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Introduction


Khaled Hroub


In understanding and explaining Islamist movements, are we better served by relying on an understanding of their context or an analysis of their ideology? The easy answer, of course is ‘both’, because these two undertakings should not be mutually exclusive. This is true, yet it leaves much to be answered. Few would deny that historical and contextual socio-political and economic conditions have been heavily detrimental to the shaping and evolution of political Islam. But the religious and ideological fundamentals of these movements have also been greatly significant in the development and expanding appeal of these groups. The persistent question here remains whether, in dealing with the world around them, Islamist movements are led by their context or their ideology. If the easy and immediate answer is opted for – that is, ‘by both’ – then a number of questions follow. The first question would be: What parts do both the context or ideology occupy in the body politic and practical conduct of a certain movement? Secondly: Which conditions would make the driving force of one – context or ideology – override the other? A third question relates to the status of a given movement, and whether it is a mainstream movement or a small fringe group. Here, size does matter. The unavoidable influence of context and the luxury of adhering to uncompromising ideology are very much functions of the size of each movement. A pragmatic concluding question would perhaps enquire as to what favourable circumstances might lead these movements to become more consistently shaped by context than by rigid ideology.


Facing endless specific and pragmatic situations, a process of immediate and ongoing negotiation continues to take place between the contextual pressures and the underpinning ideology, producing particular responses. My argument here is that what appear to be similar movements often show different responses to the immediate, and sometimes similar, practical pressures surrounding them. These responses are shaped mostly, if not completely, by the nature of these pressures, not by a supposedly common ideology. The ideology of these movements remains significant, but mainly at a rhetorical level, thinly concealing politics and responses that are formed by the contextual reality. The responses that a certain movement would show towards such pressures are particular to the given set of conditions (responses to elections, to poverty, to oppression and so on). It is thanks to this multiplicity of contexts and responses that the spectrum of Islamism has become truly broad, comprised of a wide range of movements and groups that would make any single definition lumping them together unattainable. In his in-depth survey of Global Political Islam, Peter Mandaville engages closely with numerous Islamist experiences, analysing them against the local context of each movement and its understanding and internalisation of ‘Islamic politics’. In concluding his volume, he notes that it is unrealistic to draw final observations that could connect diverse and sometimes divergent experiences: ‘Islam and politics commingle in almost infinite variety across a vast range of settings, issues, actors, and levels of analysis’.1


Obituaries have often been written announcing the death of political Islam. These have, perhaps ironically, become an integral part of the seemingly never-ending debate on the subject of Islamism. In 1992 Olivier Roy published his challenging book The Failure of Political Islam (which appeared first in French).2 As bluntly as was suggested in the title of the book, Roy argued that political Islam had failed to realise the goals it had set for itself: reviving the Muslim umma; establishing Islamic states; and remoulding Muslim societies to fit a new, Islamised vision. Since then, many scholars and experts, in various ways and to different degrees, have subscribed to this ‘failure’ thesis.


But political Islam has proved more resilient that previously thought. Reproducing itself in novel, expansive forms, and reaching out to new geographical areas, political Islam has confounded the expectations of many, and disappointed the hopes of many more. Developments have seemed to point in the opposite direction from the thesis of failure: Islamism has kept expanding and occupying new spheres, running boldly against the ‘failure’ argument. The contention between the arguments in favour of ‘success’ and ‘failure’ is highly charged in the field of social movement activism, not least because of the problematic definition of these two terms. First of all, there is the difficulty of judging ‘success’ or ‘failure’, for each depends on a set of criteria that are largely subjective, giving rise to different conclusions from different observers and actors. But what should be underlined here is that an assessment of the success or failure of Islamist movements from the perspective of power alone would certainly overlook changing realities. Aspects of sociality, patterns of daily life and effects on local politics and value systems evolve in directions that point to the heavy influence of these Islamist movements. In short, if the success of political Islam is in doubt, its failure is, if anything, in even more doubt.


In fact, the ‘project’ of Islamism is still unfolding at various levels, in various forms, and in diverse countries and societies. Hasty attempts to apply any success/failure label are premature, to say the least. But the mere expansion of political Islam is no indicator of its eventual success. In this regard, Roy’s suggested criteria against which any claimed achievements of political Islam might be measured – namely, the acquisition of power and the bringing about of ‘new’ societies – continue to retain strong merits. But the picture as far as Islamism’s achievements are concerned is mixed, with a success/failure balance sheet that continues to fluctuate. One could make the claim that Islamism has manifested aspects of success and failure simultaneously, and when combined they make the ground under either side of the argument – in favour of success or failure – very unstable indeed.3


But the failure or success of political Islam is not the question that this collection of essays attempts to address. Rather, their focus is on what lies in the background of any assessment of success or failure: context. Not only does context influence the outcome of any given experience of an Islamist movement; it also makes it difficult to settle on a definition of either success or failure. In fact, contextual considerations always provide the broad and case-specific criteria through which any movement can be considered a success or a failure. For example, if the Islamist movement in Tunisia had allowed the hijab in state institutions, against the will of a secular government, this would be considered a great success for them. This would be less true in Jordan, Egypt and Morocco where women already wear the hijab freely in governmental institutions. Whereas a criterion of success in Tunisia could be based on state and public recognition of the Islamists, criteria of success in the other three countries would go beyond that to include the degree of power-sharing or power-controlling of government.


In April 2009 several voices within the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood (MB) strongly criticised Hizbullah for threatening ‘Egyptian national security’. This criticism came about in the midst of a political and media debacle that broke out between Egypt and Hizbullah because Egyptian security had arrested a military cell that Hizbullah had dispatched to Egypt to smuggle weapons and channel support to Hamas in the Gaza Strip. Kamal Nour al-Din, a leading MB member in the Egyptian parliament, had been the most vocal in attacking Hizbullah – on ‘nationalist Egyptian’ grounds that have little, if anything, to do with the notions of a ‘pan-Islamic umma’. Other leading MB members, including the prominent Isam al-Aryan, expressed the same sentiment, stating that ‘the national security of Egypt is a red line’.4 Mahdi Akif, the head of the MB, attempted to formulate a middle-ground position, issued a statement supportive of Hizbullah as a resistance movement, but at the same time expressed reservations against its use of Egypt for its operations. Taken together, these statements are indicative of the nature of an internal transformation that has been taking place within the MB. The statements reveal how the mother organisation of all MB branches has in fact been moulded, more than anything else, within its particular territorial context.


