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For the Magnificent Seven,
 with love





CHAPTER ONE

NO, VIRGINIA, ALL RELIGIONS AREN’T EQUAL

The “war on terror” is an ideological conflict—one in which Christians, Jews, Buddhists, Hindus, atheists, secular Muslims, and others have a stake. But on that ideological front the West has been notably deficient. And this is due, in no small part, not only to a lack of cultural self-confidence, but also to a sense that Christianity—upon which Western civilization is largely based—and Islam are at best morally equal. In the view of many left-liberal leaders, Christianity itself (or religion in general) is the real problem.

These days, Western bookstore shelves groan under an avalanche of anti-Christian books. In 2006 alone, major New York publishing houses unleashed such titles as American Theocracy: The Peril and Politics of Radical Religion, Oil, and Borrowed Money in the 21st Century by Kevin Phillips; The Baptizing of America: The Religious Right’s Plans for the Rest of Us by James Rudin; The Theocons: Secular America Under Siege by Damon Linker; Kingdom Coming: The Rise of Christian Nationalism by Michelle Goldberg; Thy Kingdom Come: How the Religious Right Distorts the Faith and Threatens America: An Evangelical’s Lament by Randall Balmer; Piety & Politics: The Right-Wing Assault on Religious Freedom by Barry Lynn; Religion Gone Bad: The Hidden Dangers of the Christian Right by Mel White; American Fascists: The Christian Right and the War on America by Chris Hedges.

Other popular books sound many of the same themes, including The Conservative Soul by homosexual activist and blogger Andrew Sullivan  and the atheist apologetics The God Delusion by Richard Dawkins and  Letter to a Christian Nation by Sam Harris. The parade of anti-Christian books of several years ago, like Papal Sin by Garry Wills, Constantine’s Sword by James Carroll, and Hitler’s Pope by John Cornwell, targeted Catholics. Now Protestants are finding themselves in the crosshairs.

Attacks on Christian history and doctrine are an integral part of a larger effort to instill a sense of cultural shame in even non-Christian European and American youth—a shame that militates against their thinking the West is even worth defending.

A white American student, “Rachel,” unwittingly summed up this attitude when she told American Indian professor Dr. David Yeagley in 2001: “Look, Dr. Yeagley, I don’t see anything about my culture to be proud of. It’s all nothing. My race is just nothing.... Look at your culture. Look at American Indian tradition. Now I think that’s really great. You have something to be proud of. My culture is nothing.”

Yeagley mused: “The Cheyenne people have a saying: A nation is never conquered until the hearts of its women are on the ground.... When Rachel denounced her people, she did it with the serene self-confidence of a High Priestess reciting a liturgy. She said it without fear of criticism or censure. And she received none. The other students listened in silence, their eyes moving timidly back and forth between me and Rachel, as if unsure which of us constituted a higher authority.... Who had conquered Rachel’s people? What had led her to disrespect them? Why did she behave like a woman of a defeated tribe?”1


Rachel’s spirit is pandemic in Europe. Historian Bernard Lewis was quoted in January 2007 that “Europeans are losing their own loyalties and their own self-confidence. They have no respect for their own culture.” According to Lewis, Europeans, in a spirit of “self-abasement,” with its hallmarks of political correctness and multiculturalism, have “surrendered” to Islam’s increasingly shrill demands.2 Nor is Rachel alone in America: columnist Alicia Colon wrote in April 2007 that “sadly, my generation has spawned self-loathing Americans who actually believe that this country is evil. They have neither respect nor love for this nation. Rather they are being taught by today’s academic community that America and its institutions should be held in contempt.”3


A principal aspect of this abject condition of Western hearts is disgust with Christianity and Judeo-Christian civilization—which for most Americans amounts to contempt for our forefathers. Christianity and the Jewish tradition from which it was born are at the heart of Western civilization. It has formed who we are as Americans, and has influenced Europeans and others around the globe for even longer. Like it or not, it has even shaped many who reject the Christian faith. For although the West has largely cast off its Christianity, and a war against Christianity has been raging in the courts for several decades, many of the societal values of Western countries remain rooted in Christian premises. Christianity also shares key moral principles with Judaism—principles that do not carry over into Islam. These principles are the fount from which modern ethicists have drawn the concept of universal human rights—the foundation of Western secular culture.

But apparently despite all this, Rachel—and those who equate Christian and Islamic “fundamentalism”—posits that Christianity poses just as much or more of a threat to the free world than does Islam.

American high schools, colleges, and universities have now created millions of Americans who think and speak like Rachel. They have been subjected to decades of anti-American, anti-Western, and anti-Christian conditioning by our educational establishment. And many like Rachel are today in positions that affect public policy.

This is why the truth must be told about Christianity and the Judeo-Christian culture. Americans and Europeans—as well as Christians in the Middle East and elsewhere—need to stop apologizing for all our forefathers allegedly and actually did wrong, and for the culture they built (which is not identical to today’s popular culture) and remember what they did right, recognizing what Judeo-Christian civilization has brought to the world. We must look honestly at Islam and Christianity and recognize how they differ. Although human nature is everywhere the same, and people have justified violence in the name of every faith, religions are not the same. We must not allow politically incorrect censors to stifle statements like this.

Ultimately this must be done because, as Yeagley points out, people who are ashamed of their own culture will not defend it.

