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PREFACE 

 

On  September  11, 2001,  in  an  attack  that  changed  the  world  for ever,  Islamic  extremists  destroyed the World  Trade  Center  in  New York  City  and  demolished  a  wing  of  the  Pentagon.  As  he  planned a  new  campaign  against  international  terrorism,  President  George W.  Bush  explained  that  this  would  not  be  a  war  against  Islam;  in deed, he hoped to enlist the support of such  Muslim states as Iran, 

Egypt  and  Syria.  But  it  was  perhaps  unfortunate  that  he  called  his 

[image: ]

a  Crusade,  because  he  could not have  chosen  a word more 

to  antagonize  his  potential  Muslim  allies.  To  understand 

why  this  should  be  so,  we  need  to  think  again  about  these  me

{ dieval  wars  of  religion,  not  least  because  there  is  a  sense  in  which we  can  trace  the  roots  of  the  present  conflicl)to  November 25, 1095,  when  Pope  Urban  II  summoned  the  expedition  that  would become  known  as  the  First  Crusade. 

Holy  War was  first  published  in  the  United  Kingdom  in 1988. I 

had  recently  spent  a  good  deal  of  time  in  the  Middle  East  making a  television  series  about  the  Crusades,  and  the  parallels  between 

those  medieval  holy  wars  and  the  current  hostilities  in  the  region had intrigued me.  These modern wars may have begun in a secular spirit,  but  they  seemed  to  be  acquiring  an  increasingly  religious momentum.  Since  then I  have  written  two other  books  on  related subjects: Jerusalem:  One  City,  Three Faiths and The Battle for  God, 

which have  developed  and  expanded  some  of the  themes  explored (

in  these  pages.  But I  still  believe  that  it  is  important  for  Western people  to  consider  these  contemporary  holy  wars  in  connection 

with  the  Crusades,  because  they  remind  us  of  our  own  input,  in volvement and responsibilities-) 

Since  1988  we  have  seen  extraordinary  changes  in  the  Middle 

East,  some  ofwhich  I  could  not  have  predicted.  There  have  been two  Western-led  offensives  against  the  regime  of  Saddam  Hussein 

in  Iraq,  and  it  was  significant  that  as  soon  as  the  first  bombs dropped  on  Baghdad,  the  attack  was  condemned  in  the  Arab world  as "al-Salibiyyah!" "A Crusade!"  The  memory  of  the  me-v iii                          PREFACE 

dic:,·al holv  wars,  initiated  bv  the  \Vest,  has  been  rekindled  in the Middle E �st by  the  present  t�oubles,  and the study of the  Crusades is  cc:rtainly  not  an  arcane  discipline  in  either  Israel  or  in  the  Mus lim  world.  In  the  territories  that  had  been  occupied by Israel in 1967, a  popular  uprising  known  as  the intifadah broke  out  in 1987. Its  leaders  and  ideology  were secularist,  but  the emergence of  the  Islamic  militant  group  Hamas  brought a  religious  dimen sion  to  the  Palestinian  resistance  tor  the  first  time.  The intifadah was  a  watershed;  it  convinced  Yitzak  Rabin,  Prime Minister  of  Is rael,  that peace was the  only viable option, and in 1993  the signing of  the  Oslo  Accords  gave  hope  of a resolution to  the  Arab-Israeli conflict.  But  the  assassination  of  Rabin  by  a young Jewish  funda mentalist  in 1995 showed  that  far from  being  a pacific force in the region,  religion was a potent weapon in the struggle.  Religious ex tremists  were  as  opposed  to  peace  as  they  had been in 1981,  when a  Muslim  fundamentalist  had  shot  President Anwar  al-Sadat  for signing  the  Camp  David  Accords. As I  write  this  new  preface  in the  autumn  of 2001, the  peace  process  in  the  Middle East  seems doomed,  and  the  Israelis  and Palestinians  appear  to  be  on  the brink  of  a  potentially  disastrous all-out  war.  On  both  sides  the leaders  arc  secularists,  but  each  faces potentially  murderous  oppo sition  from religious  zealots  in  its own camp.  The suicide bombers of  Hamas  believe  that  they  are fighting  a jihad of  self-defense  in the spirit of  Saladin,  as  discussed  in this book.  On the Israeli side, the  Jewish  settlers  in  the  West Bank  and  Gaza  Strip,  many  of whom  come  from  the  United States,  are  inspired  by  a  religious Zionism,  which,  in  its  passionate adherence  to  the  Holy  Land,  is strongly  reminiscent  of  the  crusading  ethos. 