Why would leaders of an Islamist party as old and powerful as the MB in Egypt exhibit what seem to be contradictory positions on ideological principles in supporting jihad in Palestine? According to the literature and public pronouncements of the MB, sending weapons to Hamas in Gaza, as Hizbullah was trying to do, should not only be welcomed – constituting as it does support for the resistance of ‘our brothers’ in Palestine – but encouraged. But the MB position reflected great ambivalence between its deeply rooted ‘Egyptianism’ and its determination to adhere to its ‘Islamism’ and its ideology. In fact, the politics of the Egyptian MB can be seen as substantively more nationalist than ‘Islamic’. The tension between Islamist and nationalist tendencies, and between ideological and pragmatic components, is a deep-seated dilemma facing groups throughout political Islam. But this tension is essentially a response to context, to which Islamist movements seem to respond and correspond more clearly than to their underpinning ideologies.


It is helpful to clear up from the outset any potential misunderstandings resulting from the fact that the arguments in this volume tend to juxtapose sharply the socio-political context and ideological foundations of the emerging movements of political Islam. These two approaches to understanding Islamism are certainly not mutually exclusive, but rather complementary. Although most of the literature on Islamism since at least the late 1970s has been attentive to historical and societal settings, renewed and expanded interest in political Islam since 9/11 has tilted the debate in the direction of ideology as the main shaper of Islamist currents.5 Islamist groups have been depicted in the latter corpus of literature as mostly if not exclusively driven by rigid and ‘out of context’ ideological ideals. The ideology of these movements, as the argument runs, is characteristically orthodox, allowing little room for negotiation with the surrounding and changing contextual conditions. The assumed inflexibility of these movements, combined with ideological detachment of reality, produces, in this vein of analysis, unattainable agendas that end up in mutual destruction. This understanding leads to policy propositions advocating stricter security measures and the use of force to defeat these movements or at least weaken them – the ‘securitisation paradigm’.


The dominant influence of context is perhaps most visible in the case of the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood, which is rightly considered to be the mother of most, if not all, movements of political Islam. At the time of its emergence in the late 1920s, there were many other Islamic organisations striving to promote an understanding of Islam that was not dissimilar to what the MB would later advocate. But the rise of the MB resulted from its peculiar connection with its societal setting rather than from its ideology alone, which was shared by other groups. Examining the formative years of the MB in Egypt, Brynjar Lia argues: ‘While not denying the importance of ideology, it seems appropriate to look for characteristics and qualities other than just ideological particularities when searching for the reasons behind the Society’s remarkable expansion in the 1930s.’6 Over the decades that followed its emergence, as outlined in Kamal Helbawy’s chapter in this volume, the MB continued to evolve in ways that were very much reflective of its changing context.


Any broader perspective that would include the rise of different waves of Islamist radicalism should take into account the ‘radicalising’ reality of the Middle East, largely influenced by foreign hegemonic interventions. Such a reality is captured well by David Gardner’s book Last Chance: The Middle East in the Balance, in which Gardner gives a thorough explanation of the adverse impact of intrusive Western policies in the region: ‘There is no other part of the world – not even China – where the West operates with such lethal condescension and so little regard for the human and political rights of local citizens.’7 Gardner identifies five areas of political despair that have created the frustrating atmosphere that has allowed, and in fact forced, Islamism to emerge and become dominant. These areas are: how Islam lost to the West; Europe’s colonial legacy, with its fragmentation of the Arabs and the creation of Israel; the failure of pan-Arab nationalism; US and Western support for tyrannical Arab rulers; and the double standard of Washington’s seemingly indiscriminate, and invariably unconditional, support for Israel.8


Many scholars have laboured to contextualise the rise of Islamism in the twentieth century, producing an enormous corpus of scholarly literature. The lines of enquiry into Islamism that have given priority to historical and contextual factors can be summarised by three approaches. The key argument in all of these approaches is that Islamism is highly responsive to contextual conditions. Or, as Gilles Kepel argues, ‘Modern Islamist ideology did not materialise in a vacuum. It emerged within a tradition from which it borrowed and exaggerated certain elements while downplaying others.’9


The first line of inquiry explains Islamism as a response to colonial and imperial hegemonies. Islamist movements are best understood, according to this approach, when situated within the period of colonial power politics that the Muslim and Arab world experienced prior to the emergence of Islamism as a political force. Like nationalism, Islamism is an expression of liberation against direct Western military control, and later against indirect control over Muslims. Even in the postcolonial era, the various faces of Western domination – mostly seen in the backing of authoritarian regimes and support for Israel – provide the root causes of anti-Western sentiment, and continue to feed waves of Islamism.10


The second approach understands Islamism as a response to a multiplicity of sudden ruptures which took place in the twentieth century: the collapse in 1924 of the Ottoman empire, the pan-Islamic caliphate system that for centuries had given Muslims a sense of unity and belonging; the pressures of modernity and Westernisation; and the emergence in the Arab and Muslim world of the nation-state system, which was seen as a fragmentary system imposed by the West. The shattering of the Muslim umma left deep collective wounds and disorientation. Islamism offered a comfort zone – a hope that the glory of the past could be restored. Using the appeal of Islam as a unifying force against destructive fragmentation, and as an intellectual and overarching system that could preserve group identity, Islamism emerged as a timely and powerful agency of mobilisation.11


A third tendency approaches movements of political Islam from the perspective of social movement theory. Islamist movements fall within the broader category of social formations that result from a response to a multiplicity of societal strains, unleashing local forces that seek to change the status quo. The failure of postcolonial states in most of the Arab and Muslim world, the unjust and worsening distribution of wealth, the remoteness of ruling elites and concomitant marginalisation of the masses, the failure to forge notions of citizenship and higher levels of loyalty than those to ethnicity and sect – all of these take place within failing economic structures and authoritarian political regimes. In settings marred by these frustrating conditions, movements adhering to appealing ideologies prove to be more successful in mobilising support and challenging the dominant systems. The appeal of Islamist movements has been enhanced by their exploitation of the failure of two other ideologies: socialism and nationalism; and they have exploited an indigenous culture and value-system that is deeply rooted in the collective identity and history of the people: Islam. In this regard, Islamist movements are now among the most active: ‘Given the variety of collective actors that operate in the name of “Islam” ... one might even make a strong claim that Islamic activism is one of the most common examples of activism in the world.’12


If ‘contextualisation’ offers flexible approaches to the understanding of Islamism where the specificities of each context and case are given primacy, ‘ideologisation’ offers an opposite approach heavily reliant on ‘textual’ rather than ‘contextual’ interpretation of the phenomenon. ‘Ideologisation’ acknowledges few differences across the extremely diverse spectrum of Islamist movements. The common ground among all these movements is a rigid religiosity that is disconnected from the present, lives in the past, and nurtures an apocalyptic view of the future. To ideologise Islamism is to claim that there are no true differences between violent and non-violent movements; between democratic and non-democratic tendencies; between moderates and radicals. Apparent diversity only expresses various shades of what is fundamentally a monochrome movement. The literature on ‘ideologisation’ focuses on the sacred Islamic scriptures and adopts a culturalist approach. Here, the body of religious knowledge and culture is seen to be radical by definition, rigid by nature, and moulded only in the past.