This is why telling the truth about Christianity and Western civilization is not a matter of cultural cheerleading or even of religious apologetics. It is essential to the defense of the West against today’s global jihad. I myself am a Christian, but I believe this book could have been written by a Buddhist, a Hindu, a Jew, an atheist, or anyone else interested in the facts of the case. The Islamic jihad and the defense against it, in the West and elsewhere, affect all of us; Jews, atheists, Muslims, and many other non-Christians live comfortably in societies shaped by Judeo-Christian values, and they need to understand that those values are not identical to Islamic ones. Judeo-Christian values have informed ideas of human rights that prevail across the globe, and which also have significant influence in the Islamic world—although there they battle with traditional Islamic values. A notable example came in December 2006, when the government of Pakistan, at the insistence of human rights and women’s rights groups, instituted a new rape law based on modern canons of evidence. Islamic clerics and Muslim hard-liners immediately protested against the new law. They considered it “un-Islamic” because it did not follow the traditional Islamic standard that rape could be established only by the testimony of four male witnesses who saw the act.4


Western civilization has become global, not only in the mass export of American pop culture but also in human rights norms and standards, which are for the most part derived from Christianity. Yet controversies like that over the rape law in Pakistan are certain to move west—particularly in Europe, where the secular, post-Christian, and Christian premises of society are coming under increasing challenge from a growing and restive Muslim minority. If demographic trends continue, this minority will become a majority in some European states before the end of this century.

But if the conflict the West is facing is simply “terrorism,” no one should be concerned if these Muslims challenge Judeo-Christian principles and work to replace them with Islamic norms. And if the War on Terror is a war against Islamic fundamentalism, there is no reason for anyone to be concerned about impending European Islamization—as long as the “Islamic fundamentalists” are neutralized by the loyal, Western-oriented  Muslims on whom Tony Blair, Jacques Chirac, and the rest have placed such hope. After all, if Christianity and Islam are essentially the same—in their values and in their capacity to inspire both violence and peace—why should Westerners resist advancing Islamization?

If it is widely recognized, however, that the War on Terror is in fact a struggle against an Islamic jihad that would conquer and subjugate Western non-Muslims, and which is well on its way to doing so in Europe, then Western countries face a choice. They can acquiesce to the demands of their Muslim populations and, little by little, adopt provisions of Islamic sharia law until the Islamic social order is fully implemented. Or they can choose to stand up for Judeo-Christian values and defend them against the ideological challenge of jihad and sharia.

Knowledge of the differences between Christianity and Islam is central to this effort. Thus we will investigate whether there is actually a Christian theocracy movement, as some in the media have charged, and if there is, how large it is compared to the jihad threat. We will also explore whether Christianity and Islam are equivalent in their capacity to inspire violence, and whether there is anything in the Judeo-Christian West worth fighting for to preserve in the face of civilizational challenge.




 THE JIHAD AGAINST JEWS AND CRUSADERS 

One group that has had no trouble recognizing Christianity’s importance in the struggle against jihad terrorism has been the jihadists themselves. Malaysian prime minister Abdullah Ahmad Badawi told the World Council of Churches in 2004 that “in the eyes of many Muslims, events in the last three years seem to lend credence to the view that the Christian West is, once again, at war with the Muslim world.”5


This is also the view of Osama bin Laden and those who share his religious and political ideology. “After the end of the Cold War,” bin Laden declared in a 1996 interview, “America escalated its campaign against the Muslim world in its entirety, aiming to get rid of Islam itself.”6 He has repeated this view many times. “You should know,” he said in a videotape delivered to al-Jazeera in October 2003, “that this war is a new Crusader campaign against the Islamic world, and it is a  war of destiny for the entire umma [worldwide Islamic community]. God only knows what serious ramifications it might have for Islam and its people.”7


In seeing the War on Terror not just as a war against Islam, but as a war on behalf of Christianity, the view of bin Laden and other jihad terrorists neatly coalesces with that of the anti-“Christian theocracy” writers like Chris Hedges and Kevin Phillips. Jihadists routinely refer to the American armies in Iraq and Afghanistan as “Crusaders.” Al Qaeda’s second in command, Ayman al-Zawahiri, who most frequently issues the group’s communiqués, uses this term frequently; in an October 2006 message he issued a rather typical exhortation: “I urge you, in [the name of] the duty of jihad, which is incumbent upon every Muslim, to hurry and pursue martyrdom in order to kill the Crusaders and the Zionists.”8  The Crusader moniker apparently applies to any Western military forces. In January 2007, Abu Mussab Abdel Wadoud of the Salafist Group for Preaching and Combat (GSPC), an Algerian jihad group affiliated with al Qaeda, declared jihad on France: “Fight the nationals of France and the agents of the Crusaders occupying our land. Our fathers and our ancestors fought against the French Crusaders who were driven out in humiliation.”9


Adam Gadahn, also known as “Azzam the American,” the first American indicted for treason since World War II and a prominent al Qaeda operative, made the most direct connection between the War on Terror and Christianity in a September 2006 videotape introduced by al-Zawahiri himself. First he ridiculed the idea that the Islamic world needed democracy: “Those who think democracy is synonymous with freedom are either people who haven’t experienced life in America, or Americans who haven’t lived abroad.” He asserted that “Muslims don’t need democracy to rid themselves of their home-grown despots and tyrants. What they do need is their Islamic faith, the spirit of jihad, and the lifting of foreign troops and interference from their necks.”

