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ISLAM AND DEMOCRACY: AN EMPIRICAL EXAMINATION OF MUSLIMS
POLITICAL CULTURE

Moataz Bellah Mohamed Abdd Faitah, Ph.D.
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This dissartation focuses on the following empirica puzzle Do the attitudes of
ordinary educated Mudims stand as an obstacle toward the adoption of democracy?

This research question cdls for empirica/behaviora methodologica tools that bring
into focus contemporary Mudims attitudes rather than ancient jurists contributions. In other
words, the dissertation shifts attention from ancient Idamic texts to contemporary Mudims
mindsets through written and web-based surveysin 32 Mudim societies.

At the aggregate level, Mudim societies perplex with two types of sub-cultures: the
culture of "dictator, but..." and the culture of "democracy-as-a-mud.” The former is the
sub-culture of two groups of Mudims. 1) Traditiondigt Idamists who argue that a just
autocratic ruler who abides by sharialldamic legidation and defends its tenets is the most
legitimate ruler ever. 2) Autocratic secularists who argue in favor of a Hobbesenian ruler
who maintains the state's sovereignty and defends it againg its foreign enemies. In both
cases, Mudims behave as rationd actors who find that the advantages of having an
autocratic ruler outweigh having a democratically eected one.

The "democracy-as-a-mug” sub-culture is the one that is adopted by modernist
Idamigts and libera secularigs. Modernist Idamists find democracy consummating Idamic
teachings that fight dictatorship and ensure plurdism in society. Liberd secularigts find

democracy as the core component of modernity that should be adopted on secular grounds.



At the individud level, the dissertation finds that Mudims are too heterogeneous to
be dudied in a lump-sum way of thinking. Not dl secular Mudims are liberd and not dl
Idamigts are anti-democracy. Some Mudim countries political cultures are compatible with
democracy while others are clear obgtacles to democratization. Seemingly unrelated
regresson models suggest that socio-economic, demographic and culturd factors have
different types of impact on Mudims attitudes toward democratic hardware and software

across societies.
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CHAPTERI
THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOIGCAL CONSIDERATIONS

Today we [Mudims] are the poorest, the most illiterate, the most backward, the
most unhedthy, the most un-enlightened, the most deprived, and the weskest of
al the human race. Pekistani Presdent Pervez Musharraf (BBC, Feb. 16,

2002).

Democratizetion or the march of freedom in the Mudim world is in the interest
of the U.S. ... Bahrain, Qatar and - to a certain extent — Jordan [have] severa
reformist elements. We want to be supportive of them. Condoleezza Rice, US
nationa security adviser, (Financial Times, September 23 2002).

We in the Arab and Mudim world know our way. We have our own will and
we hold firm to our rights. Besides, we do not need anybody to give us lessons
in how to run our countries. Ahmad Maher, Egyptian Foreign Miniger in
response to Rice's comments. (Al-Hayat , September 25, 2002).

The previous quotes illudrate the debate over Idam and modernity in generd and
democracy in paticular. Mogdtly after the September 11" tragedy, but even earlier, it is not
uncommon in the West to relate Idam as ardigion and Mudims as individuass to antagonism to
Wegtern vaues and norms including democracy. Montesquieu, for one, argues that "The
Chrigtian rdigion is remote from pure despotism... The Mohammedan religion, which speaks
only with a sword, continues to act on men with the destructive spirit that founded it* (Cohler et
a. 1995).

It is argued as wdl that Arab and Mudim societies are the most likdly to produce
violence in a sysematic way and the least respectful of the vaues of rule of law, individua
dignity and human rights. Besides they are the least in terms of economic achievement (see Said
2002).

These assertions have been advanced to explain the deficit of democracy in the Mudim
world. In 1975, predominantly Mudim countries were responsible for around 25 percent of the
world’'s non-democratic regimes (Potter 1997), while in 2003 they have become responsible
for around 55 percent of the world non- democratic regimes. Besides, no one single Mudim
country quaifies as a consolidated democracy as defined by Linz and Stepan (1996). A recent
sudy shows that predominantly Muslim countries “are markedly more authoritarian than nort
Mudim societies, even when one controls for other potentidly influentia factors' (Fish 2002:
37).

In other words, while the countries of Latin America, Africa, East Centrd
Europe, and South and East Asa experienced dgnificant gains for democracy
and freedom over the last 20 years, the Idamic world experienced an equaly
sgnificant increase in the number of repressve regimes (Karatnycky 2002:
103).



A working definition of democracy focuses on what democracy does. It is as a system
of government that provides. 1) asystem of norms that emphasizes tolerance, trust and sense of
mora and political equality among citizens irrespective of gender, sect, race or religion. This sSde
of democracy will be labeled democratic software or the software of democracy. 2) It provides
aswdll the palitical ingdtitutions and procedures that increase peopl€e' s access to and influence on
government (ex. free fair and periodic eections, palitica parties and eected parliaments). This
procedural and ingtitutional aspect of democracy will be labeled democratic hardware or the
hardware of democracy.

The literature on democratization has used severd criteriafor judging countries on both
of these aspects. On the procedura aspect, Huntington proposed a criterion for democratic
countries based on two consecutive peaceful dterations of power through free fair eections.
Huntington's criterion anticipates the problematic phenomenon of “one man, one vote, one
time.” Taken with Przeworski’ sintriguing criterion: “no country in which a party wins 60 percent
of the vote twice is a democracy” (Przeworski 1992:126), dmost no one Mudim country is a
full-fledged democracy. However, some are less democrétic than others according to these two
criteria. When it comes to the normative aspect of democracy, violations of human rights based
on gender, belief and thought dong with politicd excluson of minorities and women from the
politica process have been widdy studied and reported in Mudim countries with admost no
exception (an-Naim 1990; Ibrahim 2003; Mayer 1999; Moussalli 2001; Price 1999).

However, not al Mudim countries are dike. Some Mudim countries have witnessed
some incomplete dite-guided (reluctant and long) trangitions that have been examined by other
scholars such as Senegd  (Villaon 1995), Nigeria (Aborisade 2002), Tunisa (Hamdi 1998),
Turkey (Ozbudun 2000), Indonesia (Singh 2000) and (Hefner 2000) , Syria (Wedeen 1999),
Egypt (Kienle 2001) among others. Those transitions defy one of the assumptions thet : “any
country moving away from dictatorid rule can be consdered a country in trangtion toward
democracy” (Carothers 2002) mainly because that the trangtion did not eventudly lead to
democracy, rather to prolong non-democratic regimes.

In the previous fifteen years, for ingtance, with the possible exception of the troubled
democracies of Senegd, Mdi and Turkey, most Mudim countries trgectories away from
authoritarianism have been abrupt and irregular. Some countries have been fluctuating around
vaiant forms of nondemocracy (Libya, Chad, Guinea, Pakistan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan,
Turkmenistan, Oman and Saudi Arabia to name some). The ruling dites in those countries find
democracy to be luxury that should be postponed to meet other more immediate tasks such as
economic development or achieving nationd unity. Thus, democratizationis not on their agenda
any time soon. Another group can be described as "hybrid regimes,” (see Karl 1995). or "semi-
authoritarianiam” (see Ottaway et d. 1998; WMD) (eg. Albana, Jordan, Kuwait, Qatar,
Bahrain, Morocco and Egypt.) This group of liberdlized autocratic regimes relate themsalves to
democracy and acknowledge its importance but for them democratization is too risky to be
pursued. Thus, they find risk-free liberdization through increasing the doses of freedoms (e.g.
controlled freedoms of speech and association) a more compelling strategy than risking their
own postions. A third category can be grouped into the class of "soft authoritarianism,” (see
Means 1996) "pseudodemocracy” (see Case 2001) or “semidemocracy” (see Case 1996).
(such as Tunisa, Lebanon and Mdaysa). This group is best described as systems with
democratic procedures and severe excluson of main socia and political oppostion forces. A



fourth group can be labeled "illiberd democracy,” (see Zakaria 1997) or “virtud democracy”
(see Joseph 1998). (such as in Nigeria, Iran, Bangladesh and Sierra Leone). This group of
Musdim countries have some democratic procedures but sill suffer from socio-economic, socio-
politica and religious complications that work againgt full trangtion toward democracy .The last
group can be characterized as “dectora authoritarianism” (see Fish 2001) or "eectord
democracy,” (Freedom House 2001; Schedler 2000) (such as the Sudan, Algeria, Yemen,
Niger and Mauritania) in the sense that they hide their authoritarian nature behind a vell of
democratic rhetoric and procedures yet they do not seem to be convincing either their own
people or the outside world of their democratic fagade.

All previous categories refer to politica regimes that either did not start or started and
later departed from the process of democratic trandgtion and, not surprisngly, are not
considered free by Freedom House (2002).

The prevailing interpretation of this phenomenon in the West originates in the writings of
the orientdists and neo-orientdists. The main proposition of (neo-) orientdigts is that Mudims,
by virtue of being Muslims, hardly have the potentia for democratic political culture unlessthey
give up ther understanding of maingream Idam (Sadowski 1993). In an implicit use of Mill’s
method of agreement, orientdists and neo-orientdigs find tha Mudim countries have two
common characteristics and severd higtorical, political and economic differences which leed
them to uniquely and uniformly link Idam and lack of democracy in a cause-effect manner. This
logic of inference reminds us of Weber's atempt to explain the capitdist success by the
proportion of Protestants in West European countries (Weber 1996) following Mill’s famous
method of agreement that has been highly criticized as mideading (King et d. 1994; Skocpol
1979).

Given this characterization of Mudim countries and proposed interpretation of the (neo-
orientalists), it is reasonable to ponder:

Do the values and attitudes of Muslims obstruct or decel erate the democratization
process in Muslim countries? In other words, following Sherlock Holmes, why do not
Muslims bark for democracy when the evidence suggests that they should? Or do they?

This study seeks to throw new light on this question by examining the cultural vaues of
educated Mudims in thirty-two societies around the globe, including Mudim minorities in four
countries, utilizing firs-hand survey data collected from a probabilistic written survey (followed
by focus-group discussions in eight of these countries) and nontprobabilistic (controlled quota)
web-based survey followed by intensve interviews of Mudim scholars, activists and intellectuds
in ten countries of the world.

1. Literature Review

a. Idam and Autocracy: Causation or Correlation?

The relationship between Idam and autocracy has generated considerable controversy
between the (neo-)orientdists and their critics. (Neo-)orientaists tend to think of Idamic creed
as the cause of an anti-democratic culture that accounts for the dearth of democracy in most
Mudim countries. Their critics point to the confuson between causation and corrdation that

3



(neo-)orientaigs cregate.

According to (neo-)orientdidts, as a rdigion that “does not differentiate the relm of
Caesar from the reelm of God” (Huntington 1984), Idam is fundamentdly anti-democratic. Itis
argued that (Ben Achour 1999):

Idam is a religion of the two cities. It determines a condtitutiondity in which
there is no rift between the political and te rdigious. It unifies norms and
ingitutions. The law is the embodiment of the faith. The state directs prayers and
protects religion, as well as adminigtrating secular society.

This causd rdaionship needs an intervening vaiable which is Mudims
parochia/passvelviolent culture that lacks an gppreciation for modern democratic values and
inditutions. Pipesillugrates this genuine and uniform anti- democratic nature of 1dam asfollows:

Idam cdls forth intense reactions. It ingpires a powerful loyaty among Mudims
which no other faith can rivd...nearly dl Mudim subjects kept away from
politics and became actively engaged only when they had a chance to apply the
law or battle non-Mudims. This Idamic petern - customary withdrawa
punctuated burds of activities - survived into modern period (Pipes 1983: 144).

Fukuyama contemplates that Idam, especidly its radicd verson, works as a
counter-player againg modernism and democracy (Fukuyama 2001).

Others (Gdlner 1991; Huntington 1984; Karatnycky 2002; Kedourie 1992; Lewis
19933, 1997, 2002; Miller 1997; Naipaul 1981, 1998; Pipes 1988) argue that for Mudims to
catch up with modern world, they have to give up the mainstream understanding of Idam as a
source of beliefs regarding politics and society and instead adopt a reformed version of Idam
that can be more compatible with moderniam. In other words, as Christians now adopt
Chrigtianity verson 3.0 which is more secular and modern instead of Christianity verson 2.0
that was adopted during the Middle Ages, Mudims have the same task ahead of them. They
need to give up Idam versgon 1.0 and adopt the new verson 2.0 which is more secular and
modern. Under this recommendation is the premise of religions as socid organisms that evolve
and mature.

According to this reading, Catholicism is gpproaching its modernist maturity. Huntington
argues that the third wave of democratization was for the mogt part a Catholic one. Yet he
thinks that the wave reached its culturd and cvilizationd caling snce other civilizations,
paticularly the Idamic one, hold vaues that are not conducive to civil society, respect for
minorities and democracy in generd. That sad, the civilizationd achievements of the ‘ Judeo-
Chrigian’ West are not easly transferable to the Idamic civilization, which will eventudly creste
clashes (Huntington 19964).

Thanks to neo-orientaigts, the culturd paradigm has dominated the fidds of Middle
Eastern and 1dam politics. Thus unlike other regions of the world, Idam and Mudims are taken
for granted as either ademocratic or anti-democratic due to their belief sysem (Laroui 1997;
Said 1979).

In Latin American, East European and Southeast Asan polities, the nuances of (lack of)
democratic trangtion are usuadly examined as a game among actors (incumbent and opposition)
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or a function of socio-economic pre-requidites rather than a normative attitude adopted by

individuas regarding politics.

To explan why democracy flourished in India and not in Pakigtan, it is argued that:
“Ideologicaly, Hinduism is quite compatible with secularism, democracy and democratic vaues.
Idam is hodtile toward dl three” (Ali 2000).

Lack of democracy in Mudim countries is a phenomenon that cries out for an
explanation that tries to go beyond the smple answer of Idam is the cause of everything goes
wrong in the Mudim world. Even if this is the case, how s0? The neo-orientdist reading that
deftly places the vicisstudes of the present in the context of the enduring influence of the past
needs more empirical examination.

Mudim scholars in generd find mogt of these dlegations offensve and reflecting of a
prgudice agangt Idam.

Most orientaists proceed according to a macro-historica approach where they cast
their gaze “ across large spans of history, condtitutive eements of Idamic faith, and some features
of Middle Eastern languages in order to construct a grand schema’ thet is usualy used to reach
law-like generaizations about the religion and the people (Ansary 1996).

Severd scholars, Mudims and norn-Mudims, defy the proposed causdity between Idam
and autocracy in Mudim countries. Recent writings have adopted three srategies to dispute the
(neo-) orientdist arguments.

1-  Showing that Mudims are no exception compared to other nontdeveloped ®untries
(Abootalebi 2000). Thet is to say, Mudims culture is not unigue in its inhospitdity to
democracy. But tis inhospitdity is not because of the religion but other conditions (i.e.
tribalism or illiteracy) that are not conducive to democracy, at least from the perspective
of modernization theory (Fandy 1994).

2-  Focudng on the multitude and diveraty of Mudims cultures (Price 1999). That isto say:
Mudims are not monalithic in their understanding of 1dam or democracy (Esposito 1996;
Haddad 1995; Hunter 1988). Rather Mudims would end up adopting their own verson
of (adapted) democracy (Kabuli 1994).

3- Swdying Idam’s badc tenets and isolating them from the practices of Mudims through
hisgory (al-Ghannouchi 1993; Moussdli 2001) or by the re-interpretation of those
practices (Sachedina 2001). That is to say: Idam is not equd to the bdiefs of nomina
Mudims since those beliefs are function of severd non-Idamic factors such as coloniadism
and nationdiam (Gilsenan 1982; Kurzman 1998).

A possible explanation for the competing readings of the relationship between Idam and
democracy is the over/misuse of Quranic verses and hadiths/sayings of the prophet by
intellectuds, politicians and ulama/scholars to justify whatever they do or think. Idam itsef has
become the baitlefield among different sects and trends of thinking in which each clams to be
the true and genuine representation of authentic Idam. This battle is tagged as a cultura or
intellectud civil war among Mudim intdlectuds, ulama/scholars and activigs by the Egyptian
highly respectable jurist Tareq El-Bighri. This inexorable méange between Idam and politics has
led Western area pecididts to infer that I1damic exceptiondism makes Mudims sysem of
beliefs the least compatible with modernity due to its immunity to the generd forces of
secularization, otherwise operative e sewhere (Casanova 2001; Gellner 1992).



Survey research from different sources has given us somewhat divergent accounts of the
relationship between Mudims political culture and democracy. Tesder's work (depending upon
different surveys from Egypt, Algeria, Morocco and Paegtine at different points of time)
emphasizes the divergty among Arabs in their attitudes toward politics and more importantly
that "Idam appears to have less influence on poalitica attitudes than is frequently suggested by
sudents of Arab and Idamic society” (Tesder 2002). Given the limitations of the data "in both
gace and time," Tesder cdls for further scrutiny of the effect of Idam on Mudims politica
atitudes. This sudy will examine this effect usng fresh data. Inglehart (2003) and Norris and
Inglehart (2002) contend that Huntington's thes's of clash between Idam and the West is partly
right and partly wrong. Huntington, they argue, is right that culture does matter, and indeed
matters alot, S0 that religious legacies leave a digtinct imprint on contemporary vaues. Yet heis
mistaken in assuming that the core clash between the West and Idamic worlds concerns
democracy. The evidence suggedts driking smilarities in the political vaues held in these
societies.

Norris and Inglehart's effort is highly recommended since it takes the scholarship on this
subject into the individud level of empiricd andysis Yet by examining the Mudim sub- cultures,
two caveats should be kept in mind. First, severd pieces of anecdota evidence aong with
systemdtic data from my survey show that Sartori's dilemma of coming up with religble and
condgtent definition of democracy across cultures is dmost impossible. As Sartori (1962:12)
put it: “the thing democracy is not described properly by te word democracy”. If this
datement is correct theoreticaly, it is empiricaly vivid in the Mudim world too. Many Mudims
are ready to accept the thing democracy but without caling it democracy mainly because of the
non-lsamic (Western) praxis and connotations associated to it." Some researchers found that
most of Western concepts do not travel well to the Mudim world. “A plethora of meanings and
incompatible usages have dissuaded many socid scientists from using these concepts [eg.
secularism, liberdism, democracy], as heuristic devices’ when they study Mudim countries
(Boroujerdi 1994.56).

Beddes, “in many countries, democracy got a bad name because it was associated with
bad regimes that the United States supported, despots like the Shahs in Iran” (Armsrong
2002).

The issue of labelsis not peculiar to Mudims, Hochschild finds thet political 1abels such
as liberd, conservative and capitaist society meen different things to different citizens even
ingde the same country such asthe US (Hochschild 1981).

For some Mudims democracy means excessve freedoms which infringe upon the
sharidldamic legidaion of Allah (this tendency was found most notable in countries such as
Saudi Arabia, Oman and UAE). That is why in some Mudim countries, Saudi Arabia for one,
the word has not been widely used, or has been misused or abused officidly or publicly. For
mogt ordinary Saudis, when the word democracy is used, it refers to an dien system of
governmert.

! When asked if "democracy" would lead to homosexuality and replace the will of God with the will of
people, 19% of the Muslim respondents to the web-based survey agreed or strongly agreed. Y et around
38% of the 19% accepted having public elections, parliaments and one person and one vote principle. Many
devout Muslims prefer using the word "Shura" (Arabic word for consultation which is an Islamic imperative
too,) instead of the non- (or even anti-) Islamic word "democracy."
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To others, such as Libyans, the dite's misuse of the word democracy made it equd to a
very consarvative pro-status quo system of government that associates democracy with the
current praxis of their rulers. A Libyan professor once corrected me when | asked him about
"democracy" by saying: "l see you mean red democracy not ours." However, thisis not the case
in Jordan, Maaysia, Turkey, Egypt, and Morocco among others in which people use the word
democracy to refer to an dected accountable government without necessarily meaning that it is
anti-Idamic. On the other extreme, in Iran, Tunisa and the Sudan, the term Idamic democracy
is often used by progressve/modernist Idamists (e.g. presdent Mohamed Khatami of Iran
((1998), Rashid d-Ghannouchi of Tunida (1993) and Hassan a-Torabi of the Sudan (2003) to
refer to democracy as a necessity to establish Idamic rule. Thus it is necessary when we
measure the attitudes of Mudims toward eected accountable government to triangulate the
questions with and without using the term "democracy.” This is one of the lessons | learned
during the pilot study.

Second, because of the lack of empiricd and sysemdic data from most Mudim
countries some observers overlook the differences anong Mudim sub-cultures. For instance,
the conclusion that average Mudims like average non-Mudims have an inclination to support
democratic ideds and performance is limited to the nine Mudim nations that Norris and
Inglehart tackle in their sudy (which have aready experienced semi-free eections at some point
or another in the last 10 years) and does not apply to other Mudim countries that till are more
critical of Western values and idedls (e.g. Saudi Arabia, Yemen, Libya, the Sudan and others).?
Norris and Inglehart's exploratory work needs to be supported by a survey that is manly
tallored to undergand the Mudim mind. This Mudim-tailored survey does reduce comparability
with other non-Mudim cultures but increases the accuracy and vdidity of our capacity to gauge
Mudims attitudes toward democracy.

Third, while examining Mudims' atitudes toward democracy, it isimportant to note that
the red chdlenge in most Mudim countries is not the mere existence of democrdtic inditutions
or procedures (Abukhdil 2001; a-Ashmawi 1992). Most Mudim countries have what a
journdigt from Turkey, described to be beautiful conditutions and democratic names with no
democratic spirit or plurdigtic praxis. In other words, the chalenge of democratic software (that
is to consder women, non-Mudim minarities, communists, Mudims of other sects such as
Ahmadis, Bahdais and Shiite as mordly and paliticaly equa and thus to accept them in the
political process as voters, candidates and dected officiads) is more chalenging and exigent than
having “beautiful condtitutions” This project attempts to tap both dimensions.

In sum, neo-orientdigts paint a portrait of Mudims (one could think of their damsasa
lig of hypotheses) as largely indifferent to or negative toward democracy, attracted mainly by
fanatical anti-Western redligious discourse, ambivaent or unaware of democracy’s advantages
and unlikely to accept them

2 World Value Survey and the Pew Project for instance ask the following question: "Having a democratic
political system is a good way of governing this country." | am asking a similar question along with other
guestions that describe the democratic process with and without actually using the word democracy itself.

% In one of the rare surveys done in countries like Kuwait, Egypt, UAE and Saudi Arabia, Arab responses
were extremely heterogeneous in patterns of life, values, interest in political issues and the nature of these
issues as suggested by Zoby's analysis of the views of 3,800 Arab adults polled by Zogby International
from eight countries (Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Kuwait, Morocco, UAE, Saudi Arabiaand Isragl).
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Partly the purpose of this project is to compare this portrait with empirical evidence
from 2001-2002 surveys representative of educated Mudims. In generd, the evidence
contradicts the image of democratic defict described above and suggests that orientalists may
have detected only one group, admittedly the most radicd, of Mudims.

The neo-orientaists adopted a definition of culture that circularly will lead to the
causdity of Idam and autocracy. The neo-orientdidts tend to define culture as “shared vaues
legitimeting socia practices’” (Wildavsky 1987:6). The main criticism raised to this definition is
the fact that “there is rarely consensus within aculture’ (Laitin and Wildavsky 1988: 589).

Conversdy, Laitin develops Thomas Metzger’ s definition of culture in his examination of
neo-Confucian society as “ ‘points of concern’ that are debated (Laitin and Wildavsky 1988:
589). According to Metzger as quoted in Latin:

We can understand the Neo-Confucians by understanding what they worried
about... what their shared points of uncertainty and concern ... There | suggest
looking a Neo-Confucianian as a widdy shared ‘gramma’ defining the
problems of intellectud struggle by positioning discrepancy between the god of
life and life and the given world. Sharing this grammar, Neo- Confucians differed
in terms of their solutions for these problems.

Latin continues “[T]o be sure, cultures support some common vaues. But agenera
focus on points of concern rather than shared vaues provides a richer gppreciation of why
political action differs across cultures’ (Laitin and Wildavsky 1988:590).

These two views of culture are not mutudly exclusve. Rather they point to two
dimensons of (palitica) culture andyss unity and diversity. Each culture has eements of unity
that make a group of people share the same culture. Each culture as well has dements of
divergty that take the format of sub-cultures or sub-groups within the same culture. The
elements of unity are manifest in the same aggregate grammar and macro-concerns that can be
best embodied in macro-questions within the culture. However, these common questions do
not mean tha dl individuds will respond to them in the same way. Rather one expects
individuds to differ in their responses to these questions.

It is reasonable to expect those who belong to the same culture have contesting
“practices, texts and images’ (Wedeen 1999) to back up their responses to the questions. With
this contestation, each sub-group will share smilar vaues in responding to the same macro-
questions or points of concern. The larger the gap among these sub-groups, the more they will
appedl to other sources of texts, images and practices to prove that their responses are the
closest if not equa to “truth.”

By dipulating culture in this way, it is reasonable to assume that Mudims share e
culture since they respond to common points of concern. The following question can be
proposed as the main point of concern or macro-quest that most Mudims face:

What is the form of government that best correspondsto Allah’s will?

There are three broad schools of thought that compete over the answer to this previous
question. These three schools will be used to andyze the attitudes of ordinary Mudims toward
democracy.



b. The Relevance of Political Culture

Why should one attend to Mudims' palitica culture when discussng democratization?
The examination of Mudims palitica culture is important for any serious discusson
about democracy and democratization for three related reasons.

1- Mog dites in Mudim societies have proven to be very far away from adopting €lite-guided
democratization following the examples of Juan Carlos and Mikhal Gorbachev (Midlarsky
1998) or dlite negotiated trangtions such as Greece in 1973, Brazil in 1974, , Portugd in 1974,
and Peru in 1979 and Chile in 1983 (Linz and Stepan 1996; Przeworski 1992). Being ruled
mosily by non-democrétic regimes that have no history of support for real democratization, this
leaves us with two other options for where the breakdown of authoritarian regimes might Sart:
foreign invason (George W. Bush's Operation Iragi Freedom is the most recent example in this
regard) or mass pressure for democracy such asin Romania of 1989 and Georgia of 2003. This
lagt dternative requires a high level of resentment toward autocracy and an indagtic demand for
democracy.

2- Most neo-inditutionalist researchers on democratic trandtion and consolidation argue that
authoritarian breskdown and democratic trangition may not require a specific type of culturd
vaues. Yet democratic consolidation and sudtainability cannot hold up without common
agreement among the great mgjority of individuas on certain vaues and norms (Diamond 1993,
Karl 1990; Linz and Stepan 1996) That is why some countries may be more reedy for
democratization than others based upon their capacity to assmilate the democratic values.

3- Regading Idamic countries in paticular, most of the literature suggedts that lack of
resentment toward authoritarianism and the absence of gppreciation for democracy are two
inherent traits of the Idamic political culture (Huntington 1984; Lewis 1993b; Pipes 1983). This
study proposes to test this clam empiricaly, taking into consderation that I1dam is not the only
factor that may be shaping Mudims' perception of democracy. That isto say, Idam asardigion
is not equa to Mudims palitica culture; yet it is an important component of it. Consequently, a
comparative cross-cultura study of ordinary Mudims' attitudes toward democracy will help us
go beyond the hasty conclusion of “one religion, one culture, one phenomenon.”

2. Data, Operationdlization, Hypotheses and Measures

To garner fird-hand data through surveys about serious issues such as democracy in
closed societies is an endeavor that is both risky and rare. Drawing a representative sample of
illiterate and suspicious Mudims made the task more difficult. As Mohamed Mgidi, an Iranian
criminologist who administered three cross-culturd surveys in five Mudim countries has said
during the pilot examination of the survey used in this project: “The illiterate people in closed
societies do not have the cuture of survey especidly if you ask them about issues that, they
believe, will put them in trouble”



a. The Sample and its Limitations

The technical aspects of obtaining the firg-hand data are fully discussed in gppendix 111.
Educated Mudims have been approached through two survey techniques followed by focus
group discussions.

It is crucid to explicitly limit the findings of this project to the population of non-poor
educated adult Mudims who form roughly 96% of the respondents to the surveys and represent
around 300 million Mudims (out of 1.2 hillion) who have this sat of characteridtics. It is
important to note that 55% of Mudims of the world are illiterate and over 42% of them are
under the age of 18 (World Devel opment Report 2001).

Only societies with number of respondents equal to 480 and above are included in this
project. This number is an acceptable cut-off to maintain enough observations to run the
regressons and not to lose many observations. Irag, though it has only 91 respondents, was
included in the society level comparison for its policy implication rdevance. Mudims from six
European countries are coded as EU. All other countries are recorded as "other” and are not
used in the regresson models.

Consequently, 4 percent of the respondents have been tossed away. Those respondents
indicate that their religions are not Idam; their ages are below 18 or above 50; bedong to
societies with the total number of respondents below 480; or c not explicitly Sate ther
nationdities and/or countries of origin.

The two techniques of data collections used in this study are the written and web-based
surveys. The respondents to the written survey were drawn from a cluster probabilistic sample
of college and university students and graduates. After tossing away the indigible respondents,
around 6,784 responses from 22 societies were kept. These respondents to the written survey
were present in their repective countries or in Egypt or the U.S. The responses were collected
during the period of May to August 2002.

The web-based survey rendered a higher number and more diverse group of
respondents, yet from a non-probabilistic sample* Yet whether a non-probabilistic sample is
representative of the target population is an empiricd question as Zettenberg (1965) and
Charalambides stated (2000).°

After tossng away the indigible respondents, the respondents to the web-based survey
number 23,816 responses mainly from 32 countries. These respondents were chosen via 55
thousand emails (collected with a multi-stage and multi-phase sampling technique to represent

* Non-probabilistic sampling does not ensure the elements are selected in random manner. It is difficult then
to guarantee that certain portions of the population were not excluded from the sample since elements do
not have an equal chance of being selected. Note that it is entirely possible that the elements that were not
selected did not differ from the selected elements, but this could only be determined by examining both sets
of elements. This examination was conducted as shown in appendix |1l by comparing data from different
surveys.

® According Zettenberg (1965): "The relationships expressed in theoretical propositions are presumed to be
universally present... both in representative and non-representative samples. To disprove or demonstrate
their existence is hence, possible in any kind of sample —biased or unbiased. ... When using a biased
sampling for a verification, we must have assurance that the relationship we want to prove is not introduced
into our data by selective sampling. ... Also, when using a biased sample for verification, we should realize
that we have no knowledge of the population to which the result can be safely generalized.”
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Mudims from dl sects, countries and different levels of rdigiosity) to respond to 48 questions
during the period from May until August 2002.

As shown in Appendices 5 and 6, the two surveys capture Mudims' attitudes from dl
over the world and with different democratic experiences. For ingtance, Turkey, Mdi, Senegd
and Bangladesh are countries with an Idamic mgority and have experienced atroubled but ill
peaceful dteration of power through voting balots in this past decade. Saudi Arabia, UAE, and
Libya are countries that either never experienced dections or at least are only sarting gradudly
to change this habit. Semi-congtitutional monarchies such as Maaysia, Jordan and Morocco are
also represented. Add to the previous list awide array of countries that have taken some steps
toward democracy but never finished the trandtion stage such as Egypt, Iran, Nigeria, the
Gambia, Pakistan, and Indonesia among others. Additionally three countries that have just come
out of the Communigt fig (i.e. Albania Tgikigan, and Turkmenigan) are examined. Mudim
minorities are represented in the sample by four cases. In Lebanon, Shiite, Sunni, Druze,
lsmalilite, Alawite and Nusayri Mudims compose roughly 70% of the population, yet it is
difficult to think of them as one Mudim population due to the intra creed and politica divisons
(World Bank 2001). India (12%), USA (2.5%) and Europe (3.5%) are other three cases
where Mudims are minorities and their attitudes toward an accountable syslem of government
are examined.

b. Why isthis Group of Sampled Mudims Relevant?

Following the experiences of the mass-initiated democratization processes in dl the
continents of the world, this dice of the educated adultsis crucidly important in posing demands
for democratization. Consequently, the educated adult Mudims (above 18 and below 50)
captured in this survey are important. Individuals under 18 and illiterate individuds are assumed
to be the least expected to care about democracy and democratization or to pose real demand
for their politica rights and/or to participate in politics if they are given the opportunity (Beckett
and Alli 1998; Burkett and Hart-Landsberg 2000; Calhoun 1995; Dolbeare and Hubbell 1996;
Farnen and Meoen 2000; Glassman 1995, 1997; Leighly and Nagler 1992; Milner 2002,
Ogden 1992; Semadi 1995). Besides, the number of respondents above 50 is too small to be
included in the andysis.

Some non-empirical assertions suggest that the least educated and poor are the most
radical and thus will not be represented in pooled data. However, no empirica study has shown
that this is the case. Many empiricad studies noted "how rare it is to find examples of religious
fanaticiam among ether the higher or the very lowest socid drata of the Egyptian population” (
Quoted in Pipes 2002). Pipes comments. "Whét is true of Egypt holds equdly true esawhere.”
Similar observation was suggested by (Cerutti and Ragionieri 2000; Ciment 1997; Dekmeian
1995; Hunter 1988; Mahmood 1995; Perlmutter 1992; Zeidan 2003). These argumentative
assartions will be the subject of testing in this project.

This data will hep in addressing and testing ©me of the competing readings about
Idam and democracy on two grounds:

1) One needs to revisgt the arguments that put Mudims in generd in the basket of anti-
democracy (neo-orientdists) or those that argue in favor of "driking amilarities’ between
Mudims and non-Mudims support for democracy (Norris and Inglehart 2002).
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2) One needs to search for a guiding preponderance of evidence, if any, to discern if
there is a causd redationship between Mudims culture and democracy which eventudly
assesses the democrati zability of Mudim societies.

Contrary to initia expectations, the one way andysis of variance (ANOVA) suggests
that there are no datidticaly sgnificant differences between the two sets of respondents
comparing the differences within groups once we control for the effect of agein the web-based
sample (Appendix Ill). Tha is to say, one did not find datisticaly sgnificant attituding
differences between college students who have access to the internet and college students who
do not have access to the internet. This result was more solidified by Zogby's study of 3,800
Arab adults from eight countries (Egypt, |srael, Jordan, Lebanon, Kuwait, Morocco, the United
Arab Emirates and Saudi Arabia) which found that: "[i]n the aggregate, Internet access appears
to make little difference in the persond concerns of Arabs. Even where rankings and ratings do
differ, the differences are dight” (Zogby 2002). Whether or not a study of, say, the professiona
lawyers or physicians would turn up smilar findings regarding the influence of internet usage on
their attitudes toward democracy is an empirical problem that deserves attentions, but one that
cannot be addressed here.

Though admittedly imperfect, combining the data from the web-based survey and the
written surveys serves three purposes. 1) It provides a larger N with wider representation of a
greater number of Mudim countries and thus more diversity in Mudims sects, ages, gender and
political ideologies. 2) It strikes a balance between the advantages of a written survey followed
by deeper focus-group discussion and the web-based survey where the researchers distanced
themsdlves from any influence on the respondents (Smith 2002; Solomon 2001). 3) It controls
for the effect of fear from responding to what can be seen as politicdly very sengtive questions
given the fact that web-based survey do not meet the same level of censorship that written
surveys may encounter.

To sum up: there is a clear and accounted for bias in the sample toward the educated
Mudims who usudly live in urban areas and are above the poverty line. A further limitation of
our study arises from the problem of over-sampling of men compared to women. This over-
sampling of men can be attributed to the fact thet illiteracy rate among women is much higher
than it is among men (Farjani et al. 2002). As one does not use random sample from all
Mudims regardless of their gender, level of education or income, one cannot confidently extend
our inferences from our sample to al Mudims®

c. Operationdization

This study will contribute to the debate by surveying educated Mudims attitudes toward
democracy in 32 societies including four countries where Mudims are minorities (USA, Europe,
Indiaand Lebanon) (Appendices 5 and 6 have ligts of the societies). To measure the attitudes of
Mudims toward the thing democracy stipulated as a system of accountable government publicly
elected according to the principle of one person, one vote the democracy is operationalized into
two dimensions. democratic software and democrétic hardware.

® A possible solution that is not pursued in this project, to overcome the problem of over-sampling of menis
to run separate regression models for men and women to control for the effect of gender.
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Democratic software is a scale to measure the socio-political sense of tolerance, trust
and equdity in the attitudes of Mudims toward (1) their fellow Mudims from other sects (Sunna,
Shiite, and Ahmadi), (2) non-Mudims (Chrigians, Jews, Hindus...etc.) and (3) women. This
scale hasits theoreticd judtification in the writings that view tolerance, trust and a sense of mord
equdity among citizens as a pre-requisite for any stable democracy that deserves its name
(Almond and Verba 1963; Dahl 1982; Rawls 1993).

In other words, if the mgority of Sunni Mudimsin a given country think thet their fellow
citizenswho are Ahmadi or Shiite should be expelled or deprived of their palitica rights because
of ther rdigious beliefs, the spirit of tolerance and trugt is not likdy to lead to anything but
tyranny of the mgority if the pocedurd aspects of democracy are satisfied. This form of
intolerant democracy has been labeled illibera (Zakaria 1997) or electora democracy
(Schedler 2000). The same can be said about non-Mudim minorities and women who are seen
by some (mae) Mudims as politicaly unequa to them and deserving to be deprived of certain
politica rights. For example, Kuwaiti women are disenfranchised from participating in what
otherwise can be labeled fair and free eections (Tetreault 2000).

The attitude toward women has been suggested to be a rea obstacle toward
democratization in the Mudim countries based upon the anayss d micro-levd survey daa
(Norris and Inglehart 2002), macro-level structurd data (Fish 2002) and careful examination of
higtorica evidence (Esposito 1996; Lewis 2002).

Factor andysis (as reproduced in Appendix 8) shows that the responses to the four
guestions (among the nine questions that were developed to measure the democratic software)
were found to fdl into one dimenson and form a rdigble and interndly congstent measure of
support for socio-poalitical and religious tolerance (Cronbach's estimate of rdiability and internd
consgency a = .763). As shown in Appendix 8, the four questions examine the attitude of
Mudims toward the politicd rights of Chrigtians, Jews minorities, Mudim minorities and women.
These questions were meant to measure politica tolerance. The democratic software dimension
was standardized and scaed to 100 points, for ease of interpretation, where higher scores
represent the highest leve of tolerance, trust and sense of equdity.

Democratic hardware is a measurement of the attitudes of Mudims toward the
procedures and indtitutions of politica participation and competition that reflect the popular will
into public office. Some highly homogenous societies may have a fairly reasonable sense of
equality and tolerance toward others yet may not support democratic inditutions, thereby
supporting stable (sometimes corrupt) non-democracies dueto the lack of peaceful dteration of
power and government accountability (Elkin and Sotan 1999; Hadenius 2001; Lederman et d.
2001; Shapiro and Macedo 2000).

Three questions were found to score the highest factor loadings in gauging the
democratic hardware with a decent level of reiability and internd consstency (Cronbach's
edimae of rdiability and internd consstency a = .875). After recoding, the scde was
dandardized to 100 points, for ease of interpretation, where higher scores represent the
strongest support for the democratic hardware. Taken together, the hardware and software
measurements would help to produce a culturd map of Mudims aggregate relative atitudes
toward democracy as produced in Figure 3.1.

The hardware and software of democracies, unlike the conventiond wisdom in the
Wed, are not identical. Suffice it to say that the history of the U.S. was a struggle to couple the
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€elected accountable government with full inclusve liberd palitica rights for women (until 1920)
and blacks (until 1965). Thus, it is reasonable to expect some Mudim sub-cultures to be in
favor of the hardware of democracy without its software. This type of combination can result in
exclusonary democracy (if there is democracy), a syslem of eected accountable government
elected only by those who meet certain qudifications enforced by the mgority (eg. Kuwati
mde-elected parliament).

One of the independent variables gauges the observance of Mudims of their Idamic
rituds or what can be labeled religiosty. Three questions aimed at indicating the same varigble
of rdigiogty. However, the factor andyss (Appendix 8) reveded that only two of them (prayer
and abstaining from drinking acoholic beverages) fdl into the same dimenson (Cronbach's
esimate of rdiability and internal consstency a=.926).

Mudims differ in ther tendency to sacrifice for their palitica rights. A measurement of
the dadticity of demands for political rights (democracy) has been developed from two
questions (2.14 and 2.20) as shown in gppendix 8 and will be discussed in detall in chapter
three (Cronbach's estimate of reliability and internal consstency a = .91).

d. Hypotheses and Measures

As indicated earlier, the democratic hardware and software are the two dependent
variables that this project tries to examine. The hardware and software of democracies, unlike
the conventiona wisdom in the Wegt, are not identica.

Explaning these two dimendons of democracy will occur & two leves
aggregate/society level in chapter three and a the individud level in chapter four.

At the aggregate leve, it is reasonable to expect some Mudim sub-cultures to be in
favor of the hardware of democracy without its software. This type of combination can result in
some type of exclusonary democracy if there is democraization at dl. That is a sysem of
elected accountable government but only eected by those who meet certain qudifications
enforced by the mgority (i.e. Kuwaiti male-eected parliament).

Theoreticaly, one may expect some sub-cultures to favor the software (tolerance),
more than they are interested in democratic procedures and ingtitutions. If this is the case, the
tolerance may maintain the socia fabric of society but no red public demands for accountable
and dected government may be made. This group of sub-cultures usudly head toward stable
non-democracy. These sub-cultures, however, are not necessarily anti-democrétic; rather they
do not see democracy as a solution to any problem. That is why they do not necessarily support
it or opposeit.

Theoreticaly as well one may anticipate a third group of sub-cultures that lacks support
for democratic ingditutions and procedures and meanwhile shows no respect for minorities. If
(neo-)orientdids are right, most Mudims would fdl into this category because they uphold
maingream Idam. In other words, these sub-cultures are the least likdy to have mass-initiated
democratization and even if there is a chance for an dite-led democratization, the non-tolerant
culture will remain an obstacle toward democratic consolidation (Diamond 1993; Linz and
Stepan 1996). (Neo-)orientalists would add: this is because of Idam (Pipes 1988) (for more
info. Sadowski 1993).

A fourth group of Mudim sub-cultures is the one that has high leve of support to
democratic hardware and software. These are the sub-cultures that are ready to democratize.
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One anticipates that the great most people in this sub-culture think of democraticaly eected and
accountable government to be good and necessary and thus would see it as anti-Idam.

Chapter threewill throw some light on the prevailing vauesin Mudim societies.

At theindividua leve, certain hypotheses will be tested to understand the dynamics that
prope some Mudims insde the same society to accept or refuse democracy.

To test these hypotheses and underdand these dynamics, multivariate seemingly
unrelated regressons (SUR) will be used as shown in Appendix 9. To verify the reaults,
multivariate logigtic regresson models will be reiterated. Chapter four will be totally devoted to
testing twelve hypotheses divided into four categories:

1- Demographic characteristics (relative income, education, age and gende).

2- Experience of democracy (previous politica participation and resdence in a

democracy for year or longer).

3- The effect of Idam (rdigiosty, support for political 1dam and compatibility between

shura and demacracy).

4- Perception of different political actors as credible agents of democratization or

autocracy (incumbents, the West and ulama).

A. Demographics

1. Relative Income

Some accounts (Jackman 1973; Lipset 1959) try to explain the dearth of democracy as
afunction of economic factors. All (with the possible exception of India) stable democracies
are prosperous. Besides, economic falure is even one of the easons of the breakdown of
democratic regimes (Linz and Stepan 1978). However, this rdationship is subject to some
debate. Dahl's conclusion regarding the pre-World War 11 polyarchies in Itay, Germany and
Spain suggests that the failure in providing economic needs and to maintain public order spurred
the shift toward dictatorship (Dahl 1971). That is to say, if dictatorships provide necessary
needs to individuds, the individuds would become less supportive of change, even if it leads to
democracy.” This hypothesis is crucid especialy in some countries thet are accused of buying
legiimecy (Luciani 1995) under the dogan of "no taxation, no representation.” Sherman
proposes the following as a support for the role of prosperous economy in establishing
consolidated non-democracies. “the correation between income and democracy holdswithin dl
but one region/culture... The one exception isIdam for which there is no sgnificant correation.
.. Among Arab nations there is a negative correlation between weath and freedom” (Sherman
1998).

There is a theoretical puzzle that needs to be addressed regarding measuring and
esimating the relationship between economic status and democratization. Mot of the studies

" "Throughout history, the overwhelmingly most common type of regime in the Islamic world has been
autocracy--which is not to be confused with despotism. The dominant political tradition has long been that
of command and obedience, and far from weakening it, modern times have actually witnessed its
intensification. With traditional restraints on autocracy attenuated, and with new means of surveillance,
repression, and wealth-extraction made available to rulers by modern technologies and methods,
governments have become less dependent than ever on popular goodwill. Thisis particularly true of those
governments that are enriched by revenues from oil. With no need for taxation, there is no pressure for
representation” (Lewis, 1993h:54-55).
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that have been conducted in this regard gpproached the puzzle from a macro-levd, i.e. to
measure the relationship between macro-economic indicators (i.e. real income per capita,
inflation rate or economic growth rate) and strength of (demands for) democracy (Burkhart and
Lewis-Beck 1994; Gasiorowski 1995).

In this study, the prosperity-democracy puzzle will be gpproached from a micro-leve
route through testing the impact of individuds rdative economic gtatus on hisher attitude
toward dected accountable government in the thirty two cases at hand. The descriptive andysis
of respondents incomes report skewness toward more affluent than poor which corresponds to
the target population of thisarticle. A 9-point scae variable reflects one's economic status.

2. Education

Education is another factor that can be seen as a highly crucid factor that may shape the
attitudes of Mudims toward dected accountable government. For highly educated people, the
cogt asociated with acquiring information, comparing and contrasting conditions in different
political systems is low and as a result they should exhibit more support for democracy snceit
gives them the rights to be active in deciding the affairs of their societies. On the other hand, the
least educated as suggested by Lipset for instance pose athreat to democracy in the face of any
socio-economic didocation (1983). Thus, education is hypotheszed to indill and reinforce
libera values such as equality, support for socio-political tolerance, respect for individud liberty
and democratic indtitutions as suggested by evidence from other cultures (FHangan 1982; Gibson
and Duch 1993). A 5-point scale will be used to measure the comparative level of education.

3- Age

The young are hypothesized to be more enthusagtic about change (Bahry and Silver
1990; Inglehart 1997), but not necessarily about democracy; thus we will pay close attention to
the impact of age on the attitudes toward democracy especidly given the fact that severd
anecdotal evidence (i.e. terrorist attackers of September 11™ 2001 and the ratio of young men
joining Idamist radica groups) indicate the opposte.

It isargued that:

“rapidly increasing hirth rates have given rise to a high proportion of young
people in the population and a concentration of them in cities (the under fifteens
in the Arab world are 44 per cent of the population in Algeria, 40 per cent in
Egypt and Morocco, 41 per cent in Jordan, 60 per cent in Gaza, etc.) This
burgeoning generation, born after independence, does not share the nationaist
idedls of its leaders The failure of nationdism and communism, as wdl as the
liberal experience which preceded them, al of Western making, leads these
young people to seek anew modd taken from their own Idamic culturd legacy”
(Munoz 1999:9).

A 5-point scale captures the age of respondents.

4- Gender

Two competing readings of Mudim women's attitudes toward democratization can be
gpotted. In some non-Mudim ailtures, women have been traditionaly more conservative than
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men about politicd change; that is why they are hypotheszed to be less supportive of
democratic changes (Carnaghan and Bahr 1990). Y et feminigts in the Mudim context suggest
the opposite (Afshar 1993; Kandiyoti 1996). Femaes are coded as 1 in a dummy-coded
vaiable.

B. The Experience of Democracy

Two indicators are used to gauge the respondents experience and familiarity with
democracy.
1- Pdlitica participation (voting)

Some Mudim countries have public dections or referenda. Though not necessarily free
and far in dl countries, they give Mudims the opportunity to experience an important
mechanism of the democratic process.

A generdion ago, with two or three exceptions, virtudly no eections were held

in the Mudim world. Now, however, 50 of the 53 predominantly Mudim

nations hold regular dections. In the vast mgority of cases the dections, held by

often autocratic and corrupt regimes, are far from free and far. But they

represent the compliment that vice pays virtue (Taheri 2003c).

One may hypothesize that people who vote in public dections will be more supportive
of democracy. It is reasonable that this hypothesis will hold in relatively democratic countries
where eections redly matter but not necessarily in autocratic polities.

A three-point variable is used to measure the voting experience of Mudims whose
countries have public eections (question 1.17). This variable was dropped in the countries that
do not have public dections.

2- The residence of Mudims in a democratic country for a year or longer or being a minority
living in a democracy are presumed to gpproximate the effect of global diffusion of the
democratic message which lowers the costs of understanding the democratic process. Thus
these types of individuas will be more supportive of democracy (Duch 1995; Mudler 1992;
Starr 1991). To ensure tha the individuds have obtained enough knowledge about how
democracy redly works, only persons who have had the chance to stay in one or more
democrecies for a total of ayear have been considered to understand the advantages and
disadvantages of a democratic polity. A dummy coded variable is used to capture this
experience with Mudims who had the chance to live in a democracy for ayear or longer coded
asl.

C. Effect of Idam

Though this dissertation is about Mudims rather than Idam, it is important to know that
Idam, ether as equivdent to Chridianity or Christendom, is an active factor in shaping Mudims
attitudes toward the world around them (Ansary 2003). Idam provides most Mudims with a
theoretica framework to judge what is Idamic, non-1damic (competible with Idam even it isnot
origindly developed by Mudims) and Un-1damic (perceived by Mudimsto be againgt Idam).
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The effect of Idam on Mudims attitudes toward democracy may be studied at the
individud level from three perspectives rdigiosty, Idam as a politica ideology, and the
compatibility between shuralmutua consultation and democracy.

1- Rdigiogty

Ancther hypothes's pertains to the rdationship between observance of Idamic rituds
(religiosity) and support for democracy. Fukuyama contends that the more a person is
committed to Idam as a creed, the more one is involved in a culture that uniformly rgects
modernity.

According to Fukuyama (2001):

Idam is the only culturd system that seems regularly to produce people such as
Osama bin Laden or the Tdiban who reject modernity lock, stock and barrel.
This raises the question of how representative such people are of the larger
Mudim community, and whether this rgjection is somehow inherent in Idam.

A previous US ambassador to Saudi Arabia concurs.

[M]ore fundamentdly, though, dl Arab Mudims—and not just young, educated

maes—are chdlenged cosmologicaly by the modern world. From the dart,

Mudims saw Idamic society as a‘City of God' upon earth. Idamic society was

built upon the perfect teachings of God's own reveded word, dictated and

unaterable: the Qur'an (Horan 2003).

Thus, it is argued that the more a Mudim clings to Idam’s imperatives, the more he/she
will be puzzled by non-Qur'anic bed'aman made hnovations such as democratic procedures
and values. This relationship will be scrutinized in this project using a continuous standardized
variable that combined two questions as described in the factor analysis appendix (Appendix 8).
2- Support for Politicd Idam

This hypothes's is important Since some commentators made democracy conditiona
upon secularism in the Middle East (Binder 1988; Gellner "Idam and Marxism” 1991, 1992,
Sharabi 1988; Tibi 1998). Others argued that some Idamists are more democratic than secular
rulers (Armstrong 2002; Rahman 1982:15). A 5-point scale captured Mudims' atitudes
toward Idam as deen wa dawlardigion and state which is a dogan endorsed by dl Idamigts
and opposed by al secularigts.

3- Support for the compatibility between shura and democracy.

Mudims do not agree on the rdationship between the Idamic concept of shura/mutua
consultation and democracy. Some Idamigts perceive shuralmutua consultation as superior to
the inherently un-1damic concept of democracy. Other Idamists percelve democracy as a
modern implementation of shura/mutual consultation. Some secularists perceive them to be
absolutely two different principles and praxes as it will be demongtrated in the second chapter.
With these three different accounts, one will try to examine the effect of Mudims' perception of
shura/mutua consultation and democracy as complementary to their support for democratic
hardware and software. A 5point scae question gauges the attitudes of Mudims toward the
relationship between shura/mutua consultation and democracy.
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D. Paliticd Actors

It is hypotheszed that among the variables that affect Mudims dtitudes toward
democracy are the dtitudes toward certain politica actors including the legitimacy of the
incumbents, the credibility of the West as an agent of democratization, and trugt in
ulamal/scholars role as cultura entrepreneurs.

1- Legitimacy of the incumbents
Another important factor that may impact Mudims attitudes toward democracy is the

support they show to their current rulers. This factor is crucid from two perspectives. Firs,
legiimecy is usudly confused with dlence in third world countries, a phenomenon best
described by Wedeen's conceptudization of "acting as-if legitimecy” (1999). Mudims are asked
to evaluate their current rulers and compare them to others who are more democratic (whatever
this meansin their minds).2

Second, citizens in stable democracies make clear digtinctions between rating their rulers
and the legitimacy of (democrdtic) inditutions (Dahl 1989; Huntington 1991; Linz and Stepan
1989; Przeworski 1986). In Mudim countries, where the persona of rulers is more influentia
than inditutions, myopic individuds are more likdly to exig (Inkeles and Smith 1974; Kohli
1997). Being 'myopic’ means thet individuals would accept autocracy as far as it is associated
with a popular ruler or the "benevolent dictator® (Mansour 1992). Support for (undemocratic)
incumbents is hypothesized to be associated with less support for democrétic trandtion. A 3
point scale expresses the support of Mudimsto their rulers,

2- The West as a credible agent of democratization

Western countries supported democratization throughout the world except in the
Mudim countries where there is the fear that democracy will lead anti-Western Idamists into
power. In Mudim societies, "advocates for libera vaues conditute at best a smal minority”
(Bacevich 2003:32).

This dtitude, dong with the support of autocratic pro-Western rulers, created a
negative image of the West in the Mudim world. The Western discourse, led by the Bush
adminigration, changed dramaticdly in favor of democratic Idam. Given the negetive image of
the US in the Mudim world, it can be hypothesized that the more Mudims distrust the US, the
less they trust its capacity to pressure the incumbents to democratize.

A 5-point scade is used to measure Mudims' attitude toward the respongbility of the
West for lack of democracy in the Mudim world.

3- Ulamalscholars role as cultura entrepreneurs

It isargued that “Mudims are addicted to religion. Thus any atempt to reform Mudims
afarswill fal unlessit gartsfrom Idam” (Omara 2002b). The problem resides with the fact that
most ulama/scholars are very conservative and traditiondist which may lead Muslims who trust

81t should be noted that the question about the support for the incumbents was the only attitudinal
guestion that reveal ed some discrepancy between the web-based survey and the written survey responses.
Respondents to the web-based survey were comparatively |ess supportive of their rules than the
respondents to the written-survey. A possible explanation is related to the efficiency of the web-based
survey to capture the attitudes of the respondents regarding sensitive issues (Lipschultz 2000).
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them to adopt undemocratic attitudes. Thus, it is hypothesized tha Mudims who trust
ulamal/scholars are less supportive of democracy than Mudims who are less influenced by them.

A 5-point scale question measures the leve of trugt that Mudims have toward the
ulama/scholars.

3. The Structure of the Study

The second chapter will lay out the intellectua map of how intelectuds, activigs and
ulamal/scholars in Mudim societies relate Idam to democracy. The discussion of the intellectud
map of Mudim public opinion leaders is based upon the assumption that ordinary educated
Mudims do not randomly choose their positions regarding politica issues. Rather they resort to
men of idess to make sense of the world they live in and to respond to the challenges they face.
This chapter will be devoted to the politica intellectua debates.

The third chapter focuses on the culturd map of educated Mudims at the aggregate
leve. Thus, it responds to the following questions. Frgt, to what extent are ordinary Mudims
mere reflections of the cultura entrepreneurs as discussed in the previous chapter? Second, isiit
truethat Mudims even if they believe in democracy, they limit it toilliberd verson that forbids dl
competing un-Idamic ideologies? Third, are Mudims saisfied with ther generdly non
democratic governments because they think of them as Idamic governments and that is why
they do not want democracy? Fourth, are Mudims reedy to sacrifice for their politica rights or
will they wait until they are given to them as gifts from ther rulers? Ffth, isit true that Mudims
minds are chained in the golden past of the early Idamic state?

The fourth chapter is devoted to the analyss of possible causa relationships between
Mudims attitudind pogtions at the individud leve and the most important factors and actors
that are hypothesized to militate both for and against Mudims’ support for democratic software
and hardware. In this chapter, the focus shifts from society-leve andyds to individud leve
andyss.

The concluson summarizes the reaults, reflects on ther implications, darifies their
limitations and |leaves some questions open for accumulation and further research.
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CHAPTER I
MUSLIMS INTELLECTUAL MAP

This chapter provides a road map for examining the schools of thought that shape the
intellectua agendain Mudim societies regarding the issue of Idam and democracy.

This chapter will discuss four main themes. The first section will discuss the nature of the
men of ideas who are responsible for shaping Mudims' intelectua map. These men of ideas can
be broadly categorized into intellectuals and ulama/scholars who function as both public opinion
leaders and culturd entrepreneurs.

The second section will discuss how these men of idess conditute three

uncompromising schools of thought regarding what they consider Idamic, nortIdamic and un-
Idamic idedls and praxis. These schools of thoughts are given the labdls: traditiondist, modernist
and secularig. The traditiondigts in turn are divided into violent and pacifists. The secularists
may be liberdls or autocrats.
In a third section, the focus will be on how each school of thought tackles the issue of
democracy given their understandings of Idamic teachings. In a fourth section, one will argue
that these adamant schools of thought that shape the Mudim intdlectud map engage in an
intelectud cvil war that may have a regative impact on the prospect of democracy in the
Mudim world.

1. Shgping Mudims Intdlectud Map

a Public Opinion Leaders and Cultura Entrepreneurs

Throughout this chapter, two terms will be used synonymoudy to refer to the men of
ideas who function as agents of politicad socidization in Mudim socigties. These two terms are
public opinion leaders and culturd entrepreneurs. Each one of these terms reveds one of the
mechanisms by which these men of ideas shape the Mudim mind regarding the chalenge of
democracy. These men of ideas through their public debates on the relationship between Idam
and poalitics shape the culturd repertoire that identifies a limited set of intdlectud repertoires
among which ordinary educated Mudims locate themsdves. That is to say, these intdlectud
debates portray the finite set of visons that ordinary Mudims can hold regarding an issue such
as democracy. These repertoires are “learned, shared and acted out through a rdatively
deliberate process of choicg’ (Tilly 1995:42). Thus, Mudims attitudes toward democracy are
part of a learning process and deliberate choices that individuals make among the possble
options available to them by the contemporary public opinion leaders.

This characterization of men of ideas makes this chapter more concerned with what
contemporary ordinary Mudims read and listen to rather than the old philosophic or highly
technica books that were written hundreds of years ago. The god is not to discuss a any length
dl possble schools of thoughts that emerged in the hisgtory of Idam (Mohamed Omara
numerated 198 schools and trends in the history of Mudim thought (see Oman 1991)) or their
non-ldamic rivaries mainly because ordinary educated Mudims rarely consult these sources.
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These sources are internaized in the contemporary debates and presented by public opinion
leaders to Mudims as ready- made intdllectual medls for consumption.

Public opinion leadersin this project play another related function which isto be cultura
entrepreneurs by traveling through time and/or space to revive the norms of the past or import
norms from others. These norms, “like genes’ function as “indructiond units [thet ar€] in
competition with other norms... that carry incompatible ingtructions — and some are reproduced
a much higher rates than their competitors’ (Florini 1996:364). Each group of culturd
entrepreneurs competes with others over the legitimacy of the norms (as standards of behavior)
that they present to the public. “Norms are obeyed not because they are enforced, but because
they are seen legitimate’ (Florini 1996: 365). Thus one may expect thet in a given Mudim
society some norms (eg. tolerance) dominate other norms which make it more suitable for
democracy than others. A possible explanation for why some Mudim societies may be more
tolerant than others can be the nature of the norms that the cultural entrepreneurs revive from the
past or import from others (e.g. the West).

Mudim intellectuds and scholars usudly end up with a set of arguments or schema of
thoughts that portray the past as trandated into texts, history and legacy in a fashion that help
them understand the present with dl its modern problems, and to project solutions for future
chdlenges including the chalenge of democracy.

By the end of this chapter one will conclude that Mudims political  atitudes are not
conceived as “a numerous cdoud hovering over socid life, shifting in its own winds, and
producing socid action as rain or snow” (Tilly 1995: 40). Rather Mudims politicd attitudes are
part a number of attempts to answer the question of where and how to draw the lines between
what is Idamic, non-1damic and un-Idamic politica vaues and praxis.

b. Educationd Schema Intdlectuds and Ulama

Men of ideas who function as public opinion leaders and culturd entrepreneurs come
from different educational backgrounds and have different ways to spread their words ad
hence to influence the public. There are two types of men of ideas in terms of their educationd
backgrounds. Intdlectuds usudly had mainly non-religious education. Mogt of thar influence on
the public comes from publishing books, writing magazine and newspgper aticles and
gppearances in televison and radio shows. Coming from non-religious education background
does not necessarily mean that they ae ideologicaly secularists. Of course some of them are
secularists who think that Mudims caught the Christian disease of ecclesadtic thinking. Most of
these intdlectuds publish their books and articles in state-owned or independent ingtitutions as
far as the government tolerates this way of thinking. The red threet that they face comes from
ulamal/scholars who would call their contributions gpostasy or heresy. Some governments try to
gppease the publics by banning ther publications but surprisngly these publications became the
best sdlersin the uncontrolled market of ideas. There is no red problem for any researchers to
find the secularigt writings either in their origina languages or trandated versons in the Middle
East asin the West.

Some intdlectuds have a favorable dtitude toward Idam as a source of politica
ideology and use their intellectua capacities to draw lessons from the ulama/scholars. Usudly
Idamic intdllectuds are referred to as Idamic thinkersmufakereen Idameen to differentiate them
from ulama/scholars who can issue fatwasrdigious verdicts. Idamic thinkers are less bounded
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by the Idamic authenticity or reliance on holy texts. They are freer to learn from non-Mudims
and use their concepts (e.g. democracy). They ae not seen by governments as dangerous as
ulama/scholars who can issue fatwas/rdigious verdicts ddegitimizing political regimes and rulers.
They are men of opinions and not intelectud authority. Thus, their intelectua contributions may
be found n books, magazines and newspapers and less in officid televison and radio sations
that usudly think of them as problematic if their ideas are publicly endorsed. Beside lack of trust
on the part of the governments, they are hardly seen by the masses as religious authorities ether.
One rarely finds an audio tape in amosque for any of these Idamic thinkers. They are percelved
by most Mudims as good people with good intentions and testable opinions. If they walk down
in streets, they are barely known by the public because people have not seen them yet they may
recognize their names. One other contributing factor for their intellectua absence in mosques is
that many of these Idamic thinkers or intellectuals may challenge popular ideas without providing
daled/textud support for their opinions. These Idamic intellectuals do not fed compelled to use
daled/textud support mainly since they lack the sophisticated Idamic education to dlow them to
issue faiwas/rdigious verdicts.

Fatwas/rdigious verdicts are issued mainly by ulama/scholars of Idam who are different
from intellectuds in & leest one Sgnificant aspect. Ulamalscholars got part of or dl ther
education in Idamic ingtitutions devoted to teach Idamic sciences of Qur'an, sunnal/sayings and
praxis of the Prophet Mohamed, figh/jurisprudence and turath/legacy of ancient Mudims. These
ulama/scholars are divided into two groups depending upon their dependence on government
ingtitutions. There are ulama/scholars that condtitute a-1dam d-raami/officid 1dam and others
who condtitute a- Idam d-shabi/popular Idam (Bill and Springborg 2000).

Thisdidinction is sgnificant in terms of the sources that one can rely upon to learn about
ther politicd attitudes. Since ulama of d-1dam a-rasmi/scholars of officid 1dam are considered
moderate by Mudim governments, one can eadly read or ligen to thar attitudes in the officid
publications and media outlets. The ulama of a-1dan/a-shabi are usudly prohibited from giving
public speeches or gppearing in public television and radio stations. However, they managed to
make their ways to the public through audio tapes, books and small booklets that are avallable
in dmogt al mosques that are out of the grip of governments. With the revolution of the internet,
hundreds of Idamic websites were devoted to the tapes and books of these unofficial scholars
in dl the languages on earth. The mgority of them are in Arabic, Urdu, Fard, English and
French.

Some ulama/scholars heeded to preserve and record their contributions more than others.

In generd, ulama/scholars who passed away before the revolution of the Internet or did
not care much about audio recording of their fatwas/religious verdicts and sermons are less
influentid than others who kept audio and written materids. One way of undersanding the
influence of these ulama/scholars is by tracking their contributions in the minds of other
ulama/scholars who learned from them personaly or by keeping their outlawved books and
booklets. These books are usudly not in print anywhere and when they are in print they appear
with no city of publication or publisher. Mogt of these publications are wagf/endowment for
Allah's sake with a phrase that may be trandated as follows. “If you want to re-print it, go
ahead. May Allah accept our good deeds” In most Mudlim countries freedom of expression is
limited. Thus, it is a fdony to disseminae such idess. Thanks to some scholars who were
interviewed dong with area specidists and persond effort on the part of the researcher, this
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chapter could secure around 60 publications on Idam and politics in generd that are officidly
banned in many Mudim countries. These publications, neverthdess, are available under the table
or on very high shelves of smdl mosque in Mudim countries.

One other important aspect of the role of intellectuals and scholars pertains to their level
of politicad activism. Some intellectuds and ulama/scholars are more politicdly active than
others. Some intdllectuas and rasmi/officia ulamal/scholars are spokesmen of their governments.
Some others are party ideologues and members in countries that dlow political parties. A third
group appears to be more independent.

Many unofficid ulamal/scholars are as well leaders of 1damic movements that are usudly banned
in Mudim countries. Yet when legdly alowed, these ulama/scholars may have more access to
influence the publics.

2. ldeologica Schema Traditionaists, Modernists and Secularists

Ideologically, Mudim intellectuals and scholars adopt three different readings of Idam's

response to modern chalenges including democracy. These three ideologica readings can be
given the following labels: traditiondlist, modernist and secularist.
They shagpe the Mudim intellectud repertoire through their responses to the common chalenge
of democracy that faces Mudims in the 21% century. These three schools of thought disagree
upon which aspects of democracy are Idamic (ordained or accepted by Idamic teachings),
non-ldamic (did not originate in Idam but Hill acceptable in Idam) and un-1damic (againgt Idam
and thus unacceptable).