An underpinning culturalist argument of the ‘ideologisation’ approach is that Muslims have been unable to develop in modern times; it asks why the Muslim world has stood still when it comes to development (or progress). The answer lies in the nature of Islam and Islamic culture. The best exponent of this argument is Bernard Lewis, whose post-9/11 publications revolve around it; but it is also pursued by others, including Dan Diner, in his recent book Lost in the Sacred: Why the Muslim World Stood Still. While almost absolving any external contextual actors from responsibility, the book asks: ‘Does the phenomenon of decelerated time express material circumstances or perhaps a cultural anthropology particular to the Middle East? Or does the key lie in Islam as a religion?’13 The culturalist approach places the responsibility for Muslim backwardness on the nature of Islam as a religious body of knowledge, but does not explain to us why Muslims experienced long centuries of success despite that supposed nature. Martin Kramer writes:


In the year 1000, the Middle East was the crucible of world civilization. One could not lay a claim to true learning if one did not know Arabic ... an Islamic empire, established by conquest four centuries earlier, had spawned an Islamic civilization, maintained by the free will of the world’s most creative and enterprising spirits ... [T]here could be no doubt that the dynasties of Islam represented the political, military, and economic superpowers of the day ... This supremely urbane civilization cultivated genius. Had there been Nobel prizes in 1000, they could have gone almost exclusively to Moslems.14


Not surprisingly, perhaps, a variant of the culturalist approach can be found in writings that are supportive of Islamism. A recent example is Alastair Crooke’s book Resistance: The Essence of the Islamist Revolution. Crooke stretches the debate beyond politics, context and foreign policy to the realm of philosophy and the ‘essence of man’. His argument is that ‘the conflict between Islam and the West is at core a religious one – even if the policies pursued by the West are avowedly secular’. Although taking a position supportive of the Islamists, Crooke finds himself – even if unintentionally – on the same neo-orientalist ground on which many anti-Islamist writers labour. Whereas the proponents of the context thesis continue to insist on the overriding importance of changing socio-political factors as the main drive behind the rise of Islamism, neo-orientalists argue that it is in the nature of Islam, not in the particularities of the context, that the root of political Islamism should be sought. In an argument which is related, but which evaluates the question from an opposing perspective, Crooke argues that the West ‘keeps misreading events in the region because the West interprets Islamism as a simple struggle over power and sovereignty. It is not. It is a distinctive view of human behaviour that posits an alternative method of thinking about the human being.’15 In fact this argument is not only highly contentious epistemologically, but would in fact meet with the disapproval of many Islamists. Much of the intellectual production of many Islamist writers over the past two decades has been striding in the opposite direction from what is implied by Crooke’s argument. In the literature of mainstream Islamism, in relation to Crooke’s thesis, one could identify two major themes: that the conflict with the West stems from Western foreign policies, and not from any contradiction between Western and Muslim value-systems; and that there are more aspects of Islam that are compatible with Western modernity than there are that conflict with it.16


It could also be argued that the contextualising of Islamism represents the middle ground between the demonisation and glorification of political Islam. Retaining context as a benchmark frees the debate both from the existential and the apocalyptic associations of a demonising approach, and from the utopian and the salvational elements of the tendency towards glorification. This collection belongs to, and advocates, this very middle ground, which gives primacy to sociological, historical and conjunctural factors over nihilistic or ideologically fixated perspectives. A contextualising approach is thus neither apologetic nor pejorative: it offers no defensive thesis of the agendas of the Islamists, and presupposes no anti-Islamist position. A normative judgement of the conduct and achievements of the Islamists (or the lack of them), though necessary, is not the focus of the following essays.


Perhaps it is a good idea to conclude this Introduction, and to start delving into the case studies by borrowing Graham Fuller’s description of Islamism, which states that ‘Islamism is ... not an ideology, but a religious–cultural–political framework for engagement on issues that most concern politically engaged Muslims.’17


.
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TWO



Umma, State and Movement: Events that Shaped the Modern Debate



Abdelwahab El-Affendi1



The modern debate on Islam and the state was shaped by two seminal events, both revolutionary in the full sense of the word: the Constitutional Revolution in Iran (1905–11) and the Kemalist Revolution in Turkey (1919–24). In both these cases, newly emerging forces and ideas produced by Islam’s encounter with modernity came into conflict with the embattled traditional Islamic monarchies struggling with the challenges of a new era. And in the background (and sometimes in the foreground) was the ever-present allure and threat of the imperial West.


The Iranian Constitutional Revolution erupted in late 1905 in the form of protests by merchants and the clergy over specific policies, but snowballed to become a fully fledged constitutional revolution which, by the end of 1906, forced the shah to sign a new constitution modelled on the Belgian one. Like most attempts at reform, the revolution grappled with two key challenges. At one level, there was the need to reform the state and make it more just and more responsive to the wishes and needs of the people; at another, there was the concern with making the state stronger and more stable, so as to provide security and protect against foreign encroachment.2 However, the revolution remained unique at that stage of development in the Muslim world, in that it was a genuine popular uprising led by a coalition of merchants, ‘ulama and intellectuals. This coalition came together around the objective of curbing the autocratic power of the shah and the influence of foreign economic interests.3


