitarian, and anti-Semitic dimensions of radical Islam are not understood and addressed.” —Susannah Heschel, Dartmouth College, author of Aryan Jesus


    “Extremely well-written, but what is written is frightening. Richard L. Rubenstein has linked extremist Jihad with genocidal intention in a way that readers have suspected, but never directly known. He refrains from opinion and uses the extreme jihadi’s own words to make his case. Their message leaves no doubt of their intentions. Compelling and a must-read for every informed citizen.” —Steven K. Baum, editor of the Journal for the Study of Antisemitism


    “The book features clear and evocative writing, careful historical research, and above all, the kind of insight that comes from paying attention to the human propensity to clothe the will to power with high ideals. Rubenstein’s work should be read by all those concerned with the issues presented by the war on terror: Muslims, Christians, Jews; religious and non-religious people alike.” —John Kelsay, Florida State University, author of Arguing the Just War in Islam


    “Renowned Holocaust scholar Richard L. Rubenstein views contemporary jihadism through his unique prism. This provocative and courageous work elucidates Islam’s re-emergent Ur-Fascism—epitomized by the modern jihad to destroy the United States and Israel.” —Andrew Bostom, Brown University, editor of The Legacy of Jihad
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      Preface

    


    
      This book is the fruit of my attempt to comprehend the meaning of a term concerning which I had heard little before the beginning of the twenty-first century, jihad. As a matter of fact, I attended an international conference of Jewish and Muslim scholars in Cordoba, Spain, in August 1999 but I do not recall jihad being discussed during the three-day gathering, in spite of the fact that Osama bin Laden and Islamist leaders from Egypt, Pakistan, and Bangladesh had proclaimed a “Declaration of the World Islamic Front for Jihad against the Jews and the Crusaders” on February 23, 1998. Since that time, jihad has come to influence the lives of millions on almost every continent. Thousands of Jews, Christians, and Muslims have perished as random victims of indiscriminate jihad. To protect themselves, millions more have submitted to security checks and the indignities they sometimes entail every time they travel by air or enter a public building. Whether in the form of a petty annoyance or the threat of injury and death, jihad has willy-nilly become a part of all of our lives.


      Nevertheless, this book is not a comprehensive study of jihad. It is an inquiry into the genocidal potentialities of jihad. That focus has been made necessary because, explicitly or by indirection, major religious and political leaders within the world of Islam have threatened genocide as the means by which they intend to secure victory against some of their adversaries, especially my coreligionists. Having been a young adult living in safety in the country of my birth during the years in which the extermination of Europe’s Jews took place, I know that such threats are deadly serious and can neither be dismissed nor ignored.


      I could not have pursued this effort alone and I wish to express my gratitude to those who have actively assisted or encouraged me in this endeavor. First and foremost I am singularly grateful for the encouragement, advice, and forbearance of my wife Dr. Betty Rogers Rubenstein. If anyone has made a very real sacrifice so that this work could be brought to fruition, it is she. I wish also to thank Professor Alan L. Berger of Florida Atlantic University, the editor of this series, for inviting me to consider doing a book in this series as well as for his encouragement, support, and patience during the time that I have been working on the project. I also wish to thank Sarah Stanton, Rowman & Littlefield’s editor of this project, for her support. I am grateful to President Neil Albert Salonen of the University of Bridgeport for granting me a semester during which I could devote my efforts solely to research on this book. I also wish to thank Arielle Caron of the University of Bridgeport for her editorial work on this book, and Dr. Thomas Ward, dean of the university’s International College, for making Arielle Caron’s services available to me.


      Bat Ye’or, Dr. Andrew Bostom of Brown University, Mr. Jerome Gordon, Professor John Kelsay of Florida State University, Professor John K. Roth of Claremont McKenna College, and Professor Danny L. Balfour of Grand Valley State University have given me invaluable insights into one or more of the issues dealt with in this work. I am grateful to each and every one of them for their support and counsel.


      Finally, I am especially indebted to the online data services of the Florida State University Library without which it would have been difficult, if not impossible, to complete this project. In the course of research for this work I have also availed myself of the services of the libraries of the University of Bridgeport, the Jewish Theological Seminary, the New York Public Library, Yale University, and the online services of the Asher Library of the Spertus Institute of Judaica. I am most thankful for the invaluable assistance these institutions have given me.


      Fairfield, Connecticut


      15 June 2009
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Why I Have

      Written This Book

    
      On the morning of September 11, 2001, I sat at my desk happily putting the finishing touches on the manuscript of the second edition of Approaches to Auschwitz, which I coauthored with Professor John K. Roth of California’s Claremont-McKenna College.1 I began that morning with an enormous sense of satisfaction that I was finally completing my share of a very arduous task. At the time, I had devoted the better part of a career of half a century to research, writing, and lecturing on the Holocaust and the terrible phenomenon of genocide.


      At about 8:45 A.M., I turned on the TV for the morning news and learned that American Airlines Flight 11 had just crashed into the 110-story North Tower of New York’s World Trade Center (WTC). I understood immediately that the crash was no accident. On February 26, 1993, Ramzi Yousef, an Islamic terrorist, had detonated a car bomb under the same tower with the intention of toppling it into the South Tower, collapsing both towers and hoping to kill the 250,000 people at work in the structures. Yousef and his accomplices meant to commit mass murder in the heart of New York. They failed to bring down the towers, but six people were killed and 1,042 injured in the attempt.2 As I watched in horror, I knew that Islamic extremists, whom I shall henceforth identify as Islamists, had finally succeeded. My horror was intensified, if that were possible, when I watched United Airlines Flight 175 crash into the twin South Tower. Minutes later, I learned that yet another plane had crashed into the Pentagon, and that United Airlines Flight 93 crashed into a field in Somerset County, Pennsylvania, failing to reach its target, which was apparently either the White House or the U.S. Capitol.


      Within the space of little more than an hour, the United States had experienced the most devastating attack on its homeland in its entire history. The iconic structures of American financial and military power had been successfully assaulted and only the selfless bravery of the doomed passengers on United Airlines Flight 93 prevented a similar strike on the center of American political power.


      Apart from sheer horror, my immediate reaction was to ask myself whether our book on the Holocaust had instantly become an exercise in futility. Without delay, I sent John Roth an e-mail message saying that, as important as was the Holocaust, it happened sixty years ago and we were facing a very real present danger. I told him that henceforth my efforts were less likely to be focused on the Holocaust than on the threat of radical Islam. John was supportive in his reply, but insisted that both were equally important.3 He was, of course, correct. As is evident from much of the material in this book, there is more than a little affinity between National Socialism and Islamic extremism. As partners in World War II, both sought the utter destruction of the Jewish people, a project Islamists have never abandoned. As is evident from a multitude of hateful sermons, media propaganda, and street demonstrations (all too many of which are available on the Internet), today’s Islamists have recycled some of National Socialism’s most vicious anti-Semitic propaganda while peddling the obscene canard that the Israelis are latter-day Nazis.


      In 1952, my senior year as a student at the Jewish Theological Seminary of America, I was accepted for admission to Harvard Divinity School. The Holocaust had cast a very long shadow over my decision to continue graduate studies at an historically Protestant institution. The Holocaust had taken place in Christian Europe and was not without the support of important segments of European Christendom. I wanted to understand the history and the present status of the complicated and ambivalent relationship between Judaism and Christianity and Harvard Divinity School seemed like a good place to start.


      The focus of my studies there was overwhelmingly Eurocentric. My most memorable experience was Paul Johannes Tillich’s course on classical German philosophy.4 The son of a Lutheran pastor with a doctorate from the University of Breslau (now Wroclaw, Poland), Tillich served as a chaplain in the German army during the First World War. In the years immediately before Adolf Hitler’s coming to power, Tillich, then a professor at the University of Frankfurt, expressed his strong opposition to National Socialism in speeches and lectures. As soon as the Nazis took over, they dismissed him and he joined the faculty of New York’s Union Theological Seminary. Tillich’s course did more to enlarge my understanding of European Christian culture than any other course I took at Harvard.


      One of the requirements of my degree program was to take a year’s work in a religious tradition other than Judaism or Christianity. In the academic year 1953–1954, I took a course on Islamic origins followed by a course on the history of Muslim faith. At the time, Islam seemed to be a remote curiosity that I was required to study. I certainly did not carry away from those courses the idea that any version of Islam could constitute a deadly threat to my people, my country, and my civilization. That would come later.


      Unfortunately, neither I nor the overwhelming majority of Harvard students of the period had the slightest inkling of the writings of such Islamist thinkers as Hassan al-Banna (1906–1949), Sayyid Qutb (1906–1966), and Syed Abu a‘la Mawdudi (1903–1979). Uncompromising enemies of Western civilization, their quest for universal Muslim domination shaped the worldview of the perpetrators of 9/11 and may affect the lives and destiny of every man, woman, and child in the twenty-first century.


      Ten days after 9/11, President George W. Bush addressed a joint session of the U.S. Congress, in which he sought to make a distinction between the perpetrators of 9/11 and the peace-loving Islamic mainstream. The president declared:


      I also want to speak tonight directly to Muslims throughout the world. We respect your faith. … Its teachings are good and peaceful. And those who commit evil in the name of Allah blaspheme the name of Allah. The terrorists are traitors to their own faith, trying in effect to hijack Islam itself.5


      Undoubtedly, in a moment of unprecedented national crisis, the president’s first responsibility was to calm a potentially explosive interreligious situation. Nevertheless, in retrospect one can ask whether his statements or the somewhat similar sentiments expressed by President Barack Obama in Cairo on June 4, 2009, were accurate. In reality, Islamist enmity toward the infidel West, such as was manifest on 9/11, is not a consequence of a small, unrepresentative group “hijacking” a religion whose “teachings are good and peaceful.” On the contrary, the kind of Islamist hostility that drove Islamist terrorists to act on 9/11 and all too many other occasions is deeply rooted in centuries of Islamic tradition. As Professor Mary Habeck has observed concerning Qutb, al-Banna, and Mawdudi, the spiritual mentors of contemporary radical Islam: “None of these theorists could have had any impact in the Islamic world if their arguments had not found some sort of resonance in the religion of Islam.”6


      My first hint that a version of Islam might constitute an irreconcilable menace came in the aftermath of the Six-Day War of 1967. As that war approached, my wife Betty and I feared that the Arabs would be able to make good on their promise to drive the Jews into the sea. Ahmed Shukairy, the Palestine Liberation Organization’s first leader, predicted Israel’s “complete destruction” in the coming war while Hafaz al-Asad of Syria promised to “destroy the Zionist presence in the Arab homeland.”7


      Within a week Israeli forces had swept to the Suez Canal, occupied all of the West Bank, and had taken Quneitra on the Golan Heights, about forty miles from Damascus. Betty and I were determined to visit Israel as soon as possible. We arrived close to Tisha b’Ab, the midsummer fast day that commemorates the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple by the Babylonians in 586 B.C.E. and the Romans in 70 C.E. For the first time since the Bar Kokhba revolt of 132–136 C.E., the Temple precincts were in sovereign Jewish hands. When we arrived in Jerusalem, all the hotels in Jewish West Jerusalem were fully booked. Jews from all over Israel had come up to Jerusalem and were turning the traditional day of mourning into a day of rejoicing. We were advised to stay at the National Palace Hotel in Arab East Jerusalem. The hotel management was clearly in a state of shock. We were apparently their first Jewish guests. While they treated us courteously, they were understandably not happy about the circumstances that had brought us to them.


      The morning after our arrival we decided to explore the Old City of Jerusalem which had been barred to Jews from 1947 to 1967. As we entered by the Damascus Gate, a thin, physically fit Arab in his early twenties offered his services as a guide. It was quickly apparent that he thought we were Christian. We had entered the Old City from the Arab side and, with her blue eyes and reddish-blonde hair, Betty had often been taken to be Christian. Betty and I silently came to the same conclusion: We were eager to hear his opinions, not our own. For an hour and a half we listened to a hateful tirade against Jews and Israel. He made no secret about his determination to do anything he could to reverse the Arab defeat.


      When the tour was over, I paid him and said, “I want you to know that we are Jewish.”


      He was surprised but then said, “You people have long memories. What makes you think that ours are any shorter?”