Traditiondists search for what they perceve as an Idamic government which is
necessarily contradictory with what most contemporary academicians and democracy students
label democracy. Modernists, conversdly, search for a modern (democratic) government
compatible with Islam. They usudly cdl it Idamic democracy. This date is different from the
ancient state established by the Prophet and his companions in its format and procedure yet
identicd to it in its gods and framework. Secularists do not worry about how compatible their
ided system is with Idamic labels snce Idam, any reigionfor that matter, can be used to judtify
al forms of government, if necessary.

Traditiondigts are subject to another divison based upon ther attitude toward violence into
pacifigts and violent. Secularists are divided into autocrats and liberals based on their position on

politica plurdity.
a Conceptudization of Labdls

There is no dam d novdty in any of the labels used or the idea of dassfying Mudim
intellectuals and ulama/scholars. Some cavests, however, should be kept in mind. Fr, it is
better to think of these labdls as depicting schools of thoughts rather than individua thinkers. Of
course, this does not mean that readers cannot easily locate Usama bin Laden and Sayyid Qutb
as violent traditiondists, Mohamed Khatami and Y usuf d-Qaradawi as Idamist democrats, and
Saddam Hussein and Suharto as secular autocrats. Rather, these categories are proposed as
extensons of Weberian ided types that function as analytical congtructs which may or may not
correspond in detall to actua cases but which help us andyze and compare large number of
cases.
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Second, the following andysis will not be about a pre-determined set of scholars or
intellectuds in particular; rather it is an analysis of intellectud positions regardless of who adopts
them. This observation is important snce some of these individuas who actualy adopt these
idess shifted positions and thus may be under different labels given different times. For example,
the Saudi thinker Abdu-Allah a-Qasimi in the early 1950s was considered one of the orthodox
or typica traditiondigts, however, in the 1970s he shifted directions to become one of the
typica secularigts.

Khaed Mohamed Khaled's 1950 famous book From Here We Start represented a
core atack on the idea of Idam as ardigion and state. Yet his book 1981 The State in Islam
is consdered repentance from his support for secularism where he clearly states that he was
very much influenced by the history of theology and dergy in Europe (Kepel 1984). From 1950
to 1980s, Khaled shifted from a secularist position to amodernist Idamist one.

Once again, the labels epitomize schools of thoughts regardiess of their adherents rather
than portraying specific individua thinkers, clerics and activists because of what they bdievein.
Related to the previous point, it isimportant to note that some activists, intellectuals and scholars
belong to the same school whereas they spoke different languages, resided in different parts of
the world, lived a different points in time and/or possibly never heard of each other. Yet they
share the same definition of what is Idamic, norntIdamic and un-1damic and follow smilar paths
of reasoning.

Third, the more Mudim intdlectuds or scholars move from traditiondism into secularism
the more they st themselves free from the authority of the text and the apped to traditions. The
traditiondigts sdf-ascribed image is that they are the most adherent to the verbatim and literdist
interpretations of Idamic texts such as the Qur'an, Sunna, teachings of the prophet's
companions and ther following ‘ulama / scholars. Conversdy, modernists contend that the
interpretations of previous scholars are indicative and suggestive but not obligatory or binding,
leaving more room for inductive learning from other civilizations. Thus they portray themsdves
as respongble for introducing the contemporary and modern reading of holy texts. On the
contrary, secularigs argue for more raiondis, rdativisgic and inductionist reading without
assuming any supremacy of the past over the present understanding of socio-politicd, ethical
and economic matters. Traditiondists and modernists blame secularists for being deductionists
as well yet from Western sources. To Handfi, the false deduction through time (in case of
traditionalism) and space (in case of secularism) is one of the most important reasons behind the
tenson among Mudim intelectuas and scholars (Hanafi 2001).

lllusrating this tenson by an example would be hdpful. A traditiondist criticized
Mustafa Kemal Ataturk (1881-1938), the founder of the Turkish Republic and its firgt
president, for ignoring the teachings of I9am by quoting Imam a- Shaf'T s* advice to Mudims: “If
you see a man walking on the water or flying in the sky, do not be swayed by him until you find
averdict for what he is doing from the Qur'anand Sunna’ (al-'Amro 2002).

Fourth, the labds themsdlves help understand the core differences among the three
schools. Traditiondigts think of themselves as the keepers of the Idamic traditions. The verbatim
obedience, assmilation and deduction from the Qur'an and sunnalsayings and praxis of the
Prophet Mohamed as understood and interpreted by a-sdaf d-saeh/ the pious predecessors

° The founder of the Shaf'i school of Islamic jurisprudence (767-820 AD).
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are what diginguish a Mudim from a non-Mudim according to traditiondists. Modernids,
however, dam to combine deduction from holy texts with inductive ijtihad/independent
reasoning. According to a-Qaradawi, a notable name in this school, Mudims currently reed
two types of ijtihad/independent reasoning: sdective (which is to choose the most fitting and
useful religious verdict if thereis a plurdity of opinions) and recongtructive (to come up with new
fawas/rdigious verdicts that match current and contemporary circumstances as far as they do
not contradict well-established authentic holy text) (a-Qaradawi 1984). Both types of
ijtinad/independent reasoning take into consderation the changing circumstances of modern
world and would create plurd interpretations of the same texts. Modernists, as a result, tend to
show a higher leve of tolerance toward those who do not adhere to ther interpretations of the
texts. For ingance, many modernist Idamigts (e.g. Fahmy Howaidi, Tareq a-Bishri and Sdem
a-‘ Awa) expressed their dismay because of a decison by an Egyptian court that deemed Nasr
Hamed Abu Zeid's writings to be blagphemous and his marriage to be dissolved on the grounds
of gpogtasy. Fahmy Howaidi’s refusd of the decision was best expressed in the following quote:
“Nobody debates anymore! Consequently only two channels are left: judges and guns’
(Howaidi 1994).

Fifth, choosing terms and labels to describe and differentiate among people who think
very differently but while claming to be the true representatives of areligion that they hold dear
makes the problem of labels more acute. An Iranian cleric, Mohamed Sdem Takani,
unequivocaly refused usng the labd "modernis” to describe his way of reasoning yet other
modernists like him find the distinction necessary and vivid (ex. Tareq d-Bishri and Sdem a-
Awa). For some of these scholars and activigts, using words such as modernist or liberd isa
great euphemism or even sensationalism depending on which side of the debate one takes. In
contragt, the Turkish Imam Mohamet Sod a used the label secular sheikh to introduce himsdif
to me. He dearly refuses the use of Idamic rhetoric to jugtify or criticize politicd decisons or
individuds. A Nigerian scholar who sudies and lives in Saudi Arabiawarns me againgt using the
word "traditiondist” to describe a given group of Mudims since dl Mudims should be, by his
definition of a Mudim, traditiondists or sddfis (agan from d-sdaf a-sdeh/ the pious
predecessors) as he said. Counsdor a-Said a-'Ashmawi of Egypt preferred using the word
civil ingead of secular to describe his writings since the word 'Alamanyalsecularism has become
very notorious in the Mudims' public culture. Sheikh Y usuf d-Qaradawi would prefer caling his
school of thought moderate rather than modernist since Idam explicitly cals for moderation not
modernization.’® Though | understand that any consensus on the use of the terms is hardly
viable, | need to take the risk of using the previous labels even if the individuas under each label
may not agree to them. Consensus on the use of terms and labels is impossible as noted by
other researchers and Idam specidists. On his atempt to dipulate whet liberd Idam mears,
Ansary commented:

The very expression ‘liberd 1Idam’ would, within Mudim societies, greatly handicap the

acceptance of the very trends and approaches to which the phrase is meant to refer.

‘Liberd Idam’ seemsto st up a new drain of ‘Idam’ dong Sde the existing ones —

introducing new divisons or cregting new partisan attitudes- and links it to what are

19 Al-Qaradawi has aweb site that contains almost all hiswritings and sermons: http://www.garadawi.net
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perceived- accuradly enough, as largely secular attitudes, Western in origin (Ansary

2003).

The sdection or dipulation of labds in the Mudim context is not an easy endeavor.
Different Mudims, depending upon the amount of Idamic and Western education they get, use
different labels to describe the same thing or person or use the same label to describe different
things or persons. For ingance, mostly Mudim secularists would use the word liberty as it is
used in the West. Yet Rifa’a d- Tahtawi (the Egyptian cleric who visted France in the first half
of the 19" century) made a perceptive observation that liberty in the West is equal to what
Mudims throughout history used to cal adl/justice with some modifications. For awhile, liberd
secularists in early 20™ centuries found themsdves the cultural entrepreneurs who implanted a
new norm into a soil that limited the origind meaning of liberty independence from coloniaism
rather than the antithesis of dictatorship. Based on the focus group discussons with a wide
vaiety of Mudimsin Mudim countries and the U.S,, one finds that large sects of Mudims may
make the argument that: “So and so isdictator but... .” That isto say being dictator is bad but
one is a dictator who has other good qualities that may offset the negatives of being dictator
such as being the leeder of a nationa movement of independence, anti-Western poalicies, or
sengtive to the issue of poverty and so forth. On traveling in space and time, concepts and
labels acquire new meanings and connotations; that is why dipulation is a necessity in a project
that ams a a comparative examination of a wide range d Mudims in different parts of the
globe.

Last but not lesdt, inherent in the idea of ided types is to search for typica
manifestations of each school of thought rather than semi- and quasi positions. For ingtance, a-
Mawdudi, the founder of Jama a Idameyyalldamic group in Pakistan has inconsstent postions
that make him both traditiondist and modernist in the same time. If one quotes him in his book
Concepts of Islam Regarding Religion and state (Mawdudi 1977) he can be easly classfied
as a modernist who respects rights of minorities, democratic procedures such as eections,
voting and representation. Y et upon reading some of his other books that were written during
the same period such as Islam and Modern Civilization (Mawdudi 1977) or Islam Facing
Modern Challenges (Mawdudi 1980), one notices a clear tendency to attack democratic
principles, values and the same mechaniam that he praised esewhere such as dections and
maority rule. Roh Allah Khomeni, as another example, can be usad to illusrate a very
traditionaist theologicd pattern of thinking or a very modernis who argues for democratic
procedures and respect for basc human rights depending on which quotes one will use. For
ingance in 1977 he was reported stating that: “The redl threet to 1dam does not come from the
Shah...The red threst comes from the idea of imposing on Mudim lands the Western system of
democracy, which is a form of prodtitution” (Taheri 2003c). However, he was quoted urging
Iranians to participate in the “heavy responghility” of ecting the presdents, members of the
shura council and the experts (Esposito 1996:24) as part of their Idamic obligations. Kuwaiti
Idamists present a quas-traditionalist and quas-modernist position too. They participate in
elections and form the mgority of the Kuwaiti parliament yet they objected to women's
enfranchisement (a- Tabetbai and d-Basseri 2002) based on verbatim interpretations of Idamic
teachings and loca triba condderations. Since this is the case, | prefer to focus on the typica
positions of these cultura entrepreneurs rather than tracking al possble combinations and
permutations of intellectud atitudes.
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b. Drawing the Boundaries among the |ded Types

The attitudes of different schools of thought toward democracy are a function of their
atitudes of the relationship between Idam and human intellect in generd. One can imagine three
Mudims who represent the typica attitudes of the three schools as mentioned earlier giving
uncompromising answers to the following sx questions that fully explicate the core differences
among them.

1- How would Mudims differentiate between what is Idamic, non-ldamic and un-
Idamic when it comes to dien ideas and mechanisms?

2-  Wha if Idamic Shaialaw (coming from the Qur'an and sunna/sayings and praxis of
the Prophet Mohamed) is dSlent about certain issues? Is it automaticaly
hald/acceptable or haram/taboo?

3-  Arethere certain areas or zones in Idam that are not subject to human scrutiny ad
skepticd investigation?

4- Isit possble for contemporary Mudims to violate the ijma/consensus when they
deem appropriate?

5- Isit possble for Mudims to import ideas, mechaniams and inventions from non-
Mudims?

Before responding to the first question it is important to note that raditionaists and
modernigts are Idamists who share smilar assumptions and doctrines regarding the role of Idam
in politics. For both schools of thought Idam is both religion and state. When encountered with
the secular dogan of ‘politica Idam,” Idamists would respond by stating that “Idam cannot but
be politica” (cf. d-Khaidi 1984; ad-Qaradawi 2001a; a-Ghazdi ND; No'amani 2002; a-
'‘Aawa 1989; d-'Aawa 2001; Qutb 1970; a-'Oda 2000; Howaidi 1985; Khatami 1998;
Mawdudi 1980).

Secularists, who are not necessxrily ahelsts or disbelievers, perceive Idam as a
relationship between God and His servants. That is why tey utterly disagree with Idamids.
(Khadaf Allah 1984; Merniss 1992; a-Ashmawi 1998; Heggazi 2002a); a-Saeed 2001,
Baghdadi 1999). Sociologcdly, they are highly influenced by nonrdigious education, that they
often get outsde the Mudim world or from trandated materids, and act as intellectud
competitors to the semi-closed religious stratum of ulamal scholars who “for generations had
monopolized learmning and intelectud activity” (Sharabi 1970). Not surprisngly, typica
traditionalists think that secularigts are not even Mudims any more.

A. Contesing Readings of the Idamic, Non-1damic and Un-1damic;

Traditiondis Idamigts (whether violent or norviolent) believe that whet is Idamic is
what has been accepted explicitly and overtly condoned by the Qur'an, sunna and
ijma/consensus of the grestest companions of the prophet and the authentic ulama/scholars,
especialy those who lived in the first two centuries after the desth of the prophet (early 7"
century). Moreover, they collapse the differences between what is ron-1damic and un-1damic
to make mog if not dl non-ldamic idedls and mechanism a priori un-1damic unless they have
been proven benign by careful scrutiny and passing through the tests of the holy and highly
respectable texts. Modernigts, unlike traditiondigts, consder dl manmade innovations that do
not contradict the Qur'an and Sunna acceptable by Idam even if they do not come from Idamic
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sources. They usudly do not make the novelty of the innovation a sufficient reason to be
rgected on Idamic ground. By adopting this postion, they tend to weeken the role of the
ijmal/consensus of ancient scholars. Modernists would say that “the ancient scholars were men
and we [modernigtg are men [like them]” (al-Qaradawi 2000a; 1brahim 1991; Khatami 2001,
a-Ghazai 1997, Howaidi 1999b). Hassan a-Bannd, the founder of Mudim Brotherhood
movement in 1928, wore the hat of amodernist in his debate with a group of Saudi traditionalist
clerics in 1942 on the issue of usng a microphone in the Ka ba (the holy dhrine of 1Idam in
Mecca) Traditiondist clerics refuted to dlow him to use the microphone since it was
consdered bed'a/manmade innovation. The prophet never used one and the Qur'an has no
clear verdict on it. As narrated by Yusuf d-Qaradawi (al-Qaradawi 2000a), al-Banna found
one of the clerics wearing a pair of glasses. Al-Banna’ used the analogy between the glassesin
meagnifying the written words and the microphone in magnifying the voca words.

To modernigts, forbidden bed'a/man-made innovation islimited to the religious affairs
not worldly affairs. Traditiondists see no big difference between religion and world affairs snce
Idam isrdigion and life'Deen and Dunya The prophet left Mudims, traditionaists argue, with all
the answers they need to dl the questions that they may encounter (al-Qadderi 2000). Some
commentators have records of the debates in the early years of the 1930s and 1940s on the
verdicts of Idam on issues such as using cars, trains, radios and the like. A Maaysan scholar
took atrip from Maaysiato Egypt to report back to his people the attitude of the Egypt-based
famous Sunni school of Idamic figh/jurisprudence, a-Azahr, on the use of radiosin early 1940s
(Zaman "Interview" 2002).

Secularigs in turn would not find the debate over what is Idamic, nortIdamic and un-
Idamic relevant. They smply collgpse the differences among them and neutrdize Idam when it
comes to what they perceive to be civilizationa requirements such as technology, politica
indtitutions and ideologies. They share the same concerns and questions with the other two
Idamist schools not because of the relevance of the issues they raise but because they cannot
condtitute their own vision without proving that the other two visions lead Mudims nowhere. In
other words to build ther own arguments they need to convincingly refute the Idamigs
arguments. Secularigts, answering the question of what is Idamic, non-ldamic or un-1damic,
refute the deductionist reading of Idamigts with a possible exception of ethics and mordities.
Yet in other worldly affairs, secularists argue thet if one can interpret the same verse in two or
more different, sometime contradictory ways, then the verse does not help us much. That isto
say, most of the controversd texts in the Holy Scriptures actudly have no one concrete
meaning until the human mind imposes its understanding on them. Furthermore, fighting over the
meanings of verses and sayings does not help solve the socio-palitical problems that currently
face Mudims. In other words, secularists logic goes as follows: if we agree inductively on what
is good for society behind avel of rdigious ignorance, we will definitdy find good judtification
for it in the Qur'an and sunna/sayings and praxis of the Prophet Mohamed. This cdl of secularist
discourse has established itself among the greast mgority of individuds in the West (Hudson and
Réno 2000). However, because of the lack of empirica examination of Mudims bdief system,
we do not know exactly the weight of this vison among Mudims.

Modernigts and traditionalists, as a result of their differences in reasoning and sources,
have perennia debates on issues such as celebrating mother’ s day and Christmas, congratulating
non-Mudims on their feasts, insurance companies, the charging of interest in banks, the right of
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women to work and participate in palitics, the rights and commitments of non-Mudims under
Idamic shaialldamic legidation, traveling to non-Mudim countries, Sudying Western
philosophy, whether growing beards is fardh/obligation, sunna (to be rewarded if you do it and
not being punished for not doing it) or just a matter of looking good (as secularists would
argue), let done democrdic inditutions and procedures. For traditiondigts differences among
Mudims on these issues are matters of ageedalcreed that should not be subject to subjectivity
(a-Zawahri ND) yet to modernigs these differences are a matter of naturd intellectud
disagreements (al-Ghazai 1991).

Secularigs find the “fever over hijacking texts’ a sgn that both schools are wrong
(Zakaria 1986). They clearly draw the andogy between the roles of ulama in the Mudim
context with the Catholic Church in Europe of the middle ages. Traditiondists and modernists
exhaug the Mudim mind with interpretations and counter-interpretations that am only a
solidifying their poditions as super Mudims at the expense of the 'ignorant non-knowledgeable
Mudims' who do not memoarize old texts with no gpplicability in the modern era (d-'Azm
1969). Thus in the secularist program of change, the main source of truth and virtue should
come from the human mind as the best and most trustworthy judge between the good and evil,
the true and fase, the vauable and usdess (Fouda 1993),. Surush's battle againgt velayat a-
fagih / the rule of the supreme jurist ams a hermeneutic readings of holy texts and putting an
end to the professionalized and personified representation of Idam (Surush et d. 2000).

An Algerian novdig who studied Idamic law was very specific in this regard: “do not
we have books about democracy in Idam, socidism in Idam and private ownership in Idam?
He has a point to make: Some Mudims twist verses, sayings and interpretations of the Qur'an
and Sunna to jutify pre-determined menta positions (al-Azmeh 1992). The novelist argues that
“the speakers in the name of Idam,” meaning Idamids, are just “human beings who support
their own persond arguments by agppeding to holy texts” What is more dangerous, he
contends, is that yet they claim that they are mere mirrors of Allah’'swill while Allah did not give
them any right to speek in his name. To atypicd secularist, unbounded reason is the redeemer
of Mudims. When secularists make this clam they do not ask Mudims to give up ther rdigion
and follow their human intellect as if it is one or the other. They make the case that it is Idam
that asks Mudims to free themsalves from the setup of old texts (Baghdadi 1999).

Typicd secularigts find contesting meanings, images, and interpretations of holy texts a
convincing sign that the discourse on religion has been very much conflated with religion itsdf.
Mohamed died and nobody, including his companions, ancient or contemporary ‘ulama, can
peek for Allah. If one verse can mean one thing to a scholar and its opposite to another
scholar, then it means nothing until human beings impose their understanding on it. If thisis the
case, the words of the holy text are actudly holy but humans understandings are not. Mudims
should know that and they should act accordingly. Secularists ponder that the Qur'an and the
teachings of the prophet were more examples of how Mudims should seek public interest given
thelr circumstance yet the details of these verses and teachings are not binding to Mudims today
(Fouda 1988).

Typicd traditiondids gan thar credibility by portraying themsdves as primarily
deductionigts. Typicd secularists propagate inductive reasoning as the redeemer of Mudims
from ther plights. Modernidts, in turn, introduce themsdlves to the Mudim mind as seeking the
ba anced reading of both the imperatives of 1dam with modern chalenges.
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B. Slence of shaiialdamic legidation

The issue of democracy cdls upon Mudims to discuss topics that are not specificaly
addressed in the two main sources of Sharia (the Qur'an and sunna). The slence of
sharig/ldamic legidation is another controversd issue among the three ideologicd schools of
thoughts. What if Mudims do not find a dear wdl-established verdict in ether the Qur'an or
sunnalsayings and praxis of the Prophet Mohamed regarding an issue such as democracy?

To typicd traditiondigts sharia cannot be totdly silent or mute regarding any given issue.
That is to say, there should be a hint regarding what a sncere Mudim should follow regarding
every sngleissue. Besdes, if it seems that there is alegidative vacuity in one topic, thisis some
type of test for Mudims and thus they should cling to the origind path as described in the holy
texts. Mudims should stay away from accepting bed'aman-made innovetion snceit isin hdlfire
as the Prophet mentioned (Al-Ahadal 2001). By doing that, traditiondists think of themsalves as
the sincerest in their interpretation; since they add nothing of their own mindset to the holy texts.
They are Mutabe een wa lassna Mubtade een/followers and not innovators (al- Saggaf 1993).
Ther refusal of dlence of sharia on some issues makes them the least likely to compromise their
views even if they do not redly have specific texts to clarify where Idam stands regarding
certain issues. Unless it is based upon a familiar reading of authentic holy texts, they usualy
deem any addition or different interpretation to holy texts as bed'a/man-made innovation. One
of the often quoted hadith/saying of the Prophet isthe following :

| advise you to fear Allah, to listen and obey evenif adave[isin charge]. Snce
whoever will live after me will witness so many changes, follow my sunna, and
the sunna of the rightly guided cdiphs after me firmly ding to it. Stay away from
hereses, snce each heresy is an innovation and each innovation is mischief
(Hadith number in Albany’ s encyclopedia 2735).

Modernists consder the silence of sharialldamic legidation a ddiberate space made by Allah
for the human mind to contemplate and flourish (Igbal and Vahid 1964). There is no place for
bed'a/man-made innovation in worldly affairs according to modernists. Rather modernists often
quote the following saying of the prophet:

Whatever forbidden in the book is forbidden. Whatever is acceptable in the

book is acceptable. Whatever is left undecided, it is toleration from Allah. You

should accept Histoleration. Allah never forgets (al-Qaradawi 2000a).

The dlence of Sharia has a different connotation from the secularists perspective. It
means that Allah does not answer al the questions but He leaves them to Mudims' discretion
(Arkoun 1994). “The prophet did not die before telling us that we need to brush our teeth. Yet
he never told us how to choose his successor. Does not this tel you something?’ Rifaat d-
Sdleed wondered in an interview with him. “Allah teaches us how to ask questions not to follow
pre-given answers. The Qur'anis not abook in palitics, economics or socid work. It isamora
reference with no final answers to any socid, political or economic problems.”

Secularists make the case that Idamidts, like their peers in ancient Europe, manipulate
Mudims minds by tdling them that Allah has sent down dl the answersto dl the questions and
they (the Idamisgts) know them and thus they should be followed and given power (‘Abd a-
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Karim 1987). Secularists draw the andogy with the ecclesagtic clergy of catholic Chrigtianity
and thus emphasize the indeterminacy and relativity of sharialdamic legidation They argue that
Idamigsintroduce themselves as super-Mudims. As Zakaria stated it:

The thess that 1dam does not and did not know a rdigious inditution a dl is
greatly exaggerated. Sometimes this religious indtitution used its postion and
influence for the defense of the true principles of rdigion, and that led to intense
clashes with rulers... At other times, they put themselves at the disposal of the
ruler and issued fatwas for him...The conditions of medieva Chridtianity were
not fundamentdly different from the conditions prevalling in Idam... The Middle
Ages are not only a period of ime but they are aso a sate of mind...Many
characterigtics of this state of mind are present in contemporary Idamic societies
(Quoted in: Flores 1993:34).

The dtitude of each school toward democracy is highly influenced by their postion
toward the slence of sharia/ldamic legidation. Democracy is not part of complete and perfect
shaia/ldamic legidaion according to traditiondids. It is Smply un-1damic or anti-Idam if you
will. To modernists, conversely, democratic procedures and mechanisms are good innovations
that are highly compatible with Idamic teachings that fight dictatorship and shore up justice.
Modernists would argue that some democratic procedures and mechanisms may be nortIdamic
by origin but definitdly can be Idamized. Secularists percelve democracy as absolutely politica
matter that should not be judged by holy texts. The sllence of sharialldamic legidaionin this
regard, secularists argue, is an area for the human mind to flourish developing the necessary
political inditutions and vaues competible with Mudims' needs.

C. Zones Immune to Skeptical Scrutiny

Are there areas in the Mudim legacy that are not subject to skeptica questioning and
inductive examination? Typicdl traditiondist Idamists would put sharia-relaied writingsincduding
the figh/jurisprudence and fawas/rdigious verdicts of d-saaf a-saeh the pious predecessorsin
a pogtion beyond skeptica scrutiny for the reasons mentioned earlier. Related to skeptical
examination of Idamic sources is the issue of philosophic thinking in generd. Philosophy,
espedidly if influenced by Western logic of thinking, is blagphemy and an atempt to override
Allah's wisdom as expressed in the great text with man's fdlible self-serving thinking according
to typicd traditiondigs (al-Amiri 1983).

To them, humanigtic sciences are the sciences of the devil that put the falible human
mind above Allah's legidation. The so-caled Mudim philosophers throughout the Idamic history
created more divison and sectarianism in the Mudim umma because of the influence of the
Greek philosophy on them. That is why Allah sent “Godly ulama’ to show Mudims “the way of
their God” rather than being led astray by those who “follow the path of the devil by attributing
to Allah what He has not dtributed to himsdf” (a-Buraiq 1994). Ancther traditiondist
attributed dl the failures of the umma to those who betrayed the “trugt that Allah has put on their
necks’ by associating with Him their “own Gods of Marx, Lenin, capitalists and democracy”
(a-Sawaf 1979). Smply philosophic thinking that is unbounded by Sharia’ is the antithesis of
Idam.
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A typicd modernist would be more careful not to confuse sharid/ldamic legidation as
Allah's revdation to prophet Mohamed with the interpretations, arguments and
ijtihad/independent  reasoning of the companions, their followers and more recent ulama
Modernists would even argue tha the immunity of the acts and sayings of the prophet is limited
to what he conveyed about and from his God excluding things that he did or said based on his
own human intdlect (Igba 1930; Omara 1989). Idam is ardigion of thinking. Thinking is an
Islamic Obligation is a phrase that a-‘Aggad chose as a title one of his famous books (al-
'‘Aqgad 1962). Modernists would argue that some philosophicd thinking is wrong and should
be refuted whether it is coming from Idamic source or non-Idamic sources (al-'Aqgad 1962,
1963; a-Ghazadi 1981; Igba 1930; Sayyid 1986). Typicd modernists accepted dialogues with
intellectuals and philosophers and attempted to ‘enlighten’ tem about ther rdigion (Omara
1998). Though they have many reservations on the result of philosophicd thinking, modernists
seem more plurdistic and more ready to lisen and discuss than traditiondists (al- Sawi 1990;
'‘Awad 2001; Fas 1972).

Typica secularists would not agree with either school. There is no one Idam. There as
many Idams as Mudims make of it (Zakaria 1989). Allah sent His messenger with the Qur'an
and sunna/sayings and praxis of the Prophet Mohamed not to blindly follow them but to
contemplate and emancipate our minds from the authority of fiction, superdtition and irrationd
thinking. Habib Bourguiba (Brand 1998), the ex-president of Tunisia, outlawed polygamy based
on the fact that when the Qur'an limited it to four women (with the stringent condition of justice
among them), this was not a static one-time revedled teaching. Rather, Allah teaches Mudimsto
extend the line of thinking by limiting the number of women available to men from amogt
countless number before Idam to four during the prophet’ s time and now it isMudims' decison
to follow the same line of thinking and make it one (Salem 1984). The same thing was sad
about equating men and women in inheritance. Thus, the texts of the Qur'an are examples of
how Mudims should think rather than actua factua commands (‘Abd a-Karim 1987).

That is why the exigence of Allah is the only possible non-debatable issue according to
scularigs (Abu Zayd 1994). Edablishing such rationd understanding of sharialldamic
legidation requires the liberation of Idam from hide-bound theology as represented by the
schools of traditiona figh/jurisorudence and their contemporary followers (Chandra 2002; Fas
1972).

Of course Idamigts, modernigts and traditiondists, do not agree to this line of thinking
since it equates the holy texts with philosophical texts that are subject to the process of picking
and choosing (al-Sawi 1993; Idris 1999; Qutb 1978).

Secularigs atribute the Mudim's plight of the mind to the lack of criticad and
philosophicd thinking. Mudims, according to secularigs, dill live with and in the mentdity of
middle ages. Idamic discourse chose to follow Abu Hamed d-Ghazdi’'s (1058-1111 AD)
methodology of apped to texts and traditions rather than the critical and skeptica mind of 1bn
Rushd (Averos).They took the path of imitating their ancestors rather than the path of fresh
independent examination of the world affairs. Thiswrong choice created at least a 400-year gap
between Mudims and the West according to Wahba (Wahba 1998).

Enlarging the areaimmune to skeptical examination on the part of traditionalists is seen
as an obstacle toward democracy by the other two trends. Modernists and liberal secularists
are skepticd about the compatibility of the inherited figh with modern democracy and its
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requirements. However, secularists skepticiam on politica issuesis part of alarger and deeper
rglection of most traditiona interpretations of the Holy Scriptures.

D. Vidaion of consensus anong ancient ulama and the legacy of the past

To both schools of Idamists “ulamaare the heirs of prophets’ according to the saying of
prophet Mohamed (a-Okkda 2001; Khatami 2001). Their commitment is huge in terms of
showing Mudims the right peth, defending the sharia, achieving the unity of umma and advisng
its rulers. However, traditionaists divide regarding how ulama/scholars should perform this task
between violent and nontviolent traditiondists. Modernigts find no place for violence in ther
doctrine unless it is defense of Idamic lands or people. However, it is crucid to note that
modernists have a tendency to think more criticaly into the inherited legecy of ancient ulama (al-
Ghazdi 1981) than the traditiondists who tend to avoid weakening what they perceive to be the
“pure sources of Idam and ther interpreters’ (a-Khodhair 1998).

To secularigts, ulama should be like chemigts, physicians or scientists of dl sorts. They
should be subject to scientific standards, debates and questioning (Fandy 2003; Mohamed
1989). Otherwise, Idam isin danger snceit is being hijacked by those ulama and thar Idamist
supporters. Secularigts argue that ulama and Idamigts clam for themselves the true knowledge
and monopolize spesking in the name of Allah (Surush et a. 2000). Additiondly, most
contemporary ulama/scholars, secularists argue, show very wesk understanding of the history of
the world and sometimes even with the history of Idam itself which makes them incgpable of
risng up to the intellectud debates and complications of the modern world (Arkoun and Maila
2003).

Traditiondigts perceive themsdves as having a mora commitment to keep the Idamic
identity of Mudims through reducing or even diminating ikhtl af /differences and divisons (al-'Ali
2000). Some traditionalists reckon that their opponents ddliberately seek the differences among
ulama to show how rddivigic and unauthentic the teachings of Idam are (a-'Alwan 2003;
Gabreen 2003).

Vey close to the previous position, modernists are concerned with making Idam a
meatter of opinion. That is why they firmly stand against nonulama who introduce themselves as
thinkers or intellectuds and come up with ungrounded opinions that creste confuson and
eiminate the common ground among Mudims (Abo a-Magd 1988; al-'Aawa 2001).
Additiondly, modernists regject the tendency among traditiondigts to diminate plurdism by
emphasizing an ahigorica reading of Idam that makes one opinion theright one. This attitude on
the part of traditiondists renders any modern type of ijtihad/independent reasoning bed'aman
mede innovation (al-Bouti 1990; al-Ghannouchi 1993; Omara 1989).

According to secularigts, since the consensus on the wrong reading of Idam is an
obgtacle toward modernization and democratization, violating the so-caled consensus anong
ulama is a necessary step toward a better future (interview with a-*Ashmawi). According to
secularigts, Mudims are in backwardness because of these ulamas' control over Mudims minds.
Secularigts think thet they have a mord commitment toward their Mudim societies to bresk up
the vicious control of the retarded understanding of Idam by Idamigts. Farag Fouda, in adaring
cdl to the grand Imam of d-Azhar, the most notable sunni Idamic schoal in Cairo once wrote:

Oh Shaikh d-Azhar, thank God profusdy for the backward of Mudims, for it
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aone preserves your job for you! But don’t imagine for a moment that anybody
will dlow you to presde over inquistion courts, to accuse and to oppress, to
threaten and to forbid (Quoted in Flores 1993:32)

Actudly no progress or modernization is possible without giving the Mudim human mind
its cgpacity to disagree with the established Idamic clergy that clams representation of Allah
and His teachings, secularigts argue (an-Naim 1990). In other words, Mudim secularists echo
Lewiss argument that Mudims have contracted a Chrigtian illness and now they should consider
the Chrigtian remedy of separation of religion and state (Lewis 1997).

The traditiondigts regpect for ancient ulamal/scholarsis part of ther respect for the past
in generd. Traditiondist Idamigts think that the early years of Idam are perfect and the more we
move from the early seventh century 1dam, the less perfect the world becomes and less pious
Mudim are (Othaimeen 2001). They usudly quote a saying by prophet Mohamed that:

The best among you (are) the people (who beong to) my century (or
generation). Then those next to them, then those next to them, then those next to
them....Then after them would come a people who would give evidence before
they are asked for it, and would be dishonest and not trustworthy and who
would make vows but would not fulfill them.” (Hadith number in Sshih Mudim
4599).

Inspired by this hadith among others and literdist interpretetions, traditionaist Idamigts
have a tendency to see “classicd authors in rather romantic terms. as perfect individuas,
incgpable of making a wrong judgment. Classcd scholars themsdves are dso guilty of
perpetuating this. They have venerated taglid/the following of predecessors to such an extent
that it has now become a sacred principle’ (Sardar 2002). Some traditionalists make prayer to
Allah to remain followers and imitators to the early companions of the prophet (Mugaleddeen)
and not innovators/Mubtade een in both worldly affairs and religious bdiefs (a-'Ali 2002; a-
'‘Amro 2002).

Modernists note the dangerous aspect of glorifying the past and equating it with rightly
dlorified origina teachings of Idam (Shariati and Rajaee 1986). A typica modernist would warn
againg this tendency: “Because of the sanctity of the Idamic texts (Qur'an and Sunna), sdafis
(traditionalists by my terms) sanctified the era during which the texts had been reveded” (Omara
1980: 213). This sanctity of the eraincreases the closer we get to the age of the prophet.

Secularists tend to attribute the problems of today to the praxis of the past. The three
main causes that led to the current criss in dmog dl aspects of the Idamic world are: the
ulama's monopoly of education and knowledge, males monopoaly of the public sphere, and the
cdiphs monopoly of public interest (Manna 2001). A famous argument made by dmog al
secularigs is that the Mudim application of Idamic sharialldamic legidaion faled except for
around some thirty years during the first century of Idam. Y et after that Idamic higtory isa“long
series of falures’ (Zakaria 1986:174). That is why it is a completdy fase andogy to promise
Mudims the exceptiond ided thirty years of their history and to completely ignore the lessons of
the other thirteen centuries of dictatorship and corruption in the name of reigion (a-Saeed
2001; Engineer 1985). Turk a-Hamaed, a Saudi political researcher, is criticd of the
traditiondist reading that takes the following saying of Imam Maek for granted: “The affairs of
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this umma will not be better without following what its predecessors did.” Al-Hamd deemsthis
attitude to be wrong because it romanticizes an old golden age. Besides it cregtes in the Mudim
non-consciousness a myth of the possibility of replicating the pagt in the future with paying no
attention to the hitoricd differences (Al-Hamad 1993).

Modernists would not confuse Idamic sharialldamic legidatiion (manly Qur'an and
Sunna) with Idamic figh/jurisprudence or fatwas/rdigious verdicts that were issued in a given
point of time in the past. They would even be more aggressive in thair refusd of confusing any of
the previous two with Mudims history and literature (such as the behavior or sayings of certain
rulers, poets or others) (Igbal 1930). Modernigts argue that the Idamic sharia/ldamic legidation
has provided Mudims the “noblest principles that any nation may aspire for” yet Mudims may
or may not live up to these principles. Mudims achieved excdlent scores ethicaly and paliticaly
during the firgt thirty years and relaively lower scores later on but they never were in the
complete failure that they currently face under contemporary secular regimes (al- Rayess 1998;
Howaidi 1999, Sayyid 1986).

In conclusion, for traditiondists the past is the golden erathat Mudims need to replicate;
for secularigs it is the past that Mudims need to recover from. For modernists, the padt is a
combination of what needs to be learned and should be avoided.

E. Culturd exchange with non-Mudims

Since democratic processes and indtitutions did not emerge in the Mudim world per sg,
this last dimenson about culturd exchange can summaize for us from one perspective dl
previous points and introduce us to the next section on the atitudes of Mudim intellectuas and
ulama/scholars toward democracy. Cultura exchange and the possibility of civilizationd cross-
fertilization with non-Mudimsis an issue that widens the gap between the three schoals.

As daed ealier, typicd traditiondists gain ther credibility in the Mudim mind through
drict deduction from holy texts and their ancient interpretations:

[A]nything not established in Idam should not be followed, as this will lead to

cadtigation... Idam is complete and perfect, and we derive our totd lifestyle from Idam

that Allah has completed for us, we cannot add nor diminate any teachings from this

completed religion as the Prophet said: ‘nothing of what would bring you closer to

jannah (paradise) and further away from helfire but 1 have darified for you (Jibril

2003).

This quote recapitulates some of the episemologicd underpinnings of the typicd
traditiondist attitude that were discussed earlier. To traditiondists, 1dam is complete regarding
the issues of religion, soiritudity and world affars. Moreover the more Mudims accurately
deduce from the holy texts, the closer they are to the right path of 1Idam. Besdes, the fear of
innovation is clear. If something is not clearly stated in the Qur'an, sunnaand ijma/consensus of
the early companions and ulama, contemporary ulama aone can deduce its verdict through
giyasandogical reasoning.

To traditiondists, there is no need for cultura exchange or cross-cvilizationd
discourses, given their gloomy view of un-Idamic civilizations. Consequently, traditiondids are
inherently anti-modern in many aspects. Importing solutions from non-Mudims defies Allah's
assertion in the Qur'an that He has perfected Mudims religion (Chapter 5, verse 3). However,
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this verse in itsdf has been interpreted by traditiondists and modernigts differently. Typica
traditiondists believe that Allah through the text of the Qur'an and the life of prophet Mohamed
left Mudims with no need for further investigation regarding the most important issues including
governance which is by itsdf pat of 'ageedalcreed. When Mudims diverge from ther
‘ageedalcreed and follow the paths of wrongdoers, they move into a state of jahilliyyalthe Sate
of ignorance before Idam (Qutb 1989). Thus, according to Enaya (1999), when one says
"|damic democracy,” one bdlittles Idam by making it in need of corrections and modifications
from others. This attempt in itsdf goes againg the teachings of Idam. According to a
traditiondist Sudanese imam, “Idam has no prefixes or suffixes. Idam is beautiful and complete.
Attaching words such as democracy, socidism or the like to it, takes away from its beauty and
makes it in need of human beings to betify it. Thereis not such athing inldam.”

Thus, democracy, liberdism, capitdism, socidism, communism, fascism, nationaism and
90 forth cannot be judtified in Idam dther as a means or as a sysem of vaues gnce it is
forbidden for Mudimsto imitete the disbelievers (al-Gazzaeri 1984).
Traditiondigts often quote two hadiths/sayings of prophet Mohamed in which he dearly warns
Mudims againg imitating the non-believers.

In the first one the prophet said:

You will surdly follow the ways, steps, or traditions of those who came before

you, span by span and yard by yard (very closdly) even if they entered alizard's

hole you will enter it." The companions asked, "Oh prophet, you mean the Jews

and Chrigtians? So he answered, who ese! [Reported by Imam Bukhari]

Ancther hadith reads "He is not one of us, he who imitates others. Do not imitate either

the Jews or the Chrigtians." [Reported by Imams Termithy & Abu-Dawd]
These two hadiths/sayings among others have been taken by traditiondists to be part of a-waa
wa d-barda creed / dliance to Mudims and didoydty to norn-Mudims meaning Mudims should
be dlies of Mudims and vindicate themsdves of non-Mudims wrongdoings (Al-Howaini; a-
Zawahri 2002).

According to typicd traditiondigts, imitating non-Mudims (and adopting democracy is
one way of doing that) has been dways part of a conspiracy to “destroy Idam and annihilate its
people,” through making Mudims “roll in Western civilization avay from Mohamed and his
book,” following the path of Turkey that adopted a “civil condtitution instead of its sharia-based
system of government” (a-'Alem 1975:48-49). By enticing ordinary Mudims to legidate for
themsdlves they chdlenge Idam’'s essence: “No God but Allah” that means no legidator but
Allah (al-Badry 1983: 150; Qutb 1989). As Allah said to his prophet:

judge thou between them by what Allah hath reveded, and follow not their vain
desires, but beware of them lest they beguile thee from any of thet (teaching)
which Allah hath sent down to thee. (Chapter 4, verse 49)

That iswhy “it is not gppropriate to use the term ‘democratic Idam’ or ‘democracy in Idam’;
Idam is sf-aufficient and does not need the masks of others... No democracy, communism,
socidiam or naiondism in Idam. If there is something good in any of these principles, Idam
preceded them and does not have the distortions that they have’ (al-Sawaf 1979:38).
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Thus adopting un-1damic politicd or socio-economic systemsis not good or right snce
it makes individuds compete for worldly benefits, yet Idamic ba’a (dlegiance) is based on
belief for the sake of piety. As aresult, “Idam ordains upon the d-raeeyal/subjects not to give
the oath of alegiance except for apious man” (al-Sharawi 1980:18).

To traditiondists, democracy is un-Idamic by association as wdll. It comes from the
Judeo-Chrigtian west with al its covetousness, lack of respect for religion and affection for
personal liberties. Mudims are highly encouraged not even to vist the Weg, let done import its
sysems and vaues (a-Nadwi 1985). Al-Zawahri perceives a labd such as a “Mudim
democrat” to be sdlf-contradictory. “Whoever labds himsdf asaMudim democrat or aMudim
who calsfor democracy is like saying heisa Jewish Mudim or a Chrigian Mudim” (al-Zawatri
NA:22). Al-Zawahri’s position is not limited to the label-democracy but to the thing-democracy
as well. He wrote a piece of advice in response to a fatwa that would alow Mudims to join
parliaments. The title of Al-Zawhari’s piece is very tdling: “Advice to the Ummato avoid lbn
Baaz' s Fatwa of Permissbility to Join Mglis a-Umma/Parliament.”

Modernists and secularidts are very criticd of traditiondists mainly because they exhibit
noticeeble hodility to intelectudism, plurdism and any sectarian divisons within Idam.
Indeterminacy of rationd thinking and ijtihad/independent reasoning is not tolerated by
traditiondists (‘Arabeyat 1998). Wahabism is consdered, from the perspective of their critics,
as the worgt example of traditionaism. Whabigts refuse to "interpret the divine law from a
historicd, contextua perspective and treat the vast mgjority of Idamic history as a corruption of
the true and authentic Idam” (Abou El Fadl 2001). Rather, typica Wahabists do not consider
themsdlves as one “school of thought within Idam, but [ag] Idam.” (Abou El Fadl 2001)

Typicd modernist Idamigts, by definition, do not a priori extend their definition of the
"untldamic” to non-Idamic sources and civilizations. Rather, a Mudim can learn whatever is
good for him/hersdlf and society regardless of its origins (Fasi 1972). Typicad modernists do not
perceive d-waa’ wa a-baraa creed/alliance to Mudims and didoyalty to non-Mudims as part
of sharialldamic legidation rather it is part of figh/jurisorudence that may not be vdid for
Mudims right now. Even if Mudims abide by this creed, it should not be an obstacle toward
learning from other civilizations (al-Qaradawi 2003). Modernists believe that whatever achieves
justice and fairness among humans, even if it is not explicitly mentioned in sharia, is part of it and
vice versa. That is because sharialdamic legidation in its origin and purpose is based upon the
interest of people in this life and hereafter. Modernists usudly quote a famous saying by a
medieva scholar that goes asfollows:

Everything that may divert people from judtice to injugtice, from mercy to its
opposite, from what is good to whet is evil, from wisdom to foolishness is not
part of sharia even if [somebody has| associated it with sharia through [falsg]
interpretation (al-Jawziyah 1969: part 3, page 1).

Following the same logic, modernists often quote the early praxis of the prophet and his
companions who learned a lot of worldly inventions from the Persians, Romans and Egyptians
as far as they do not contradict clear-cut "do" and "do not do" of the holy texts. This group of
Idamig scholars, intdlectuds and activigs usudly quotes an unauthentic hadith that reads
“Wisdom is the wandering god of the believer. Wherever hefindsit, he will be thefird to follow
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it.” Thus, if Mudims refute Darwinism, Marxism or the contributions of Freud and Kant, thisis
not because everything they said was wrong. Some of what they said may be useful and thus
deserves to be studied a-Qaradawi 2000). The following quote best reflects modernists

position on culturd exchange. “I am Mudim. | may like  eat an Arab grilled fat sheep or a
European smple boiled dish. No problem as far as | mention the name of Allah and est from
what isin front of me according to Idamic teachings’ (al-Ghazdi 1985). Mohamed Al-Ghezdli
best exemplified the modernigt thinking in his refusd of a nomina Idamic condtitution prepared
by a-Nabhani snce it does not have enough legd guarantees to ensure shura/mutud
conaultation, political freedoms and public interests. Al-Ghazdi praised the 1923 Egyptian
condtitution that was mainly imported from the West as practically more Idamic than most of the
so-caled Idamic conditutions (al- Ghazali 1997:156).

Thus a mature Mudim can read un- and non-1damic philosophies, and pick and choose
what is compatible with hisgher ethics and creed (Shariati and Rgjaee 1986). Mudims cannot
refute the wisdom that may exist in the books of the “people of fasehood” (a-Qaradawi
2000a:45). Mot of what Mudims learn from others was mainly what others previoudy had
learned from Mudims (a-Ghazali 1997; Rahman 1982). However, this learning cannot violae
or contradict what they perceive to be the fundamentals of Idam. That is why they may accept
Western technologies and ingtitutions but not some creeds such as separation of mosque and
state (‘Arabeyat 1998). This creed contradicts oneness of religion and state in Idam and
assumes conflict between them. A conflict can be between two separate parties but cannot be
between the one (al-Ghannouchi 2003). Some modenids even give the right of
ijtinad/independent reasoning to dl Mudims who have the right to choose among the
ijtihad/independent reasoning of wama (al-Turabi 2003; 'Arabeyat 1998). Unlike secularists,
modernists am a advocating "modernization without encouraging servility to the West and
discouraging confidence in one' s own culturad resources’ (Keddie 1972).

Secularigts, unlike both traditiondists and modernists, sart from the assumption of
Mudims need to follow the paths of the most successful to outdo them. Thisis exactly whet the
West did by learning from ancient Mudims and others. The Idamists' dogans about the peculiar
and idiosyncratic nature of Mudims are obstacles to rather than catalysts for development and
modernizetion. The defeat of the Ottoman Empire and the fal of dmogt al Mudim territories
under the European colonid powers were not a coincidence or isolated events. Rather, Mudims
stopped developing new ideas in response to new chalenges. They clung to the old answersin
face of new questions until they found Nagpoleon occupying Egypt in 1798. Since then it has
been clear that the gap is getting larger and larger between downward doping curve of Mudims
power and flourishing Western democracies (a-'Azm 1969; Fouda 1993). Severa attempts
were made to catch up with the Western models but they remained scattered and superficid
mainly because of the supremacy of the theologica mentdlity in the Mudim land and lack of a
worldview that would respect other civilizations and learn from them (Wahba 1998)

Secularigts believe thet it is very difficult to import Western materidist products and
outcomes without understanding and later adopting the system of beliefs and ideologies behind
them. In a clear criticiam of modernigts, secularists do not see how possible to “import from the
west what is compatible with our vaues and leave the res” (Al-Hamad 1993).

Interaction and learning from other civilizations is a human necessity yet will never
succeed without emancipation from the power of the "holy" interpretations and traditions that
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come as a package with the holy texts (Arkoun 1994). Actudly, Mudims imprison themseves
in the old books of the past / turath whether useful or unusua while the world around them
advances in dl fieds. If learning other languages was discouraged by traditiondigts, secularists
deem trandating from other civilizations a very important Sgn of the persaverance of Mudims
and their capacity to make up what they missed. Yet, a secularist argues, dl the books that
Arabs trandated into Arabic since cdiph d-Mamoun (1000 years ago) is around 10,000
books while Spain trandated into Spanish the same number in one year (Bagabeer 2003).

To secularists, Marx, Kant, Locke, Machiavelli, Voltaire, Madison and Rousseau are
more acceptable sources of knowledge and virtue than most of the ancient scholars of Idam
because of the capacity of Western thinkers to set free the human mind from the chains of the
church. They think that a amilar reform is needed in the Mudim mind too (Barakah 2002).
Arkoun's intellectud project collgpses the artificid gaps that both 1damists and orientaists
create between Idamic and western civilizations and intellectua heritages. Both civilizations are
built upon religious bdiefs and commitments. There will be no sdvation for Mudims without
acknowledging their influence on the West and internalizing the influence of the west on them
(Arkoun 1994).

Modernigts and traditiondists percaeive secularism as an aien solution to a problem that
never exised in the hisory of Idam snce Idam never had a clergy smilar to the Catholic
Church. Secularism, modernists argue, is compatible with the Chrigtian creed, yet it is a odds
with Idam (a-Amiri 1983; a-Qaradawi 1980). Mohamed was both a prophet and a palitician.
He led the prayer and signed political tredties, conveyed the message of Idam and led armies,
gave sermons and sent ambassadors. Neither Jesus nor Moses had clear palitica rolesto play.
Actudly both of them left earth before establishing a coherent society. Mohamed, conversdly,
left the respongibility of defending Idam in the hands of the faithful who later on established the
Idamic cdiphate. However, when despotic rulers took over power in this Idamic cdiphate, this
did not happen because of I1dam but despite Idam'’s teachings. Besides, the ulama/scholars were
the main source of oppostion in the Idamic society which is contrary to the Stuation in ancient
Catholic Europe.

Secularigts disagree with the above characterization. They reckon that Mudims
contemporary intelectud and politica dilemmais smilar to the Western Middle Ages with dl its
implications. There is no much difference between the pope and his priests trying to defend thelr
datus and Idamists attempts to jump to power. That is why they attack any attempt to liberate
women, build modern education systems, or to create modern civil society. Furthermore, they
refuseto lift their custody over the public mind and call any criticism to their authority some type
of “intdlectud invason” coming from the West (a-'Eragi 2002). Idamigts leave the Mudim
mind with a golden past and refuse to accept the modern inventions and innovations thet left
Mudimsthe least developed among dl the civilizations of the world (‘Asfoor 2003).

F. Sub-sects:

It is important to note that traditiondists differ regarding the issue of violence. Some of
them infer from the holy texts and their interpretations good reasons to wage violence againgt
ther fdlow Mudims, athers refrain from pursuing this path. Secularists as wel are not identica
when it comesto the issue of plurdism. Some are autocrats; others are liberds.
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1. Traditiondigs: Violent and Pecifigts

All vidlent Idamigts are traditionalists but not dl traditiondigts are violent. Some of them
are pacifigs. Thus, al modernist Idamids are not violent. However, it is crudid in this study to
limit the definition of violence toward the governments and societies of the Mudim world. Thet is
to say that Mudims in generd regardiess of their ideologica preferences may support violent
resstance againg |sradl's occupation of Arab/Mudim lands (a-'Abeykan 2003).

The difference between violent and pacifigt traditiondist is lies on which verses they
choose to aticulate the concept of jihad. Violent traditiondists disagree with pacifist
traditiondigts (eg. Sufis) and modernists on the gpplicability of the so-cdled the verse of the
sword.

To undergand the textud logic behind the use of violence on the parts of violent
traditiondigts such as those found in d-Jamd a al-1dameya, d-Jhad, d-Qae'da, a-Sdfeya d-
Jhadeyain Pakistan, Egypt, Algeria, Maaysia, Morocco, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and the U.S.
among others, we need to refer to the fact that there are three types of versesin the holy Qur'an
and hadiths/sayings of prophet Mohamed that pertain to the issue of violence: Firdt there are
verses that ask Mudlimsto treat non-Mudims justly and kindly, such as:

Allah forbids you not, with regard to those who fight you not for (your) Faith nor drive

you out of your homes, from dedling kindly and justly with them: for Allah loveth those

who are just. (Chapter 60, verse 8).

Second, there are verses that ask Mudims to lean toward peace if others do the same
such as “But if the enemy inclines towards peace, do thou (also) incline towards peace’
(Chapter 6, verse 61).

A third type of verses demands Mudims fight the infidels such as the verse tha is
labeled the ‘ verse of the sword.” The verse reads™

But when the forbidden months are padt, then fight and day the Pagans
wherever ye find them, and saize them, beleaguer them, and lie in wait for them
in every dratagem (of war); but if they repent, and establish regular prayers and
practice regular charity, then open the way for them: for Allah is Oft-Forgiving,
Most Merciful. (Chapter 9, verse 5).

Violent traditiondists believe that this verse among others propels sincere bdievers to
wage violent jinad agang dl infidds, by virtue of them bang infidds, induding ther rulers who
replaced the sharia of Allah with Western laws and fasfy Hakemeyat AllaV the sovereignty of
Allah (Mawdudi Concepts of Islam Regarding Religion and State 1977; Qutb 1989 )
Pecifig traditiondists dong with modernist Idamigts think of this verse as an exception to
generd principles mentioned dsawhere in the Qur'an that equate jihad with defense and require
justice and kindness as a path for co-existence (Chapter 49/13) (Ibn Baaz 1992). Besides,

" There is disagreement about which verse is actually the verse of the sword. Y et most likely it is the quoted
verse or the following one that is usually quoted with it from the same chapter of Surat al-Tawba: “Fight
those who believe not in Allah nor the Last Day, nor hold that forbidden which hath been forbidden by
Allah and His Messenger, nor acknowledge the Religion of Truth, from among the People of the Book, until
they pay the Jizyawith willing submission, and feel themselves subdued.” (Chapter 9, verse 29)
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pacifigt traditionaists use very tough criteria to permit the use of violence againgt their rulers such
as prohibition of prayers, denying the authenticity of averse or hadith and/or publicly renouncing
Allah's verdicts and replacing them with others, believing thet the latter are better or more just
than the former (Othaimeen 1998).

Modernists in particular refuse the radicd concept of jihad adopted by violent
traditiondigs. If this conceptudization of jihad advanced by violent traditiondidts is true and
authentic, then the Idamic date is a colonid state that ams at khirg/properties of the nations
Mudims occupy (al-Ghazdi 1985). A modernist describes the violent traditionaist argument as
“ignorance, supidity, even madness’ (a-Rikabi 2003). Another eminent Pakistani modernist
referred to the success of Idamigts in generd in guiding a consderable percentage of new
generations of young men and women into love and respect for their origins but this success was
coupled with a magnificent fallure in cregting dvilizational and intellectua depth and modern
understanding of Idam’s peaceful and tolerant message (Rahman 1982).

Violent traditiondists consder the verse(s) of the sword, that were reveded to be
chronologicdly last, and therefore abrogating and amending former verses (al-Zawahri 2002,
Azzam 1984; Qutb 1989). They make the andogy between two verses “O ye who believe!
Fasting is prescribed to you as it was prescribed to those before you” (Chapter 2, verse 183)
that assgns fasting on each capable Mudim with another verse in the same chapter that reads
“Fighting is prescribed upon you, and ye didike it.” (Chapter 2, verse 216). How come that
Mudims comply with the prescription of fasting unquestionably yet question and philosophize
the prescription of fighting?, a violent traditiondist argues (Halima 2001).

Nontviolent traditionaists would be reluctant to accept the idea of abrogation without
another clear text that says so (a-Buraiqg 1993). Thus, they prioritize the verses that ask
Mudims to seek peace a the expense of the verses that solicit Mudims to wage wars.
Modernigt Idamigdts, in contrast, would go into a complex process of deduction and induction
that would take into consideration three aspects. 1- the linguisic meaning of the texts, 2- the
higtorical setting (reasons for reveding these verses); 3- the consequences of taking one verse
(and not the other) as the principd rule; while the other is a mere exception or boundary. By
following this way of thinking, modernist Idamists end up regjecting the idea of abrogation and
ingead think of the verses as different directions that were given on different occasions (a-
Ghazdi 1985). Thusin this particular case of usng violence, modernist Idamists would not think
that the mentioned verses of chapter nine (sura d-Tawba) have actualy abrogated 120 other
verses that were reveded earlier to emphasize, peaceful co-exisence of Mudims with non
Mudims let done many verses and hadiths that prohibit Mudims from killing each others (Abo
a-Magd 1988; a-Ghannouchi 1993; ad-Qaradawi 2001a; Anwar 1995; Howaidi 1999b).
According to modernists, the rules of jihad are not applicable to the governments that do not
aoply Idamic Sharia snce “the rulers are not infiddls even if they did not apply Sharia” (a-Din
2001: 85; a-Qaradawi 2001a)

Pacifig treditiondiss main field of jihad is in dawalinviting Mudims and non-Mudims
to a better understanding of Idam; thus they devote themsalves to respond to questions, teach
the Qur'an, explain its verses, issue fatwas and revive dd ijtihad/independent reasoning to
remind Mudims of the basics of their rdigion (Mamoon 2003). They are the least politicized
compared to al other Idamists and can be considered the religious “preservers’ or “ caretakers’
of gatus quo (Lipset and Basu 1976). Violent traditiondigts think of the pacifigts in the same
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way Marx thought of religion in bourgeois society (a-Zawahri NA; Qutb 1978). Modernists
think of pacifigt traditiondidts in generd as incompetent lawyers who clam to defend the just
cause of Idam (a-Ghazali 1981). Secularigts believe that this type of non-violent traditiondists
represents the moderate and technica Idam and leave the affairs of politics, economics,
engineering and o forth to the best who can handle them (al- Ashmawi 1987).

2. Secularigt: Liberdls and Autocrats

Some secularigts are more plurdigic than others. Autocratic secularists may be
benevolent or maevolent. In the history of Mudim world, dmost dl the rulers were autocrats
(who possess persond palitical domination) but not necessarily unjust dictators. This distinction
should be understood within Roy’ s notice that in the Mudim world the opposite of tyranny is not
liberty but justice (Roy 1994). A just benevolent autocrat was the catchword of an idedl system
of governance. Thus, judged by the history of the Mudim world, autocratic governance should
not be necessarily equated with mdicious dictatorship. Liberal secularigts are the closest to the
Western concept of libera democracy. They think that al citizens, Mudims and non-Mudims
dike, should enjoy dl basic human and politicad rights including Idamists as far as they abide by
the democratic principles (Abul Khair 2003).

Autocratic secularigts in return oppose and fear Idamidts (traditiondists and modernists)
more than they respect democratic principles and procedures. Put differently, they know thet if
they alow rea democracy in Mudim countries, the public will get nobilized by the other two
groups which means the end of their reign and probably the end of democracy once alowed.
Their best bet then is to make sure that guided risk-free liberdization, if any, is a its minimaist
leve. To judtify ther autocratic tendencies autocratic secularists poison the well of Idamigts by
equaing dl Idamigs to one verson of long-bearded fascist fanatics who want to establish
totalitarian theocracies once in power. If there are differences among Idamigts, secular autocrats
would argue, then it is a difference in degree rather than in kind. This was the argument made by
the Tunisan presdent Zein Abdin Ben Ali to decapitate the Idamic opposition (Renaissance or
Nahda party) after winning the dections of 1993 with 99.91 percent of the vote (King 2003).
"If you open the door for genuine democracy, you have the chance that fundamentdists sl
come to power. What will the Americans do with them?’ the head of the Foreign Relaions
Committee in Egypt's parliament contended (Faki 2003). The reault is a patriarchd system
(Abu Odeh 2003; Sharabi 1988).

Secular autocratic discourse is associated with mogt intdlectuds who earn their living
through glorifying and defending the rulers in most Mudim countries. Most of these regimes have
learned how to play the game of autocratic tactica liberdization through the measures of “ date-
monitored politica openness to promote reforms that appear plurdistic but function to preserve
autocracy” (Ottaway et a. 2002). These regimes are highly skillful a controlling “eections,
manipulaing divide-and-rule tactics, Sate interference in civil society organizetions, and the
obstruction of meaningful politica party systems, these regimes have crested deeply entrenched
systemsthat are surprisngly effective at ressting democratic change’ (Ottaway et al. 2002).

Mog autocrats face a dilemma of credibility as they use democratic rhetoric yet
systematicaly exclude or margindize their most important rivals, the Idamists whose discourse
resonates with an important segment of the public. Autocratic activists argue thet if free and fair
elections are held, they will bring to power politica parties and movements that will abrogate
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democracy itsdf and rather create a nore despotic theocracy. Thus the status quo, though not
fully democratic, is better than theologica dictatorship that would come hand in hand with the
naive trust in Idamigs respect for democracy (Fouda 1993). To skirt this dilemma many
governments, such as those in Algeria, Kuwait, Indonesia, Niger, Pakistan, Jordan, Egypt,
Lebanon, Yemen, Maaysa, and Morocco alow Idamigts to sneek into palitics but not to the
extent to pose a viable dternative source of legitimacy (Esposito 1996; Etienne 1987). An
immediate democratization process may make democracy a more remote likelihood because it
would “too quickly tip the balance in favor of the groups that are best organized and enjoy
grassroots support, Idamist organizations in most cases’ (Ottaway et a. 2002). Democracy
requires time and it is not necessarily the most immediate task of the moment. A Jordanian
former prime minigter argues.

Democracy is an evolving being, gets born and grows up. It is never created all
at once. Whoever asks for something pre-maiurdly, one will be punished by not
getting it. The baby that is born bigger than its naturd Sze ether will dig the
mother will die or both will die (a-Rawabda 2001).

According to autocratic secularists, Mudims are not ready for democracy: illiteracy,
tribalism, gpathy, emotiondism, and nostalgia are not conducive to democracy. It is argued that
most of these problems are not necessarily the outcomes of wrong policies adopted by the
autocratic rulers themsdves (Mahathir and Hashim 2000). They were inherited from the
digorting experience of colonidism that led to (1) urbanization without indudtridization, (2)
verba education without productive training, (3) secularization without scientification (decline of
religion without the rise of science), and (4) capitdist greed without capitalist discipline (Mazrui
1990:35).

Unlike others, the autocratic discourse is unique in its defense of the status quo. To the
guestion, "isthe ruler autocratic because of the people or the people not democratic because of
the ruler?" autocratic discourse would definitely refer to the masses who are not reaedy for
liberty (Zartman 1982) as the cause of leisurely democratization. Some examples may support
the autocratic argument: the Lebanese democratic experience ended up with a severe civil war
(Fisk 2002). The democratic politica opening in Egypt in the eighties opened up the can of
massve violent fundamentaism (Mubarak 1992). The rebdlion againgt Syad Berri in Somdia
ended up with chaotic state breakdown (Schofield 1996). Free dections in Algeria led the
country into civil war with tens of thousands of deaths and causdlities (Martnez 2000). Hafez a-
Assad's autocratic policies managed to break the vicious cycle of coups d' etat by systematic
remova of his opponents for “the interest of Syrians and al the Arab umma’ (Assad and Taas
1990). Each democratic experience in Nigeria, Pakistan, Algeria, Cote dIvaire and the Sudan
among others failed to be sustained and was shattered due to military intervention. Interestingly
enough, autocratic discourses are Smilar and propagate the argument that each autocrat
maintains the highest possible levels of freedoms given the potentials of ingtability (Berberoglu
1999; Musharraf 1999; Soekarno 1959). Autocratic discourseis clear aswell in the importance
of other tasks such as defending nationd integrity and security (Hussein 1988).

In democratic countries, the mgority or a least the plurdity forms the government; in
Mudim countries the schism is severe and the mgjority is gpathetic and irrationd; that is why the
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autocrat has to create and shape the mgority around his persona. Mudim autocratic rulers
atempt to accomplish this task of holding their countries together through mohilizing symbols,
pictures, dogans and the annihilation of possible opponents (Diamond et a. 2003).

Liberd secularigts disagree. Liberd secularists argue tha no limits on anybody’ s right to
be part of the political competition should be dlowed. That is why their main target of criticiam
is not Idamigts in oppogtiory rather their main kattle is with autocratic rulers, Idamigts or
Secularigts.

For decades after independence, most populist autocrats had suspended
democracy until nationd liberation; until Paestine had been liberated; until we
have economic development; until we have true socid judtice, and o on. As it
turns out now, after fifty years of depriving ourselves of democracy, we find
oursalves with none of these thingsl And we are no closer to democracy... We
must not continue to alow oursdves to be manipulated by these fdse
messiahs... Now we know better than to fdl for the despots delaying tactics
(Ibrahim 2003).

Liberd secularigs perceive the ruling non-democratic regimes as more dangerous and

immediate chdlenge than Idamists (Abdelrazeq 2001). From their perspective, the apped to
Idamists comes from the fact that they do not have current failures in most societies (Hariq
2001). The more they reach power and fall to convert their demagogic dogans into practica
solutions, the more Mudims will refrain from eecting them.
Libera secularigts argue that failures of Idamistsin the Sudan, Iran, and Indonesia among other
places will prove that paliticsis not about dogans and symbols but about running trains, building
bridges, ddivering public services, fighting diseases and diminating illiteracy (lbrahim 1984).
With those kinds of problems, how many times Idamigts pray a day will not be the main factor
in determining ther re-eection. Liberds do not buy the autocrats argument that
fundamentaists would annihilate the available, though limited, freedoms once in power.