The revolution was also unique in having achieved a quick and decisive success against the Qajar dynasty, with the establishment of a parliament and the passing of a new constitution, which was also unique, in having combined democratic ideals with provisions of conformity to shari‘a. The latter objective was achieved through the institution of a committee of ‘ulama within the Majlis (parliament) to vet legislation for conformity with shari‘a. However, the dominance of secular intellectuals, and the orientations of the Majlis and government, led to a rift with conservative ‘ulama, some of whom sided with the shah, helping him to regain autocratic power in 1908. The constitutionalists succeeded in recapturing power the following year, only to be thwarted by Russian intervention, which (with British complicity) brought Iran’s constitutional experiment to an abrupt end in 1911.4


The Kemalist Revolution was different in origin and motivation, but its impact was equally decisive. It was the result of upheavals that destabilised the Ottoman Empire, Islam’s premier sovereign power at the dawn of modernity, subjecting it to a humiliating defeat and foreign occupation. The Kemalist movement thus started in 1919 as a national liberation movement against foreign occupation (by Britain, which occupied Istanbul and imposed surrender terms on the Sultan, and Greece, which invaded the mainland). Mustafa Kemal was sent by the Sultan to Anatolia to demobilise the remaining forces there, arriving at his post a few days after Greek forces had occupied Izmir with support from Allied ships. He decided instead to lead resistance to the humiliating terms imposed on Turkey by the Allies. After achieving victory against the invading Greeks (and the Sultan’s army which fought the nationalists as rebels), Mustafa Kemal was able to negotiate a new treaty that restored Turkish sovereignty, becoming a hero to Turks, and to Muslims more widely.5 He then used his newfound power and prestige to mould the country and the state into a new shape, starting by abolishing the sultanate and establishing a republic in 1923, redefining the caliphate as a separate non-executive post, which was in turn abolished in 1924.6



The collapse of traditional monarchies



In both revolutions, what was at issue was the traditional legitimacy of what were seen as outdated absolutist monarchies versus that of modern, effective forms of rule, whether by army officers or technocrats. In both cases, the monarchy had deep historical roots and was both inextricably linked to the identity of the nation and legitimised by religious beliefs. The Qajar dynasty of Iran (established in 1781) may not have been as ancient as the Ottoman sultanate, but it was a successor to the Safavid dynasty, which created Shi‘i Iran back in the sixteenth century. The Ottoman sultans also doubled as caliphs for the whole of Sunni Islam. However, both monarchies undermined their own legitimacy by failing to protect the country from foreign political and economic domination. This delinquency reached absurd proportions in the case of the Ottoman sultanate in the post-war era, when it signed the ignominious treaty of Sèvres (in August 1920),7 but declared the nationalist resistance to foreign occupation under Mustafa Kemal as a renegade rebellion against the caliph, which could and should be crushed with impunity. The shahs of Iran were also accused of selling Iran’s vital assets to the highest bidder to keep their finances afloat.


In both cases, fundamental issues of religious doctrine were raised in the contests that ensued. In the Iranian experience, the seductive idea of combining democracy with some form of religious oversight became a template for Islamic models of governance – whether those that remained in the realm of theory, such as the models proposed by Rashid Rida (1865–1935) and Abu al-A‘la al-Maududi (1903–79), or those that found their way to implementation, like the wilayat al-faqih model of Ayatollah Khomeini (1902–89). Of great interest in this regard was the initial convergence between the stance of Shi‘i and Sunni thinkers in spite of the deep schism – precisely on the issue of governance – that had divided these schools for centuries. The Shi‘i believe that only ‘infallible’, divinely designated imams who are descendants of the Prophet are entitled to govern, while Sunnis argue that any competent and devout individual chosen by the community can rule. However, as secularisation threatened both communities, ‘ulama from both sides began to close ranks with one another. This rapprochement is underlined by the fact that the genesis of modern Sunni Islamic activism is usually traced back to the influence of Sayyid Jamal al-Din al-Afghani (1838–97), a charismatic activist of Iranian origin who succeeded in influencing a whole generation of intellectuals and activists in both the Shi‘i and Sunni worlds. His disciples included Muhammad ‘Abduh (1849–1905), the father of modern Islamic reformism in Egypt and the Arab world, Saad Zaghloul (1859–1927), the leading figure in Egyptian nationalism, and Rashid Rida (1865–1935), ‘Abduh’s leading disciple.


The secular/Islamic polarisation manifested itself during Iran’s brief interlude of constitutional rule in the form of a precipitate collapse of the initial alliance between the traditionalists (‘ulama, merchants, notables) and the liberal/secularist intellectuals and politicians, and was repeated in the Kemalist revolution, which initially enjoyed overwhelming ‘ulama support. As the secularists and liberals proceeded to implement measures that the traditionalists found unacceptable (such as weakening the role of the ‘ulama in society, and education and equal rights for women in Iran, and the abolition of the caliphate in Turkey) some of the ‘ulama rebelled against the government.8 The pattern repeated itself incessantly thereafter, as national liberation coalitions fractured when the more secular-minded practical leaders lost patience with intransigent dogmatism and took matters into their own hands.


The Shi‘i–Sunni convergence also revealed itself in the khilafa debate, provoked by the threat posed to the caliphate by Turkey’s defeat in World War I. A main influence in the debate was the Khilafat movement (1924) which evolved in India in the immediate post-war period to agitate for the preservation of the caliphate, and in the process became a catalyst for the rise of the national independence movement in India.9 However, the Shi‘i ‘ulama in Iraq and elsewhere also joined calls for the preservation of the caliphate, siding with Turkey against the Allies. In a supreme irony, the appeal by two key leaders of the movement – the Agha Khan (leader of the Ismaili Shi‘i) and Ameer Ali (himself a Shi‘i) – to the Kemalist leaders to preserve the caliphate was denounced by the latter as the act of ‘heretics’ belonging to sects that did not believe in the Sunni caliphate anyway.10 However, the khilafa agitation marked an unprecedented (and, some might add, unrepeated) example of very close Sunni–Shi‘i cooperation on a common cause.11


The Kemalists initially entered the ideological battle with a tract entitled The Caliphate and the Authority of the Community, published by the Grand National Assembly in 1922. It rejected the claim that the khilafa was a religiously sanctioned institution, arguing that, in any case, no genuine caliphate had existed since the Righteous Caliphate.12 A revival of the institution would face many obstacles, for Muslim unity was currently unattainable, while trying to find a caliph who satisfied the traditional qualifications (such as being from the tribe of Quraysh) would be impractical.13 In any case, power and sovereignty should be vested in the people, not in the caliph, which means that their representatives (in this case the Grand National Assembly) are fully authorised to institute the system of government that they believe is best suited to them.14