He went on to explain that they didn’t need Christianity either. “And if Muslims don’t need democracy, then they certainly have no need for what is known as Christianity.” Gadahn called Christianity “that hollow shell of a religion, whose followers cling to an empty faith, and a false  conviction of their inevitable salvation, regardless of what they do or believe, as long as they accept the core tenets and doctrines of Paulian Christianity, which also happen to be its most unbelievable, untenable, and illogical.” He even went on to enumerate some of those negative aspects:
Like the belief that the Bible that we have today, with all its contradictions, errors, deletions, and outright fabrications, is the infallible, revealed word of God. . . . Like the doctrine of the original sin, which states that man is born in sin, because of the lapse and subsequent fall of his parents, even though we know from the Qur’an that God forgave our father Adam and mother Eve when they repented. . . . Like the incomprehensible, illogical, non-biblical doctrine of Trinity.... Like the belief that God sent His only begotten son, who is also God in human form, to die on a cross for the sins of mankind, which, is implied, He could otherwise not have forgiven.





Gadahn sounds, aside from his references to the Qur’an, like your typical Western biblical skeptic. Does he buy into the American Left’s view that the War on Terror is a war on Islam being waged on behalf of Christianity? Perhaps. But he also clearly believes that a central part of the struggle he and al Qaeda are waging is against what he regards as the false belief of Christianity on behalf of the truth of Islam. For Gadahn went on to invite Christians, Jews, and others to Islam: “Isn’t it time for the unbelievers to discard these incoherent, illogical beliefs, theories, and conjecture? Isn’t it time for every Christian, Jew, pagan, and atheist to cast off the cloak of spiritual darkness which enshrouds them, and emerge into the light of Islam, to live a life illuminated by faith and die the death of a believer, return to his Lord, pleased and pleasing to Him, God willing, rather than living out his days in blindness, to die as an unbeliever and be resurrected as an unbeliever, whose eternal abode is a fire from which the fire of this world screams in fright?”10


This is in accord with Muhammad’s command that Muslims invite non-Muslims to Islam, and then fight them if they refuse both conversion and the alternative, second-class status: 
Fight in the name of Allah and in the way of Allah. Fight against those who disbelieve in Allah. Make a holy war....When you meet your enemies who are polytheists, invite them to three courses of action. If they respond to any one of these, you also accept it and withhold yourself from doing them any harm. Invite them to accept Islam; if they respond to you, accept it from them and desist from fighting against them....If they refuse to accept Islam, demand from them the jizya [a tax on non-Muslims]. If they agree to pay, accept it from them and hold off your hands. If they refuse to pay the tax, seek Allah’s help and fight them.11






Gadahn is following Muhammad’s instructions, both in inviting non-Muslims to Islam and in making war on those who refuse the invitation. The unbelievers’ behavior has no bearing on this war: neither their immorality nor their military matter. The unbelief of the non-Muslim world, therefore, is the ultimate “root cause” of the conflict: if we were Muslims, this war would not be happening, or it would have a radically different character.

Gadahn spoke in English, making this video unique as a direct appeal to the American people in their own language. However, no one answered Gadahn’s invitation from a Christian standpoint, or even appeared to recognize its implications. The foremost of those implications is that Gadahn and others like him believe they are fighting on behalf of a superior religion and culture; while many Westerners dismiss the notion that we are engaged in a “clash of civilizations” and instead assert that we are really engaged in a clash between civilization and barbarism, Gadahn and other jihadists would most likely say the same thing.

Yet while Gadahn believes that he is fighting for a superior religion and culture, the dominant assumption among Westerners is that no religion or culture is superior to another—especially Christianity and Christian culture, Gadahn’s chief foes. Tony Blair has spoken of Western culture as if it were nothing more than an empty container for other, non-Western religions and cultures, with tolerance its chief hallmark. “Christians, Jews, Muslims, Hindus, Sikhs, and other faiths have a perfect right  to their own identity and religion, to practice their faith and to conform to their culture,” said Blair in December 2006.

In fact, he continued, “this is what multicultural, multi-faith Britain is about. That is what is legitimately distinctive.” He seemed to define “British values” only as the foundation for this multiculturalism: “But when it comes to our essential values—belief in democracy, the rule of law, tolerance, equal treatment for all, respect for this country and its shared heritage—then that is where we come together, it is what we hold in common; it is what gives us the right to call ourselves British.”12


But all this, of course, is just what Gadahn despises. He believes that no government or culture has any legitimacy unless it is constituted according to Islamic law; he believes his struggle is against the “enemies of God.” And in response Blair and other Western leaders talk endlessly about freedom, democracy, and tolerance—none of which are superior to the law of God, as Muslims view it. And Muslims recognize that these Western leaders don’t care enough about their own religion and culture to defend them.

The unhappy heirs of Western civilization, in other words, are in a peculiar position. They have been eager to avoid the appearance of religious conflict, while the other side seems avid to portray it as such. Westerners are discarding Christianity only to find it identified by Islamic jihadists as the most objectionable aspect of their way of life, and as something that can’t be shaken off without conversion to Islam. In this, at least, Muslims recognize what too many Westerners don’t: how deeply our core beliefs—even Tony Blair’s multicultural ones—are grounded in Christian ideas of morality.