      “We don’t.”


      He was young, energetic, obviously intelligent. His English was excellent. It was all too obvious that he would never agree to peace with Israel under any circumstance. I had no doubt that there were very many more like him. Israel had won a battle, but with young men like that as enemies, it had not won the war. Moreover, I could see no material advantage peace with Israel might bring that would persuade him to work toward it.


      Even after that encounter, I still believed that the Arab-Israeli conflict was primarily a dispute over territory that might with time, patience, and compromise be amenable to a viable solution both sides could live with. That appears to be the position of those who favor the so-called “two state solution” of two peoples “living side-by-side in peace and security” but who ignore the “Roadmap,” a step-by-step blueprint adopted in 2003 by Israel, the Palestinian Authority, and the “Quartet” (the United States, the European Union, the UN, and Russia).8 Among the obligations the Palestinian Authority agreed to, but never implemented, as indispensable conditions for statehood were “an unequivocal end to violence, terrorism, and incitement” against Israel.9 The fatal flaw of those who seek a two-state solution while downplaying the Roadmap lies in the fact that a critical mass of Muslims define the struggle against Israel as a defensive jihad “against the infidels who raid the abode of Islam.”10 Put differently, such Muslims believe they are under an unconditional religious obligation to expel the Jews who, they believe, have forcibly taken possession of a portion of the abode of Islam.


      Over the years, I met and came to know a number of Muslim religious leaders regarded as “moderate” who were willing to enter into dialogue with Jews and Christians at interreligious conferences.11 In no case did I ever meet one who did not look forward to the eventual demise of the State of Israel and the reincorporation of its territory into dar-al-Islam, the abode of Islam. I am especially mindful of my encounters with two distinguished Muslim authorities, Professor Ismail al-Faruqi (1921–1986) and Sheikh M. A. Zaki Badawi (1922–2006). Professor al-Faruqi taught for many years at Temple University and made the claim that “Islam offers a perfect solution to the Jewish problem which has beset the Jews and the West for two millennia.” Elaborating on that “solution,” he described the conditions under which Jews would be permitted to live as an “ummah community,” that is, a religio-national community, under Muslim domination:


      [Islam] requires the Jews to set up their own rabbinic courts and put its whole executive power at its disposal. The shariah (sic), the law of Islam, demands of all Jews to submit themselves to the precepts of Jewish law as interpreted by the rabbinic courts, and treats defiance or contempt of the rabbinic court as rebellion against the Islamic state itself, on a par with like action on the part of a Muslim vis-à-vis the Islamic court.12


      What al-Faruqi failed to specify was that under such a regime Jews would be dhimmis, a humiliated subject people. Moreover, such a community would have no place for Reform, Conservative, or secular Jews. Any rejection of Orthodox Jewish authority would make a person liable to the same punishment as a Muslim in rebellion against shari‘a. Put differently, the penalty for noncompliance with rabbinic courts under the conditions of dhimmitude offered by al-Faruqi as a “solution” would be death inflicted not by Jewish but by Muslim authorities. As we shall see, al-Faruqi’s proposal is both moderate and humane in comparison with the “solutions” offered by more radical Muslim leaders.


      Sheikh M. A. Zaki Badawi was a graduate of al-Azhar University in Cairo with a doctorate in Modern Muslim Thought from the University of London. He served as the principal of London’s Muslim College. In its obituary, the Guardian newspaper called him “Britain’s most influential Muslim.”13 He was also an Honorary Knight Commander of the Order of the British Empire. For a number of years, mostly in the 1990s, Betty and I attended international conferences at which he was also present. We were impressed with his urbanity, sophistication, and broad knowledge of world affairs. Normally, we sat with him and his wife at dinner, as we often did with Professor al-Faruqi. One evening, Zaki Badawi interrupted our train of conversation by unexpectedly bringing up the subject of Israel. “They’ll really have to go, you know,” he informed me. His wife, an English convert to Islam, added, “Like the Crusades.” There was no point in arguing with him. Other Muslim scholars had told me the same thing, but none had his standing or authority.


      Occasionally, I would ask my Muslim colleagues in dialogue, “Where would the Israelis go?” Inevitably, I would receive a formulaic response: “Back where they came from.” While some Western countries might accept a few especially talented Jews, if they survived a Muslim onslaught, the vast majority would find no haven anywhere. Moreover, because of the incessant demonization of Israel in left-wing, pro-Arab propaganda, whatever fate befell the Israelis would be reckoned as no more than what they deserve as colonialists and imperialists, if not latter-day Nazis. We discuss that defamation and its genocidal potentiality in the following chapters.


      Zaki Badawi and the Muslim scholars who wanted to send the Jews back where they came from were not entirely forthcoming. They were highly intelligent, well-informed men who could as easily draw the lines between the dots as could I. They knew that a defeat of Israel’s Jews would result in their extermination, but they had no intention of spelling it out, at least in a Western language if not in Arabic. This was especially true of Zaki Badawi because of his position in Great Britain. In his time, on those ceremonial occasions at which Britain’s leading figures in religion appeared together, Zaki Badawi was the Muslim representative who appeared with the Archbishop of Canterbury Rowan Williams and the Chief Rabbi Sir Jonathan Sachs. Zaki Badawi was too skilled a diplomat publicly to advocate a position on the Middle East with long-term genocidal consequences.14 By the time I came to know him, I had no doubt that the Arab-Israeli conflict was as much a religious as a political conflict with a genocidal outcome should the Muslims prove victorious.


      Moreover, there have always been influential opinion makers and government leaders in the United States and Europe for whom the establishment of the State of Israel was an historic mistake and who would welcome Israel’s demise as the real solution to the problems of peace and stability in the Middle East.


      Evidently, when he served as prime minister, Ariel Sharon saw this as a potential danger. On October 11, 2001, one month after 9/11, he warned that the United States risked appeasing Arab nations the way European democracies appeased Hitler on the eve of World War II and with the same result. When Sharon introduced the memory of Neville Chamberlain and the Munich agreement of 1938 into the peace process, there were very few Western officials who openly advocated an end to the State of Israel. Nevertheless, he was apprehensive that some high officials were advocating a “solution” that would ultimately have the same result.


      Diplomats and political leaders usually express their views with a measure of finesse, but not always. For example, speaking to an audience in Alexandria, Egypt, in May 2004, Michel Rocard, France’s Socialist prime minister from 1988 to 1991, called the establishment of Israel “an historic mistake” and described that nation as a “unique and abnormal … entity that continues to pose a threat to its neighbors until today.”15


      Similarly, shortly after 9/11 the late Daniel Bernard, ambassador of France to the United Kingdom, declared at a private London gathering, that the current troubles in the world were all because of “that shitty little country Israel.”16 The ambassador asked, “Why should the world be in danger of World War Three because of those people?”


      What is seldom discussed publicly by the Western elites who see Israel’s demise as the solution to the problems of the Middle East is the likely fate of Israel’s Jews were the Muslims ever to achieve that objective. One reason for the reticence may be a pervasive amnesia concerning why so many Jews came to Israel in the first place. Starting in the 1880s, there was a direct correlation between the rise of European anti-Semitism and the decision of so many Jews to uproot themselves and migrate to Palestine.


      When the war ended in May 1945, all of Europe had become a charnel house for the Jewish survivors. Unwelcome in the countries of their birth, an estimated 250,000 found shelter under miserable conditions in displaced persons camps in Germany, Austria, and Italy. Their number was augmented by Eastern European survivors who, when they attempted to return to their homes, often found that they were returning to deadly pogroms.17 Apart from all national and religious sentiments, the Yishuv, the Jewish settlement in Palestine, was the only community that unconditionally welcomed the majority of both the survivors of the Holocaust and the Jews from Arab lands who were forcibly expelled by government action and mob violence in the post–World War II years.18


      For many Jews, the Holocaust, the expulsion of approximately nine hundred thousand Jews from Arab lands, and the return of the Holocaust survivors to Palestine exemplified a fundamental theme in Jewish religious experience, exile (galut) and return. Certainly, the Shoah demonstrated the most extreme perils of galut; return to the Land of Israel represented fulfillment of the dream of the end to exile. Unfortunately, return from exile could only be achieved by a war that involved a new exile, the flight of hundreds of thousands of Arabs from the land in which some, but by no means all, of their ancestors had been domiciled for centuries. Not without reason, the Arabs called their defeat in 1948 al-Naqba, the catastrophe.


      Regrettably, I am enough of a student of history to know that civilizations often have their beginnings in military combat. In the era of St. Augustine (354–430 C.E.) and St. Ambrose (340–397 C.E.), for example, North Africa, Rome, and Milan were part of one unified, Roman-

      Christian world known as Romania.19 With the Umayyad conquest of North Africa in the seventh century, that world was split apart by the success of Islamic arms. Similarly, without the reconquista Christian civilization would never have been reconstituted in Spain.


      Undeniably, Palestine’s defeated Arabs had real grievances, but all too many of their leaders offered the Jews who had settled in the Land of Israel only the choice of expulsion or extermination. We see this in the Covenant of the Islamic Resistance Movement, known by its acronym Hamas, a document all too often ignored by political leaders who contend that the inclusion of Hamas in the so-called peace process is indispensable.20 As we read in the chapter on “The Fruits of Rage” in this work, the covenant clearly and unambiguously states that Hamas’s long-term objective, the destruction of the State of Israel and the extermination of its people, is grounded in an unconditional religious imperative regarded as binding on all Muslims. Unfortunately, there are high-ranking proponents of the so-called peace process within the governments of the European Union and the United States who argue that with the proper inducements Hamas can either be persuaded to change its position on peace with Israel or can join a Palestinian government led by Mahmoud Abbas, president of the Palestine Authority. Such a government, they claim, could credibly forswear terrorism and provide the basis of “two nations living side-by-side in peace and security.”


      I have never forgotten the following scene in Eli Wiesel’s memoir Night:


      My neighbor, the faceless one, said:


      “Don’t let yourself be fooled with illusions. Hitler has made it very clear that he will annihilate all the Jews before the clock strikes twelve, before they can hear the last stroke.”


      I burst out:


      “What does it matter to you? Do we have to regard Hitler as a prophet?”


      “I’ve got more faith in Hitler than in anyone else. He’s the only one who’s kept his promises, all of his promises, to the Jewish people.”21


      Hitler kept his promise until the total collapse of the Third Reich. Today, there are leaders throughout the Islamic world who are once again making the same promise. There are also those in the West who ignore the renewed expression of those promises and are urging Israel to come to terms with the very people who pledge publicly and unconditionally to destroy them. For Israel to follow such counsel would be suicidal. If the Holocaust has any meaning for Jews it is that they must believe those who promise to destroy them especially when they actively seek, as does Iran, the weapons with which to do so. They at least are telling the truth and intend to keep their promise if they can.


      The Gaza war of 2009 gave Israel yet another taste of what to expect from the United Nations and the so-called international community if it agrees, as many are urging them, to a two-state solution without the safeguards spelled out in the Roadmap. Without those safeguards, sooner or later Israel would find that its people are subjected to rocket attacks and other forms of aggression coming from groups within the newly independent Palestinian state. In divided Jerusalem rockets could be launched from Arab neighborhoods a few blocks from their Jewish counterparts. Palestinian authorities would, of course, deny that they are responsible, but the rockets would continue sometimes sporadically, sometimes rapidly. If Gaza is the model, the Israeli government would try to refrain from retaliation until its own population had enough and demanded action. When the effort to put an end to the attacks finally comes, the provocations would once again be ignored by the so-called international community and Israel would be subject again to virulent demonization not only from angry Muslims but from the media and left-wing academic circles throughout much of the Western world. As we note in this book, during the Gaza war of 2009 there were calls for another Holocaust and the restarting of the gas chambers in the street demonstrations in many of the cities of the Western world, as well as in sermons, cartoons, and other propaganda especially in the Arab media. Ironically, a dishonest peace would be worse than honest recognition that the conflict cannot be resolved under present circumstances.


      Having spent most of my career writing and teaching about the Holocaust, I now find myself once again confronted by sworn enemies of the United States and Israel who have promised to exterminate my people. With knowledge gained over many decades, I feel I have no option but to take these people at their word.