The Kemalists initially received some support for their stance; even Rashid Rida backed their uprising against the supine sultan and his coterie of subservient ‘ulama. But as the Kemalists took a more secular turn, support for them dwindled. Exceptions included the renowned philosopher and poet, Muhammad Iqbal (d. 1937), who described the Kemalist move to vest authority in an elected assembly rather than in an individual sultan or caliph as a ‘perfectly sound’ ijtihad.15 Iqbal did express misgivings about Western democracy and its suitability for Muslims, and for multicultural societies in general, but he argued that the ‘republican form of government was not only thoroughly consistent with the spirit of Islam, but has also become a necessity in view of the new forces that are set free in the world of Islam’.16 The restoration of the khilafa and the unity of the umma must come at the end of a quest for national independence and identity, and must take the form of a ‘league of nations’ – a commonwealth of autonomous national entities.17


More enthusiastic support for the Kemalist position came from the Azharite Shaykh ‘Ali ‘Abd al-Raziq (1887–1966), who echoed the views of the Grand National Assembly in his 1925 book al-Islam wa Usul al-Hukm (‘Islam and the Principles of Governance’), arguing that the caliphate was a despotic and repressive institution for most of its history, and could not be justified by reference to basic Islamic teachings or texts.18 However, ‘Abd al-Raziq’s clumsy defence of the secularist cause was disastrous for both him personally (he was condemned by al-Azhar and stripped of his degree), and for the cause, which was set back by his intervention.19 His claim that the Prophet’s mission was a purely spiritual one with no political content overstated his case. Most commentators agree that his claim that the Prophet did not have any political role in the community was ‘hardly acceptable from the historical as well as the traditional point of view’.20 These inflated claims damaged his otherwise more defensible argument (at least from the Sunni perspective) that Muslims should be free to adopt whatever system of governance reason and human experience suggested was the most suitable.21


The majority of Muslim opinion, however, was opposed to the Kemalists and their stance – and this included, as we have seen, Shi‘i and Ismaili ‘ulama and intellectuals who did not even believe in the legitimacy of the caliphate in the first place. A leading voice in the pro-khilafa campaign was that of Rashid Rida, who reaffirmed the orthodox view that the establishment and maintenance of the khilafa was a religious obligation on all Muslims, and not merely a rational and utilitarian expedient, as the Mu‘tazilites and others had earlier argued.22 Rida agreed with the Kemalists that the genuine khilafa had existed only for a very brief period, giving way to the ‘khilafa of necessity’, or of ‘coercion’, but insisted that this did not justify the scrapping of the institution altogether. The caliphate system incorporated a corrective mechanism in the shape of the institutions of ahl al-hall wa’l-‘aqd (community leaders – those who ‘loosen and bind’ or ‘unite and tie’), which comprised the electors of the caliph, the guarantors of people’s freedoms and rights, and the guardians of the implementation of shari‘a.23


The positing of ahl al-hall wa’l-‘aqd (rather than the nation or umma, as in the Grand National Assembly’s document) as the locus of authority has raised some important questions about whether the concept could have practical relevance for modern political practice – especially given that it appears to suffer from a circularity, as Malcolm Kerr and others have noted. For it seems to refer to people who are actually in authority (military commanders, tribal chiefs, prominent ‘ulama, and other individuals occupying prominent social roles) regardless of how that authority has been obtained, which makes it almost meaningless as a marker of legitimacy.24 Rida tried to skirt around this problem by giving the competent ‘ulama a key role within this group. However, given that the ‘ulama have historically often been subservient to incumbent rulers, and given that classical theory of the caliphate makes it a condition for the khalifa to be the most learned person of his time, there are both practical and theoretical impediments to the ‘ulama’s assumption of this key role of oversight over the ruler.25 Later theoreticians, like Hassan al-Banna, attempted to deal with this problem by reverting to the Grand National Assembly’s view that the elected representatives of the umma were indeed the people who should be designated as ahl al-hall wa’l-‘aqd.26


However, in spite of hostility to the Kemalists, most of their opponents ended up agreeing with them on many issues, including the difficulty of reviving the caliphate in its traditional form, and on the need to build new institutions that would respond better to modern realities (including that of a disunited umma), and to give greater scope to popular oversight over rulers.27 This position was confirmed when a number of conferences called to revive the caliphate in some form (Bombay in 1919 and 1920, Cairo in 1926, Makkah in 1926, and Jerusalem in 1931) failed to reach consensus on any practical steps towards doing so.28


The ‘Islamic State’


As a result of the Constitutional Revolution in Iran (and other revolutions and upheavals in the region) and the khilafa debate, a consensus began to emerge around the idea of the ‘Islamic State’ as a new slogan to replace that of the caliphate. The idea of constitutional rule, which was first officially accepted with the promulgation of the 1876 Constitution of the Ottoman state (which was suspended the following year by Sultan Abdulhamid, before being revived again after the 1908 coup) and later implemented in Iran in 1907, gained almost universal acceptance. This consensus expressed the rejection of all forms of despotic rule, a theme which informed the writings of leading reformers at the turn of the century, the most prominent among whom was ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Kawakibi (1855–1902), whose book Taba‘i al-Istibdad wa Masari al-Isti‘bad [The Nature of Despotism and the Harm of Enslavement], published in 1905, was among the most eloquent statements of the thesis.29 Even prominent proponents of the caliphate like Rida accepted the dependence of caliphal authority on popular legitimation – even though, as we shall see, some theoreticians would qualify popular authority by stipulating conformity to shari‘a.


In the process, however, the debate raised a number of fundamental questions not only about the nature of political institutions within Muslim communities, but also about deep issues of identity. It has often been argued (by leading Islamic scholars, Orientalists and others) that, for Muslims, the defining identity is that of belonging to the umma (the Muslim community), ‘a people who follow the Imam, and the Imam is the guide of the Muslims, be that the ideal book-guide: the Qur’an, or their ideal human guide: the Prophet’.30 According to this view, the community is a non-territorial entity defined in terms of symbols and texts, and the ideals these texts prescribe. By contrast, this same author denies the prevalent view that the dawla, in Muslim terminology, is synonymous with the modern term ‘state’, since the Islamic dawla is not a sovereign entity. In Islamic thought, sovereignty resided in the umma, while the dawla ‘refers to any authoritative political arrangement. It is temporary, not territorially fixed, and usually associated with the ruling elite.’31 More important, a dawla is accountable to the whole umma, even if it only rules over a fraction of it. That explains why current Muslim regimes need to explain their policies not merely in terms of national interest, but also in terms of the wider interests of the umma. Thus, the Egyptian regime feels compelled to explain its peace with Israel in terms of serving the interests of the Palestinians, other Arabs and all Muslims; and Pakistan explains its collaboration with the US in the war on terror along similar lines. Another important corollary is that major non-state actors such as al-Qaeda, Hizbullah and the PLO (Palestine Liberation Organisation) fit the definition of dawla in every sense.