Islam seeks the conversion, subjugation, or death of not only Christians but also all non-Muslims. Thus it is imperative that all the victims and potential victims of the Islamic jihad—Christians, Jews, Buddhists, Hindus, atheists, secular Muslims, and all others—recognize that, in the immortal words of Benjamin Franklin, we must all hang together, or we shall indeed all hang separately. And at the forefront of the defense, at least in the Western world, is our Judeo-Christian heritage, which has become the foundation of global values. In order to win, we cannot simply fight against the jihadists, or terrorists, or whatever the politically correct  designation is fashionable today for those who would destroy what remains of Western civilization. We must be contending for something, and in the Judeo-Christian tradition there is a great deal to defend.

What the Norwegian European blogger who goes only by the name of Fjordman (an indication of the health of free speech in Europe) says about Europeans goes for Americans as well. “Europeans,” Fjordman has noted, “need to understand how closely intertwined are the fates of Israel and of Europe itself. The term ‘Judeo-Christian’ is not a cliché. We cannot defend Western civilization without defending its Jewish component, without which modern Western culture would have been unthinkable. The religious identity of the West has two legs: The Christian and the Jewish ones. It needs both to stand upright. Sacrificing one to save the other is like fighting a battle by chopping off one of your legs, throwing it at the feet of your enemies, and shouting: ‘You won’t get the other one! We will never surrender!’ We could always hope that our enemies will laugh themselves to death faster than we bleed to death, the Monty Python way of fighting. Maybe that works, but most likely it will leave us crippled and pathetic, if not dead.”13


Fjordman, who has published an extensive series of insightful articles about the increasing plight of non-Muslims in Europe and related matters, is entirely correct. And his argument also goes both ways: we cannot defend Western civilization without defending both its Jewish and Christian components.

To do this, we must break through the politically correct fog that envelops us. In February 2006 I spoke at the Pim Fortuyn Memorial Conference in The Hague. After one of the sessions, one of the other speakers, Dr. Andrew Bostom, editor of the illuminating collections The Legacy of Jihad and The Legacy of Islamic Antisemitism, and I got into an animated conversation with a liberal writer from New York who is well acquainted with Islamic terror; she now resides in the Netherlands. The writer heatedly insisted that Christian fundamentalism was just as dangerous as the Islamic variety, and that equal attention should be devoted to defeating both. Shortly thereafter she told us that she had to be going, as she was on a bicycle and couldn’t be out after dark, or she risked being attacked. “Who is going to attack you?” asked Dr. Bostom. “Christian fundamentalists?”

Bostom’s quip illustrates several points: first, although it was clear that this woman felt threatened by the Muslim gangs that often prey on passersby, political correctness prevented her from admitting it. Also, her own actions showed that her equation of Christian and Islamic fundamentalism was absurd. Of course she had no fear that Christian fundamentalists would attack her on her way home, but about Islamic jihadists she could not be so sanguine. But that didn’t stop her from loudly protesting that the two threats were essentially equivalent.

This is the prevailing malady of the West in our time. It is why this book had to be written.





 CHAPTER TWO

 WARS OF RELIGION

“We know who the homicidal maniacs are. They are the ones cheering and dancing right now. We should invade their countries, kill their leaders, and convert them to Christianity.”1


So wrote Ann Coulter, two days after the September 11, 2001, jihad terror attacks in Washington and New York.

The firestorm of indignation that followed centered not so much on the first two of her recommendations, but on the third. After all, in the immediate aftermath of September 11 most Americans supported the prospect of an invasion of Afghanistan, and most would have welcomed the deaths of Osama bin Laden or Mullah Omar—but Christianity as preferable to Islam? That crossed the line. That was intolerance and bigotry.

For it quickly became conventional wisdom after September 11 that the War on Terror had no religious dimension. Analysts acknowledged that at most, it involved a struggle against “a global network of extremists who are driven by a twisted vision of Islam,” as Peter Wehner, deputy assistant to the president and director of the White House’s Office of Strategic Initiatives, put it in January 2007, more than five years later. This is just one indication of how resilient this notion has proven to be.2 Few in the mainstream media or in Washington offices would even consider the possibility that Islam was part of the problem, and no one would have dreamed of suggesting that Christianity could be part of the solution.

President George W. Bush summed up mainstream assumptions when he declared: “Our enemy doesn’t follow the great traditions of Islam. They’ve hijacked a great religion.” Islam, he explained, “is a faith that brings comfort to people. It inspires them to lead lives based on honesty, and justice, and compassion.”3 To accompany this praise, the United States government sponsored the building of mosques in Afghanistan and elsewhere as a gesture of goodwill toward the Islamic world.4


But in 2006, many in the mainstream media began speaking in deadly earnest about a religion that really was inciting violence and extremism, and which was a threat to the very survival of American constitutional government. Islam, however, was not the religion they had in mind. This dangerous religion, of course, was Christianity. Fostering the spread of this idea was the cascade of books that appeared that year, warning the American public about the growth of “theocons,” “Christian fascists,” or, in a conscious parallel to the term “Islamist” (which denotes the proponents of political Islam), “Christianist.” These groups are supposedly not only advancing a Christian agenda in the public sphere, but are also working to subvert the Constitution and establish a theocracy. Sure, the Islamists are working to impose religious rule on their own societies, but so are the Christianists—and the Christianists pose the far more serious threat. Some even charge that just as the Taliban practiced stonings and beheadings, so would these Christianists if they got half a chance.