      That is why I have written this book.
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      The Domain of Islam

      and the Domain of War

    


    
      No Islamic concept deserves more scrutiny than that of jihad for, as formulated by Muslim jurists on the basis of the Qur’an and the hadiths,1 the concept is fundamental to the relationship between Muslims and non-Muslims. Insofar as jihad is fundamental to that relationship, it is our purpose to explore its possible connection with genocide.


      The basic meaning of jihad is “to exert oneself.”2 That concept rests in turn upon a religiously legitimated worldview in which the world is divided into two irreconcilable realms, dar-al-Islam (literally, “the house of submission,” i.e., submission to God), the realm of Muslim dominance where theoretically justice and peace are said to prevail, and dar-al-Harb (“the house of war”), the rest of the world, which is characterized by heedlessness, disorder, internal strife, and unbelief.


      According to Bassam Tibi, an internationally recognized authority on Islam, it is not possible to reconstruct a single Islamic ethic of war and peace from the Qur’an. Nevertheless, Tibi maintains that the dichotomous division of dar-al-Islam and dar-al-Harb is the basis for all Islamic concepts of war and peace.3 For strict Muslims, there can be no neutral domain that is neither dar-al-Islam nor dar-al-Harb.4 Since dar-al-Harb constitutes ipso facto a challenge, if not a threat, to Islam understood as the only true religion, Muslims are under an unconditional obligation to undertake jihad against its inhabitants.5


      Nevertheless, jihad does not necessarily involve military effort. It may take the form of nonmilitary activity. One of the most frequently cited traditions ascribes such a nonviolent meaning to .jihad:


      A number of fighters came to the Messenger of Allah [Muhammad] and he said: “You have done well in coming from the ‘lesser jihad’ to the ‘greater jihad.’”


      They said. “What is the ‘greater jihad’”? He said, “For the servant [of God] to fight his passions.”6


      The argument that self-mastery is the “greater jihad” has often been used for apologetic purposes. One of the most spectacular may have been an address, originally titled “My American Jihad,” that was delivered at Harvard’s 2002 commencement by Zayed Yasin, past president of the Harvard Islamic Society and a member of the senior class.7 When queried by CNN concerning his choice of topic, Yasin responded that he wanted “to talk about jihad . . . as a moral and a personal struggle to do the right thing.”8 In so characterizing jihad, Yasin was not saying anything with which some very well-known Western scholars such as John Esposito would take issue.9 By contrast, in 2003 the Islamic Affairs Department of the Royal Embassy of Saudi Arabia, in Washington, issued the following exhortation on jihad on its website:


      Muslims are required to raise the banner of jihad in order to make the Word of Allah supreme in this world, to remove all forms of injustice and oppression, and to defend the Muslims. If Muslims do not take up the sword, the evil tyrants of this earth will be able to continue oppressing the weak and [the] helpless.10


      The authoritative Encyclopedia of Islam, new edition, also stresses the military aspect of jihad: “In law, according to general doctrine and in historical tradition, the jihad consists of military action with the object of the expansion of Islam and, if need be, its defense.”11 In his book-length study of jihad, David Cook of Rice University concurs with these views and dismisses the apologetic interpretation of jihad typified by Esposito as “bathetic and laughable.” According to Cook,


      In all the literature concerning jihad—whether militant or internal jihad—the fundamental idea is to disconnect oneself from the world, to die to the world, whether bodily (as in battle) or spiritually (as in the internal jihad) . . . aggressive conquest-came first, and then additional meanings became attached to the term.12


      That jihad need not necessarily entail overt military action is also evident in the fact that there is another Qur’anic term, qital, used to signify military action to compel nonbelievers to convert to Islam or “come under its sway as a protected people.”13 From the perspective of classical Islam, jihad does not necessarily connote sanctified military action but rather an essentially peaceful undertaking for the sake of God-fearing humanity. Before military action can be undertaken, it must be preceded by da’wa, that is, the calling of the unbeliever to accept the relationship with God signified by submission to dar al-Islam.14 As a last resort, when nonbelievers resist that call, as do believing Christians and Jews, jihad can take the form of qital, and is then regarded as a righteous action against infidels who hinder the spread of Islam. Moreover, however perceived by non-Muslims faithful to their own traditions, Muslims never regard jihad as gratuitous aggression but as an effort to spread the one true religion through the expansion of dar al-Islam which is identical with dar-al-Salam, the abode of peace. (As a practical matter, Muslims are hardly likely to use force when the power equation weighs against them.)15


      In spite of the obligation to expand the domain of Islam by whatever means necessary, some Muslims and sympathetic non-Muslims today claim that Islam is fundamentally a “religion of peace,” a view expressed by former president George W. Bush on the occasion of his visit to the Washington Islamic Center shortly after September 11, 2001, and on other occasions since.16 As implausible as this may appear to most non-Muslims, it is consistent with the way Islam has been traditionally understood, but, as Bassam Tibi observes, at least among Islamic radicals, “peace” can have a very distinct meaning:


      Islamist totalitarianism promotes Islam in a self-congratulatory manner as a religion for peace, but this is a model for peace that is dependent on the extension of Hakimiyyat Allah [Allah’s rule] over the whole of humanity. The clear implication of this view is that there can be no world peace without the global domination of Islam (emphasis added).17


      A similar view is expressed by Majid Khadduri (1909–2007), formerly of Johns Hopkins University: “Thus jihad may be regarded as Islam’s instrument for carrying out its ultimate objective by turning all peoples into believers.”18


      As we shall see, there is much reason to take seriously Tibi’s comments about Islamic totalitarianism’s aspirations to global dominance. Since Muslims believe that enduring peace and civic harmony can only be achieved by unconditional obedience to Allah, the project of spreading knowledge of Islam and calling upon non-Muslims to submit to conversion (da’wa) is seen as an invitation to join in the creation of a universal order of peace, justice, and harmony under Allah. When, however, nonbelievers decline that call, they are not regarded as being faithful to their own traditions but rejecting the sovereignty of Allah and his God-centered world order. Hence, at least theoretically, Muslims are obliged to wage war until the unbelievers either become Muslim or acknowledge Islam’s supremacy and accept “protected” status within the Islamic world as a religious minority, or dhimmis. In the final analysis, however, as Majid Khadduri has stated, Muslims believe that universal world peace under Allah requires the conversion or submission of all of humanity to Islam.19


      Until that felicitous condition is achieved, Muslims are, at least theoretically, always in a state of war—some would call it conflict or tension—of varying degrees of intensity with non-Muslims who remain true to their own traditions and reject the call to Islam. Faced with a more powerful adversary, Muslims may negotiate a hudna (truce) of limited duration but not a permanent cessation of the effort to spread Islam. Moreover, traditional Muslims hold that non-Muslims have only themselves to blame if they refuse the call to Islam and Muslims are compelled forcibly to bring about their submission. Such measures are not considered harb or war but fatuha or the “opening” of unbelievers to the world of Islam.20


      Given that framework, it is possible for Muslims to regard any war waged for the expansion of Islam as morally justified whereas wars waged against Muslims are by their very nature unjust. In fairness, it must be stated that non-radical Muslims moderate that view, often citing the verse, “You shall not kill—for that is forbidden—except for a just cause.” (Qur’an, 6.151) The problem arises in defining “a just cause.” As we have seen, qital against anyone who resists the call to Islam is considered both justified and mandatory.


      Insofar as war has moral constraints in Islam, it is in the way war is conducted. According to Tibi, “Any war against unbelievers, whatever its immediate ground, is morally justified.” Nevertheless, Tibi adds that this condition can be interpreted to mean “war as a permanent condition between Muslims and non-believers” does not necessarily involve active aggression.21 For example, theoretically women, children, and the elderly cannot be targeted in war unless they themselves are seen as actively resisting the call to Islam. Certainly, all Israelis and arguably most, if not all, diaspora Jews would, by their support of the State of Israel, fall under that category. In extreme situations, shari’a, the corpus of Islamic jurisprudence, stipulates that “necessity overrides the forbidden” and the definition of what constitutes “necessity” is conveniently vague.22 Additionally, while Muslim tradition excludes the targeting of women, children, and the elderly, it does not exclude their sale as slaves, nor does it exclude the slaughter of male members of a hostile or resisting community. More often than not, such slaughter has the effect of destroying the defeated community since enslaved women and children, bereft of male protectors, are at the mercy of their Muslim conquerors and slave masters.23 As the empire of Islam expanded, the slaughter of the men and the enslavement of women and children of a defeated tribe or city became a common practice.24 When practiced wholesale, the result could be considered a form of ethnic cleansing or cultural genocide.


      In the slaughter of the men of the Jewish tribe of Banu Qurayzah, the principal Jewish tribe in Medina, and the enslavement of the tribe’s women and children at Medina in 627 C.E., Muhammad himself became Islam’s paradigmatic role model for the permissible practice of wholesale murder and enslavement of those who actively oppose the spread of Islam.25 During the unsuccessful siege of Medina by the pagan Meccans, the Banu Qurayzah schemed with Muhammad’s Meccan opponents. Although the negotiations came to naught, Muhammad seems to have regarded the Banu Qurayzah as having violated their treaty with him. After an armed conflict, the tribe surrendered unconditionally. Its fate was decided upon by Sa’d ibn Mu’a¯dh, a judge handpicked by Muhammad, who decreed that all the men should be put to death and the women and children sold as slaves. The next day the Prophet ordered between six hundred and nine hundred men led to the Market of Medina.26 Trenches were dug and the men decapitated in the Prophet’s presence. Muhammad chose one of the better-looking Qurayzah women for himself. Not surprisingly, she saw the light and converted to Islam. The ownerless property was divided as spoils of war among Muhammad’s followers.


      According to the Scottish scholar W. Montgomery Watt (1909–2006), apart from conspiring with the enemy, there were “deep underlying reasons” for the executions: Jewish “verbal criticisms of Qur’anic revelation” were seen as attempts “to undermine the foundation of the whole Islamic community.”27 Watt comments on the event:


      It has to be remembered that . . . in the Arabia of that day when tribes were at war with one another or simply had no agreement, they had no obligations towards one another, not even of what we would call common decency. The enemy and the complete stranger had no rights whatsoever. When men refrained from killing and being cruel, it was not from any sense of duty towards a fellow-man but out of fear of retaliation by the next-of-kin (emphasis added).28


      Implicit in Watt’s “explanation” is the judgment that such practices no longer have any currency among Muslims. At least among contemporary Islamists, that is by no means the case. Sayyid Qutb (1906–1966) and radical Islamists such as Osama bin Laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri, and their followers take the behavior of Muhammad and his Rightly Guided Companions as the paradigmatic role models for the vanguard that is to overcome ja¯hiliyya, defined by Qutb as the “state of ignorance of the guidance of God,” and restore the sovereignty of Allah to humanity.29 Far from being ancient history, the massacre of the Banu Qurayzah helps to define the permissible in jihad for contemporary radical Islamists.


      The Muslims who participated in the slaughter of the Banu Qurayzah demonstrated that their allegiance to Islam “came before all other alliances and attachments.” Insofar as radical monotheism entails a rejection of ancestral Gods, ipso facto it creates a new community and new values.30 Islam was such a new community, arguably the most revolutionary in all of human history. The rapid spread and durability of Islam over more than thirteen centuries among so great a variety of peoples and cultures led to reflections on and authoritative interpretations of what God required of both the individual and the community. The multiplicity of situations in which Muslims have confronted non-Muslims is one of the reasons why Bassam Tibi claims that it is not possible to reconstruct a single Islamic ethic of war and peace from the Qur’an. And, while certain elements of that ethic have remained constant, such as the distinction of dar-al-Islam and dar-al-Harb, depending on time, place, circumstance, and interpreter, a fairly wide variety of interpretations have developed over time.31


      The Influence of Sayyid Qutb


      In view of the fundamental concern of this book, the genocidal potentialities of jihad, we would do well to examine, however briefly, the interpretation of the ethic of war and peace of Sayyid Qutb, one of the twentieth century’s most influential Muslim thinkers. 32 Qutb was born and received his early education in a village of the Asyu¯t District (Markat Asyu¯t), some 235 miles by rail south of Cairo, Egypt. 33 In spite of the fact that his parents sent him to a modern primary school rather than a traditional Qur’anic school, he memorized the entire Qur’an at an early age. At thirteen, he was sent to his maternal uncle in Cairo to continue his education. He was a student at Dar al-Ulam College from 1929 to 1933 where he was exposed to modern Egyptian and Western intellectual trends and literature.34 Upon graduation, he was appointed an inspector of the Ministry of Public Instruction.35


      Initially impressed with Western secular culture, Qutb came to reject it as corrupt, barbaric, and hopelessly immoral. He first achieved a reputation as a poet, and then became prominent as a literary critic.36 In 1949 the Ministry of Public Information gave him a two-year scholarship to study American educational administration during which time he spent several months at Colorado State Teachers College in Greeley, Colorado, now the University of Northern Colorado. Greeley was a conservative town, but there was little, if anything, about it or America that Qutb did not hold in contempt.37 Predominantly white Protestant, Greeley was not the sort of town in which a sensitive, well-educated, dark-skinned Egyptian could feel at home in the immediate post–World War II years. He especially resented what he took to be American support of the new State of Israel in 1948. His American experience reinforced his conviction that anthropocentric, cultural modernity had been the spiritual destroyer of the West and threatened to destroy the world of Islam as well.