There are several problems with this analysis. For one thing, there has always been a territorial dimension to the self-perception of the umma, since its existence is inextricably linked to the sovereign existence of dar al-islam (‘Islamic territory’). In this regard, it might be appropriate to reiterate a necessary correction of another common misperception regarding the term dar al-harb, the counterpart of dar al-islam that is usually translated as ‘abode of war’ and used by both Orientalists and Islamic radicals to promote a theory that Islam advocates perpetual war outside its territories. However, the term should more accurately be translated as ‘hostile territory’, which is a common-sense factual description of relations between entities. It is not a legal prescription, but a determination of current status. A territory is defined as hostile when it has initiated a state of war with the neighbouring Muslim entity, and has not concluded a treaty to earn the designation dar al-‘ahd (‘treaty-bound territory’) or dar al-aman (‘territory of peace and security’), where Muslims can enjoy peaceful existence as a matter of course. The former included Nubia (today’s northern Sudan), and the latter Abyssinia.32


The umma is thus inseparable from the existence of sovereign territory, even though in its wider, more abstract sense, the term umma can incorporate all believers, including those from earlier monotheistic communities. But as a juridico-political concept, the umma has to have a territory, and also a government. The equation of the term dawla with ‘regime’ rather than a state may have a justification; but this goes for all pre-modern polities, where Louis XIV’s famous remark ‘L’état c’est moi’ held for all monarchs and dynasties. Similarly, the accountability of states to broader constituencies than their own citizens is not restricted to Islamic states. Even before the modern international community took its current forms, states felt responsible for events outside their borders, and were also held morally responsible by others (states and individuals) for their actions.


Moreover, the modern debate on the caliphate and actual developments on the ground have given new meanings to these terms and many others. The de facto existence of separate Muslim ‘nations’ (where the term umma came to be used in this sense), and the rise of nationalist ideologies – including some, like pan-Arab nationalism, which were informed by Islam – all led to the term umma being used in a number of novel senses: to refer to all Arabs, or the Egyptian, or Iraqi or Indonesian ‘nation’, and so on.


One of the most decisive and traumatic developments of the modern Muslim experience – one which destabilised many traditional ideas and perceptions – was the actual and sudden ‘disappearance’ of dar al-islam in many areas, as most parts of the Muslim world came under foreign (non-Muslim) colonial domination. This situation had only occurred before in Spain, Sicily and (temporarily) parts of Palestine and Syria during the Crusades. The traditional response in such cases was to declare jihad to restore Muslim control, and in the meantime for Muslims to emigrate to nearby safe areas. In most cases, the invaders left the people no option: they were massacred or forced to flee. However, the colonial experience appeared to be different. Muslims in Algeria and India, for example, contemplated emigration, and many undertook it – especially following the failure of jihad campaigns. Colonial authorities in both countries, alarmed by this prospect, sought fatwas from leading ‘ulama in Mecca and Egypt, confirming that colonial territories were indeed Islamic territories, and not part of dar al-harb, from which emigration was obligatory. The French, in particular, sought to stem the alarming mass exodus from Algeria in the 1890s, and argued that, given that religious freedoms were guaranteed in Algeria, and the injunctions of shari‘a were provided for (in private matters), the country should be regarded as dar al-islam. The Meccan and Cairene muftis consulted were happy to concur.33


For many Muslims who fell under the colonial yoke, the symbolic existence of the caliphate played a reassuring role. That is why Indian Muslims were at the forefront of the campaign to safeguard the caliphate. For them, it offered the ultimate guarantee of their Islamic identity in a similar way that gold reserves guaranteed paper currencies. Once the caliphate campaign had failed, the movement in India became the nucleus of the nationalist independence movement, and later the movement for establishing Pakistan as an Islamic ‘homeland’. In a similar fashion, the debate on the caliphate shifted in the Arab world towards setting up an Arab kingdom (which would have become the locus of a new Arab caliphate). When this failed, activists began once again to move in different directions.



After the caliphate



With the violent split between traditionalists and modernists during both the Kemalist and Iranian revolutions, and the subsequent failure of attempts to resurrect the caliphate, a new trend of thinking emerged which began to see the problem in a new light. The instinctive reaction of the traditionalists was to mobilise the masses to challenge the secular trends and policies and their bid for hegemony, as had happened in Iran, and to a lesser extent in Turkey. But as time went on, this was becoming more difficult. In places like Egypt, the masses themselves began to drift in the direction of Westernisation, especially the educated and urbanised population. Suddenly it was not possible to count on the masses to support the conservative point of view automatically. More importantly, neither the religious nor political authorities appeared willing or able to stem this tide of Westernisation.


As is customary in such cases, complaints about this ‘moral decline’ abounded: in the media, in mosque sermons, and in general conversation. The next development saw the emergence of men like Hassan al-Banna (1907–49), a charismatic young schoolteacher, and Sayyid Abu al-A‘la al-Maududi (1903–79), a campaigning Indian journalist and intellectual, neither of whom were satisfied with preaching against decadence and lack of direction in the community. Rather, they took steps to create modern, organised movements to work more systematically to promote and defend religious values. Al-Banna established the Muslim Brotherhood (al-Ikhwan al-Muslimun) in Egypt in 1928, while Jamaat Islami was created by Maududi in Pakistan in 1941. Combining the organisational structure of modern elite parties with the mass appeal of the mainstream parties, these movements worked on the assumption that the Muslim community needed to be reconstructed anew.