It  is  also  remarkable  that the  holy  shrines  of  the  Western  Wall 

and  the  Haram  al-Sharif are  so  often  flashpoints  in  the  conflict.  A second intifadah erupted in the autumn of 2000,  when the former Israeli general  Ariel  Sharon  marched onto  the  Hararn  with  a  large entourage of right-wing  supporters in  what appeared  to the  Pales tinians and to the  Muslim world as a whole to be an aggressive and provocative  manner.  In  the summer  of  2001,  Palestinians  stoned Israeli worshipers at  the  Western Wall,  after a  Jewish  fundamental ist  had attempted  to lay the foundation  stone  for  a  third  Jewish 

temple  to replace  the  Muslim shrines  on  the  Haram,  the  third l holiest  site in  the  Islamic world: We  often  believe  that  we  have u

abandoned  s ch  ancient  religious enthusiasms  as  the  devotion  to sacred  space in our  predominantly secularist  and  scientific  world, 
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PR EF AC E  IX 

 

but  it  seems  that  a  fierce  loyalty  to  the  holy  places  can  still  inspire j aggression and violence,  just  as  it  did  at the  time  of  the  Crusades.

Before  the  Crusaders  arrived  in Jerusalem  in Julv 1099 and sav agely  butchered  some 40,000 of  its Jewish  and Muslim  inhabi tants,  Jews,  Christians and  Muslims had lived together there  under Islamic  rule  in  relative  harmony  for 460 years-almost  half  a  mil lennium.  Saladin achieved the reconquest ofJerusalcm  for  I�lam in 1187,  but  relations  between  the  three  religions  of  Abraham  were never  as  good  in Jerusalem  again.  Henceforth,  the  members  of 

each faith eyed one another warily, constantly fearing assault or the l expropriation  of  their  shrines  and  homes The  Crusades  had  ef-� fected a tragic sea  change  in Jerusalem,  where  the  coexistence  that once  prevailed  now  seems  an  impossible  dream.  In  the  West,  the Crusades  were  also  decisive.  The  Crusades  made  the  hatred  of Jews  an  incurable  disease  in  Europe,  and  Islam  would  henceforth be  seen  as  the  irreconcilable  enemy  of  Western  civilization.  These Western prejudices  have  certainly  played  their  part  in  today's  con flict,  and  affect  the  way  Western  people  view  the  Middle  East  to day in highly complex  waysJ 

In Holy  War I tried  to  show that  Crusades  were  not a fringe 

movement in the  Middle Ages;  central  to  the new West

ern  identity  that  was  forged  at  this  time  and  which  persists  to  the present day.  The  Crusades  also  show  religion  at  its  very  M

ter  writing Holy  War I  was  so  saddened  by  the  conflict the  three  Abraham  traditions  that  I  decided  to  embark  on  the  re search for my  book A  History of God. I wanted to demonstrate  the strong  and  positive  ideals  and  visions  that Jews,  Christians  and Muslims share in common.  It is now over a millennium since  Pope Urban II called the First  Crusade in 1095, but the  hatred  and  sus picion that this  expedition unleashed  still  reverberates,  never more so  than  on September 1 1,  200 1, and  during  the  terrible  days  that followed.  It is  tragic  that our holy wars  continue,  but  for  that  very reason  we  must  strive  for  mutual  understanding  and  for  what  in these pages I have  called  "triple  vision." 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

In England we usually learn about the Middle Ages when we are quite 

young  children  and  it  seems  a  rather  magical  time.  We  are  taught 

about great  moments  in  our  own  history  (the  Battle  of  Hastings in 

1066 and the signing of Magna Carta in  1215) and also some of the

important  events  in  Europe.  We  learn  that  this  was  a  great  age  of 

religious faith, the period of the monasteries and St. Francis of Assisi. 