      Returning to Egypt in the summer of 1951, he joined the Islamist Muslim Brotherhood and quickly assumed a leadership role. When in July 1952 a group of army officers, known as the Free Officers Movement, forced King Farouk to abdicate and took power, Qutb and the Brotherhood supported the new regime. Relations soon broke down when it became clear that the new government had no intention of establishing an Islamic state. The officers were Pan-Arab, secular nationalists and modernizers. As Emmanuel Sivan, professor of Islamic history at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, has pointed out:


      as long as most proponents of secular Arabism remained sufficiently vague in their formulations, and as long as the overriding goal was to chase out the British and French colonial rulers, the [Islamist] MB [Muslim Brotherhood] fitted well into the nationalist fold, its alliance with less religiously oriented nationalists cemented on the battlefields of Palestine and the Suez Canal.38


      For Islamists such as Qutb, the ummah consisted solely of the worldwide community of truly believing Muslims. Neither in Muhammad’s time nor today could there be any place for Christians within the world of Islam, save as dhimmis. Nevertheless, it is hardly surprising that many well-educated, Arabic-speaking Christians took leadership positions in the Arab nationalist movement:39 If being an Arab speaker native to the Arab Middle East constituted one’s primary identity and Christianity a secondary identity, then their second-class, dhimmi status would finally be overcome. In addition to sharing a common hatred of Jews and a genuine desire to expel the Israelis from Palestine, one must ask whether an important element in Christian Arab nationalism might have been the desire to overcome their inferior dhimmi status within the Muslim world. One is reminded of the attraction Bolshevism had for nonreligious Jews with its seductive, but ultimately deceptive, promise that proletarian membership rather that Jewish religion or ethnicity would determine their primary identity and permit them to escape from pariah status into the world of left-wing socialism.


      Although Arab Christians were partners with Muslims in the struggle against Israel, Islamists like Qutb considered their presence in the Arab nationalist movement “reason for alarm.”40 Unlike secular Arab nationalists, the Islamists sought to create an Islamic community governed by shari‘a. In such a community, Arab Christians were dhimmis and no dhimmi could have a position of leadership or authority, save within their own subordinate minority communities.


      There were other reasons for Islamist disenchantment with the secular, Free Officers’ movement. On October 1, 1954, President Gamal Abdul Nasser renewed a treaty with Britain permitting British troops to return to Egypt if Turkey or any Arab state were attacked.41 On October 26, 1954, Abd al-Latif, a Muslim Brother, attempted unsuccessfully to assassinate Nasser. As a leader of the Muslim Brotherhood, Qutb was suspected of complicity in the plot, arrested, brutally tortured, and sentenced to twenty-five years at hard labor, later reduced to fifteen because of his poor health.42


      The colonels who seized power did not hesitate to use extreme measures against their opponents.43 Horrified by the assassinations and the torture to which prisoners were subjected, Qutb became convinced that the guards and the torturers were not true Muslims nor could Nasser’s state be considered a Muslim state in anything but name.44


      Qutb used his ten prison years to write. His most influential book Milestones (Maalim fil-Tariq), also known as Signposts, was published in 1964 after having been circulated in the form of private letters to his brothers and sisters. The book was condemned as a heretical abomination by the ulema of Cairo’s al-Azhar University, Egypt’s senior religious establishment. Moreover, the more traditional members of the Muslim Brotherhood “considered it a simultaneously fascinating and repellent text.” Gilles Kepel, a French authority on radical Islam, rightly characterized the work as “the royal road to the Islamicist movement of the seventies.”45 Although banned by Egyptian authorities, the book became an international best seller and the most influential Islamist document of the twentieth century.


      Through the intervention of President Abd al-Salaam Arif of Iraq, Qutb was released from prison toward the end of 1964 but not for long. On August 30, 1965, Nasser announced that a “new Muslim Brotherhood conspiracy” had been uncovered. Considered the ringleader, Qutb was once again arrested, tortured, tried with two other Muslim Brothers, and hanged on August 29, 1966.46


      According to Mahfouz Azzam, Qutb’s lawyer at the trial, when sentence was pronounced, Qutb declared, “Thank God, I performed jihad for fifteen years until I earned this martyrdom.”47 As the date of his execution approached, Nasser realized that Qutb was more dangerous dead than alive. He dispatched Anwar Sadat to the prison to promise Qutb that if he appealed his sentence, Nasser would show mercy and would even offer him the post of minister of education, a post he had already been offered and turned down at the beginning of the regime. His sister, also a prisoner, pleaded with him to save himself for the sake of “the Islamic movement.” Qutb responded, “Write the words. My words will be stronger if they kill me.”48


      Like the English word “martyr,” which is of Greek derivation, the Arabic word “shaheed” means “witness” in the sense of bearing witness to one’s beliefs even at the cost of one’s life. Sayyid Qutb understood that there could be no stronger evidence of his religious and moral seriousness than his willingness to sacrifice his life for his beliefs. Whatever one may think of Sayyid Qutb’s views, there can be no doubt concerning the sincerity with which he held them or his personal incorruptibility. Qutb understood that his jihad consisted in setting forth his vision in his writings and leadership in the Muslim Brotherhood. His refusal to be bought off by Nasser and Sadat left no doubt of his uncompromising seriousness. It should also have left no doubt concerning how dangerous his ideas and his personal example could be.


      Qutb’s fully developed thought rests upon his doctrine of ja¯hiliyya, which he defines as the “state of ignorance of the guidance of God.”49 Gilles Kepel, William Shepard, an Australian scholar, and others see Qutb’s understanding of ja¯hiliyya as decisively influenced by his viciously brutal prison experience.50 The term itself occurs only four times in the Qur’an where it referred to the society of unbelief, ignorance, and barbarism that prevailed in the Arab world before the advent of and in opposition to Muhammad.51


      According to Qutb, ja¯hiliyya did not disappear with the coming of Islam. On the contrary, he insists that ja¯hiliyya is the fundamental characteristic of contemporary society and that it continues to prevail wherever and whenever Islam is either rejected or ignored.52 Ja¯hiliyya is the polar opposite of Islam which proclaims the absolute sovereignty of God. By contrast, ja¯hiliyya represents the pretensions to sovereignty of fallible human beings. Qutb holds that when men claim they can govern themselves unaided by divine guidance, they make gods of themselves and arrogate to themselves prerogatives that properly belong to God alone. For Qutb, democratic self-government is nothing other than ja¯hiliyya and constitutes a most profound rebellion against God’s rule.53 Moreover, contemporary ja¯hiliyya is far more sophisticated and duplicitous than older expressions of the attitude because it is capable of using science and technology to foster its objectives.54


      Qutb does not restrict his ascription of ja¯hiliyya to the non-Muslim world. His prison experience taught him that the states of the contemporary Islamic world are ensnared in ja¯hiliyya and hence are only nominally Muslim. For Qutb, such states are humanly created political entities and ipso facto in rebellion against God. He rejected as illegitimate not only Nasser’s Egypt but most, if not all, of the states of the Muslim world of his time. Only insofar as a political leader carries out the will of Allah, as expressed in the shari’a, can he claim genuine legitimacy. By thus defining political legitimacy, Qutb rejects all claims to legitimacy of the entire civilization of secular, democratic modernity.


      Nor did Qutb confine himself to abstract analysis. He was engaged in a multidimensional jihad to overcome ja¯hiliyya that called for practical and, sooner or later, violent action. He sought the restoration of the ideal Islamic community which, he argued, required a “vanguard of the umma” that would take as its model the original Qur’anic generation, “sweep away the influence of ja¯hiliyya from our souls” and withdraw from the larger, godless world as a first step in replicating the achievements of Muhammad and the “rightly guided caliphs,” his four successors.55 Qutb held that they were the proper model for the vanguard that would overcome ja¯hiliyya and restore God’s original covenant. He insisted that compromise is impossible between the world of ja¯hiliyya and the world of Islam:56


      Islam, then, is the only Divine way of life which brings out the noblest human belief characteristics, developing and using them for a human society. Islam has remained unique in this respect to this day. Those who deviate from this system . . . are truly enemies of mankind (emphasis added).57


      Note that all who “deviate” from Islam, defined by Qutb and his followers as the entire non-Muslim world, are without exception “enemies of mankind.” Moreover, true Muslims have therefore no choice but to take up jihad against the modern culture of ja¯hiliyya, as Muhammad did successfully in his time. As noted, the power of ja¯hiliyya has been strengthened in the modern world. The Enlightenment intensified the conflict between Islam and ja¯hiliyya by replacing the sovereignty of God with that of man. In the nineteenth century, “Karl Marx, a Jew, developed the philosophy of materialism, while in the political area an unholy alliance between Christian imperialism and Zionism was forged.”58 In “our modern time” this jahili alliance has become an aggressive force aiming at nothing less than the destruction of Islam altogether.59


      Qutb’s radically dichotomous division of the world into Islam and jahiliyya prevented him and those whom he influenced from having a realistic understanding of secularization, which has been defined as “the process by which sectors of society and culture are removed from the domination of religious institutions and symbols.”60 This is a far cry from Qutb’s belief that an active assault is being perpetrated against Islam or any other religion. Ideally, secularization fosters freedom of choice in matters religious. Such freedom is not absolute. Secular governments have placed limits on the public practice of some religious traditions. In September 2004, France, for example, banned the wearing of the hijab, the Islamic veil for females, and the display of other religious symbols in state schools. Free choice of religion is often constrained by familial, communal, and social bonds, but in a truly secular society the state can never act as the constraining agent.


      How different is Qutb’s view. For him, a truly Muslim state will actively determine Muslim moral and religious behavior with the severest penalties for deviance. Such a state will also determine the degree of toleration granted to dhimmis or “protected” non-Muslims. According to Qutb, the purpose of jihad is to establish “God’s authority” which secures “complete freedom for every man . . . by releasing him from servitude to other human beings so that he may serve his God.”61 True freedom for Qutb can exist only in a polity governed by shari’a. Qutb acknowledges the Prophet’s dictum that “There is no compulsion in religion” (Qur’an 2:256). He claims that after victory, “Islam gives the conquered people “complete freedom to accept or not to accept its beliefs.”62 We have noted elsewhere what Qutb’s “complete freedom” would mean for non-Orthodox Jews. There would be comparable constraints on Christian dhimmi communities.


      Given the viciousness of the military regimes that governed Egypt and Syria in Qutb’s time, one can understand how Qutb could imagine an Islamist regime as liberating, at least for believing Muslims. Nevertheless, those who read Bat Ye’or’s The Dhimmi or Andrew Bostom’s The Legacy of Jihad will get a starkly contrasting and more accurate picture of the “freedom” dhimmis would receive after submission to such an Islamic regime.63 The conditions endured by dhimmis ranged from the merely humiliating to outright rape, slavery, and murder, none of which carried any penalty for the Muslim perpetrators.