For these groups, the nominal Muslim communities, which had regressed dismally and ‘reached the lowest point of moral decline’,34 were themselves in need of education and transformation; so it was not only necessary to reorganise the affairs of the Muslim community and convince the people that the reforms were necessary and did not contradict Islamic teachings. What was also needed was a thorough re-Islamisation of these communities which, as Maududi argued, had reverted to jahiliyya (pre-Islamic barbarism). Only when a group committed itself to the principles and values of Islam, and Islam alone, would a genuine Muslim community emerge that could lead the revolution necessary to establish a state in its own image.35 Al-Banna was less extreme in his judgement, believing that the task was much easier. But even he called for a bottom-up approach, starting with the creation of the Muslim individual, then the Muslim family, and finally the Muslim society.


This view naturally affected the attitude towards the role of existing ‘Muslim’ communities. Expressing support for constitutional government and the parliamentary system as the closest available model to the Islamic ideal – as did al-Banna, though he suggested some reforms to the system, including the abolition of the party system, which he judged to be divisive and corrupt – would imply an acceptance that these communities were in fact fully Muslim.36 This was also the view of those ‘ulama who supported the constitutional movement in Iran. But, as we have seen with that movement, the more conservative ‘ulama in fact supported the monarchy against the democratic forces.


Departing from a negative view of the Islamic credentials of existing Muslim societies, Maududi was naturally more suspicious of both the ‘Muslim nationalism’ of his compatriots and of democracy – which, without the attainment by the public of an adequate Islamic awareness and commitment, would not create an Islamic system.37 Maududi’s suspicion of democracy, which he at first condemned unequivocally, was conditioned in part by the fear that, in a Hindu-majority country like India, democracy was being used to promote Hindu supremacy.38 But he later sought to accommodate democracy in his model of the Islamic state by proposing a ‘democratic caliphate’ or ‘theo-democracy’ (a democracy governed by divine law). In this state, the leader would be elected and held accountable to popular representatives, but ultimate authority would rest with Islamic law (shari‘a). But since the leader would be the ultimate interpreter of the law, he would have absolute power during his reign, and could disregard the wishes of the elected assembly, and everyone else for that matter.39 Maududi’s radical views were also espoused by Sayyid Qutb (1906–66), who argued that political debate about democracy and political reform was redundant, and that believers must concentrate on creating the new Muslim society and not be sidelined into debating the politics of jahili societies.40


Umma, state and movement


The models proposed by advocates of the Islamic revival appeared to converge towards some form of limited democracy under the watchful guardianship of the ‘ulama (along the lines established by the Constitutional Revolution in Iran). However, apart from the Iranian Revolution, these proposals remained largely utopian prescriptions. The debate has thus progressed from discussion of actual reforms, like those that comprised the nineteenth-century Tanzimat reforms in the Ottoman Empire, and the similar reforms advocated by Khayr al-Tunisi and Afghani, to reflections on how the caliphate could be restored. And while authors like Rida drew inspiration from historical experience, like that of Iran and later Saudi Arabia, others were critical of the Islamic polities that actually existed, such as the Saudi or Yemeni monarchies.41


The 1979 Islamic Revolution in Iran seemed to offer a giant leap forward, by putting some of these ideas into practice. The model proposed by Ayatollah Khomeini was based on the principle of wilayat al-faqih (‘the mandate of the jurist’). As spelled out in Article 5 of the Iranian Constitution of 1979, it stipulated that, in the time of the absence of the twelfth imam, ‘in the Islamic Republic of Iran the mandate to rule and leadership of the people are the responsibility of a just, pious jurist aware of the time, brave and with drive and initiative, whom the majority of the people know and accept as their leader’. The Iranian Constitution still accepted the principle of popular sovereignty and the role of elected institutions (parliament, presidency, and so on) – but the role of the leader remained dominant, and was even reinforced by the ‘absolute mandate of the jurists’, which meant that the leader–jurist could overrule explicit Islamic legal provisions in the interest of the Islamic state. A special council, the Expediency Discernment Council of the System, was set up to undertake the task of determining when provisions of Islamic law could be disregarded (Articles 111 and 112 of the amended 1989 Constitution). This development was extremely significant, since it impinged on Khomeini’s characterisation of the Islamic state as one in which the law is supreme, coupled with his affirmation that the divine law had already been laid down and did not need to be elaborated anew, but only interpreted and obeyed. These provisions indicate that the divine law was not as clear cut as the theory of wilayat al-faqih suggested and, more significantly, that it could be overruled by appeal to considerations of (secular) interest.


This brings us to the heart of the question of the character of the Islamic state and the way in which the debate has shifted. The modern debate started during the rule of traditional monarchies claiming Islamic legitimacy. The claim of the Ottoman sultans to the caliphate was also a claim to being the supreme authority on both temporal and religious matters in Islam. In this respect, the leader not only leads the umma, but must also speak for it; the umma was supposed simply to follow the commands of its leader, and to ask no questions. However, as the countries involved collapsed, sank deeply into dispute and lost their independence, this argument began to crumble, so the umma could no longer afford to be absent and ‘represented’ by the caliph or sultan. So new ‘representatives’ emerged in the shape of activists and community leaders making specific demands in the name of the umma, and claiming the right to speak in its name. For this group, the state is no longer identified with the sultan or caliph, but a set of autonomous institutions accountable to the umma as a whole.


The representatives were not initially elected by the people, but they emerged either out of street battles, as in the popular struggles in Iran and elsewhere – including the nationalist agitation in Egypt – or from actual wars, as was the case in Turkey and parts of the Arab world. But these new leaders were in turn challenged by others – in particular those claiming to be the voice of religion. In a sense, the contest was between those who had argued that the claim of caliphs and other earlier leaders to an authoritative religious voice was invalid and had to be abandoned altogether, and those who argued that the claim would be valid in principle if it was made by the right claimants. The first argued that the institution of the caliphate had to be scrapped in favour of a modern, secular and democratic state, while the latter argued that the institution of the caliphate had to be preserved and reformed.


The dilemma was that proponents of the caliphate, though they opposed democracy, appeared to enjoy the support of the masses, while the presumed proponents of democracy lacked mass support and had to resort to repression. So the democrats could not afford to be democrats, while the champions of the caliphate admitted that it could not be restored in its original form, leaving much room for innovation and change that brought them closer to their opponents. All now agree that government should be representative of the umma and accountable to it, even though the more religiously inclined argue that Islamic law and doctrine must limit the sovereignty of the umma. The majority now agree that it is not possible to reunite the umma in the short term, and many argue that even in the long term Muslim unity does not have to mean joining a unitary state, but could be achieved through a confederacy or commonwealth.