This kind of rhetoric was not uncommon among Muslims. In January 2007 the Muslim Public Affairs Committee of the United Kingdom sounded the alarm over the Christian theocrats’ alleged plot to make war against Islam so Christianity could dominate the planet. The committee published an article that spoke in lurid terms about a pro-Israel event staged by prominent Evangelical pastor John Hagee: “Armed with blood-red rhetoric and the hubris of the politically connected, Hagee filled his 5,000-seat church for a weekend-long event culminating in his Night to Honor Israel in October. To an eager audience preparing for the end times, analogies to Hitler and denouncement of ‘appeasement’ were flying. Anti-Muslim rhetoric was at a fevered pitch.... But what masqueraded as biblically mandated generosity toward the Jews was nothing more than a political rally for a war not just against Iran, but against  Islam, and for the dominance of Christianity (Hagee’s brand, of course).”5


Yet the West’s generosity has not been directed solely toward Israel. Muslims have benefited from the largesse also, and not just through the building of mosques. When the West intervened in the Balkans, it was to protect Muslims. When it intervened in Somalia, it was to feed starving Muslims (for which service al Qaeda attacked it). When a tsunami devastated Muslim Indonesia and other South Asian countries in 2004, Western states pledged millions: the United States sent $950 million,6  Great Britain almost $800 million (including aid from nongovernmental organizations),7 Germany over $670 million,8 Canada $400 million,9  France about $300 million, Norway $175 million,10 and so on. The European Union also kicked in $628 million aside from the individual contributions of its member states, making Europe’s contribution two billion. The West’s contributions weren’t merely financial; the United States and Australian armed forces were the first responders to bring aid to people in need. This Western generosity, however, has gone largely unnoticed. What of oil-rich Muslim nations? Qatar sent $25 million. After criticism of their initial paltry responses, Saudi Arabia sent $300 million, Kuwait $100 million, and the United Arab Emirates $20 million.11 So much for the solidarity of the umma.

If a Muslim looked to Western sources for a ringing defense of the countries that helped the tsunami victims, he’d be disappointed. If he attended school in a Western country, he would be taught that the West was responsible for slavery, racism, aggressive wars, and exploitation. If he watched Western television, he might be appalled at its vulgarity, but he would also note the anti-Christian values of many television programs. If he looked at the New York Times bestseller list, he’d see anti-Christian titles soaring to the top.

He would see what many in the West miss, because it is a common assumption among many left-liberals in the West that Christian and Muslim “extremists,” “radicals,” or “fundamentalists” are two sides of the same coin: indistinguishable from one another, interchangeable, and above all, both equally likely to inspire violence. In the liberal New York book publishing industry, copywriters even see this equation as a selling  point. Although Mel White does not mention Islam in his book Religion Gone Bad: The Hidden Dangers of the Christian Right, the book’s cover explains that “...White addresses the wider issue that fundamentalist Christianity—like fundamentalist Islam and the tragic ideologies of fascism—has become a threat . . . to all Americans who disagree with the ‘absolute values’ of the Christian Right.”12 The two “fundamentalisms” are supposed to have the same preoccupations. As Andrew Sullivan noted in  The Conservative Soul, “for Osama, as with the evangelical Christian right, there was a perfect Edenic past, a fallen present, and a perfect future promised.”

Often the anti-“Christian theocracy” writers deny that they are baldly equating theocratic aspirations among Christians and Muslims while affirming it in practically the same breath. Damon Linker, who is singular among the theocracy alarmists in focusing more on Catholics than on Protestant fundamentalists, wrote that “the theocons do not aim to transform the country into a Christian version of Afghanistan under the Taliban—a goal that could only be achieved by pursuing the wholesale destruction of American liberal democracy and the establishment of theocratic totalitarianism in its place. Yet they do propose to sanctify and spiritualize the nation’s public life, while also eliding fundamental distinctions between church and state, the sacred and the secular. Such efforts, if successful, would not be fateful to the nation, but they would cripple it, effectively transforming the country into what would be recognized around the world as a Catholic-Christian republic.”13 Alexis de Tocqueville and most other observers of the United States have always considered the country to be a Christian republic, so it is hard to see how such a designation would cripple it. And if Linker means more than that, if he means a full-on national establishment of a denominational religion, it is unclear how that would square with the Bill of Rights and not result in “the wholesale destruction of American liberal democracy.”

Equating Christian conservatives with the Taliban was a common theme on the Left for years both before and after September 11. Chris Hedges was one of its most forthright advocates, declaring that “the Christian Right and radical Islamists, although locked in a holy war, increasingly mirror each other. They share the same obsessions. They do  not tolerate other forms of belief or disbelief. They are at war with artistic and cultural expression. They seek to silence the media. They call for the subjugation of women. They promote severe sexual repression, and they seek to express themselves through violence.”14 Richard Dawkins wrote of the murderous riots that broke out in the Islamic world in reaction to Danish cartoons of the prophet Muhammad, and the chastened response in the formerly free Western press, as evidence of “the disproportionate privileging of religion”—not Islam, but religion—“in our otherwise secular societies.”15 Kevin Phillips spoke darkly of “the rise of varying degrees of radical Christianity, Judaism, and Islam around the world,” but he, like all the rest, was far more concerned about the Christian variety than the other two.16