      Qutb’s description of the dhimmis’ “freedom” under Islam also ignores the role of forced conversions in bringing non-Muslims into the fold in spite of the assurance that there is “no compulsion in religion.” The fear induced by the conquering Muslim armies was often enough to persuade non-Muslims of the “truth” of Islam, especially when enemy men were slaughtered and women and children enslaved, as in the case of the Banu Qurayzah and in the twentieth century during the Armenian genocide.


      According to Qutb, jahiliyya will only be defeated by jihad which he understands in fundamentally religious rather than territorial terms. Rejecting the idea of the “defense of the homeland of Islam” as a valid basis for jihad, he wrote: “The soil of the homeland has in itself no value or weight, from the Islamic point of view.” The homeland is worthy of defense only when “on that soil God’s authority is established and God’s guidance is followed.”64 Territorial wars, such as those fought by European powers between 1815 and 1914, were limited in objective. As Qutb understands, in principle jihad can have no limits. He tells us that God “made Islam a universal message, ordained it as the religion for the whole of mankind . . . and made it to be a guide for all the inhabitants of this planet in all their affairs to the end of time.”65


      Hence, Qutb warns against the “naïve” assumption that “preaching and exposition” (da’wa) alone would suffice to persuade “the whole of humankind throughout the earth” to heed Islam’s call to “freedom.”66 While not denying that “preaching and exposition” have a role to play, he argues that the jahili world will place obstacles in the way and that committed Muslims will be compelled to remove them “by force.”67


      Qutb argues that just as the Muslim vanguard in Muhammad’s time took up arms against what they took to be jahili aggression, the contemporary Muslim “vanguard” must use force against modern ja¯hiliyya. According to William Shepard, Qutb’s idea of jihad is consistent with the following comment of [Abu ‘Ali] Mawdudi (1903–1979), one of the intellectual fathers of modern radical Islam:


      Islam is not the name of a mere “Religion”, nor is Muslim the title of a “Nation”. The truth is that Islam is a revolutionary ideology which seeks to alter the social order of the entire world and rebuild it in conformity with its own tenets and ideals. “Muslims” is the title of that “International Revolutionary Party” organized by Islam to carry out its revolutionary programme. “Jihad” refers to that revolutionary struggle and utmost exertion which the Islamic Nation/Party brings into play in order to achieve this objective (emphasis added).68


      Qutb also rejects the idea, current in some Muslim circles, that jihad is purely defensive, arguing that had not Islam employed aggressive force in the time Muhammad, Abu Bakr, ’Omar, and ’Uthman, it would never have achieved the widespread dominion that it did.69 As we shall see, this is a theme echoed by Osama bin Laden.


      There is some debate concerning whether Qutb was calling for outright revolutionary violence. Shepard reminds us that Qubt envisioned his revolution as falling in two stages, the first resembling the nonviolent Meccan stage of the Prophet’s mission, in which the power equation weighed against the new and fragile faith, and the second akin to the later Medinan stage, in which the reverse was true. In the modern version of the Medinan stage, Qutb would probably have advocated violent action. Shepard argues that Qutb saw the nonviolent, “Meccan” stage as relevant “in his time,” but not the later, violent Medinan stage. Qutb believed that the West’s technological and scientific advantage would last for several centuries. While Qutb considered resort to violence “premature,” Shepard believes that Qutb would resort to it “when the time came.”70


      When the opportunity arose, Qutb was convinced that the physical destruction of ja¯hiliyya would be the only solution.71 Moreover, he argued that total destruction would be “ethically justifiable” because ja¯hiliyya’s evil is ipso facto rebellion against God and aggression against those striving to create a world wholly obedient to His Will. Since jahili unbelievers seek to destroy Islam, such a destructive jihad is regarded by Qutb and other radical Islamists as purely defensive and entirely justifiable.


      Moreover, Qutb argues that only true Muslim believers partake of full humanity while unbelievers are in some sense subhuman.72 Hence, the destruction of infidels violates no ethical or moral principle. On the contrary, killing unbelievers, however implemented, is a positive gain for the restoration of the world to conformity with the Creator’s original intent. As Hansen and Kainz point out, in Qutb’s theological universe, the idea that there is something wrong with killing unbelievers rests upon the mistaken conviction that mortal life is to be positively valued. In reality, respect for life and fear of death are expressions of materialism and, as such, ja¯hiliyya. Hansen and Kainz conclude: “In sum, Qutb’s interpretation of the world contains all elements necessary to justify any kind of mass murder in the name of ‘faith’ (emphasis added).”73 Moreover, Qutb’s ascription of a paranthropoid identity to nonbelievers exactly parallels National Socialism’s characterization of those targeted for destruction as Untermenschen (subhumans). Denial of full humanity to such a group is a major step on the road to their guilt-free extermination.74


      In sum, Qutb’s fundamental view of the world is expressed in the following statement:


      There are two parties in all the world: the Party of Allah and the Party of Satan—the Party of Allah, which stands under the banner of Allah and bears his insignia, and the Party of Satan, which includes every community, group, race and individual that does not stand under the banner of Allah (emphasis added).75


      Ayman al-Zawahiri


      Ayman al-Zawahiri (b. 1951) was one of the founders of Egyptian Islamic Jihad and became second in command to Osama bin Laden when that group merged into al Qaeda in 2001. At fourteen, al-Zawahiri was already a member of the Muslim Brotherhood. At fifteen, he learned of the execution of Sayyid Qutb. During his high school years, he read Sayyid Qutb and Abu a’la Mawdudi.76 In his book, Knights under the Prophet’s Banner, al-Zawahiri acknowledged the movement’s indebtedness to Qutb. It was Qutb, al-Zawahiri claimed, whose call for faith in the oneness of God and submission to his absolute sovereignty (hakimiyya) “fanned the fire of Islamic revolution against the enemies of Islam at home and abroad.”77


      Al-Zawahiri responded to news of Qutb’s execution by helping to form a clandestine group dedicated to putting the thinker’s ideas into action.78 He was much affected by the stories his favorite uncle Mahfouz Azzam had told him about the torture Qutb endured while in prison and the purity of Qutb’s character. Azzam and Qutb had maintained a lifelong relationship. Qutb was Azzam’s third-grade Arabic teacher. In Qutb’s later years, Azzam was Qutb’s personal attorney, executor of his estate, and one of the last people to see him before his execution.79


      President Anwar Sadat was assassinated on October 6, 1981, by Lieutenant Khaled Istambouli, a committed Islamist. Seventeen days later al-Zawahiri was arrested and accused of attempting to overthrow the regime. He was absolved for lack of evidence but was sentenced to three years in prison for gun possession.80 Like Sayyid Qutb, he was brutally tortured while in prison and like Qutb he was radicalized by the experience which he described in the following passage:


      After Sadat’s assassination the torture started again, to write a new bloody chapter of the history of the Islamic movement in Egypt. The torture was brutal this time. Bones were broken, skin was removed, bodies were electrocuted and souls were killed. . . . They used to arrest women, make sexual assaults, call men with women’s names, withhold food and water and ban visits. And still this wheel is still turning until today . . . The Egyptian army turned its back toward Israel and directed its weapon against its people.81


      Al-Zawahiri’s account is consistent with what we learn from other sources including Qutb himself. Al-Zawahiri broke under torture and betrayed the hiding place of Essam al-Qamari, a military officer on active duty and one of al-Zawahiri’s closest friends.82 Lawrence Wright has commented aptly on the prison conditions described by al-Zawahiri:


      Human rights advocates in Cairo argue that torture created an appetite for revenge, first in Sayyid Qutb and later in his acolytes, including Ayman al-Zawahiri . . . Egypt’s prisons became a factory for producing militants whose need for retribution—they called it justice—was all consuming.83


      Qutb’s book Milestones served as the program of radical Islam in the last quarter of the twentieth century. Shortly after its 1964 publication, the scope and shock of Israel’s victory in the Six-Day War of 1967 contributed to the radicalization of the Arab world that tended to view historically significant events through the prism of religious interpretation. Coming less than a generation after al-Naqba, the “catastrophe” of the creation of the State of Israel, the speed and thoroughness of Israel’s 1967 military triumph constituted a major communal trauma. However, a small group of Islamists, led by Sheikh ‘Ali Abduh Isma’il, saw no difference between Israel and Nasser’s Egypt. They considered both to be infidel powers fighting each other out of materialist motives.84


      The letters of some Muslim Brotherhood prison inmates reflect this view. With Israel in mind, one inmate writes to his mother: “Can He [Allah] bestow his victory upon people who have been fighting Him, His religion, and His true believers . . .?” Between 1962 and 1967, Nasser had strong Soviet support in socialist Egypt’s war against traditionalist Yemen. His forces had the distinction of being the first Arab army to unleash a poison gas attack on fellow Muslims.85 Referring to that war, another inmate asks in a letter, “Can those who massacred Muslims in Yemen by napalm bombs and poison gas . . . and allied themselves with infidel Russia . . . have the upper hand?”86 Qutb’s writings thus appeared at a propitious moment. Egypt’s defeat by Israel in 1967 lent credibility to Qutb’s view that Arab states, such as Egypt, were in reality corrupt jahili entities, apostate states no better than the infidel states of the West.


      Initially, al-Zawahiri responded by working to defeat the “near enemy,” his own country, on the assumption that once the near enemy was overcome, the umma would rally and defeat “the far enemy,” the United States.87 Two years after his release from prison in 1984, al-Zawahiri, who was trained as a physician, made a third trip to Peshawar, then known as “global capital of radical Islamism” where he met Osama bin Laden (1957–) for the first time.88


      Osama bin Laden


      Like al-Zawahiri, Bin Laden was also strongly influenced by Qutb. Bin Laden joined the Muslim Brotherhood while a high school student in Jedda, Saudi Arabia.89 At the school, a young Syrian physical education teacher assembled an Islamic study group consisting of a few exceptional boys and slowly indoctrinated them in some of the ideas of violent jihad.90 New Yorker staff writer Steve Coll reports an interview some thirty years later with a member of the study group who prefers to remain anonymous for reasons of personal safety. Bin Laden’s former schoolmate told Coll that the Syrian would tell stories to the fourteen-year-old boys that were “mesmerizing.” He recalled one in particular that was about “a boy who had found God” and wanted to please Him. The father was not pleased and tried to hinder him by “pulling the [prayer] rug out from under him when he went to pray.” The Syrian explained that the father had a gun and described the steps the boy, whom he called “righteous” and “brave,” took to shoot his father. The Syrian concluded his story by telling the boys, “Lord be praised—Islam was released in that home!”91


      Although the teacher did not use Sayyid Qutb’s language, his logic was the same: No ties of familial obligation can impede the imperative of absolute obedience to what the Islamists held to be Allah’s will. From an Islamist perspective, by preventing his son from fulfilling his religious duty, the father had become an enemy of God and deserved death. Given the Islamist version of the doctrine of absolute divine sovereignty, a youthful parricide had been transformed into a saintly defender of the faith. The teacher was imparting to a group of impressionable fourteen-year-olds from elite Saudi families the idea that no human claim of loyalty, obligation, or mercy possesses any validity if it could be established that Allah’s sovereignty was in any way compromised. For example, as Lieutenant Khaled Istambouli, the radical Islamist who assassinated President Anwar Sadat, emptied his assault rifle into his victim’s body, he shouted “I have killed Pharaoh.” Although his decision to assassinate Sadat was partly a response to what he considered the unjust arrest of his brother Muhammad, Islambouli’s choice of words was apt. Pharaoh was considered an incarnation of the god Horus and at times Ra. As such, he represented the worst aspects of ja¯hiliyya, the substitution of the sovereignty of man for that of God. In effect, jihad as understood by radical Islamists was a license to kill any person the Islamists considered a jahili. We return to that issue below.


      In 1976 Osama bin Laden entered King Abdul Aziz University in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia. At the time, its faculty included many of Egypt’s most influential radical Islamists. After the 1954 attempt on Nasser’s life, there was an exodus of Egyptian educators to Saudi Arabia, many of whom were affiliated with the Muslim Brotherhood. However, by welcoming Nasser’s Islamist opponents, the kingdom helped to propagate Sayyid Qutb’s views at Saudi institutions.