Autocrats do not show enough tolerance toward opposition parties even if they are
secularig or Idamic with a genuine democratic and liberal agenda such as a-Wasat party (the
middle way) in Egypt. This party “advocates palitica plurdism and human rights...has awoman
and a Chrigian on its centrd committee, setting it gpart from other Idamic groups’ (Rouleau
2001). Y et the Egyptian government does not (or does not want to) see the difference between
al-Wasat party and other Idamists. Whether out of conviction or opportunism, Idamists learned
how to shape their political discourse and propaganda to reveal the autocratic tendencies of the
rulers by repudiating “al forms of violence, whatever their sources’ (al-Nahda 2001) asking for
ared opportunity for them to prove their adherence to democratic principles. Autocrats know
that thisisarisky and irreversble path (Ibrahim 2002).

Liberd secularigts have the weskest voice in the Mudim world and they seem to be the
least in number too (Salamah 1994). They do not have the baksheesh (tips and free services)
that autocratic rulers have (Korany 1994). They do not have the legacy of the past and claims
of Idamic assaa/authenticity that Idamists have. No wonder that thelr program of
democrdization faled so far. “How can you have democrdic inditutions if you have few
democrats?’ (Gerges 2001)
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To sum up the discusson of the typology of the intdlectud map, Table 2.1 has been
developed. As the table shows, the three schools face common challenges and concerns. They
repond to them differently, induding the chdlenge of democracy itsdf that has not been
addressed fully yet and will be discussed in the pages to come. The table as well shows that
there are five mgor types of intelectuds and scholars: Idamigt violent traditiondidts, Idamist
pecifigt traditiondists, Modernist Idamigt, liberd secularist and autocratic secularists. These
schoals of intellectuds and ulama/scholars contest scarce resources. Each school presentsitself
as the genuine representative of Idam and speaker of its name.

Table2.1
Three Main Schools of Intellectuals and Scholars
Traditionalist M odernist Secularist
I lamists | lamists Muslims

1) For something | Be consensudly Not contradict the inthe interest of society
tobeldamic, it | accepted by sharia daia regardless of holy texts
should and ulama.
2) Silence of Impossble opportunity for asggn of the
Shariais ljtihed indeterminacy of sharia
3) Zones shariaand figh Shaia No immune zones
immuneto
skepticism are
4) Violation of destroying the unity dangerous but Necessary to diminate
consensus and uniqueness of the | possible. traditiona consensus
among ulamais | umma
5) Culturd imitation and asearch for wisdom | better than blind imitation
exchange with innovetion of ancestors
non-Mudimsis
6) Sects:. Violent Pecifie | Idamis Democrats | Liberds Autocrats
7) Democracy is | Anti/un-ldamic Idamic/ldamizable | Necessary | Impractica

Traditiondist 1damigts limit what is acceptable by Idam to wha has been anciently
accepted by sharialldamic legidation and consensudly condoned by a-sdaf d-saehthe pious
predecessors. To them sharig/ldamic legidation can never be slent even if they need to resort to
giyasandogical reasoning. Preserving the identity of this umma/nation requires traditiondigts to
keep both sharialldamic legidation and traditiond figh/jurisprudence immuneto skeptical minds
who want to corrupt the ided legacy of the past. That is why they would argue agangt any
bed'a/man-made innovation or violation of the consensus among ulama/scholars. The greatest
threat to this pure Idamic tradition of respecting the legacy of d-sdaf d-sdeh/the pious
predecessors is coming from the external sources of vaues, norms and ideas most notably the
West. However, traditiondigts differ in their strategiesto bring their idealsinto power. Some are
violent; others are pacifists. Whether violent or pecifist, they think ill of democracy as an dien
un/anti-Idamic sysem of government that replaces the will of Allah with the will of the masses.
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Modernists on the other hand respond to the previous questions differently. They accept
new ideas, mechanisms and values as far as they do not contradict authentic and well-
edablished sharia/ldamic legidation.  They would accept that Allah left Mudims deliberately
with some legidative vacuum that should be filled by the human mind peforming
ijtihadl/independent reasoning within the boundaries of 1Idamic sharialldamic legidation.

Well-established and clear-cut verses of the Qur'an and hadiths/sayings of the prophet
are the only zones that are immune to skeptica scrutiny. Y et the interpretations of these verses
and hadiths are subject to ijtihad/independent reasoning. The scholars of the past and d-sdaf a-
sdeh/the pious predecessors performed ijtihad/independent reasoning to respond the new
challenges that they faced. Now it is time for modern and contemporary Mudims to have ther
share in this ijtihad/independent reasoning. Modernigts think that most of their modern
ijtinad/independent reasoning rarely violates consensually agreed upon fatwas/religious verdicts
of the past. Even if this violation happens, there should be a direct and clear reference to
authentic sources of Idam to judtify the violation of the previous ijma/consensus. Modernists
find nothing in the Idamic authentic sources that hinders them from communicating and learning
from non-Mudims as far as they do not infringe upon authentic Idamic principles. To
modernists, most aspects of democracy are compatible with Idam.

Secularists do not think that holy texts tdl Mudims much about how to run ther
societies. Holy texts are excellent sources of ageedalcreed and ethics but not politics and
economics. Numerous and sometimes contradictory interpretations and inferences made based
upon the very same verses or sayings of the prophet indicate that most of these texts have no
one meaning until the human mind imposes its underganding on them. The dlence of
shaialdamic legidation regarding many issues is another Sgn that Allah wants the human
intellect to function and flourish.

To them dl texts and issues are subject to human scrutiny with no immune zones. By
doing o, Mudims will replace their obsolete impractical perception of the world with more
contemporary science-based ideologies. Cultura exchange with other civilizations is a mugt in
this regard. Some secularists are liberds, others are autocrats. Liberds tend to think of
democracy as good and possible. Autocrats think that democracy is not possble in their
respective countries without giving Idamigs their golden opportunity to establish theologica
states.

3. Four Readings of Democracy

No one sngle group can clam absolute triumph in this intdlectud contest in the Mudim
world since it is dtill escalating on different fronts and over different issues. The attitudes of the
previous schools regarding democracy and its Idamic dternatives will follow. Yet it should be
noted that violent Idamists do not differ from the rest of traditionaists except regarding the issue
of the use of violence againg rulers and their supporters. That is why in tables 2 and 3 Al
traditionaists will be treated as one group.

a. Shura and/iversus Democracy

The most famous concept that comes to the Mudim mind when asked about Idamic
governance is shuralmutual consultation or governance based upon decision by consultation and
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ddiberation. When traditiondists are asked if not the un-Idamic democracy, then what? The
traditionalists answer is shura. Shuralmutud conaultation is an Idamic principle that requires
Mudims to consult each other on important matters as it is ordained in the Qur'anic chapter of
a-Shura

Those who hearken to their Lord, and establish regular prayer; who (conduct)
ther affairs by mutual consultation; who spend out of what We bestow on
them for Sustenance. (Chapter 42, verse 32)

When it comes to the gpplication of shura, traditiondids travel in higory to d-sd&f a-
sdehthe pious predecessors of I1dam to infer from their writings how shura was and should be
goplied. The firgt lesson that they learn from them is that al issues that are dready determined
by Qur'an, sunna/sayings and praxis of the Prophet Mohamed and ijma/consensus are not
subject of consultation. To traditiondigts, shurais the antithes's of democracy. For the padt fifty
years, traditiondists used every possible argument, whether logica or falacious, to prove the
contradiction between shura and democracy. Ali Belhg, the second person in the Idamic Front
of Algeriasad: “1 dishdieve in dictatorship as much as | disbelieve in democracy. Democracy is
shirk (polytheism)” (a-Gorshy 1997).

Ayman d-Zawahri clearly adopts a smilar position when he considers democracy to be
“anew religion to dlow God-like men to legidate for themsdves... versus the religion of Allah
that gave the right of legidation to Allah and Allah dong’ (d-Zawahri NA: 19). Thus,
democracy is inherently un-Idamic Snce it gives individuds the rights to legidate regarding
everything including issues that Allah has dready dated in His own words. “When Allah
decides, there is no place for consultation” (al-Sharawi 1980:18; Mawdudi 1977). Even the
issues that are not addressed in Holy Scriptures should not be subject to the debates by
commoners. This ddiberation should be limited to Ahl-ahd wa-alakd/men of decison making
because they are pious and knowledgeable to make ijtihad/independent reasoning and draw
verdicts by giyasandogicd reasoning (Taskheeri 1999). Even if the ruler conaults, he is not
forced to act according to the decision of the mgority. According to typica traditiondigts, the
ruler is responsible before Allah more than he is responsble before people, falowing the
Qur'anic verse that says.

and ak for (Allah's) forgiveness for them; and consult them in affars (of
moment). Then, when thou hast taken a decison, put thy trust in Allah. For
Allah loves those who put ther trugt (in Him) (Chapter 3, verse 3).

Traditionaists argue that on this verse Allah addresses prophet Mohamed to consult
and ligten to his companions and then to make up hismind and trust God only. The most recent
goplication of unbinding shura is the Tdiban's system of government thet had severa shura
councils, none of which could enforce ther decisons on mulla Omar (Haggani 1997).
Traditiondigts state that the prophet and his early companions consulted just to garner opinions
and information to take enlightened decisons with no commitments toward their followers to
abide by the decison of the mgority snce the commitment is before Allah and to serve his
religion done (Mushtaheri 1993).

48



King Fahd of Saudi Arabia wore the hat of a traditiondist when he commented on the
compdtibility of democracy with Idam:

The democratic sysem prevdent in the world is not appropriate in this
region... The ection system has no place in the Idamic creed, which calsfor a
government of advice and consultation and for the shepherd’s openness to his
flock, and holds the ruler fully responsibly before his people (Fahd 1992).

Table2.2
Break Down of Democratic Vaues and Ingtitutions— Shura
Isshura Islamist Secularist
Traditionalig | Modernists Liberals Autocrats
1- Mandatory? Imperative by Imperative by Imperativefor | Negligible
Idam Idamand practical
practica reasons
reasons
2- Binding? No Yes Yes No
3- Inditutiondizable? | May be Yes Yes No
4- Open to the No. Yes Yes No.
commons?
5- Sdection of Ahl-Alhd wa- | Electionswith Elections Appoint-
consultants? Al'akd gven ment
redrictions

An Iranian consarvative fagi/scholar argues that Idam cannot alow the unqudified to govern
and rule ether with the gpprova of the masses, as in Democracies, or agang ther willsasin
aigocracies. Thisis amply un-1damic. Idam’sway isto keep Allah as the only legidator and to
alow people to gpply Allah's laws meaning sharia. Thus the ruler abides by Allah’simperatives,
that is why there is no place for dictatorship in Idam. Rulers are good Mudims as far as they
obey Allah more than they obey their own whims or even the people (Shirazi 2001).

Modernists disagree. They think that typicd traditionaists draw afase anadogy between
Mudims golden era and contemporary circumstances (a-Bouti 1990). Modernists believe that
shurais not only obligatory but the result of the shurais binding (al-Gorshy 1997). They even
extend the frame of candidate consultants to include al Mudims regardless of gender or
knowledge, based on the fact that ulama/scholars, though knowledgegble about religion, are
limited in their understanding nontrigious worldly affairs (Abo a-Magd 1988; a-Ghazali ND).
Modernigts use the term Ahl-alhal wa-alakd/men of decision making (al-Gorshy 1997) too
but these people are publicly dected representatives of the whole umma, induding non-Mudims
(al-Ghannouchi 1988; d-Qaradawi 2001a; Bishri 1996; Howaidi 1985). Unlike traditiondists
who have many reservations on bed'a/mart made innovations, modernists believe that Western
democratic indtitutions are the best mechanisms for implementing shura/mutual consultation in
Mudim societies (Nehnah 1999).
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Liberd secularigs perceive shuramutud consultation as a characteristic of good
governance that existed before Idam in Arabia and was ordained by Idam later on; yet Mudim
rulers snce the Umayyad cdiphs manipulated it (Heggi 2002). A Western democratic regime of
government with separation of powers and checks and baances would be the ided shura-based
system of government (Surush et d. 2000). Autocratic secularists do not trust the masses and
reduce shura to the deliberation among their aids since shuraiis not obligatory or binding. If there
are people to be consulted, they are mostly appointed or at best elected among a pre-
determined set of loyd politicians (Halliday 2000; Hariq 2001). Autocrats in this sense are very
ditig who distrust the masses.

As a way of summing up the core differences among the four different schools of
intellectuals and ulama/scholars, Table 2.2 was devel oped.

b. Democratic Indtitutions and Processes

A closer look a the inclusiveness of the political participation is another aspect of drife
among the four mentioned schools of thought. Typicd traditionaists would disfranchise nornt
Mudims, Mudims from other sects and women from any self-initiated or voluntary participation
in running the affairs of society. Since a nort Mudim or awoman cannot lead Mudimsiin prayer,
they are not dlowed to have the right to decide for the whole umma. The often quoted
gatement is I1bn d-Qayyim’ statement that “a woman for her husband is like a dave for his
madter” as quoted by traditiondists (a-Oda 1994; Ibn Baaz 1981). Women are intdllectualy
and physcdly suited to be the queens of their homes with no politicad rights whatsoever
(Abdelkarim 2002). What is said about women is said about non-Mudims too (a-Hawdi
1994). Non-Mudims are safe in Mudim land but they do not have the same politicd rights of
Mudims (Gabreen 1989). Equdity before government means dlowing the infidds and
innovators to have sultan / authority over the beievers (al-Oda 1997). The most ided way for
secting the ruler is through Ahl-aAlhd WaaAl’ akd/men of decison meking then the
bay'aloath of dlegiance among the rest of the umma. Ahl-aAlhd Wa-aAl’ akd/men of decison
meking are the most pious and knowledgeable of who best fits into this mgor postion (a-
Khalidi 1984).

A quote from the Qur'an was usad to refute mgority rule while it is clear that it is not
about the mgority of Mudims but the mgority of non-Mudims “Wert thou to follow the
common run of those on earth, they will lead thee away from the Way of Allah. They follow
nothing but conjecture: they do nothing but lie” (Chapter 4, verse 116). This verse was used to
characterize mgority rule as un-1damic (Saeh 1992). Another account considered the idea of
magority rule and competing parties toward power as forbidden bed’a and imitation to the
“lovers of thisworld” since the prophet clearly stated that whoever asks for power should not
be given it (Soweyyan 1999). To traditiondists bed a revolves around “everything whose
essence was available during the prophet’s era yet the prophet did not do” (alsdafyoon.com;
Soweyyan 1999). Since the prophet could have used mgority rule and counted the votes of his
companions yet he did nat, then it is un-1damic bed'aman-made innovation (Soweyyan 1999).

Asking two of the traditiondigts (Sheikh d-Gadi of Saudi Arabia and Tomawi of the
Sudan) about any possbility of tgdidirguvenation in Idam, they did not consder adopting the
mechanisms of voting, magority rule, and competition over votes Idamic praxis. Al-Gda was
clear that the struggle between tgdid/rguvenation and taglid/the following of predecessors
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dates back to the Abbasid period (extending from the 8" to the 13" century) when scholars
without prior agreement or aranged coordination decided to close the gaes of
ijtihad/independent reasoning and tgdid/rejuvenation. They had three main reasons for that
pogition. First there was a tendency among new comersto Idam to flavor their understanding of
Idam with their own inherent cultures and traditions which made the pure and authentic
teachings of Idam debatable. These scholars, in other words, wanted to stop the flows of wrong
interpretations and un-Idamic ijtihad/independent reasoning from cresting another nomina
heretic Idam that would sway people from the true teachings of the 7" century Iam. A second
reason for freezing up ijtihad/independent reasoning was to stop the misuse of religion by cdiphs
who showed greater tendencies toward usurping power and using religious arguments to
legitimize their actions. A third reason is the wrong but till convincing assumption thet the world
would hardly need new types of figh/jurisorudence since al new problems could be easly
solved by imitation or by anaogical reasoning. Typicd traditiondists argue that the three reasons
are 4ill vdid today (Sardar 2002). There are Mudims, who cal themsdves 'Assraneery
modernigts or 'Aqglanyeen/rationdists (al-Khodhair 1998) who have not sudied Idam well and
try to flavor it with their own fdlible understanding. Additionaly autocratic rulers intimidate or
bribe scholars to issue fatwas that would serve their persond interests.

Modernists disagree. Nobody can close a door that the prophet left open. The
traditionalists assumption was reasonable given the circumstances of the Abbasd era;
modernists argue that this in itself was some type of ijtihad/independent reasoning suitable for its
time. The abode of Idam (dar ad-1dam) was magnificently more advanced than the abode of
war (dar a-harb) during the fird ten centuries of Idam Everything un-1damic was bad and
everything bad was smply un-l1damic. There was no red chalenge politicaly, economicaly,
socidly, scentificaly or culturdly to the Mudim way of life. The only possble chalenge was
military in nature and this one needed only larger armies and more wegpons. And it worked; the
Mongols were defeated physically and spiritudly and crusaders vibrant attempts to invade the
East failed too throughout the middle ages. To sum up, in the 13" century Mudim world, every
non-ldamic thing was equd to un-Idamic and vice versa In other words, every new idea,
discovery or invention, if any, coming from outsde the Idamic world was not worth discussng
either because it was heretical (e.g. the Greek philosophy) or evil (e.g. the crusades). Starting
from the 18" century, Mudims would be struck that some nor+Idamic inventions are not
necessarily un-1damic (i.e. are not againgt Idam). Some 18" and 19™ century reformists such
as d-Tahtawi of Egypt, d-Tunid of Tunida d-Kawakebi of Syria, d-Afghani of Iran, and
Mohamed Abdu of Idam, in the name of Idam, caled upon Mudimsto learnabout these non
Idamic discoveries and inventions from Europe (Afghani et d. 1957; Husry 1966; Omara 1980;
Tahtawi and Luga 1988; Tunis and Shannufi 1991)). These scholars are the God fathers of the
modernist intellectua discourse in the late 20" and early 21% centuries. They would argue that if
there is anything not Idamic by origin but necessary to establish Idamic gods, such asjudtice, it
can be imported and Idamized.

Modernids criticize the idea of freezing up or narowing down the gaes of
ijtinad/independent reasoning that limit contemporary Mudims from making ijtihad/independent
reasoning in favor of reviving the aready agreed upon ijtihad/independent reasoning of the 13"
century. That is to say, most of post-13™ century ijtihad/independent reasoning aimed mainly at
keeping the 13" century fighvjurisprudence dive which led to the desth of certain topicsin figh
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and most notably the political ones as 1bn a-Qayyim in the 14" century referred to (al-Jawziyah
1969; a-Qaradawi 20018a).

Prior to the 19" century, there was no place in Idamic writings for revolutionary idess
such as voting, dected bodies, inditutiondization of the very Idamic concepts such as
conditional bay'al oath of dlegiance, accountability or peaceful dteration of power. Though they
did not lack the theoretica/philosophica or textud/reigious support for these ideas, experts on
Idam, Mudims and non-Mudims, barely find any traces of these ideas in medievad 1dam (Abd
a-Raziq 1925; Kurzman 1999; Lerner 1958; Lewis2001).  The ready explanation was the
closed door of ijtihad/independent reasoning. Y et the problem seems to be as politicd as it is
religious. Traditionaigs prioritize the value of unity around one ruler, even if despotic, over other
vaues incduding limiting the power of this ruler himsdf. Voting, factions and mgority rule on
worldly issues would have inditutiondized differences and created fitnahvinternd divisons while
Mudims are asked to be united: “Be not like those who are divided amongst themselves and fall
into disputations after receiving Clear Signs. for them is a dreadful Pendty.” (Chepter 3, verse
105) The traditiondist understanding of shurais very close to Mansbridge' s concept of unitary
democracy (Mansbridge 1980) except that shura, to traditiondidts, is not inclusive. It was a
deliberation among brothers in religion that should end up with ijma/consensus. That is why
shura should be only among a small number of knowledgeable and pious people. Y et even with
rightly guided caliphs and the grestest companions of the pophet, this consensus broke up
within thirty years of the death of the prophet. Modernists attempt to go beyond what ought to
be by reading the world as is. To them, the fitnahsinternd divisons are dready there and
Mudims are dready divided over religious and non-rdigious issues dike. Thus, it is better to
inditutiondize these differences in the format of politica associations and parties where the
representatives of each madhab/sub-tradition can negotiate and compromise. According to
modernidts, these associations are not only acceptable but necessary to face the God-like rulers
(al-Ghazdi 1997; d-Qaradawi 2001a; Howaidi 1999b).

Modernists of the 19" century and onward go back to this closed door of
ijtihad/independent reasoning and open it widely for the discusson of ideas such as voting,
political parties, eected representatives, rights of non-Mudims and women, though not without
resstance (Abo a-Magd 1992; a-'Aawa 1989; al-Din 2001; a-Ghannouchi 1993; a- Ghazdi
1997; d-Qaradawi 2001a).

To typicad modernids, political participation is open to every citizen regardless of
reigion or gender. Even the concept of ahl a-Dhimal/people of the covenant that was used to
refer to non-Mudims who are under the protection of Mudims is not gpplicable in the modern
era snce they are paliticaly full citizens who join the aamy and defend their countries (Bighri
1982). However, devout Mudims, both men and women, in particular are required to be more
participatory sinceit is part of their reigion to enjoin the good and forbid evil and not to concedl
the tetimony if they can express it in vating (a-'Aawa 1989; a-Qaradawi 2001a; Khatami
2001).

Some traditiondists pointed out that referenda are the closest form in modern history to
the early praxis of Idam regarding the way of selecting aruler. The most knowledgeable among
Mudims Ahl-aAlhd Wa-aAl’ akd/men of decison making would nominate one person to be the
cdiph and the rest of the umma would swear (conditiond) dlegiance to him (Abu Talib 1986).
Modernists are open to import the idea of multi-candidate elections to put an end to the 99.9%
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referenda that have been very popular in the Mudim world since independence (al-'Aawa 2001,
al-Gabri 1987; a-Ghannouchi 1988; d-Ghazdi 1997; d-Qaradawi 2000a). Al-Qaradawi was
reported praisng Israd for having free fair dections comparing to the famous %99.9 tha
Mudim rulers get. Al-Ghazdi praised Indira Gandhi for being honest to the extent that she failed
in the eections that her party ran. These two events are hardly heard of in Mudim societies. It is
interesting to know that when sheikh d-Othaimeen (a well-known traditiondist scholar) was
told that sheikh d-Qaradawi (a well-known modernist) had extolled the free eections of Israd,
he said that a-Qaradawi should repent to Allah for praising the polytheists.™

Given the long higtory of Mudim rulers cgpacity to manipulate Ahl-ahd waralakd/men
of decison making, modernists decided to resort to public voting. Modernists do not perceive
public voting as an un-Idamic Western ideg; rather it is the culmination of the effort of millions of
people through thousands of years to limit and check the rulers. There is nothing un-Idamic
about that (al-Qaradawi 2001a; Omara 1998) and even if the idea and practice non-Idamic, it
can be Idamized dnce it is anecessary mechanism againg acts of dictatorship that are highly
condemned by Idam. Mgority ruleis an Idamic principle according to modernists. Some of the
sayings of the prophet support voting and mgority rule. So they are not bed'@manmade
innovation. For ingtance, prophet Mohamed told his great companions Abu Bakr and Omar: “if
you agree upon something, | will never disagree with you.” “The devil is remoter from the two
and he is closer to the oneg’ and “the umma cannot agree upon wrongdoing” (al-Qaradawi,
2001a 32). Even when the second caliph, Omar ibn a-Khatab, left 9x of the companions of
the prophet to decide the next ruler, he told them to count among themselves and to follow the
group that had the greatest number out of the six. So voting and mgority rule dong with politica
partiesare al Idamic or Idamizable according to modernisis.

However, modernigts face amora and religious dilemma when they are asked about the
possihility of adlowing communist, socidist and liberd parties in Mudim countries. They usudly
give very indecisve responses to this dilemma because these parties in generd are un-1damic.
Unlike traditiondigts, typicad modernists cannot act as if these imported ideologies have no
followers or supporters. Given their reading of the Mudim political systems modernists argue for
genera and respected principles of government that are gpplicable to everybody. Modernigsin
genera do not want their commitment to democracy to be questionable by secularigts. To them,
Mudims should be given the right to choose among dl these parties whether they have Idamic
labels or not. Typicad modernists perceive the existence of these parties and associations as
negative 9gns since it means that Mudim societies search for imported solutions. Yet if Idamids
fal asrulers, thereis nothing in Idam that gives them the right to usurp power (Howaidi 19990b;
Ibrahim 1991; Khatami 1998; Omara 1980).

Secularigts in generd do not trust Idamists in this regard. Modernigts share with
traditiondigts their refusal of associations that dearly and offensvely chalenge the immune zone
of Idamic teachings such as the existence of God or the prophethood of Mohamed or any of the
other prophets. Thus, atheist associations are absolutely unacceptable. 1ssues of this sort draw
the fine and thin line between their acceptance of democracy as a technical mechanism for
limiting the despatic tendencies of Mudim dictators and liberalism as a framework for competing
co-exigent rdativigtic readings of truth. This discrepancy between liberadism and democracy in

2 The two audios are avail able with the researcher.
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the mind of modernigs indills a heavy dose of suspicion among secularists who see modernists
as equivaent to traditionalists with modern rhetoric (Harb 2003; Harig 2001; Heggazi 2002b).

Typicd secularigts do not waste their time digging into the texts to support what they
perceive to be right and necessary. Liberds do not differentiate among citizens based on
religion. They even argue for not usng a cel for rdigion in persond identification cards n
Mudim countries. To typicd liberds, there should be no a priori conditions on formation of
parties or associations (El-Naggar 1993; Ibrahim et a. 1997). Public eections of rulersin multi-
candidate campaigns are amug for them (Abu a-Su'ud 1995).

Autocrats do not have one concrete vison regarding the incluson of nort Mudims and
women into the political process. For ingtance, Qaddafi of Libya appeared to be more open to
women's equd rights than Kuwaiti Idamigts. The Kuwaiti Idamists have no objection to the idea
of elected and representative parliament yet they disqudify women. Qaddafi, who endorses
women's rights in public office, Sands againgt public eections and equates representation to
travesty and deception. Theoreticaly direct public participation, though a sham, is guaranteed in
Libya (World Center for Researches and Studies of "The Green Book". 1988). To limit the
possihility of multiple sources of legitimacy, most typica autocrats rely on referenda instead of
elections. However, this should not make us think that eections in themsalves would indicate
higher leves of tolerance toward competitors. Mudim autocrats do not accept bargaining and
clearly refuse pressures from any group or sect of society. They Smply see them as signs of
weakness and danger (Hassan 1999; Sadat 1978; Sallam 1996). Thus, there should be no
inditution, public square or port stadiums without their persond photos and statues and run by
their own gppointees. An officia who does not perceive himself as an extenson of the autocrat
is perceived by the autocrats as a seed of Huntington's penetration criss (Huntington 1968).
That is why dl mgor podtions are gppointed rather than filled by eections. According to
Edward Said, “We live in a region with no one democratic country.” This phenomenon is not
easy to explain but “part of the problem is that most of Arab rulers did not live in the West or
know what democracy means” Thus, no wonder that Arabs and Mudims live in the “only
region in the world that till suffers of dictatorships in universities, civil societies, press...ec.
There is democratization in Eastern Europe, Latin America and Africa, except for us who are
dill ruled by military rulers sarting from 1948 war” (Salid 2000).

Politica parties, if allowed, should be loyd to the regime and respect the green and red
lights imposed by the autocrat either through codition with the ruling party (ex. Syria) or posing
no threat to the dominance of the autocrat (George 2003; Jafri 2002; Marsh et a. 1999; Ujo
2000).

c. Civil and Political Rights

Traditiondig Idamigs have a clear argument againgt persond freedoms and basic rights
that are not explicitly mentioned in hotly texts. For them rights are not fundamenta or basic; they
are given from Allah and thus limited by Allah's imperdives as sated in the Qur'an and
practices by the prophet. To traditiondists, these un-1damic rights and freedoms are themsalves
the core of illegitimacy of democracy. To typicd traditiondists, democracy in its essence is the
replacement of the will of Allah with the will of fdlible people who legidate for themselvesrights
and freedoms Allah has not legidated for them (Tash 1980). No wonder that democracy is
associated with the materidigtic system of capitalism and aheism that entitle them un-1damic
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freedoms (ex. same sex marriage, gambling, cursing the prophets and distorting thelr messages)
(Cahtelier et d. 1980). Allah has forbidden injustice and democracy is the highest form of
injugtice (Soweyyan 1999). Democracy is unjust since it alows humans to be their own Gods
by legidating for themsdves what is hdd/acceptable and what is haram/taboo (Saleh 1992). In
an extreme form of traditionalism, a person who praises democracy because it guarantees
human freedoms and rights is consdered fasiq / snner since praisng the disbdievers
wrongdoingsisagninitsf (Al-Ahadal 2001:24) .

Mudims are given the right to express their points of view as far as they do not creste
fitnahslinternd dividons. If there is a posshility of fitnahsinternd divisons, the freedoms of
expresson and association ought to be restricted. Public opposition & absolutely forbidden;
however, an individud can raise one's mazenvinjugtices to judges or scholars who can defend
one' s rights without creeting fitnahg/internd divisions. Rulers can be advised by Ahl-aAlhd Wa-
aAl’ akd/men of decison making but not challenged for the same reason. Traditiondists reading
of these basic freedoms seems incongstent when it comes to the issue of the capacity of the
commons to question ther ruler as an authentic well-established Idamic right and the fear of
fitnehslinternd  divisons. Typicd traditiondists beieve that the leeder of Mudims is not
accountable before the ignorant commons as far as he (never ‘she’) “obeys Allah's book and
His prophet’s straight path” and should not govern according to their own perception of the best
interest (Abdelkhaleq 1997; a-Maged 2002). Personad freedoms of democracies are
excessvely un-Idamic and immord. Democracy dlows adultery, drinking wine and drugs,
homosexudity, athesm and the like. Thus “Idam crested for Mudims rights to enjoy within
Sharia but not unbounded freedoms’ (a-Badry 1983: 155). Al-Zawahri among others often
quotes the following verse to argue againgt democracy-based legidations “What! have they
partners (in godhead), who have established for them some religion without the permission of
Allah?’ (Chapter 42, verse 21) (d-Zawahri NA).

Violent and pacifist traditiondists differ on the issue of public oppostion to rulers.
Violent traditiondists acknowledge the imperative of obedience to the ruler. But they focus on
limiting this obedience to those they perceive to be pious ruers (a-Albani et d. 1997). Prophet
Mohamed was reported to say:

It is obligatory upon a Mudim that he should ligten (to the ruler gppointed over
him) and obey him whether he likes it or not, except that he is ordered to do a
anful thing. If he is ordered to do asinful act, aMuslim should neither listen
to him nor should he obey his orders. (Hadith number in Sahih Mudim: 3423)

Violent traditionaists put more emphasis on the itdicized part of the previous hadith.
While Pecifigt traditiondists focus more on the former portion. The fear of fitnahinternd
divisons is a clear concern among pacifist traditiondigs (a-Albani et a. 1997). They usudly
quote other hadiths to refute the public oppostion to rulers since it habituates people to dissent
and disobedience (al-Buraiq 1993):

The Messenger of Allah said: If one sees something which he didikes from his
Amiri (leader) he should be patient, for if he separates from the main body of
the Mudims even for the length of a hand-span and then died, he would die the
death of one belonging to the days of Jahilliyya (disbdief). Hadith number in
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Sahih Mudim: 3438)
Other traditiondigts (al- Taregi 1993; Galil 2003) quote another hadith that states.

That time will witness the rise of people who will adopt ways other than mine
and seek guidance other than mine... They will be a people having the same
complexion as ours and spesking our language...Y ou should gtick to the main
body of the Mudims and their leeder... [Otherwise] separate yoursdf from all
these factions, even if you have to eat the roots of trees (in ajungle) until degth
comesto you and you are in this state. (Hadith number in Sahih Mudim: 3434)

These two hadiths reflect the fear of fitnahginternal divisons and loss of Mudims
identity by imitating un-Idamic sysems of governments with dl their fdlibilities (Ibn Baaz 1992).
Bringing these hadiths up by traditiondists represents another sign of their attempt to portray
themsdves as mere deductionists who refuse the idea of pragmetic reading of the Holy
Scriptures. Additiondly, treditionalists have their own reading of freedom of religion. The Qur'an
explicitly dtates that “Let there be no compulson in rdigion” (Chapter 2, verse 256). To
traditionalists, nobody can be forced into Idam; yet once a person voluntarily has become a
Mudim, he/she should be forced to practice Idam (a-Sharawi 1980:24). They are forced to
become perfect. For instance, al women should wear hijab and once the call of prayer is raised,
al stores, restaurants and businesses should be closed down and whoever does not pray should
be forced to pray. A typicd example in this regard is the men of amr belma' roof and d-naha
‘an a-monkar/enjoining the good and forbidding the evil in Saudi Arabia.

Typicd modernist Idamigts have a different reading regarding basic human and political
rights. There is more space for freedom of expression to scholars and non-scholars dike aslong
as they do not infringe upon the immune zone of sharia/ldamic legidaion. Modernigts base thelr
support for freedoms of expresson and association on a different reading of the famous
argument made by traditiondids that 1dam is a complete religion and rarely needs human mind
to reason beyond the deductive active gpplication of its teachings. No doubt that Idam is a
complete religion as the Qur'an sates. Yet when it comes to worldly affairs the Qur'an asks
Mudims to go and ask the knowledgesble. “If you do not know, ask the knowledgeable
[among you]” (Chapter 16, verse 43). Thus, according to typica modernists, Idam is complete
gnce it provides Mudims with al the answers they need regarding their spiritud affairs and lets
them search inductively for the gppropriate answers regarding their worldly affairs within the
boundaries of what is hdd/ acceptable (Igba 1930). However, the red tenson between
traditiondists and modernists goes deeper to two other questions that stlem from the previous
verse: Firg where to locate politica freedoms and poalitics in generd? Are they worldly affairs or
religious affairs? Second, who are the knowledgeable whom we can consult on worldly affairs if
there is agreement on politics as worldly affairs?

Typicd traditiondists congder politics as pat of rdigious faith snce Allah and his
prophet explicitly discussed them due to their great relevance to the creed itsdf (al-Ansari
1988). A famous quote by d-Zawahri Satesthat:

The issues of governance againg Idamic shariaglldamic legidation, democracy,
and loydty to nontMudims are not matters of minutiae that are subject to
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scholars jurigprudentia differences, rather they are germane to the principles of
iman/faith and the core of Idamic ageeda/creed which isa- Tawheed.”

Al-Zawahari used this argument to wage a war of criticism againg the somewhat
modernis Mudim Brethren (mainly in Egypt) since they:

support the rulers of Egypt, the congtitution, democracy, beside their refusal of
jihad againgt the disbdieving government, their acquiescence of secularist
parties, their participation in dections and their acceptance of un-Idamic laws
and legidations in Egypt and the Mudim world (al-Zawahri NA).

Modernists ponder that the principle of Idamic date governed by sharialdamic
legidation is beyond questioning, but the structurad and indtitutional aspects of this Sate are
subject to human scrutiny. A typica Iragi modernist (Sheikh Ahmad a-Qubaiss) was under
severe criticiam from traditionaists in an open discussion of the issues of governance and creed
in Idam on d-Jazeera network. Al-Qubaiss, building a counter argument againg traditiondist
vision, contends that 1dam has two types of sources. congtant and variable. “The congtant
aspects form the ageedalcreed and rituads. The variables are man-innovated mechanisms to
apply the ageedalcreed.” When it comes to politics, a-Qubass contends that “1dam does not
have a specific form of government.” This means that any government that gpplies sharia is
Idamic even if it is republican, monarchic, cdiphatic or something else. Part of sharialldamic
legidation isto guarantee people their freedoms and rights (al- Qubassi 2002).

Traditiondigt cdlers accused him of admiring the West that “does not have creed” to
follow. Al-Qubass does not agree that the West does not have a creed (meaning an ethica and
mord framework). He thinks that the West clings to its creed of freedom, justice, and
independent thinking in away that he wishes Mudims would imitate. According to him, “if you
contrasgt the founders of the U.S. and the founders of the early 1damic State [the companions of
the prophet], you will find a lot of resemblance in their emphasis on freedom, power,
commitment, and adherence to mora principles” He thinks that the only way for Mudims to
cope with modernity is by opening the gates of Ijtihad/independent reasoning (independent
reasoning) in al aspects of human life and guaranteeing Mudims al possible freedoms and rights
within Idamic sharialdamic legidation. In a clear chalenge of traditiondism, a-Qubass states
that:

Omar [one of the greatest and most charismatic of the companions of the
prophet] will not come back. Had he come back, he would have failed...

Mudims need a modern Mudim ruler who understands this modern world with
its vaues and concepts. Mudims wasted their time waiting for the rightly guided
Cdiph and he will never come back (al-Qubass 2002).

The second question regards who the knowledgesble are. Modernists have alessditist
vison compared to traditiondists. Hassan d-Turbi thinks that ijma/consensus is not only the
ljma of scholars but Ijma of the ummal/nation... thus a referendum can condtitute an Ijma (a-
Turabi 2003). Thus, the public have ther rights to gether, air their voices and publicly chalenge
and quedtion authorities (Howaidi 1999b) within sharia, democretic laws and regulations.
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Modernigts attitudes regarding basic freedoms are sdlf-serving since they mostly have been
subjects to prosecutions and jails. Besides, they maintain that a system that guarantees basic
humean and political freedoms will eventudly lead them to power, since they know that they have
the mgority in the street (Omara 2002a).

Freedom of rdigion goes beyond refraining from forcing non-Mudims into Idam to
abstaining from forcing Mudims to practice Idam. The role of Mudims is to remind and advise
each other unless there is a crime that should be pendized according to Idam’s pend code
(hodod) (Abo a-Magd 1992; Howaidi 2003a; Khatami 2001; al-Ghannouchi 1993).

Libera secularists are like their counterparts in the West when it comes to basic
freedoms. A truly democratic state does not limit the freedoms of its citizens beyond democratic
rules and laws. That is why they think that conservative understandings of Idam or rdigion in
genera can be an obgtacle toward one's right to fredy and equaly express hisgher point view,
to publicly convene and openly oppose the policies of their governments (El-Naggar 1993;
Surush et d. 2000).

Autocratic secularists are close to liberd secularigts regarding freedom of religion but
differ with them regarding the other two freedoms. However, some commentators single out
Arab countries as the most autocratic compared to the rest of Mudim countries. Countries such
as Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan, Senegd, and Nigeria, though far from democrdtic, are very
much less autocratic comparing to admost dl Arab countries (al-Mahdi 2002). A quick
comparison of the percentages of votes that each Arab ruler clams to gain comparing to other
nortArab Mudim rulers may be a good indicator of how Arab rulers perceive their followers
and how successful they are in oppressng and intimidating their opponents. Suffice it to
remember the 100% that Saddam Hussain gained in the 2003 eections. Autocratic rulers warn
Mudim intdlectuds from admiring a Western mode of democracy. Mahathir Mohamed was
quoted saying “We are weak nations and need strong governments’ (Taheri 2003b). Al-
Qadhaffi of Libya was blunter when he likened the masses as “sheep with no opinion”
controlled and directed by the rulers (Qaddafi 2002). Liberas disagree and argue that freedoms
of expresson and association and public opposition contradict the interests of the autocratic
rulers on dl fronts. Thus autocrats blame the lack of these freedoms on the masses that need to
be educated before being dlowed to practice these freedoms. Autocratic rulers, as an Arab
liberd noted, speak about and on democracy but add practica qudifications and conditions that
make ordinary people and oppostion figures know that they are just meaningless words.
“Democracy ... is just a tool in the machine of politicd propagandd’ (Shuryan 2003) to
legitimize their grip on power.

Out of sdf-survivd and/or fear of increesing and overwhelming politicad and socio-
economic demands that cannot be met at reasonable costs, autocrats restrict the freedom of
expresson and association to certain levels and issues. Some autocratic regimes are more
liberdized than others. Liberdized autocrats dlow nomind oppostion parties, some levd of
freedom of expresson and associaion and some level of loyad public oppostion and
demondrations. The use of the word "loyd" is purposeful in this regard. Some opposition
groups and parties are consdered loyad since they hardly generate a competitive or aternative
source of legitimacy to the one established by the autocrat. They may be critica of a given
policy or officid but accept the autocratic ruler as the only magter in town. This kind of
oppostion is highly tolerated by autocrats to give the democratic fagade necessary for globa
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prestige. Didoyd oppostionis met with violence or exile. Some autocratic regimes hold even if
they lose ther legitimacy “because there is no coherent organized source of competitive
legitimecy” (Przeworski 1986). All Arab countries, with no known exceptions, and most
Mudim countries have didoya oppostion figures and movements in jal or in exile due to the
repressve policies of autocratic regimes (Marzouki 2002; Shames 2002). Most Mudim
autocratic regimes try to leave no room for red oppostion even if it nomindly exigs. The
famous 99.9% vote in favor of the incumbent does not mean that the ruler has won the
respective dections but dl coming elections too. Autocratic ideologues blame the opposition for
being fragmented and more concerned about reaching power rather than searching for credible
and gpplicable solutions to the problems. “[Autocratic] rulers risked their lives to reach power.
They have the power and plansto rule; that iswhy they rule’ (Nour a-Din 2002).

Table2.3
Break Down of Democratic Vaues and Inditutions - Civil and Palitica Rights
| lamist Secularist
Traditionalis | Modernists Liberals | Autocrats

1) Freedomof | Highly redtricted. | Limited Extended | (Highly)
expression and restricted.
association
2) Public Fitneh = dissent | Legitimate asfar asit | Acceptable | Highly
Opposition: is“loyd.” Restricted
3) Rdigious No force into No forceintoldam | Noforced |No forced
Freedom: No Idam but force | orto practiceldam | reigion religion
compulsonin Mudimsto except for Idamic
reigion: practice pena codes.

Freedoms and rights are not to be given; they are to be earned through struggle and
effort. Discussions of democratic vaues and idedls are like foreign movies and songs. they
represent dien cultures and vaues and rarely resonate in the Mudim mind. Autocrats are not
only creators of this dtuation but adso the first beneficiaries of it. “1n Europe, one does not need
to organize a conference on civil society because it is there and understood. The same can be
said about tolerance. These concepts emerged and evolved in the same soil” (a-Gabri 2000).
Yet in the Mudim culture in generd one needs to import these concepts, legitimize them by
proving thet they are not in contradiction with basic and fundamenta vaues of the culture. This
process occurs in a political environment that impedes it through governmenta intervention and
Security concerns which makes independent intellectuas potentia thregts to the whole regime.
Saad EI-Din lbrahim, an important defendant of civil society in Egypt, narrated that he
mentioned the concept of civil society in the presence of Presdent Mubarak who exclaimed
what 1brahim had againgt military personnd. According to al-Gabri, this exclamation on the part
of the president indicates how dien such concepts are to paliticd dites in the Mudim world (al-
Gabri 2000).
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Autocrats argue that this is not the right time for oppostion. It is the time of war againg the
enemy whether it islsradl or dse.

The great mgority of our countries have no freedom, democracy, human rights,
accountability, checks, transparency or rule of law thanks to Israd ... [that]
efficiently provided us with a good excuse for dl our falures and wrongdoings
(a-Khazen 2003b).

With dogans such as “no voice should rise over the voice of the bettles’ al liberds and
modernists were deprived of their basic paliticd rights in dmogt dl Mudim countries and most
specificdly in the Arab world.

Table 2.3 functions asasummary of the different attitudes of the four main intellectud
schools.

4. Mudims Intellectud Civil Wer

The more one reads and interviews Mudim intellectuals and scholars, the more one
finds severe tensons and vigorous attempts to annihilate, politicaly and even ethicdly, the other
partners in the debates. The tenson is S0 intense that the eminent Egyptian counsdor Tareq €-
Bidri cdled it intdlectud civil war. | asked my interviewees to verify this description.
Surprisingly, out of 83 scholars, intdlectuds and scholars whom | had interviewed, | found 68
interviewees (around 81.93%) agree that thereis agreat ded of support for this depiction.

The content and logic of the debate among the main schools of thought in the Mudim
world does not leave much space for compromises and dternative possihilities. If you will, each
group of intdlectuds and ulama/scholars handle the debate with an *either/or’ dominant Strategy.
Mudims higory reveds many intellectud and actud civil wars (Gittler 2000). The attempts of
some groups to purify Idam through the dringent gpplication of its imperatives with
extraordinary fascination with its pend codes and harsh rejection of ther intellectua opponents
were dways common causes behind most of these tense debates and wars. However, in the
modern era another factor exacerbated the tension: it isthe dua systems of education. Educated
traditiondist Idamids trave in time to advocate pre-modern Idamic society over modern un-
Idamic society. Educated secularidts travel in space to embrace religion-neutral modern society
over pre-modern one. Educated modernist Idamidts try to emphasize the possible compatibility
between the holy texts and modern developments and achievements of the West and others.
Researchers attribute the cultura civil war to the accumulation of the dud educationd system:
Westernized civil and traditiond rdigious (Omara 1989). A Y emeni diplomat cals upon Mudim
governments to stop thisdudity (No'man 2003).

Gdlner and Rodinson’'s readings are very pessmidic about the future of a
compromising and liberd 1dam (Gdlner 1981; Rodinson and Khoury 2003). The eminent
French orientais Maxime Rodinson acknowledges the tenson among different intellectua
factions in the Mudim world, yet he finds it closer to a blame game rather than to the critica
thinking that has been a characteridtic of the Western thought. As a result, mogt Mudims dill live
intellectudly in the middle ages. Rodinson sees that the most didtinct difference between
Mudims and the West is not religious but rather socio-economic. He believes that the rlaive
autonomy of the bourgeois class reduced the potentia power of the aristocracy and oligarchy in
modern Europe. This was not the case in the Mudim world a least Snce the sixteenth century
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where the dligarchic nature of the Ottoman rulers crested a military system controlling the
Mudim world from its grassroots to its top from the 16™ century until the 19™ century. Once
again, this development was absolutely the opposite of what happened in Europe and the U.S.
where the economic and politica power moved downward towards the bourgeois class that
edtablished a technology-based society, voting system and accountable governments. Other
countries attempted to catch up, such as Jgpan and some other Asian countries but no one
gangle Mudlim country managed to replicate the Western experience so far. He even predicts
that Mudims will need severd centuries to have the renaissance that the Europeans had sarting
from the 16" century in Holland, 17" century in Britain and 18" century in France and the U.S.
(Rodinson and Khoury 2003).

A careful reading of the tense debates among the mentioned schools of thoughts reveds
the following five characteridics that they share at different degrees. 1- They ae
uncompromising debates. 2 Each trend claims ull monopoly of truth. 3 They tend to norn+
pragmatic and rhetorical discourses more than collaboration. 4- They am a the non-existence
of other groups rather than co-existence with them. 5- Defaming drategies are usudly used with
frequent tendencies to strawman each other.

An Arab intellectual once wrote that Mudims' culture

... does not gppreciate criticism; they do not even know it... It is a plot, and

treason againg authenticity... [Mudims| condder their worst enemies those

who try to correct their ideas and beliefs and protect them from the thieves of

reason and deceivers of bdiefs... (a-Qasmi 1967).

Al-Qasmi’s harsh criticism of Mudim culture, and the Arab one in the heart of it,
confirmed his point. In response to a-Qasmi’s criticism of the traditiondist and autocratic
readings of Idam and culture, very unforgiving poems written by Sheikh Rashed 1bn Khaneen,
Shikh Sdeh d-‘Iragi, Shaikh Sadeh Bin Sahman, and harsh critiques by Shaikh 1bn Baaz of Al-
Qasimi publicly apostatize him especialy after his book These are the Chains.*®

Zaki Naguib Mahmoud's criticism of Arabic culture extends to reflect the deeper
phenomenon of equating disagreement with dissdence to the extent that makes each opinion
holder think of himsdlf as "Truth" holder which from his point of view crestes an environment of
hodtility in the intdlectud life (Mahmoud 1971).

It is not uncommon in Mudim culture to spot traditiondists who atribute the
characterigtics of mobtadea/innovator or zendeeg/heretic © anybody who advances a new
interpretation that does not correspond to the famous readings of any verse or saying of the
prophet without making enough distinction between Modernist Idamists and secularists.

a Secularists Wage Their War

Autocratic secuarists, manly from pogtions of political power, have ther part in this
intellectud civil war. In away to limit the public support for modernist Idamidts, the regimes put
them in the same basket with traditiondigts (violent and non-violent) and pursue the same
drategy: annihilate them ethically if not physcdly. This sraiegy sees dl 1damidgs as criminds

3 Read some of these poems along with other uncompromising criticism at:
http://www.shahr2000.com/reads/gasemy_9.htm
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and/or terrorists who use Idam as a cover for their worldly illegitimate aspirations, as noted by
Howaidi (Howaidi 2003d). Limiting the modernists capacity to advance an image of peaceful
modern Idam is a tactic that different autocratic rulers have adopted through different
mechanisms. A very tdling decison was taken by the Moroccan government on the May 18,
2003 when they prevented moderate Idamists and women wearing hijab to participate in the
huge demongtrations denouncing the terrorist attacks that occurred there a week earlier. The
Moroccan government simply did not want to give the opportunity to modernist Idamigts to
prove that they are moderates even though they were among the fird to refute and condemn the
attacks (al-Hayat, May 19", 2003).

Modernigts contend that violent traditiondists and autocratic secularists with no prior

collaboration conspire againg modernist Idamists modd of Idam. Violent traditionaists sinfully
wage violent jihad againgt innocent people on their war againg ‘infidel’ governments. Autocratic
secularist governments, even long before September 11", seize the opportunity to strawman
modernidts  arguments by diminishing the core differences between modernists and
traditionalists.
"It is a waste of time and effort to try to digtinguish Idamigt terror groups one from another
according to their dleged differences dong a series of traditiond rdigious, ethnic, or politicd
divides' (Boroumand and Boroumand 2002). Thus secularists advance the argument thet al
Idamigts are dike except in ther clothes, their appearance and their outspokenness (al-Sa'eed
2003).

In Egypt, it was reported that the violent a-Jhad movement seized the opportunity of a
large police campaign againg the Mudim Brotherhood who had declared and committed itself
to nonviolence to offer high level of coordinaion between d-Jhad and the Mudim
Brotherhood since the government put both of them in the same cell. However, the Mudim
Brotherhood refused the offer which expanded the gulf between the two factions of the
Idamists. Yet the Egyptian authorities considered the mere correspondence between the two
groups sufficient evidence to wage preemptive attacks on both, as one of the modernists
reported (Howaidi 20033).

That said, one can eadly infer that the very three-cdl dassfication of intellectuas and
scholars as presented in this chapter comes from a modernist or a libera secularist position.
That isto say, atraditiondist or an autocratic secularist classfication would have only two cdlls
one for true Mudims and the other for ese.

Modernigts and liberal secularists argue that autocratic secularists in power have developed
clever skills to defuse public anger. For instance, during the operation Iragi Freedom, hundreds
of thousands of Mudims from Morocco to Indonesia demonstrated to express their anger
agang their faled regimes and ther inability to stop the attacks on their brethren in Irag.
Interestingly, the autocratic regimes managed to march thousands of their supporters denouncing
the attacks and declaring their solidarity with the Iragi people at the same time they banned
libera secularists and Modernist Idamists from the right to protest againgt the war. Imposing a
monopoly over agents of socidization (e.g. public education, public TV and radio stations and
mosques) is a famous tactic by autocrats to guarantee sdf-surviva. One intellectud attributes
the intdlectud civil war among intdllectuds to the role of Mudim authoritarian detes thet leaves
no (or very little) room for critica thinking and offering dternative visons. “The date
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monopolizes higory; thus dl defeats go without accountability...All intellectuds contributions
remain nonsense without documents and clams without proofs’ (al-1mam 2003).

Some secularigts, including those not in power, denounce the mere existence of Idamigts
regardless of their level of extremism or moderation. According to Taheri there is no such a
thing as Idamic democracy. It is an oxymoron. He agrees with what a student leader in Tehran
told him "Democracy cannot be modified by prefixes and suffixes' (Taheri 20034). He goes
further to dismiss the capacity of Idamigts to even introduce any viable contribution to Mudims
lives

Today, the Idamists cannot field a single serious thinker or credtive artist. There
are no Idamist noveligs, poets, filmmakers, architects, and, more obvioudy, no
Idamist composers, painters and sculptors. All the Idamigts produce are suicide
bombers and street thugs. They are fast losing the support they once had in
sections of society that produce culture and sugtain the economy. Politica
books with Idamigt themes no longer sdl in any sgnificant numbers (Taheri
20033).

Taheri is definitely exaggerating yet his message is clear. The nonexistence of Idamigs
is the ultimate goal compared to the coexistence with them. Wahba agrees with Taheri. To
Wahba, the main obstacle to democracy is fundamentdists who claim that they have the Ul
truth; they do not believe in reaivism which is the core of democracy as a struggle among
different atitudes and opinions. That is why they tend to cdl ther opponents infidds,
disbelievers, snners and the like (Dr. Murad Wahba, Al-Jazeera Interview, 17 December,
2000).

Secularigts argue that the medieva figh/jurisprudence and its contemporary supporters
are, dter dl, merdly human, and to suppose that their understanding of 1dam represents the
word of God is, therefore, mideading. Contemporary Mudlims do not have to be constrained by
the formulations of the traditiond ulama/scholars. “From an Idamic point of view, no body of
persons or inditution has a monopoly on vdid and rdevant understandings of Idam.” On the
contrary, heingsts, "Idamic discourseisradicaly democratic” (arn-Naim 1990).

Modernist Idamigts dong with liberd secularigts agree that the autocratic Mudim
regimes have logt their credibility. As one commentator characterized the Stuation: “Those
secular regimes are ready to fight againg Irag, their own people but not againgt Isradl. They are
traitors.” (Dr. Nader Al-Tamimi (Paegtinian), Al-Jazeera Interview, 17 December, 2000).

Mudim autocratic secularists imported the words "democracy” and "elections’ from the
west but they locdlized them. Mudim regimes reduced democracy to fake eections. Thereis no
democracy without dections, yet Mudims have pseudo dections without democracy (Taheri
2003c). With the popular Idamists who are ready to hijack democracy and shut off the
windows of freedom, most liberds fed that they do not have a chance to defend their cause. In
the Arab and most of the Mudim world, “liberas are widely viewed as political dissidents,
advocating the wrong ideas and values in a region that is illiberd, if not antiliberd.” They are
congdered, even worse, as “vestiges of colonid domination” (Saghie 2003).

The secularigs in the Mudim world would use certain defaming mechanisms againgt
Idamigts. For instance they use the word "Idamawi” — best trandated as Idamicized- to refer to
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the Idamigts. The use of "Idamicized" is a senstiondism of ‘Idamid’ and paliticd Idam in
generd was meant to convince the public that Idamigs manipulate 1Idam for therr worldly
purposes (al-Sa'eed 2001). A Saudi secular intelectud, Turki d-Hamd, describes the current
gtuation in the Arab-Mudim intellectud arena as a batlefidd for “raisng dogans and exchanging
accusations and nothing but that” (Al-Hamad 2003). Ancther Syrian intdlectud summearizesthe
intellectua war in the following words “Ruling dictetors and coward intellectuas betraying their
noble misson o as to please the dictators.” He quotes his fellow Syrian thinker, a-Kawakebi,
who wrote over 100 years ago that “a nation that does not fed the anguish of dictatorship will
never grivefor liberty” (al-Lazaggani 2001).

Secularigs think that their program, compared to the Idamist one, is the only way
toward a more powerful and modern world (al-'Arfg) 2003). They reckon that they have
achieved some progress.

No Mudim society today is governed solely with reference to religious law...and newly

emerging leadership classes are dmost everywhere displacing or margindizing the

Clerisy of theologica-legd experts who used to control meaning and organization in

these societies (Ansary 1996).

b. Idamiss Wage Ther War

Theintdlectud war between modernist Idamigts and traditiondist Idamigsis astense as
the one between Idamigs and secularigts. Traditiondigts play the game of strawman too. They
present themsdves as the true a-sdaf d-sdehthe pious predecessors who have pure
undergtanding of Idam with no un-1damic influences. Thus, typicd traditionaists do not think of
secularigts and modernists as good Mudims but rather as Mubtade eenvinnovators who present
themsdves as “enlightened” Muslims. Since they clam to be enlightened, they get this
enlightenment from un-Idamic sources (Sultan 1993) which makes them innovators a best.
Some traditiondists would even consder modernigts and secularists polytheists since they
worship their minds, whims and masters. Among them, there are those who “worship the
Americans, ... Europeans, ... Russans, ...the new world system, ...therulers..., philosophies,
..., nationdism, ...their thinkers and ideologues. Thus there is no difference anong them in
dishdlief and gpostasy” (Lugmani 1998).

Ancther traditiondist labeled modernists and secularigts as “students in the colonid
schools (of thought)... thus Mudims, young and old, governments and commons have to resst
this new polytheism and new idolatry” (al-Khodhair 2000).

Traditiondists accuse modernists and secularists of being like monkeys and parrots in
the way they repeat Western ideas such as rdligion being the opium of the people; the evolution
of the human mind from theologica reasoning into philosophica, then scientific reasoning
(Ghorab 1981); the gpplicability and compatibility of pogtivis ideologicd undercurrents with
Idam (Qutb 1970); the separation between church and state and emphasis on Idam as a
spiritud religion rather than both (al- Sharawi 1980).

Traditiondists use some technica terms to label modernigts in particular snce they are
Murgdat who tend to postpone Allah’s punishment when it comes to monotheism. They are



pacifits®® when it comes to Jhad, though some traditiondists are pacifists too. They are
Mu'tazila and rationdists when it comes to the sources of Idam since they put reason before
text. They are rddivigts when it comes to figh since they search for the most modern and thus
leest authentic verdicts, especialy regarding women, songs, arts, liberties, photographing,
clothes and so forth. They do not acknowledge the role of a-sdaf d-sdehthe pious
predecessors. They are the most suspicious of consensus because modernists habituate people
to different opinions and contradictory verdicts. They are neutrd againgt innovators, heretics and
deviant minorities (al-Khodhair 1998).

To traditiondists, modernists and secularigts dike are harbingers of moral degeneracy
who are trandfixed by the admiration of the west. Among Idamigts, the debates over violence,
women and non-Mudims create alot of tenson. Traditiondists view non-Mudims (especidly in
the Mudim world) as temporay and nonrauthentic, let done enemies (ad-Oda 1997).
Traditiondists make supplication to Allah to annihilate non-Mudims regardiess of detals.
Modernigts rgject what they cadl the ‘innovated supplication’ that Allah would destroy dl non
Mudims or dl Chrigians or Jews. Modernigts perceive this type of supplication as un-Idamic
and based upon a distorted understanding of Idam (a- Rikabi 2003).

Modernigs find themsdves actudly fighting two wars. one againg people who clam to
be more deductionist (authentic) than they are and another against people to clam to be more
inductionigt (rationd) than they are (Rahman 1982). Modernig Idamigts agree with
traditionalists on two accounts. Firgt, no Idamic solution that deserves its name can be attained
without clear and direct reference to and inference from the Qur'an and the Sunna of Prophet
Mohammed. Idamigts, both modernigts and traditiondists think that secularists betray Idam and
Mudims when they dilute the differences between Idam and Chrigtianity. Secularism is a
solution to a problem that Mudims did not and do not have. Mudims achieved ther civilizationd
achievements under the rule of Idam because of Idam’s compatibility with science, not despite it
(Qutb 1978).

Y et modernists keep in mind that Prophet Mohammed's personification of the teaching
of the Qur'an was limited by the fact that he was an Arab living in the 7" century and dedling
with much smpler problems than those one faces fourteen centuries later. Second, they
emphasize, dong with traditiondigts, that what keeps the idiosyncratic character of a Mudim
person, and thus hisher belief in the oneness of God, is hisher commitment to the teachings of
Idam with no objection or arrogance. Yet, this submisson to Allah is not equa to refusing to
develop modern political, economic and socid systems that would not contradict the teachings
of Idam. Traditiondists, from the perspective of modernists, are antiques or dinosaurs who live
in the past and cannot carry the responghbility of Idamic tgdid/rguvenation. Modernists argue
that traditionalists negate the posshility of a contemporary scholar to reach the leve of
knowledge of Mdik, Ahamd, Abu Hanifa, or the other great scholars of the past. They are
worried that religion-clamers would digtort Idam. Modernigts share with them the same
concern with one difference, modernists consder only secularists to be rdigionclamers.
Shutting down the gates of ijtihad/independent reasoning is not a viable solution given the huge
amount of quditative and quantitative differences between the contemporary world comparing
to it ten centuries ago. Modernists accuse traditionalists of being less competent to represent

¥ Traditionalists criticize modernists since a typical modernist would think that there is no place for violent
Jihad since the freedom of religion is guaranteed in the 21¥ century.
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Idam. They are prisoners of haram-phobia meaning excessive fear of taboos. Thus, they tend to
render most of modern inventions haranvtaboos.

By moving away from this tradition, traditiondist Idamists reckon, modernist Idamists

have no place to go except for imitating, or at least giving credit to, the West.
Modernig Idamigts argue that what they have in mind is fully, a least implicitly, astonomous
from any Wegtern influence. But learning from othersis an absolutely Idamic tradition practiced
by the prophet Mohammed and some of the early founding fathers of the Idamic date.
Modernig Idamists do not think that any resemblance or difference between an Idamic
democratic form of government and Western democracy is even a criterion for judging the
success or failure of their theory (Safi 1996).

The other battle that modernidts fight is the one againgt secularists. Modernists follow
two paths: they firg try to prove that they are different from the traditiondists. Second, they
show that they can present a modern understanding of 1dam that would diminish the need for
Westernization. In other words, they try to Idamize what they deem appropriate and necessary
from other civilizations. Modernist Idamids agree with secular intellectuds that the msuse of
religion can lead to a theocracy which is absolutely againgt Idam. Besides they agree with the
secular trend that any politica division based upon creed may lead to turmoil and even civil wars
which are, again, absolutely againgt Idam. However, they absolutely regject the fase dilemma of
ether theocracy or secularism. From their perspective there is a third, viable option: Idamic
democracy.

While doing that, they show the danger of those who are psychologicaly defeated due to their
admiration of the Western civilization.

Theintelectud environment in the Mudim world is the antithesis of Mill’s argument that:

Not the violent conflict between parts of truth, but the quiet suppression of haf
of it, is the formidable evil; there is dways lope when people are forced to
listen to both sdes; it is when they atend only to one that errors harden into
prgudices, and truth itsdf ceases to have the effect of truth, by beng
exaggerated into falsehood (Mill and Shidds 1996:1062).

What makes this type of intdlectud civil war a red obstacle to democratization in the
Mudim world isthe fact thet it is trandferred into the politica arenafrom different angles.

In cases of sharp ideologicd and societd divison, it is not likey to have
peaceful dteration of power. Democracy presumes some level of democratic
culture that respects plurdism of sources of truth as an acceptable vaue in
society. Thereis no democracy in a culture that negates the other (Hild 2002).

When political parties and competing elites catch the same disease, peaceful dteration
of power becomes highly unlikely. These intdlectud civil wars occur as well ingde the politica
parties which creste the phenomena of 1) persondization of the political parties (the person of
the leader is more gppedling to its members and supporters than the ideology or interests of the
paty); and 2) a lack of democracy ingde the politicd parties themselves which leads to
divisons indde the parties. Most disagreement inside political parties is solved through dissent
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and splintering (Abdelmiggeed 2003). That is to say negation of the other is not only an
intellectua but apolitica phenomenon in most Mudim countriesaswell (al-Gamal 2001).

5. Concluding Remarks

The previous anadlys's shows that Mudims are more heterogeneous than some academic
and media circles in the West portray them. Mudim intellectuals and scholars advance different
and even contradictory readings of Idam and redlity. Consequently, it is reasonable to judge that
most orientalists and neo-orientaligts fal into the trgp of hasty generdization when they assume
dl Mudims are traditiondigs.

The debate among Mudims on issues such as modernization and democracy dates back
a least to the early 20™ century when Muslims discovered the huge gap between how their holy
texts describe them being the best nation came out in humanity and the redity that defies this
assertion. In the heart of this gap is how Mudims would respond to the chdlenge of good
governance. In response to this common chalenge, this project demonstrated three broad ided
typica schools of thought: traditionalists, modernists and secularists. Traditionalists search for an
Idamic government that is not Smilar or even close to any other un-Idamic government. It is
closer to the moral state that was established by the prophet and his grest companionsin the 7
century. This sysem of government is the antithess of what has been known as representative
democracy. Modernists search for a government system that is compatible with Idam rather
than being idiosyncreticdly Idamic. To them most aspects of democracy are compatible with
their reading of Idam or at least Idamizable. Secularists do not worry about how Idamic or
mora the government sysem they prefer. Reigious texts can be read in different and
contradictory ways. They do not hep much and better be ignored when they come to face
politica chalenges.

Mudim intelectuals and scholars are engaged in an uncompromising debate that has
been characterized as andogous to an intdlectud civil war. In the following chapter, the focus
will shift to ordinary educated Mudims and to what extent they reflect the same tension.
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CHAPTER I
MUSLIMS CULTURAL MAP OF DEMOCRACY

Students of Idam and the Middle East had mixed success in pinning down the causa
relationship between Idam as an explanatory variable and lack of democracy as the variable of
concern. Any serious examination of this rdaionship cannot ignore the intervening variables of
Mudims themsdves. How Mudims understand Idam and how they understand democracy is far
from monoalithic. This chapter explores this question of causdity, if I1dam does have anti-
democrdic effects on Mudims, what are the causd mechanisms? Five hypothetica mechanisms
will be explored. Firg, to what extent are ordinary Mudims mere reflections of the culturd
entrepreneurs as discussed in the previous chapter? Second, is it true that Mudims even if they
believe in democracy, they limit it to illiberd verson that forbids dl competing un-Idamic
ideologies? Third, are Mudims sisfied with ther generdly non-democratic governments
because they think of them as Idamic governments and that is why they do not want
democracy? Fourth, are Mudims reedy to sacrifice for their politica rights or will they wait urtil
they are given to them as gifts from their rulers? Fifth, is it true that Mudims minds are chained
in the golden past of the early Idamic gate?

Some accounts propose generdizations on the assumption that Mudims are dl
influenced by the same creed and thus have smilar culture. Their assumption is a testable
hypothesis for this chapter. One way of testing this hypothesis is by drawing an aggregate
cultura map that demondtrates variation among Mudims on their perception of democracy. The
cultural map will depict Mudim societies comparative positions through two 100-point scales of
democratic hardware and software. Upon developing these two scaes, the focus will shift in the
following five sections to the vdidity of the five hypothetica mechanisms to explain the various
positions of each Mudim society on the democratic hardware and software scales.