Sam Harris wrote to Christian conservatives: “Nonbelievers like myself stand beside you, dumbstruck by the Muslim hordes who chant death to whole nations of the living. But we stand dumbstruck by you as well—by your denial of tangible reality, by the suffering you create in service to your religious myths, and by your attachment to an imaginary God.”17 To his credit, Harris also noted in an online debate with Andrew Sullivan that both he and Sullivan were “especially concerned about Islam at this moment—because so many Muslims appear to be ‘fundamentalists’ and because some of the fundamentals of Islam pose special liabilities in a world overflowing with destructive technology. I think, for instance, that we would both rank the Islamic doctrines of martyrdom and jihad pretty high on our list of humanity’s worst ideas.”18


Nevertheless, the atheist popularizers seldom resisted the temptation to enumerate the excesses of Islamic jihadists and then use them as a stick with which to beat Christians. Even conservative pundit John Derbyshire indulged in a bit of this when, in the course of explaining why he had discarded his Christian faith, he suddenly shifted ground and pulled an illustration of the point he was making from the ranks of the mujahedin: “I have now come to think that it really makes no difference, net-net. You can point to people who were improved by faith, but you can also see people made worse by it. Anyone want to argue that, say, Mohamed Atta was made a better person by his faith?”19 Writing about atheists such as Dawkins and Harris in the Wall Street Journal, Sam  Schulman observed: “Naturally, the atheists focus their peevishness not on Muslim extremists (who advertise their hatred and violent intentions) but on the old-time Christian religion. (‘Wisdom dwells with prudence,’ the Good Book teaches.) They can always haul out the abortion-clinic bomber if they need a boogeyman; and they can always argue as if all faiths are interchangeable: persuade American Christians to give up their infantile attachment to God, and maybe Muslims will too.”20


Movie reviewer Jim Emerson articulated the mass-market version of these ideas in a review of a documentary about cult leader Jim Jones: “The face of Jim Jones is, from a slightly different angle, the face of Stalin or Mao, of Christian or Islamic fundamentalism, of Ba’athism or American neoconservatism—any kind of ideology, rooted in certainty and the arrogance of infallibility, pursued with single-minded fervor, intolerant of free thinking or dissent, and that results, inevitably, in deadly consequences.”  21 He didn’t see the need to present any evidence for his assumption that Christian and Islamic fundamentalism, as well as “Ba’athism” and “American neoconservatism,” were virtually identical and in all important respects equivalent.

As television personality Rosie O’Donnell put it in September 2006: “Radical Christianity is just as threatening as radical Islam in a country like America.”22 To this the British columnist David Thompson—no fundamentalist Christian—replied acidly: “But while red-faced evangelists may say, for instance, that gay people are wicked, damned to hellfire, et cetera, I don’t know of any internationally renowned Christian leaders who are calling for the imprisonment and killing of gay people. Unlike the supposedly ‘moderate’ Grand Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani, who insists that gay men and lesbians should be ‘killed in the worst manner possible.’ Not condemned, ‘corrected,’ prayed for, or pitied, or any of the usual nonsense spouted by Jerry Falwell, Pat Robertson et al.; but murdered—as brutally as possible.”23





 CHRISTIANITY = ISLAM 

Such distinctions are lost on Rosie. Of course, she and many on the political left subscribe to a relativist multiculturalism that recoils from  the idea that any ideology (aside from their own) or culture could be superior to another, and particularly from any suggestion that Western Judeo-Christian civilization could possibly be superior to any non-white, non-Christian culture. The idea that Islam is a religion of peace hijacked by a few bad apples and that Christianity has just as much to apologize for as Islam does is pervasive. It has infected not only leftists and secularists, and not only politicians who think they have to spout it in today’s political and social climate, but also “conservative” pundits who should know better—including Arnaud de Borchgrave, Ralph Peters, and Dinesh D’Souza.

In his famous September 2006 address in Regensberg, Germany, Pope Benedict XVI argued that, to Christians, God must act within reason, and that “spreading the faith through violence is something unreasonable. Violence is incompatible with the nature of God and the nature of the soul.” But “for Muslim teaching, God is absolutely transcendent. His will is not bound up with any of our categories, even that of rationality.” The pope’s speech touched off murderous riots in the Islamic world, as angry Muslims protested against the idea that Islam was violent or unreasonable by rioting.

Arnaud de Borchgrave, editor at large of the conservative Washington Times and of United Press International, criticized the pope for speaking out, and virtually accused him of hypocrisy, given the history of the Catholic Church. Writing in the Times, de Borchgrave agreed that the Muslim prophet Muhammad “was no stranger to the sword.” The Battle of Tours in France in the year 732, according to de Borchgrave, “saved Europe from Muslim expansionism and Islamization that had conquered Spain.” However, he also noted that the victorious Franks “slaughtered the would-be conquerors down to the last man,” and that “Christians also lived by the sword.”