      While Osama bin Laden was a student at the university, the school’s Egyptian personnel included Muhammad Qutb, Sayyid’s younger brother and disciple, and Abdullah Yusuf Azzam (1941–1989), called the “Lenin of international jihad.”92 Azzam is credited with having been a principal mentor of Osama bin Laden and having recruited between sixteen thousand and twenty thousand mujahideen (persons involved in jihad) from twenty countries for the war against the Soviet Union in Afghanistan before his assassination in 1989. He received his Ph.D. in 1973 from al-Azhar University in fiqh (Islamic Jurisprudence). This gave him the authority most other active jihadists could not match. While in Cairo, Azzam became a friend of Sayyid Qutb’s family and became acquainted with Ayman al-Zawahiri and other followers of Sayyid Qutb, as well as Sheikh Omar Abdul Rahman, the blind sheikh currently serving a life sentence in a maximum security federal prison for his role in planning the first bombing of the World Trade Center on February 2, 1993.


      A Palestinian, Azzam is considered a central figure in the worldwide development of the twentieth-century militant Islamist movement. He is credited with having transformed the movement both ideologically and militarily from a collection of distinct national movements into a globalized, pan-Islamic movement that recognizes no borders.93 His ideas were derived from Sayyid Qutb’s description of ja¯hiliyya as a threat to Islamic life everywhere: He wrote:


      Jihad must not be abandoned until Allah alone is worshipped. Jihad continues until Allah’s Word is raised high. Jihad until all the oppressed peoples are freed. Jihad to protect our dignity and restore our occupied lands. Jihad is the way of everlasting glory.94


      Azzam had little use for the claim that “the greater jihad” is the struggle for self-mastery. On the contrary, Azzam argued that the hadith on which that interpretation was based was a fabrication and that jihad’s primary meaning is physical combat against “injustice,” the existence of Israel being one of many examples. A representative example of his views on jihad as physical combat was delivered in a sermon videotaped at Brooklyn’s al-Farook Mosque in 1988: “Whenever jihad is mentioned in the holy book, it means the obligation to fight. It does not mean fight with the pen or to write books or articles in the press or to hold lectures.”95


      He also issued an important fatwa (an opinion on Islamic law issued by a recognized Islamic scholar) in which he held that jihad is obligatory on every Muslim individually and on the entire umma collectively. While not denying the central importance of Palestine, he argued that “we should begin with Afghanistan before Palestine.”96 In Afghanistan, the war that aimed to establish an Islamic state could properly be understood as a jihad whereas Yassir Arafat’s secular alliance of socialists, nationalists, Muslims, and Christians working to create a secular Palestinian state could hardly qualify.97


      After the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979, Azzam left Saudi Arabia to participate in the Afghan jihad. Settling first in Islamabad, he then moved to Peshawar where his family joined him in 1982. Together with Osama bin Laden, he established the Maktab al-Khidamat, also known as the Afghan Services Bureau, in Peshawar. Although the Maktab al-Khidamat claimed to be a travel agency for young people seeking to travel to Pakistan and central Asia, it was in reality a conduit for the vast sums the Saudis were making available to the Afghan resistance as well as a recruitment center for the worldwide inflow of young Muslims eager to fight in Afghanistan as mujahideen, or “holy warriors.” As the enterprise developed, it provided basic military training and medical care for the mujahideen. The organization was also the source out of which al Qaeda sprung.98


      As the Soviets began their withdrawal from Afghanistan, it was clear that Azzam disagreed with Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zawahiri on a number of critical issues. These included the future of jihad and tafkir (excommunication), i.e., who could legitimately be declared a heretic and by whom. Given Qutb’s argument that ja¯hiliyya and Islam cannot coexist and that nominally Muslim states are apostate, it followed that in such states both those who lead and those who follow are heretics. They recognize only human sovereignty. Hence, their lives are forfeit, at least in principle.


      Azzam rejected that position. In his book The Defense of Muslim Lands, he asks rhetorically whether a loyal Muslim can “fight alongside Muslims that are below acceptable levels of Islamic education” or with Afghanis, some of whom are dishonest, some “even wear talismans,” and where such forbidden practices as smoking are widespread. Azzam responded: “We must choose from two evils: which is the greater evil: that Russia takes Afghanistan, turns it into a Kaffir [infidel] country and forbids Qur’an and Islam for it. Or, one fights jihad [together] with a nation with sins and errors?”99 There was no choice for Azzam. He insisted that intentional killing of civilians, especially women and children, was forbidden.


      As the Russians withdrew, Azzam saw Palestine as the next field for jihad. Unable to work with Yassir Arafat, he helped to create Hamas, an offshoot of the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood, as a counterweight to Arafat’s secular Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO).100 Nevertheless, although Azzam wanted to start with Palestine, he accepted Qutb’s idea of an Islamist vanguard to serve as the nucleus out of which the future Islamic, global empire would be created. As a prelude to the inevitable war between the world of Islam and world of nonbelievers, he regarded violent, aggressive jihad as indispensable for the reconquest of the Iberian peninsula, Bosnia, the Philippines, Kashmir, Somalia and Eritrea, and the Muslim states of the Soviet Union.101


      We have noted that Muhammad Qutb, Sayyid’s younger brother, was one of the Islamist luminaries present at King Abdul Azziz University when Osama bin Laden was a student. The younger Qutb had been arrested in Egypt on July 29, 1965, a month before his older brother, on charges of having conspired to kill Nasser and overthrow the government, the very same offense for which Sayyid Qutb was executed.102 Released from prison in 1972, he settled in Saudi Arabia where he taught at King Abdul Azziz University and succeeded in spreading his brother’s ideas.103 Although Osama bin Laden did not take formal classes with Muhammad Qutb, he is reported to have attended his public lectures. Years later Jamal Khalifa, a friend and fellow student of Osama bin Laden at the university, told Lawrence Wright, “We read Sayyid Qutb. He was the one who affected our generation.”104


      In Jeddah, Muhammad Qutb was admired both as Sayyid’s brother and for having endured Nasser’s prisons. He sought to defend his brother’s theological legacy which was under attack by moderate Islamists, the most important being Hasan Hudaybi, the supreme guide of the Muslim Brothers in Egypt. Like Sayyid Qutb, Hudaybi published his own prison book, Du’ah, la Qudah (Preachers Not Judges), in which he held that no Muslim could charge another Muslim with being an infidel as long as he recited with understanding and internal assent the shahada, the Muslim profession of faith: “There is no god but Allah and Muhammad is the prophet of Allah.” (La ilaha illa Allah wa-Muhammad rasul Allah.) Although the more moderate Islamists were hesitant to attack Qutb by name, they did criticize his writings as according legitimacy to attacks against anyone regarded by the extreme Islamists as an infidel.105 Muhammad Qutb had no intention of jeopardizing the haven he had found in Saudi Arabia. While he agreed with his brother that Muslims are under an unconditional imperative to war against ja¯hiliyya, he was careful to insist that Saudi Arabia was a truly Muslim rather than a jahili state. According to Khalifa, Osama bin Laden originally agreed with Hudaybi but changed his views and came to agree with Sayyid Qutb. By so doing, Bin Laden “opened the door to terrorism.” The seeds of al Qaeda’s future growth had been planted.106


      The Luxor Massacres


      The issue separating Qutb’s followers from those who refused to treat nonbelievers as fair game can be seen in the events that culminated in the 1997 Luxor massacres. In July 1997 the Islamist lawyer, Montassir al-Zayyat, who was later to write a critical biography of al-Zawahiri, brokered a deal known as the nonviolence initiative between Jamaat al-Islamiyya (the Islamic Group) and the Egyptian government. In return for the group’s pledge of nonviolence, the Egyptian government agreed to release imprisoned members of the organization. Absent such an agreement, the prisoners would in all likelihood have spent the rest of their lives in prison. The deal was approved by many of the senior members of Jamaat al-Islamiyya as well as the leaders of al-Zawahiri’s al-Jihad group (Egyptian Islamic Jihad). Initially, the government released two thousand jihadis.107


      Ensconced in his secure refuge in Afghanistan, al-Zawahiri angrily denounced the deal as a surrender to the jahili Egyptian government. To spoil the agreement, he planned an attack on foreign tourists visiting the temple of the female pharaoh Hatshepsut near Luxor, one of Egypt’s most important tourist sites. On November 17, 1997, six members of Jamaat al-Islamiyya, calling themselves Jihad Talaat al-Fatah (Jihad of the Victorious Vanguard), carried out the attack. They murdered and mutilated fifty-eight unsuspecting foreign tourists who were visiting the temple, including a five-year-old British child and four Japanese couples on their honeymoons. Some tourists were decapitated. The bodies of others were mutilated with butcher knives. One elderly Japanese tourist was found eviscerated with a pamphlet stuffed in his body that declared “No to tourists in Egypt” and was signed “Omar Abdul Rahman’s Squadron of Havoc and Destruction.”108


      As the trapped and terrified tourists were methodically gunned down, their murderers cried out, “Alla hu Akhbar!” (“God is Great!”). Nor did the attackers spare the site’s Muslim guides and service employees. They were considered guilty of serving the jahili state. In al-Zawahiri’s eyes, they fully deserved their fate.109 This was jihad as understood by Qutb and al Qaeda.


      Thirty-six of the fifty-nine slain tourists were Swiss. According to Swiss federal police, Osama bin Laden financed the operation although some Islamists denied this.110 As we shall see, whether or not Bin Laden was involved, the attack was consistent with the understanding of jihad that he shared with Ayman al- Zawahiri, Sayyid Qutb, and other radical Islamists. Al-Zawahiri’s objective was to bring down the government of Hosni Mubarrak by destroying the financial base of the allegedly apostate Egyptian tourist industry, a mainstay of Egypt’s fragile economy. Instead, the assault produced shock and dismay even among some Egyptian Islamists and brought to an end the cooperation the Muslim “street” had previously been willing to extend to the extremists.111


      Nevertheless, al-Zawahiri insisted that the slaughter of the unsuspecting tourists was a fully justified expression of jihad. He blamed the police and held the victims responsible for their own fate. Although the tourists had come to Egypt as a result of Egyptian efforts to attract them, al-Zawahiri characterized their very presence in the country as “aggression against Muslims and Egypt.”112 In his mind, the slaughter was permissible because of the alleged aggression. As such, the massacre qualified as “defensive jihad.”113 In view of Sayyid Qutb’s view teaching that all non-Muslims without exception “are truly enemies of mankind,” al-Zawahiri’s justification is hardly surprising.114


      In the isolation of Khandahar, Afghanistan, it did not take long for Osama bin Laden and al-Zawahiri to determine the alleged identity of the real villains. On February 23, 1998, al Quds al-Arabi published the full text of a “Declaration of the World Islamic Front for Jihad against the Jews and the Crusaders.” The document was signed by Bin Laden, al-Zawahiri, and an Islamist leader from Egypt, Pakistan, and Bangladesh respectively.115 The document was new, but its grievances had been troubling Bin Laden and other radicals for quite some time.


      After citing some of the more militant verses of the Qur’an, the declaration lists three major grievances against the United States. They were:


      • The United States has been “occupying” and “plundering” the lands of Islam “in the holiest of its territories, [Saudi] Arabia,” using its bases “as a spearhead to fight against the neighboring Islamic peoples.”


      • Not content with the protracted blockade [the Crusader-Jewish alliance] has imposed, they “come to annihilate what is left of this people and to humiliate their Muslim neighbors.”


      • If the Americans’ aims behind these wars are religious and economic, the aim is also to serve the Jews’ petty state and divert attention from its occupation of Jerusalem and murder of Muslims there.