1. Democratic Hardware and Software

Unlike the previous chapter that was devoted to depict the intellectua debates among
Mudim intdlectuds and ulama/scholars, this chapter is limited to capturing an aggregate
representation of educated Mudims toward democracy stipulated as a system of periodic and
publicly eected accountable government under conditions of equdity and freedom of choice
according to the one-person, one vote principle regardless of religion, gender or belief.

a Mudim Societies Culturd Map

Mogt literature on democratization suggests that the image of democracy has never been
more favorable as shown by public opinion palls. Inglehart, dong with others (Lingemann 1999,
Norris 1999), concludes that "democracy has become virtudly the only modd with globa
apped” (Inglehart 2000).
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Figure3.1
Culturd Map of Mudims Societies toward
Democratic Hardware and Software (Web and Written Survey Data)
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Data collected in the course of this research help qudify this propostion in the Mudim
world. Though Mudims belong to the same rdigion, they are heterogeneous enough (in ther
interpretation of 1dam among other factors) to make a grand theory of Idam and democracy
overly ampligtic. This result is depicted in Figure 3.1, a map of the attitudes of mostly urban,
educated and nor+poor Mudimsin thirty three societies of the world.

On the horizonta axis, atitudes of Mudims toward democratic inditutions and
procedures (democratic hardware) are depicted in a 100 point scale. On the vertica axis, a100
point scae of socio-politica tolerance (democratic software) is presented. The pooled sample
indicates a dgnificat divergty of opinions.

From Mudims of Turkey, Morocco and Egypt on the up right corner to those in Saudi
Arabia, Yemen and Libya, the idea that Mudims have one unique vison regarding democracy is
not supported. The first observation regarding the map isthat if one judges by the crude number
of sampled societies that have 50 points or more in terms of support for democratic hardware
and software (countries above the horizontd line and to the right of the vertical dotted line), one
can infer that most Mudim societies do not prefer autocracy over democracy. This finding, in
generd, is conggtent with Norris and Inglehart's findings (Norris and Inglehart 2002).
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b. Reidbility of the Data

Before drawing any conclusons from the previous data, one needs to ask about the
reliability of the data. In other words, is the previous map a mere artifact of the survey's biases
or isit ardiable sngpshot of the Mudims' palitica culture?

To answer this question, | decided first to account for the effect of the internet by re-
drawing the map of the cultures based only on the written surveys that mainly and randomly
capture the attitudes of students in fourteen countries (Egyptians, Libyans, Nigerian sudents in
Egypt, Mdaysans, Syrians, Pakigtanis, Algerians, Bangladeshis, Yemenis, Saudis in the U.S,
American Mudims, Sudanese, Iranians, and Turkish) and students of other eght Mudim
countries who reside in the previous countries. This culturd map that is based only on written
survey is presented in Figure 3.2.

When the t-test is used to compare the means of the support for hardware and software
in both the written and web-based surveys, the tests show no statistica difference between the
means in any of the cases at confidence leve .01 (Table 3.1). Although this test supports the
clam that the aleged bias in the Internet did not produce observable biases that would propel
us to treat the web-based survey and the written surveys as two different surveys, they do not
give us enough indication on the reiability of the culturd map itsdf. Fortunately, during the same
period some other survey data became available.

Though different in structure and questions, these other surveys can give us a good
frame of comparison. Among a group of Mudims who were surveyed by the Pew Center's
Globa Attitudes Project, it was clear that the results on certain issues such as women's socid
rights (including work outside the home and their rights to decide on wearing veils) indicate
amost identicd results with this survey in Bangladesh, Lebanon, Pakistan, Turkey, Senegdl,
Nigeria, Mdli, Indonesia, and Jordan. Unfortunately, the attitudes toward women were the only
st of questions pardld to this project’'s measurement of democratic software. Regarding the
hardware, with the exception of the cases of Mdi and Turkey that are reported in this survey as
two of the most supportive of democratic procedures and mechanisms, the Pew survey suggests
amogt identical results.

Table3.1
T Test Results for the Comparison between the Web-based and Written Surveys

Hardware Software
Mean | Std. | T Probability | Mean | Std. | T Probability
Dev. Dev.
Written | 62.77 | 10.18 B55.77 | 6.52
Survey 0 1 1.14 0.27
Web 62.77 | 11.42 55.38 | 6.90
urvey

2-tailed probability is shown.

Note: A T-ratio below 1.96 indicates that there is no Satigticdly significant difference
between the means a confidence leve of .95.
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Though the scale used in this project does not address the question of the “mogt rdliable
kind of leadership” — democratic governments or strong leaders — the scale adopted in this
project leads to very close results in the cases of Senegaese and Bangladeshis who highly
support  “democratic government;” Indonesans and Lebanese who moderately support
“democratic government” and Pakistanis and Nigerians who clearly score the lowest in terms of
their support for “democratic government” in favor of “dsrong leaders” There is a legitimate
concern to be raised about the mutua exclusivity between “democratic government” and “strong
leadership” options as used by the Pew surveys. Yet the red discrepancy between the findings
of this survey and the Pew project rests with Mdi and Turkey that both are reported to be
among the most democratic cultures in this survey while, according to the Pew project, they
moderately support democracy.

The preponderance of evidence suggests that this survey seemsto capture the culture of

these two countries better. With Mali asthe only Mudim country that is considered to be * Free’
according to the Freedom House (Karatnycky 2002) for the past 10 years with presidentid
elections and one of the relatively most peaceful processes of dteration of power in Africanin
2002, it seems that the wording of the question or other unknown factors made only 50 percent
of Mdlians prefer “democratic government” over a“strong leader” in the Pew project.
Around 57 percent of Mudims in Turkey as well are reported in the Pew project to be in
support of “democratic government” (Pew 2003a). Once again, based upon this survey (around
77 points of support for democratic hardware) and based upon the voting turnout which was
around 77 percent in the 2002 parliamentary dections, one may suggest that the Turkish
respondents did not necessarily prefer a strong politician leading a non-democratic government.

However, there can be another explanation, since these two countries dready have
democratic dections, while economic problems ill exist, then a good number of the
respondents took for granted that a strong leader would not violate the democratic nature of the
government. Except for these two cases, the rest of the cases seem to be highly in congruence
with this project’s survey.

Another survey that used the question about strong leadership versus democrétic
government among other questions to measure the attitudes toward democratic ingtitutions and
practices confirmed the results of this survey. The World Vdue Survey (WV'S) shows that al
the countries that appear in top right corner of the cultural map (Figure 3.1) actudly support
democracy. “In Albania, Egypt, Bangladesh, Azerbaijan, Indonesia, Morocco and Turkey, 92
to 99 percent of the public endorse democratic inditutions- a higher portion than in the United
states (89 percent)” (Inglehart and Norris 2003). The country with Mudim mgority that Norris
and Inglehart found least supportive of democracy in their surveyed countries, Pakistan, isfound
among the rdatively least democratizable culturesin this survey aswell (Figures3.1 & 3.2).
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Fgure 3.2
Culturd Map of Mudim Societies toward
Democratic Hardware and Software (Written Survey Data only)
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In a different article that used the same pooled data (WVS 1995-2001), the two
authors suggest smilar results in terms dmogt dl the cases except for Iran (Norris and Inglehart
2002). In their results, Iranians seem to be more supportive of ‘democratic ideds (equivdent to
the democratic software of this sudy) than this project’s survey suggest. It is very difficult to tell
the exact reason for this difference but one possible factor is the period of time covered in their
survey (95-2001) and this survey (2001-2002) or the wording of the questions. However,
Iranians "approva of democratic performance” (equivaent to the democratic hardware of this
sudy) isamost identical.

Unfortunately the few other surveys that were conducted in the Mudim world were
done without actudly addressng democratic issues per se to any great extent. Yet ther
concerns with issues such as Muslims' perception of the West (Gallup 2002); Arabs evauation
of their personal, socio-economic lives and again perception of the West (Zogby 2002); the
impact of September 11™ terrorist attacks on Mudims attitudes toward reigion, and the west
(Moaddd 2003); and societd issues (Hassan 2002) impede on€'s ability to compare results
epecidly with somewhat remotely different wording of questions. However, asonewill seein
the pages to follow, these surveys generdly confirm the results of this survey regarding certain
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issues such as the impact of Idamic teachings on Mudims politicd attitudes and the negative
attitude toward the West in generd.

c. Categorization of Mudim Societies Cultures

Mos Mudim societiesfdl into one of four broad categories:
1- Societiesthat score high on software and low on hardware.
2- Societies that score low on both scales.

3- Societies that scores moderately on both scales.

4- Societies that score high on both scales.

Each one of these categories will be discussed in more details.

A. High Software and Low Hardware Category

The fird category of Mudim societies cultures is best exemplified by UAE, Oman and
Libya In terms of socio-political tolerance Libya, Oman and UAE score 51, 54, and 59
points respectively but with relatively low support for democratic indtitutions around 41- 43
points. Based on the focus group discussions with Libyans, the red discriminatory attitudes of
Libyans is not toward their fellow Libyans but toward nonLibyans such as the haf million
Africans (around 10% of the population) who live and work there. A smilar observation can be
made about the reatively low politicd gatus of women in the minds of Libyan men. However,
educated Libyan femaes are reported to be less parochid. Thus they enjoy higher leve of sdif-
esteermn and sense of politica efficacy now comparing to a decade ago (Obeidi 2001). Around
64 percent of Libyan educated women think that women should be equdly enfranchised and
they have the capacity to resume top executive postions. This result is dmogt identicd to
another survey conducted in Libya in which 63 percent of Libyan women thought that they can
hold positions that may involve authority over men (Obeidi 2001). However, tribal traditions as
a source of low gatus of women in the mind of men, even if educated, are afactor that cannot
be missed in explaining the Libyan palitica culture (Bianci 2003). This rdaively low image of
Libyan women in the mind of Libyan men is best depicted with only 48 percent of Libyan men
believing that women should participate in politics. Another survey showed that only 29 percent
of men would accept women holding jobs involving authority over men (Obeidi 2001).
Educated Emirati women are even more sdf-confident with around 73 percent of them
defending their rights as palitical actors including 25 percent accepting that women should hold
top executive pogtions. Unlike Libyan men, the mgority of UAE educated men (around 60)
accept that women should participate in palitics as legidative representatives, dthough only 7
percent give them the right to hold top executive postions.

Women in Oman are both sdlf-perceived and perceived by men in generd to bein a
relatively higher status comparing to their peers in Libya and UAE. In the pooled sample,
around 33 percent of Omanis (men and women) would agree to give women top legidative and
executive postions, however, this percentage goes down to 26 percent in the case of Libyaand
10 percent in the case of UAE.

Though the Mudims' cultures are not necessarily a good determinants or predictors of
Mudim regimes officid palicies, it is worth noting that Sultan Qabus of Oman, for the first time
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in dl Arab gulf gates, granted women the right to vote and participate in the eection in 1994
and appointed the first female minister in the history of the region in March 2003.°

Having a culture that is comparatively pro-women’s rights begs the question why Oman
is located in a lower podgtion comparing to UAE in terms of democratic software. This
comparatively lower datus can be attributed mainly to the negetive impact of overlapping
cleavages between religious sects and triba effilitions that some researchers have found
(Beasant 2002). However, the increese in government-administered sector is pogtively
correlated with the level of trust and sense of equality comparing to the late Sixties under the
Dhofar Rebellion that ended in 1975s (Economist 1998).

The three countries poor support for democratic ingitutions deserves some scrutiny
too. The three countries together can be illustrated as an exemplars of semi-rentier sate where
"no taxation, no representation” seems to work fine (Beblawi and Luciani 1987; Kechichian and
Grunebaum 2001). Libyans, for one, despite their relatively moderate level of socio-palitica
tolerance, enjoy avery low level of support for democratic ingditutions. This discrepancy can be
understood by the bizarre system of government that a-Qaddhaffi of Libya has established
(Tahir and Qaddafi 1996; Zartman 1982). It is a system that dams full participation by al
Libyans but with no political competition or clear contending platforms or politicad parties.
Actualy, according to an anonymous Libyan intdlectud: "mos [of the Libyan] people do not
even know on what basis they are asked their opinions and what difference it makes to air
them." No transparency, no opposition, and no partisanship but ill it is a government by the
people according to the Green Book that condtitutes al- Qaddaffi's theory of palitics.

In the survey conducted in the course of this research, When Libyans were asked about
how satisfied they are with the performance of the system, only 20 percent showed a notable
level of satisfaction. The rest were ether unsatisfied or not sure. Mudims of UAE and Oman are
sronger advocates of their incumbents in both the written survey (in the case of UAE) and the
web-based surveys dbeit at the expense of their support for democratic ingtitutions. Around 80
percent of Emiratis show satisfaction of their politica system while around 52 percent of Omanis
have the same attitudes. These two scores are among the highest in the whole sample. Among
al the ten participants in the focus group discussons in UAE, there was no one single supporter
of copying Western democratic ingtitutions to the country. According to Sa eed, one of the
interviewees in UAE who lived in Britan for two years, "democracy is a good system of
government that we do not need in UAE." Analogoudy, it is asolution to problem or amedicine
to a disease that they do not suffer. Even with noticeable resentment among amost haf of the
26 Libyan focus group participants, the solution from their perspective was not so radical asto
have a totaly new system of government but for the officids to be “fair and conscious as Allah
ordersthemto be" To sum up, the three countries represent comparatively high leve of socio-
politica and religious tolerance (democratic software) with reatively low level of support for the
procedures and indtitutions of political participation and competition (democratic hardware).

The classfication of the rest of the 30 cases into three categories reveds less
discrepancies and more symmetry between support for democratic hardware and software.

' http://www.aljazeera.net/news/arabic/2003/3/3-4-7.htm
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B. Low Hardware and Low Software Category

Saudi Arabia, Yemen, Tgikistan, the Sudan (and possibly Pakistan and Nigeria) form
what can be labeled the reatively least democratizable cultures, given the attitudes of ther
citizens toward democratic inditutions of participation and competition and socio-palitica
tolerance and trust. These countries occupy the lower left corner of Figure 3.1 which makes
them beong to the same category dbeit for different reasons. Saudis feeble support of
democratic inditutions can be understood by the legacy of the kingdom that never experienced
publicly eected government of any sort since its modern inception in 1930s (or even possibly
ance the early years of 1Idam 1400 years ago). Besides, Saudi officids rarely if ever use, abuse
or misuse the word democracy or any of its connotations in any of their public speeches or to
dlow it to snesk into public schools curricula. Additionaly, oppostion in Saudi Arabia has
aways been seen to be equd to dissent; having political parties leads to fitnahvinternd divisons
(Fandy 1999). Around 74% of the Saudi respondents to the survey strongly disagreed to the
compatibility of democratic indtitutions and procedures such as palitica parties, parliament and
eections with Idamic shaialldamic legidation as they understand it. Even though Saudi Arabia
has a fully appointed powerless Shura Council, Saudis do not even think that it is of any use
because of its powerlessness. Ordinary Saudis, according to a Saudi engineer, cal this council
"mansghaffd’ meaning towd. That is when the roya family wants to make unpopular decisons, it
sends them to the Council just to give them aflavor of legitimacy. In other wordsiif the council is
fully gppointed by the King, then he is its condtituency. Though | falled to have wel-organized
focus groups discussions in Saudi Arabia, anecdotes and casud talks with Saudis who never
visted the West dong with others who lived in the West for some time showed that the
traditiond indtitutions of the family adong with the tribe play the politica roles of interest
atticulation and representation that interest groups and lobbies perform in the West. Politica
parties, as collective actors competing for power and forming ether the government or
opposition, do not have counterparts in the public mind of the Saudi culture.

A Saudi journdigt said:

It is highly destabilizing to dlow politica parties in the Kingdom. Triba and
familid cleavages will spontanecudy convert into party competition and politica
campaigns with alot of agony and prejudice. In a country that is named after one family,
other unsatisfied families are not going to be controllable.

As for socio-poalitica tolerance and sense of equality, women's position and the negetive
image that Shiites have in the mnds of Sunnis and vice versa do not facilitate tregting dl Saudis
regardless of belief, gender and rdligion as moraly and politically equals. Around 40 percent of
the Saudi respondents consider that women should not be franchised and 34 percent prefer to
limit their participation to voting in case Saudi Arabia adopts some type of dections. A Saudi
businessvoman blames ordinary Saudis for not being open-minded not because the government
prevents them from interacting (learning) from non-Saudis but because “this is the nature of the
Saudi people who are not ready for learning or interacting with others. Saudis are peculiar
people[inthisregard]” (al-'Alyan 2003).

Women in Saudi Arabia are not conddered full citizens in the legd, socid and financid
senses because of ther “inferiority to men rationaly and psychologicdly. Thet is why a woman
isdwaysin need of man’'s custody” (a-Fass 2003). This can be atributed to legd redtrictions
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on the one hand and to the socid and culturd traditions on the other hand (al-Fass 2003). The
pooled data shows that around 35 percent of educated Saudi women would not think of
themsdlves as palitica actors at any level and 33 percent limit this participation to voting without
being aile to represent themsdves in dected councils or resuming executive postions.
Consdering that the data depicts only the attitudes of educated Mudims, this past result raises
questions about the quality of education. The answer comes from a Saudi intelectua and
political scientist who states that most of the Idamic values that sudents get in Saudi Arabia
come from sdfi/traditionalist teachers who do not train their sudents on critica thinking, rather
on memoarizing and blindly believing in unquestioned sayings that would not serve plurdism,
tolerance or rdative thinking (Al-Hamad "Beyond Brain-Washing (Arabic)" 2003). What is
worse is that they are educated to believe that the authentic and (only) true Idam is the
sdiftraditiondist 1dam of Saudi Arabia This notion makes other Mudim (let done non
Mudim) societies pervert and thus should be avoided rather than studied and examined. With
around 50 percent of Saudis are under 18 right now and thus still get affected by schools as
agents of socidization, the forces of reform in Saudi Arabia should speed up the process of
reviewing this educationd materid.

Given the peculiarity of Saudi Arabia where the country that has no non-Mudim
citizens, it is meaningless to expect tolerant postions toward non-Mudims. However, the
attitude toward the remaining non-Mudimsin Arabia (not necessarily in the boundaries of Saudi
Arabia) and Shiite is clear from the Idamic rhetoric adopted by some sheikhs who fully rgect
Shiites since they are people of bed'a man made innovation who curse the first greet cdiphs of
Idam and attack the mother of the bdievers ‘ Aisha, as a Saudi scholar put it. In a sermon given
by Sheikh Abdulrahman d-Hozzeffi under the title, “Wipe out the Jews, Chridians and Shiite
from Arabid’ (al-Hozzeffi 1998), one finds complete support for this type of intolerance.

Though Yemenis, Sudanese and Tgiks show remarkable religious tolerance toward
norn-Mudims (especidly Chrigtians and Jews) in terms of their rights to build their houses of
worship (over 75% agree or strongly agree), this tolerance fades awvay when it comes to the
issue of palitica rights. Only 4 to 7 percent of the Yemenis, 2 to 12 percent of Sudanese, and 7
to 11 percent of Tgjiks agree to give non-Mudims or Mudims from other sects theright to fully
participate in dections, assuming top legidative and executive responsbilities.

The misuse of democratic techniques and procedures to create phony images of
legitimate rule has caused a lot of harm to the perception of democracy in the minds of the
Mudims of Yemen, the Sudan and Tgikistan. Four Sudanese students in two different group
discussions differentiated between a ‘democracy’, referring to their own country’s system of
government, and real democracies. The pooled data show that Yemen's excessive tribdism,
despite the dlams that it is weakening (a-1ryani 1998; Othman 1998), and highly consarvative
attitudes toward women and Mudlims from other sects are responsible for the weak support for
democratic software. Sudanese and Tagjikigtani civil wars may hdp explain the rdatively low
levd of socio-political tolerance. The Sudanese long civil war (from 1955 until present) has
severdy shackled the trust and tolerance among northern and southern Sudanese dike
epecidly with lines of overlapping cleavages that separate Arab, predominantly Mudim political
elites in the north from the rest of the population in the south. Tagikistan's civil war was shorter
(1992-1995) but with over 100,000 causdities that reveded and exacerbated the gap of trust
among many local groups and factions such as Kulob, Khujand, and Hisar who fought on one
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dde and later formed the government and ther opponent Tgiks from Qarategin and
Badakhshan. “Growing locdism and the lack of a nationd consolidation have brought the
[T&ik] society and the state to the verge of collapse” (Abdoullaev 1998).

However, the puzzle remains in the fegble levd of support to democratic inditutions.
Unfortunatdly, the confusion between rea and phony meanings of public dections in most of
these countries account for the lack of respect for democratic procedures and ingtitutions. Only
10 percent of the Sudanese and 12 percent of the Tgjiks think that the elections and referenda,
respectively, are free and fair. Sudanese interviewees were very critica of the phenomenon of
putting dl mgor oppostion Figures in jal or in exile and to have free eections afterwards, a
phenomenon that is very common in most Mudim countries. The civil war dong with the four
abrupt military coups, and the tension among the political and intellectud €lites drove down the
hope of red democratization in the Sudan. The Sudanese people chose to punish the
government by boycotting both legidative and presidentid dections which ended up with the
empty balot boxes in mogt of the counties; yet Hill the “dected” presdent Omar d-Bashir
clamed landdide victory in the 2000 eections which encouraged the ruling party to propose to
change the condtitution to alow the president to be re-elected for unlimited number of times to
guarantee the stability of the country.*

Pakiganis and Nigerians have a problematic postion in the cultura mgp of Mudims
attitudes toward democracy. Given their support for democratic ingtitutions and procedures
(demoacratic hardware), they do not belong to the same category as Saudi Arabia, Yemen and
UAE. Yet given their reatively week level of tolerance, it is eadly to put them with the previous
cases. For further explication, as Figure 3.1 shows, they have a relaively moderate support for
democrdic inditutions and procedures (around 55 points) which is relaively higher then dl
previous cultures and as good as Indonesia and the Gambia. Conversdly, the two cultures do
not show equivaent leved of socio-paliticd tolerance. By examining the individua reponses of
the two cultures, it is clear that there is alack of trust among Nigerian and Pakistani Mudims
and non-Mudims of their repective countries. Furthermore, Pakistani Sunni, Shiite and Ahmeadi
do not hide therr negative atitude toward each other with 73 percent of them refusng inter-
Sectarian marriages among themsalves. Yet, as expected with most minorities, the Shiite and
Ahmadi minorities tend to have more tolerant attitudes toward Sunni mgjority. The data suggests
that the tenson among different Pakistani ethnic groups such as the Punjabi, the Sindhi, and the
Pashtun among others seems to be of secondary importance or has no sgnificance unless
concurrent with religious cleavages among different sects of Mudims and non-Mudims (Sunni
77%, Shiite and Ahmadi 20%, Chrigtian, Hindu and others 3%). This result actualy confirms
other readings of the ungtable socid fabric of Pakisan (Chaudhri et al. 1989). Smilaly in
Nigeria, the overlapping rdigious and ethnic cleavages can explain the lack of socio-poalitica
tolerance (Suberu 1996). Though around 75% of Nigerians agree or sirongly agree to the right
of Chrigians and Jews to build their own houses of worship (aright that was actudly given to
the people of the book by Idam), 34 percent of the respondents believe that Christians and
Jews should be disfranchised and 32 percent think that their participation should be limited to
voting and nothing more. Commenting on this finding a Nigerian sudent sudying Idamic figh in
Al-Azhar, Egypt sad:

1 http://www.aljazeera.net/news/arabic/2000/12/12-25-1.htm
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[Nigerian] Chrigians impede Mudims from living according to Idam. Mudims
of Nigeria are going to fight for Sharia no matter whet it cogs even if they have
to have their own Idamic state in northern Nigeria.

This finding suggests that Nigeria's public culture among Mudims (50% of the
population) poses a problem not only to the country’s prospectus of a sustainable democracy
but more fundamentdly to the unity of the country in general. Though the survey did not capture
the specifics of the possible ethnic hodilities in Nigeria, a quick look at Nigeria's eectord
disputes that were coupled with ethnic violence and military coup from 1960s thus far reveds
the problems of nation building that the country has to face (Aborisade 2002).

Women are not seen in Pekistan as necessarily politicaly incompetent or unequa to
men comparing to the previous cases. In Pakistan, amost 68% of the respondents have no
problem that women would participate in politics as ministers (33%) and members of parliament
(35%) let done voting. However, according to the Pew survey, only 52 percent of Pakistanis
think that women should decide for themsdlves on the issue of velling (Pew 2003a). This result
does not contradict with the previous finding about women's participation in politics snce
hijab/head scarf for both traditionalist and modernist Idamists is consdered part of sharia rather
than a persond preference. Actudly to have this large percentage of Pakistanis to give women
the right to decide on this issue is quite surprising. In sum, the deficit in Pakistan’'s democratic
software can be attributed mainly to non-gender rdligious issues.

Unlike Pakistan, gender gap is a red problem in Nigeria with around 17% of the
respondents refuse that they would participate in politics in generd and 57 percent limit their
participation to voting with only 2 percent of them trust women to be on top executive postions
such as minigers. Once again Pew’s survey confirms this atitude toward women from a
different perspective by showing that 53 percent of Nigerians (the highest among the surveyed
Mudim countries in their sample) clearly disagree to dlow women to decide on velling (Pew
20033).

Regarding the attitudes toward democratic hardware, the negative experiences of
military interventions and high levels of corruption and manipulation of eectionsin both countries
have its impact on the atitudes of ordinary Mudims toward the vishility of dections and
democratic procedures (Aborisade 2002; Jafri 2002; Jawed 1999; Ujo 2000). Only 20
percent of the pooled respondents from Nigeria and Pakistan showed some satisfaction with the
peformance of politicd paties and eected officids. A 57-year Pakigtani respondent
commented on the web-based version of the survey by saying:

The survey overlooked the role of the military... | never voted for a government
without being overthrown by a coup... There is no need for eections if the
officers see themselves better paliticians.

A Nigerian respondent described dections as “an arenafor bribery and corruption” that
makes it absolutely undemocratic and un-Idamic. Another Nigerian and four Pakistani
respondents made Smilar comments. This criticiam of democrdic indtitutions is very common in
both countries. Moreover around 70 percent of the respondents in both countries chose “not
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aure’ if democratic inditutions such as parliaments, dections and parliaments are againg Idamic
sharia or not.

A notable observation is related to the public acceptance of the labd “democracy.” For
instance, 60 percent of the Saudis, 50 percent of the Y emenis, and 53% of the Omanis disagree
or strongly disagree to liken "democracy” to the Idamic system of shurawhich they prefer more.
Y et thisratio goes down very sharply in the countries such as Libya (40 percent), Tgjikistan (25
percent), Pakistan (27 percent) and Nigeria (30 percent) where the word democracy is
commonly and publicly used by the Wedernized intellectud entrepreneurs or even by
politicians.

The Sudan, Pakistan, Yemen and Nigeria in particular are examples of countries that
have periodic dections that themselves are causng more problems than to both the democratic
hardware and software. These fraud and risk-free eections make individuas increasingly less
trugful in their values which deeply harm the democratic hardware in the minds of the public.
Besides in deeply divided societies, the easiest way for politica competitors to win votes is by
appeding to ethnic, triba, rdigious congtituencies which is very dedtructive of the socid fabric of
society and thus worsens the public attitudes toward democratic software.

Basad on this reading of the political cultures of these countries, one can partidly explan
why these countries have not seen mass-initiated or mass-supported democratic trangtions. In
three of the seven cases where eections are common, the turnout in most of the elections was
around 35 to 41 percent according to the usually exaggerated officid sources (World Bank
2001). This reading of these culturesindicate that unless mgor cultura shifts occur, any dite-led
democratic trangitions, if it hgppens at al, will need to address the issue of non-tolerance toward
women (as in Saudi Arabia, Yemen, Nigeriaand Libya), other sects of Mudims (Saudi Arabia,
Y emen, Pakistan and UAE), non-Mudims (Pakistan, Nigeria and Y emen). Holding other non-
culturd factors congant, one may anticipate that even if the ruling dite decides to adminigter a
genuine democratic trangtion or occupying forces try to tilt these countries onto democracy,
mogt likely they will find themselves forced to adopt one of two Srategies:

1- To adopt, a least for the short-run, some form of exclusonary
democracy (i.e. by excluding given sects of society) andogous to most Western
democracies that disfranchised women or other minorities for quite some time until there
isahigher leve of support for the procedurdist agpects of democracy among those who
are aready franchised.

2- To adopt the quota system by dlocating certain number of seats to
women and other minorities. It is highly possble that these seets can be less than the
actud ratio of women and other minorities for the tota population to appease the
illiberd mgority in the short run.

These two drategies may help countries shirk the possibility of unsuccessful trangtions
that may lead to domesgtic tension (i.e. civil war) if it isnot aready there.

These two drategies assume that well crafted democratic hardware can coexist with
poor democratic software. The support for this assumption comes from some established
democracies that have managed to survive even with rdatively low level of democratic software.
Israel is a case in hand. According to a survey conducted by Israel Democracy Ingtitute, 57
percent of the Jewish citizens of Isragl support forcing the Arab citizens of Isradl (their de jure
fellow citizens) to deport Isragl while 53 percent of them objected to giving Arabs full citizenship
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rights. Additionally 77 percent believed that Arabs should not take part in any “vitd decisons’
(al-Hayat, May 18, 2003). Taking these indicators together, one would put Isradlis support for
democratic software, as operationdized in this project, not far from the Sudan and Tgjikistan.

Building upon the experience of Isragl, a good policy recommendation to democracy
builders in the previous Mudim countries is to proceed with cautious and gradua democratic
hardware reforms without upsetting the fragile socid fabric d society due to low leves of
tolerance, sense of equdity and trust.

C. Moderate Software and M oderate Hardware Category

The prospects for democratization increase the more one moves right-ward in Figure
3.1 since the support for democratic hardware increases. The circle in the middle of Figure 3.1
refers to cultures that are less resistant to socio-palitica differences and more accommodating
or democratic inditutions and procedures. These cultures include 11 groups of Mudims
(including the 91 Iragi respondents) and most notably two minorities: Lebanese Mudims and
Mudims of European countries. Turkmenistan is in a problematic position mainly because of the
low level of support for democratic ingtitutions and procedures. Except for Irag, al Mudimsof
these countries were exposed to the initial steps of democratic trangtion (such as the Gambia,
Indonesia and, Bangladesh) or at least some liberdization process (such as Kuwait, Qatar,
Bahrain, and Turkmenigtan) in the past twenty years. Unlike cultures of the first group that are
relatively less supportive of democracy either on inditutional/procedural or socio-palitica
tolerancetrust bases, Mudims of the middle circle of cultures seem to be more ready to enter
the democratic era as far as it is not fiction or part of a saf-survival mechanism on the regimes
part. According to a Syrian intellectud, " Syrians are reedy to die for Hafez a- Assad and Bashar
al-Assad on one condition: give them the right to choose that for themsalves... through free
elections”

Mogt of these cases, with the exception of Mudims in the European Union countries,
are products of the third wave and they are embodiments of Huntington's saying that: “A
generd tendency seems to exig for third-wave democracies to become other then fully
democratic” (Huntington 1996h). All these cultures currently have some sort of public eections.
Some of them are new to dections such as Qatar and Bahrain while others have never
witnessed competitive multi-party eections such as Syria and Irag. A third group has had
bloody experiences with éections, including Lebanon and Algeria. Kuwait stands alone as the
country that fully disfranchises women which makes it the opposite of Indonesia and Bangladesh
with their femde heads of governments.

The Gambiais condtitutionaly a presdentid republic yet despite democratic inditutions
there is no fair chance for the opposition to check and baance the government. Turkmenigtan is
acountry under dictatoria rule with the lowest support for democratic hardware in this group of
countries (53 points). With the exception of Mudims of Turkmenisan and of Europe,
approximately 40 to 46 percent of the Mudims of other countries in this group characterize their
current political system as exactly in the middle between fully free and a full dictatorship which
reflects their tendency to see the pros and the cons of the status quo and to compare it with
what red democracy looks like. An Algerian professor of sociology, commented on thisfinding
that “most of the people in these countries, with the exception of Irag, Syria and Turkmenistan,
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can opine and talk fredy yet they are not paliticaly effective. They are like one-eyed men. They
cannot say that they cannot see but they cannot say they see well like norma people ether.”

Despite the fact that the mode of the responses was toward the middle point of partialy
free and partially dictatoria, only 10 percent of the respondents in countries like Irag, Syria or
Algeria percelved their countries as free or partly free. This ratio increases dramaticaly to be
around 40 percent in the case of Mudims in EU countries and Lebanon. Yet around high 20
and 30 percent of the respondents of the rest of the countries think that their countries are free
or patidly free.

Surprisingly, the data suggests that Qatar has the highest leve of support for democratic
software in this group of cultures (around 62 points). Actudly Qatar, aong with Bahrain, is
often quoted as a good example of modernizing and libera dlite that is ahead of its own people.
The sami-city-state of Qatar has made the best use of its coherent socid fabric and smal
population by putting the issues of women on the locus of the attention since the assumption of
Hamad Bin Khdifa d-Thani the government in 1995. The number of Qatari women joining
university is higher then Qatari men with full political rights (a-Sharq al-Awssat, April 20",
2003). Around 49 percent of Qatari respondents, the highest ratio in al Gulf States, think that
Qatari women can be voted in to the parliament and assume minigerid postions. Thisfinding on
its own merit is a possible answer to a question raised in the New Y orker in 2002. Under the
titte of Democracy by Decree the reporter asked: “Can one man propd a country in the
future?” (Weaver 2000) The answer seems to be yes. Though, there is no data available about
the Qataris atitudes toward democratic aspects before 1995, Qatar’ s political culture putsit in
the highest rank comparing to al other quif states in terms of its support for democratic software
and second to Kuwait in terms of support for democratic hardware.

In terms of democratic software, it scores even higher than Jordan, Tunisa, Iran,
Senegd, and Mdi that definitely preceded it in their liberd/democratic trangtions. Kuwait on the
other hand lacks this support for women's enfranchisement with around 45 percent refusing to
support women's right to participate in politics at al. Lebanon, Indonesia and Syrid s relatively
clear deficit in software is hardly attributed to the public’'s attitude toward women. Only 5
percent in Indonesig, 7 percent in Lebanon and 13 percent in Syria think that women should not
be entitled to vote in public ections. In a clear support for the respect for women, the Pew
project showed that 86 percent of Mudimsin Indonesia, and 90 percent of Mudimsin Lebanon
endorse women's right to decide on wearing hijab; an attitude that can generdly spesking
described as modernist or liberd. However, in the three countries there is high leve of
intolerance and lack of trust toward non-Mudims and toward different sects of Idam (especidly
Lebanon). Around 17 percent of the Indonesian respondents do not agree that Christian and
Jews would participate in politics a dl and only 3 percent give them right to fully participate as
minigers. Indonesians however, are more tolerant toward their own fellow Mudims from other
sects, only 5 percent of the respondents think that Mudims from other sects should be deprived
from ther political rights. The effect of the Lebanese civil war on Mudims' low level of tolerance
toward Lebanese non-Mudims is clear but gill high comparing to other countries that
experienced smilar tragedies such as Tgjikistan, Nigeria and Pakistan. Fairly less tolerant than
Indonesians, 33 percent of the Mudims of Lebanon who responded to the survey consider it
right to disfranchise dl non-Mudims and only 5 percent favor the right of norntMudims to
assume top executive offices such as minigers. The shadows of the civil war are ill around in
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Lebanon even during basketbal games where one hears dogans of racid and religious bigotry.
In a recent basketbal game, the fans of d-Riady (the "Sportive"), mosly Mudims, shouted
“Syria .. Syrid’ in reference to their support of the Syrian army that empowers Lebanese
Mudims. In response, the fans of d-Hikma (the "Wisdom™), mainly Chrigtians, shouted “USA”
and “Hakim.. Hakim” in reference to the Christian leader of the so-called Lebanese forces who
was famous for killing his Mudim opponents during the civil war (d-Sharq a-Awssat, June 8,
2003).

Conversdly, the Lebanese Mudims seem to be rdatively but not highly more tolerant
toward inter-ldam sectarianism with around 27 percent supporting the dsenfranchisement of
Mudims from other sects while il only 6 percent would give them full politicd rights. Syriais
somewhat smilar to Lebanon regarding the attitudes toward Mudims from other sects while
dramaticdly less tolerant towards non-Mudims, especiadly the Jews, with around 70 percent
supporting their total disenfranchisement. The long war againgt Israd is the fird factor to come
to mind to explain this finding. However, the level of intolerance noticeably decreases to 16
percent of the respondents in favor of disfranchisng Christians. Only 10 percent of Syrian
Mudimsthink that their other fellow Mudims from other sects should be disenfranchised.

Not taking other factors into account, mass-led democrdic trangtion is a posshility in
these countries that occupy the middle circle of Figure 3.1; yet it is not highly likely given the
moderate level of support for democratic hardware. This does not mean that there are no
political demands for economic or socia reasons. But these demands are most likely to fdl short
of demands for real democratic trangtion.

However, dite-led democratic trangition (or one forced from abroad) would not meet
much resistance at the mass level, provided that appropriate indtitutional design drategies are
followed since the level of tolerance is not that high either (Hadenius 2001).

The case of Iraq is Sgnificant in this regard. The 91 Iragis who responded to this survey
showed a rdatively acceptable level of tolerance and trust toward each other (53 points) which
is actudly higher than Indonesia, Syria, Algeria, Lebanon and Kuwait. There is nothing in the
current data that shows Iragis to be exceptiondly anti-democratic. However, as mentioned
ealier, the countries in the middle circle do not have the leve of tolerance that would make a
quick resort to eections a smart move. An Iragi liberd commentator supported the codition
forces reluctance to hold dections in Irag right now. “Iragis have to move toward democracy
cautioudy and gradudly... Though, the odds of a democratic Iraq are high, democracy needs
training” (al-Qashtini 2003).

The cirde in the middle contains as well the average of al Mudims including the ones
that were coded as others since the number of the respondents from their respective countries
did not meet the criterion of 480 respondents for each country. The average Mudims,
regardless of their respective countries, are raively but not highly tolerant toward women,
non-Mudims and Mudims of other sects with a score of 54 points. In other words average
Mudims are not as necessarily and inherently intolerant as the stereotype suggests. Besides, an
average Mudim scores around 60 points of support for democratic ingtitutions and procedures
asfar asthey arered and genuine.
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D. High Hardware and High Software Category:

The symmetry between support for democratic hardware and software continues with
the group of cases in the upper right corner of the graph labeed the reaively most
democratizable cultures. These countries are relaively the most democratizable given thar high
level of tolerance and trust and support for democratic ingtitutions and procedures.

That is why when it comes to explaining why some of these countries have not dready
achieved stable democratic governments, the data suggest that one should arch for nort
culturd explanations. For ingtance, Moroccans have the highest level of support for democratic
indtitutions and a relaively high levd of tolerance, yet it is not a conditutiond monarchy
following the Westmingter modd. The monarch dill plays a crucia rule that makes the politica
parties effectively adminigrative parties (Gillespie and Y oungs 2002). This finding actudly can
be explained by the fact that the independence was achieved mainly by the efforts of the d-
Istigld (Independence) Party founded in 1944 and through a lot of negotiations and coditions
indde an dected parliament. Besides the successve Conditutions of Morocco, in a rare
exception in dl Mudim countries, darting from 1962 the conditution emphasized a
representative government, eected parliament and multi- party system under a strong monarchy.
One can argue that the lack of a stable democratic system in Morocco camot be attributed to
the individuals attitudes, as the pooled data suggest, but to the role played by the king (Bourgia
and Miller 1999; Layachi 1998).

Turkey on the other hand has the highest level of socio-palitica tolerance in terms of
culture and very high support for democratic indtitutions. But military interventions to protect and
safeguard the secular system dong with a somewhat illibera condtitution pose a great obstacle
toward full democratization. Based upon both the survey data and the focus group discussions,
Turkey has a publicly tolerant culture thet does not reflect on the practices of its government,
especidly in its military arm. One should recdl| that the public dready voted in a woman with
hijab into the parliament. It was the secular government, induced and supported by the military
that disqudified her, not the Turkish people (Saktanber 2002). Even the Kurdish issue does not
seem to be the battle of Turkish individuds but of the military inducing successive governments
since 1924 (Ibrahim and Geurbey 2000). According to a Turkish student of engineering, "there
is no guarantee that the military would not gtrip the president himsdf of his condtitutiond rights.
They can change the congtitution or even tear it up in an hour.” This reading of Turkish cultureis
compatible with the findings that democracy was not congtantly seen as atop priority by Turkish
officdd padlitidans (Heper and Sayari 2002). The last dections reflected the disappointments that
the Turkish voters had toward al parties that have been in power since the military gave up
power in early 1983 (Kedourie 1996).

Mudims in the U.S. seem to be more supportive of democracy than any other Mudim
minority compared to India, Europe and definitely Lebanon. For ingtance, 57 percent of
American Mudims bdieve that women should be given dl palitica rights without reservations.
This ratio goes down to 51 percent in case of EU Mudims and 41 percent in case of Indian
Mudims

With the exception of Iran, dmos dl other societiesin this group have (semi-) secularist
condtitutions and governmenta platforms. This finding supports the arguments made by some
secularigs that secularism once introduced to Mudim societies will increase the leved of
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tolerance and peaceful co-exisence among rdigions and sects (Baghdadi 1999). Another
support for this claim is the postion of Iran in Figure 3.1 in terms of its democratic software.
Only Jordan scores below Iran in this group of countries. Iranian scores around 55 pointsin the
scale of democratic software not because Iranians are intolerant rather because “they do not go
in terms of ther tolerance to the level of infringing upon the roots of ther reigion” as an
anonymous Iranian reformist lawyer commented. This andysis finds support in the pooled deata.
In the four questions regarding the political rights of Chrigtians, Jews and other non-Mudims,
women and Mudims from other sects the mode wasto alow al of them to vote and to become
members of the parliament. Y et the second most supported option was to give them full politicd
rights including becoming top executives which suggests that Iranians in generd are tolerant but
cautious.

Table3.2
Attitudes toward Jews and Chrigtiansin the Whole Sample (T-Test)
Mean | Std. Err Sd.Dev. | T
Chrigians | 2.799 | .007 1.052 39.316
Jews 2.639 | .008 1.111

N= 20457 and 2-tailed test.

Note: A T-ratio above 1.96 indicates that there is a satigtically significant difference
between the means a confidence leve of .95.

Table3.3
Difference in Tolerance toward Jews and Chrigtians in Morocco (T-Test)
Mean | Std. Err Sd.Dev. | T
Chrigians | 3.351 | .029 .685 1.265
Jaws 3.344 | .029 .696

N= 558 and 2-tailed test.
Note: A T-ratio below 1.96 indicates that there is no datisticaly sgnificant difference
between the means at confidence leve of .95.

The relative deficit in Jordan’s democratic software is attributed mainly to the clear
polar skewness regarding the political rights of women where between 33 percent of the
respondents refuse to give women any politica rights and 42 percent who want to give women
full politica rights. Another factor that seems to be respongble for the reative deficit of
democratic software in Jordan is the attitude toward Mudims from different sects and tribes
with 55 percent of the respondents refusing to give others any political rights. As one of the
respondents commented, this may be because of the fear of the effect of tribaism and
Sectarianism on the unity of the country rather than because of prejudice or bigotry.

There are some lessons and observations that can be discussed in summary points as
follows

84



1- The pooled data suggest that the tolerance toward Jews is much less than the tolerance
toward Chrigtians in all Mudim countries except for the case of Morocco where the Jews have
aways been part of the socid fabric as Table 3.2 and 3.3 shows. In Table 3.2, given the large
vaue of t (39.3) one rgects the hypothess that Mudims treat Christians and Jews aike and
accept the dternative hypothesis that Mudims are more tolerant toward Chrigtians than toward
the Jews.

2- Thereis dmog consensus among dl the interviewees, secularists and Idamigts dike,
that this discrepancy in tolerance between Jews and Christians can be attributed to the Qur'an
clear criticiams of the Jews and Mudims sympathy and solidarity with ther brothers in
Pdestine. However, the above result is gpplicable to al Mudim societies except for Morocco
where there is no datidtica difference between the way Mudims of Morocco perceives
Christians and Jews as demongtrated in Table 3.3 .

3- Intrarldam factions are associated with less tolerance toward non-Mudims in
countries like Saudi Arabia, Kuwait (where Sunni are the mgjority), dong with Bahrain and Iran
(where Shiiteisthe mgjority). That isto say thereis a Satigtically sgnificant difference between
the levels of tolerance toward non-Mudims versus Mudim minorities with rdatively higher leve
of tolerance toward non-Mudims. Mudims, in countries like Indonesa, the Gambia, Egypt,
Nigeria, India, Mdaysa, Turkey, Qatar and Bangladesh, are generdly tolerant. Yet this
tolerance is higher toward Mudims from other sects than toward non-Mudims mainly because
these countries do not actudly have sgnificant Mudim minorities from other sects. Pakistani and
Sudanese Mudims are dike in ther lower leve of tolerance toward Mudim and non-Mudim
minorities dike. Mudims from countries like Morocco, Senegd, Mdli, Lebanon, UAE and
Oman do not have gatigticaly sgnificant difference in tolerance between Mudims of other sects
and non-Mudim minoritiesin their repective countries.

However, as Table 3.4 shows, in generd Mudims have a tendency to show tolerance
toward their felow Mudims from other sects more than tolerance toward non-Mudims This
difference in tolerance can be attributed to which can be attributed to the fact that most Mudims
do not live in countries that have intra-1dam sectarian divisons. That iswhy intra-1dam sectarian
divison can be ared obstacle toward democratization in the countries that have these divisons
(e.g. Pakistan and Saudi Arabia). However, as a generd comment on how these intra- and
inter-religion divisons may impede the democratic transition, Pew’s 2003 survey showed that
nealy four-in-ten of the American citizens “would not vote for a wdl-qudified Mudim for
presdent” (Pew 2003b). A noticegble number of Americans would not vote for a qudified
evangelica (15 percent), a Jew (10 percent), a Catholic (8 percent) or an atheist (52 percent)
(Pew 2003b). Thus the culturd influences of inter- and intra-religion divisons are not a
peculiarly Mudim phenomenon but it can be more acute and troubling in some countries more
than others.

4- Rigid attitudes toward womeris politica efficacy in generad are a mae rather than a
femae phenomenon as Table 3.5 suggests. That is to say, with the exception of Turkey and
Tgikigan, al sampled data refer to the clear tendency among women to support their own
politicd rights more than men do. In Turkey and Tgikistan, there were no satidicaly sgnificant
differences between Turkey’'s men and women support for women's rights and likewise
Tgikigan's men and women relatively lower lack of support toward women's politica rights.
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Even in countries with little support for women's politica rights on average, women are more
tolerant than men.

Table3.4
Difference in Tolerance toward Mudim and Non-Mudim Minorities (T-Test)

Mean | Std. Err SdDev. |T
Non-Mudims 2.652 | .010 1.065 -8.6966
Mudim Minorities 2.727 | .009 1.052

N= 11168 and 2-tailed tes.

Note: A T-raio above 1.96 indicates that there is a satistically sgnificant difference
between the means at confidence leve of .95.

Table3.5
Difference in Tolerance toward Women (T-Test)
N Mean | Std. Err Sd.Dev. | T
Mde 15476 | 2.696 | .008 1.050 -34.131
Femde 7738 | 3.176 | .010 .909

N= 15835 and 2-tailed tes.
Note: A T-ratio above 1.96 indicates that there is a Satisticaly dgnificant difference between
the means a confidence leve of .95.

2. The Influence of Culturd Entrepreneurs on the Masses

Building on the last chapter's discusson of how Mudim intellectuas and ulama/scholars
(culturd or intdlectud entrepreneurs) introduce different and uncompromising readings of
Idam’s compatibility with democracy, this section will examine how these tense debates
influence the public culture. In other words, does one expect the public mind to reflect the same
divison and tenson? Besdes, how can one reae the divison among the four types of
intellectuds and ulama/scholars to the culturdl map of different cultures as portrayed in Figure
3.1? The response to these two questions requires us first to classify the respondents to the
urvey into Idamig traditiondigts, Idamis modernigts, libera secularists and autocratic
secularigts.

Table 3.6 identifies four criteria to digtinguish among the respondents who fal into the
four groups. Question 2.8 is a very sraightforward and reliable criterion for one’ s position as a
secularist or Idamist sinceit directly asks respondents to (strongly) agree or strongly disagree to
the famous statement of Mudim brotherhood that 1dam is deen wa dawla / religion and date.
Those who chose “Not sureé’ are excluded from the classfication. However, since the attitude
toward democracy specificdly is much more delicate, the three other questions (2.4, 2.7, and
2.28) were used to differentiate between modernists (who argue for the compatibility of Idam
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and democracy) and traditionaists (who argue the opposite) among Idamists and between
liberds (who advocate democracy) and autocrats (who advocate autocracy) among secularists.

Table 3.6
Classfication of Respondents Attitudes toward Democracy
Idamasasource | Isldamand Associating Definition of
of politicd elected polity | democracy with Democracy
doctrine compatible? negeatives? (open-ended)
(Q. 2.8 (Q.2.7) (Q.2.4) (Q.2.28)
1. Traditiondist (Strongly) (Strongly) (Strongly) Agree (Very)
Idamigs Agree Disagree Negative
2. Autocrétic (Strongly) Not Applicable | (Strongly) Agree (Very)
Secularists Disagree Negetive
3. Modernigt (Strongly) (Strongly) (Strongly) (Very) Postive
Idamigs Agree Agree Disagree
4. Liberd (Strongly) Not Applicable (Strongly) (Very) Pogtive
Secularists Disagree Disagree

Traditiondigt Idamists have been identified in the survey as those who consgtently
refuse the vadues and inditutions of democracy dnce they ae un-Idamic. The best
exemplification of this mentdlity is Ali Behg (aleader of Algerids Idamic Savation Front that
amost won the 1988 dections) who said: “when we are in power, there will be no more
elections because God will be ruling.” Hadi Hawang of Pata Idam Sd-Maaysa (PAS)
echoed the same mentdity by saying: “I am not interesed in democracy. Idam is not
democracy, Idam isIdam’ (Quoted in: Pipes 1995)

Traditiondigts have been identified from their takes on 1) Idam as state and rdigion
(dogan raised by Idamic groups throughout the Mudim world); 2) their negative definition of
democracy (an opentended question) and 3) their belief that Idam and publicly eected and
accountable government are incompatible. Modernist Idamidts, unlike traditiondists, have been
identified as those who consgtently accept both the vaues and indtitutions of democracy since
they are Idamic or Idamizable (condoned by Idam) in both their definition of democracy and
their response to the same mentioned questions. Modernist Idamists in generd argue that
democracy is a priority over sharia not priority of supremacy but priority of order. Analogoudy,
the dtreet is prior to the mosque since you need to pass by the street before you go to the
mosque.

Autocrats are those who consigtently (strongly) disagree to the linkage between Idam,
as ardigion, and the date, as a politica inditution, and oppose democracy, as not suitable or
not the top priority of Mudim countries, thus should be dropped or postponed.

These atitudes were captured in the responses to questions 2.4 and 2.28. Liberdsare
the sub-group of secularists who consstently accept democratic norms and inditutions in their
responses to these two questions. It is noteworthy that if any respondent does not show
condggtency in answering questions such as agreeing to question 2.7 and at the same time
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agreaing to question 2.4, hefshe is dropped from the dassfication. Keegping that in mind, the
data suggest that the Mudim public culture reflects the same divison among intellectuas and
ulamalscholars in 86 percent of the cases. It isimportant to note that around 4.5 percent of the
respondents did not respond to two or more of the questions mentioned in Table 3.6. However,
it is very difficult to assess why the remaining 9.5 percent of the respondents who actudly
responded to dmogt dl the questions did not fal into any of the four categories. They may have
misunderstood a question or more, they may be smply inconsstent or adopt an outlying position
that could not be met by the four positions advanced by Mudim intellectuals and ulama/scholars.
Based on tabulations of the 21,143 respondents who consgently fal into one of the four
categories, Table 3.7 that shows the relative percentage of each one of these groups by country.

Table 3.7 can be very informative in a variety of ways. Firdt, it suggests that educated
Mudims are predominately Idamids (ether traditiondists or modernists). This finding in itsdf
confirms Idamigs argument that they control streets and mosgues while secularists control
paaces and media. Only in Tagikigan (55 percent), Turkmenistan (58 percent), Mai (57
percent), Tunisia (58 percent), Albania (62 percent) and Turkey (68 percent)are secularists in
the mgority.

An Idamist modernist commented on the results of the 2003 dections in the Egyptian
syndicate of journdism where the oppostion (mainly pan-Arabists and Idamists) won two third
of the seats that: “When true and genuine democracy prevails, it will definitely lead to the
unequivocally opposite direction to the current trends in Arab politics’ (Howaidi 2003b). Let it
be clear that since the great mgority of Mudim countries are not governed by liberd or
modernist elites, according to the working definitions articulated in this project, this data, though
not quaified for generdization about dl Mudims, confirms this past Satement.

Third, there is a common factor that characterizes dl the countries with a
secularig mgority: Mudims were forced through governmenta palicies to be secular (through
secular system of education, mass media and the governmenta control over Idamic ingtitutions)
ether by communigt regimes (Ex. Albania, Tgikistan and Turkmenigtan), or Mudim rulers who
decided to westernize their countries through non-democratic means (Ex. Turkey, Mdi and
Tuniga).

Apparertly, other rulers in other Mudim countries were not that successful. With the
exception of Tgikigtan, in five of the previous Sx cases, and totaly unlike the dites, the maority
of public attitudes are more libera than their autocratic rulers.

Fourth, since the modernist Idamists and the liberd secularigts are the only two groups
of the repertoire of the cultural postions available to Mudims that seek co-existence with esch
other, dbet with a very high level of sdf-redraint, they deserve more attention. It is dmost
impossible to imagine a scenario by which a peaceful dteration of power could ever happenin a
country governed by traditiondists or autocrats. Y et one can imagine, assuming that each group
of cultural entrepreneurs will act according to their declared discourse, that the only two groups
that may accept, even reluctantly, democracy to be the only game in town are the liberds and
modernists. Added up together they have formed the seventh column entitled 3+4.
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Table3.7
The Percentages of the Four Cultural Categoriesin 32 Mudim Countries

1 2 3 4 1+3 3+4 Democratiz-

Trad. | Auto. | Mod. | Lib. | Idamigs | Democrats ability
Turkey 1 5 31 63 32 94 Most
Senegd 9 0 68 23 77 91 Most
Morocco 9 0 72 19 80 91 Most
Albania 5 6 33 57 38 90 Most
Egypt 3 7 63 27 66 89 Most
Tunisa 6 8 37 50 42 87 Most
Iran 2 12 79 7 81 86 Most
USA 10 8 33 50 53 83 Most
MALI 2 15 50 33 43 83 Most
Gambia 3 15 54 29 56 82 Most
Turkmenigtan 11 9 31 49 42 81 Most
Mdaysa 14 6 62 18 76 80 Most
EU 15 5 47 33 62 80 Most
India 10 16 50 23 61 73 Possbly
Kuwait 17 11 41 32 58 73 Possbly
Bangladesh 20 8 48 24 68 72 Possbly
Jordan 20 9 48 23 68 71 Possbly
Qatar 23 8 45 24 68 69 Possbly
Bahran 23 10 58 10 81 67 Possbly
Syria 26 7 40 27 66 67 Possbly
UAE 30 3 60 7 90 67 Possbly
Lebanon 20 14 31 35 51 67 Possbly
Algeria 25 10 33 33 58 66 Possbly
Indonesia 28 7 40 25 68 65 Possbly
Oman 31 5 46 18 77 64 Least
Libya 27 9 59 5 86 64 Least
Yemen 35 1 46 17 81 63 Least
Sudan 26 12 55 7 80 62 Least
Pakistan 24 15 42 19 66 61 Least
Nigeria 31 14 38 17 69 55 Least
Tgikistan 11 36 35 19 45 54 Least
Saudi Arab 46 2 48 4 95 52 Least
Average 1834 | 841 | 4769 | 25.72 | 65.13 73.38 Possibly

Source: web and written survey 2002

To avoid the arbitrary classfication of societies, one can suggest a continuum where
societies with the highest percentage of democrats (column 3+4) are the most democratizable
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and societies with the least percentage of democrats are the leest democratizable. In this
column, Mudims of Turkey, Senega, Morocco, Albania, Egypt, Tunisa, Iran, USA, Mdi, the
Gambia, Turkmenigan, Mdaysia and the European Union countries are the most
democratizable cultures. If we compare this list of countries thus far, with the exception of
Mudims of Turkmenistan and EU, this result confirms the cultural map of democratic hardware
and software as presented in Figure 3.1. This confirmation is crucid since three of the four
questions (2.8, 2.7 and 2.28) were not used in building the scales of democratic hardware and
software as portrayed in Figure 3.1. Thus, two different types of questions lead to a sSmilar
result which increases the reiability of the data. Actudly, one should not be concerned about
shift in the dtatus of the Mudims of the EU since they were among the highest supporters of
democratic hardware and were more tolerant than Iran, Tunisa, and Jordan that were in the
category of the most democratizable cultures in Figure 3.1. The actud surprise is the shift in the
Turkemani Mudims position toward the ‘most democratizable’ category. Though, there is no
enough data to explain the shift, one can argue that the legacy of the state-imposed secularism
and digtorted understanding of democracy under the Soviet Union may explain part of the
discrepancy. No other discrepancies between positions of countriesin Figure 3.1 and Table 3.6
except for the downward shift of Jordan from the most democratizable category to the possible
democratizable and UAE into the opposite direction. Once again, the shift is falacious since
Jordan was actudly the lowest score of democratic software country in the category of most
democratizable cultures. Thus, moving backward in Table 3.1 should not be a surprise. UAE as
well shift upward to become possible democratizable, though it has one of the least supportive
cultures of hardware but this does not mean that they are anti-democratic. It isjust that they do
not need it, but in case they need it, they may adopt it.

Second, Table 3.6 suggests that average Mudims poalitical culture is not necessarily
democratic but definitely democratizable. As shown, 73 percent of Mudims overdl (irrespective
of country) are either modernist Idamigts or liberal secularigts.

Based upon Table 3.6, one can ask if the intellectud civil war that was based upon lack
of trust and defaming on€'s opponents has its impact on a culturd civil war anong ordinary
educated Mudims. The following section will try to answer this question.

3. lllibera Democracy Debate

How liberd are Mudims? A balanced and moderate level of democratic checks and
boundaries benefit both democratic procedures and liberd vaues. Unlimited democracy harms
libera principles by favouring “discriminatory measures benefiting the various groups supporting
the mgority [besides] it is aso doubtful whether in the long run democracy can preserve itsdf if
it abandons liberd principles’ (Hayek 1978:143).

The available data can help examine educated Mudims attitudes toward some aspects
of liberd democracy. Mudims are clamed to be illiberd even if they are democratic. This
discrepancy suggests that they may accept the means and mechanisms of participation and
democracy such as dections, parties, and parliament with the minima level of democratic values
associated with it such as equality and tolerance for loya "others.” Y et they do not go the further
step toward the protection of others liberties of religion, belief, speech, assembly, and property
even if they are percaived to be radicdly different (Zakaria 1997). Democracy, in terms of
procedurd hardware, is proposed to be more acceptable by Mudims than libera, non-1damic
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vaues (Kramer 1999) which increases the possibility of accepting democracy only among those
who think dike. Other studies found Mudims less tolerant toward homosexuds and atheists
(Norris and Inglehart 2002; Pew 2003b). According to a Sudanese Sheikh who taks very
comfortably about Idamic democracy: “a Mudim tolerant of homaosexudity is not a Mudim
snce he tolerates what he is asked not to tolerate. It is kabeeralgrand sin that takes one to
hdlfire”

In this section, the less ideologicaly liberd Mudims are, the more they reflect the
intellectud civil war depicted in the previous chepter. Thus, a measurement of politica and
ideologicd liberalism serves two purposes. Firg, it helps examine if democracy functions as a
disposable "ladder” that is abused by some groups and will be burned once they are in power.
Judging the intentions of othersis rather impossible but the data in this survey functions as atool
of afirmation if this tendency exists. Second, liberdism is a system of vaues tha merits
examination in itsdf especidly when it comes to adopting liberd attitudes toward who are
ideologicdly different: secularigts versus Idamists and vice versa

In other words, Mudims software (socio-religious and politicd liberd atitudes at the
individua level) was important but not enough to judge the democratizability of different cultures
gnce these cultures divide as well on the ideologica Idamigt-secularist axis. The pages to come
will introduce another measurement of Mudims' (il)liberd attitudes toward the rights of their
ideologicaly political opponents to establish lega politica parties and thus to compete for
power. No democracy can emerge and flourishif dections are not coupled with mutua respect
for both the libera and democratic rules on the parts of the mgorities and minorities toward
each others right to exist and function.

It should be clear that the measurement of ideologica liberadism used here isbased on a
normétive scale that assumes full acceptance of others ideologies and acknowledges their rights
to exid. It is a normative scae ance it is practicdly impossble to find such a level of mutud
acceptance in any modern polity.

Even Germany — widdy held to be a consolidated liberd democracy — outlaws parties
of the extreme left and right (Communists and Nazis). Ther reasons are based in their own
history, together with the logic that both extremes are committed to using democratic means to
end democracy. Mot Germans support the laws. The U.S. has hate speech laws, and
campuses have the right and the judicid procedures in place to expd students who engage in
hate speech. Y et this does not make either Germany or USA illiberal societies.

Degpite these examples, this project adopts the normative scale that assumes full
acceptance of others ideologies. This choice is due to the fact that it is the only possble
unbiased tool that enables us to compare Mudims positions without making judgments about
individud intentions. For ingance, secularists accuse Idamists of being opportunistic who want
to use democracy and dispense with it once they are in power. Though, one can make some
good guesses about whether thisis true or not in each Mudim society individualy, these guesses
arenot empiricaly verifiable in most cases.

In the current survey, the respondents have been asked to respond to two questions
that captured their tendency to dlow "Idamig" parties and "non-ldamist” parties such as
communigs, socidigts and libera in generd to compete for power. Nether of the questions
differentiates between genuinely democratic parties and opportunistic ones. Thus, the questions
assume thet if an Idamigt refuses dl the "non-Idamist” parties regardless of their commitment to
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democracy, then it is aclear indication that he/she adopts an illiberd podtion toward non
Idamic (dien) parties and ideologies. Likewise, if a secularist refuses dl Idamig parties,
regardless of their attitudes toward violence and democracy while there is no single Mudim
society without some modernist Idamigs who bdieve in the compatibility of Idam and
democracy, then he/she adopts anilliberd attitude.

The four Tables 3.8-1, 3.8-2, 3.9-1 and 3.9-2 demonstrate Mudims' attitudes toward
the legal establishment of [beral, communist, and socidist parties in their respective countries
and ther attitudes toward dlowing Idamist movements to form legd politica parties.

The lagt columns in Tables 3.8-1 and 3.9-1 explicitly demondrate the polarization in
attitudes among Mudims regarding forming parties. Around 37 percent of Mudims, holding their
countries of origin condant, (srongly) disagree with giving libera, socidist and/or communist
politica parties the right to exist as captured by question 2.27. Table 3.8-2, which is another
way of demondrating Table 3.8-1, shows that half of those who (strongly) disagree that these
parties ought to exist (36.59%) are the traditiondists (18.39%) for religious reasons. However,
autocrats as well are responsible for around 20 percent of refusng this type of parties
(6.9/36.6). Thisis conastent with their tendencies to set the idea of having multi-party system on
alow levd in ther lig of priorities. The atitude of modernist Idamigts who, given ther other
answers, represent the mogt libera and plurdigiic face of Idamigsis very intriguing. Around 20
percent of them refuse to legdize such "dien” parties (Table 3.8-1) which puts them in a very
close posgition to traditiondists. Though democratic in generd, one modernist of each five in the
pooled data does not seem to be liberal enough to accept parties that are based upon nor+
Idamic ideologies.

Table3.8-1
Tolerance toward Non-Idamist Political Parties %
Tradition. | Autocrat | Modern. | Liberds | Total
(Strongly) Disagree 69.72 20.36 5.55 | 36.59
Not sure 0 17.40 23.60 7.54 | 15.07
(Strongly) Agree 0 12.88 56.04 86.9 | 48.35
Total 100 100 100 100 100

Pearson chi2 (12)= 12000 Pr=0.000

Table 3.8-2
Tolerance toward Non-Idamigt Politica Parties % (Different angle)
Tradition. | Autocrat. | Modern. | Liberds | Totd
(Strongly) Disagree 18.39 6.89 10.06 1.24 | 36.59
Not sure 0 1.72 11.67 1.68 15.07
(Strongly) Agree 0 1.27 27.69 19.37 | 48.35
18.4 9.9 49.42 22.29 | 100

Pearson chi2 (12)= 12000 Pr = 0.000
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Y et when one condders the 23 percent of modernists who ae skeptica (not sure), a
preponderance of evidence supports the claim that some modernists are more democratic and
less liberd. That is to say, they accept democratic mechanisms and indtitutions as means of
participation and competition but only among those who accept the Idamic frame of reference.
This finding was supported by many of the focus-group discussions with many pro-democracy
interviewees who very rductantly accept even to discuss why a communist party may exist in a
Mudim country given what they know about Marx’s often quoted opinion about religion. Does
this mean that the secularists who put traditionaists and modernists in the same basket are right?
There is a posshility here for this reading a least in the case of 20 percent of the illiberd
democratic modernists. Some modernists, when given the opportunity to actualy govern such as
in the Sudan under the current "Idamic’ regime, were not much different from despotic
autocratic secularits. Thus, it is safe to infer that not dl modernist (democrétic) Idamids are
liberd. The proportion of illiberal modernists Idamigts, according to this data, is around 20
percent of dl modernigts.

However, some liberd secularists as well have reservations on dlowing some non
Idamic parties to exigt particularly the communist and socidist ones. As shown in Tables 3.8-1
and 3.9-1, 5.5 and 18.8 percent of the nomind liberds seem to be conditiond liberds; that isto
say they have reservations and concerns about Idamist and nor+Idamist parties commitment to
the democratic rules and liberd vaues. An Algerian professor cdled himsdf a “conditiona
liberd.” He added: “I am liberd before | am ademocrat.