Ironically, while few in the West have even heard of the Battle of Tours, it is at the forefront of the jihadists’ imagination. One wrote in April 2007 of his hope that the warriors of jihad would soon “reinvade France [and convert it into] an Islamic country.” He fondly recalled the Muslim commander at Tours, Abdul Rahman al-Ghafiqi: “The Islamic army was left with a large number of martyrs, especially the great shahid  [martyr] Abdul Rahman al-Ghafiqi. . . . this battle is mentioned in history, and is known as the battle of Tours. We ask that Allah sends us a genuine Rahman al-Ghafiqi, to finish what he started in Europe, and conquer the Vatican as promised in our beautiful Islamic verses.”24


Equivalent to the jihad warfare that began in the seventh century and continues to this day, in de Borchgrave’s view, were “the nine Crusades, or religious wars” that were waged by Christians “from the eleventh to the thirteenth century, almost all of them abject failures.” De Borchgrave did not mention that they were defensive wars, seeking to reclaim lost Christian lands and defend Eastern Christians, but he did single out for special note the Crusaders’ sack of Jerusalem in 1099, during which the Crusaders “made the streets of the old city run ankle-deep with Muslim and Jewish blood.” De Borchgrave asserted incorrectly that “Pope John Paul II took the unprecedented step of apologizing for the violence in the Crusades in the name of Christianity,” and affirmed the essential equivalence of Islam and Christianity: “Islam’s promise of seventy-two virgins to suicide bombers is very similar to church leaders in the era of the Crusades that promised eternal paradise in return for martyrdom against Muslims.”25 He took no notice of the crucial distinction here between being rewarded for killing innocents (what Christians think of as homicide) and suffering death at the hands of persecution or in war (which might bring the fallen Christian peace and the “beatific vision” of God, not seventy-two virgins).

In 2006, retired Army officer Ralph Peters, author of several books on the War on Terror, unleashed a venomous attack in the New York Post  against unnamed “Islam haters.” He asserted that “the world’s only hope for long-term peace is for moderate Muslims—by far the majority around the globe—to recapture their own faith. But a rotten core of American extremists is out to make it harder for them.”

Who were these people? They were “right-wing extremists” who were “bent on discrediting honorable conservatism” by “insisting that Islam can never reform, that the violent conquest and subjugation of unbelievers is the faith’s primary agenda—and, when you read between the lines, that all Muslims are evil and subhuman.” Peters endeavored to refute these rotten extremists not by claiming that Islam wasn’t inspiring violence  in the modern age, but that, well, Christianity inspired violence too: “We could fill entire libraries with bloody-minded texts from the Christian past. And as a believing Christian, I must acknowledge that there’s nothing in the Koran as merciless as God’s behavior in the Book of Joshua.”26


Conservative pundit Dinesh D’Souza would probably agree. In his 2007 book The Enemy at Home: The Cultural Left and Its Responsibility for 9/11, he notes that “Islam is notorious for the harshness of some of its punishments, such as cutting off the arms and legs of thieves, flogging adulterers, and executing drug dealers.” However, “in this respect one may say, with only a hint of irony, that Muslims are in the Old Testament tradition.”  27 In interviews publicizing the book, D’Souza repeatedly asserted that Christianity and Islam were just as likely to give rise to violence. He told one interviewer: “I agree with you that the classical Islamic tradition aspired to rule the whole world and bring everyone under the authority of Islamic law. This tradition was very powerful between the seventh and fifteenth centuries. But not only in Islam. The same tradition was very powerful in Christianity during that same period.”28


Why, then, did Islam seem to have much more of a militaristic tradition than Christianity? Because of the circumstances of their early development: “There is no ‘inherent conquering spirit’ in Islam, any more than there is one in Christianity,” declared D’Souza. “Yes, early Islam did conquer a great deal of territory and early Christianity didn’t. But that’s because Christianity began in defeat, with the early Christians harassed and persecuted, while Islam began with success, with the prophet Muhammad becoming the ruler of a large domain. So Islam began to spread through force and conquest, but this is no different than the Roman empire, which, let us remember, also carried Christianity to the far corners of Europe.”29


What of violent passages in the Islamic scriptures? D’Souza finds an equivalence between Christianity and Islam there too, claiming that “the Koran, like the Old Testament, has a number of passages recommending peace and others celebrating the massacre of the enemies of God.”30


This equivalence, particularly with reference to the Bible and the Qur’an, became a post-September 11 staple. Whenever anyone tried to  tie elements of Islam to the murderous Islamist fanaticism around the globe, this was the response. Yes, we were told again and again, Islam has its violent adherents, but so does Christianity. Yes, there is Osama bin Laden, but there is also Timothy McVeigh.

To take just one of a blizzard of available examples, an Islamic apologist calling herself Sheikha Sajida stressed on al-Jazeera’s website that “while Jihad is linked to Muslims and Islam-militancy, extremism and terrorism on the other hand are not limited to Muslims; we have Jewish and Christian militant groups, terror organizations, and extremists. Theodore Hertzl, a Jew, was the founder of terrorism in occupied Palestine. And we have the American Christian terrorist Timothy McVeigh, the Oklahoma bomber. But those who wish to ruin the image and the world’s respect for Islam focus only on Muslim terrorists, as if the world’s followers of Islam are all terrorists.” 31


The idea that Christianity and Islam have similar traditions and modern realities is not only untrue, but it is also bad logic. Even if Christianity were the most violent religion on the planet, which it is not, that fact would establish nothing whatsoever about the violence of Islamic jihadists. Nevertheless, in the minds of many, Christian religious violence, real or imagined, somehow mitigates the reality of the jihad: Everyone does it. You can’t expect Muslims to behave differently from Christians. All religions have their fanatics.




 WHY DOES IT MATTER? 

Are Christianity and Islam really interchangeable? Could the global threat of Islamic terrorism have, in the proper combination of circumstances, arisen in a Christian context as easily as in a Muslim one? Are conservative Christians in the United States really as much of a threat to free societies as the global jihadists?