      According to Stephen Jen, chief currency analyst at Morgan Stanley, as of July 2008, the revenues of oil-exporting countries were running at about $7 billion a day, or $2.5 trillion annually. As a result, oil-consuming nations, such as the United States, were experiencing a monumental transfer of wealth to oil-producing nations such as Saudi Arabia.116 It is difficult to reconcile such figures with Bin Laden’s claim that the United States was “plundering” the wealth of Saudi Arabia or with his other wild accusations against the United States, such as: “You brought . . . AIDS as a satanic American invention.”117


      Moreover, the American presence in Saudi Arabia was never an “occupation.” When Saddam Hussein’s forces invaded Kuwait, Saudi leaders asked the United States to deploy troops in the kingdom. American forces remained there until September 2003.118 Over time, their presence became a source of irritation for both countries. When the last American troops departed, one American diplomat commented that “the alliance had become a little bit of poison, and both sides were glad to see it end.”119


      Even one American in Saudi Arabia was too much for Bin Laden. Like all believing Muslims, Bin Laden regards Arabia as the Muslim Holy Land par excellence where God bestowed his revelation on Muhammad. On his deathbed, Muhammad is reputed to have said: “Let not there be two religions in Arabia.” Whether he did or not, in 641 C.E. the caliph Umar, the second Sunni caliph, decreed that Jews and Christians should be removed from Arabia in fulfillment of the Prophet’s injunction. When the first Gulf War started, Osama bin Laden offered his services to defend the kingdom, claiming that the Saudi army together with his forces, hardened by their experience in Afghanistan, would suffice to defend the country. Instead of relying on Bin Laden’s holy warriors, the Saudis turned to President George H. W. Bush and his infidel forces for help.120


      Having stated his grievances, Bin Laden concluded his 1998 Declaration of War by defining the true character of the American offense: “All these crimes and sins committed by the Americans are a clear declaration of war on Allah, his messenger, and Muslims.”


      This is not the kind of war that Carl von Clausewitz, the Prussian military theorist, envisaged when he defined war as “a continuation of politics by other means.” According to Bin Laden, in its “war” against God, America seeks the destruction of God’s religion, Islam. As noted, Sayyid Qutb held that there are only two parties in the world, the party of God and the party of Satan. And, for Bin Laden, the United States is the undisputed leader of the party of Satan. Such accusations may seem preposterous. Nevertheless, Bin Laden and other jihadis have used them to galvanize support for their global terror campaign against the United States and its allies. For Bin Laden, there could be only one response to America’s “war against God.” He called upon faithful Muslims everywhere:


      To kill Americans and their allies, both civil and military, is an individual duty of every Muslim who is able, in any country where this is possible, until the Aqsa Mosque [in Jerusalem] and the Haram Mosque [in Mecca] are freed from their grip and until their armies, shattered and broken-winged, depart from all the lands of Islam, incapable of threatening any Muslim (emphasis added).


      Further verses from the Qur’an follow and then the declaration continues:


      By God’s leave, we call on every Muslim who believes in God and hopes for reward to obey God’s command to kill the Americans and plunder their possessions wherever he finds them and whenever he can. Likewise we call on the Muslim ulema and leaders and youth and soldiers to launch attacks against the armies of the American devils and against those who are allied with them from among the helpers of Satan.


      Bernard Lewis has aptly described Bin Laden’s declaration as a “license to kill.”121 He has also pointed to the significance of Bin Laden’s claim that jihad against America is an individual obligation. When a Muslim community is compelled to defend itself, jihad becomes the individual obligation for every Muslim and Bin Laden’s catalogue of grievances carried the message that the umma itself was under attack. By contrast, when the community embarks on an offensive war, volunteers and professionals may suffice to discharge the obligation of jihad.122


      A Letter from America


      After the 9/11 attack on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, there was considerable reflection in the United States on what had taken place and why. On February 12, 2002, sixty distinguished American thinkers, assembled by the Institute for American Values, drafted a letter titled “What We Are Fighting For: A Letter from America” which was posted on the institute’s website.123 The letter stated that Americans were fighting to defend themselves and these universal principles:


      1. All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights.


      2. The basic subject of society is the human person, and the legitimate role of government is to protect and help to foster the conditions for human flourishing.


      3. Human beings naturally desire to seek the truth about life’s purpose and ultimate ends.  


      4. Freedom of conscience and religious freedom are inviolable rights of the human person.


      5. Killing in the name of God is contrary to faith in God and is the greatest betrayal of the universality of religious faith.


      Three Muslim responses, one purportedly from Osama bin Laden, were posted on the website: (a) Bin Laden’s “Letter to America,” (b) a response from the London-based Movement for Islamic Reform in Asia (MIRA) which was bitterly critical of past American policies,124 and (c) a response signed by 153 leading Saudi scholars, titled “How We Can Coexist.”125 The Saudi letter elicited a vehement denunciation written or authorized by Bin Laden, “Al Qaeda’s Declaration in Response to the Saudi Ulema: It’s Best That You Prostrate Yourselves in Secret.”126


      In reality, there is little, if any, evidence that the Saudi scholars prostrated themselves before their Western counterparts. They declared that “the human being is inherently a sacred creation” and that “it is forbidden to kill a human soul unjustly.” The Saudi scholars took issue with the MIRA response that asserted that the perpetrators of 9/11 were “justified in striking civilian targets,” although the scholars insist that there is a “causative relationship” between “American policy and what happened.” Like all of the Muslim responses, the scholars see American policy in the Middle East, especially its alleged support of “the Jewish state of Israel on Palestinian land,” as impelling the 9/11 terrorists to action. They also reject the American affirmation of the separation of church and state as contrary to their understanding of the ultimate unity of the religious and political orders. They claim that they are “committed to fighting against terrorism,” but object to focusing on Muslim terrorists alone and insist that the State of Israel commits the “most loathsome kind of terrorism possible” against the Palestinian people, including “mass murder,” an allegation that cannot stand impartial scrutiny. The scholars conclude by commenting that “the use of military force . . . provides no real guarantee for the future.” As an alternative, they call for “more avenues for dialogue and the exchange of ideas.”


      In his letter, “Moderate Islam Is a Prostration to the West,” Bin Laden heaped contempt on the Saudi scholars. He also wrote a response to the American thinkers, but Raymond Ibrahim, the knowledgeable editor of The Al Qaeda Reader, considers Bin Laden’s answer to the Saudis to be “extremely important” because of the “doctrinal arguments” it employs to refute the Saudi scholars.127 Bin Laden begins by commenting that the very name of the Saudi letter, “How We Can Coexist,” is proof of its defeatism because it adopts the false premise that one of the foundations of Islam “. . . is how to coexist with infidels!”128 He complains that the Saudi scholars, whom he characterizes contemptuously as “advocates of interreligious dialogue,” fail to deal with the doctrine of wala’ and bara’, the Arabic words for “loyalty” and “enmity” respectively. Wala’ conveys the idea of friendship, loyalty, and devotion; bara’ expresses disavowal and repudiation. In an Islamic context, the terms express loyalty toward fellow Muslims and enmity toward nonbelievers.129


      Bin Laden: The Qur’an’s Abraham

      as an Islamic Model


      Bin Laden cites the behavior of Abraham as depicted in the Qur’an as defining the fundamental relationship between Muslims and non-Muslims: “You have a good example in Abraham and those who followed him, for they said to their people, ‘We disown you and the idols that you worship besides Allah. We renounce you: enmity and hate shall reign between us until you believe in Allah alone.’” (Qur’an 60:4)130 Bin Laden comments on the verse:


      So there is an enmity [between Muslims and infidels], evidenced by fierce hostility, and an internal hate from the heart. And this fierce hostility—that is, battle,—ceases only if the infidel submits to the authority of Islam . . . But if the hate at any time extinguishes from the hearts [of the Muslims], this is the great apostasy; the one who does this [extinguishes the hate from his heart] will stand excuseless before Allah. Allah’s Almighty Word to His Prophet recounts in summation the true relationship: “O Prophet! Wage war against the infidels and hypocrites and be ruthless. Their abode is hell—an evil fate (emphasis added).” (Qur’an 9:73)131


      Raymond Ibrahim comments that “if every Muslim followed this doctrine, a clash between the Muslim world and the non-Muslim world would inevitably occur—which is precisely what al Qaeda seeks.”132


      Bin Laden takes special offense at the Saudi statement that “History has taught us that guarantees of safety are not ensured by power.” Such statements, he argues, could only be true if “jihad—especially offensive jihad” is rejected. For Bin Laden, this is impossible since offensive jihad is “an established and basic tenet of [Islam]” whose “Divine foundations” are “built upon hating the infidels, repudiating them with tongue and teeth till they embrace Islam or pay the jizya with willing submission and humility.” He adds that the “defense of Muslims is [ensured] through jihad —not [through] dialogue and coexistence. . . . It is our only option for glory, as has been continuously demonstrated in the [Islamic] texts.”133


      Bin Laden is also offended by the Saudi scholars’ statement that “many in the Islamic world” regard the September 11, 2001, attacks as “neither legitimate nor welcome, due to all the values, principles, and moral standards that we have learned from Islam.”134 For Bin Laden, the attacks were fully justified in Islamic law. He argues that by denying the legitimacy of the September 11 attacks, the scholars reject offensive jihad. By so doing, they reject the Prophet and his Rightly Guided Companions as authoritative models of Muslim behavior. Bin Laden reproves the scholars for “lying” when they claim that “many in the Islamic world did not welcome the attack of September [11].” He calls their statements “repugnant bowing to the infidels” and declares:


      This is the furthest from the truth. Indeed, happiness and joy have not entered many Muslim homes in decades as it did after what befell the Crusaders, thanks to these blessed strikes—and we implore Allah for more like them.135


      Bin Laden also faults the Saudi scholars for “not welcoming” the attacks because they were allegedly contrary to “all the values, principles, and moral standards that we have learned from Islam.” He reminds them:


      Muslims are obligated to raid the lands of the infidels, occupy them, and exchange their systems of governance for an Islamic system, barring any practice that contradicts sharia (sic) from being publicly voiced among the people, as was the case at the dawn of Islam.136


      Rejecting peace with the world of the infidels, Bin Laden continues his defense of Islamic terrorism: “O you intellectuals! . . . Islam is spread with the sword alone, just as the Prophet was sent forth with the sword.”137 Bin Laden rejects the scholars’ definition of terrorism as “unjust aggression against life and property,” pointing out that Muhammad and his Companions after him “assaulted the lives, properties, and women of the infidels, who were living in secure and settled cities.”138 Finally, he complains that the scholars “reject the clash of civilizations, and mean to ward it off its specter through justice, the preservation of rights and values. . . . ” In rebuttal, he cites a saying of the Prophet, “No nation ever forsook jihad without becoming degraded” and reminds the scholars of the Qur’an’s injunction: “You are obligated to fight, even though you may hate it.”(Qur’an 2:216).


      Finally, we consider Bin Laden’s open letter to the American people, “Why We Are Fighting You,” which was posted on the Internet in October of 2002.139 Bin Laden begins by referring to the American declaration and the Saudi response. He finds both letters unsatisfactory and proceeds to his own response based on two questions:


      1. Why are we fighting and opposing you?


      2. What are we calling you to, and what do we want from you?140


      Bin Laden answers the first question with a litany of complaints, the sum total of which are expressed in the first sentence: “Because you attacked us and continue to attack us.”141 However, as one reads the literature of radical Islam, it becomes apparent that the radicals see any non-Muslim resistance against jihadi aggression as an illegitimate act of aggression against Allah and his religion! Because jihad’s objective is always the enlargement of Allah’s dominion, resistance is considered rebellion against God. In colloquial English, the situation can be likened to the tossing of a coin in which the rules of the game are: “Heads, I win; tails, you lose.” There is neither nuance nor ambiguity in the extremists’ view of the other. Using language that Iran’s president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad would soon echo when he declared “Israel must be wiped off the map.”142 Bin Laden identifies America’s alleged “support” of Israel as her worst offense and calls Israel’s creation “a crime that must be erased.” Bin Laden further argues that the Jews have no historic right to Palestine and that Muslims are the inheritors of both “Moses and the real Torah that has not been changed.” An important reason why Muslims reject the Jewish claim is that it is based on the Bible, a document Muslims regard as a falsified and distorted account of the only true repository of God’s eternal revelation, the Qur’an.


      There are irreconcilable discrepancies between accounts in the Bible and the Qur’an. Muslims account for these discrepancies by alleging that the Bible has been deliberately falsified. For example, in the Hebrew scriptures the patriarch Abraham is commanded by God to offer his son Isaac on Mt. Moriah in Jerusalem (Genesis 22:1–18). At a very early stage in Islamic tradition it was determined that Abraham was commanded to sacrifice Ishmael, not Isaac, at Mount Mina near Mecca.143 Muslims accused Jews and Christians of tahrif, that is, distorting the actual biblical text or its meaning.144 That is why Bin Laden speaks of “the real Torah that has not been changed” by which he means the Qur’an.