Table3.9-1
Tolerance toward Idamist Politica Parties %
Tradition. | Autocrat | Modern. | Liberds | Totd
(Strongly) Disagree 98.9 96.67 0.42 18.81 | 30.51
Not sure 91 1.51 10.07 26.04 |11.76
(Strongly) Agree .20 1.82 89.5 55.15 | 57.73
Totd 100 100 100 100 100
Pearson chi2(12)= 19000 Pr=0.00
Table3.9-2
Tolerance toward Idamist Political Parties % (Different angle)
Tradition. | Autocrat | Modern. | Liberds | Totd
(Strongly) Disagree 16.7 8.87 0.21 473 | 30.51
Not sure 0.15 0.14 4.91 6.56 | 11.76
(Strongly) Agree 0.03 0.17 43.65 13.88 | 57.73
Totd 16.89 9.17 48.76 25.17| 100

Pearson chi2(12)= 19000 Pr=0.00
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Democracy may edt itsdlf by giving illiberds the right to deprive me from dl my rights”
Thus, he is liberd on one condition; liberaism does not wither away at any point of time no
matter what the system of government is. Yet he sees no future for liberdism if Idamigs take
over. “They think that they are the soldiers of Allah and spesk in His name” The Algerian
professor's attitude is not an exception. Dr. Hazem Hosni of Cairo University, though liberd in
generd, prefers the current regime in Egypt, even if it may not be fully democratic to “a
totditarian theology under Idamists.”

The percentage of liberals who show no tolerance toward Idamist palitica parties is
around 18.8 percent (Table 3.9-1). Thus dmost one fifth d the nomind liberds seem to be
conditiona liberas to say the least, contradictory or opportunistic liberds to echo the Idamists
criticisms of secularigt postions. A Syrian independent Modernist Idamist whom | interviewed
in UAE waged a harsh criticism on liberd secularists since they talk the talk of liberdism but
wak the walk of autocrats. “They like eections only if it gets them to power.” Howaidi of Egypt
made a smilar obsarvation when some nomind liberds criticized the illiberd dections that may
bring Nasserists and Idamigts into power (Howaidi 2003c). This anadyss gives an indication for
how the lack of trust and opportunistic tendencies exists in roughly 20 percent of modernists
who do not actudly adhere to the principles of co-existence and tolerance with non-Idamic
ideologies and 18 percent of liberals follow the same path.

Said a-‘ashmawi of Egypt, a prominent and leading secularist figure in the Arab world,
is sure that the great mgority of Mudims, if given the opportunity to eect their representatives,
will fal into the trap of the demagogic Idamigs. | have to concur that 40 percent, but till not the
mgority, of the interviewees in the focus-group discussons in Egypt, UAE, and Algeria affirm
a-‘ Ashmawi’ s fears. Some adopt Idamic rhetoric and discourse in asuicide way of thinking. A
Syrian sudent studying in d-Azhar University, for one, clearly dates that: “Idamists are the only
hope for us now. We tried everything and faled. Let ustry Idam.” When | raised the possbility
of Idamists being worse than current rulers, a scary nightmare that many secularists have, |
received the following response from a student of medicine in Algeria “Allah is going to punish
Idamigts if they misuse Idam but we did what is right; we chose the best whom we know to
defend Allah's cause. If they betray Allah, it is their respongbility.” This way of thinking has
been characterized as suicide-thinking in the sense that one chooses the best for him/hersdlf, to
clear hishher consciousness, without thinking of the ramifications of hisher choice on others. A
Moroccan-American citizen judified his support for Idamids by saying: “They deceived us by
Allah and we accepted the deception.” When | asked why, he sad: “We are decelved
anyway!”

It seems that some of those who prefer the Idamic agenda choose it according to
culturally embedded rational caculations that render deception under Idamic umbrella better
than deception under dien dogans. These modernist Idamists and nomind liberd secularigts
who are certainly pro-democratic procedures and tolerant toward women, non-Mudims and
Mudims from other sects do not show enough liberal stlaminato push themselves to accept the
right of each others partiesto legdly exist. Once again they represent 20 percent of modernists
Idamists and 18 percent of the nomina liberals according to the pooled data and pose a red
threat toward viable democratic trangtions in the Mudim world in generd.

However, looking at the other side of the coin, gpproximately 56 percent of modernist
Idamists accept and tolerate the existence of non-1damic parties (Table 3.8-1) a the sametime
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55 percent of liberds accept the existence of Idamigt palitical parties (Table 3.9-1). Thislast
finding may reved that the classfication of the previous four ided types needs more articulation
snce only 55 percent of the liberds seem to be fully liberd and 18 percent seem to be
conditiondly liberd. Likewise, only 56 percent of modernist Idamiss are genuine Idamist
democrats who adhere to the walk and talk of democracy.

Since 47.7 and 25.7 percent of Mudims are modernist Idamists and libera secularists
(Table 3.7), then around 41 percent of Mudims captured by this survey pass the three tests of
liberd democracy: * democratic software (minimum level of tolerance and trust needed for
democracy to function); 2 democratic hardware (support for the democratic processes and
mechanisms) and 3- libera values (acceptance of the "other” ideologies).

Intra-cultura comparison is useful in this regard. In Table 3.10, a measurement of
liberdism/illiberalism was developed based upon the comparative percentages d those who
support or do not support the existence of parties that are based on the "other” ideologies
whether it is Idamist for secularists or un/non-Idamic for Idamigts. Since liberdism is an atitude
toward whom and what one disagrees with, the first two columns represent the percentages of
Mudims who (srongly) refuse to dlow Idamigt or secularist (libera, communist, or socidist)
patiesto legdly exist in their respective countries.

To dassfy rdaivey liberd, semi-liberd and relatively illiberd cultures a the aggregeate
level, a tentative criterion was developed to reflect the relative acceptance of the parties that
adopt ideologies Mudims happen to refuse. Thus, if only 15 percent (maximum of 30) or less of
Mudims in a given country refuse to legdize both types of parties adopting the "other”
ideologies, this country has ardatively or comparaively libera culture among its Mudims. If 16
to 24 percent (maximum of 48) Mudims in a given country refuse to legdize both types of
parties adopting the "other" ideologies, this country has areatively or comparatively semi-liberad
culture among its Mudims. If 25 percent (maximum of 50) or more of the respondents refuse to
legdize both types of parties, it is consdered to have a reatively illiberd culture among its
Mudims. Thus, a country like Albania is among the rdaively libera cultures because only 9
(less than 15) percent of its Mudims object to have non-ldamic parties. Yet a country like
Nigeriais rdatively illiberd snce 34 percent of its Mudims refuse to dlow Idamic parties while
49 percent have the same dtitude toward secularist ideologies. With this type of polarization,
thereis a clear indication of lack of ideologicd liberal environment and, thus, a tense ideological
and culturd civil war among Mudims of Nigeria

If this measurement of politica and ideologicd (il)libera culturd environment is relidble,
one can classfy the 32 cases into the demongrated categories with Albania, Turkey, Iran,
Egypt, Morocco, Senegal and the Gambia among the comparatively most ideologicaly liberd
cultural environments in the Mudim world. Yet the Sudan, Syria, Algerlia, Tgikistan, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Qatar, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, Yemen, Oman, UAE, Libya, Indonesia,
and Lebanon are among the leagt paliticaly and ideologicaly liberd culturd environments in the
Mudim world.
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Table3.10
Attitudes toward Political Parties Based onIdamic or Non-l1damic Ideologies (%)

* (Strongly) ** (Strongly) Rdaivdy | Skewnessin
Dissgreeto | Disagree to Non-|liberd & Illiberd | Support for Culturd
Idamigt Parties | Idamist Parties Culture ideologies Tendency

ALB 18 9 Liberd -9 Pro-secularist
TUR 14 15 Liberd 1 Pro-Idamigt
IRN 9 23 Liberd 14 Pro-1damigt
EGY 11 22 Liberd 12 Pro-Idamist
MOR 7 22 Liberd 15 Pro-Idamig
SEN 7 20 Liberd 13 Pro-1damist
GAM 15 23 Libera 8 Pro-Idamist
MALY 21 28 Semi Liberd 7 Pro-1damigt
USA 24 24 Semi Liberd 0 Equa

IND 22 31 Semi Liberd 9 Pro-Idamigt
JOR 25 37 Semi Liberd 13 Pro-1damigt
KUW 20 30 Semi Liberd 10 Pro-Idamist
TUN 18 16 Semi Liberd -2 Pro-secularist
TRK 23 19 Semi Liberd -4 Pro-secularist
MALI 18 27 Semi Libera 9 Pro-Idamist
EU 18 29 Semi Liberad 11 Pro-1damigt
LEB 34 38 Illiberal 4 Pro-1damig
INS 39 37 Illiberd -2 Pro-secularist
LIB 38 43 llibera 5 Pro-1damigt
UAE 42 41 llibera -2 Pro-secularist
OMA 43 42 Illiberd -1 Pro-secularist
YEM 43 46 Illibera 3 Pro-1damist
PAK 30 41 lllibera 11 Pro-Idamist
SAU 44 55 llibera 11 Pro-1damigt
NIG 34 49 Illiberal 15 Pro-1damigt
QAT 27 39 llibera 12 Pro-Idamigt
BAN 27 35 llibera 8 Pro-1damigt
BAH 28 37 llibera 10 Pro-Idamist
TAJ 47 28 Illiberd -19 Pro-secularist
ALG 29 33 Illibera 4 Pro-1damist
SYR 25 36 lliberal 11 Pro-1damist
SUD 25 45 llibera 19 Pro-1damigt
average 26 32 Semi-libera 6 Pro-Idamigt
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* Pearson chi2(124) = 3200 Pr =0.000, ** Pearson chi2(124) = 1700 Pr = 0.000.

By looking at the last row in Table 3.10, 26 and 32 percent of average Mudimswould
object to having Idamist or non-Idamist parties respectively. Taken together, these people who
object to legalize ether types of parties represent 58 of Mudims. This other way of caculaion
confirms the previous finding that around 41 percert of Mudims are genuine liberas whether
modernigts or Idamigts. With the exception of Mudims of the U.S. who on average trest both
types of politicd parties smilarly, dl Mudim cultures have a tendency to favor Idamist or
secularist parties. In a scae from +19 to -19 the skewness in support for ideologies among
Mudim cultures captured in the survey is messured.

The more a culture supports Idamist parties the closer it gets to +19 it scores and vice
versa. Cultures that scored rdatively around O, such as Mudims of the U.S,, Turkey, Tunida,
Oman, and Indonesia are more equally balanced in their acceptance (ex. Turkey) or refusa (ex.
Indonesia) of both types of parties.

Some cultures, however, are clear in therr acceptance and preference for Idamic
ideologies to be officidly transformed into Idamist political parties such as in the Sudan,
Morocco and Iran. Other cultures showed evident tendencies toward secularist parties most
notably in Taikistan and Albania with a clear lower degree. Out of 32 cultures, only seven
cultures seem to be supportive of secularist parties than Idamist parties.

With the exception of Malaysiaand Y emen, the Table 3.11 clearly predicts that if these
countries run free and fair dections with relaively massve participation on the part of educated
Mudims, the politica map and power structure will radicaly shift in favor of new powers.

Out of the 24 cultures that support having Idamist parties only seven countries
occasondly and officidly dlow such types of parties or associations (Jordan, Morocco,
Turkey, the Sudan, Indonesia, Pakistan and Iran) which reflect the gap between what the elite
dlows for ordinary Mudims to choose from and what ordinary Mudims want for themsslves.
Among these seven countries, Idamigts are somehow represented in the politica arena either as
government (Turkey, Iran and the Sudan) or opposition (Jordan, Morocco, Pakistan, and
Indonesia).

The preponderance of evidence suggests that 1damists have more presence in the street
than secularigs. Idamists can meet Mudims in mosgues that abundantly exist in dmost dl mgor
dreetsin virtudly dl Mudim cities and towns.

Most Mudim autocratic governments have closed the paliticad system to such an extent that the
secular forces (liberd, Marxig, nationaist and socidist) * have been totaly marginaized, and the
only ideology that people can gravitate around has been thet of politica Idam. The Idamists
have provided the only viable dternative to these governments’ (Weaver 1999).

One last concduson may be inferred from the previous andyss regarding the
secular/ldamigt tenson. Though some researchers (Fish 2002; Lewis 2002; Norris and
Inglehart 2002) focused on the unequa postion of women in Mudim societies as one of the
core reasons for lack of democracy, this study proposes another, and possibly more important,
factor that may account for the lack of democracy which is mistrust and suspicion that sharply
divides Mudims into “minority of secularists who have no trugt in Idamigs and the mgority of
Idamists who have no respect for secularists’ as noted a professor of University of Tehran.
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4. Change Vs. Status Quo

The foregoing analys's provides some idea about the general tendency among Mudims
regarding democracy and liberalism without actualy asking the fundamentd quedtion: are
Mudims satisfied with the status quo? If Mudims are content with their mostly non-democratic
politica systems, then one cannot be more Catholic than the pope.

The survey directly asked the respondents to choose between the incumbents and
democrétic rulers. As shown in Table 3.11, only UAE can be considered to have a pro-
incumbents politica culture. Ninety-three percent of the respondents think that the status quo is
better than a democraticaly eected ruler. Oman comes second with 65 percent of the
population prefer the un-eected incumbents over publicly dected one.

The other cultures clearly are not supportive of the status quo at least in comparison
with the firg two cases. The Mudims least supportive of incumbents are the Kuwaitis,
Egyptians, Syrians, Moroccans, Sudanese, Malians, and Gambians.

Around 31 percent of Saudis are in favor of democraticaly dected rulers. This result is
consgtent with the fact that citizens of Saudi Arabia scored around 43 points on the scale of
support for democratic hardware.

Yet as a university professor from Riyadh commented: “Mogt Saudis want change but
not necessarily democracy. If democracy leads to change, they may reluctantly accept both.”
Maaysians and Y emenis seem to be dubious about what democracy can bring better than the
status quo with around 48 and 43 percent of the respondents not sure about democracy or
incumbents.

“All democratic developments in the Arab and Mudim world since 1967 have benefited
Idamigs mainly.” Dr. Nevin Mousa d of Cairo University observed. She predicts that the more
Mudim countries open up paliticaly, the more Idamists will benefit from the growing levels of
dissatisfaction among the masses. One cannot agree more.

The focus-group discussions tried to shed more light on those who are pro-incumbent
(around 14 percent on average) even if they are not democratically dected. One interesting
finding is that most of these pro-incumbents adopt the logic of “dictators but...” That isto say
there is dways a tendency among pro-incumbent Mudims to justify the autocratic practices of
the rulers on grounds like fighting foreign enemies or keegping the naiona unity (Sudanese
interviewees), achieving domestic sability (Egyptian interviewees), re-digributive (socidist)
policies (Libyan and Emariti interviewees), achieving independence (Algerian interviewees), or
the gpplication of sharia/ldamic legidation (Saudi and Iranian interviewees).

These groups of Mudims who adopt the drategy “dictator but...” would not accept
being ruled by “sinner but...” That is to say, when the interviewees who supported the
incumbents were asked if they support a snner ruler (I congstently used the name of President
Bill Clinton as an example), they clearly refused to support a “sinner but...” logic of thinking.
Modernigtsin generd refused the fdse dilemmaof ether “sinner but” versus “dictator but.” They
prefer athird scenario of a devout Mudim who acts according to shura and respects the public
will. No heed was given to the issue of persond piety by secularigs. A democratic libera ruler
is preferred to the “shelkh of Idam if the sheikh of Idam is not publicly dected and keeps his
undergtanding of Idam to himsdlf,” An American of Lebanese origin commented.
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Table3.11
Pro-democratic or Pro-incumbents (%)

Society Pro-1ncumbents Not Sure | Pro-Democratic Rulers Total
UAE 93 3 4 100
OMA 65 37 18 120
TUR 37 6 57 100
ALB 35 7 58 100
IND 34 11 55 100
QAT 34 18 48 100
SEN 34 14 52 100
MALI 32 11 57 100
JOR 16 28 56 100
LIB 15 30 55 100
PAK 15 35 50 100
TAJ 14 31 55 100
ALG 13 35 52 100
INS 13 38 49 100
LEB 13 18 69 100
SAU 12 51 31 100
BAH 12 29 59 100
BAN 12 27 61 100
MALY 12 48 40 100
IRN 11 36 53 100
NIG 11 36 53 100
TUN 11 34 55 100
TRK 10 21 69 100
YEM 10 43 47 100
GAM 6 24 70 100
MOR 6 31 63 100
SUD 6 26 63 100
SYR 6 23 71 100
EGY 5 20 75 100
KUW 4 8 88 100
Average 20 25 55 100

Source: web and written survey 2002
These pro-incumbents, according to the survey, are 14 percent of Mudims in generd
and 10 percent of the focus group participants.
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5. The Eladticity of Demand for Democracy

From Table 3.11, one infers that around 55 percent of Mudims in genera support
democracy over incumbents who are generdly undemocratically eected. However, are Mudims
ready to pay the price of democracy? That is to say, assuming that the only way for Mudimsto
achieve democracy is through mass-led series of demongrations, strikes and public demands
following the East European path toward democracy, are they ready to do that?

The term of éadticity of demand for democracy is useful in this regard. In micro-
economics, the term dadticity of demand is used to reflect the sengtivity of quantity demanded
to price changes. In other words, to what extent isa person ready to sacrifice hismoney (in this
case hisher freedom or even life) to gain the demanded commodity (in this case political rights)?
The demand for drugs by addicts is indastic; that is no matter how expensve the drug is, the
addicted person has no other choice but to pay what is needed. However, demand for flowers
or perfume isvery dadtic. A very smdl increase in their prices may lead to a very sharp decline
in the demanded commodity.

How do Mudims perceive thar palitica rights: necessary drugs or luxurious flowers?

The data pooled in the survey help shed some light on this issue by resorting to the
answers of two questions in the survey (2.14 and 2.20). The first question reads. “To achieve
their politica rights (ex. freedom of expression and freedom of association), Mudims should...”
Four options are offered ranging from violent opposition to rulers to patience and prayer to
Allah.

The second question reads. “ There are individuas who are killed or sent to jail because
they publidy ask for their palitica rights. Do you agree or disagree with what they do?” The
respondents are given five choices starting with strongly agree through strongly disagree.
Confirmatory factor anadysis was run to verify that the two questions measure the same
dimenson. Vaimax rotation followed by Cronbach's test of rdiability and internd congstency
showed that the responses expressed a high level of internd consistency (a = 0.91). The
responses to the two questions have been standardized and re-scaled as reflected in Table
3.12. A culture with high points is more ready to sacrifice for democracy, thus the demand for
democracy is less dadtic. That is to say, ho matter how much one has to sacrifice for on€'s
politica rights, he/sheis ready to pay the price.

Some cultures seem to be more ready to sacrifice for democracy than others. Iran,
Turkey, Mdi, Senegd, and Mdaysia are the highest in this regard. Arabs as adigtinct group of
Mudims seem to be the least ready to sacrifice for democracy. Countries like Morocco and
Egypt — each having strong public support for democratic hardware and software as well as
relatively liberd cultures— rank 16 and 24, respectively, in alist of 32 countries.

These two countries have cultures that are compatible with democracy but they are not
likely to sacrifice for it. Thus, if they are given democratic freedoms and procedures as a gift
from ther rulers, they will accept them but the chances of mass-led democratization are
relaively low comparing to the cases of Iran and Turkey.

100



Table3.12
Mudims Reative Eladticity of Demand for Politicad Rights

Scale from 28 to
Elagicity | Obs Mean |Std. Dev. Min Max 100

SAU 743 -2.27 1.53 -3.62 1.92 28.06
UAE 545 -2.20 1.95 -3.62 2.64 29.53
YEM 396 -1.89 1.55 -3.62 2.64 35.83
LIB 512 -1.58 2.06 -3.62 2.64 41.89
OMA 458 -1.52 1.95 -3.62 2.64 43.20
QAT 464 -1.01 1.46 -3.62 2.64 53.46
TUN 495 -0.86 1.74 -3.62 2.64 56.32
TAJ 449 -0.81 1.62 -3.62 2.64 57.48
MOR 575 -0.69 1.70 -3.62 2.64 59.81
TRK 478 -0.68 1.64 -3.62 1.52 59.99
JOR 634 -0.65 1.69 -3.62 2.64 60.56
PAK 1473 -0.60 1.77 -3.62 2.64 61.65
SYR 577 -0.55 1.48 -3.62 2.64 62.61
KUW 438 -0.52 1.90 -3.62 2.64 63.22
BAH 395 -0.51 1.80 -3.62 1.52 63.43
SUD 532 -0.49 1.44 -3.62 1.52 63.82
EGY 1277 -0.43 1.47 -3.62 2.64 65.03
LEB 430 -0.30 1.96 -3.62 2.64 67.69
NIG 543 -0.25 1.97 -3.62 2.64 68.64
ALG 515 -0.06 2.42 -3.62 2.64 72.43
EU 708 0.57 1.73 -3.62 2.64 85.13
INS 1208 0.61 1.66 -3.62 2.64 85.87
BAN 825 0.82 1.72 -3.62 2.64 90.07
USA 984 0.85 1.46 -3.62 2.64 90.63
ALB 447 0.95 141 -3.62 2.64 92.74
IND 1357 0.98 1.48 -3.62 2.64 93.33
GAM 478 0.99 141 -3.62 2.64 93.48
MALY 1072 1.14 1.31 -3.62 2.64 96.43
SEN 517 1.19 1.25 -3.62 2.64 97.60
MALI 510 1.21 1.20 -3.62 2.64 97.89
TUR 948 1.26 1.10 -3.62 2.64 99.01
IRN 1031 1.31 1.16 -3.62 2.64 100.00

Source: web and written survey 2002

In Iran, even if Khomeini’s ideology is read to be controversid, one thing seems to be
clear-cut: Khomeni indtilled in the Iranian public mind the notion of equating politica rights to
religious obligations. If in Idam issues and things can be classfied into obligatory/wgib,
recommended/mostahab, acceptable/mandob, hated/makrouh and forbidden/haram, Mudims
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politicd rights are largely concelved part of the obligatory/wgib aspects such as prayer and
fagting in the Iranian public culture. According to an Iranian journdig, “If | die for my right to
fredy publish what | beievein, I'll die as shaheed/martyr.” The Iranian sudents demonstrations
shouting “degth to dictatorship” and denouncing the banning of reformists newspapers such as
Sdam are mainly Iranian phenomenon.

Mogt demondgtrations in the Mudim world are not for democracy or democratic rights;
rather they are anti-American or anti-lsradli, or for solving economic problems. What is worse
is that the demonstrations do not pay off. A Sudanese female student noticed that most of her
colleagues demondtrate for non-palitical issues while “the whole problem is paliticd... We are
given the right to demonstrate but not to effect, to waste our time and energy shouting but not to
redlly change anything. | gave up the habit of demongrations.”

Another survey conducted by a-Ahram Center for Strategic Studies found that around
75 percent of Egyptians pointed to democracy as their favorite political system but when asked
about their priorities only 7 percent set political reform as their first priority comparing to
economic and socid problems, achieving Arab or Mudim unity and the liberation of Pdedtine.
The director of the Center commented that the Egyptian public mind digtinguishes between
democracy and solving the socio-economic problems of the country and other relevant gods
(Saeed 2003). Alarmed by this possibility, | asked dl the interviewees who participated in the
focus groups in the countries | visited the following hypothetica question: “would they accept a
contract with a ruler like Saddam Hussain to be ther life-time ruler on the condition that he
would actudly liberate Palestine?’

Surprisingly, the great mgority of the educated Mudims (around 73%) whom | asked
this question responded affirmatively. Assuming thet | gave them a loaded question, | followed
up with the following comment: “Lifetime Saddam Hussein means no palitica freedoms for dl
your lifetimes.” Thisfact did not change many of thelr attitudes.

It isimportant to note that only in Turkey, Iran and Mudims of the U.S,, the mgority of
the interviewees did not accept the proposed contract. Counsdlor d-Bishri of Egypt hed a
telling comment on the attitudes of the 73 percent of Mudims: “In the Mudim mind, issues of
persond freedoms come second to the issues of Umma's freedom.” He stated that the Egyptian
liberation movements tried to achieve the two gods a a time “Independence and the
Condtitution.” Mogt Mudim countries, including Egypt, achieved nationd independence of
military occupation but without achieving persona and political freedoms. There are three
explanations that seem to complement each other for the atitudes of Mudims. First, The Mudim
mind prioritizes (other) Iamic imperatives over persona freedoms.™” Second, the occupation of
Pdedtine is perceived to be the number one issue in the mind of dl Arabs and most Mudims. It
isasif the Mudim body has a bleeding nose, and finds it very difficult to focus on any thing dse.
A twenty year old lady from UAE commented on the hypothetical Paestine/Saddam ded by
daing that: “At least with a free Paegting, we can say that we achieved something meaningful
for our religion.”

Y A Syriawhom was interviewed in the U.S. commented: “ Dignity not life is the most valuable thing | have.
Israel humiliates not only the Palestinians or Arabs, but all Muslims.” When | challenged his logic by
stating that he hates Israel more than he loves life, he concurred but assured me that life without dignity is
not worth living.
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Third, Saddam Hussain is not seen as being as bad & |sad. Statidticaly Saddam
Hussain killed more Mudimsthan dl Isradli wars with Arabs did. But who knows that? With the
exception of the Kuwaiti and Saudi media after 1991, most government-owned Arab mass
media refrain from disseminating the dirty laundry of other Arab governments, lest their own
laundry should be published too. But this is not the case regarding Isradl’s usage of Western
(mainly American) weapons to kill their brothers and sistersin Pdegtine. As a Pakistani engineer
reckoned, “ Saddam Hussain is not the enemy of Mudims. He is the enemy of Kuwait. Igradl is
the enemy of Mudims.” When | demondrated to him, among others, that Saddam Hussain
killed more Mudims than Israd did, he accused him of being atoal in the hands of Israel the
U.S. Though the rest of the Pakistani interviewees disagreed with him, they percelved Saddam
to be alessthresat to them than Isradl.

The 70 Mudim interviewees (27 percent) who refused to accept the Saddam/Paestine
ded have interesting arguments to make: “lsragl wins because it is a democracy, we will not
defeat 1sradl with Saddam in power,” an Egyptian student of business commented. Sixty-Sx
other interviewees voiced smilar thoughts. With the exception of three respondents who were
not thet enthusiastic about the whole issue of liberation of Palestine because it is a Pdedtinian
issue, the great mgjority of the 70 interviewees vaued democracy as an necessary means for a
better life and a free Sate of Paegtine.

Arabs in genera (around 89 percent) accepted the Saddam/Paestine ded while norn+
Arab Mudims showed lower support for it (around 61 percent). One inference that can be
made with some level of cetanty is thaa most Mudims perceve the issue of nationd
independence from norn-Mudim powers to be more worth sacrifice and resistance than resisting
their own corrupt autocratic rulers.

6. Mudims and the Myth of the Golden Age

The respondents were given thirteen politica systems and asked to choose the one that
comes close to their “best / ided / favorite” one. They were given as well the option of “none of
the above.” In the following question in the survey, they were asked in an opentended format to
date why they chose the politica system they chose. After a daunting process of coding, the
results are presented in the Table 3.13.

Table 3.13 reveds a number of intriguing trends among Mudims. The percentage of
those who chose “none of the above’ (40.6 percent) is beyond one' s expectation given the fact
that the range of the proposed thirteen paliticd sysems cover dmost dl types of politicd
systems that one can anticipate in modern world from uncongtitutional monarchies (Saudi
Arabig) to conditutiond monarch (eg. Britain;); from mog totditarian (eg. Irag) to most
democratic (eg. USA and France); from most secular (e.g. India and Turkey) to least secular
(e.g. Afghanistan under Tdiban, and Iran); beside dl other system in between such as Jordan,
Egypt and the Sudan. A quick look a column (4) in the previous Table demondrates that
around 48 percent of traditiondist Idamists chose none of the mentioned system to represent
their best or ided politica system.

Though to a lower degree but Hill a clear trend, 14 percent of modernist Idamists find
no single palitica system that actudly reflectstheir ided system of government. Secularists seem
to be more down to the earth in this regard. Only 2 percent of the autocrats and 1 percent of
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the liberds dream of asystem that isnot in the lig. Traditiondist Idamigts are known to percelve
democracy to be antithetical to Idamic government; thus, it is sdf-explanatory to find them
digribute the rest of their preferences among the Sudan, Saudi Arabia and Afghanistan under
Tdiban. These three political systems ascribe themsaves to be defending and abiding by Idamic
Sharia.

It is noteworthy that Iran, though sdlf-described as an Idamic country was not widely
chosen by traditiondists. The twenty seven sunni traditionaist interviewees ddliberately avoided
Iran as their idea sysem because Iran is Shiite. Shiite, according to the vast mgority of
traditionaigts, are not Mudims at dl. Their political system is not a possibility mainly for reasons
of creed. “Whoever does not adopt the prophet and his companions system of Ife and
government cannot be right” said an Emeriti graduate student.  As a confirmation to the
classfication of Mudims into traditiondists and others, it is dear that the percentages of
traditionalists who chose the U.S,, France, India, and UK to be ter best/idead system of
government is 1 percent as shown in the last row.

Table3.13
Respondents’ 1ded Political Systems
) (2 ©) 4 ®) (6)
% % % % %
sdect | Modern | Tradition- | Autocr- | Liberds
% f- -igs digs as
Freq. Total | country
Irag 43 0.18 0 0 0 11 0
Turkey 102 0.42 12 18 1 5 22
Jordan 173 0.71 11 5 2 21 10
Pakistan 311 1.28 8 1 4 18 4
Egypt 395 1.62 3 2 1 19 6
Sudan 398 1.63 15 5 12 9 3
S. Arabia 401 1.65 14 1 14 1 0
UK 503 2.06 34 10 1 1 14
India 546 2.24 23 6 0 2 12
France 955 3.92 31 7 0 1 10
Afghan 2,989 | 12.27 - 3 14 2 0
Iran 3,372 | 13.84 27 17 3 6 6
USA 4,072 | 16.71 37 11 0 2 12
None 9,883 | 40.56 - 14 48 2 1
Totd 24,365 | 100 100 100 100 100
%
Support

Democracy 24.93 34 1 6 438

Source: web and written survey 2002
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When most of the intellectuds and activists whom | interviewed learned that four out of
every ten educated Mudims prefer none of the thirteen mentioned political systems, they
advanced different interpretations such as lack of information about these systems, vagueness of
the question, ignorance, nostagia to the previous golden ages of 1dam, among others. However,
this lagt one of nostalgia seemed to be the most gppeding, given the fact that the trend of
refusng al current political sysems is dmogt limited to Idamists whether modernists or
traditiondists (48 and 14 percent) comparing to autocratic and liberd secularists (2 and 1
percent). Thisissue will be visted shortly.

Back to Table 3.14, it is interesting to note that out of the 14 percent of the
traditionalists who chose Saudi Arabia to be their best/idedl politica systems, only 2 (out of the
14) percent were Saudis. That is to say, that the great mgority of the traditiondists who choose
Saudi Arabia to be their best/ided system of government, are ether not well-informed, un-
informed or mis-informed about Saudi Arabia A Saudi traditionaist Sheikh who was criticd,
but not publicly, of the Saudi regime, attributes this lack of support among Saudis for their own
politica system as opposed to the support of other traditiondists for the Saudi system to the
effect of the fagade. | interpreted his analyss to be “it looks Idamic; it talks Idamic; it saysit is
Idamic; so it must be Idamic.”

However, the Saudi citizens themsalves, since they know better, they do not tend to
support their own political system to be their best/ideal politica system. Only 14 percent of the
Saudis perceive their political system to be the best/ided one (column 2). Comparatively
gpeaking, the Saudi political system is more legitimate than the Iragji, Egyptian and Pakistani with
0 percent of the Iragis (most of them were not in Irag during the survey), 3 percent of the
Egyptians, and 8 percent of the Pakistanis who think of their political systems to be their
best/ided palitica systems. Surprisingly, Jordanians, Sudanese and Turkish are not much better
in the way they perceive thar political syslems. One can infer that there is a legitimacy dilemma
in these countries with these numbers in mind. However, based upon the focus group
discussions, it was clear that most of the respondents confuse the political syssem with the
current government. In other words, it was clear among interviewees that they deemed the
government’s performance inexorably intertwined with the structure of the political system.
"Once they hate the government they hardly accept the rules and ingtitutions of the system” asa
Sudanese Professor argues.

Iranians seem to be the mogt satisfied Mudims who live in a Mudim country with ther
political systems; 27 percent think it to be the closest to their best/ideal system of government.
However, with a deeper look at the responses of the Iranians, it becomes clear that over 90
percent of the Iranians who prefer their own systems are actudly traditiondists. A 21 year
femde traditiondist student from Iran, thinks that:

Allah has made Iran the refuge of dl true Mudims... It will never remain as such
unless dl true Mudims vote, write, teach, preach and die to keep it s0... The
West and its collaborators from other neighboring countries do not want Iran to
reman asis, ance it symbolizes their mord vacuum. They want us [Iraniang] to be
like them. But ingvaa Allah, this will never happen.
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This voice and the like are highly satisfied with the current Iranian regime and think of
themsdves as guardians of Allah's message againg Allah's enemy. When | explored who
Allah’'s enemies specificdly are, | found that they are a very vast and inconsstent circle of
congpirators from West to East with one common god in the mind of the traditiondids to
devour Idam. This cirde includes their fellow Iranians “who prefer the Western style of life,
food, songs, dress, and socid relationships over Allah’'sway of life” an Iranian student said.

Mudimswho live as minorities in democracies, even with troubles such asin India, seem
to be more satisfied with their own politica systems. This satisfaction reaches its pegk in the
U.S. (37 percent) and goes to its lower end in the case of India (23 percent). Kegping in mind
that this data was collected immediately before the new measures taken by the U.S. government
toward Mudims after September 11", one suspects that this percentage would be sharply lower
were the survey to be conducted now.

However, these reaults as is show that Mudims in genera are not satisfied with ther
own respective politica systems and search for a better one.

Both modernists and liberals prefer the Turkish modd (18 and 22 percent respectively).
Dr. Essam Al-'Eryan of te Egyptian Mudim Brotherhood praised the Turkish system and
proposed it to be a viable system that can dlow dl voices to be heard on equa footing. Of
course he lamented the role of the military as negative in this regard. But he clearly preferred it
to the Iranian modd that for him is another example of an authoritarian regime but with an
Idamic dress. Based upon this finding, the Turkish modd can be a good modd that most
Mudim democrats (Idamists and secularists) may agree upon.

However, the support for democratic regimes is another feature that is common among
modernists and liberas with 34 and 48 percent support respectively. These two figures are
shown in the lagt row of Table 3.12 and have been cadculated by adding up the percentage of
the supporters of the four stable democracies in the modd (itaic). The support for Tdiban was
relatively high only among 14 percent of the traditionalists. This percentage is rdatively low
mainly because it is dill not as good as the golden age of Idam especidly with the civil war of
brothers in Afghanistan a UAE femade teacher pointed out. The autocratic secularists favored
mostly Jordan possibly because it is more stable with rare socia unrest compared to other
autocretic regimes. One should remember that in Jordan Idamigts are dlowed to participate in
eection and have their own political associations. They have their own complaints regarding
being deprived of participating in government no matter how many seets they win and of the
support the king gives to his own preferred politica associations. Egypt is a good example of a
dable reatively liberdized country where the masses are left to mind their own persond
business as if they resgned from the public sphere, according to Dr. Bahgat Qurani d the
American Univerdty in Cairo. The support for Iragi modd appears only among autocrats. One
will find out in the next Table that the support for Iraq under Saddam Hussein has no
democratic or Idamic reasons. The same can be said about autocrats those who supported the
democratic systems of the West. This support has nothing to do with democracy; rather it isa
matter of persona (not palitica) freedoms, economic advancement and technology. Liberds, as
depicted in the last column of Table 3.13, clearly prefer the Western models of democracy (48
percent) and the Turkish mode comes second (22 percent) as a clear support for their own
liberal pogitions. Their support for Jordanian politica system (10 percent) is based largdly on its
capacity to peacefully absorb Idamigsinto the politicad system.
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However, it seems that Mudims are not as uninformed as some of the intdllectuds and
activists whom | interviewed suggest. Rather, they have their own synthess of Idam and
democracy. For instance, most of those who choose stable democracies to be their best/ided
politica systems were not captives of the fdlacious "ether Idamic or democratic' way of
thinking. Conversdly, they advanced arguments based upon Idamic and democratic references
at the sametime asit is dear from column (4) in Table 3.14.

Table3.14
Explanation of Selected Best/Ided Political System
(1) (@) ©) 4) (©)
Democratic | Idamic | Combin- | Other
Freq. Percent | Reasons Reasons | ation Reasons | Totd
Irag 43 0.18 100 100
Turkey 102 0.42 32 11 21 36 100
Jordan 173 0.71 3 5 31 61 100
Pakistan 311 1.28 10 8 22 60 100
Egypt 395 1.62 9 15 21 55 100
Sudan 398 1.63 5 72 11 12 100
S. Arabia | 401 1.65 1 82 3 14 100
UK 503 2.06 55 11 23 11 100
India 546 2.24 47 12 20 21 100
France 955 3.92 51 7 28 14 100
Afghan 2989 |1227 |0 68 0 32 100
Iran 3372 |1384 |5 11 78 6 100
USA 4,072 | 16.71 |52 13 25 10 100
None 9883 |4056 |2 74 18 6 100
Tota 24,365 | 100 20.9 29.9 23.2 26.0 100

Source: web and written survey 2002

The respondents were asked to spell out why they made their choices. A summary of
the responses is presented in Table 3.14. In the table, the respondents who choose each system
are classfied into one of four reasons. purely democratic reasons, purely Idamic reasons, amix
of democratic/lIdamic reasons and other reasons (such as liberating occupied territories,
affection with a place, economic advancement...etc.) Around 74 percent of Mudims who did
not find any of the thirteen politica systems appeding were propeled by Idamic reasons.
According an UAE dtizen who chose none of the mentioned systems, “None of these systems
come close to the Idamic state established by the prophet. They are not designed to make
Allah's word above dl other words’ This reasoning is very common among most traditiondists
(around 93 percent) and some (around 6 percent) of modernists.

This reasoning as well supports the secularists argument about Mudims nostagia that
makes them live in the golden past with dl its glory and splendor. Thus, they are less practicd in
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terms of their capacity to develop socio-palitica systems that are more compatible with modern
life

According to a secularigt intdlectud: “it should be known that the dead are controlling
the contemporary Arab and Mudim societies...To date, we have not solved the problem
between ‘Ali and Moaweya or a-Hussein and Yazeed and even failed to swalow them’*®
(Saleh 2003b). The data definitely support this clam in at least 40 percent of how Mudims
perceive the world they livein.

What seems to be more interesting is the tendency of many modernists to argue that the
British, Indian, French and American politica systems are Idamic systems of government in the
way they are dructured. “Had Mudims been able to independently develop their own systems
of government, they would have come up with a French sysem of government with the
presdent as the cdiph and the minigers as his ades while the parliament is ahl d-hd wa
a’aggd” a Tunisian respondent said. “The colonid era distorted the natura development of the
Idamic cdiphate. The Ottoman Empire started political reforms in the 19" century but the West
did not want us to outdo them,” a Mdaysan respondent said. “Idam is justice. Whatever
achieves judtice is Idamic. Thus democracy is as Idamic as prayer and fasting” and Iranian
respondent said. “The U.S. system is like the Idamic cdiphate sysem. The differences are just
in names,” a Malian respondent said. “The British system is the best one to fit modern Idamic
gate’” a Nigerian respondent said.

7. Concluding Remarks

The conclusion of this chapter has two purposes: Firg, to discuss how the country-leve
variation in democratic hardware and software can be observed by the apped to the five
mechanisms that were discussed in the body of the literature. Second, to shed some light on the
prospect of democratization in these countries based upon the society-leve data.

a. Explaining the Society-Leve Variation

In the introduction to this chapter, five hypotheticd mechanisms were proposed to
account for the effect of Idam on Mudims perception of democratic hardware and software. In
Table 3.15, one finds that the five proposed mechanisms sgnificantly correlate with societies
democratic software and hardware.

The corrdation coefficients clearly show that a Mudim society would score highest on
the democratic hardware and software scales and thus have areatively democratizable society
if:

1. Thedidribution of attitudes indicates that autocrats and traditiondists are in the minority and
modernist Idamists and liberd secularists are in the maority.

2. Mudims are idedlogicdly liberd in the sense tha they accept the existence of political
parties even if they endorse opposing ideologies.

3. Mudims have negative attitudes toward the undemocraticaly eected incumbents.

4. Mudimsare ready to sacrifice for ther politica rights.

8 Ali, his son al-Hussein, Moa weya and his son Y azeed are the |eaders of the Islamic wars that occurred in
thefirst century of 1slam and ended up with division of Muslimsinto Sunni and Shiite.
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5. Mudims do not adopt fantastic ideas about what government can or should be and thus,
accept ademocratic system of government.

This society-leve andyd's sheds some light on why and how Mudim societiesin
generd perceive the democratic dternative. Yet this andyss does not help us understand why
some pro-democracy individuas may exig in anti-democratic societies or vice versa. To
examinethis, chapter four will ded with individua-leve data.

Table 3.15
Tegting the Effect of the Five Hypotheticd Mechaniams

Software Hardware
% of Idamist and Secularist Democrats 0.71*** 0.79***
% of Mudims Accept "other" Ideologies 0.82*** 0.81***
% of Mudims Support of Status Quo/lncumbents -0.69* ** -0.81***
% of Mudims Reedy to Sacrifice for Political Rights 0.27** 0.31**
% of Mudims Choosing Democracies as|ded System 0.74*** 0.83***

Number of cases= 32
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***<.001 — two tailed tests.
Source: web and written survey 2002

b. Prospectus of Democratization

In an atempt to explain the emergence ad evolution of norms in the internationa
gystem, Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) identify three-dage life-cycdle of norms (1) norm
emergence, (2) norm acceptance, and (3) interndization. This three-stage cycle may help us
differentiate among four theoretica types of Mudim sub-cultures. First, there are some sub-
cultures that are in the stage of rgection of democratic norms and ingdtitutions either becauseit is
deemed harmful or haram/taboo. Second, there are some sub-cultures where democracy has
emerged in the discourse of some intellectua entrepreneurs (intellectuals and ulamalscholars) but
has not been widely accepted among the masses. A third group of Mudims sub-cultures
showed higher level of support for democracy but democracy is not seen as the firg priority in
the public mind. Thus they will accept if it is given to them as a gift from the ruler. But they are
not ready to fight for it. Acceptance of democracy can be attributed to the effort the modernist
Idamig and liberd secularist intdlectuds, ulama/scholars and activiss. A fourth group of
Mudim sub-cultures reached a higher levd of democrdic interndization in the sense that
democracy is not a luxury for the mass mgority of the public. Rather it is the solution to their
problems and thus they are ready to pay its price in the format of public demands associated
with risk.

Based upon the previous four categories, Mudim cultures can be divided according to
the previoudy discussed issues into four types of sub-cultures 1- sub-cultures that reject
democracy in terms of its software, hardware and hence democratizablity mainly for lack of
liberd attitudes toward othersincluding "other" ideologies, 2- sub-cultures where the democratic
notions of government emerged but have not gained roots into the culture yet mainly because of
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the lack of support for its norms; 3- sub-cultures where democracy is accepted in generd with
relatively high level of tolerance toward "other” ideologies yet without being the top priority in
the sense that individuas accept it as a gift rather than to sacrifice for it; 4 sub-cultures where
democracy has been interndized and individuals perceive it as necessary for solving other socio-
economic problems. Thus, they tend to accept "other” ideologies as part of te rules of the
democratic game.

Table 3.16
Typology of Mudim Cultures
Regection Emergence Acceptance Internaization
1 2 Stead 3 4 5 6 7
Steady | Shaky y Shaky | Steady Shaky | Steady | Shaky
Cultures UAE | S None | Sudan | Qatar Gambia | Turkey | Iran

Oman | Arb. Pakist. | Bahran | Leban. Mdi Mdaysa
Libya | Yemen Niger. | Moroc. | Turkem. | Seneg.

Indon. | Tunisa Kuwait India
Tgik. Jordan Syria Alban.
Algeia | Egypt USA

Bangld. | EU

Software | M/H L H L/M H M/H H M/H
Hardware | L/IM L M M M/H M/H H H
Democrat- | L L L/M | L/M M/H M/H H H
izability

Liberd L L LM | L/IM M/H M/H H M/H
Statusquo | H L H L/M M/H L/M H L/M
ELAST. H H H/M | HM M M/L L L
ldedl sys. | D* NotD | D D D D D D

Source: web and written survey 2002

These cultures as wdll differ in their perception of the status quo and their tendency to
sacrifice for their politica rights. Some cultures seem to be more comfortable in what they
believe in. They are dmogt in a case of culturd/politica equilibrium. For example some cultures
perceive themsaves as non-democratic and do not want democracy. Thusthey are classified as
steady rejectionists of democracy. However, other cultures seem to be in turmail; there is no
support for the status quo or incumbents but at the same time clear desires for change. This
change may not necessarily be democratic but it is desrable. These cultures are classfied as
shaky since they bear the vaues of their own change.

In Table 3.16, there is a typology of the thirty two cultures examined in this survey.
Under category 1, there are five cultures that can be seen asin generd in a case of rgection of
democratic government as understood in the West. These countries are UAE, Oman, Libya,
Saudi Arabiaand Yemen. However, thereis a subtle difference between them.
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The fird three cultures are in asteady rgection of democracy while the other two arein
a shaky rgection of democracy. This difference can be inferred from the internal consistency
among the seven indicators. For instance, the prevailing culture in UAE does not indicate that it
will witness mass-initiated demands for democracy in the near future, ceteris paribus. It is a
country with a relatively high level of socio-poalitical acceptance of minorities but with very little
support for what they do not have which is democratic hardware. Besides, there is ardatively
high support for the status quo and incumbents with a high dastic demand for democracy. All
the indicators refer to the fact that there is a steady reection for the democratic system of
government as understood outsde of UAE. However, the cultures of Saudi Arabiaand Yemen
are in a shaky rgection of democracy due to the low/mild level of support of the incumbents
and datus quo yet with the mgority preferring non-democratic systems over the democratic
ones manly for religious reasons.

No culture met the criterion of steady emergent democratic culture yet five Mudim
cultures are suggested to be in the category of emerging democracy dbeit in shaky postion.
These countries are the Sudan, Pakistan, Nigeria, Indonesia and Tgikistan. These countries
have low or mild level of support for democratic software as one of the reasons that make them
in a shaky podtion. Thus, once the autocratic government weskens its grip, ethno-religious
tensgons is highly to erupt. However, they have a reatively mild support for democratic
hardware (between 52-57 points in a 100 scde as shown in Figure 3.1). Given the fragile
democratic software, the possibility of successful democratization is relaively low or mild at
best especialy with dl of them full into the category of ideologicdly illibera cultures (Liberd 10)
which indicates thet there is a highly possibility of rgecting parties that adopt ideologies "other”
ideologies whether Idamist or secularidt.

However, being in a sheky position has another indication for the future. Thereisaclear
lack of support for the status quo and clear desire for a change. But there is no guarantee that
this change will be democratic or nondemocratic change such as replacement of an autocrat
with another one. It was clear however, that the mgorities in most of these countries are pro-
democratic palitical systems (including Turkey) when they were asked about ther ided/best
system of government. Ceteris paribus, Indonesiaiis the country that comes closest to successful
trangition toward accepting democracy in this category. The data shows that Indonesians
eladticity of demand for democracy is 85 pointsin a 0 to 100 scale which means that relaively
speaking Indonesians are ready to sacrifice for their politica rights more than dl other countries
in this category.

Thirteen cultures accept democratic norms and procedures yet do not perceive it to be
ther firg priority thus the dagticity for demand of democracy is low/mild generaly spesking. Six
of these cultures seem to be rdatively steady in the sense that though the support of the status
quo islow yet the adticity of demand for democracy is mild as an indication of how luxurious it
is perceived. All other indications seem to be pro-democraic with rdatively high levels of
democratic software, hardware, democratizability, acceptance of "other" ideologies and choice
of democratic systems (including Turkey) to be their best/ideal systems of government. Ceteris
paribus, these countries are mogt likely to remain as it unless a decison on the part of the dite
takes the move toward democracy. The cost of suppresson on the part of the rulersis not that
high and the propengty to demand palitical rights on the part of the masses is not high ether
which make the status quo, thought not anybody’s perfect dternative, an equilibrium. These
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cultures represent a good example of what Professor Ahamd Y usuf of Cairo professor |abeled
“the happy daves” Even with some liberd gestures or steps toward political openness, back
and forth, they were mainly due to the desire on the part of the dlite to diffuse public anger or
assmilate world norms without solid increase in public demand for democracy.

However, some other cultures do not reved the same leve of equilibrium or steedy
position due to the relatively mild eagtic demand for palitica rights and low/mild support for
status quo (category 5). These cultures, though accepting of democracy, are comparatively less
tolerant toward minorities aad women comparing to the cultures that are steadier and more
accepting of democracy (category 4). But for this relative deficit in democratic software, these
cultures would have been more inclined toward moving to the democratic interndization
category gven the rdatively low support for the status quo and tendency to sacrifice for their
politicd rights.

There are nine other cultures that show great support and appreciation for democracy
including seven steady cultures and two shaky ones. All cultures that appear in category Sx have
one common factor: dl of them witnessed some sort of peaceful ateration of power in the past
ten years. This observation may suggest that there is a didectic relationship between democracy
and culture. In other words, once democracies are in place they tend to create the culture
conducive to them. This observation sounds true given the fact that these countries have very
high level of support for democratic software, hardware, liberd dtitudes toward "other”
ideologies, relative support for the status quo and dection mechanisms, besde their low dastic
demand of democracy. Steady internalization of democracy is the antithess of the steady reject
of it. Another common factor among the cultures that interndized democracy is that none of
them is actualy an Arab country.

Mudims of Iran and Mdaysia share dmogt dl the characteristics of steady democratic
interndization except for lower leve of democratic software, less liberd podtion toward "other"
ideologies and lower leve of support toward the status quo.

Comparing the means and percentages among cultures could be mideading if other
endogenous factors are influencing the atitudes of the individuas regardiess of their respective
countries. The multivariate regresson models will be necessary to compare the individua
atitudes of Mudims from each country after including controls for demographics, and strength
of rdigiogity as introduced in chapter four.
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CHAPTER IV
MUSLIMS ATTITUDE TOWARD DEMOCRACY:
INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL ANALYSIS

In this chapter, the focus shifts from society-levd andydsto individud levd andyss |
am conddering the possble factors and actors that militate both for and againg Mudims
support for democratic software and hardware.

Without replicating the discussed theoretical foundations for the hypotheses discussed in
the first chapter, the following equation summarizes the examined varigbles:

Support for democratic hardware and software is hypothesized to be a function of
demographic characteridics, familiarity with democracy, the effect of Idam, and trust in
numerous politica actors as credible agents of democratization or autocracy.

| use severa variables to measure the effect of each group of factors. Relative income,
education, age and gender are used to gauge the possble impact of the demographic
characteridics. The familiarity with democracy can be derived from previous politica
participation and resdence in a democracy for year or longer. The effect of Idam on the
attitudes toward democracy can take three dimensons: religiosity, support for political Idam
and compatibility between shura and democracy. The extent to which Mudims trust politica
incumbents, the West and the ulama as credible agents of democratization or autocracy is
hypothesized to influence Mudims attitudes toward democracy.

Regarding the modd specification, it is highly anticipated thet different variables will
affect attitudes in different ways in different countries. To minimize the probability of omitted
vaiable bias, | include a large number of variables in the models. Since the modds have ample
observations per country, including al the projected variables does not present any problem
related to degrees-of-freedom. But there is an efficiency cost. Including a number of irrelevant
variables in each country mode does reduce efficiency, but the benefit is that one can directly
compare model performance across countries. In other words, to avoid biases and increase
comparability, | decided to sacrifice the efficiency of the sandard errorsin fina models.

To improve the efficiency of the modd, | choose a Satisticd modeling technique
(ZdIner's Seemingly Unrelated Regression or SUR) that estimates the parameters of the system,
accounting for heteroskedasticity, and contemporaneous correlaion in the errors across
equations. The estimates of the cross-equation covariance matrix are based upon parameter
edimates of the unweighted system. To release some of the assumptions of the SUR system of
equations, the whole models were replicated usng multiple logistic regressons. There was
hardly any discrepancy between the two moddling techniques. In other words, the subgtantive
results are virtualy identical. Appendix 10 has the SUR technicd tables.

The find SUR modd is reported in this chapter and used as the basis of testing the
hypotheses. SUR produces linear regresson models whose coefficients are easy to interpret
and draw lessons from.

However, to test the efficiency problem, separate models were run to control for the
effect of these variables separately and then smultaneoudy in the 32 cases. There are no serious
discrepancies among the case-by-case modds with the control for variables and the find
aggregate moddswith dl the variables.

The length and depth of the discussion of the variables differ depends upon the empirica
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and theoretical significance of these variables. For instance, the debate over subjection of
women in Mudim countries has dways been on the research agenda of researchers.
Consequently, it deserves more investigation than for ingance the effect of rdative income.
Besdes, some varidbles are captured in this survey for the firgt time and thus will be discussed in
more detall due to their uniqueness. Trust in the incumbents, the West and ulama are examples
of such data

Table 4.1 summarizes the SUR and multiple logistic regresson estimates. Horizontally,
the table ligts the variables hypothesized to influence Mudims attitudes toward democratic
software and hardware. The effect of each variable is reported in two columns. one for the
impact on democratic software Sof) and the other for the impact on democratic hardware
(Hdw). The impact may be postive (increasing one's support for democratic software @
hardware) and thus given the sign (+) or negative (decreasing the support for democratic
software and hardware) and thus given the sgn (). The cdlls are ether empty (indicating the
lack of datigtica significance) or have sars (indicating the exisence of datigticad significance).
These dtars reflect the SUR models tests of significance. Three stars (***) in the body of the
Table mean that the respective variable has a datigtica significance a 0.01 levd, (**) at 0.05,
and (*) a 0.1. The point estimates and standard errors are reported in Appendix 10.

This table can be read horizontaly to demondirate the hypothesized variables that the
literature suggedts their capacity to explain why certain Mudims are pro- or anti-democracy in
each society. For ingdance, democratic software is mostly supported in Albania by female
Mudims who are rdatively rich, well educated, tend to vote in public eections, resided in a
democracy long enough to experience democracy, believe in the compatibility between dhura
and Idam, trust incumbents, believe that the West is Sincere about supporting democratization in
the Mudim world and tend not to trust the ulama as genuine agents of democratization.

The table can be read verticdly as wdl to show the (in)condgstency of certain variables
across cases. For ingtance, the variables of relative income have contradictory impact on
Mudims attitudes toward democratic hardware across Mudim societies. Relaively affluent
Bahrainis tend to be less supportive of democratic hardware than relatively disadvantaged
Bahrainis. Conversaly, Mudim Indians become more supportive of democratic hardware the
higher their incomes are.

A quick vertica look at the table suggests that some variables have more explanatory
power than others. For instance, the effects of gender, resdency in a democracy, and the
perceived compatibility of shura and democracy explain positive attitudes of educated Mudims
toward democracy. Trust in the West as a genuine "democratizer” does not seem to be of grest
impact on how Mudims perceive democracy.

1. Demographics

Demographic characteristics such as income, education, gender and age are among the
most standard yet gill debatable possible variables that affect on€'s attitude toward many
issues, including democracy. Some scholarship attributes Mudims' antagonism againgt the West
to some demographic aspects such as poverty, poor heath conditions, growing number of youth
as a percentage of population, falure of development and lack of education (Abootalebi 2000;
Sachs 2001; Stern 1999, 2003).
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Table4.1
Explaining Attitudes toward Democracy: Factors and Actors

1 2. Education 3 4- 5 6- Residein
R. Income Age Femade Vote Dem.
Sof Hdw Sof | Hdw | Sof | Hdw | Sof | Hdw | Sof | Hdw | Sof | Hdw
Pos’Neg | + |-+ |- |+ |-+ ]|-|+|-|+|-[+[|+]-1+]-|+]|-]|+]|-]|+]-
Albanla Ix I* Ix * % * Ik % % % Ix % % I*x % % * % %
Algerla [x % % Ix * [k % % Ik % % * % %
Bahra]n % X % % % % % X [k % % % Ik % % % % %
Bang [k % % Ik % % [k % % X % % 3 Ik % % X % % % % %
Egypt % * % Ix % % % % % % * % I*x % % * % %
% *
Eurme X % % L3 L Ix % [k % % % 3 Ix %
Gan-]bla ol * I*x [x % % [k % % * % %
[x *
Ind|a Ix * % % % * % Ix % % % Ix % % % % % % * % * Ix % %
Indon I * [x % % Ik % % I* [k % % [k % % Ik % % * % %
Iran X % % % IR L X % % % % % % % Ik % % % %
Jordan Ix % [k % % [k % % Ik % % [k % % X % % X % % % % %
% %
KuWalt X % X % % % % % X % % % % Ik % %
Ld)anon n3 % % % % [k % % % % %
leya % % Ix * [x % [k % % ol * % %
Malaysa % % % % [k % % [k % % % % Ik % % % % %
Ma“ X % % % % % % % % X % % Ik % % % Lk % % %
Morocco % % % [k % % Ik % % [k % % [k % % % % Ik % % % %
ngerla I * Ik % % Ik % % [x % % I*x [k % % * % %
Oman [k % % [k % % ik % % %
Paklstan X % % % % % % % X % % % % Ik % % % % %
Qatar [k % % [k k% Ik % % [k % % I % X % % % % %
L % %
SAI‘abIa [k % % 3 % Ix 3 X % % % % %
% %
Senegal X % % % % % X % % Ik % % % % % % Ik % % % % %
dean [k % % Ik % % [k % % X % % % % %
era [x % % Ik % % [x % % [k % % * % %
[x *
Taj Ix % % % % % % % * I* * % %
TUﬂISIa [x % % Ik % % % * I* [x % [k % % Ik % % * % %
I * [x %
Turkw ol * [x % % Ik % % ol [x % % % Ik % % [k % % * % %
Turkm [x % % x % Ik % %
% % [ %
UAE [x % % % X % [k % % * % %
USA\ % % X % % % % 3 % % [k % % % % % % %
Ye«nm Ik % % X % % X % %
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Table 4.1 — Continued

7- 8-Shura/ 9 10. 11 12,
Relig. Dem. Pol. Isam (Incumbents| West Ulama
Sof |[Hdw Sof [Hdw| Sof | Hdw | Sof | Hdw |Sof| Hdw | Sof | Hdw
+ | -1+ -H F+ F+ F + H+ R -+ R
Alban|a % % % Ik % % | |x % Ik %
Algerla % % % % % % Ik %
Bahl’aln Ik % % % % % % k% % | |x % Ik % %
Bang % * % * % % * % [x kK| [xx* % % % I % %
* %
Egypt Ik % % % % % % % % % k% % | |x % %
Eurq)e % % x * % % % % % % Ik k% | X * % k% |k*x %
Gambla % % % % % % % Ik % % % % Ik % %
Indla Ik % % % % % % % % % % Ik % % I
Indon bk % % [k % % % % Ik % % Ik % bk % %k % %
Iran [k * % % % % % Ik k% | x** % [k % %
Jordan Ik % % % % % % ek % | [x Ik % % Ik
KuWalt Ik % % % % % % k% Pk % % % % Pk % %
Ld)anon % % % % % Ik % % k% % | |x % Ik %
leya % % Ik % % % ol
Malaysa Ik % % % % % % % % k3
Ma“ k% % % % % Pk % % bk % % | x X
Morocco % % % % % % % k% % | |x % Ik %
ngel’la x * % % % % Ik % [k k% | |*x* x * % I %
Oman k% % k% % % % % % % Ik % % % % Ik % %
Paklgan Ik % % % % % % % % k% Pk % % | %% Ik % % Pk % %
Qatar Ik % % % % % % % % % % k% % | |x Ik % % Ik %
SAI’abIa x % % k% % [x* % * Ik % % x * % [k % %
Senegal % % % % Pk k% | |** Ik % % Ik % %
&Jdan % % % % % % k% hx k% % %
Syrla % % % % % % k% % | |x % %
T8:| % % %
% *
Tunisia * * % % * Ix * I*
* *
Turkey % % % % % % % % Ik % %
Turkm. * i [x*
UAE Ik % % % % % % Ik Ik % % % Ik %
USA % % % % Pk % % | %% % Pk % % Ik %
Ye«nm % % % bk % % % % % % Ik % Ik % % % % % % Ik %

In the Western experience, it is said that more educated and better off individuas who
generdly beong to the middle class will adhere to vaues conducive to democracy (Bermeo
1997; Kaufman 1997). However, an in-depth examination of jalled Egyptian radicd I1damidsin
1980 reveded tha the typicd member is "young (early twenties), of rurd or smal-town
background, from the middle or lower middle dass, with high achievement and motivation,
upwardly mobile, with science or engineering education, and from a normaly cohesve family”.
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In other words, they are “ggnificantly above the average in ther generation” while among the
most extremist (1brahim 1980).

With this type of conflicting normative and empirical accounts, the pooled data may help
determine if demographic characterigtics influence Mudims differently across societies or thereis
auniform pattern in dl societies.

To do that, the most important demographic characteristics suggested by the literature
(i.e. relative income, education, age and gender) were examined.

a. Effect of Rdaive Income

A 9-point scde vaiadle was developed to gauge the rdative income of the
respondents. This variable is hypothesized, as indicated in the theoretical chapter, to reflect the
effect of socio-economic status on individud attitudes toward democracy. Dahl's concluson
regarding the pre-World War 11 polyarchiesin Itay, Germany and Spain suggest thet the failure
to provide economic needs and to maintain public order spurred the shift toward dictatorship
(Dahl 1971). That isto say, if dictatorships provide necessary needs to individuas, they would
become less supportive of change, even if it leads to democracy. The following quote illustrates
this rdaionship in the Mudim context:

"[W] ith new means of surveillance, represson, and wedlth-extraction made
available to rulers by modern technologies and methods, governments have
become less dependent than ever on popular goodwill...With no need for
taxation, thereis no pressure for representation.” (Lewis 1993b:54-55)

This hypothesis is crucid especidly in some countries that are accused of buying
legiimecy (Luciani 1995) under the dogan of "no taxation, no representation.” Sherman
proposes the following quote as a support for the role of progperous economy in establishing
consolidated non-democracies. "the correlation between income and democracy holdswithin dl
but one region/culture. . . The one exception is Idam for which there is no significant correlation.
.. Among Arab nations there is a negative corrdation between wealth and freedom” (Sherman
1998). Ancther account refuses any link between wedth and Mudims  dtitudes toward
modernity in genera (Pipes 2002).

The available data helps us test this relationship afresh a the democratic software and
hardware dimensions.

A. Democratic Software

As Table 4.1 demondrates, reatively high income produces more support for
democratic software in Albania, Europe, the Gambia, India, Indonesia, Jordan and Turkey. In
other words, relatively richer people tend to be more tolerant toward women and minorities. By
controlling for the effect of education, one finds that rdaive income logt its sgnificance in the
cases of Indonesia and Jordan, which indicates that relative income has its sgnificance mainly
dueto its effect on education that functions as an intervening variable in these two cases.
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However, reaively high income has the opposte effect in two other countries: Kuwait
and Nigeria Differently put, the rdaively affluent Mudims who responded to the survey tend to
be less supportive of democratic software in the cases of Kuwait, and Nigeria. Contralling for
the effect of relaive income did not change the sgnificance of other coefficients, which suggests
that the negative effect of relaive income on democratic software in Kuwait and Nigeriais not
due to the interaction with other varigbles.

Finding out the mechanisms of causality between relaive income and negative support
for democratic software needs more scrutiny with more empirica data
However, there is no ddidicdly dgnificant rdaionship between redive affluence and
democratic software in the other 23 cases even after controlling for the effect of other variables.
In other words, Mudims relative economic status does not help explaining the politica attitudes
of Mudims toward minorities and women.

B. Democratic Hardware

The impact of rdative income is more sgnificant in explaining Mudims ttitudes toward
democratic hardware than their attitudes toward democratic software. Relatively high income
produces more support for democratic hardware in Europe, the Gambia, India, Kuwait,
Mdaysa, Morocco, Turkey and USA. These countries share very few common economic,
cultural or political characterigtics. From the most capitaist and affluent countries of the world
(e.g. USA and Europe) to a number of the poorest economies in the world (the Gambia and
India), there could be different mechaniams that make reaively affluent Mudims in these
countries support democratic procedures and mechanisms. As Dr. Bahgat Kourani of Montredl
University pointed out in an interview with him in Cairo, the rich may be gpprecidive of the
connection between democracy and their economic status and the poor in these countries are
hopeful to reach the same pattern.

However, rdaivdy high income produces less support for democratic hardware in the
cae of Jordan, Oman, Saudi Arabia, UAE and Bahrain. This result suggests that, with the
exception of Kuwait, al Arab (semi-) rentier states produce relaively undemocratic affluent
individuds. A pausible explanation is that most of these relaivey rich people are worried about
losing their status if democretic changes are introduced into their societies.

Why are the Kuwaitis rdativey rich individuds more supportive of democratic
hardware and less supportive of democratic software? The structure of the Kuwaiti respondents
to this survey indicates that around 58 percent of them are Idamists and the 71 percent of them
are men who bdlieve tha "Kuwaiti women are not suitable for outdoors challenges' as a
respondent put it. Whether this attitude is related to Idam, triba tradition or both is not as
important as the fact that it exigs. At the democratic hardware dimension, the history of
representative politics in Kuwait since the adoption of the 1962 condtitution indicates that some
democratic eements existed in the past without necessarily leading to abrupt shifts that may
jeopardize the privileged status of the mogt affluent citizensin Kuwait (Byman and Green 1999).

In the rest of Mudim societies, being relatively rich or poor did not bring much
explanation of Mudims attitudes toward democratic hardware.

118



b. Effect of Education

Education has aways been proposed to be a very important factor in shaping
individuas politicd attitudes. It is suggested that for highly educated people, the cost associated
with acquiring information about how democracy in other countries is low and as a result they
exhibit more support for democracy since empowers them. On the other hand, the least
educated pose a threat to democracy in the face of any socio-economic didocation (Lipset
1983). Thus, education is hypothesized to indtill and reinforce liberd and democratic vaues such
as equdity, support for socio-palitica tolerance, respect for individual liberty and democratic
indtitutions as suggested by theory and evidence from other cultures (Gibson and Duch 1993)
and (Flangan 1982). In the Mudim context, it is argued that education was one of the most
important reasons behind the weakness of civil society and democratic praxis (Diamond et d.
2003).

| use a 5-point scae to measure the level of education. As indicated in Table 4.1, this
study finds that education does not have any effect on either democratic hardware or software
in two countries. the Gambia and Oman. This result suggests that more education in these
countries does not necessarily mean more or less support of democracy. However, education
has a sgnificant effect on democratic software and/or hardware in the rest of Mudim societies.