It was a time when magnificent cathedrals were built for the glory of 

God and when exquisite manuscripts were illuminated.  It was also a 

time when heroes like Richard the Lionheart fought unequivocal vil

lains like his brother  King  John.  It all sounds  rather glamorous and 

so far in spirit from our own time that the events become surrounde-d 

with a legendary aura. This is the time when we first hear about the 

Crusades,  and  they  seem  as  magical  and  impractically poetic  as  the 

rest of the period:  for two hundred years the brave Crusaders sewed 

red crosses on  their  clothes  and  marched  off to  Jerusalem  to  rescue 

Christ's tomb from the villains (a people vaguely known as "the infidel" 

or "the Saracen"). Unless we go on to specialize in medieval history 

(yague when we are older, it is likely that most British people retain a rather and confused impression of the Crusades4 They keep their old 

glamour  and  that  may be enhanced  by  the  reading  of  authors like 

Malory,  Sir  Walter Scott, Alfred Lord  Tennyson  and  the  Pre-Ra

phaelites.  The  extraordinary  story  of  the  Crusades  becomes  merged 

with medieval legends about King Arthur, the Holy Grail and Robin 

Hood. On the other hand,  as we grow older we become aware that 

our first childish impressions of the .Middle Ages were inevitably ov

ersimplified:  we gather  that  King John seems to  have been a  better 

king than his more romantic brother Richard the Lionheart. We also 

become aware that the brave and noble Crusaders actually butchered 

thousands of "infidels" during their holy wars. 

·  Until  relatively  recently  I  was  myself  rather  confused  about  the 

Crusades.  The  old  glamorous  associations  remained  and  they  still 

seemed rather dashing events that were larger than life. But I was also 


XII                                I N TR OD U C TI O N  
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aware that the  Crusaders committed violent atrocities  against many thousands of innocent Muslims and Jews and this seemed wicked and perverse. Yet I also noticed how frequendy we used the word "crusade" in a positive context. We often talk about crusades against poverty or injustice and praise a "crusading journalist," who is bravely uncovering some salutary truth.  We would all condemn the cruelty of the Cru saders out of hand buqparadoxically we call any campaign of principle a "crusade":  could it be that at some level the idea of a crusade had found a strong acceptance against all logic and reason?) 

In  1983  I  spent  some  time  in  Israel  researching  and  making  a 

television  series  about early  Christianity  for  the  British Channel 4. While I was there I found myself confronted with the Crusades time and time again. It is quite possible to live in England without giving the Crusades a thought for months at a time, but this was simply not possible in Israel. There you constandy come across churches, casdes and whole cities built by the Crusaders, and for the first time crusading became a historical reality to me: this was no vague legend. Nearly a 

 

thousand years ago, when Europe was still a barbarous and uncivilized e( place, thousands of Christians had struggled all the way to th Middle 

colonies ) East and established states and kingdoms  there.  They were our first It seemed an extraordinary thing to have  happened.  I was 

particularly struck by the Crusaders' massive casdes and fortresses and discovered that they were built all along the borders of their states: there was  a chain  of Crusader casdes in  Israel,  Lebanon,  Syria and Jordan. Not surprisingly, Israelis and Palestinians both seemed quite knowledgeable about the Crusades. Israelis pointed out that their own huge  building developments  on  the  hills  around  Jerusalem  looked remarkably like Crusader casdes: the people who lived there saw them selves as defending Jewish Jerusalem from the Arabs. In order to attack Jerusalem, an invading Arab army would have to fight its way through these densely populated civilian setdements in the firing line.  I  dis

 

covered that crusading studies flourished in the Hebrew University at � Jerusalem.  It was hardly surprising.     e ruins of the Crusader casdes were powerful reminders of another Western state which had estab lished itself in a hostile Muslim world and seemed to have been just as worried about national security as the state of lsrael today. It had never occurred to me to link the exotic and dubious crusading project 

but in Israel it seemed very easy to do � of the Middle Ages with the violent conflict in the Middle East today, 

My visit to Israel in  1983 was also the date when the Arab- Israeli 

conflict became a reality to me. Until that time my ideas about it had been just as vague and unfocused  as my ideas about the Crusades.  I 