      Bin Laden further claims that the Arab conquest of Palestine in 638 C.E. was in reality a restoration of the land to its original owners: “Palestine and Jerusalem returned to Islam, the religion of all the prophets.”145 He also repeats the allegation, often made by Muslims hostile to Israel, that “the Israelis are planning to destroy the Aqsa Mosque” under U.S. protection. As in his 1998 “Declaration Urging Jihad against Jews and Crusaders,” Bin Laden again complains that Americans “steal our wealth and oil at paltry prices,” actions that he characterizes as “the biggest theft ever witnessed by mankind in the history of the world.”146


      He then complains again about the presence of American armed forces in Muslim lands, whose purpose, he argues, is “to protect the security of the Jews and to ensure the continuity of your pillage of our treasure.” His last major accusation is his accusation that the United States is responsible for the death of 1.5 million Muslim children in Iraq as “a result of your sanctions” for which “you amazingly did not show concern.”147 Having stated his grievances, Bin Laden then claims al Qaeda’s right to take revenge for the “oppression and aggression” visited upon Muslims. Citing Islamic tradition, he asserts: “It is commanded by our religion and intellect that the oppressed have a right to return the aggression. Do not expect anything from us except jihad, resistance, and revenge (emphasis added).”148


      As David Blankenhorn, the organizer of the American group that wrote “What We Are Fighting For,” has observed, the purpose of Bin Laden’s letter, ostensibly addressed to an American audience, is “to expand the constituency for holy war in Arab and Muslim society.”149 Blankenhorn points out that, whereas the 1998 declaration justified jihad as a means of compelling the United States to withdraw its troops from Saudi Arabia, lift sanctions against Iraq, and abandon support for Israel, the 2002 letter makes the call to jihad “total and unconditional.” Moreover, Bin Laden uses the fact that the United States is a democracy to justify turning every single American, military and civilian, into a legitimate target. The American people, he tells us, “choose their government by way of their own free will [through democratic elections]—a choice that stems from their agreement with its policies.” They must, therefore, pay the price for their choice.


      Having answered his first question, Bin Laden proceeds to his second question: What are we calling you to, and what do we want from you? His reply is simple and direct: “We are calling you to Islam,” by which he means unconditional conversion to Islam, replacing the American constitution with its separation of religion from politics with the “sharia of Allah,” and offering Americans the traditional choice of conversion, dhimmi status, or death. He makes it clear that such a transformation would involve both a complete reversal of American foreign policy and a moral transformation from what he sees as “the worst civilization witnessed in the history of mankind” to one in which Allah’s law reigns supreme.150


      Bin Laden concludes with a solemn warning: “If you fail to respond to all these conditions, then prepare to fight with the Islamic umma” which he characterizes as “The umma of martyrdom—the umma that desires death more than you desire life.” And he is utterly confident that his version of Islam will prevail: “If the Americans do not respond, then their fate will be that of the Soviets that fled from Afghanistan to deal with their military defeat, political breakup, ideological downfall, and economic bankruptcy.”151


      On the surface, Bin Laden’s threats seem preposterous. Here is the leader of a group located in a wild and unreachable part of either Afghanistan or Pakistan convinced that it can bring down a nation of 300 million possessed of a continental territory and the full array of the most advanced technological weaponry. However, al Qaeda may have certain advantages that must be guarded against. It is a virtual community unhindered by national boundaries. Beyond the consent of the governed, the territorial state’s ultimate source of power is its ability to deter both internal and external enemies. When Bin Laden proudly proclaims that his followers desire death more than life, he is in reality saying: Nothing you can do will deter us. When he and other Islamists proclaim that the shaheed, the martyr, is guaranteed a blissful existence in Paradise, we can translate his meaning into language less strange to us. In our nontheological language he is saying “Our true identities are not limited to our individual experience; our true identity is so completely submerged in that of the umma that as long as it survives and prevails, we shall survive and prevail with it.”


      Because jihadi groups constitute a globalized virtual community, they can be said to resemble the Lernaean Hydra, a monstrous serpent with many heads in Greek and Roman mythology. Until Hercules finally succeeded in killing the serpent, every time he cut off one head, two more grew. The United States, and indeed the Western world, is confronted by a protean, hydra-headed enemy, the worldwide network of informally related jihadi groups. The elimination of any one group is likely to lead to the establishment of others. And there is no way that the United States or any other major power can satisfy the jihadis save through abject surrender. Bin Laden’s statement of al Qaeda’s objectives, the conversion of the United States to Islam or its destruction, has been echoed repeatedly and explicitly by other Islamists.


      Such ambitions may seem far-fetched, but Bin Laden is convinced that it was the mujahideen, the Muslims involved in jihad, not the United States and its allies, that defeated the Soviet Union in Afghanistan. Like most, if not all, Muslims, Bin Laden also has an historic memory of transforming predominantly Christian communities into communities governed by shari‘a (Islamic law). By means of jihad within less than one hundred years after the death of Muhammad, Muslims created a world empire that extended from France to India in which previously Christian regions, such as Asia Minor, North Africa, and the Iberian Peninsula were converted to Islam.


      One of the questions posed by the threat of al Qaeda is: to what extent do its views correspond to those of the Islamic mainstream? There is no easy answer. Nevertheless, let us keep in mind that no matter how terrible the acts perpetrated by Islamic extremists, they have been without exception associated with appeals to Islam. As John Kelsay reminds us, “Those carrying out the attacks were and are Muslims. More importantly, . . . when these people give reasons for their actions, they cite Islamic sources and speak in Islamic terms.”152 Furthermore, when Osama bin Laden states his war aims, he does not demand territory from the United States but religious conversion. Similarly, when Mahmoud Ahmadinejad wrote a letter to President George W. Bush, it was unlike any letter one head of government had ever before written to an American president in modern times. After a long list of what he considered unjust actions on the part of the United States, including its support of the allegedly unjustifiable creation of the State of Israel, and an observation that liberal Western democracy has failed to “realize the ideals of humanity,” Ahmadinejad expresses his confidence that “through faith in God and the teachings of the prophets, the people will conquer their problems.” By “faith in God and the teachings of the prophets,” Ahmadinejad meant only Islam. As a Muslim, Ahmadinejad sees Muhammad as the “messenger of God” or the prophet of Allah par excellence. Ahmadinejad then concluded his letter with a question that was also an invitation to convert to Islam: “Do you not want to join them? Mr. President, Whether we like it or not, the world is gravitating towards faith in the Almighty and justice and the will of God will prevail over all things.”153


      A number of observers have commented on the strangeness of Ahmadinejad’s letter as an expression of intergovernmental communication. They fail to understand that, like Osama bin Laden, Ahmadinejad does not formulate his correspondence in terms of conflicts of national interest but of the call to Islam. And, as Robert Spencer reminds us, there may be a sinister element in both letters. Traditionally, jihad must be preceded by a call to unbelievers to accept Islam and the attack can only follow the unbelievers’ refusal to accept the call. Spencer cites a hadith in which Allah is depicted as commanding:


      Invite them to (accept) Islam; if they respond to you, accept it from them and desist from fighting against them. . . . If they refuse to accept Islam, demand from them the jizya [the tax on non-Muslims specified in Qur’an 9:29]. If they agree to pay, accept it from them and hold off your hands. If they refuse to pay the tax, seek Allah’s help and fight them (Sahih Muslim 4294).154


      We do not know, and perhaps can never know, what proportion of the Muslim world is willing to act upon the imperative of endless jihad until the entire world accepts Allah or the humiliating subordination of dhimmi status under Islamic domination. Those Muslim scholars who say that they seek dialogue on the basis of equality with non-Muslims are at an enormous disadvantage. As Bin Laden proudly points out, the behavior of contemporary Islamists resembles that of Muhammad and his conquering successors far more than do the behavior and values advocated by the more moderate Saudi scholars. Although the term “fundamentalist” is more appropriately applied to certain Christian movements, the Islamists have fewer problems of literal interpretation of those verses in the Qur’an that refer to jihad and the global ambitions of Islam than do the Saudi scholars.


      The scholars are at a further disadvantage. All too often, it is impossible to distinguish moderate from extremist Muslims. Ayman al-Zawahiri gives us insight into the problem in his discussion of taqiyya, the Islamic doctrine that permits Muslims to lie or dissemble their true beliefs in their dealings with non-Muslims when convinced that such behavior is required for personal safety or to safeguard the interests of the umma. In his treatise on “Loyalty and Enmity” al-Zawahiri reminds his readers that friendship with nonbelievers is strictly forbidden in Islam. This is even true of infidel family members as he illustrates in the following Qur’anic text:


      Allah Most High said: ‘O you who have believed! If your fathers and brothers love infidelity more than belief, then do not befriend them; and whoever of you befriends them sins. (Qur’an 9:23)155


      Al-Zawahiri also cites a hadith that tells of how Abu Ubayda bin al-Jarrah, one of Muhammad’s ten companions, slew his own father because of the latter’s persistent praise of idols. When he heard of the slaying, Muhammad is reputed to have said: “By him who holds my soul in his hand, none of you believes unless I am dearer to him than his father, his son, and all mankind.”156 This saying is clearly consistent with the ethos of radical monotheism in which familial and tribal loyalties have always been subordinate to the God who commands, “Thou shalt have no other Gods before me. (Exodus 20:3)” Let us also recall the Syrian physical education instructor in Osama bin Laden’s high school in Jeddah who praised a boy for murdering his own father when the father interfered with his saying prayers. If the hadith is authentic, then Muhammad himself approved the parricide.


      According to al-Zawahiri, to dwell among infidels “jeopardizes one’s soul.” Nevertheless, there are situations in which contact with them is unavoidable. In such circumstances, al-Zawahiri insists that one may deceive an unbeliever but not befriend him. “At any time or place,” a person who “fears their evil [of unbelievers] may protect himself through outward show—not sincere conviction.”157 As evidence, al-Zawahiri cites a hadith of al-Bukhari through al-Darda: “Truly, we grin to the faces of some peoples, while our hearts curse them.”


      If the spokesmen of al Qaeda and other radical Islamists are to be believed when they address themselves in Arabic to their fellow Muslims, and there is no reason to doubt them, they are conducting a long-term, globalized jihad against the entire non-Muslim world that began almost fourteen hundred years ago and continues to this day. In this monumental struggle of long duration, the Islamists have a singularly powerful weapon in taqiyya. For the first time in human history, a great civilization has more or less voluntarily opened its gates on a nonreciprocal basis to members of an alien civilization in large numbers. And they have done so without any realistic attempt to discern who among the immigrants is irrevocably committed to the destruction of the host civilization or to its transformation into a dependent and subordinated extension of the civilization of Islam. Moreover, when Islamists employ taqiyya to assure their hosts of the benign character of their traditions despite the fact that they are committed to an unyielding policy of Islamic dominance, their hosts seldom have the knowledge to detect the deception.


      The term “fundamentalist” is not inappropriate as a characterization of the beliefs, values, and norms of the Islamists. Their values are intrinsic, not extrinsic, to their civilization. Their quest for dominance is not based on a self-validating, secular will to power. They claim legitimacy for even their most destructive behavior and objectives solely on the basis of what their God has revealed to their Prophet and what, rightly or wrongly, they believe He requires of them. And, as they tell us and demonstrate repeatedly, they are willing to die for their beliefs. Whatever their civilization may be, it is not based on the kind of bourgeois possessive individualism so prevalent in the West.


      If the behavior of Muhammad and his Companions has had normative status in the minds of the Prophet’s followers throughout history, the non-Muslim world is not likely ever to see an end to offensive jihad and its ultimate objectives. On the contrary, there is always likely to be an indeterminate but significant number of Muslims who regard their archetypal model as the appropriate solution to the world’s problems. Moreover, as the destruction of the World Trade Center and the damage done to the Pentagon on September 11, 2001, demonstrate, in a globalized information world, informal networks of committed Islamists do not require a state apparatus or a permanently fixed location to do horrendous damage, not excluding a nuclear, biological, or electronic attack, on a targeted society.
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