And above all, does it matter? If Christianity is or was just as violent as Islam, does it make any difference in our understanding of what we must do to defend ourselves against the Islamic terror threat?

Everyone from Dinesh D’Souza to Sheikha Sajida seems to think this is anything but tangential—and they have a point.

Because the War on Terror, a vastly imperfect term, is not a war against a conventional state, it is hard for many people to define what it really is. Prescriptions for victory depend on the diagnosis of the problem. Some think it is hardly a problem at all—merely a matter of police work. Others, like President George W. Bush, believe the War on Terror required an invasion of Afghanistan, an effort to combat al Qaeda cells around the world, an invasion of Iraq, and diplomatic pressure against Iran. Yet others, particularly on the left, continue to believe that the attacks on the World Trade Center towers and the Pentagon were engineered by the U.S. government so that it could invade Muslim countries.  32 Who, then, is the enemy?

Rich Lowry, the editor of National Review magazine, suggests this question doesn’t matter. “I hate to say it,” he wrote in September 2006, “but I don’t think it’s too important what we call our enemy. Yes, the ‘war on terror’ is flawed, but everyone knows what we’re talking about. And I don’t think when President Bush says (or said) ‘Islamofascists’ light bulbs go off for most Americans, who sit up and think, ‘Oh, now I know who we are fighting.’ My view is the whole naming debate is ‘much ado,’ and although it’s very interesting, its contribution to actually winning this war will be nil.”33





 WHAT IS THE WAR ON TERROR? 

“Everyone knows what we’re talking about.” Really? “Everyone” seems to have quite divergent views on this.

From the Left, one frequently hears that the War on Terror is war against Islam. Boston Globe columnist (and New York Times bestselling critic of the Catholic Church) James Carroll expressed it in a 2005 column: “Muslims, meanwhile, see a flood of contempt in pressures on immigrant communities in European cities, in restrictions on Islamic expression, and in openly expressed reservations about Turkey’s admission to the EU precisely because of its Islamic character,” he wrote. “Given escalations of the war in Iraq together with widely reported instances of Koran-denigration by U.S. interrogators, such trends in Europe make the global war on terror seem expressly a war against Islam.”34


Western leaders, however, maintain just the opposite. President Bush has assured the world that “ours is a war not against a religion, not against the Muslim faith.”35 Australia’s federal foreign affairs minister Alexander Downer told an Indonesian audience in 2006 that “one of the greatest challenges of our age is to ensure that as we fight terrorism, extremism, and intolerance, we do not at the same time trigger broader conflict between civilizations. To characterize this fight against terrorism as a fight against Islam is to invite not just a clash of civilizations, but the broadening of support for terrorists.”36


A speech by British prime minister Tony Blair struck the same chords: “This is not our war against Islam. This is a war fought by extremists who pervert the true faith of Islam. And all of us, Western and Arab, Christian or Muslim, who put the value of tolerance, respect, and peaceful coexistence above those of sectarian hatred, should join together to defeat them.”37


Bush and Blair may concede that while the War on Terror is not a war against Islam, it is a war against “Islamofascism” or Islamic fundamentalism. Bush stated this publicly only once, in August 2006: the “terrorists,” he declared, “try to spread their jihadist message—a message I call, it’s totalitarian in nature—Islamic radicalism, Islamic fascism, they try to spread it as well by taking the attack to those of us who love freedom.... This is the beginning of a long struggle against an ideology that is real and profound. It’s Islamofascism.”38


“Islamofascism” is generally considered as a perversion of Islam—a politicized version of a personal and peaceful faith. After the July 7, 2005, bombings in London, Blair said: “We know that these people act in the name of Islam but we also know that the vast and overwhelming majority of Muslims both here and abroad are decent and law-abiding people who abhor this kind of terrorism every bit as much as we do.”39 Bush retreated from this Islamofascism label after protests from American Muslim advocacy groups, but it was an attempt to encapsulate this in a single phrase: that the jihadists were acting in the name of Islam, but were not actually representing actual Islam or Islam as practiced today by most Muslims.

Often connected to this view is the idea that the War on Terror is ultimately a struggle against poverty and ignorance, both of which breed radicalism.  This is a variant of the familiar tendency to assume that if enough money is thrown at a problem, it will go away. Despite the fact that Osama bin Laden is quite wealthy, and that study after study has shown that jihadists and even suicide bombers tend to be wealthier and better educated than their peaceful peers, most analysts assume that the problem of “radical Islam” is bred in the resentment that feeds off disadvantage, and can thus be solved by global affirmative action.40


A piquant example of this assumption came in December 2006, when Indian prime minister Manmohan Singh announced his support for preferential treatment for Muslims: “We will have to devise innovative plans to ensure that minorities, particularly the Muslim minority, are empowered to share equitably in the fruits of development. They must have the first claim on resources.”41


A huge number of people in the West, including many in influential government positions, assume that poverty and disadvantage are the “root causes” of terrorism. As John Wallach, president and founder of the pacifist group Seeds of Peace, explained: “The United States needs more than a military response to terrorism. It needs a humane response as well, one that signals that we, as the greatest and richest nation on earth, care about the suffering of the hundreds of millions of less fortunate people throughout the world.”42 But it is not global humanitarianism that concerns the jihadists—it is waging war against the infidels.
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