A. Democratic Software

Education has a negative effect on democratic software in the cases of Saudi Arabia
and UAE. This result is very darming snce it suggedts two types of findings Frd, more
education does not necessarily mean more tolerance in al societies. Assessng the impact of
education requires understanding the contents of the curriculums that lead to less tolerance
toward women and minorities. Second, this result as well casts some doubts on the role of
school and colleges as agents of democratic socidization in these two countries. "The
domination of higher education by the ulama has led to a generd rise in complaints by Saudi
Sudents about the curriculum's lack of relevance to their everyday practica needs’ (Yamani
2000).

Some interviewed Saudi intellectuas were clear in their criticism of rote learning in Saudi
schools with bardy any avenues for developing criticd mentdity. Some Saudi ulama/scholars
refused this link between education and intolerance (al-Buraig 1994, |bn Baaz 2002).

A Shiite Saudi was quoted saying: "The religious curriculum in Saudi Arabia teaches you
that people are basicdly two sdes. Sdafis, who are the winners, the chosen ones, who will go
to heaven, and the rest. The rest are [Shiite] Mudims and Chrigtians and Jews and others' (d-
Ahmed 2002)."

The negative effect of education on democratic software in the case of UAE standsasa
red surprise in a country where 72 percent of registered students in higher education are
femdes. However, a plausble explanation for this negative impact is the role of age By

¥ The Saudi government has started a program of "revising school curriculums, condemning Islamic
extremism and easing restrictions on the press* and working hard on "promoting a tolerant and pluralist
vision of Islam” in the Saudi education system that may result into a different type of graduates Kristof,
Nicholas D. 2002a. "Can This Marriage Be Saved?' New Y ork TimesNovember 1, 2002.. This revision has
been adopted as part of the war on terrorism and anticipated political reforms.
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contralling for the effect of age, one finds that education loses its negative sgnificance, which
means that education has its effect through age.

Besides, though the UAE women occupy more school and college seets than men (the
ratio in high schools in 2002 was 2.7 to 1), most education experts find that Emeriti society in
generd ill does not encourage women to work outsde the fidds of education and some
governmental positions (Abdd Galil 2003).

What is interesting is that Pakistani educationd system has not appeared in this survey
to be anti-democratic despite the 8,000 religious schools, or madrassas, that are considered by
many to be incubators for Idamic militants (Igba 2003). A good possible explanation for the
lack of effect of these types of madrassas that teach only traditiona curriculum of Quran, Arabic
and Urdu studies on the attitudes toward democracy is that most of these schools function as
pardlel education system that is not under the supervision or control of centrd government.
Thus, unlike Saudi education, most educated Pakistanis do not send therr children to these
madrassas. Besides, it is extremdy difficult for students who go to these madrassas to join
college later on.

B. Democratic Hardware

Unlike the cases of Saudi Arabia and UAE, more education leads to more support to
democratic hardware and/or democratic software in dl other countries holding other variables
congtant. This finding implies that more educeation in these countries drive both tolerance toward
women and minorities and support toward democratic mechanisms up.

An intriguing result is that education does not have a negdtive effect on democrétic
hardware in any of the cases studied in this project and has a positive effect on democratic
hardware in 25 cases. This relationship between education and support for democratic
hardware suggests that Mudims with advanced education support democratic indtitutions and
mechanisms more than Mudims without advanced education. This finding in itsdf is important
snce it supports some of the claims made by some scholars that Mudims' lack of support of
democracy is not a peculiar function of Idam’s influence on Mudims' poalitica culture but rather
a common problem that Mudim societies share with other developing countries (Abootal ebi
2000). Beddes, it supports the argument that mass literacy, economic modernization,
urbanization, and the flow of information associated with the communications revolution, lead to
the rise of the middle class that is usudly supportive of democratic procedures and mechanisms
(Sivan 1997). Based on a smilar andyss, a prominent researcher projected that mass
education, dong with independent mass media, would have the same impact on Mudims like the
impact of printing press on Sxteenth-century Europe (Eickelman 1999).

The policy recommendation associated with these findingsis that if Mudim governments
intend to advance genuine democratic reforms they need to review ther curriculums to make
sure that they do not advance anti-democratic norms. For instance, Saudi educetion is in need
of revison to accommodate Mudims from al sects and women as politicaly equd. The rest of
Mudim countries need not only to fight illiteracy but aso to expand in post-high school
educetion that increasingly creates positive impacts for democracy.
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c. Effect of Age

As indicated earlier, it was found that the young are more enthusiastic about change
(Inglehart 1997) and (Bahry and Silver 1990), but not necessarily about democracy. However,
age is an important variable among Mudims. Some reports suggest that there is a tendency
among young Mudims, who form the mgority of Mudims nowadays in most Mudim countries,
to resort to religion and religious thinking in the last two decades. This tendency has become a
concern for the West since those religious young men resent Western values (al-'affifi 2002).

In this study, one finds that the 5-point scale of age does not have any effect on either
democratic hardware or software in 14 cases, but does in the rest.

A. Democratic Software

Other things being equa, age has a postive effect on enhancing democratic software in
India, Kuwait, Lebanon, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Tgikistan, Tunisa and UAE. This result by
itself sounds very darming. Older people are more tolerant toward non-Mudims Mudimsfrom
other sects and women than younger people in these cases. If this trend holds in the future, this
means that these societies may end up having relaively less tolerant cultures. Some scholars
note the relaive eroson of tolerance in India with the éection of the Hindu party of Bharatiya
Janata comparing to the older generation that used to support the secular Conference Party
(Jayal 2001). In Lebanon, older people are more tolerant of minorities and women than younger
people despite the fact that most of old people ill remember the 15-yeer civil war. However,
Dr. Samir Sdmani, a Lebanese sociologist, pointed out that older people do not want to repeat
the culturd environment of the civil war in contrast with the younger generation which has been
socidized into asense of defest.

Only among Mudims of the US have do older people support democratic software less
than younger people. However, around 73 percent of the respondents from the US are under
the age of 30 which is a good indication that they assmilate the redively tolerant democratic
culture of the US. In the rest of the cases, the age of respondents does not have any impact on
their level of tolerance toward minorities and women.

There is the posshility that age has its effect on democratic software through other
intervening variables such as education and relative income. Controlling for the effect of these
other variables did not change the significance or direction of age's influence on democratic
software in any of the cases.

B. Democratic Hardware

Older Mudims in the Gambia, Indonesia, Kuwait, Mdi, Nigeria and Tunisia tend to be
more supportive of democretic hardware than younger Mudimsin these countries.

However, older Mudimsin Iran, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Turkmenistan and UAE are less
supportive of democratic hardware than the younger generations. Some researchers find it
easer to explain why older people are inimical to democratic procedures than younger people
by referring to the historical experience of older people whose dissatisfaction is higher and their
knowledge of their backwardness is noticeable. Elderly Mudim men and women have no locdl
history of democracy on which to draw. As democracy has blossomed in Western states over
the past three centuries, Mudim societies have usudly lived under colonid rulers, kings, or triba
and clan leaders.
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The great mgority of Mudims are born and have lived in autocracies. Even the
attempts of nationdist governments to launch ambitious programs of mass education faled to
serve the purpose of political development mainly because of the logic of mass-mohilization and
indoctrination rather than focusing in basic freedoms and civil rights (Eickeman 1992). New
generations have access to dectronic communications and the media that educate younger
about democratic standards.

d. Effect of Gender

The issue of women's palitical status has been debated for centuries. The data available
for this project may be hdpful in shedding some fresh light on thisissue. For ingance, Idam was
described in a 1920 aticle as “a rdigion that ignores the persond existence of an entire
seX...[thusit] can hardly hope to survive outside the dark places of the earth” (Kinross 1920).
Others refer to the impact of an “interpretation of 1dam that relegates women to second-class
datus’ (Karatnycky 2002) on democratization in the Mudim world as extremely negtive.
Although this interpretation definitely exigs and its impact is confirmed (Fish 2002), it is not
dear if women have been socidized or forced to believe in this interpretation. Put differently, do
Mudim women percaive their palitica roles in the same way Mudim men do? This daa
categoricaly suggests that educated Mudim women in al countries are more supportive of
democratic software and hardware than Mudim men. This result should be understood only
within the context of the pooled data that captures educated women. United Nations figures put
illiteracy rates for Mudim women at up to 55 percent (World Bank World devel opment report
2001).

Some scholars, reying on ethnographic research and deep knowledge of specific
societies (Ahmed 1992; Ahmed 2001; Barakah and Nasif 2001; Bayes and Tohidi 2001,
Engineer 2001; Rosen 2002; Shahidian 2002), have emphasized the relatively high degree of
subordination of women in Mudim societies. The data of this sudy show at leest that thereisan
overdl awareness among educated Mudim women of their plight. The focus group discussons
add some depth and propose an important recommendation.

While taking to most men in the focus-group discussons, | found a generd trend in
which the most modernist and liberd mae ideologues talked as if they were traditionaists when
the discusson pertained to the status of woman. Almost 78 percent of the men interviewed in
the focus-group discussions advanced various arguments about women's home-based duties
such astaking care of the kids and bringing up good families. | did not find enough support for a
famous dam made by some researchers that women are responsible for their own plight by
socidizing their daughters on the principle thet their role in life is secondary to men's missons
(Farjani 2002b; Hijab 1988; Merniss 2003). Rather it was clear that men have this gender-bias
toward their missons in life even if they do not use Idamic argumentation. This clam may be
gpplicableto illiterate women but definitely not to educated women as captured in this project.

In al groups, women have portrayed themsdves as being trested unfarly socio-
economicaly by men but not by Idam. Interviewed Mudim women clearly accused society of
depriving them of the rights stated to them according to sharialldamic legidation. On making the
digtinction between Idam as a aeed and cultures, interviewed women consensudly agreed that
male-centered cultural norms do not give women a fair share even by Idamic sandards. A
Saudi universty graduate young lady with a degree in marketing, sated that: “Allah’s rules are
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respected and will be respected in Saudi Arabia We [women] do not want to dress
ingppropriately in dreets or intermingle impolitdy with men in offices... Women should keep
wearing the abayas black cloaks because Allah dictates chastity on us;, not because men
decided s0.” Fatema Nour of Iran refused the Western criticism of 1dam’s trestment of women.
“I can wear bikini, listen to music, and sing... but not in front of men... Some [Mudim] men do
not understand Idam or abide by its rules. They harm Idam’s image and there are adways
people who are ready to blame everything goes wrong on our religion.”

Once the issue of women taking office and participating in politics has been introduced,
many women (roughly 20 percent of the interviewees) begin to quote fatwas/religious verdicts
that forbid women from having superiority over men on political maiters. It is noteworthy that
the classfication of men into traditiondists, modernists and secularists does hold when men
expressed their attitudes toward women's public roles, snce most of them appear to be of
traditionalist tendencies. However, most Mudim educated women interviewed in al countries
are modernists (60 percent) or liberal (15 percent). They argue for more active role for women
in politics. Liberd women quote Idamic and Western examples. Modernist women barely make
any references to the West.

Modernig and liberd women quote the examples of many Mudims women who
govern(ed) important Mudim countries and were not less efficient than men.

No sngle Mudim woman in the focus group discussons or on the opertended
questions criticized Idam as a creed. Actudly quite the contrary, even among the most secular
of them, there is a clear rgection to any atempt to track Mudim women’s plights to the
sharialldamic legidation but to the man-centered schools of figh/jurisprudence that degrade
women. They are asking for an Idamic verson of equa but separate rights and facilities.

Another intriguing observation is that most interviewed women, even secular ones, are
criticd of the Western modd of manrwoman relationship. As a Turkish femde sociologist
comments. “American movies scare Mudim consarvatives. They are worried that if they give
women ther rights, Mudim societies will be like Western societies” As a supporter of the
Idamist governing party in Turkey, she thinks that her misson is to educate the masses that a
Musdim woman can be free in an Idamic way and not necessarily to follow the paths of Western
women or velled women of Afghanisan. Mot interviewed women think that Idamic principles
give them the negdive freedoms tha any woman may aspire to: freedom from sexud
harassment, freedom from pornography, freedom from sdling their bodies to market
commodities. The red chdlenge they face pertainsto the pogtive freedoms that 1Idam has given
to them but Mudim men deprived them from. Atop of these freedoms is their freedom to have
equa opportunity with men in workplace and public offices. As the feminist Igbd Barka of
Egypt put it: “The opportunity to fix what men messed up.”

Is there away to empower Mudim women againgt man-dominated culture?

One of the mgor advantages of focus group discussions with educated women is their
cagpacity to nall down their perception of a solution. “Empowering women through quota system
in political pogtions’ was suggested by an Algeria femde lawyer and human rights secular
activigt, and was unanimoudy supported by al the modernist and liberd femae interviewees of
the focus group discussions in dmogt al eight countries. Her logic assumes that Mudim rulers
have to ded with women in the same vein that mothers ded with their children. Otherwise, the
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subordination of women to men will continue even if many Mudim women are increesangly
educated.

A Sudanese femae student of medicine concurred. She thinks that most women are not
aware of their potentids and do not know how to defend ther politica rights. It is the
respongbility of governments in Mudim societies to alocate resources and positions to women.
From her perspective, if governments decide to do that, they will succeed.

A contrast between Morocco's and Iran’'s experiences is indicative in this regard.
Though Iranian women are active in dmost al socio-economic and political arenas, they are il
lagging behind when they compete with men. Women occupy only 4 percent of the Iranian
parliament seets. Applying the quota system in Morocco raised the number of women in
Morocco parliament from two to 35 and five of them won seats that were open to both sexes
(11 percent of the seats as mentioned earlier).

Some recent developments show us that though culture matters but it is not that
insurmountable if the politica dite decides to empower women.

The Qatari experience gtrikingly spesks for progressve stands taken by the dlite toward
women. In a clear contragt to the highly conservative traditions of the Arabian peninsula, a
Qatari woman has become a minister of education and another woman was appointed as the
Dean of the School of Shariawhere tens of mae ulama/scholars work.

The Qatari Condtitution does not only mention the equality between sexes (article 34)
but emphasizes the responsibility of the government to empower women (article 19). From an
Idamic point of view, if awoman can run the affairs of aschool of sheikhs and ulama, while the
male gatekeepers of Idamic traditions have no objection to that, then she is entitled to do so
many other things.

Practicaly speaking, the Qatari government has been working hard the past two years
to bridge the gap between women and men in education, employment opportunity, and politica
positions (al-Ansari 2003). There is not much dfference between the culture of Qatar and the
culture of Saudi Arabia where women are not alowed to drive cars and until December 2001
did not have persona identification cards because their faces should not be exposed to
grangers. All the agppointed Shura Council of Saudi Arabia are maes and the only alowed
elections of Trade Chambers are limited to men. However, there is a clear difference between
the political dites in the two countries. A Saudi citizen showed me a free booklet (with no
author or publisher) where the following quote by the famous Idamic scholar Abu Hamid a-
Ghazdi (12" century) appeared: “Women should stay at home, do not see men and men should
not see them. If awoman had to go outdoors, she must bein extremdy awful clothes.... etc.).

Yet the Saudi government decided to dlow women to participate in the nationd
didogue on reforms in the country, through video- conferencing from separate rooms, but with a
growing respect for their role in society.

A famous example that has been used to underscore the role of culture and tribaism in
degrading women's political status in Mudim countries is the Kuwaiti example where the
Supreme Court and the (50-male member) Parliament refused to give Kuwaiti women the right
to paticipate in palitics. Both decisons invaidate a decree issued by the prince in 1999 to
enfranchise women. However, one of my Kuwaiti interviewees argued that the prince was not
fully serious about enfranchising women. “Had he been fully supportive of it, he would have got
it” Isit amatter of a peculiar Kuwaliti culture? The answer does not seemto beyes. If itisa
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matter of culture, how can we explain that educated Kuwaiti women have top postions as
bureaucrats, academicians, journdists, and diplomats, but they are not alowed to vote in public
eections? Besdes, it is very difficult to come up with significant culturd differences among the
Gulf States.

Additiona evidence to support the supremacy of the politica actors agenda over the
culturd/rdligious factors is the role of women as justices. Though there are over 1000 Arab
justices, Egypt appointed its first femde justice only in 2003. Approximately 50 percent of
Morocco's jugtices and 67 percent of Sudanese justices are women (lbrahim 2002). Femae
justices have been in Morocco since 1959, the Sudan since 1962, Tunisa 1975, Yemen since
1990, L ebanon since 1966, and Jordan since 1995.

Igbd Baraka thinks that Mudim men fear women's progressive and reformist idess.
“They do not want to give women the chance to know their potentiadls.” According to Baraka,
men, manly Idamigts, use religion and culturd traditions to subdue women throughout the
Mudim world (See aso Merniss 1991). There is some evidence in this data that clearly
supports the fact that women are more supportive of democratic hardware and software than
men.

According to Togan d-Faisd, the firda woman to be dected into the Jordanian
parliament in 1993, opposition to women' public role is not based on rdigion or culture but on
“politicd agenda.” Her evidence is twofold. Firgt, King Hussein of Jordan gppointed two
women in the Jordanian parliament after she was dected in 1993 contrary to the conservative
and tribd culture that emphasized honoring women by staying at home for decades. Second,
though members of the Mudim Brotherhood of Jordan were very criticad of women's
participation in politics basad on rdligious and cultura reasoning during the 1989 dections, they
retrested after her being eected in 1993 dections. The Jordanian Mudim Brotherhood,
contrary to ther previous discourse, gopointed a woman in their Shura Council for the first time
in the whole Arab region and later nominated a woman to get eected (al-Faisal 2003). Had it
been an actud religious and culturd mandate, the late King and the Idamic groups should not
have shifted directions that quickly.

If Sweden has the highest percentage of women's representation in Parliaments (54
percent) and US women occupy 41 percent, Senegd and Morocco (19 and 11 percent
respectively) are the highest among Mudim countries mainly because of the politica support
women get from the governing dlites.

What seemed intereting is that the attempts to empower women were adways coupled
with progressve interpretations of certain verses of the Qur'an and sunna/sayings and praxis of
the Prophet Mohamed beside underscoring certain incidents and paying little heed to others.

2. Experiencing Democracy

a. Previous Politicd Participation

Following a procedurdist reading of vating in meaningful dections as the main form of
political participation (Dahl 1989; Downs 1956; Sartori 1962; Schumpeter 1976), this project
measures politica participation in the countries that have public dections through voting. It may
be suggested that people who vote are definitely pro-democracy. Actudly Bollen refused to use
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voting as a vindication of democracy because it has been widely common in non-democratic
countries. He actually cited data from 1970s to show that countries like North Korea, Romania
and Bulgaria among others had very high leves of voter turnout (Bollen 1980). Thusit is not
clear if voting would necessarily lead to more support for democracy or not. In the countries
sudied in this project, only Turkey has compulsory voting.

The variable of voting has not been used in the cases of Saudi Arabia, UAE, Oman,
Qatar, Bahrain and Libya

A. Democratic Software

Intuitively one may anticipate that individuas who participate in palitics through voting
are usudly more open-minded regarding tolerating the right of minorities and women to run for
office and participate in the democratic process. However, this reault is true only among
Mudims of Albania, Bangladesh, Europe, India, Iran, Maaysa, Morocco, Turkey and USA.
These countries have two important characteristic in common. Firdt, they dl have a reatively
long tradition of eections with clear opportunities given to minorities and women. Besides, these
countries occupy the top right corner of Figure 3.1 that shows that they have the most
compatible aggregate attitudes toward democratic software and hardware.

Second, this finding suggests as well that people who tend to vote are more liberd and
modernist than being traditiondigts. The traditiondist position contradicts the democratic pirit
that focuses on voting for the best candidate regardless of faith. Typica traditiondists refuse
Mudims participation in dections Snce it is bed'a man made innovation However, some non
typicd traditiondists accept participating in eections only under extreme conditions. For
ingtance, women should not vote or participate and male Mudims should vote only for Mudims
even if anon-Mudim candidate seems to be better than a Mudim candidate quoting some verse
of the Qur'an such as (221, ch. 2). (Idamweb.net/fatwas, Fatwa # 5141).

This result may be of a good support to Dr. William Ritchi€'s didecticd relaionship
between democratic mechanisms and democrétic politica culture. He states that “democracy
tends to create the type of culture conducive to its sustainability.” In other words, people who
vaue democratic ingtitutions and participate in their dynamics end up supporting the civic spirit
that favors individuas' rights to participate in politics on equa footing. Besides, people who are
tolerant and trugtful of minorities and women think postively of the cgpacity of democratic
mechanisms such as voting in fulfilling the task of giving a far outlet for minorities and womenin
expressing ther interests.

B. Democratic Hardware

As expected, the more people are voting in public ections, the more supportive they
are of democratic hardware in Albania, Bangladesh, India, Mali, Morocco, Nigeria, USA,
Turkey, Senegdl, Iran, and Europe. However, what is more interesting iswhy thisrdationship is
limited only to Mudims of eeven societies. In other words, how can some individuas
participation in eections have no affect on their support for democratic hardware?

The answer comes from many observers who noted that meaningless or fake eections
are increasing in Mudim world. "Mogt of these eections bardly change anything” as Dr. Bahgat
Qurani in Cairo commented.

Out of the 53 countries with Mudim mgorities, around 50 of them officidly hold some
sort of eections and referenda. They are close to Sartori’s description of some dections as
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“nothing more than the peopl€'s periodic renunciation of their sovereignty” (Sartori 1962:24).
Most Mudim countries that hold eections can be best described as éectord authoritarian
regimes that “neither practice democracy nor resort regularly to naked oppression” (Schedler
2002:36) which explicitly implies that eections on ther own rights are necessary but not
aufficient for apolity to become a democracy.

If one uses Przeworski’s criterion that “no country in which a party wins 60 percent of
the vote twice is a democracy” (Przeworski 1992: 126), one will conclude that eections
virtudly and irregulaly maiter only in seven Mudim countries Albania, Iran, Senegd,
Bangladesh, Mdli, Turkey and Indonesa.

In the rest of Mudim countries, some dections are “shams that nobody can take
serioudy; others are occasions of struggle that nobody can ignore” (Schedler 2002: 38). This
study shows that participation in dections is a good predictor of democratic hardware only in
countries where éections actualy matter. In Iran, even if dections produce a rdatively wesk
president and parliament while the actua authority remains in the hands of the Supreme Leader,
the regresson results show a sgnificantly postive relationship between voting and support for
democretic hardware. Actudly mogt Iranians gill hope that voting will eventudly advance
reforms through decting liberds and moderates into the presidency and parliament (Jahanbegloo
2003).

In Bangladesh, dections are largely an opportunity for exchanging seats between
Shalkha Hessaina (the daughter of Muguid a-Rahman, the founder of Bangladesh) and Khadha
Dheya (the widow of the Dheyada a-Rahman, the President of Bangladesh in the 1970s). One
Bangladeshi respondent described the Bangladeshi eections as “ceremonid™ in their impact but
Bangladeshi people “till think that eections tell whoever in power that we can change you.”

Voting by Mudims of Pakistan did not have an impact on their support for democratic
hardware though eections were periodic occasons for changing the seets of the Prime Minister
between Nawaz Sharif and Benazir Bhutto. “Most Pakistanis welcomed [Musharraf's] coup in
hopes that the military would inditute long-awaited-structurad reforms’ to the 11-year of
misgovernance under what most Pakistan experts considered democratic rule until 1999 (Shah
2002: 72).

There is no democracy without eections but in mos Mudim countries there are
elections without democracy, elections that breed dictatorship. An Iranian journdist clearly
refuses to describe his country’ s polity as a democracy though he participated in al the elections
took place in the Idamic Republic. As a journdist himsdf, he measures democracy by freedom
of expresson and press. He referred me to the internationa reports on freedom of press. By
checking the Reporters Without Borders' first worldwide press freedom index, one finds that
Mudim countries that have eections are very poorly placed. Indonesais number 57, Turkey is
number 99, Bangladesh is number 118, Pakistan is number 119, and Iran is 122, which dearly
indicates that eections have not been trandated into substantive respect for freedoms and
rights® Most of the moderate interviewees expressed their concern that libera Iranians may
end up giving up voting because it does not matter.

Another angle was introduced by a lawvyer from Algeria. She champions democratic
reforms but not from afeminist point of view. From her perspective, the red chalenge that faces

2 http://www.rsf fr/article.php3?d_article=4116
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Mudim countries is not the right of women to vote and participate; rather, it is the efficacy and
relevance of the eected councils even if fully dominated by men. In patrimonia and hierarchica
societies the structure of power makes al relevant decisions come from top to bottom even with
decorative public dections. Thus, these so-caled representative inditutions are not effective
anyway and consequently voting does not increase or decrease the trust in these inditutions
because they are exactly the same thing. When | asked: why do people vote then? She quoted
many examples of people who vote for money, to take a vacation from work on the day of
elections or because of gppedling to ethnic and religious commitments but “not because of any
trust in the politicians’ they dect. If one searches for good illudtrations of Zakarid's illiberd
democracies (1997), these dectoral authoritarian regimes in the Mudim world can serve best.

A note of caution should be made regarding some Mudim societies where red and
effective eections are not dlowed (eg. Libya, Saudi Arabia, UAE, and until recently Qatar,
Bahrain, and Oman). Ruling families and dlites provide some access to their citizens by “holding
regular, but informa, meetings where citizens can ar complaints, petition for redress of
grievances, or otherwise try to influence decisonrmeking” (Byman and Green 1999). In most
cases, this informa access to dites becomes more effective in defending their interests than
regular voting process, as one of my interlocutors indicated. Based on the focus group
discussons, it was noted that individuals who have informa access to government officids are
less supportive of democratic procedures such as eections, voting, and the whole idea of
representation. However, it opens up the gates of nepotism and weekens the role of ingtitutions
and creates an accountability-free culture.

b. Resdencein a Democracy

This variable is measured by a dummy variable coded one for Mudims who have lived
for a year or more in a democratic country (North America, Europe, Japan, or India). This
variable was dropped from the models of democratic countries such as USA, Europe or India
because dl Mudims who have the nationdity of these countries have aready lived there for a
year or more.

There are two controversd debates regarding the impact of living in the West. Some
studies suggest thet living in the West by itsdf does not have any effect on Mudims' attitudes
toward modernity. Overal, the perpetrators of the September the 11™ attacks lived in the West
enough to experience democracy but did not get influenced by it (Pipes 2002). One can quote
as well the example of Sayyid Qutb who became more radica after vidting the US (a-Khaledi
1987). Other Mudim intdlectuds who lved in the West as students or vistors were highly
impressed by socio-economic and politicd modernization and assmilated the Western
experience in building their intellectud programs. Some researchers refer to the triumph of the
USin the Cold War as another factor that ensured “the growing impact of the U.S. democracy
and of American popular culture in the Idamic lands... This kind of reationship is further
encouraged by westward migration” (Lewis 1993b).

The pooled data helps to test the effect of resding in a democracy for ayear or longer
on their atitude toward democracy.

As Table 4.1 demondrates, holding other variables congtant, in dmogt dl cases, dl
Mudims who lived in a democratic country for a year or more are more supportive of both
democratic hardware and software than Mudims who never had enjoyed this experience. This
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result indicates thet travel and living in ademocracy is one of the mog, if not the mog, influentid
agents of democratic socialization.

Some focus group discussions conducted in the US and others conducted with Mudims
who lived in a democracy for a year helped to understand the impact of living in a democracy
on Mudims coming from norn-democratic countries. Most Mudims who were interviewed were
impressed by the peaceful rotation of power. A Pdedtinian student (three years in the US),
commented that democracy means that “people can choose ther ruler and not to wait until he
dies”, a Pakigani student, (four years in Canada and Britain) liked the freedom of religion in
Canada “I pray without fearing being arrested for letting my beard grow.” A Saudi student (in
the US for 5 years) suggested that the “rulers of Mudim countries should come and say in the
US for two years to learn how to govern.” A Lebanese adminigrator (3 yearsin the US) thinks
that the democratic system is an Idamic system. “If there were a modern Cdiphate, it would be
like the US.” He had in mind two aspects, federalism and democracy, but with one cavest. He
does not gpprove using the word democracy: “it will contaminate the Mudim mind.” Insteed he
wantsto cal it shura system.

An Egyptian engineer worked in Egypt, Irag, Saudi Arabia, Germany and USA @
years in the US and Germany). He thinks that the US has the fairest and most just system.
“There is no discrimination in the US. If | am more qudified than a US-born American, I'll get
the job and be the boss of other Americans. This cannot happen in Irag or Saudi Arabia...
American [democratic] system ismore Idamic than dl Arab nominaly Mudim countries”

An Emarati sudent (18 monthsin the US) who has alot of reservations on wheat he cdls
“excessve freedoms’ but gill very much impressed by dections, Congress, and most of al the
Supreme Court idea. His class on American Political System was a lot of fun. It described to
him what Mudims need to do in their countries. Another Sudanese student (14 months in the
US) pogtivey commented on the capecity of the American society to accommodate different
religions, ethnic groups and languages.

Though Mudims who live(d) in the US are not fond of the US foreign policy, as will be
discussed later, most of them mantain that democracy works great for Americans and can work
for Mudims with necessary modifications to accommodate Idamic sharia/ldamic legidation such
as making sure that certain basic Idamic teachings cannot be violated.

There is a smdl number of the interviewees who are critica of the democratic idedl
itsdf. Their main criticiams focus on the defects in the mechanism such as the effect of money on
the campaigning and eectord process, the perceived control of Jewish lobby over the US
political agenda and “the freedom of wrongdoing” as a Nigerian femade putsit.

In sum, there is a clear positive impact of living in a democracy for a year or more on
Mudims support for both democratic hardware and software. Definitely, Mudims experience
in the US cannot speak for Mudims in Europe or India But the comments of these Mudims
reved that democratic principles are contagious and that Mudims are quick learners. Once they
are exposed to real democracy, mogt likely they will asssmilateit.

3. The Effect of Idam

How much influence does Idam have on individud Mudims' attitudes?
In this section, the main task is to undersand how Mudims attitudes toward
democracy gets affected by ther adherence to Idam in terms of observing Idamic rituds
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(religiogity,) underganding of the relationship between shura/mutua consultation and democracy
and their perception of 1dam as a source of political ideology or as deena wa dawlardigion and
state.

It has been argued that 1dam itsdf has no impact on the politicd atitudes of Mudims.
“The roots of Idamic radicdism must be looked for outsde the rdigion, in the rea world of
cultura despair, economic decline, politicd oppression and spiritud turmoil in which most
Mudimsfind themsdvestoday” (Amirahmadi 2002).

An eminent scholar of Idam darted his book by sating that: “My own experience of
Idam began with a surprised and uncomfortable recognition that things are not what they seem”
(Gilsenan 1982:9). Later on he explains. “ So we should be especidly wary of assuming thet it is
Idam isthe most important area on which to focus’ (Gilsenan 1982:20).

Conversdly, Idam’s impact on Mudims' attitudes and behavior has been a core aspect
of the neo-orientdists andlys's of the undemocratic tendencies among Mudims. “Such familiar
pairs of words as lay and ecclesiagtical, sacred and profane, spiritual and tempord, and the like
have no equivaent in classical Arabic or in other Idamic languages’ (Lewis 1999:28).

Idam remains a rdigion of the Dark Ages. The 7th-century Koran is till taught

as the immutable word of God, any teaching of which is literdly true. In other

words, mainstream Idam is essentidly akin to the most extreme form of Biblica

fundamentaism. (Johnson 2001).

It was reported as well that the late Nobd laureate and poet Octavio Paz once argued
“Idam today is the most obstinate form of monotheism in a world that otherwise accepts plurd
truths’ (Gardels 2003).

Mudims, on average, are clamed to be more influenced by their religion than other
monotheigs. For instance 17 percent of the books issued in the Arab world are religiouswhile
this percentage is 5 percent in other parts of the world (Farjani et a. 2002).

Empiricdly, the Gdlup survey of nine Mudim countries maintans that “reigion
dominates dally lifein the Idamic world” (Gallup 2002).

Paliticians, such as the German foreign minister, have doubted the capacity of religious
and orthodox Mudims to have an "an Idamic path toward modernity and to a society thet is
edablished on human rights, individua freedom and equaity anong men and women” (Fisher
2002).

Fearing that using the three variables of Mudims commitment to Idamic rituds
(religiogity), Idam as a paliticd ideology, and compatibility between shura/mutud consultation
and democracy may lead to multicollinearity, the test has been run and found that, though there
isatheoreticd relaionship between them, empiricaly there is no multicollinearity. The modd has
been run after controlling for the effect of each one of the three variables. Only in the cases of
Yemen and Mdaysia, one finds that dropping out the variable religiosty led the variable of
support to Idam as a politica ideology to loseits Sgnificance.

a Rdigiogty

Rdigiogty in this project is measured as the combined factor of two indicators: drinking
acoholic beverages and observing daily prayers (apha= .926 as discussed in gppendix 8.)
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A. Democratic Software

The more Mudims observe Idamic rituds, the less they are supportive of democratic
software in the cases d Bahrain, Bangladesh, Europe, the Gambia, India, Indonesia, Jordan,
Kuwait, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Turkmenistan, UAE and Yemen. This
is a vey intriguing result epecidly since it is applicable to a Szable number of countries.
Besides, these countries have very rare aggregate characterigtics in common in terms of history,
economic status and political experiences. Rdigiosity here definitely means that people who
observe Idamic rituds are less tolerant toward minorities and women in generd. Doesthis result
mean tha Sns make people more tolerant? This finding makes sense if committed Mudims are
predominantly traditiondists. However, traditionaists in al these countries combined are around
16 percent of the respondents while religious people (who observe 80 percent of therituas) are
approximately 27 percent of the respondents. The resort to focus group discussions was a must
to understand why a committed Mudim would be less tolerant toward women and minorities
than a less committed Mudim. There was a consensus among the interviewees that committed
Mudims tend to attend sermons and listen to Idamic audiotapes that make them objects of a
certain type of Idamic rhetoric. This answer makes committed Mudims' attitudes a function of
the dscourses disseminated by ulama/scholars who give sermons and communicate through
audiotgpes which is an issue that will be discussed soon.

Why didnt this type of effect gppear in other countries such as Egypt and Iran,
especidly since they are known for having extremey vocd and efficient officid and unofficid
ulama/scholars? | took this question to Dr. Saim a-Awa of Egypt who has very solid ties with
ulamalscholars and Idamic thinkers throughout the Mudim world. He did not show any
astonishment regarding these results based upon his knowledge of most of the countries thet are
sudied here. For ingtance, he thinks that the Saudi and gulf states religious discourse has not
been plurdig. This discourse is changing right now but it will take time for these changes to have
an effect on peoples minds. Regarding Egypt and Iran, he argues that the mgority of committed
Mudims in these two countries specificaly are not absolutists because of the nature of the
plurdigt rdigious discourses of the sdafi (traditiondists and conservatives) and progressve
ulamalscholars. They are part of the mainstream moderate reading of Idam that “lives and lets
otherslive”

Dr. d-Awa s analyss rationdizes why committed Mudims in Egypt, Iran, and Mdi are
more supportive of democratic software than people who pay less head to Idamic rituds. In the
rest of casesthereis no gatigicaly sgnificant relationship between the two variables.

B. Democratic Hardware
The more Mudims observe Idamic rituds in Europe, Indonesia, Lebanon, Maaysia, Morocco,

Oman, Qatar, Senegd, the Sudan, Turkey, the more they are supportive of democratic
hardware.

The more Mudims are religious, the less supportive of democratic hardware they
become in cases of Saudi Arabia, UAE, Yemen and Algeria In the rest of the cases, thereisno
datidicdly sgnificant relationship between religiosity and support for democratic mechanisms
and procedures.

This result suggests that Pipes make the second group of Mudims spesk for dl Mudims
when he gated that Mudims refuse freedom since it sanctions "digposable marriages, sexud
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license and abortion on demand as much as it does sdf-government and the rule of law - and
they decline the package’ (Pipes 2003). In other words, this data suggests that Pipes andysisis
generdly vdid in the cases of rdigious Mudims in Saudi Arabia, UAE, Yemen and Algeria but
not dl Mudims.

b. Perception of Idam as Rdigion and State

This is a discussion of the effect of Idam not as a religion but as a politica ideology.
Thus the more people (sirongly) agree to the dogan of I1dam as a rdigion and state, the more
oneisldamig.

The less one believes in it, the more secularist one is. Some commentators have made
democracy contingent upon secularism in the Middle East (Binder 1988; Gellner "Idam and
Marxism" 1991, 1992; Sharabi 1988; Tibi 1998). Most researchers in the West and secularists
in the Mudim world think that Idamigsin-power are a huge drawback for the cause of
democratization in the Mudim world. Two reasons are usudly advanced. Firs, for neo-
orientaigts, Idamigts are the clearest embodiment of the genuindy anti-democratic Idam. Idam
isinherently anti-democratic, and Idamigts are the most anti-democratic.

Second, Idamists who reached power did not prove to be as democratic as they had
clamed while in oppostion as in the case of mullahs in Iran and Hassan d-Turabi in the Sudan.
Besides, the Idamigs of Idamic Savation Front in Algeria admittedly sent a clear message of
anti-democrétic rule.

Some commentators preached a gloomy future for democracy in the Mudim world
because of widespread palitica 1dam especidly among young men and women.

Mudim secularists make it clear that the resort to politica Idam, which is unequivocaly
anti-democratic in their minds, has reasons on the ground. Fire, the falure of dl secular
programs of politicd and economic development and military defests in mgor wars snce
independence in 1950s and 1960s. In the words of an Egyptian secular intdlectud as
interviewed by New York Timesin Cairo:

It's easy for the average Egyptian to say, we tried modernity but it didn't take us
anywhere and we didn't become Europe,” said Tarek Heggy, a wedthy Cairo
busnessman and political andys. "It's easy for him to say, we tried pan
Arabism and it didn't work. And, if he's a Ssmple-minded person, he might say

they didn't work because God wasn't with us. (Sachs 2001).

Others concur; Mudims are less influenced by “scripturd principles than by immediate
politica, socid and economic needs’ (Abrahamian 1993).

Second, some secularigts argue that ulama/scholars, sheikhs and imams of mosques
have poisoned the well of seculariam in the Mudim world by “quoting certain verses that lead
Mudims to believe tha seculariam is equd to dishdief and infiddity” as an Iranian femde
housawife explained. Her comment cdled for Holyoke's motive behind coining the &rm of
secularism in 1854 in his famous book Principles of Secularism. Holyoake noted that he
needed an ethical term to convey the vaue of the non-religious arena without equeting it with
terms such as “infiddl, keptic and atheis” (Holyoake 1860). Holyoake' s successin the West is
as magnificent as hisfailure in the Mudim world where the term has been rejected by the masses
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as aloanword or neologism and its connotation has become popularly antithetical to Idam itsdf
rather than to political 1dam.

If these assertions are true then one expects Mudims who beieve in Idam as a source
of politicd ideology to be less tolerant and trustful of women and minorities and less supportive
of democratic procedures and mechanisms.

All other reasons that were discussed in the focus group discussions or mentioned by
area and religion researchers did not add much to the two previous reasons but confirmed one
result: secularists should stay away from using the term *dmaneyalsecularism as alabel for what
they believe in. Except in Tunisga and Turkey, the word has become an assault on Idam and
Mudims beliefs even if they are againgt Idamidts’ attempts to take over government.

A. Democratic Software

The SUR models as discussed in Table 4.1 indicates that the association between
political 1dam and lack of tolerance and support toward women and minorities have some
vdidity in some countries but not others.

The more oneis supportive of the Idamist ideology in Egypt, India, Tunisa, and Turkey,
the more they are supportive of democratic software. Thereis no surprise in these four countries
since one dready knows that they have a group of the most tolerant cultures in the 32 Mudim
societies discussad in this project. However, the result itsdf raises an important point regarding
how tolerant the adherents to political Idam are in these four countries. The seeming paradox is
solved by Tarig d-Biswi of Egypt: “What does secularism do? It creates plurdism and
coexigence among different religions. This is Idam. It has a long history of judtice, plurdism,
coexistence and perseverance of rights of non-Mudims” Asan Idamig thinker himsdlf, hefinds
the result gppeding and assuring that the mgority of Idamids a leest in Egypt are dill
“prescriptively good Mudims with tolerant attitudes.” A recent survey in Iragq showed that 90
percent of Iragis want democracy instead of any other type of government but till two thirds of
them believe that 1dam should play a mgor ole in governance and “(61%) agreed that the
government should be made up mainly of religious leaders’ (ORI 2003).

Although Western commentators have found it difficult to apprehend the contradictory
trends among the Iraqgi public, this project sees no contradiction here because Idam is inherently
tolerant and suiteble to democracy in their minds. “The Middle East was deprived of an
important prerequidite for secularization, i.e. areigious hdlucinaion” (Boroujerdi 1994). The
religious hdlucination throughout the Middle Ages of Europe and during the religious wars
helped to refine the role of organized religion away from the public sphere.

Another interesting obsarvation in this regard is tha Idamids in officaly secular
countries (e.g. Tunisaand Turkey) seem to be more tolerant than secularigts or than Idamidsin
non-secularist societies. This result is very counterintuitive. There is a possible explanation here.
The process of officid secularization does not necessarily mean culturd secularization. Turkey's
officids have tried to force secularization for decades and the country ended up with a
democraticdly dected Idamist party. Iran’s Pahlavi family imposed secularization on amost al
date' s inditutions and ended up with an Idamic revolution. Algerian Idamisgts were dmost in
power in 1988 despite 150 years of French colonidism and 26 years of secular regimes.
Idamids are the main opposition group in dmogt dl officidly secular dates from Indonesia to
Mauritania
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In Turkey, Ataturk closed al madrassas [religious schools], forced the Sufis
underground and forced men and women to wear Western dress. In Iran, Shah
Reza Pahlavi gave orders to shoot a hundreds of demondrators protesting
compulsory Western dress. In that environment, you can see how secularization
is experienced as an assault (Armstrong 2002).

What is going on?

Emest Gdlner argues that: “no secularization has taken place in the world of
Idam” (Gdlner "Idam and Marxism: Some Comparisons' 1991.2).

| would not go as far as Gellner. Arguably politica 1dam has been concedled under the
pressure of secularization but most Mudims are not persuaded that 1dam and palitics are like
Chrigtianity and politics. As Hamed Ramadan of the Sudan put it: “when you read the Qur'an
you find many verses discuss governance issues such as hodod/ pend codes, shuramutud
conaultation, and respongbility of Mudims to gpply Allah's hokm/rule. What shdl we do with
them? Ignore them or re-write the Qur'an to please the secularists?” No secularist government
in the Mudim world, despite indoctrination and intimidation, seemingly could convince most
Mudims of how to ded with these verses from a secular perspective. A prominent Mudim
intellect echoes the Mudim mind by gating that: “Secularism is necessarily athegic’ (Rahman
1982:15).

“Many Mudims recognize the conundrum: when a government tries to impose a new
verson of religious correctness, it is a politica act, and no one has yet figured out how to
remove religion from palitics without paying apriceg’ (Sachs 2001b). The price has dways been
some form of repressing basic political and civil rights and eventudly autocracy.

However, officid secularization has had one positive effect for the cause of democracy:
it taught modernist Idamigts that they are feared because of not showing enough tolerance
toward ther religious and ideologica opponents and not enough commitment toward the
democratic ideds. Consequently, it has become atradition in al Mudim countries that modernist
Idamists denounce any acts of terrorism in their home countries, congratulate non-Mudims on
their religious feasts, nominate a woman or more for public office, publicly declare their respect
for democracy and commitment to abide by it if in power, and adopt the most liberd
interpretation of debatable verses and hadiths/sayings of the prophet. Whether modernists will
be committed democrats or not when in power is an issue beyond the results but they are
definitely changing their discourse to debunk the secular atacks onthem.

However, the good news about Idamiss tolerance did not expand beyond the
mentioned four cases. Idamigts of Algeria, Indonesia, Lebanon, Mdi, Nigeria, Pakistan, Saudi
Arabia, the Sudan, UAE and Yemen ae less tolerant toward women and minorities than
scularigs of the same societies which confirms the fears of secular intellectuds and neo-
orientaligts. With the exception of UAE, al these countries have been through violent tenson in
the past 30 years where Idam has been either a cause or judtification for the tenson. This
tenson seems to be of a negative effect on the level of tolerance and support for minorities
politica rights.

B. Democratic Hardware

Unlike the diverse impact of support for politicd Idam on democratic software, this
project finds no satigticaly significant differences between Idamist and non-Idamigt individuds
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atitudes toward democraic hardware in any of the cases. This result confirms the logic of
differentiating between democratic software, that seems to be more problematic, and
democratic hardware.

C. Compatibility of Shuraand Democracy

As dated in chapter three, most Mudims tend to think of an ided Idamic politica
systemn as one based on shura/lmutua consultation to the extent that some thinkers propagated
the concept of shuracracy to refer to the Idamic political system (Nehnah 1999).

Thus the project explicitly asked the respondents to relate shura/mutua consultation to a
publicly elected government (hereafter democracy). The logic behind this question can be best
understood by the following quote:

[T]he existence of democracies depends, other things being equd, on the

popularization of the idea of democracy, in the sense that a clear understanding

of what democracy is about is a mgor condition (although not the only one) for

behaving democraticaly. For wrong ideas about democracy make a democracy

gowrong (Sartori 1962:5).

Arguably, the more Mudims percelve democracy as a modern gpplication of Idamic
shura/mutua  consultation, the more they are supportive of it in terms of its software and
hardware. Whether this is true or not is left to the empirical examination based on the pooled
data

In one of the most consstent results in this modd, one finds that people who bdieve in
the compatibility of shura and democracy are more supportive d democratic hardware and
software. This effect is present in dmogt al cases. However, by looking at Table 4.1, one
notices that this effect on democratic hardware is stronger (according to the number of stars)
and more frequent comparing to the effect on democratic software. Mudims in countries such as
Indonesia, Lebanon, Libya, Nigeria, Tgikigan, Turkmenigan and UAE become more
supportive of democratic hardware, the more they believe in the competibility of shura and
publicly eected and accountable inditutions. However, in these same countries their beief in the
compatibility of shura and democracy does not have any impact on democratic software. A
possible explanation stems from the fact that the process of Idamic shuralmutua consultation
was wudly limited to pious Mudims rather than to norn-Mudims or ordinary men. Though the
prophet Mohamed himsef was known to consult everybody including women and nor:
Mudims, many Mudim ulama/scholars, fearing the plots and conspiracies of hypocrites and
non-Mudims, limited the candidates for shura/mutua consultation to the most pious among the
umma/nation. Mudims of the these societies who support democratic inditutions and
mechanisms as modern applications of shuralmutua consultation do not extend these
gpplications to mean trust and tolerance toward non-Mudims and women.

However, there is no one sngle case of negative impact of Mudims believing in
compatibility of shura and democracy on Mudims support for democratic software and
hardware.

This result lends some confirmation for claims of the prevaence of 1damic impact over
the Mudim collective mind. Besdes, it gives credit to the modernist Idamigt reading of the
compdtibility between Idam and democracy.
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Focus group discussions were an indispensable source of explanation to most of
these results. To learn how Mudims relate shuralmutual consultation to democracy, |
sought their opinions on why this sysem of shura/mutua consultation did not hold
throughout the Mudim higtory and was gpplied only on the discretion of the leader.
Most respondents concurred that the system of shura/mutua consultation assumes a
certain level of iman/piety on the part of the ruler and the ruled. However, there was
amost complete consensus on blaming the rulers and their corrupt henchmen including
some ulama a-sultan /scholars of authority to corrupt the inherently noble principle.

For ingance, most interviewed Mudims do not think of the rightly guided
cdiphs as rulers in the literary sense of the word. They are just governors who do not
make up rules. They just govern according to these Allahgiven rules and at best if there
are different interpretations of Allah’srules, then they can choose, upon consultation, the
one that best fits Thus, under Idamic sharialldamic legidation, there is no place for
arbitrary authority without infringing upon key Idamic principles. That sad, the system
of shura/mutual consultation collgpsed when the caliphs became rulers.

This answer took the discussions to the issue of democracy and its capacity to
drop the assumption of iman/piety on the pat of the rulers and the ruled. The
interviewees were asked: “can democracy be introduced as a replacement of
shuralmutual consultation??:

1- Shuralmutud conaultation is superior to democracy but democracy is till good (36
percent of the interviewees agreed).

2- Shura/mutua consultation is equa to democracy. Democracy and shuracracy are
synonyms. Democracy is just a modern representation of shuralmutuad consultation (33
percent of the interviewees agreed).

3- Democracy isevil or even gpostasy. Shurais not only superior to democracy but it isits
antithesis (12 percent of the interviewees agreed).

4- Democracy is inherently superior to shuralmutua consultation (11 percent of the
interviewees agreed).

The firs two groups of the interviewees that clearly form the mgority think that
democracy is genuindy compatible with Idamic principle of shuralmutua consultation but not
necessaily from an Idamigt point of view. In other words some secularists believe that I1dam’s
principle of shuralmutua consultation, which was actudly practiced by Arabs before 1dam,
means that Idam in inherently plurdistic. Modernists argue that some aspects of democracy are
Idamizable as means to the common end of fighting dictatorship.

The first group (36 percent of the interviewees) believes that shuralmutud consultation
IS superior to democracy from two different aspects. First shura is a religious, socid and
economic principle. Democracy, from thelr point of view is a palitical sysem only. One of the
interviewess in Libya states that “Mudims are required to consult on everything they are doing.
Even aman isrequired to consult his wife on their daughter’ s future husband.” The obligation of
a husband to consult his wife is truly an Idamic principle but most of the interviewees have not

2 Around eight percent of the interviewees did not hold consistent or clear attitudes.
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noticed the lack of legd and politicd mechanisms and guarantees to gpply the principle of
shura/mutua consultation in any of the mentioned arenas.

Second, some of the interviewees referred to the different roots of the two systems.

In a democracy, man is the magter of the world. What his mind guides him/her to be
true, then it is true without making references or abiding by any mora or ethical codes. In other
words, man's fdlible mind is sovereign in democracies. Thus, the people are the source of the
law and the law in turn is to ensure the will of the maority even if they defy dl ethicd and divine
principles. A Syrian physician who was interviewed in Saudi Arabia quoted the incidents of
colonidism, davery, racism throughout Europe and North Africa as examples of how the rule of
the mgority may lead to unethical results. Shura/mutud consultation, conversdly, islimited to the
arenas where Allah “has not reveded His just commands... Only in these areas, Mudims can
consult and make decisions on one condition which is not to violate Allah' s rules”

Despite their belief that shuralmutual consultation is superior to democracy, the firdt
group favors democratic ingtitutions and mechanisams as acceptable tools to implement the great
principle of shura/mutud consultation. An Algerian female graduate student used the example of
the car in comparison to the horses that early Mudims used for trangportation.

The second group of Mudims (33 percent of the interviewees) who bdieved in the absolute
compatibility of shura/mutua consultation and democracy emphasized the Smilar essence of
both shura/mutua consultation and democracy. Limiting rulers arbitrary rule and the consequent
rule of law are common purposes of both shura and democracy. Thus, both of them are on
equa mord footing.

To this group of interviewees, “had the prophet lived in the 20 century, he would have
prescribed a democratic system of government ... with excluding the taboos’ as an Algerian
Idamigt put it. An lranian sudent and activist pointed out: “During the prophet’s time,
sharid/ldamic legidation functioned as a complete code of ethics that dipulates for every
contingency. Mudims ddiberate and eventually the prophet judges. There is no prophet any
more.” Thislogic leads some Iranians to think highly of democracy without assuming superiority
of Western values over thar Mudim counterparts. The best exemplification of this attitude is
Sheikh Mahfoud Nahna's concept of shuracracy as a “a Catholic marriage between shura and
democracy” (Kutty 1998).

The third group of interviewees (12 percent) finds it impossible to compromise God's
supremacy (represented in sharialldamic legidation) by transferring decision-making to human
actors (through democracy). Without repeating what was said about traditiondist Idamidsin the
second chapter, the interviewees who think that shura is superior to democracy postulate that
the outcome of shurais not binding by any quantitative measurement (mgority rule for instance).
The only criterion is to meet Allah's pleasure. None of the interviewees could come up with an
empiricaly verifiable way to judge if one' s opinion meet’s Allah's pleasure without assuming thet
(some) humans have perfect access to God's will and intentions. If this were the case, why
would they need consultation from the outst? An Algerian interviewee in a somewhat loud
voice accused me of “repesting by rote the Westerners' logic of thinking.”#

Since no one has such access to Allah's will, then nobody should clam that he/she
knows better than others. The fourth group finds that democracy, with its separation of powers

# My physical safety guided me to change the topic and accept his answer as the final word.
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and indtitutiondized checks and baances, superior to shuralmutud consultation thet is inherently
an Arab practice that existed before Idam and fitted well the tribal nature of pre-Idamic Arabia
This postion does not mean that Idam is incompatible with democracy. They echo the
traditional secularist pogtion that Idam as a religion has been used to judtify different political

and economic systems based on on€'s choice of holy texts and their interpretations.

Three observetions can sum up the effect of Idam on Mudims perception of
democracy a the individud leve. Firg, it is important to note that dl the interviewees, even
secularigts, perceve Idam in absolute terms. In other words, Idam, in the mind of most
Mudims, is equivaent to Truth, Good and Beauty. If democracy isgood thenitisldamic. If itis
bad, it is not Idamic. This assartion is related to dmost every other issue. To most of my
interlocutors, a good Mudim cannot do such a horrible thing such as the September 11"
attacks. If the attacks were committed by Mudims, then they are not good Mudims. The Galup
survey supported this finding by showing that Sixty-one percent of the 2000 Mudims polled said
they did not believe Mudim groups carried out the September 11 terrorigt attacks and around
21 percent said that they were not sure (Gallup 2002).

Second, Idam is a very important vehicle for Mudims to differentiate between what is
acceptable and not acceptable around them. According to Mugatder Khan, “lIdam is common
sense. But to convince Mudims of certain conclusons, one has to color his argument with an
Idamic discourse” In other words, any position with an Idamic logic and rhetoric acquires more
legitimecy and goped among mogt Mudims. | found this logic very common among the
overwheming mgority of the interviewees and in the postive association in the Mudim mind
between shura/mutual consultation and democracy.

Third, thisimpact of Idam on Mudims perceptions of democracy is not a spontaneous
phenomenon. Rather, it is the outcome of the effort of ulama/scholars, sheikhs and imams who
function as culturd entrepreneurs and agents of political socidization. The overwhelming
mgority of Mudims who read the Qur'an hardly rdaesit to everyday affairs. They usudly need
the ulamalscholars to interpret the verses for them. If a Mudim is introduced to democracy as
antitheticd to Idam'’s principle of shuralmutud consultation, the chances that he/she refuses
democracy is very high and vice versa (M addy-Weitzman 1997).

The following section will focus on the politica actors who are perceived as responsible
for the perpetuation of autocracy and credible agents of democratization. Three actors in
particular will be discussed: the incumbent rulers, the West and ulama/scholars.

4. Who isto Blame?

Who, in the mind of Mudims, are the actors respongble for political dictatorship in the
Mudim world? Can they function as credible agents of democratization? The two questions are
highly related.

a. The Legitimacy of the Incumbents

One of the questions asked the respondents to convey their opinion about which is
better for Mudim countries, current rulers or publicly dected rulers. As stated in Table 3.11, it
was dear that dmogt dl Mudim paolities face a legitimecy criss. However, to what extent does
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this lack of public support to the incumbents influence Mudims support for democratic
hardware and software?

A. Democratic Software

Except for the cases of India, Malaysa, Saudi Arabia, and Tgikistan where there is no
daidicdly sgnificant effect for rulers legitimacy and democratic software, there is a Satidticaly
positive effect of Mudims preference of a publicly eected rulers on democratic software. This
result indicates that Mudims perceive mogt of their rulers as not as tolerant as the respondents
would prefer.®

B. Democratic Hardware

There is no rdationship between the incumbents legitimecy and the preference for
democratic hardware in the cases of India, Indonesia, Libya, Saudi Arabia, and Turkmenistan.
Differently put, in these five countries there was no impact of individuas support for the
incumbents versus publicly eected politicians on their support for democratic hardware.

Except for the previous cases in addition to United Arab Emirates and Oman, it is clear
that Mudim people tend to be more supportive of democratic hardware, the more they support
having publicly dected rulers ingtead of he incumbents, holding other variables congtant. In
other words, Mudims who do not support the incumbents, and percelve them as illegitimate,
tend to be the most supportive of democratic hardware in dmost of al cases except in UAE
and Oman (beside the five mentioned cases where there is no sgnificant reaionship). In these
two countries, Mudims who are supportive of the incumbents tend to be less supportive of the
democratic hardware. These two countries are clear outliers in the support of their citizensto
thelr incumbents and thus deserve more scrutiny. A Syrian intdlectud who lived in both
countries for years referred to the phenomenon of economic satisfaction.

Among mogst UAE citizens, there is a clear support for the current regime headed by
Shelkh Zayid d-Nahyan who founded UAE. Besides, UAE has the highest GNP per capita
(around $22,800) in dl the 32 cases of predominantly Muslim countries.

Though the 2.8 million-population is highly heterogeneous with around 72% of them
non-citizens, there is not much difference in terms of paliticd rights between citizens and non
citizens. Despite the lack of officid data, around 90% of UAE citizens are Sunni Mudims while
around 7% of them are Shiite (World Bank 2001). Though some illicit tenson exists among
Sunni and Shiite Emirdis, the high level of income and political gability with rdaive socd
freedoms comparing to neighboring countries clearly offset this tenson. Based upon the
interviews with Emirati citizens, it was clear that democracy is not on the agenda of the publics
and the political gatus quo is highly desred. As one of the interviewees in UAE indicates:
“Wesgterners... do not understand our system. We do not need to vote to check the
government and solve problems. Voting is going to upset the socia baance in society.”

In Oman'’s case, Sultan Qabus Bin Said' s persondity and his modernization efforts have
rendered him a clear support among Omani citizens. Some politica reformsincluding the eected
shura council with limited powers and the enfranchisement of women led the country one step

%1t does not seem to be clear cut whether individuals' support for democratic software and hardware affects
their lack of support for the incumbents or vice versa. In other words, this relationship can be seen as cyclic
where oneis enforcing the other.
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on the path of tacticd liberdization. The rdaively mild skewness in digtribution of income with
$8,200 GDP per capita offsets the possbly disturbing effect of reigious plurdity among
different sects of Idam (Barnett 2003).

The focus group discussions reveded three trends among Mudims' atitudes toward
their rulers.

Fird, severa cases have been made regarding how Mudims are passive and parochid
subjects because I1dam habituates them to obedience and indoctrinates Mudimsiin fear.

Muhammead ruled in accordance with the will of Allah as reveded to him and

trandated into his own will. Nothing could have been more irrdevant to his rule

than the consent of the governed. There was no room for "we the peoplée" or for

legidation by elected representatives of the people because the whole body of

laws as laid down in the Sharia was vdid and binding for dl times. Thet is the

resson why parliaments in Mudim countries even today are rubber-stamp

bodies. Neither citizens right to criticize nor to dissent from ther rulers are

recognized. Idam admonishes Mudims to dbey Allah, his prophet and those in

power, as it admonishes women to obey men, because "men are a degree

abovethem (Ali 2000).

Moreover, Mirza Agha Kermani was once reported saying: "The rise of the Western
powers as masters of the world, and the decline of Mudim nations into abject servitude, are due
to one fact only. In Europe, governments fear the people. In Idam people fear the government”
(Taheri 2003c).

Mogt Sunni jurists argued that “aruler is not removable from power unless he commits a
clear, visble, and mgor infraction againg God (i.e., a mgor sn)” (Abou El Fadl 2003). This
magor Sn can be as grave as preventing Mudims from prayer as one of the hadiths/sayings of
the Prophet dtates. This argument has been used or misused to refer to Mudims as passive not
because of fear but asrdigious duty (a-'Azm 1969; Lewis 1988).

These quotes suggest a clear causal relationship between fear, obedience and silence on
the part of the masses and the perpetuation of autocracy in the Mudim world. This fear has had
its effect on the intellectuds as wdl: “From South Asiato North Africa, an entire generation of
Mudim intdlectuds is at this moment under threet: Many have dready been killed, silenced, or
forcedinto exile’ (Ahmad and Rosen 2002).

| have not noted enough support for this sense of fear or obedience among the
interviewees. Quite the contrary; there was a mixture of rebelion and diglluson Most
interviewed Mudims, men and women, young and old, have a clear sense of dissatisfaction with
their rulers but with no clear dternative plan. Dr. Hassan Hanafi of Cairo Universty refused
putting dl Mudims in the basket of obedience and fear. He differentiates among four types of
rebellious responses that have existed in the Mudim history since the 8" century and il prevail
in Mudim societies. Fird, there is the militant oppostion which is like the Kharijite/dissidents.
Second, there is the manifest opposition according to the famous Idamic principle of enjoining
the good and forbidding the evil that was inditutiondized into the ancient indtitution of
hisba/observing mora codes in markets. Contemporary Mudims still enjoin the good and forbid
the evil through modern oppostion parties and independent intellectudism. Third, there are
secret movements that wait for the opportunity to take over power such as the Shiite under the
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Sunni caliphate. Fourth, there are others who resort to patience and awaiting obedience such as
ancient schools of Sufism and mysticism. There is more support in the focus group discusson
for this 4-category classification than the over-generdizing argument that puts dl Mudimsin the
category of fear and obedience.

Out of dl the 188 Mudims whom participated in focus groups, there was only one
person who advanced this duty of submission to the ruler as a religious duty. Thus, a least
within the pooled list of the participants, there was hardly any support among the educated
Mudimsfor obedience to their current rulers as amatter of 1damic commitment.

Second, some Mudims oppose incumbents and support democraticaly eected
politicians ingtead from an opportunisic view of democracy. In other words, some of the
participants did not deal with democracy as vauable in its own right but rather as a reflection of
the desre to replace incumbents with a specific dternate dite rather than an absolute
commitment to maority rule. This postion reflects a short-run interet in ateration of power.
There is no sysematic way of measuring this short-run advocacy of democracy, yet it is very
adarming because it means that democracy, to some & leas, is judged by the government that
results from it. A Sudanese student studying a a-Azhar in Egypt stated that: “Democracy that
brings d-Mirghani [an oppaosgition figure] into power will not be accepted by him or histribe” A
Tunisan professor interviewed in the US believes that democracy s equaly as good as any
other means to get rid of the incumbent. There is enough support in the group discussions that
some Mudims are less committed to democratic principles than others. However, the survey
did not capture this difference.

Third, the overwheming mgority of the interviewed Mudims do not trugt that the
incumbents will give up power voluntarily. “The rulers do not give up power unless forced”
according to an Algeria secondary school teacher. A Saudi computer engineer echoes the same
argument: “Swearing by Allah, [the rulery consder themsdves above questioning or
accountability.... The only way to reform the system is by threatening their thrones. Then they
will pay attention to the public’s demands.”

Take Saudi Arabia as a test case for this argument. In Saudi Arabia, the rebellion of
1979 in Mecca propeled the government to suggest establishing the powerless Shura council.
The unrest camed down. Some commentators link the re-emergence of the Shura council 14
years later to the liberation of Kuwait and the crisis of legitimacy that swept over the whole
region. After the bombingsin Riyadh (May 12", 2003) , it is expected that more reforms will be
debated and possibly advanced (al-Khazen 2003).

A Shiite professor of journdism was interviewed in the US who was exiled in Germany
for 11 years. He blames the dearth of democracy on the autocratic rulers. “Within four months
after ousting Saddam Hussain, Iragis issued 190 newspapers representing al possible Idamic
(Sunni and Shiite) Marxig, liberd, nationdidt, pan-Arabis, anti-pan-Arabism, Kurdish and
independent trends and streams,” he argued. In other words, autocratic rulers are the ultimate
factor behind the dearth of freedoms in Mudim countries. A femae poet and liberd intellectua
from Pakistan concurs that Mudim rulers are responsble for Mudims plights. “Arab and
Mudim rulers are fond of Napoleon, Bismarck and Machiavdlian politics iether than being
Sudents of Washington, Locke or Mill.”
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b. The West as a Credible Agent of Democratization?

For amogt two years, the US has mounted strong rhetorica and diplomatic campaigns
toward democratization in Mudim countries in generd and in the Middle Eagt pecificdly. The
US assumes that a democratic Middle East will be safer and eventualy less hostile toward the
West following the Kantian famous axiom of “democracies do not fight each others” Two
problems here fird, is the West trused by Mudims to act as a credible agent of
democratization? Second, is a more democratic Mudim world will be less hostile toward the
West?

The two questions were investigated at the survey, focus group discussions and the dite
interviews.

The respondents in the survey were asked to (strongly) agree or (strongly) disagree to
the following questions. “The West (USA and its dlies such as Britain and others) does not want
Mudims to fredy dect ther rulers” Let one introduce a note of caution. This survey was run
before the US invasion of Irag. Thus, the results may be dated but sill convey some significant
indications of how Mudims perceive the West's attempts to establish democratic condtitutions
and parliaments in their countries following the shock and ave model of democratization: "After
defeating enemies, we did not leave behind occupying amies, we left conditutions and
parliaments’ (Bush 2003).

At the descriptive level, the percentages of respondents confidence that the West is
redly sincere in boosting pro-democratic changes in the Mudim world is very low throughout
the Mudim world and even in the US itsdlf.

Thisdigrug in the Western commitment to democracy reeches its minimum leve in four
Arab countries. None of them seems to be a surprises Syria, the Sudan, Libya and Yemen.
Between 72 and 73 percent of educated Mudims in these four countries (strongly) agree that
the West (the US and its dlies) do not want Mudimsto fregly dect thar rulers.

The same postion continued after Presdent Bush's public and diplomatic campaigns to
democratize the Middle East and Mudim world.

For months, newspapers throughout the Arab world unleashed a barrage of

angry articles that denounced the Bush adminigtration's stance on democracy,

cdling into question its Sncerity, and attacking it as a snoke screen designed to

digract attention from Bush's red agenda: to grab Irag's oil and give Isradi

Prime Miniger Arid Sharon a free hand in deding with the Pdedinians

(Ottaway 2003).

To take the average of al Mudims surveyed in this project, one finds that only 8 percent
of Mudims (strongly) trust that the US redlly supports free and fair dectionsin the Mudim world
including only 17 percent of American Mudims who trugt the US interest in democratic Mudim
world.