I N T R O D U C T I O N   xiii 

had been shocked by Palestinian terrorism and by Israeli brutality in Lebanon but had never felt that any of this tragic violence had anything to  do  with me  personally.  I  was  aware,  of course,  that  Britain had played an  important part  in the  creation of the  state of Israel,  and during my first visit to the country I was aware that the British had left a great deal of resentment behind. This was not a new idea to me: I was acutely aware of the distress British  colonial policy had caused in places like Africa and India.  But in  Israel  this became a personal reality to me: nobody discussed the events that led up to 1948 in very much detail but, although everybody was very warm and welcoming to  me personally, I  found that  I was  constantly having to  listen to violent diatribes against the British national character by my new Israeli and Arab friends. This was very disturbing. I could see that this portrait of the  British as  complacent, patronizing hypocrites,  pickled  in  an achronistic habits of formality, was an exaggeration and therefore a distorted stereotype. But when I tried to argue about it, neither the Arabs nor the Israelis wanted to listenU'hey seemed to need to think about the British in this way; it was an essential part of their world view that they were anxious to preserve at all costs' It gave me much food for thought. It was years since Britain had played any active role in the Middle East but clearly we had hurt both the Arabs and the Jews at a fundamental level and were still bound together with them somehow, in a three-sided relationship of pain. Further, as I listened to Israelis and Arabs  arguing their own case  in the conflict against that of the "other" side, I found myself becoming involved and aware for the first time of the complexity and pain of the issues. 

I was also very surprised at the strength of my own reaction to the country which I had been brought up to call the "Holy Land." Even though I was no longer a believing or a practicing Christian, I found it very moving to be living and working in Jerusalem, a city which had been imaginatively and emotionally present to me since I was a small child. The film we were making examined the Jewish  roots of the Christian faith, and naturally we spent some time filming at the Wailing Wall, the last remaining relic of the ancient Jewish Temple. There Judaism, too, became a reality for me for the first time. I was moved to see the passion and fervor with which Jewish pilgrims kissed the stones of the Wailing Wall  and astonished to  see tough young 

Israeli soldiers, carrying heavy submachine guns, binding their tefiUin to their foreheads and swaying devoutly in prayer(! had been brought up to see Judaism as a superseded  religion,  and even though later I 

realized that this was  a  Christian  distortion,  I  had  still  never  really considered it as anything but a prelude to Christianity. Now I saw its 


XIV                         I N T R O D U C T I O N  
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immense emotional power, something quite independent of my Chris tian vision of the world) Further, I could not quite imagine a British soldier praying  so  devoutly  and  openly,  but  in  Jerusalem  religion seemed to be in the very air and stones. 

Yet there was another fact to be absorbed. When I looked up above 

the Wailing Wall, I saw the great mosques of the Dome of the Rock and ai-Aqsa and was told that Jerusalem was the third most holy city in  the  Islamic world.  I  knew,  of course,  that Islam was one of the great world religions but now realized that to my shame I knew next to nothing about it. My thoughts about Muslims had in fact advanced very little from my early vague notions of "the infidel" and "the Sar acen"  derived  from  those early history lessons on the  Middle  Ages. In my free time  I  visited the mosques and again was struck by the fervor of the Muslims praying there.  I  was surprised to  find myself deeply drawn to the peace and spirituality of ai-Aqsa, with its great space  and  silences-light-years  away  from  the  popular, journalistic view of Islam as the violent religion of the sword.  In the Dome of the  Rock, however, I saw the rock on which Abraham was believed to have bound Isaac to sacrifice him to God. I learned that, like Jews and Christians, Muslims regard themselves as children of Abraham, and I recalled that the Jews had deliberately built their Temple on the site where Abraham was commanded to sacrifice his son. Later, in the Holy  Sepulchre  Church,  I met Abraham again in a huge mosaic de picting Isaac's sacrifice on the spot where Jesus, the Son of God, was said to have died to save the world. On the opposite wall was a giant 

son { crucifixion: God, like Abraham, had been prepared to sacrifice his own 

It seemed that in all three of the religions of Abraham there is a JI:b

fundamental image of extremity  is was underlined by the fact that 

the actual Church of the Holy Sepulchre had been built by the medieval Crusaders, who had killed so many Muslims during their conquest of Jerusalem that the blood was said to have come up to the knees of their horses. 