In this process, the concept of the umma passed through many redefinitions, and is used to refer to the nation-state as well as to the imagined pan-Arab entity and to the Muslim community as a whole. It is very important that emerging Islamic groups press their claim to represent the umma – or even to be the umma. For the more moderate voices who acknowledge the continuing existence of the umma, the claim is that the Islamic movements are the real representative of the umma – its vanguard, so to speak. For more radical factions that do not recognise the Islamic credentials of the majority, their own Islamic movement is the umma. Its leadership is therefore the only authoritative voice, as the existing state has no claim to legitimate authority.


For all Islamic groups, the circle will be closed when the movement is broadened to incorporate the majority of the people, or succeeds in taking over the state to become the legitimate authority, or both. Only then can Islamic legitimacy pass from the movement back to the state, which now submits to Islamic law. But this position is somewhat circular, since, as was shown in the Iranian experience, the claim to supreme authority in the name of religion can generate outcomes that may themselves be challenged in the name of religion. When the Ottoman sultan–caliph declared Mustafa Kemal a renegade apostate for rebelling against the caliph, it was the caliph who was regarded by the majority of Muslims as the renegade, since he had agreed to submit to foreign occupation and permit the dismemberment of the state. Also, Ayatollah Khomeini’s modification of the principle of wilayat al-faqih to give absolute powers to the leader – even in defiance of Islamic law itself, in the name of ‘state interest’ – appears to turn the principle on its head. For the very justification of wilayat al-faqih rests on the necessity to determine and obey Islamic law, not to follow other principles, such as regime interests. It should be recalled that earlier leaders from the Umayyad period onwards made claims to supreme religious authority, not always with success. So, unless claims for authority are arbitrated by mechanisms which take into account the popular will, the questions of who can speak for the umma and who can run the state will remain unresolved.
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THREE



Salafism: Doctrine, Diversity and Practice1



Roel Meijer


Salafism is often associated in the public mind with the intolerance and violence that are usually ascribed to Wahhabism, the dominant form of Islam in Saudi Arabia. Moreover, it is often regarded as rigid, and its rapid spread around the world is ascribed to the de-contextualised, scripturalist character of its doctrine, which emphasises a return to the pristine form of Islam and the sources of Islam, the Qur’an and the hadiths. This chapter shows that Salafism has a longer history than Wahhabism, and that its doctrine, although highly formalised and de-culturalised, is adaptable to the political context in which its followers find themselves, and has evolved over time. This is the result of a fundamental ambiguity within Salafism between a quietist and an activist form, manifesting themselves in two principles that are closely associated with Salafism – namely, the duty to command good and forbid wrong (hisba), and the principle of loyalty to Muslims and disavowal of non-Muslims (al-wala wa’l-bara). This chapter traces the history of the quietist and activist sides of Salafism by means of these two principles of its doctrinal implementation, which can adopt a peaceful and political as well as a violent form, depending on the local circumstances.


Doctrine


Salafism is usually seen as a modern phenomenon that has emerged since Saudi Arabia has become a power that has been able to promote its form of Wahhabism – a reformist, purist movement founded by Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Wahhab (1703–92) – under the more abstract, less sectarian term of Salafism. In fact, as Bernard Haykel has pointed out, the phenomenon has a long ancestry, and the concept has been current since the Abbasid Caliphate (750–1258).2 The term Salafism derives from the Arabic al-salaf al-salih, the ‘pious forefathers’, considered to be the first three generations of Muslims who were either close to the Prophet Muhammad, or had first-hand knowledge of Islam in its pristine form, or had contact with those who had.3 The golden age of Islam, during which the purity of the Muslims is linked to their impressive military conquests, is usually limited to the period of the four rightly guided caliphs, between 632 and 661.4 Salafis have a deeply pessimistic view of history, which for them represents only a decline after this golden age.5


The whole idea of Salafism is that the only way to lead a pure Muslim life is to return to this period and emulate the life of the Prophet Muhammad and his companions. Only then can one attain paradise. The emphasis is therefore on the sources of Islam – the Qur’an and the hadiths. As the hadiths are the traditions about the sayings and deeds of Muhammad – on his sunna (‘mode of life’) – it is especially the hadiths that have attracted the attention of the Salafis.6 Due to the extreme importance of these texts, Salafis are scripturalists. Moreover, they are literalists: all human actions have to be covered by the sources of Islam to be legitimate; otherwise they are condemned, and in some cases their perpetrator even loses the right to be called a Muslim. As Muhammad is regarded as an exemplary, perfect model, a close reading of the Qur’an and hadiths is essential for leading a correct life and walking the straight path. This applies to thought and behaviour, as well as to codes of dress.


The attraction of Salafism lies in the rigorous logic of its central concepts, which together form its ‘aqida (‘creed’). Although Salafism has been associated with Hanbalism and its jurisprudence (fiqh), the emphasis of Salafism, especially in its modern form, is on creed and religious practice based on the Qur’an and hadiths. The central concept around which Salafi doctrine revolves is tawhid, or the Oneness of God, captured for the Muslim in the first part of the pillar of the faith termed the shahada, ‘There is no God but God’.7 More than other Islamic currents, Salafism stresses the strict monotheism of Islam reflected in the term tawhid. According to the Salafis, tawhid is divided into three different forms that reinforce each other: tawhid al-rububiyya – the Oneness of Lordship – denotes the all-powerful character of God the Creator of the universe; tawhid al-uluhiyya – the Oneness of divinity – implies that all forms of worship must be devoted to God alone, and deals with religious practice; tawhid al-asma wa’l-sifat – the Oneness of Names and Attributes of God– means accepting the revelation about God’s names and attributes literally, without inquiring into its meaning. Rationalism and qiyas, or analogous reasoning, are rejected as being based on fallible human reason. All that contradicts tawhid and all that is not covered by the Qur’an and hadiths are rejected as innovation (bid‘a) and considered unbelief (kufr). Innovators are regarded as sinners who must be fought. Not surprisingly, Salafism can therefore be aggressive towards other Muslims if they are lax according to Salafi standards, for only a total submission to God and complete compliance with Islamic law – the shari‘a – makes one a Muslim. The Shi‘is are by definition considered members of a heretical sect, or rejectionists (rawafid), as they do not recognise the first three caliphs and those of the companions of the Prophet, whom they regard as usurpers of the right of ‘Ali, the son-in-law of Muhammad, to succeed Muhammad.8
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