Thisresult confirms the findings of the Galup survey of 2002:

The people of Idamic nations also believe that Western nations do not respect
Arab or Idamic vaues, do not support Arab causes, and do not exhibit fairness
towards Arabs, Mudims, or in paticular, the Stuation in Pdegstine (Gdlup
2002).
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An Emirati modernist Idamigt videotaped the following statement by Sen. John McCain:
“Why does not the U.S. force Saudis do something revolutionary like alowing women to st in
the driving seat of the car?” (McCain 2002). A group of Mudims in a casud mesting, though
critica of subordination of women in Mudim countries, highly begrudged the senator’ s comment
sgnceit reflects agreat dedl of disrespect for their traditions.

To examine the effect of Mudims' trugt in the West as an agent of democratization, the
SUR models as portrayed in Table 4.1 show that this five-point scale variable in itsalf does not
explan much. In other words, trusting or the lack of confidence that the US and its dlies do not
want or hinder democratic eections in the Mudim world does not have an effect on the support
for democratic hardware or software except in the cases of Mudims of Albania and the US.
This result dong with Table 4.1 tells us that Snce most Mudims, regardiess of their democratic
preferences, distrust the West (distrusting the West is dmost a congtant) then there is no enough
variability to explain the varigbility in the attitudes of Mudims toward democracy.

Fearing that this result may be the artifact of this specific question, | used another 3
point scale question that was meant to measure the relationship between the West (among other
factors) and autocracy in the Mudim world. The question reads. “Which one of the following
reasons can best explain why dictatorship prevailsin the Mudim world? (Check dl that gpply.)”
One of the possible options is “The West (by supporting authoritarian rulers).” A three-point
scale was developed to quantify the respondents choice among: a very important reason, a
somewhat important reason and not areason & all.

By using the 3-point scale instead of the 5-point scae in the regresson modds, three
differences occurred comparing to the origind modds. The Maaysan and Senegadese became
more supportive of democrétic hardware, the more they blame the West for supporting
authoritarian rulers. The ggnificant relaionship between trugting the West and support for
democratic software among the Albanians disgppeared in the modds using the data of the 3
point scale question.

However, the descriptive gatigtics of the 3-point scae question show a highly consstent
tendency among Mudims to blame the West for supporting Mudim authoritarian rulers.

How would Mudims defend their argument that the West is behind ther political
plights? It is enough to St down with a Mudim, no mater how smple-minded, to find them
mentioning the crusades, colonidism, detaching Mudim nations by impaosing arbitrary politica
borders, nurturing repressve rulers, and support for Israd among many other infractions by
Western countries. An Indonesian used the Western support for the independence of East
Timor and lack of support to the self-determination of Paestine and Chechnya.

Four broad lessons can be learned from Mudims' open discussions of the role the West
playsin ther paliticd lives and West' s capacity to work as an agent of democretization.

Firs, Western support to Mudim rulers is not perceived postively by most Mudims
even if this support takes the form of economic and military aid. On severa occasons, my
interlocutors talked about the West as the Mudim rulers red congtituency. Judged by the focus
group discussons, most Mudims perceive the negative role of the West as the “in, out and on”
game: To keep the West in the Mudim world, it needs the anti-Western rulers out of power
and ingtead the West’s henchmen should stay on top of power. Thus, the West works very
hard to make sure that ections will never bring their enemiesinto power. With the exception of
UAE, there was a clear sense of resentment and lack of trust in the minds of most Mudim
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interviewees on the role the West plays in their countries. “Why would the West support both
Iran and Irag fighting each other? Why would the West turn the cold shoulder to the army’s
intervention in Algeria? Why would the West support the Mujahideen and then destroy them?
Why would the West encourage Saddam to invade Kuwait and then push him out? They know
what they want. Tdl them that we know what the want too,” Shaikh H. a-Hamid of Saudi
Arabiaargued in an interview with him.

“The West has an agenda to be superior over the Mudim world. They will achieveit as
far these|[...] rulerswork for them,” an Egyptian science teacher said. A Syrian male working in
the fidd of information sysems in the US said: “They [i.e. the West] want their own tallored
verson of democracy that serves their own interests” In his mind, if the West encourages
democracy, it isthis kind of democracy that will not lead them to dea with Arab nationdigts or
|damigts.

Second, this lack of trust on the part of Mudims is highly related to a sense of
humiliation among most educated Mudims. They have a holy scripture that tells them that they
are the best nation to come to humanity because of their capacity to enjoin the good and forbid
the evil, while practicdly this is not the case. A group of Tunisan highly educated Mudims
complained that in their country they have to shave their beards and to avoid showing up for
many prayers a& mosques fearing being suspect Idamigs. Ben Ali diminated dl 1damist
oppostion through police action, nationaized al the mosques, locked their doors except for
prayers ad is grictly monitoring the sermons of its government-employed prayer leaders who
are often heard make supplication for the Presdent as part of the prayer rituas. My Tunigan
interlocutors, who are by no means fanatics or extremids, attribute this perplexing stuation to
the dites atempts to Westernize the country by force. This feding that Mudims are just
following the Western modd without having areal say in their affairs exacerbates the sense of
humiliation among Mudims “Isit hisfather’ sfarm to run it as he pleases? Why does not he have
red eections and let everybody express his solution?’, one of the interviewees lamented
referring to the ruler of his country.

Instead of being one of the leaders of world civilization, Mudims found
themsdves quickly and permanently reduced to a dependent bloc by the
European and later the American military, economic, politicd and culturd
dominance (Armstrong 2000).

Thistype of reasoning took the discussion into the thesis of clash of civilizations.

There is a generd agreement among most of the interviewees tha there is a clash of civilization
between the West and the Mudim world. However, for Mudimsit is the West's war on Idam
rather than the war of 1dam on the West.

A Libyan professor of busness adminigratiion who lived for deven years in five
European and North American countries stated that: “Mudims have been the target of the West
since the 8" century. The West knows that there is ardligion behind us that teaches us not to be
like them in their worship of the dollar.” He wanted to teach me the following lesson: “The West
is not Chrigian. It has no God. The only God they have is the dallar and franc. Their place of
worship isthe stock market”.

The Libyan professor, among others, is very articulate in portraying the Arab and
Mudim leaders as the defenders of the Western interests in the Mudim world. Whether thisis
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true or not is another question. But what realy matters is that there is a widespread resentment
among the masses againg the West.

It is not true that Mudims are anti-Western democratic political vaues. Mogt Mudims
may have clear reservations on other socio-economic vaues but not democracy. It is puzzling
that most Mudims who are in favor of Western democratic vaues and systems find the West
responsible for not helping Mudims assimilate these values and systems by supporting autocratic
regimes. It is a paradox that an Algerian taxis driver who lived in France for sx years darified
by saying: “Democracy is like a success-recipe. Whoever owns it has the key to success. The
West does not want usto have it and blame us on being unfit to haveit. ”

Graham Fuller, former Vice-Chairman of the Nationd Intdligence Council a CIA,
demondrated the same puzzle “Many Mudims are very angry since they prefer to adopt
Western vaues of democracy, human rights and plurdlism but they cannot” (Fuller 2001).

Antagonism againg the West is not limited to violent traditiondists. Yet violent
traditiondigts put the West, rulers of Mudim countries and whoever is slent about their
wrongdoing in the same basket. A famous quote by al-Zawahri ishighly griking:

“We have chosen to blow up the Egyptian embassy in Pakistan instead of the U.S. embassy due
to shortage in resources’ (al-Zawahri 2001).

All the interviewed made it clear that killing Westerners is not their first choice unless
they are forced to do tha. Yet they argue that if thereis a clash of civilization then it is because
the West wantsiit.

For instance among three of the Saudi ulama/scholars who were absolutely opposed to
the US role in Desart Storm unequivocaly renounced the violence of September the 11™
regardless of who committed it. As one of them put it: “ A crime is a crime. Idam does not
condone killing innocent people for any reason” (a-Rashid 2001).

Third, Mudimsin generd think of the West as conspirators againg 1Idam and Mudims.
In other words, Mudims on average tend to think of the West as weaving a conspiracy against
the Mudim world. As two Iranian secular researchers, living in the US, put it: "To Mudim
minds, the West and its ways have become a powerful myth — evil, impenetrable, and
incomprehensible... But sadly, the great and brilliant works of the West's 'Orientdists have
found no echo in a Mudim school of ‘Occidentdism™ (Boroumand and Boroumand 2002: 15-
16).

This was true as well about the publics. When a-Qa eda was blamed for the attacks of
September the 11™ it was reported that:

Many people in Cairo reacted with anger and dishdlief. “ Every timeit hasto be

Mudims to blame, every time!” shouted Amad abddl Rabboh, a housewife of

42, outsde a mosgue on Friday. “Our blood is cheap, eh? No, our blood is

precious and the American blood is water. Bin Laden is just an excuse to

occupy Afghanistan (Sachs 2001).

Many Mudims do not think that the description of the war againgt terrorism as a
crusade was not a dip of atongue but it was an accurate depiction. *For a couple of thousands
of people dying in New York, tens of thousands of Mudims die in Afghanistan. What about
those who died in Pdestine, Irag, Somalia, the Sudan and Kashmir?” Mustgpha from Algeria
exclamed.
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Mudims who believe in the Zionig-Western conspiracy againgt them usudly starts by
thinking that whatever is wanted by the US and its dlies will be in Isradl’s interest thus it is
agang Mudims benefit. A Jordanian housewife in UAE, used the example of the Jordanian
government’s campaign on birth control to show how the American government puts pressure
and provides medicd ad to the Jordanian government to lower the number of citizens as a
sarvice to the Zionist project in the region.

The congpiracy theory as employed by most Mudims has its objective grounds
according to Abdullah Al-Nefess (Political Science professor, Kuwait) who referred to afive-
dage Western plan to digtort the evolution of the Mudim world and uprooting it from its origin:
The violence againg Mudims during the military occupation; partitioning the Mudim world into
heterogeneous states and countries, solidifying this partitioning and divison through creating
capitas, flags, diplomatic recognition and the linguistic westernization by meking using the
Arabic language illegd; the economic dependency on the West and creating and supporting the
existence of |sradl to save the gains of the last four tactics (Al-Nefessi 2002).

Fourth, there is a specific antagonism againg the US. Most of the respondents equate
the West with its leader: the US. For instance, the Gallup survey found that the overdl view was
not a pogtive one for the United States. 53 percent of the Mudims questioned had unfavorable
opinions of the United States, while 22 percent had favorable opinions in the survey that was
conducted before invading Afghanistan and Irag (Gallup 2002).

A student of Assut University (in Upper Egypt) quoted the famous Egyptian play by the
name of “My Mother America’ where the US is portrayed as the evil mother of the poor
Arabs. In the play the US sponsors a project for the rights of donkeys while dearly violating the
rights of the Arab human bengs by geding their wedth, supporting their enemies and
propagating their image as terrorists. The Idamic thinker Mohamed Omara of Egypt clearly
dates that Mudims are not againgt the American science, vaues, technology or individuas. They
are againg the US project to control and reshgpe Mudims minds. As a modernist Idamist
himsdlf he thinks that his misson isto debunk this project by uncovering the dements of strength
in Idam and developing an Idamic authentic dternative.

However, the evidence from other sources suggests that this anti- Americaniam is not
limited to Mudims. “Even in close dlies like South Korea, there has long been a deep drain of
anger among ordinary people at supposed American arrogance, bullying and high-handedness’
(Kristof 2002b). However, the US ambassador to South Korea Thomas C. Hubbard argued
that: “When Koreans were able to express their anger in the late 1980's and early 1990's, they
let off steam and the frustration disspated. In short, we may be best off if radica clericsin Saudi
Arabiaand Pakistan remain free to denounce us’ (Kristof 2002b).

Due to my ignorance of Korean culture, | cannot draw any lessons from the Korean
gtuation. However, | can safdy date that Americais largely seen throughout the Mudim world
astherulers dly and the peoples enemy. Even if one focuses on the US record as an agent of
democratizetion and a harbinger of human rights in the region, the US has very little credibility
among Mudims,

If Paul Wolfowitz, the US Deputy Secretary of Defense, offered Turkey to work as a
role model of democracy to the Mudim world (2002), an Egyptian writer, before Wolfowitz
made his suggestion, stated that: “The U.S. wants al Mudim countries to be like Turkey thet
bombards its people with series of pornographic movies and episodes’ (Mahmoud 2001).
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Another commentator argued that the American postion toward democracy is purely
opportunistic. When the Emeriti Zayid Center for Research questioned US palicies in the
Middle Eagt and invited researchers who doubted the role of d-Qaeda in the attacks of
September the 11", the US pressured on the Emeriti government to close down the Center.
The Emeriti government concurred. Meanwhile the US has pressured the Egyptian government
to sat free the Egyptianr American sociologist Saad €-Din lbrahim whose policies are in
tandem with the US interests in the region (Howaidi 2003d).

One can never exaggerate the negative effect of US diplomatic, economic and military
support to Isragl on its image among Mudims. Given this notorious reputation, can more
democratic Mudim world decrease the leve of anti-Americanism? Theoreticdly, there are good
reasons to argue for yes and no. Anti-Americanism could increase with more anti-American
forces in power. However, it may decrease if the US is no longer percelved as the dly of the
autocratic governments. There is enough empirical evidence to support the first argument. The
second one is amere speculation. A law professor from Bahrain asked if the US would support
democracy in oil-producing countries that might result in increased ail prices. In hismind, the
answer would be no.

c. Ulama as Agents of Democratization?

There is a debate among Idam researchers about the roles that mosques and
ulamalscholars, khateebs/preachers and (sheikhs) imamgs/leaders of prayers play in shaping the
Mudim mind®. Some accounts state that:

“Mudims are addicted to religion. Thus any attempt to reform Mudims affairs will fail unlessit
gatsfromldam” (Omara 2002b).

This kind of discourse is repeatedly indilled in the Mudim mind by al reigious figures
(a-Buraiq 1994; d-Gazzaeri 1984; d-Qaradawi 1980). It is argued that mosques will dways
be among the most important agents of mord and political socidization in the Mudim world
(Neusner 1996; Sharot 2001; Zaman 2002). The only exceptionsto thisrule are Tunisa (Ismal
2003; Tamimi 2001) and Turkey (White 2002).

“[The ulama] were the purveyors of Idam, the guardians of its tradition, the depostory of
ancestral wisdom, and the mora tutors of the population” (Marsot 1972: 149).

Moreover, ulama/scholars and officidly sanctioned preachers are finding it very hard to
monopolize the tools of literate culture. Mass education and mass media are eroding the
monopoly that ulama/scholars used to have over the Mudim mind for centuries (Eickeman
1999).

More specificaly the political role of the ulama/scholars shifted dramaticaly &fter the
abalition of the inditutions of wagf/endowments and their transition to salaried state technocrats
(Mohamed 1989; Nettler et a. 2000; No'man 2003). Traditionaly they used to channd the
demands of the masses to the ruers and to advise the rulers to enjoin the good and forbid the
evil. Since mogt Mudim ulama/scholars have become sdaried officids in modtly faled dates
(secular or Idamigt), mogst Mudims logt trugt in thelr attempts to legitimize illegitimate rulers and

# These terms will be used interchangeably in this section.
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regimes. Idamigts in oppostion are now filling this vacuum of trust (Anderson 1997; Esposito
1992; Shariati and Rajaee 1986).

Is it true that ulama/scholars have logt ther influence over Mudims schema of thought
or are they il credible source of socidization in the Mudim world? If they ill have arole, how
doesthisrole affect Mudims support for democratic hardware and software?

Two questions are used to gauge the influence of ulamal/scholars, sheikhs and imams as
credible agents of socidization.

The firg question intentiondly avoids the issue of democracy. It reads. Regarding the
Arab/lsradi conflict, whose opinions do you trust most? The respondents were given four
options and the opportunity to write down “other.” The four options were the government,
officid ulama/scholars, independent ulama/scholars and independent intellectuds. The digtinction
between officid ulamald-Idam a-rasmi and independent ulama/d-1dam d-shabi isvery criticd
gnce the officid ulama/scholars are limited to government-imposed agenda and positions. Table
4.2 summarizes the responses.

Judged by the issues of the conflict in Palegting, it is clear tha Mudims in generd trust
ulama/scholars more than other sources (government officials and independent intdllectuds) in dll
the cases except for Albania, Turkmenistan, India and Mdi. However, and more interestingly,
Mudims trust independent ulamal/scholars who represent a-Idam a-Sha bi more than those
who represent the officid I1dam or a-1dam a-rasmi without any exception. This result might
have been expected in countries that have not adopted Idam as its officia ideology. Yet it was
found in the cases of Iran and the Sudan that base their legitimacy on Idamic ideologies and
both have very rigid anti-1sragli and pro-Palestinian stances.

Fearing that the question about the Arab-lsradi conflict may have its own biases,
another question (2.23) was developed to focus on the issue of democracy. The respondents
were asked to explain who may be responsble for the soread and continuation of dictatorships
in Mudim polities. Among the possible options available was the “[tlhe SCHOLARS (sheikhs
who are opposed to democracy).” The respondents can choose between “a very important
reason,” “somewhat important reason,” or “not areason a al.”

The responses to this question took a normal digtribution in dmost al cases with a clear
majority (between 57 percent in Turkey and 83 percent in India) choosing “somewnhat important
reeson.” A young Sheikh from Algeria, argues that this is a “fair answer... because the
ulama/scholars carry the amanalcovenant of Allah to leed Mudimsto Hisway and most of them
could not ddliver.” He thinks thet their failure of ddiver atributes to their current limited role that
iswhy they are “somewhat responsible for al the difficulties not only the dictatorship issue”

A Turkish imam of a farly large mosque in Istanbul adds another dimension that the

mosgue is the firgt place where young Mudims learn about “the Prophet and his companions
and mogt importantly where they get their mora frame of reference.”
The frame of reference is an absolutdy important concept to understand the ulamal/scholars
influence. Mudim ulamalscholars discuss things and issues in terms of haa/acceptable and
haram/forbidden by Allah rather than in teems of legd and conditutiond or illegd and
unconditutiond. The paradox stems from the fact tha in modern Mudim societies, not
everything consdered had by the ulamais considered legd by the state.
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Table4.2
Credible Sources of Politicd Socidization

Govern- Independ. Official Independ. | Total
Country ment Intellectuals Ulama Ulama Ulama
Qatar 9 30 30 31 61
Senegd 19 18 26 37 63
Taikisan 23 26 24 27 51
Iran 31 11 24 34 58
Saudi 17 16 24 43 67
UAE 31 18 23 28 51
Gambia 21 25 23 31 54
Nigeria 17 20 22 41 63
Banglad 11 34 21 34 55
Morocco 19 19 21 41 62
Albania 21 32 20 27 47
Turkmen 13 39 19 29 48
Mdaysa 13 33 19 35 54
Tunisa 13 29 19 39 58
Jordan 11 26 19 44 63
Algeria 19 24 18 39 57
Pakistan 14 26 18 42 60
Kuwait 16 18 18 48 66
Egypt 13 22 17 48 65
Turkey 3 37 17 43 60
Mdi 13 40 16 31 47
Libya 11 36 15 38 53
Y emen 18 27 14 41 55
L ebanon 19 25 14 42 56
Syria 20 22 13 45 58
Sudan 13 18 12 57 69
Indonesia 18 30 11 41 52
EU 1 42 8 49 57
US 0.42 47 4 49 53
India 4 53 2 41 43

For ingance wearing hijab in government buildings is reigioudy fardh/obligation
according to the overwheming mgority of ulama/scholars yet in Tunisaand Turkey it isillegd.
Drinking dcoholic beverages, dlowing interests on loans and bank deposits and showing
inappropriate movies and musc on naiond TV are "paliticdly” legd and "rdigioudy” haram,
which is asolutdy inimicd to the traditiond understanding of Idam as both religion and date.
Ulama/scholars have aword to describe dl these discrepancies: secularism.

Source: web and written survey 2002
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Secular outlets and agents of socidization such as governmenta schools, date
controlled TV dations and papers in most Mudim countries are highly condemned by
ulamalscholars as the source of dl evils. Most Mudims get exposed to this anti-secular
discourse a very young ages which cregtes the first frame of reference that is absolutely anti-
secular since these secular intellectuds and paliticians are enemies of authentic Idam.

Many Ulama/lscholars clearly date that authentic Idam, not the one taught a
government schools and preached by officid ulama/scholars, is incompatible with secularism
because in a secular date there is no place for divine laws (which are the core of Idam), and
secular laws are againgt Idam. Thanks to these ulama/scholars, democracy has been introduced
to the Mudim world as an dien Western secular panacea.

Mohsan Al-*awaggi, an independent modernist scholar from Saudi Arabia, criticizes the
officid ulama/scholars for being date-driven and not Allah-driven in their khotbas/sermons.
“They were very harsh in criticizing those who committed the September 11™ without being as
frank in condemning what is happening in Paesting, Kashmir, Afghanistan or € sewhere because
the Saudi government prevents them from doing that.”

| met Sheikh K. of Tunisa in the US. He is an imam of a mosque and a hafez which
means that he memorized the entire Holy Qur'an. Heisvery criticd of the Tunisan government
gnce it crested a French education system in a Tunisa According to him, “the government has
overhauled dl education curricula from kindergarten to the universities to emphasize equdity
among dl rdigions as if Idam is just one option avaladle to Mudims” To him and most
Mudims, Idam isthe correct religion Snce it does not associate anybody or anything with Allah,
unlike dl other religions.

K. resumes, “dl the verses that emphasize chagtity, women as mothers and housawives
and polygamy were expunged from al textbooks asif Bin Ali (the President) corrects Allah.”

When | asked him if he preaches these objections in his country, he said of course not.
Heistrying to do his best as a good Mudim within the government-imposed boundaries.

The solution that most secular governments found is to nationdize Idamic outlets such as
mosgues, Idamic houses of publications and the Idamic wagf/endowments. Mudim
governments managed to make the unofficid ulama/scholars run but could not silence them.
Their tapes and books are available and are widdly and passionately heard and read by young
Mudims

This dudity in Idamic discourse is not new. It dways exised in the history of Mudims.
Ealy ulama/scholars had to fight the rulers' transgressons. Thorough the first 13 centuries of
Idam, the independent ulamal/scholars counteracted the ambitions of the rulers, fend off the
hypocriticad stances of the officid ulama/scholars and support the grievances againg the
injustices of therulers.

Assuming that the ulama/scholars impact is il sgnificant on most educated Mudims,
does this impact help or hinder the cause of democracy. Column 12 of Table 4.1 shows the
datidica dgnificance of the effect of ulama/scholars on democratic software and hardware in
Mudim societies. To gauge the relevance of the ulamal/scholars as credible agents of politica
socidization, a dummy variable was generated where 1 indicates trust in ulama/scholars (officid
independent) and O isfor other.”

% There was no enough variation on the variable about the responsibility of ulama/scholars for dictatorship
that iswhy it was not used.
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The more Mudims trust ulama/scholars as agents of socidization, the less they are
supportive of democratic hardware and/software in dl the cases except Tgikistan, Tunisa,
Turkey, Turkmenigtan (where there is no satisticaly sgnificant effect), the Gambia, Mdli, Qatar
and Senegd (where the trust in ulama/scholars increases the support for democratic software
and/or hardware). All cases are formaly secular states except for Qatar. However, the
relatively liberd envirorment in the smal emirate gives the independent ulama/scholars the
freedom to express their views to the extent that it is dmost impossible to differentiate between
the officid and unofficid podtions of the ulama/scholars.

The overdl result in this Sudy indicates that in most Mudim countries, the credibility of
ulama/scholars is associated with attitudes that are not conducive to democratic software and
hardware. This result needs explanation.

A physcian from India resding in the US whose father is an imam of a mosgue in
Ahmeadabad, feds sympeathetic with the ulama/scholars who excd a memorizing the Qur'an,
books of hadith/sayings of the Prophet and many ancient interpretations without learning enough
geography, sciences, philosophy and mathematics. With lack of preparation, they do not look at
the future. Democracy for these so-cdled ulama/scholars is “dien and improper.” The
ulama/scholars “longingly keep repeeting the virtues of the thirty-year reign of the d-Khulafa d-
Rashidoon / the rightly-guided cdiphs since they were the golden era of Idam.”

This comment reflects a Smilar observation by Armgrong that Mudim societies are
“divided and split between an dite intelligentsa who have a Western education and understand
what's going on and the vast rank and file who are essentidly left to rot in a pre-modern ethos’
(Armstrong 2002).

An engineer from Algeriawho does not seem to be aMudim any more, decided to give
up atending Friday khotbas/sermons. In his mind, the khateeb (one who gives sermons) is
shdlow and does not address the serious chdlenges of Mudims. “Why do we dill discuss the
issue of hijab, gpplication of hodod/Idamic pend code or how to clean onesdlf for prayer while
[there are] no jobs, no money and no hope?’ He thinks that attending such Khateebs/preachers
are not only irrdevant but harmful since they make people pre-occupied of the useless.

An American ditizen of Libyan origin thinks that Idam has become the opium of
Mudims. “Khateebs/preachers preach to us to obey the ruler as far as they do not prevent us
from prayers. How come? They are corrupt, traitors, and ignorant. How can | listen to an
employee who teaches me nothing?’

An Iranian femae liberd thinker agrees to the use of ulama/scholars by rulers as tools
legitimating their authority. Being Shiite, she explains how the ulama/scholars preach that the
infdlible Twdfth Imam went on concedment. The Shiite have been suffering under the politica
oppresson of the unjust awaiting the return of this concedled Imam as savior. “Thisis supidity,”
she said, “I questioned this belief and chdlenged a femae scholar but she has no logic. She
believes blindly and does not dlow for multiple interpretations.”

This comment on lack of plurdity sounds familiar to people who have sudied dl
religions. Gilsenan reached asimilar resuilt:

The text is made esoteric and becomes the specia preserve of scholars, who
are sdf-defined as the only ones who can redly understand it. The text becomes
an ingrument of authority and a way of excluding others or regulating their
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access to it. It can be used to show that others are wrong and we are right;

what is more, we have the right to be right and they do not! We know (Gilsenan

1982:31).

| asked some of the imams who were interviewed if it was possble for them to discuss
issues such as democracy, dections, politicd equaity with non-Mudims in ther
khotbas/sermons. The answer in dmost al cases was no. A sheikh from Saudi Arabia said he
could not and no khateeb could do that since “this is the minbar/stand of the Prophet of Allah
and we cannot dare saying what he did not say.”

A shekkh of a wel-know mosgue in Cairo thought that he could not use the word
democracy in the sermon of Friday. He did give a sermon on shura/mutua consultation and how
it was practiced by the Prophet and his companions. Heis convinced that democracy is not like
shura/mutud consultation. Democracy may lead Mudims astray but shuralmutud consultation is
only bounded by Allah'simperatives.

In a cdlear example of the influence of this sheikh on his followers, my atempt to show
how democracy has postive sdes that may be necessary for Mudims to consider failed. The
three atendees showed clear support for his argument and Started quoting verses, mostly out of
their context to condemn the effect of the West on Westernized Mudims like mysdlf.

This gatement is reminiscent of a quote by Ahmad Nawafd, a member of the Mudim
Brotherhood in Jordan, who said: “[i]f we have a choice between democracy and dictatorship,
we choose democracy. But T it's between Idam and democracy, we choose Idam” (Pipes
1995).

Some of the interviewed Mudims tended to defend the role of ulama/scholars as
politicaly bounded by the autocratic rulers. Many of the interviewees quoted severa names of
ulama and sheikhs who have been jailed due to criticizing the rulers or gdvanizing the masses
around themselves. This persecution of ulama and shelkhs has hindered their roles as reformists
and increased their roles as consarvatives. Thus, the depiction of ulama as responsible for the
continuation of autocracy, a least to some of the interviewees, is like blaming the victims that
they are not powerful enough to defend themsdlves.

Mudim ulama/scholars have been depicted as ether caidysts for autocracy or its
victims. However, they can be part of the solution as well. Take Iran as atest case. Obedience
to unjust rulers and awaiting the concealed imam has been a tradition in the Shiite creed for over
12 centuries. However, this creed was turned upside down when imam Khomeini made
ijtihad/independent reasoning and coined the concept of vilayat-i fagih. Thisijtinad it was spelled
outinfull in Artide Fve

During the Occultation of the Wdi d-Ag [i.e, the Twdfth Imam] (may God

hasten his regppearance), the wilayah and leadership of the Ummah devolve

upon the jud [‘adil] and pious [muttagi] fagih, who is fully aware of the

crcumgances of his age courageous, resourceful, and possessed of

adminidrative ability, will assume the responsbilities of this office  (The

Condtitution of the Idamic Republic of Iran, Article 5).

This effort on the part of the Iranian ulama/scholars showed that such well-entrenched
concepts and principles can be questioned and eventudly dtered. This pro-democratic role
played by clerics has been heard of in Catholic societies. The map of the world after WWII did
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not have any sangle democratic polity in societies with a Catholic mgority. Yet by the 1960s,
“the attitudes of Cathalic clergy and those victimized by oligarchies and tyrannies’ (Karatnycky
2002:105) helped diminish their legitimecy.

One can argue that unless fighting dictatorship becomes prioritized in the public agenda
through the efforts of ulama/scholars and others, the future of democracy in the Mudim world
will be highly contingent on the free will of theruler.

5. Concluding Remarks

This chapter ams at providing some focused analysis of why some Mudimsin the same
society and across societies adopt different or even contradictory attitudes toward the two
dimensons of democracy: hardware and software. To give a generd, and definitely less
accurate, description of how Mudims relate to democracy one can differentiate among three
types of varigbles:

Fird are variables that consstently furnish more support for democracy across and
within socidiesin generd:

1- With the exception of Saudi Arabia and UAE, the more Mudims get educated, the
more they support democracy holding other variables constant.

2- Mudim Women are more supportive of democracy than men in dl Mudim societies
holding other variables congtant.

3- Mudims who resided in a democracy for a year or longer endorse democracy more
than Mudims who did not have this experience holding other variables constant.

4- Modernigt and liberd Mudims who beieve in the compatibility between shura and
demoacracy strongly furnish support to democracy than those who have doubts about
this compeatibility holding other variables congtart.

5- Mudims who are not satisfied with the incumbents tend to be more supportive of
democracy holding other variables constant.

6- In mogt cases, the more Mudims have an experience with politica participation through
voting, the more they support democratic hardware and software holding other
variables constant.

Second variables that have contradictory effects across cases:.

1- Increasing relaive income has a generdly pogtive effect on Mudims' attitudes toward
democracy in the cases of Albania, Europe, the Gambia, India, Indonesa, Mdaysia,
Morocco, , Turkey and the US. More income has the opposite effect on other cases
such as Bahrain, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and UAE. Rdatively affluent Mudims of
Jordan are more tolerant but less supportive of democratic mechanisms and
procedures. Kuwaiti relatively affluent Mudims have the opposite trend: support
democratic hardware and less tolerant toward women and minorities.

2- Older people are found to be more supportive of democracy than younger peoplein the
cases of he Gambia, India, Indonesia, Kuwait, , Lebanon, Mali, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Taikigtan, and Tunisia, holding dl other variables congtant. However, older people are
found to be less supportive of democracy in the cases of Bahrain, Iran, Turkey and
USA. Older Mudims of Saudi Arabia and UAE are more tolerant but |ess supportive of
democratic mechanisms.
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3-

4-

More rdigious people are found to be more supportive of democracy in generd than
nortreligious people in the cases of Europe, Iran, Lebanon, Maaysia, Morocco,
Senegdl, the Sudan, Mdli, and Qatar. However, rdigious people in the cases of Algeria,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Europe, the Gambia, India, Jordan, Kuwait, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Saudi Arabia, UAE, and Yemen. More rdigious Mudims in Oman, Indonesia, and
Europe are more supportive of democratic hardware and less supportive of democratic
software.

The trugt in the ulamal/scholars as credible agent of socidization is associated with
positive support for democracy on the part of Mudimsin the Gambia, Mali, Morocco,
Qatar, Senegal and USA. However, this trust of ulama/scholars is associated with
negetive support for democracy on the part of Mudims in Albania, Algeria, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Egypt, India, Iran, Jordan, Kuwalit, Lebanon, Libya, Maaysa, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, the Sudan, Syria, Y emen. However, thistrust in ulama/scholars
leads the Mudims of Europe and Indonesia to more support of democratic hardware
and less support for democratic software.

Third, there are two variables that did not have the expected explanatory power:

1-

Blaming the West for the continuation and spread for dictatorships in the Mudims world
and thus refusing it as a credible agent of democratization iS SO common among pro-
and anti-democracy Mudims dike that it ended up having no datistica effect on the
atitudes of Mudims toward democracy except in the cases of Mudims of the US and
Albania

The attitudes toward politica 1dam measured by Mudims' atitudes toward the concept
of Idam as a rdigion and date are found not to be as helpful in explaining the attitudes
of Mudims toward democratic hardware a dl. Yet Idamiss who believe in the
previous dogan were found to be less tolerant toward women and minorities in the
cases of Algeria, Indonesia, Lebanon, Mdi, Nigeria, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, the Sudan,
UAE and Yemen. Idamigts of Turkey, Tunisia India and Egypt are found to be more
tolerant toward women and minorities than non-1damisis.
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V1. THE CONCLUSION AND LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Although there are few points of consensusin modern socia science, the incompetibility
of Idam and democracy is a candidate for one of them. Many students of Idam and the Middle
East operate from the implicit if not explicit assumption that Mudims have one creed (Idam),
and thereby one culture and collectively share a disdain for modernity and reject democracy as
aformulaof governance.

A thorough reading of the scholarship on Idam and democracy in the West suggests
that most sudents of Idam and the Middle East resort to theologicd, jurigtic and philosophica
arguments to link Idam to autocracy. This scholarship relies mainly on secondary sources when
addressing this relationship and arguably assumes that Mudims are prisoners of an eternd and
uniform cuture. In most cases, it is ether implicitly or explicitly assumed thet this culture hardly
changes or evolves dnce it is genuindy associated with Mudims creed. This resstance to
change has been suggested to be the core of the affinity between Idam and autocracy.

This project has addressed a different, though related, empirica puzzle: do the attitudes
of ordinary educated Mudims stand as an obstacle toward the adoption of democracy?

This puzzle cdls for empirica/behaviord methodologica tools that bring into focus
contemporary Mudims attitudes rather than ancient jurists contributions. In other words, the
project tries to shift attention from ancient Idamic texts to contemporary Mudims mindsets.

Unfortunately, the grest mgority of Mudim governments do not dlow researchers to
conduct empirical research fredy in their societies. Thus, the triangulation of different, and
possibly imperfect, methodological tools, such as text and speech analyss of intellectuds
discourses, surveys of educated Mudims, focus-group discussons and interviews with
intellectud €elites, is the mogt viable and scientificdly defengble srategy to color a picture that
has been drawvn mainly with awhite-black (either/or) brush.

1. Summary of Findings

a. The project has served to debunk the cultural determinism of the typica neo-orientdist
position. Cultural determinism has two mgor problems. Firg, it ignores the other factors
that may affect Mudims attitudes and behaviors, such as individud demographics and
political actors. "It is one thing to argue that culture matters. It is quite another to argue
that it is dl that matters’ (Sabra 2003). Second, it ignores the diversity inside culture.
Mudim intellectuds, let done ordinay educated Mudims, are not identicd in ther
reponses to the common concerns that face them, which in turn indicates that Mudims
are the makers of ther culture as well. As a result, students of Idam should supplement
their discusson of Mudims culture with Mudims sub-cultures.

b. As a cordllary, when one tries to respond to Senator McCain's question of “why
authoritarianism is the only game in Mudim towns” (McCain 2002), one has to be
careful not to resort the easy answer, the purported uniformity and uniqueness of
Muslim culture, as the neo-orientdists would argue. This project has generated sufficient
empiricdl and systlemdtic evidence to demondrate that educated Mudims are
heterogeneous enough to defy any one-gze-fits-al kind of culturd explanation.
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c. Mudim intdlectuds and ulamal/scholars have been found to be part of the problem of
democratization in most Mudim societies due to their uncompromising readings of 1dam
and democracy. As Makiya® put it, “Insteed of recognizing our own fallibility and
fralty, we Arab intdlectuas-secular and non-secular dike-have, on the contrary, been
perfecting in the last quarter of a century a different kind of language, one that is
congtantly preoccupied with blaming others for problems that are largely-athough not
completdy-of our own making” (Makiya 2002).

d. It isnot true that “[R]digious traditions are usudly congtant within societies, they are
variables only across societies’ (Fish 2002). This project finds enough variation in
Mudims attitudes both across societies and within societies to rebut this assartion. A
quick look at tables 3.7, 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12 clearly illustrates that ingde each Mudim
society, no matter how democratic or undemocratic it seems to be, there are
representatives of each sub-culture: traditiondists, modernigts, liberals and autocrats.

e. This project shows in a sysematic way that not adl secular Mudims are liberd, snce
some are autocrats, and not al Idamists are anti-democrétic traditionalists, snce some
are modernigs. Traditionaists search for an Idamic government thet is not Smilar or
even close to any other un-1damic government. This sysem of government is the
antithes's of what has been known as representative democracy. Modernists search for
a governmental system that is competible with Idam rather than being idiosyncraticaly
Idamic. To them most aspects of democracy are compatible with their reading of Idam,
or a least Idamizable. Secularists do not pay heed to Idamic judtifications of any sort of
government since Idam, like other rdigions, is subject to plurd interpretations.

f. At the levd of society, a Mudim society would score highest on the democratic
hardware and software scaes and thus be potentialy democratizable if:

g. Thedigribution of attitudes indicates that autocrats and traditiondists are in the minority
and modernigt Idamigts and liberal secularigts arein the mgority.

h. Thereisamgority of Mudims who are ideologicdly libera in the sense that they accept
the existence of paliticd parties even if they endorse opposing ideologies.

i. Thereisamgority of Mudimswho have negative atitudes toward the undemocreticaly
elected incumbents.

J. Thereisamgority of Mudims who are ready to publicly demand and sacrifice for their
politica rights.

k. Thereisamgority of Mudims who do not adopt utopian ideas about what government
can or should be and, thus, accept a democratic system of government.

I.  The traditiondist narrative is but one narrative and is actudly in the minority in most
Mudim societies. Saudi, Yemeni, Sudanese, Pakistani and Nigerian societies are the
most plagued with this inherently anti-democratic narrative. Thus, these societies
political cultures are clear obstacles to democratization. While not dl traditiondigts are
ready to use violence againgt their societies or rulers, the danger of violent traditiondists
comes from the fact that they, no matter how few they are, can put the whole
democratic trangtion and demands for democracy on hold. In Mudim countries such as

28 anan Makiyaisthe Iragi expatriate author of Cruelty and Silence: War, Tyranny and Uprising in the
Arab World (1993) and The Republic of Fear (1989) under the pseudonym Samir Al Khalil.
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Algeria, Lebanon, Egypt, Indonesia, Pakistan, Nigeria, and the Sudan, where the roots
of democratic praxis and norms ae dill nascent, violence gives the autocratic
governments of the region the pretext to tighten freedoms, impose martid law, violate
basc rights and clam the incompatibility between democracy and their societies. It is
noteworthy that the democratic trangition can continue even if violence erupts. Actudly,
it is argued that democratization can help lessening tenson and violence. Spain pressed
on its democratization process despite dl the violence committed by ETA (Linz and
Stepan 1996).

. Some Mudim sodieties exhibit public dams for interndizing democracy in the Mudim
world. These societies have a mgority of modernist I1damists and/or libera secularists.
Turkey, USA, EU, Albania, India, Maaysia, Mdi, Senegd, Tunisa, Iran, Egypt and
Morocco have enough pro-democratic Mudims. In these societies, it is difficult to argue
that culture stands as an obstacle toward democracy. If these societies are till under
autocratic governance, the evidence suggests that one should search for non-cultura
reasons for why they do not democratize.

Some Mudim societies, despite the exigence of a reatively strong traditiondist
discourse, have had some liberd and modernist intellectud dites that inject democratic
norms in the Mudim mind. The evidence suggedts that some societies are in atrangtion
stage to accept, but not yet to internalize, democratic norms such as Qatar, Bahrain,
Morocco, Tunisia, Jordan, Algeria, the Gambia, Lebanon, Turkmenigan, Kuwait,
Syria, Egypt and Bangladesh. However, others are il in the state of norm-emergence
such as the Sudan, Pakigtan, Indonesia and Tagjikistan.

. The ldamigt ideology is embraced by the absolute mgority in al 32 societies with the
exception of Tgikigan, Turkmenistan, Mdli, Tunisia, Albania and Turkey (Table 3.7).
This result indicates two important lessons. 1) At least in the short to medium run, no
democracy can emerge with the margindization of 1dam as a source of politica ideology
or Idamigts as political actors. 2) Free and fair éections in mogt of Mudim countries
would lead Idamigts to power, holding other variables congant.

. A notable observation should be made regarding the gigantic gap between Mudim
rulers and Mudim publics as showed in Table 3.11. This gap can be described as a
legitimacy crigs. In other words, if Mudims were given the opportunity to change ther
rulers, they generdly would do so. Other surveys confirm the same results. Though
some Mudim rulers are committed to the coexistence between Isradi and Pdedtinian
states, a Pew survey found that 90 percent, 85 percent, 85 percent, and 72 percent of
citizens of Morocco, Jordan, Paedtinian, and Kuwait, respectively, disagree with their
governments officid postions (Borting 2003). Though the attitude toward Isradl is not
the only reason for the crises of legitimacy, the previous datistics demondtrate the gaps
among the rulers and the masses.

. Assuming that the only way for Mudims to achieve democracy is through mass-led
series of demongrations, strikes and public demands following the East European paths
toward democracy, the prospects for democracy do not seem promisng in Arab
countries in general comparing to Mudim nonArab countries such as Iran, Turkey and
Mdi, as demondrated in Table 3.12. On average the dadticity of demand for
democracy among Arabs is much higher than among non-Arab Mudims.
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The individud-level andyss ams a explaning why Mudims, who live in the same

society, adopt different or even contradictory attitudes toward democracy. The

variables that shape Mudims attitudes across societies can be divided into three types:
Frd, variables that condgently furnish more support for democracy across and
within socidiesin generd:

With the exception of Saudi Arabia and UAE, the more Mudims get educated, the

more they support democracy, holding other variables constant.

. Mudim women are more supportive of democracy than men in dl Mudim socidlies,

holding other variables congant.

. Mudims who resided in a democracy for a year or longer endorse democracy more

than Mudims who did not have this experience, holding other varigbles congtant.

. Modernig and liberd Mudims who believe in the compatibility between shura and

democracy strongly support democracy compared to those who have doubts about this

compatibility, holding other variables congtant.

Mudims who are not satisfied with the incumbents tend to be more sipportive of

demoacracy, holding other variables congtant.

In most cases, the more Mudims have an experience with political participation through

voting, the more they support democratic hardware and software, holding other

variables congtant.

Second, variables that have contradictory effects across cases:

Increasing relative income has a generdly postive effect on Mudims' attitudes toward
democracy in the cases of Albania, Europe, the Gambia, India, Indonesia, Mdaysa,
Morocco, Turkey and the US. More income has the opposte effect on other cases
such as Bahrain, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and UAE. Rdatively affluent Mudims of
Jordan are more tolerant but less supportive of democratic mechanisms and
procedures. Kuwaiti relatively affluent Mudims have the opposte trend: they support
democratic hardware but are less tolerant toward women and minorities.

. Older people are found to be more supportive of democracy than younger people in the
cases of the Gambia, Indig, Indonesia, Kuwait, Lebanon, Madli, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Taikigtan, and Tunisia, holding dl other variables congtant. However, older people are
found to be less supportive of democracy in the cases of Bahrain, Iran, Turkey and
USA. Older Mudims of Saudi Arabiaand UAE are more tolerant but |ess supportive of
democratic mechanisms.

More religious people are found to be more supportive of democracy in generd than
non-religious people in the cases of Europe, Iran, Lebanon, Maaysa, Morocco,
Senegdl, the Sudan, Mali, and Qatar. However, religious people in the cases of Algeria,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Europe, the Gambia, India, Jordan, Kuwait, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Saudi Arabia, UAE, and Yemen. More rdigious Mudims in Oman, Indonesia, and
Europe are more supportive of democratic hardware and less supportive of democratic
software.

. The trugt in the ulama/scholars as credible agents of socidization is associated with
positive support for democracy on the part of Mudimsin the Gambia, Mai, Morocco,
Qatar, Senegal and USA. However, this trust of ulama/scholars is associated with

158



negative support for democracy on the part of Mudims in Albania, Algeria, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Egypt, India, Iran, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Maaysa, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, the Sudan, Syria, Y emen. However, thistrugt in ulama/scholars
leads the Mudims of Europe and Indonesia to more support of democratic hardware
and less support for democratic software.

Third, there are two variables that did not have the expected explanatory power:

a. Blaming the West for the continuation and spread for dictatorshipsin the Mudims world
and thus refusing it as a credible agent of democratization is SO common among pro-
and anti-democratic Mudims dike that it ended up having no datistica effect on the
attitudes o Mudims toward democracy except in the cases of Mudims of the US and
Albania

b. The attitudes toward political Idam measured by Mudims' attitudes toward the concept
of Idam as areligion and sate were not found to be helpful in explaining the attitudes of
Mudims toward democratic hardware & dl. Yet Idamists who believe in Idam as a
religion and date were found to be less tolerant toward women and minorities in the
cases of Algeria, Indonesia, Lebanon, Mali, Nigeria, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, the Sudan,
UAE and Yemen. Idamigs of Turkey, Tunisa, India and Egypt are found to be more
tolerant toward women and minorities than non-1damigs.

2. Policy Recommendations

If one wants to summarize the whole culturd map of Mudim societies regarding the
issue of democracy and autocracy, it is safe to say that there are two broad types of sub-
cultures in the Mudim world: the culture of "dictatorship, but...'”” and the culture of
"democracy-as-amug.” The former is the sub-culture of two groups of Mudims 1)
Traditiondist 1damigs who argue that a just autocratic ruler who abides by sharig/ldamic
legidation and defends its tenets is the most legitimate ruler of dl. 2) Autocratic secularists who
argue in favor of a Hobbesian ruler who maintains the sate's sovereignty and defends it againgt
its foreign and internd enemies. In both cases, Mudims behave as rationd actors who find that
the advantages of having an autocratic ruler outweigh having ademocraticaly eected one.

The "democracy-as-amug” sub-culture is the one that is adopted by modernist
Idamigs and liberd secularists. Modernist Idamids treat democracy, as far it does not
contradict the clear-cut taboos of Idam, as avehicleto fight dictatorship and ensure plurdismin
society. Liberd secularists argue that democracy is the core component of modernity that
should be adopted on secular grounds.

Democracy has no future in Mudim societies unless the "democracy-as-amust” sub-
culture becomes the dominant culture. "Democracy must triumph in theory before it can be
redized in practice. Mudims must widely and unambiguoudy accept that Idam and democracy
are compatible and that meaningful faith requires freedom” (Khan 2003).

There are some practical lessons to be learned from this project to make "democracy-
as-amud" sub-culture dominant:

Z"Djctatorship, but..." refersto the type of culture that permits benevolent dictatorship such as stating
that Nasser of Egypt was dictator but he was pan-Arabist and true socialist and so on.
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Firdt, advocates of democracy in the Mudim world should make more efforts to Idamize
democracy rather than democratizing Idam. Idamizing democracy is a philosophica, theological
and jurigtic endeavor that ams a finding Idamic roots for democratic norms and praxis. Many
sayings and actions of the Prophet Mohamed can be endorsed as the Idamic roots of mgority
rue, mora and politicd equdity of women and non-Mudims, obligatory shura, and the
eradication of apathy and "dictatorship, but..." culture.

However, many secularits adopted a  sdf-defesting Srategy by
democratizing/secularizing Idam through distorting Idamists image, debunking ulamas roles,
copying Western experiences, implanting secular solutions and heightening the intellectud civil
war. This process has been perceived by many Mudims as a Western attack on their legacy
and identity. Using Idamic teachings to reform Mudims' culture sounds like the most feasible
strategy in most of the societies gudied in this project.

Rachid a-Ghannouchi (1996), the founder of the Tunisan Idamic movement, a-Nahda,
believes that:

Once the Idamids are given a chance to comprehend the values of Western

modernity, such as democracy and human rights, they will search within Idam

for a place for these vaues where they implant them, nurse them, and cherish

them just as the Westerners did before, when they implanted such vauesin a

much less fertile soil.

The process of Idamization of democracy is based on three assumptions:

Firs, democratic norms and praxis are not entirdy Western. They are the mankind's
shared efforts to fight despots and tyrants anywhere and anytime. Mudims have made their
contribution to this god by emphasizing the vaues of unity, respect for order, equdity, peaceful
coexistence and pluralism in addition to their effort to abolish davery and emancipate humanity
throughout its history.

Second, “Wisdom is the god of the bdiever, wherever he/she finds it, he/she should
learn it” as Prophet Mohamed said. Early Mudims did not find it anti-Idamic to learn systems of
adminigration from the Perdans, irrigation from the Egyptians, and philosophy from the Greeks.
They can learn from others what they lack without necessarily finding it anti-1damic.

Third, Mudims experience with governance was distorted due to the mis-governance
of corrupt rulers under the Ottoman Empire and European colonidism. Democratic impulses
began to escaate in Europe in the early 18th century onward, which was the period during
which mogt Mudim countries began to fal under the colonid control of the Europeans who
distorted the class structures and culturd priorities of Mudim societies. Thus, the best way to
correct for this higtorica lapse is to catch up and learn what Mudims should have authenticaly
invented or devel oped.

The second lesson pertains to the importance of the actors behavior in creating the
"democracy-as-a-mud-culture” Students of democracy have debated which variables have
supremecy in regard to explaining successful democratic trangtions: crafting (actors  behavior)
or prerequistes (contextud variables). The advocates of crafting school underscore the
importance of the politica actors who have the commitment and skills to minimize their powers
and to maximize the powers of the eectorate. The pre-requistes school emphasizes the
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importance of certain vaues that need to exist no matter how committed the dite are to vaues
of democracy. These values are mainly associated with a secular reading of religion and its role
in public life and the level of development of each society. It is sad that “virtudly dl of the non
ail-producing high income or upper-middle-income counties, with the exception of Singapore,
are democratic” (Huntington 1996b). Almost al countries considerably influenced by the Wes,
with the exception of Cuba, Pakistan and Algeria, are democratic.

This study suggests that political actors and cultural entrepreneurs have specific tasks to
play in building the necessary blocks toward "democracy-as-a-must” culture.

a Role of Ulama

There have aways been lively debates within the Idamic tradition on who has the
higtoricd right to interpret Idam and its teachings (Wright 1992). This higorical, and possibly
eternal, debate is settled in the minds of most educated Mudims who trust independent over
offica ulama/scholars and ulama/scholars in generd over intdllectuas in most Mudim societies.
This trust of ulamalscholars as agents of democratization has been particularity clear in the
ggnificant effect of Mudims perception of democracy as an extenson of shura on their support
of democracy.

Esposito doquently characterized the chalenge ahead for Mudim ulama/scholars and
intdlectuds:

“A mgor issue in democrdization in Mudim societies is whether or not

scholas and leaders have successfully made the trangtion from liging

‘democratic doctrines of Idam’ to creeting coherent theories and structures of

Idamic democracy that are not smply reformulations of Western perceptionsin

someMudimidioms' (Esposito 1996).

The effort of the 80-year-old sheikh Yusuf d-Qaradawi of Egypt is one of the most
successful attempts to Idamize democracy. His book on the Figh of 1slamic State (2001a) isa
notable atempt to demondrate the Idamic underpinnings of democracy in the Sunni Mudim
world. This book has been often quoted by other modernist ulama/scholars and intdlectudsin
their books, booklets, and sermons. It has given informa permisson to many other
ulamalscholars to use the origindly adien word of "democracy” without necessarily referring to it
by its equivaent Idamic references such as (popuar) shuramutua consultation.

Al-Qaradawi's attempt, aong with others, has made democracy acceptable by many
Mudims, but it is gill not perceived as a must. In contrast, waging jihad againg Israd or
American troops in Irag or Afghanistan is a must according to al modernists® Thus, aMudim
who dies while waging this type of jihad believes ghe will go to heaven. But there is no such
emphasis on jihad againg dictatorships in their rhetoric (seeEl- Affendi 2001).

Take Syria as a case-study. In 2000, ninety-nine Syrian intelectuds published a
demand for greater democracy and freedom of expression in arare, direct apped for politica
reform in Syria. The petition cals the Syrian government to join the world's "common language”
of democracy "by expanding civil liberties, liberdizing press freedoms and releasing politica

% pacifist traditionalists and modernists would not use violence against their own rulers or societies but can
do so against colonial powers.
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prisoners’ (Schneider 2000). One can argue, based on the findings of the current research, if
this petition for democracy is Sgned and aggressively endorsed by ulamal/scholars, the popular
pressure over the Syrian government would have been subgtantidly augmented. Without
aggressive support on the part of the ulamal/scholars, these petitions for democracy will be
perceived by most Mudims as ditists demands for their own narrow interests.

Out of 7829 audio-tapes avalable a idamway.com and idamweb.net, | found only 15
tapes that attack dictatorship in the Mudim world. One tape, by Yusuf d-Qaradawi with the
titte of Democracy in Isam, explicitly defends democracy, universa suffrage, dections, voting
and representative government as a full package. Unfortunately, the attempts of ulama/scholars
to Idamize democracy are Hill few in number and shdlow in effect. Another tape is by Sheikh
Said Marrawi, mogt likely from Syria, who was critical of democracy. However, he referred to
one possible podgitive thing. It is better than dictatorship. “No Idam and no freedom is worse
than no Idam with freedom.”

The scarcity of audio-tapes that that seek to Idamize democracy may be partidly
explained by the postions of autocratic governments. Such governments attack these attempts
as a part of the Idamists propaganda to hijack the disposable democracy of one-man, one-
vote, onetime However, optimistic researches perceive the attempts to Idamize democracy
as a gradua Aggiornamento (following the Vatican I1) to reform Idamic discourses (Ansary
2003). It is gradud in the sense that a greater number of ulama/scholars and Idamic thinkers do
not try to discard traditiond religious (wrong) doctrines but to re-interpret them under the lights
of modern needs.

b. The Role of the US

Especialy dter the events d September 11", understanding Idam and Muslims has
become a matter of nationa security for the US. The war on terrorism, in return, has been seen
as an American crusade againg Mudim countries. Severd surveys have shown that the USis
seen as ared danger by Mudims and the US should be fought. For instance, more than 70
percent of Mudims in Turkey, Indonesia, Pakistan, Lebanon, Jordan, Morocco and Paestine
are disappointed that the Iragis did not fight the US invason and support the military operations
againg American troopsin Iraq (Borting 2003).

This project shows that the US emphasis on democratization is perceived by most
Mudims as part of itscrusade againgt Idam.  The distrust of the US surpasses dl ideologicd,
demographic and societd differences in the Mudim world. It is the only varidble that is so
invariant that it explains nothing in the variaion in atitudes among Mudims toward democracy in
any Mudim socity.

However, the war on terrorism has taught students of 1dam and the Middle East some
lessons;

Fird, despite the difficulty of transplanting a Madisonian democracy into the desert of
the Mudim world without careful understanding of Mudim culture, the pressure for democracy
has increased Mudims sdf-criticism. The campaign againg the religion that sysematicaly
produces terrorism according to Western media, the U.S. invasons of Afghanistan and Iraq
made the Arab and Mudims shudder. It certainly gave Mudim intdlectuds and activists more
grounds for the criticizing the status quo and those respongible for it. Irag in the mind of the
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region's intellectuds is not an outlier. All Mudim countries can be Iraq if they chdlenge US
interests (al-Khouri 2003).

One intelectud likened the invasion of Iraq in 2003 to Napoleon's invasion of Egypt in
1798. The French invasion of Egypt awakened Egypt and the Middle East from the mentality of
the middle ages. Likewise, the US invason of Irag poses another chdlenge to the embamed
totditarian ideologies of the region, manly pan-Arabism and Idamic fundamentdism (Saeh
2004).

Second, the US can prevent Mudims from doing certain things but cannot force them to
do others. In other words, the US has the capacity to usher the camd to the lake but cannot
force it to drink. For instance, the US exerted enough pressure on the Pakistani government to
stop the 20,000 sdf-funded Madrassas but it cannot force the Pakistani population to be
tolerant toward each other or to actively participate in free and fair dections which, in Pakistan,
they do not have to begin with.

The experience of the past two yearsindicates that the US cannot create real democrats
on the ground, but it can put the autocratic Mudim regimes on the defensive. It moved from the
cdl of "do nothing" to correct for the misgovernance of "our" dlies to the cdl of "something
should be done" Yet tough choices should be made "Between the redidt's option of 'do
nothing' and the romantic's option of "eections now" lies athird path -- gradud yet persstent
liberdization" (Mustafa and Makovsky 2003).

The US can increase its demands for democracy in the Muslim world by getting
engaged in a didogue with the libera secularists and modernist Idamists who can themsdlves
pressure the rulers for democratization. Yet the US should make a clear commitment thet its
invason of Irag is an exceptiond decison that will not occur in any other cases. Mudims in
generd would not accept democracy under the American flag.

c. TheRole of Rulers

It was argued that the lack of democracy in Arab and Mudim societies cannot be
attributed only to non-democratic rulers but to the characterigtics of the culture in generd. Some
anecdotes have been used to support the cultural argument. For example, the Kuwalti
parliament prevented women from voting and the anti-Semitic tone that prevals in the
uncensored programs of Al-Jazeera TV dation (Zakaria 2001).

In a non-deterministic vision of the future of democracy in the Mudim world, Zakaria
(2001) proposes that democracy is possible in Arao/Mudim countries if an autonomous private
sector leads society toward modernism. As a result, he advises the U.S. to focus more on
private sector development in these countries. The assumption here is that capitalism somehow
will lead to or facilitate democracy.

Unfortunately, this argument overlooks the economic ramifications of politicd
misgovernment in Mudim countries. These ramifications had many catastrophic results on the
economic landscape in dl Mudim societies, with the exception of Madaysa and UAE. This
Sudy shows how Mudims themsdves blame thar rulers for ther plight. Macro-economic
indicators as well support this argument. For instance, in the early 1970s, the GDP per capitain
the Arab Gulf gtates was less than $1,000 yet it jumped to $12,000 in late 1970s due to the
sharp increase in oil prices. Nowadays it is around $10,000 (yet the discrepancy increased
between $20,000 in UAE and less than $10,000 in Saudi Arabia). A quick comparison with
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South Korea, Taiwan and Singapore shows that their GDP per capita increased from $740,
$1,132 and $3,040 to $15,530, $20,500 and $22,300 respectively (World Bank 2001).

A Saudi political scientis argues that Mudim rulers in generd sat up ther politica
agenda on the assumption that the economic realm should be dependent upon their political
agendawhich isin turn afunction of therr sdf-surviva drategies (Al-Hamad 2003). In short, the
flourishing of private sector in the Mudims world will be faced with al the problems of
nepotism, corruption and lack of law that ae manly the wrongdoing of the autocratic
governments.

However, this andyss should not lead to the hasty conclusion that getting rid of the
autocratic rulers is dways and ingantly good. Although autocratic rulers in most Mudim
countries are illegitimate in the eyes of their own people, one should not assume thet their
sudden and abrupt absence means trangtion toward democracy. This was the assumption of the
"shock and awe" drategy adopted in the Operation Iragi Freedom. In other words, it was
assumed that Iraq was Iraq because of Saddam and Afghanistan was Afghanistan because of
the Taliban. Consequently, it was presumed that once Saddam and the Taiban were ousted,
Iraq and Afghanistan would become democracies. The experiences of the last three years in
Afghanistan and Iraq teach us that Saddam was Saddam because of Iragq and the Tdiban were
the Tdliban because of Afghanistan. In other words, for aruler to hold a country such as Irag or
Afghanigtan together, he should be like Saddam or Tdiban (and exclude the possibility of being
Madison).

The collapse of te date indtitutions in Afghanistan, Irag and, for that matter, Somalia,
after ougting Tdiban, Saddam and Barre is not a mere coincidence. There are structurd and
cultural factors behind these three incidents. In most Mudim countries, the authority of individua
rulers, legitimacy of regimes and sovereignty/unity of states are inextricably interwoven.

Sudden and abrupt shifts in power in dmogt al countries of the region will not only
diminish the authority of the rulers but aso thregten the legitimacy of the regimes (thus the
gructure of power) and imperil the unity of the states themsdves. Thisis exactly what happened
in Somaia immediately after the overthrow of Presdent M. S. Barre in Jan. 1991, Tdiban in
2001 and later in Irag after ousting Saddam Hussein from office in 2003. The absence of
Saddam Hussein meant no Bathist regime and endangered the unity of Iraq as a date. If the
U.S. presses for amilar abrupt shifts in power in Saudi Arabia for instance, this will likely affect
not only the persons who currently hold power but the whole legitimacy of the Saudi family and
the whole unity of the Saudi state with its current borders. Save for Egypt and Tunisa which
have very solid socid fabrics, thisanalysis can be gpplied to amogt dl other Mudim countries.

Thus, though most incumbents are not legitimate and can be easly removed from
power, they are functiond in holding the societies with overlapping cleavages together.

3. Limitations of the Project

The results of this project should be understood within the limitations of the sample. These
limitations can be characterized in two aspects.
1- One-snapshot Project

Thisdatais at best a sngpshot of the attitudes of educated Mudims between the age of
18 and 50 during the period from May 2002 and August 2002. In other words it is not a
longitudina study that captures dynamics. Consequently, it does not speak for Mudims efter five
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years or so. Political cultures are socid organisms that dynamicdly mutate and evolve in
response to socio-political events and chdlenges (Berger 1989; Catterberg 1991; Lasser
1996). Pdliticd culture is andogicdly like an old person who moves very dowly in response to
the events and incentives that occur around him/her. Many events in the Mudim world cdl for
further investigation of Mudims political culture. Take Saudi Arabia as a case Study. In post-
September 11™ Saudi Arabia, “the word Idlah (reform) has become on al lips” (al-Fass
2003). Saudi officids declare specific Seps toward initigting the public participation in the
Kingdom. Prince Sultan bin Abde-Aziz (deputy prime minister of Saudi Arabia) promises red
political reforms. He states that he refuses the notorious 99 percent eection results other Arab
countries. According to him, "manipulating eectionsis the eesest thing the kingdom can do.”

His brother Crown Prince Abdullah promised expanding the role of the Shura Council
and raising the bar of accountability and trangparency (d-Sharq a-Awssat, June 9, 2003). The
Saudi royd family promised the first local dections in the year 2004. A nationd dialogue under
the auspices of the Crown Prince has started in response to many written and oral petitions by
Saudi academicians, modernist Idamigts, liberal ntellectuals, busness men and women, and
leaders of tribes. A famous petition sgned by 100 Saudi public figures in January 2003
specificdly asked for palitica, bureaucratic and economic reforms with a clear emphasis on
crafting a written condtitution br the Kingdom instead of the clam that the Qurdan is the
condtitution.

Another petition in April 2003 sgned by 450 public figures including many Shiite
Mudims asks for equdity between Shiite and Sunni Mudims in top executive and legidative
positions in addition to more freedoms for them to practice their religion.

The royd family established the Ingtitution of King Abdul Aziz for National Didogue to
inditutiondize the demands for reform. Though practicaly spesking nothing happened on the
politica landscape of the Kingdom, it is clear that the demands for reform have come on the
public agenda of the masses and eite aswell (Abo Taeb 2004).

The Saudi royd family knows thet the cost of oppression has become extremely high for
domestic and external reasons. The fact that fifteen out of the nineteen perpetrators of the
September 11" attack were Saudi citizens put the Saudi society and state on the defense. The
Saudi verson of Idam, known in the West as Wahabism, has become under attack. Saudi
Arabia is changing. The famous clam tha since Saudi Arabia was never colonidized it thus
possesses the pure and authentic reading (since it was never contaminated by the influence of
the west), is diminishing.

Domestic developments as well make many Saudis, actudly many Mudims, see the
benefits and freedoms of globalization without benefiting them. The mgority of Saudis are well-
educated and have access b a subgtantid amount of avallable websites and satellite dishes.
"My mother didn't go to any school a al, because then there were no girls schools a dl,” A
Saudi femade physician said. "My older sster, who is 20 years older than me, she went up to the
gxth grade and then quit, because the fedling was that a girl only needs to learn to read and
write. Then | went to college and medica school on scholarship to the States. My daughter,
maybe shelll be president, or an astronaut” (Kristof 2002c).

The same can be said about so many other countries that have been facing changing
chdlenges. Turkey with an Idamist party in power is introducing a new mode that deserves to
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be studied. This model has been labeled: "rdigious or pious secularism™ and is suggested to be
the exemplar for Irag (Gawad 2003).

The unpopular decisons taken by the Assembly of Guardians in Iran is creating more
tenson among young men and women who are not reedy to sacrifice their freedoms due to
excessvely conservative interpretations of some debatable and controversa verses,
hadiths/sayings or fatwas/rdigious verdicts of grand imams.

2- Big-Picture Project

This project is not about any specific country or society. It is about 32 Mudim societies
in comparison to each other. This broad sample of societies means that one has to sacrifice
complexity and nuance for the sake of comparability and generdity. "An gppreciation of
complexity sacrifices generdity; an emphasis on generdity encourages a neglect of complexity.
Itisdifficult to have both* (Ragin 1987:54).

That iswhy it isimportant for future research to take a smaller number of casesto strike
a different balance between generdity and complexity. The existing survey, or a least something
amilar, will dlow researchers to compare and generdize. By using the same survey again, Idam
and Middle East researchers can obtain pand-data that would eventualy help creste an Idamic
barometer to gauge developmentsin Mudims politica culture,
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APPENDIX 1
GLOSSARY OF TERMS
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No gk

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Ahl al-hal wa al-‘agd: the people who have the power of contract with the ruler. The vast
mgority of Mudim jurigs argued more pragmaticaly that ahl d-hal wa a-‘aqd are those
who possess the necessary shawka (power or strength) to insure the obedience or, in the
dternative, the consent of the public.

Al-Muraja‘at: is a sect of Idam that was known for postponing the final verdict of asin
doer until the Day of Judgment. Traditionalists criticize modernists Snce a typica modernist
would not kill an gpostate but just advise him/them to repent.

Al-salaf al-saleh: The pious predecessors. Al-sdaf a-sdeh is a concept used to refer to
the early companions of the prophet and traditiondists tend to extend it to al ancient
scholars who spent their lives studying and preaching Idam.