The  crusading  theme  seemed  to  me  to  be  somehow  germane  to 

both the modem conflict and the uneasy relationship that has existed over  the  years  between  Judaism,  Christianity  and  Islam,  the  three religions of Abraham. When I began to research the topic, I expected to find some similarities and analogies between the medieval conflict 

the connections are deeper(]: and the modem  situation  but over the years  I  have discovered that now believe that the Crusades were one 

of the direct causes of the conflict in the Middle East today ) I know that this is a stanling statement and I  welcome the  opportunity  to explore it in depth. 


I N T R O D U C T I O N   XV 

In order to do so I  shall try to  establish  the habit of what I  call 

Usually when we strive to be objective we say that we 
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to see "both" sides of the question. In this long conflict between 

the three faiths, however, there are three sides.Vtt each point I shall try to consider the position and point of view of Jews, Christians and 

Muslims. Since the Crusades, all three have been implicated in different ways in the holy wars between them, and the original relationship that they bear to one another has been shot through with cruelty and pain) The greatest tragedies have occurred when one tradition has sought to eliminate the other two or when two of the traditions have joined forces and completely ignored the third. In the Middle East one be comes acutely conscious of the strong connection between the three 

religions and also, perhaps for that very reason, of their acute alienation from one another. I realize that my argument is complex but I hope that the reader will bear with me because I have found that when you 

have mastered the  habit of triple  vision  you can never see things  in 

quite the same way again. It has radically altered my view of the Middle 

 

--East and has given me a new appreciation of the mechanics of -udice. It is triple vision that makes this book rather different from other 
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books about the Crusades.  I am not a professional historian and I am 

certainly not attempting to  rival the medievalists  who  have  devoted 

their lives to a study of the Crusades. Quite the contrary: I am entirely in their debt. I acknowledge my indebtedness to Sir Steven Runciman, 

the father of crusading scholarship in Britain, and also to the insights of Professor Jonathan Riley-Smith. But I have also been indebted to Norman Daniel, Francesco Gabrieli and Amin Maalouf for their work on the Muslim view of crusading and to Schlomo Eidelberg and Eliezer Schweid for their insight into the Jewish angle. What I have attempted to do is bring the work of all these scholars together, so that we see a three-sided picture of Christians,  Muslims and  Jews engaged  in a deadly conflict. In much the same way, in the modem period we have 

an  inevitable  polarization  of interest.  I  cannot  hope  to  rival  Amos Elon's compelling account of the strange history and deep dilemmas 

of Zionism and  the  state  of Israel.  Nor will  I  equal  the  passionate erudition of Edward W.  Said in Orientlllism:  Western Conceptions of the Orient, in which he traces the history of Western hostility to the East. I have needed the insights of these and many other writers and scholars. Again, I have attempted to consider the Jewish case alongside the Arab and the Muslim and-most important-to include the con tribution made by the Christian West in today's conflict.(.In order to develop a clear knowledge of any tradition, it is obviously important 


XVI                          I N T R O D U CTI O N  

for scholars to isolate and examine things separately. Sometimes, how ever, it is important to put things back together again) 

My own  training has  been  in theology  and in literature  and  this 

means that my book on the Crusades is bound to be different from the  book of a professional historian,  but I think that my  particular disciplines  are  especially  appropriate  to  the  subjea.(Theology  and literature  both teach one to connea the like with the unlike and to see that this can make a new truth. Both disciplines provide an alter native to a purely rational view of the world and both are concerned with mythology: they take fiaion very seriously indeed. Literature in particular teaches us the power of emotion as a force in the world and shows  that our thoughts  are never entirely  cerebral.  The  Crusades, like so much of the modem conflia, were not wholly rational move ments that could be explained away by purely economic or territorial ambition or by a clash of rights and interests.  They were fueled, on all sides, by myths and passions that were far more effective in getting people to aa than any purely political motivationJThe medieval holy wars  in  the  Middle  East could not be solved by  rational  treaties  or neat territorial  were involved which 
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touched the identity of  and Jews and which were 
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sacred to the identity of each.  They have not changed very much in the holy wars of today) 

I shall not be dwelling on weaponry or on the economic or military 

aspcas of the holy wars,  medieval and modem.� This is a history of myths,  emotions  and  religious  passions  that were  tied  to  practical, violent policies.(Because  I want to develop this triple visio'9 I have not discussed the holy wars being fought in Northern Ireland or South America today. I am concentrating on a long struggle between Jews, Christians and Muslims that began over a thousand years ago and has led to tragic and catastrophic events in our own century. 