Al-Tawheed: monotheism

Al-wala' wa al-bara'a: dliance to Mudims and didoydty to non-Mudims

'Aqgeeda: creed

Bay'a: (or Bay'ah) is an oath of alegiance to the ruler on the condition that he obeys
Allah' ssharia

Bed'a: (or Bida) man made innovated practices introduced in the reigion of Allah. The
Prophet stated that: “every Bid' ais a deviation from the true path and every deviation leads
to Hdlfire”

Caliph: (or Khaif) Successor. A title formerly given to a Mudim palitical leadership of the
umma

Da'wa: (or Dawa) inviting Mudims and non-Mudims to a better understanding of Idam.
Fatwas: Religious verdicts A lega verdict given on ardigious bass. the sources on which a
fatwalis based are the Holy Qur'an and hadiths/saying of the Prophet.

Figh: I1damic jurisprudence or he science of ascertaining the precise terms of the
sharialldamic legidation.

Fitnah: internd divisonsor civil grife

Hadith: (sngular of ahadiths) which are the sayings of the prophet Mohamed. After his
desth, the hadiths were tested for accuracy and collected into organized bodies of material.
Hadiths of the pophet are second in authority to the Qur'an.

Hodod: (or Hudud) The limits ordained by Allah and Idamic pend code.

l[jma’: A consensus view among Mudims especidly of Mudim ulama/scholars on any
Idamic principle.

ljtihad: independent reasoning or origina interpretation of problems not precisaly covered
by the Qur'an or the hadiths.

Ikhtlaf: Differences and divisons of opinions on reigious matters. Such diversty is
permissible as long as the basic principles of Idam are not affected. It is the opposite of
ijmal/consensus.

Imam: A person who leads the prayer, a Mudim Khaifaor afamous Mudim scholar in
figh.

Jahilliyya: (or Jahiliyyah and Jahiliyah) the state of ignorance such as the pre-Idamic era
that preceded the revelation of the Qur'an.

Kharijite: (or Kharijies) Used to refer to dissidents or outsiders. Its root goes to a group of
Mudims who turned againg Ali (the fourth Cdiph) and killed him while praying.
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22. Khateebs: (or Khatibs) preachers at mosques.

23. Khirgj: (or Kharg) properties of the nations Mudims occupy or tax imposed on the
revenue from land taken from non-Mudims to ensure their equd rights under Idamic law.

24. Madhab: sub-tradition and school of figh/jurigprudence.

25. Mutazila: (or Mutzilah) the term applies to members of a theologica schoal that flourished
in Basra and Baghdad in the 8th-10th century. The Mutazila were the firs Mudims to use
the categories and methods of Helenitic philosophy to derive their dogma The tenets of
ther faith included the oneness of God, free will and responsbility for on€'s actions, and the
justice of God and the consequent inevitability of reward in heaven or punishment in hel.
Their doctrine of a created (as opposed to eterna) Quran held sway (827—49), but was
ultimately abandoned. Mutazili beliefs were disavowed by Sunni Mudims but accepted by
Shiites

26. Qiyas: andogica reasoning and consdered by most ulama/scholars as the fourth source of
figh/juriprudence by Sunni scholars (after the Qur'an, hadiths and ijma). Shiite scholars
accept the firgt three but instead of the Qiyas, they emply ‘agl or reason (i.e. cost benefit
andyss).

27. Sadd al-dhari*ah: blocking the means to illegdity. This principle means the lavmaker
and/or ulama could clam that behavior that is lawful ought to be consdered unlawful
because it leads to the commission of illegd acts.

28. Sharia: (or Shariah) Idamic legidation. The reveded and the canonicd laws of the religion
of Idam.

29. Shelkhs or imams: (or Shaikh) is atitle or a nickname for an ederly person or areligious
leader in acommunity. Thistitleis also given to awise person. It is used here to refer to the
leaders of prayers

30. Shura: mutud conaultation to Idamig modernids it is Idam’'s equivdent to Western
democracy.

31. Taglid: Imitating and emulating the sdaf or the predecessorsin their praxis and opinions.

32. Umma: (or ummah) the Idamic nation or community regardiess of political borders,
languages or ethnicities.

33. Wagf: Endowment. A chaitable trust in the Name of Allah, usudly in perpetuity, and
usudly for the purposes of egtablishing the Deen of Idam, teaching ussful knowledge,
feeding the poor or treating the Sick.

34. Zandaqga: heresy can be traced back to the early Abbasid era to depict any deviation
from the authentic central understanding of 1dam as understood during the prophet’ s life and
the 40 years after his death. In the second century of 1dam (8" century A.D.) many of the
Fars (nomind) Mudims declared Idam while kept practicing their own traditiond (un-
Idamic) rituas. All these practices were described as religious zandagga yet when these
same people rebelled againg the centra authority the word has gained political connotation.
It is important to keep in mind that Snce there is no religious structure in Idam analogous to
the Catholic Church, the dlegations of zandagga remained very politica, selective and

partid.
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APPENDIX 2
DATA COLLECTION
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The research question of this project focuses on the atitudes of ordinary Mudims. It
requires, consequently, obtaining firs-hand data from Mudims. To do that, the researcher had
three possible choices. First, drop the idea of the survey and obtain secondary sources.
Second, drop al sensitive, and necessarily serious, questions. Third, target the individuds who
have enough education to respond to awritten survey about such politically sendtive issues.

The third option was the most viable both for logigtical and theoretica reasons.

Practicdly, convincing educated Mudims to participate in a survey about politics with serious
questions was doable comparing to do the same thing with illiterate Mudims. Second, the
educated Mudims are important because they are paliticaly the most relevant and they harbor
mogt if not al demands for democratic reforms for the future. That is why any response or
discussion with non-educated Mudims, thought rare, were tossed away.

Another issue was related to how to approach the educated Mudims. Written and
telephone surveys are the most famous ways for surveying people in open societies. The issue of
the rdiability of these two tools were raised given the sengitivity of the questions asked. After
consulting with a number of area experts, the face-to-face written surveys were preferred over
telephone surveys for two reasons: firg there will be the posshility of explaining to the
respondents any questions. Second, there will be the possbility of having focus group
discussions with some of the respondents to add depth to the survey through discussing certain
guestions and explore further attitudes that are not captured by the written survey.

However, many observers and participants in the pilot sudy commented that in some
countries, the respondents will ill think thet their responses will be monitored by government
agents and thus they will be rductant to reflect their actud atitudes. Beside, redtrict anonymity
and verba assurances before handing in the surveys, two other solutions to this potentia
problem are used. First, whenever and wherever possible the surveys were administered by
native academicians and research centers who are both perceived as trustworthy and not
known for working for governments agents.

Second, there should have been another systematic tool to check for the impact of the
suspicion of governmental survelllance. Another survey administered through the web by
emailing Mudims the URL of a webgte and asking them to respond to the same identical
guestions of the written survey was developed to reflect. Technicdly, this kind of web-based
survey is drawn from a non-probabilistic controlled-quota sample in the sense that there is no
known probability for the possbility of including dl Mudims who have access to the Internet
into the frame of respondents. However, some non-probabilistic can be more representative
than others if there are known possible sources of biases.

Obtaining survey responses from two different tools poses a methodologica chdlenge
and provides a methodologicd opportunity to examine the efficiency of the two tools as well.
Theoreticaly, there can be one of two broad scenarios: 1) The two tools are in conflict mainly
due to the fact that Mudims who have access to the Internet are a homogenous group of
Mudims who think aike and thus are not representative of the broader population of educated
Mudims. 2) The two tools are complementary in gauging Mudims' attitude since both pooled
samples are drawn from the same population.

It is found that there are no datisticaly significant differences between the attitudes of Mudims
who responded to the written and web-based surveys
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To test these two broad scenarios, a question about how many times aweek the respondents to
the written survey have access to Internet was added. ANOVA has not reported significant
differences between the means of those who have daily access to the Internent and those who
do not have access to the Internet. To confirm the previous finding, ANOV A was used againgt
to compare the responses from the two samples regarding the questions relevant to the purpose
of this dissertation. Again, no datigica difference was found in dl cases. As a third gep to
confirm the complement of both tool, priminary regresson analys's was utilized to make sure
that the demographics do not have contradictory effects based on the tool used. Except for age,
there was no difference between the coefficients obtained from the web-based survey and the
written survey.

This lack of sgnificant discrepancies can be explained by the fact that, the two tools (the web
and written surveys) targeted amost the same population of urban, educated and non-poor
Mudims. Yet ANOVA suggests that most respondents were less sdlf-redraint in their criticiam
of their governments and support for eected accountable governments in the web-based survey
comparing to the written one which may be explained by the freedom of expresson they enjoy
in cyberspace comparing to written surveys.

This finding has been confirmed by the fact that with the exception of question number 2.24 that
reads “Do you think that Mudim countries should have democrétic rulers ingtead of the current
politica rulers?’ The respondents to the web-based survey were sgnificantly more critica of
their rulers than the respondents to the written survey and the focus group discussions in Saudi
Arabia, the Sudan and Libya.

a. Web-adminigtered Survey

Literature on web-administered surveys raises concerns regarding technica problems
and representation problems. The technicad problems are centered on “the lack of
standardization among operating systems, servers, and browsers.” (Smith 2002) Smith noted in
her paper that “browser incompatibility problem” was among the most chalenging problem in
using web-based survey. However, it seems that this problem has become less rdevant in the
advancement of severs protocols and the standardization of HTML and JAVA programming
(Pitkow and Kehoe 1999).

With this kind of technological progress™, other measures are highly recommended.
Those measures include reliable server to save the data and well-organized plan of sending out
emalls and putting the pop-up ads in ardatively long span of time to prevent web-conjuncture.
Filot examination of the server and the mechanism of sending out emails (either through web cgi
script or Mailto Action) and pre-testing of their rdigbility is a highly recommended measure in
this regard (Kennedy, 2000) .

| followed those technica recommendations and depend upon the free survey suite of
Universty of Virginia that has been recommended to me by professor David Hartmann of
Sociology department and the director of Kercher Center for Socia Research a WMU. He

# The technological progress has gone into three directions: “the adoption engine, the user interface, and
the server interface” (Colleen and Pitkow. 1996).
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uses this service quite often and assures me that it is quite reliable. Besides, | have dready pre-
tested it and showed great convenience and rdigbility.

Some other problems may occur due to the attempts of some people of submitting their
responses more than once. The literature suggests tracking users through identifying their ISP's
and limit the responses coming from one ISP to one respondent (Dillman 2000). This solution is
not practical for this project’'s purposes due to the absolute anonymity promised to the
respondents and required by HSIRB-WMU. Besdes there is aways the posshbility that more
than one person responds from the same computer. A case of a whole family responding from
the same ISP or people who use internet cafés are two expected casesin mind. | would opt for
another solution, which is to compare the responses to the openended questions. If there are
two or more identical responses in dl questions, including the open-ended questions, they will
be tossed away. Microsoft Access is a database package that performed this task with great
efficency.

The rather more chdlenging concern about using web-administered surveys is the
problem of representation that leads to sampling errors. According to Smith, “Perhaps the most
critical problem with Internet-based research is the practica impossibility of probability
sampling, that one can only tentatively generdize to a very oecific population, if a dl” (Smith
2002). After discussng different accounts of this problem she concludes that “we do thisdl the
time’ whether we use web-based, telephone based or paper-based surveys. None of them is
completey random. The solution that Smith advances isto “learn more about [the respondents |
demographics’ which will engble “generdizability to wel-studied segments of the overdl
population.”

Two econometricians examined five decades of sampling mathematicdly and
theoreticaly and suggested that that the great mgority of the sampling methods that socid
scientists use do not actudly produce random samples unless we ignore the impracticadity of
most of the underlying assumptions (Ullah and Breunig 1998).

In other words, if the web-based is generally biased toward people who are above
average in education and experience with computers (Bowker and Dillman May 2000) and we
know the gructure of this bias through asking explicit questions about the demographics of
respondents we can limit our generdizations to the specific category. This solution makes more
sense than to abandon using the revolutionary advantage of web-administered survey besides, it
is not recommended for researchers to throw away data.

The advantages of usng web-based survey are numerous. “The advent of web
surveying means it is now possible to bring a survey insrument to hundreds of thousands of
people and process the results for a cost that would previoudy only have alowed a few
hundred responses to be tabulated” (Dillman and Bowker 2000).

In the Mudim context specificaly, web-based survey has a very important advantage
which is it is the only possble data-gathering tool that does not require the gpprova and
necesstate the full supervison of non-democratic governments that usualy have no experience,
let alone respect, for this type of research. Part of the way web-based survey can be defended
in the Mudim world context is that we cannot beat something with nothing. Ancther advantage
that web-based surveys have over paper-based surveys is related to the environment of
skepticiam in authoritarian countries. Mogt of the written surveys done on non-democratic
countries have shown a very high degree of conservative and mild responses due to the fear of
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being questioned or detained in the future (Elder 1976; Verba 1971). However, in the web-
based survey with absolute anonymity, most respondents are presumed to be less concerned
about being monitored by authorities (Solomon 2001).

The Sampling technique:

In the Web-based survey a quota controlled sample is convenience sampling, but with
the congtraint that proportiondity by strata be preserved.

Maximum variaion sampling is the god of controlled quota sampling, in which the
researcher purposively and non-randomly tries to sdect a st of cases, which exhibit maxima
differences on varidoles of interest. Further variations include extreme or deviant case sampling
or typical case sampling. That is why the 55,100 email addresses were obtained from 35
diverse web-gtes, chatting groups and email-ligs and in five different languages (English,
Arabic, Urdy, Fars and French). Upon consulting Mudims from Arab, African and Adan
countries about the mogt-frequently visted webdgtes and chatting rooms, the emails were
purposively and proportionaly distributed among regions taking into consideration most and
least conservative websites.

According to the statistics gathered from the United Nations® approximately 42% of
Mudims are under the age of 18. Besdes, around 45% of Mudims who are above 18 are
illiterate. Calculated together, only 26% of Mudims above 18 can actudly read and write. Thus
amost 74% of the 1.2 billion Mudims are out of the reach of dl behaviord tools avalable to
examine their beliefs. That is to say, any generdization drawn from the web-based survey will
be at best limited to around 300 million Mudims who are literate and above the age of 18.

Appendix 2 ligts the number and percentages of people who had access to the Internet
in January 2001 (9 months before the survey was run on the web). The last columns are the
mogt relevant for examining the percentages of Mudim individuds who have access to the
Internet in various countries of the world as percentage of the totd population. The average is
around 10.8% of Mudims have access to the Internet. However, the variance is too high
(323.6) which indicates that there are number of outlier cases that drive he average into
exaggerated figure. After excduding ten countries which have very high Internet access and
meanwhile have smdl minorities of Mudims (as depicted in the last column), the average is now
2.9% and the variance is relatively reasonable (33.4). This information suggests that those who
had access to the Internet in Mudim countries in January 2001 are dightly more than 2.9% of
total Mudims, which are around 34.8 million individuas.

This figure represents the totd number of individuas who actualy had access to the
Internet in Mudim countries in the year 2000 (after excluding Mudim minoritiesin the highest ten
countries providing Internet to thelr resdents). Since | am only interested in the adult Mudims, it
is reasonable to expect that these 34.8 million individuals who represent 12 percent of the 300
million individuals who represent the target population.

The researcher met the problem of the diversity of languages among Mudimswho livein
more than 80 countries of the world. After exploring different attempts and consulting a wide
range of Mudims from different backgrounds and spesk different languages, the most
reasonable choice is twofold: firg to rdy manly on an English versgon of the survey with

% http://esa.un.org/unpp/index.asp?panel =2, the cal culation of this percentage cal cul ated through adding
the percentage of population at age 0-14 to the percentage of population 15-17 in almost all countries that
have notable (3% and above) percentages of Muslims.
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tranditerating the most technical concepts and words into Arabic and Urdu; second to dlow for
Arabic and French speakers the ability to respond to an Arabic and French versons of the
same survey. Pilot examination of the darity of the language and reiability of the questions and
their words led to different iterations of the same survey. Based upon severd tests of the survey
in different contexts by English, French, Arab and Urdu speskersin the U.S,, Egypt, and Iran,
three versions of the survey were developed and used: English, French and Arabic.

b. Paper-Based Survey

The same questions of the web-based were used in a face-to-face written survey in
Egypt, UAE, Pakigan, Algeria, Libya, Mdaysa, Iran and Turkey, as wel as among Mudim
dudents who ae doing ther dudies a three American universties (Western Michigan
Univergty, Colorado Universty and Universty of Michigan). The attempt to adminiger a
written survey in Saudi Arabiafailed.

As dways, the target population (the population for which information is required) and
the survey population (the population actudly covered) differ for practical reasons, even though
they should, in actudity, be the same. It has been extremdy difficult to obtain a baanced sample
of dl educated Mudims from dl parts of each country. That is why, it has been necessary to
impose geographicd and career limitations excluding certain parts of the target population
because they are inaccessible. Thus, the respondents to the written-survey have been college
students.

| made subjective judgments (which were cross-checked by regiond specidists)
concerning the best estimate of which schools and colleges to be chosen to be representative of
each country.

Appendix 5 ligts the number of respondents who responded to the written survey. One
guestion was added to the written survey which asked the respondents to indicate how frequent
they surf the Internet to hep control for the effect of the Internet and to examine the
characteridtics of the individuals who have access to the Internet. Three main characteristics of
the respondents to the internet is that mae Mudims sarf the net more than femaes. Rdatively
affluent Mudims have access to the internet more than the rdatively less advantages. Y ounger
Mudlims (40 years and below) spend more time ortline than older Mudims.

Egypt and the US in particular are two pivota countries for the diversity of non-native
Mudimswho live in both of them.

The written surveysis used not only to check the consstency and rdliability of the Web-
based survey but as well to expand the generdizability of the results to people who do not
necessarily have access to the Internet.

Comparison between available data and other samples

Fortunatdly, the Galup survey, Pew survey project and Zogby Internationd have run
face-to-face surveys in different Mudim societies in the years 2002-2003 (Gallup 2002; Pew
20033, 2003b; Zogby 2002). Comparing the demographics of the respondents to web-based
and written surveys of this project with the educated Mudlim respondents to these other surveys
indicate clear oversampling of the rdatively affluent over the reativey less advantaged and
individuals under 35 over older people. These surveys indicated that they over sampled men
and the urban literate.
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Since | make no attempt to establish proportions of al Mudims who support or oppose
democracy, it matters little whether the pooled data is a representative sample of dl Mudims of
the world or not. It is enough that it is representative of the educated Mudims who potentialy
pay enough head to palitical matters.

c. Intendve Interviews and Focus Group Discussons

An important part of this project is to randomly select a 311 respondents of the
respondents to the writtenrsurvey and conduct focus-group discusson with them. These
discussons took place among Mudim in eight societies (Egypt, Libya, the Sudan, UAE, Iran,
Turkey, Algeriaand the US).

Subjects were sdected randomly and | talked to each potentid interviewee explaining
my purpose and followed this up with the possible benefits. | offered the respondents the
opportunity to chat with me for around 30 minutes in a friendly get-together with beverages
provided a my expense. The number of individuas invited for the focus group discussions was
over 600 but only 188 accepted to participate.

Three advantages have been gained from conducting intensive interviews and focus
group discussions.

1- This ressarch method permitted respondents to reved their convictions and
uncertainties, their reasoning processes and emotiond reactions, their foci for passon and
indifference, their expertise and ignorance. From the interviews, | was able to evaduate the
content, complexity, and strength of individud beiefs about Idam and democracy which
definitely added depth to the survey andysis.

2- The survey explains findings through the correlation between certain characteristics
such as gender and support to democracy; | interpret the relaionship and infers that the femae
educated Mudims support democracy because democracy promote their socio-palitica
pogtions. Intensive interviews explain this finding by discussing with femae respondents what
they expect and how they would fed about the effect of democracy on their lives. The
conclusions from both types of research may be equaly vdid, even identica, but they emerge
from different types of data, which are collected in different ways to yidd different types of
explanations for the same phenomenon.

3- Surprisngly the intengve interviews and focus group discussons throw light on
certain aspects that are overlooked by quantitative tools that are “limited by ether a falure of
imagindion or the exigencies of daidicd techniques’ (Hochschild 1981: 25). For instance,
wha if an educated Mudim woman makes a novel argument againgt democracy? Regression
andyss will definitely ignore her podtion if there is datidticaly enough evidence that most
educated women are pro-democracy. Intensive interviews and focus group discussons bring
these potentid anomdiesinto the focus of the researcher’ s attention.

The main dissdvantage of the focus group discussion is that it is not as diverse and
representative as the survey. However, this disadvantage is of little vaue in this project. A
concern that a disproportionate number of the male (or female) respondents are more or less
educated, rich or poor, or whatever, would be misplaced. These demographic considerations
become important only in the pooled survey data Snce one seeks to infer from the sample how
many and what kinds of respondents seek more or less democratic changes.
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d. Elite Interviews

Five to nine dite interviews with ulama/scholars, activists and intellectuas were conducted
during visit to each of the previous eight countries in addition to Saudi Arabia. The interviewees
were salected based on two criteria firgt to represent the diverse ideologica positions toward
democracy; second to have been known for their roles as public opinion leaders in their
respective countries.

The interviewees were asked to comment and reflect upon the descriptive graphs of the web-
based surveys. Some of them asked for the results to be sent to them before conducting the
interview and had extensive comments on them. Others interpreted the findings and used them in
later references to defend their political causes.

Sdlection of Countries

Four main reasons determined the selection of the countries whence the written survey,
focus group discussions and dite interviews have been conducted:

1) They represent the geographical and religious diversity of the Middle East and
Mudim world.

2) These countries represent awide array of experiences regarding how both Idam and
democracy are perceived from the masses and dites’ points of view.

3) | received a high number of responses in pilot tests of web-based survey from
citizens of those countries.

4) The selection of countriesis influenced by the researcher’ s capacity to secure religble
connections in those countries. These connections are insrumentd to assist in getting accessto
the respondents who became potential focus group participants and respondents to the written
urvey.
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APPENDIX 3
INTERNET USERS IN COUNTRIES WHERE MUSLIMS
HAVE NOTABLE PRESENCE
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Interent Users

Country Last Number of (% of Populating with| Excluding
Updated Users I nternet Access Outliers
Albania Dec.2000 12,000 0.34 0.34
Algeria March 2001 | 180,000 0.57 0.57
Bahrain March 2001 | 105,000 10.07 10.07
Bangladesh  |Dec.1999 30,000 0.02 0.02
Egypt March 2001 | 560,000 0.81 0.81
France August 2001| 11.7 million 19.65
Germany August 2001 | 28.64 million 34.49
India Dec. 2000 5 million 0.49 0.49
Indonesia Jan. 2000 2 million 0.88 0.88
Iran Dec. 2000 250,000 0.38 0.38
Irag Dec.2000 12,500 0.05 0.05
Jordan March 2001 | 210,000 4.07 4.07
Kuwait March 2001 | 165,000 8.08 8.08
Lebanon Dec. 2000 300,000 8.38 8.38
Libya March 2001 20000 0.24 0.24
Mdaysa Dec. 2000 3.7 million 16.98 16.98
Mdi Dec. 1999 10000 0.09 0.09
Morocco March 2001 220000 0.72 0.72
Niger Dec. 1999 3000 0.03 0.03
Nigeria Dec.1999 100,000 0.08 0.08
Oman Dec.2000 90,000 3.55 3.55
Pakistan May 2000 1.2 million 0.85 0.85
Qatar March 2001 75000 9.75 9.75
Saudi Arabia |[March 2001 | 570,000 2.5 2.5
Senegd Dec. 2000 40,000 0.4 0.4
Sudan March 2001 28,000 0.08 0.08
Syria March 2001 32,000 0.19 0.19
Tunisa March 2001 | 280,000 2.89 2.89
Turkey May 2000 2 million 3.05 3.05
UAE Dec. 2000 735,000 31.02 31.02
UK June 2001 33 million 55.32
usS Aug 2001 166.14 m. 59.75
Y emen March 2001 14,000 0.08 0.08
Average 10.8 2.9
Variance 323.6 334
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APPENDIX 4
THE WEB-BASED SURVEY
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The process of writing the English verson of the survey took 6 months. When
formulating the questions, | had to consult with subject-maiter experts and members of the
target audience. Also, | examine questions from other surveys (used in Egypt, World Vaue
Survey and Pew Research) on the same or smilar topics.

Dr. Kevin Corder and David Hartmann reviewed the variables to be measured, and
ultimately, the survey questions and response aternatives.

Dr. Jm Butterfield made certain that the questions are relevant to the survey objectives
and information requirements, ensured that there was an established rationde behind each
question and that the response categories are mutualy exclusve and exhaugtive and no double-
barreled questions or tendentious language is used.

However, it is crucid that | have confident that the results are not atifacts of he
particular survey tool used. To gain this confidence, | re-run the models twice using the data
obtained from the two techniques separately and report only the generd patterns that are the
same whichever data | use.

Idam and Pdlitics

You are invited to participate in a research project entitled Idam and Politics designed to
andyze the politicd attitudes of Mudims toward palitics in genera and more specificdly toward
democracy as Mudims understand it. The researcher who is conducting this survey is Moataz
Abdd Fattah who is a faculty member at the School of Economics and Political Science, Cairo
University and is doing his PhD in politicd science & Western Michigan University. Data
obtained from this survey will be part of his dissertation project. Kindly note that you are only
alowed to respond to the questions of this survey if you are 18 years or older. This survey is
comprised of 48 questions and will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. Y our replies
will be completely anonymous; so do not put your name anywhere on the form. If you choose to
not participate in this survey, please do NOT click "submit” button at the end of the survey. If
you choaose to not answer any question, smply leave it blank.

Returning the survey (by clicking “submit” button a the end of the survey) indicates your
consent for use of the answers you supply. Please ask your Mudim wiveshusbands,
song/daughters and/or friends (who are above 18 years old) to fill in this survey. | appreciate
your cooperaion. The data obtained by this survey will be public for researchers, individuas
and inditutes Mudim and non-Mudim in Mudim and non-Mudim countries. If you have any
questions, you may contact Moataz Abdefattah a 202-363-7220 or a
moatazfatah@yahoo.com. On July 15th 2002, you may vist the following website to benefit
from the data and see some graphs and aggregate tables summarizing the responses.
www.mzpalitics.com/data

Contact Information
Name: Moataz Abdel Fattah
Address: Caro University
Voice: 202-387-7906
Email: moatazfattah@yahoo.com
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Part One
In this section, you will be asked to give us some information about your age, education, nationdity...etc.

1.1. How did you learn about this survey?
[]

1.2.  What isyour gender?

[] Femde(girl/lady)
[1] Mae (boy/man)

1.3.  Wha isyour age?
18-24

25-29

30-34

35-39

40-50
Above 50

— e e
[y S S i S S -

1.4. How far did you go in school?

Less Than High School Diploma

High School Diploma

Some College

Received Undergrad Degree (e.g. Bachdor)
Received an Advanced Degree (e.g. Masters or PhD)
No Response

— e e
[y S S i S S -

1.5.  What isyour annua persona income leve inyour own currency (if you are still supported by
your parents, indicate their income)?

Under 999

1,000 to 5,999

4,000 to 6,999

7,000 to 9,999

10,000 to 15,999

16,000 to 25,999

26,000 to 35,999

37,000 to 49,999

50,000 to 80,000

More than 80,000

Other, Please Specify: [ ]

L N e I e B e B e B B e B e B e e N |
[y S S TR N S W Y S ) S S -

1.6. What currency did you have in mind while answering the previous question? (Sdect based on
country)
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1.7.

1.8.

1.9.

1.10.

1.11.
1.12.

1.13.

1.14.

1.15.

Do you think that the elections or referenda (parliamentary, presidentia or syndicates) that occur
in your country, if any, are free and fair ?

[] Veryfarandfree

[1] Somewhat fair and free

[1 Notfar orfreeat dl

[1 My country does not have dections or referenda

If you have the retiondity (citizenship) of aMudim country, sdlect it from the following lig. (If
you are not from a Mudim country, go to the next question. If you are from a Mudim country,
answer thisquestion and kipthenextone) [ ]

If you are aMudim who has the citizenship of a non-Mudim country, whet is it?
[]

What isyour country of birth?
[]

What is your origina/native language?
Which one of the following would best describe your status? (Check dl that apply.)

| am an Arab Mudim

I am an African (non-American) Mudim

| am awhite American Mudim

| am an African American Mudim

| an aMudim of a European nationdity

| am an Asan non-Arabic spesking Mudim

| am aMudim who does not fit into the previous categories
| am not aMudim

Other, Please Specify: [ ]

Which one of the following best describes your status.
[1 Sunni Mudim

[] ShiteMudim

[] Other, Please Specify: [ ]

Name three NON-Musdim countries in which you resided (sayed) for one year or more. If nat,
leave it empty (blank): [ ]

How many times do you pray (make salat) daily?

| pray 5 times aday without delay.

| pray 5 times aday but not necessarily on time.

| pray from 2 to 4 times aday.

| pray once aday.

| rarely pray.

| do not pray at dl.

Other, Please Specify: [ ]

— e e e e
[y S S TR S S W R S—

— e e
[y W S O T W - )
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1.16. Areyou satisfied with the performance of the palitica parties (if any) and (elected)
representatives (if any) in your country of origin?
[] Veysiidied
[] Satidfied
[1] Notsure
[] Unstidfied
[] Veyunstidied
How many times have you voted in public eections or referendums (parliamentary, presidentia
1.17. or syndicates)?
[] My country has dections, but | never voted
[] Votedonce
[1] Twiceor more
[] Never voted because my country does not have eections
1.18. How many times have you had any sort of acoholic beverages or wine (khamr)?
Never in my lifetime
Only once in my lifetime
Twicein my lifetime
Sometimes
Once aweek or more.
Other, Please Specify: [ ]

—r—
[ S Ry S S S _—

Part Two

In this section, you will be asked to tell us how the best form of government looks like from your own
perspective. For questions 2.1 to 2.11, please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the
Satements in each question.

2.1.  Non-Mudims (ex. Chrigtians, Jews or Hindus) should be alowed to build churches or templesto
practice their religion in Mudim countries.
[1 Strongly agree

Agree

Not sure

Disagree

Strongly disagree

—r—_——
[y S I S —

2.2. Idamic shariagives non-Mudims (Chrigtians, Jews or Hindus) the right to have their own houses
of worship in Mudim countries.
[1 Strongly agree

Agree

Not sure

Disagree

Strongly disagree

—r—_——
[y S I S —

2.3. Democracy is very close to shura (consultation) and can be adjusted to suit the Idamic sharia.
[1 Strongly agree
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24.

2.5.

2.6.

2.7.

2.8.

Agree

Not sure
Disagree
Strongly disagree

—r———
[y W S _—

By dlowing people to make their own laws, democracy replaces the will of Allah with the will of
the people; that iswhy it is some type of disbdlief (kofr).

[1] Strongly Agree

Agree

Not sure

Disagree

Strongly disagree

—r———
[y W S _—

Idamic movements should be adlowed to form palitica parties (ahzab) and run for dections
(intikhabet).

[1] Strongly Agree

[] Agree

[1] Notsure

[] Disagree

[1 Strongly disagree

Politica participation (for example voting in dections) is some type of enjoining the good and
forbidding the evil (amr bi-a ma roof and nahii & an a-monkar)

[1] Strongly Agree

[] Agree

[1] Notsure

[] Disagree

[1 Strongly disagree

If welet Mudims dect ther rulers, these eections will lead to homosexudity (shozoz), drinking
wine (shorb a-khamr) and secularism (3dmania).

[1] Strongly Agree
[] Agree

[1] Notsure

[] Disagree

[1 Strongly disagree

One popular saying isthat “I1dam is both religion and state’ (deen wa dawla), Do you agree?
[] Strongly Agree
[1 Agree

[] Notsure

[] Disagree

[1] Strongly disagree
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2.9.

2.10.

211

2.12.

2.13.

2.14.

2.15.

If Idamists reach government through ections in Mudim countries, they will stay in power
(government) in the future even if people do not want them in power.

[1] Strongly Agree

Agree

Not sure

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Pease comment if youwish: [ ]

— e
[ S I S i S —1

Politica indtitutions and processes such as eections, parliament and politica parties are againgt
Idamic sharia

[1 Strongly Agree

Agree

Not sure

Disagree

Strongly disagree

—r———
[ |y S -

The West (USA and its alies such as Britain and others) does not want Mudimsto fregly eect
ther rulers,

[1 Strongly Agree

Agree

Not sure

Disagree

Strongly disagree

—r———
[ |y S -

Which one of the following countries comes closest to your best (idedl/favorite) politica system?
[]

Why have you chosen this country to be the closest to your best (ided/favorite) political system?

To achieve ther politica rights (ex. freedom of expression and freedom of association), Mudims
should:

[] chdlengether authoritarian rulers VIOLENTLY even if they may bekilled or jalled.

[] chalengethear authoritarian rulers PEACEFULLY even if they may bekilled or jailed.

[] expressther negative feding towardsther rulers but NOT publicly.

[] bepatient and pray to Allah to grant them better rulers.

Regarding the Arab/lsradli conflict, whose opinions do you trust most?
] Your Mudim government

] Officid rdigious scholars (Shelkhs appointed by the government)

] Unofficid reigious scholars (independent Sheikhs)

] Thelntelectuds (independent press)
] None
] Other, Please Specify: [ ]

— — —1———
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2.16.

2.17.

2.18.

2.19.

2.20.

2.21.

Some Mudim countries have Chrigtian (massehi) minorities that want to participate in the politica
process as voters, members of parliaments and/or minigers. If you had the ultimate say in this
regard, what would you alow them to do?

[] They should not be alowed to be part of the political process at all

[1 They should be dlowed to vote in public eections only

[1 Besdevoting, they should be alowed to be members of the parliament

[] Besdevoting and parliament membership, they should be dlowed to be ministers

Some Mudim countries have Jewish minorities (yahood) that want to participate in the politica
process as voters, members of parliaments and/or ministers? If you had the ultimate say in this
regard, what would you dlow them to do?

[] They should not be alowed to be part of the political process at all

[1 They should be dlowed to vote in public eections only

[] Besdevoting, they should be alowed to be members of the parliament

v Bedde voting and parliament membership, they should be dlowed to be minigters

Do you think that Mudim women should be alowed to participate in the politica process as
voters, members of parliaments and/or ministers? If you had the ultimate say in this regard, what
would you dlow them to do?

[] They should not be alowed to be part of the political process at al

[1 They should be dlowed to vote in public dections only

[1 Besdevoting, they should be alowed to be members of the parliament

[] Besdevoting and parliament membership, they should be dlowed to be ministers

On ascae of political freedom from 1 to 5, where 1 is a non-democracy/dictatorship (istibdad)
and 5 isafree palitical system, how free do you consider your country of origin?

1 (full dictatorship)

2 (partid dictatorship)

3 (in between/in the middle)

4 (patidly free)

5 (fully free)

— e
[ S I S i S —1

There are individuas who are killed or sent to jail because they publicly ask for their political
rights. Do you agree or disagree with what they do?

[1 Strongly Agree

[1 Agree

[1] Notsure

[] Disagree

[1] Strongly disagree

Based on Idamic shari’ahow would you put your country of origin on the following scae?

[1 21Full nonIdamic government
[] 2Patid (to some extent) non-1amic government
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2.22.

2.23.

2.24.

2.25.

[1 3Inbetween
[] 4 Patid (to some extent) Idamic government
[1 5Full Idamic government

If you were alowed to choose among three palitical rulersfor your country of origin, which one

of the following would you prefer?

(1 A rdligious Mudim ruler who establishes the hodood of Idam in which his citizens cannot
disagree with him or question his actions.
A religious Mudim ruler who establishes the hodood of 1dam in which hisdtizens may

L] disagree with him and hold him accountable for his actions.

[ A good ruler who is not necessarily agood Mudim but willing to give up power if heloses
public support

Which one of the following reasons can best explain why dictatorship prevailsin the Mudim
world? (Check dl that apply.)
Very Somewhat
important important
reason reason

[] [] [] []

Not a Do not
reason at dl know

a. TheWEST (by supporting
authoritarian rulers)

b. TheINDIVIDUALS (who are not
ready for democracy)

c. The RULERS (who do not leave
their positions)

d. ISLAM AND DEMOCRACY
contradict each other

e. The SCHOLARS (shekhswho
are opposed to democracy)

[] [] [] []
[] [] [] []
[] [] [] []
[] [] [] []

Do you think that Mudim countries should have democratic rulers instead of the current political
rulers?

[l Yes

[] No

[1 I|amnotsure

Would you accept that your son/brother gets married to awoman from another religion
(Chrigtian, Jewish, ...€tc.)

[l Yes

[] No

[1 Iamnotsure
[1 Other, Please Specify: [ ]
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2.26.

2.27.

2.28.

2.29.

2.30.

2.31.

Would you dlow Sunni and Shiite to get married to each other?

[] Yes

[] No

[1 I'amnotsure

[] Other, Please Specify: [ ]

Mudims who adopt Western ideologies such as liberdism, socidism or communism should be
alowed to form political parties (ahzab) and run for dections (intikhabat).

Strongly agree
Agree

Not sure
Disagree
Strongly disagree

— e
[ Ry T | S S _—

In your opinion, what is democracy?

[]

In your opinion, what is Idam?

Some Mudim countries have Mudim minorities (ex. Shiite and Ahmeadi) that want to participate
in the politica process as voters, members of parliaments and/or minigters. If you had the
ultimate say in this regard, what would you alow them to do?

[1 Theyshould not be dlowed to be part of the palitical process at all

[1 They should bedlowed to vote in public eections only

[] Beddevating, they should be alowed to be members of the parliament

[] Beddevoting and parliament membership, they should be dlowed to be ministers
Pease fed free to add comments if you wish
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List of Respondents to the Written Survey

Mudims Surveyed | Mudims Surveyed | Mudlims Surveyed Included/
in Egypt in their Countries inthe US Total excluded
Egypt 1617* 1617 Included
Nigeria 89 49 138 Included
Mdi 36 36 Excluded
Gambia 49 49 Excluded
UAE 75 65* 45 185 Included
Y emen 85 83 168 Included
Sudan 145 279* 23 447 Included
Europe 87 31 118 Included
Bangladesh 122 74 196 Included
Kuwait A 19 113 Included
Bahrain 84 18 102 Included
Indonesia 116 38 14 Included
Mdaysa 114 490* 79 683 Included
Tunisa 107 12 119 Included
Morocco 102 23 125 Included
Senegal 113 74 187 Included
Pakistan 103 634* 135 872 Included
Libya 43 215* 8 266 Included
Iran 319* 23 342 Included
Turkey 200* 64 264 Included
Saudi Arabia 182 182 Included
Algeria 84 88* 26 198 Included
us 223* 223 Included
Total 3265 2290 1229 6784

* |ndicates samples that were selected randomly.
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APPENDIX 6
RESPONDENTS TO THE WEB-BASED SURVEY
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List of Respondents to the Web-Based Survey

Abbrev. Country Coded as: Freg.
AFG Afghanistan Other 138
ALB Albania Albania 500
ALG Algeia Algeia 570
ARA Arab Other 5
AUS Audrdia Other 37
AZE Azerbajan Other 12
BAH Bahran Bahran 530
BAN Bangladesh BANGLADESH 935
BEL Bdgium EU 86
BOS Bosnia Herzegovina Other 53
BRU Brunei Other 28
CAN Canada Other 276
CHI China Other 9
EGY Egypt EGYPT 1346
FIJ Hji Other 5
FRA France EU 239
GAM Gambia Gambia 489
GER German EU 196
GHA Ghana Other 18
IND India INDIA 1497
INS Indonesa INDONESIA 1331
IRE Irdland EU 23
IRN Iran IRAN 1138
IRQ Irag Other 91
IVO Ivory coast Other 28
JOR Jordan JORDAN 687
KEN Kenya Other 36
KUW Kuwait KUWAIT 533
KYR Kyrgyzstan Other 10
LEB Lebanon LEBANON 534
LIB Libya LIBYA 597
MAD Mddives Other 15
MAI Mdi Mdi 521
MAL Mdaysa MALAYSIA 1177
MAU Mauritius Other 48
MOR Morocco MOROCCO 627
NET Netherlands EU 33
NEW New Zedand EU 26
NIG Nigeria NIGERIA 579
OMA Oman Oman 494

193




Appendix 6 — Continued

PAK Pakistan PAKISTAN 1685
PAL Pdedine Other 85
QAT Qatar QATAR 568
SAU Saudi Arabia SAUDI ARABIA 942
SEN Senegd SENEGAL 569
SIN Singapore Other 178
SOM Somdia Other 18
SOuU South Africa Other 208
SRI Si Lanka Other 55
SUD Sudan SUDAN 583
SUR Suriname Other 22
SYR Syria SYRIA 613
TAJ Tgikistan Tgikistan 497
TAN Tanzania Other 54
TOG Togo Other 24
TRI Trinidad and Tobago Other 42
TRK Turkmenistan Turkmenigtan 504
TUN Tunisa Tunisa 546
TUR Turkey TURKEY 1058
UAE United Arab Emirates UNITED ARAB EMIRATES 595
UGA Uganda Other 22
UK UK EU 171
USA USA USA 1083
YEM Yemen YEMEN 4388
ZAl Zare Other 13

Wholesdetota 26120

Totd EU 774

Totd Other = 1530

Tota 31 cases>480 23816

Only countries with respondents 480 and above are recorded. Irag, though has only 91
respondents, it was included for its policy implication rdevance. Mudims from six European
countries are coded as EU. All other countries are recorded as "other.” Total number of
respondentsis 26,120. Y et only 23,816 come from the 32 countries that met the 480-

respondents, above 18 and below 50 Mudims criteria
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Date October 26, 2001

To:  JamesButterfidd, Principa Investigator
Moataz Abddfattah, Student Investigator for dissertation

From: Mary Lagerwey, Chair
Re:  HSIRB Project Number 01-10-07

This letter will serve as confirmation that your research project entitled “Idamic Norms and the
Democrdic Alternative: Cross-Culturd Examinaion of Mudims Bdigf Sysgems’ has been
approved under the full category of review by the Human Subjects Indtitutiona Review Board.
The conditions and duration of this gpprova are specified in the Policies of Western Michigan
Universty. You may now begin to implement the research as described in the gpplication.

Please note that you may only conduct this research exactly in the form it was approved. You
must seek specific board approval for any changes in this project. You must aso seek
regpproval if the project extends beyond the termination date noted below. In addition if there
are any unanticipated adverse reactions or unanticipated events associated with the conduct of
this research, you should immediately suspend the project and contact the Chair of the HSIRB
for consultation.

The Board wishes you success in the pursuit of your research goas.

Approva Termination: October 17, 2002

Note: The document is on file a The Graduate College.
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86T

Principd Component Factor Andyss

Q# Rdigiosty Democratic Hardware | Democratic Software | Eladticity of Demands
(2 questions) for Politicad Rights
1.15 1. How many timesdo you (3 quedtions) (4 questions) (2 quedtions)
pray (make sdlat) daily?

1.18 2. How many times have you
had any sort of dcoholic

beverages or wine (khamr)? Alpha=.875
Alpha =.926
2.6 1. Voating issome type of enjoining the good and forbidding
2.7 the evil.

2.10 2. Public dections of rulers will lead to taboos?

3. Democratic ingtitutions and procedures are against Sharia
Alpha=. 763

2.16 1. Attitude toward participation of Christian minoritiesin the political process.
2.17 2. Attitude toward participation of Jewish minoritiesin the politica process.
2.18 3. Attitude toward participation of Mudim women in the politica process.
2.30 4. Attitude toward participation of Mudim minoritiesin the politica process.
214 1. TheRisk Mudimstake to express their demands for their politica rights. Alpha=.91
2.20 2. Appreciation for peoplekilled or jailed because of ther political rights

Note: Principa component factor analysis was used with varimax rotation and Kaiser Normalization. The total model predicts 78.8% of
cumulative variance. Thereligiosity and support for democratic hardware scales were reversed so that a positive response expresses
more religiosity and greater support for democratic hardware.

Cronbach's estimate of reliability and internal consstency is reported as Alpha

Source: Islam and Politics Survey, (2002).
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Preparing Individua-leve Data

Using the standard Statistical procedures, | checked for missing data, outliers, perfect
coollinearity among variables, and non-normality of variables™

Regarding the missing data, using the SAS 8.2 command of PROC M1 shows that there are
certain variables that contain high percentages of missing responses. Besides, the missing
responses were clearly missed at random (MAR assumption). To handle this problem of
missing data, the researcher opted to the technique of multiple imputation that provides a
useful srategy for deding with data sets with missing vaues. Ingteed of filling in asngle vaue for
each missing vaue, Robin's multiple imputation procedure replaces each missing vaue with a set
of plausible values that represent the uncertainty about the right value to impute (Rubin 1987).
These multiply imputed data sets are then andlyzed by using standard procedures for complete
data and combining the results from this analysis. No matter which complete-data andysisis
used, the process of combining results from different imputed data setsis essentialy the same.
Thisresultsin gatidicdly vaid inferences that properly reflect the uncertainty due to missng
vaues.

SAS 8.2 hasthe MI procedure that creates multiply imputed data sets for incomplete p-
dimengond multivariate data. It uses methods that incorporate appropriate variability acrossm
imputations. Once the m complete data sets are andyzed using sandard SAS/STAT
procedures, PROC MIANALY ZE can be used to generate valid Statistical inferences about
these parameters by combining the results. By averaging parameters across data sets to get
single point estimates and caculating Sandard errors using variation within and between
datasets. For scalar point estimate, the following formula was used.

1

=—3g
q=—-24

where q could be regression or logit coefficients, M is the number of datasets and g isthe
parameter estimate from the j™ dataset.

For the scdar gandard error estimate, the following formula was used:

1 1 —
S8q = \j—ZS‘E’ + 1+MJ(M JJZI(.;- Q’)

where sg is the standard error estimate for the [ parameter; q; isthe " parameter estimate;
and M is the number of datasets.

M inthis project = 5 and the MI was conducted for each country separately.

Since | use multiple indicators to gauge the same variables, the problem of collinearity was
noticeable. The factor analys's helped combing collinear indicators together. There was no red

2

% | have to thank Dr. Susan Carlson of WMU Sociology Department for providing the technical expertise
regarding the multiple imputation techniques.
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outlier or influentid cases which is unlikely in a survey reseerch. Upon running the primary
regressions, the problem of heteroskedasticity was amazingly prevaent.

Heteroskedadticity:

Almogt dl the models used in this project are plagued by heteroskedadticity (HSK), aviolation
of the “equa variance of error term” assumption in OLS regressons. Since HSK does not lead
to biased coefficients, but tends to mess up standard errors, thus disordering t-vaues and
masking the potentid relevance of aregressor. Thisiscaled “loss of efficiency” in
econometrics. To solvethis problem, | used the White robust estimation of the standard errors
in both the SUR and multiple logidtic regressions.

Seeming Unrelated Regresson and Multiple Logidtics:

ZdIner' sidea of combining severd equations into one moded to improve estimation
efficiency ranks as one of the most successful and lasting innovationsin the history of
econometrics (Greene 2000). Thus ZdInar's seemingly unrelated regresson (SUR) was used to
account for the contemporaneous correlation between error terms in the two equations of
democratic hardware and software for each society (Srivastava and Giles 1987).

To be more certain about the robustness of the SUR andyss, multiple logistic
regressons (MLR) were run as well. The logistic regressons serve to examine the robustness of
the SUR coefficients. That iswhy the stars reported in table 4.1 reflect the common results
between the two types of regressons (SUR and MLR). For instance, the logistic regression in
the cases of USA, Libya and Bahrain showed positive effect of Mudims who support political
Idam on democratic hardware. Since this result was not supported by the SUR system and
does not have theoretical sgnificant explanation, Table 4.1 did not report the relationship.

Using the logigtic regression as a check mechaniam has the important advantage of
dropping some of the most controversd assumptions of OLS and SUR such asthe linear
relationship between the dependent and independent variables, the multivariate normdity and
that the residuas are homoskedastic for each level of the independent variables.
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€0c

Albania Algeria Bahrain Bangladesh
Explanatory Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard
A . 147 033 028 111 ~067 1195 [ -.109 ~001
Relative Income
(.085) (052 | (089) (.082) (.101) (.068) (.077) (.046)
Education 33T 193+ | 1277 | 328 | 418 | 305 | 606" | 324+
(.169) (098) | (.169) (.158) (.126) (.083) (112) (.066)
. 16 147 079 078 ~036 150° | -.147 065
9 (.169) (102) | (156) (.107) (.135) (.089) (.099) (.062)
—— 762°% 53%* | 907 | .337 1018 | 376" 1125 | Bgre=
(:322) (2) (.308) (23) (.333) (.209) (.236) (.149)
B Votin 395 518** | -267 032 > 34
9 (21) (132) | (197 (.158) (114) (124)
Resdence | 1166 | 560FFF | 1887 | 35237% | 3284 | 1163%* | 1144 | 904
(.406) (192 | (722) (:899) (.691) (.286) (.303) (.194)
C rdigiosty | 0% -025 018 - 264 | -3687* | 0L -3607 | 012
(.129) (067) | (083) (.064) (.099) (.065) (.067) (.047)
1403 165 233 190+ | 26 | .173r | 267 148
Dem & Shura
(.737) (.08) (.123) (.085) (133) (.085) (1) (.063)
— 026 126 - 213 ~101 260 073 086 167
Religion & Sate | g4 (102) | (127) (119) (.188) (127) (.15) (.161)
D 1684 | 28" 051 118 12717 | 269" 1383 | 538
Incumb-ents/Dem | e (169 | (25 179 | (223 |55 | (197) (119)
217 12G% ~125 122 004 12 108 093
West/Dem | 155 o7) |08 |(osy |12 | | (092 (.062)
053 ~025 ~ 231 _117 57| -114F | -36r | -13o4
UlamaiDem | ‘o) (067) | (132) (.358) (293) (.065) (.067) (:439)
1043 | - 704 | -0 | -5% | -B3g* | -6B0* | -L82r* | -1.968%
Congtant (:343) (144 | (180) (.109) (.142) (221) (49) (.609)
R? 165 339 337 2 213 285 228 284
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SUR Results — Continued

Egypt Europe Gambia India
Explanatory Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard
A . ~101 038 165 | 069 182 133 074 084+
Relative Income
(.065) (.04) (061) | (035 | (104) (.069) (.043) (03)
= ducation 93U | 2667 | .20 | .13 -108 148 568 | 1217
(.084) (.05) (117 (066) | (107) (.094) (.077) (.047)
e 095 ~095 ~.055 “111 164 205% 37| 3
g (.102) (058) | (14) (084 | (19) (121) (.117) (.083)
o 603 | 263 | 665 | .266° 757 | .388° 1001 | 208"
Femal (.195) (12) (225 | (153) | (39 (:229) (.174) (.126)
B | voin 31T ~023 - 118 65T | -.285 161 288 | 233
g (.165) (09%) | (195 |07 |(2d (.162) (.119) (.08)
. 10385+ | .86+ 1168 | 11197
Residence (.236) (119) (.365) (237)
I I— 2775|022 186 | 1557+ | -246 | .08 AT | 022
(.066) (037) | (073 | (083 | (143) (.094) (.051) (.033)
5% | 25| BBo | 623 | 383 | 316 | 205 | 206"
Demé& Shura | g5 (o5 | (119 | (065 | (13) | (268) | (072) | (.056)
— 736 | 272 05 184 _275 “133 241% | 206
Religion & Sate | /150, (184) (113) | (176) (424) (.206) (11) (.185)
D 1083 | 264 | LOZ** | 402*** | 1664* | .150
Incumbents/Dem
(.197) (134 | (208 | (13) (277) (.206)
051 164 136 109 115 061 14 191
West/Dem 079 | (105 |17 |09 |20 |0 |85 | (127
-138° | .104 584 | 172 302 | 62zrr | -Borr | .04
Ulama/Dem o) |0 | (238 |(19 | (19 (143 | (2n | (139
Congant _ 205 | -B33* | - 475 | -468 % | - 701 | -2065% | -7157% | -813%
(.078) (18) (175 | (162 | (113) (.066) (.249) (.254)
R? 219 314 272 334 196 198 286 334
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SUR Results — Continued

Indonesia Iran Jordan Kuwait
Explanatory Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard
A 113+ .039 -.07 .016 176%* - 163*** -.189* 2%
Relative Income | (.045) (.031) (.063) (.047) (.083) (.054) (.096) (.062)
233F** 183*** .328*** .096* 911%** 445 ** A71F** .024
Education (.084) (.058) (.078) (.051) (.107) (.067) (.123) (.067)
-.013 J113* .09 -.138** 047 .036 Bx** 16%*
Age (.089) (.06) (.089) (.069) (.117) (.08) (.171) (.073)
1.861*** | 1.231*** | 1.676%** | .346*** 1437%** | 427%** 1.774%** .004
Femde (.204) (.144) (.19 (.129) (.27) (.151) (.291) (.164)
B -.218 .04 .382%* 323F** -.305 -135 629 * -.105
Voting (.293) (.23) (.184) (.11 (.191) (.115) (.261) (.128)
2.363*** | 1.109*** | 1.214*** | .347** 2.261*** | 754*** 1.489*** .23
Residence (.368) (.285) (.225) (.139) (.314) (.168) (.352) (.204)
C -.369*** 202%** ATTF** -.021 -.538*** .006 -237%** -.038
Religiosity (.053) (.037) (.062) (.035) (.085) (.055) (.083) (.049)
.091 J11%* 341%** 107+ 213* 253F** .36% A21%**
Dem & Shura (.074) (.054) (.087) (.062) (.125) (.082) (.215) (.121)
-.828*** -.933 -.008 -.044 .06 .014 .061 -.019
Rdigion & State | (.081) (.761 (.119) (.095) (.199) (.094) (.202) (.112)
D 314** .07 1.19*** 316%** 765 ** .268* 82%* 1.501***
Incumbents/Dem | (.136) (.105) (.172) (.121) (.213) (.14) (.403) (.281)
.099 .009 -.059 034 -.183 .032 .18 .056
West/Dem (.072) (.051) (.08) (.055) (.116) (.062) (.119) (.067)
=204 ** 202 - 279 - BO3x** | - Z72xF* - 594* -.343** - 571x**
Ulama/Dem (.053) (.371) (.155) (.162) (.141) (.326) (.162) (:213)
-.82]*** -.614 -.602* ** - B4BxER | L TTLRRx -1.058*** | -1.488*** | -.856***
Constant (.152) (.491) (.118) (.135) (.278) (.37) (.519) (.325)
R® 324 41 315 .282 342 448 425 .56
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SUR Results — Continued

Lebanon Libya Mdaysa Mdi
Explanatory Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard
A .058 .07 123 .033 .06 059** .083 -.044
Relative Income | (.069) (.06) (.083) (.053) (.039) (.026) (.099) (.066)
204* 122 A22%* 199** A5* .078* J92x** 368+ ***
Education (.104) (.086) (.168) (.095) (.08) (.047) (.154) (.119)
28%* 117 -.013 071 064 .05 203 336***
Age (.137) (12) (.166) (.099) (.093) (.058) (.189) (.113)
B57** B93x** B87** BE3x** .664*** 35x** 1.195x** | 7 xx*
Femde (.301) (.217) (.319) (.2) (.182) (1123) (.296) (.203)
B -.097 .005 34r* .002 144 294+
Voting (.222) (.188) (.151) (1) (.219) (.156)
255 1.319*%** 791* 1.104*** 1.166*** 1.107*** J761** 1.357***
Residence (.382) (.268) (.405) (.191) (.223) (.132) (.364) (.207)
C -.013 135%* -11 -.011 -.091 307x** 325%* -.007
Reigiosty (.063) (.06) (.131) (.07) (.075) (.05) (.126) (.057)
134 323x** 144 205%* 131 124** 33** 29%*
Dem & Shura (.109) (.088) (.134) (.08) (.074) (.05) (.157) (.125)
-.806*** | .146 091 .098 .099 212 - 534*** A8
Religion & State | (.105) (117) (.186) (.104) (.107) (173) (17) (.144)
D Obgx** 318* 1.535x** 201 072 .186* 1.695%** | .397*
Incumbents/Dem | (.272) (.165) (.254) (.168) (137) (1) (.287) (.22)
-.057 -121 027 -.001 .053 031 101 -04
West/Dem (.123) (.088) (1122 (.072) (.069) (.045) (117) (.091)
-.379* -.353+* -.195* -.161* -.158** -.099** 213* -.021
Ulama/Dem (.199) (.169) (.114) (.09) (.076) (.044) (.124) (.019)
-B87*F** | - AB3r** -1.217%** | -1.256%** | -1.605*** | -1.126%** | -.874*** =318 **
Constant (.149) (127) (.437) (.429) (.478) (.2512) (.277) (.113)
R’ 564 237 146 339 .298 481 282 231
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SUR Results — Continued

Morocco Nigeria Oman Pakistan
Explanatory Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard
A -.01 269%** -.196** -.011 049 -.226*** | -.037 029
Relative Income | (.091) (.058) (.083) (.07) (.201) (.079) (.06) (.042)
1.216%** | 526*** 183 B78x** -.093 -.057 AAGr** 3rExx
Education (.261) (.125) (.136) (.209) (.125) (.093) (.088) (.061)
.305 123 -.005 A35*** 092 -.023 24** .095
Age (.188) (.102) (.154) (.108) (.166) (.122) (.104) (.063)
BE1x** B13x** 2922%** | 226 498 2.525%** | JOL*** 301**
Femde (.283) (.191) (.309) (.213) (42 (.277) (.203) (122
B B639** A2]*** .093 .262* Dropped | Dropped | .208 .096
Voting (.295) (1142 (.198) (.157) (.133) (.083)
113 .608** 1.832*** | 1.618*** | 1.068** 2423*** | 858*** 3476***
Residence (.336) (.276) (.637) (.517) (.521) (.424) (.201) (.346)
C -.098 .098* -.313x** 057 - 5B1*** 16%* - 413x** .05
Religiosty (.089) (.058) (.104) (.066) (.086) (.069) (.052) (.036)
B22x** 224x** 154 33L*** H15*** 536*** 344x** J149%**
Dem & Shura (.144) (.086) (.106) (.083) (.142) (.094) (.073) (.051)
-.271 -.067 -.506** -.226 197 -.046 -.284** 173
Rdigion & State | (.203) (113) (234) (.143) (.195) (.15) (.118) (.28)
D 1.083*** | 435+* 1467+** | 378** 1.531x** | - 358** 1.354*** 308 **
Incumbents/Dem | (.313) (.176) (.235) (.163) (.239) (.168) (.136) (.095)
.028 108 197 135 148 -.076 034 -.052
West/Dem (.133) (.074) (.124) (.083) (.127) (.093) (.021) (.046)
-.282 26%* -A83rrx | 2K -.094x ** 042 - 432x** - 496* **
Ulama/Dem (.514) (.116) (173) (.09) (.029) (.039) (.145) (173)
-BI5xxx | L 7ARR | W 38BF** | - 418 x| -.041%*F* | -285%F*% | -1.276%** | -.937%**
Constant (.078) (.092) (.144) (.126) (.013) (.209) (421) (.296)
R .208 251 .326 .286 27 254 253 .198
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SUR Results — Continued

Qatar Saudi Arabia Senegal Sudan
Explanatory Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard
-.032 -164*** | .036 -209%** | -137 .063 .09 079
Reative Income | (.095) (.06) (.064) (.045) (.085) (.052) (.09) (.059)
333xx* 213x** -.378x** -.062 B34x** B4x** B12x** A36***
Education (.125) (.075) (.107) (.077) (.144) (.089) (122 (.093)
133 .019 .358*** -.126* -.129 078 -.022 .068
Age (.144) (.09) (.095) (.07) (.145) (.085) (.162) (.118)
1.76%** 379** .746* 1617*** | 1.019*** | .653*** 1.39x** 21
Femde (.287) (1182 (.418) (.306) (.3112) (.189) (.344) (.262)
Dropped | Dropped | Dropped Dropped | .849*** .186 -.356 -.243
Voting (.326) (.187) (.217) (.179)
1.024*** | 1.075*** | .932 2.214x** | 1088 ** | 951*** 1.676*** | 4.562**
(.352) (223 (1.129) (.779) (.36) (.219) (.62 *
Residence (.457)
SLxx* 209%** -1.338*** | - 422%** | 017 .099* 142 A31*
Reigiosty (.094) (.061) (.062) (.038) (.097) (.057) (113) (.077)
316** 218F** .203** 163** ABT*** 161** 322+ * 262%**
Dem & Shura (.124) (.08) (.079) (.063) (.127) (.076) (.134) (.097)
.036 034 - 556* * -.184 076 .081 -.621** 359
Religion & State | (.203) (137) (.15 (.191) (.222) (131) (.252) (.275)
1.23*** .289* 151 -.093 A36* .328** AB83* A68**
Incumbents/Dem | (.212) 151 (.14) (.101) (.249) (.149) (.264) (.204)
147 .038 014 054 -.038 -.076 143 -.009
West/Dem (112 (.075) (.082) (.065) (.117) (.07) (.116) (.082)
A9B*** J9x* - 755x** -A53xx* | 3p4rr* 25 xx |- 281** 876
Ulama/Dem (.147) (.078) (.193) (.163) (.075) (102 (.1141) (.795)
-858r** | - BE7FRE | -1.34r** -1.56%** | -.903*** | -.641*** | -1.454*** | - 850**
Constant (.321) (.131) (.485) (.573) (.304) (.15) (.517) (.341)
243 .364 416 276 252 415 282 241
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SUR Results — Continued

Syria Tgikistan Tunisa Turkey
Explanatory Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard
A | Reative -.101 062 -.027 -.002 076 024 .087* .062*
Income (.083) (.067) (.115) (.074) (.048) (.052) (.049) (.035)
8or** .303x** .037 5B2x** 1A457x** | 50gr** B32x** 2B]x**
Education (.138) (121) (.147) (.094) (1142 (.088) (.097) (.055)
-.055 -.129 AQgrx* 133 35x* 151* .097 -.235x**
Age (114) (.08) (.167) (.105) (.14 (.078) (.097) (.077)
1.699*** 147 1.319*** | 5O4** 565+ * ATEx** B3 ** 15
Femde (.339) (.249) (.365) (.241) (.275) (172 (.191) (127)
B -041 112 233 004 182 A72 3AGx** 303x**
Voting (.228) (171) (.239) (.164) (.234) (.139) (132 (.088)
2464*** | 3.198*** 1.044* 2.122%** | 1.67*** BAgx** 1.325x** S7Lx**
Residence (.551) (.7) (.548) (.295) (.368) (.2112) (.203) (.124)
C -.059 -.083 159 -.022 073 -.082 054 076***
Reigiosty (.097) (.054) (.135) (.078) (.089) (.055) (.056) (.029)
.328x** 321 xx* 21 152* 224* 252x** 246** 149**
Dem & Shura | (.1113) (.079) (.138) (.083) (.115) (.068) (.107) (.071)
Religion & -.217 244 -.046 167 304xx* 267 233xx* 156
State (.215) (.186) (1182 (112) (.115) (172) (.087) (.16)
D | Incumbents/ 1.338*** A27** 174 273+* 587+ .266* AL** 234*
Dem (.225) (.199) (.253) (.108) (.249) (1152 (.204) (12)
-.116 115 .096 -.031 076 .023 242 226
West/Dem (.106) (.085) (.123) (.083) (.117) (.07) (.183) (.157)
-.259* -.231 161 -.301 279 252 213 237
Ulama/Dem (.153) (.19) (.145) (.236) (.182) (.184) (.15) (.188)
-1.103*** | -1.538*** | - 731*** | -522%** | 1282%** | -1.198*** | -1.271*** | -1.916***
Constant (.329) (423) (.255) (.176) (.434) (.416) (478) (.74)
R 272 151 224 32 367 405 A12 439




0T1¢

SUR Results — Continued

Turkmenistan UAE USA Y emen
Explanatory Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard Soft Hard
A -.006 .003 .036 -.109** .038 O7** 013 041
Relative Income | (.099) (.075) (.064) (.045) (.044) (.029) (.105) (.064)
922+ ** AQS*** | - 378 ** -.062 AQ3x** 16%* 271 B618x**
Education (.161) (117) (.107) (.077) (.086) (.064) (.216) (.119)
026 -.234%* 358x** -.126* -171* 073 197 126
Age (177) (117) (.095) (.07) (.097) (.067) (.165) (12
T8 325 746* LOL7*** | A77+* AL*** 4.184*** | 528
Femde (.324) (.209) (.418) (.306) (.198) (134) (.603) (.36)
B -.181 .261* 250** 246+ ** -.074 137
Voting (.224) (142 (132 (.094) (.245) (174)
1.26*** T54x** 932 2.214*** 2.488* 1.887**
Residence (.366) (.237) (1.129) (.779) (1.341) (.758)
C -172* .037 -1.338*** | -.082** 01 .064 -ATEF x| - 375FF*
Reigiosty (.102) (.072) (.062) (.038) (.06) (.04) (.113) (.065)
-.052 215%* 0.0 163+* .188** 138** 122xx* 203**
Dem & Shura (.146) (.091) (.079) (.063) (.086) (.054) (.029) (.087)
-.016 -.001 -.26* -114 105 084 -572%* -.236
Religion & State | (.151) (.096) (.15) (.091) (.08) (.057) (.231) (.156)
D 1.587*** | 354** B51x** -.193* 1.068*** 5Ogr ** 56** 394x*
Incumbents/Dem | (.279) (.179) (.14 (.101) (.18) (.105) (.279) (174)
-.005 -.09 115 04 .184* 20xx* -175 -.008
West/Dem (.124) (.076) (.081) (.065) (.095) (.058) (.155) (.097)
-.197 725 -.755 -.323+* 351** 553 -552xxx | - 263**
Ulama/Dem (.164) (.711) (.619) (.163) (154) (439 (.203) (.105)
-.862*** -546F x| -1.34%** -1.12%** -1.238F** | -1.514%** | - 775%** -.678**
Constant (1123) (.078) (.458) (.273) (.124) (.395) (.147) (22
R 213 234 416 276 307 345 232 234

* dgnificant at the 0.1 level; ** significant at the 0.05 level; *** significant at the .01 level. Standard errors are in parentheses and corrected for

heteroskedasticity. Given that | have no clear directional hypotheses for the effect of the variables, | use atwo-tailed significance tests.




A= Demographics (relative income, level of education, age and gendey).

B= Familiarity with Democracy through voting and residence in a democracy for ayear or longer.
C=Idam’s affect through observing its rituas (religiosity), the compatibility of shura/mutua
consultation and democracy, and itsideological impact (Idam asreligion and state).

D= Trust in Political Actors as Agents of Democratization (incumbents, the West, and
ulama/scholars).
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