{It is hard to have one's old prejudices shattered and it is distressing 

to examine the sins of one's own culture. It is particularly difficult to enter  into  another  culture-it  might  even  be  impossible  to  do so. Certainly  I  have  tried to enter into the minds of the  Crusaders, so 

that we can understand what they thought they were doing when they slaughtered  Muslims  and Jews as  an aa of the love of Godl I  have 

also tried to come to a greater  understanding of Judaism and Islam. It has been difficult to shed my Christian-formed notions of religion and  I hope that Jews and  Muslims will forgive any mistakes that I have made( The journey toward understanding and peace will take all of us a long time) 

[image: ]

I shall have to use rather technical terms sometimes,  some of them Hebrew or Arabic words. To help the reader I have compiled a Glos sary at  the  end  of the  book,  but these  preliminary terms might  be useful at the outset. 

 

 

in the ideology of the Jewish holy war, which4: Eretz Yisrael (Hebrew). The  Land of Israel.  This is a vital concept enters on the land that 

God promised to Abraham and to his descendants, the Jewish people7 Abraham's grandson Jacob had his name changed to Israel, as a sign of God's special favor. Jacob had twelve sons, who were all bom in the Promised Land, but who later emigrated to Egypt during a famine. These twelve sons of Jacob founded the twelve tribes of Israel, and when Moses and Joshua led the tribes back to the Promised Land and established the children of Israel there, each tribe lived in a specially designated area in the land of Israel.Qews regard Eretz Yisrael, there fore, as the land of their fathers, and religious Jews from the time of Joshua until the present day believe that their right to retum there is authorized by God) 

Crusade (from the  French croix: cross).  The term did not become common to  describe  the  Christians  who fought a holy war for the Holy Land until relatively late in the movement. As we shall see, the Crusaders usually called themselves "pilgrims.') But from the start they were associated with the Cross. They sewed crosses on their clothes 

and {felt  that  they  were  literally  obeying  Christ's  command  to  his 

followers to take up their cross and follow him to death, if necessary l At the time of the First Crusade, people from England who came to France to join one of the crusading annies  there  but who did  not know a word of French were able to show that they were Crusaders XVlll 

[image: ]

by making a cross of their fingers, and so received directions and help. The Cross and the Crucifixion were central to the movement from the  beginning. The Crusaders were going to liberate the  Church  of the  Holy Sepulchre, which they believed contained the site of Gol gotha and the tomb of Christ, but which was at that time in the hands of the Muslims. 

Jihad (Arabic) . The word literally means "struggle" and is used in the Koran (the sacred book of lslam) usually as a verb: Muslims are urged "to struggle  mightily  in the way of God.'� The idea of struggle and achievement are crucial in Islam and the word jihad has always retained this connotation. But most frequently the "struggle" referred to is the war Mohammad was forced to wage  against the non-Muslim Arabs of Arabia. Later, by extension, it came to mean "holy war" and in that 

Mohammad's death ) sense  is  discussed  in  the  Sharia  (Islamic  law)  in  the  century  after 
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Journey  to a New  Self 




.  1  . 

 

In  the  Beginning 

 

There Was  the  Holy  War.  Why? 

 

0 n  November 25,  1095, at  the  Council  of  Clermont,  Pope Urban II s umm oned the  First  Crusade.  For Western  Europe 

it was a crucial and formative event and it is having repercus

sions  today  in  the  Middle  East.  Addressing a  vast crowd  of priests, 

knights and  poor people,  Urban called  for a  holy war against Islam. 

(The  Seljuk Turks,  he  explained,  a  barbarian  race from Central  Asia 

who  had  recently become Muslims,  had swept into Anatolia in  Asia 

Minor (modern Turkey) and had seized these lands from the Christian J

empire of Byzantium The Pope urged the knights of Europe to stop 

fighting each other and to make common cause against these enemies God

of      . The  Turks,  he  cried,  are  "an  accursed  race,  a  race  utterly God

alienated from      , a generation, forsooth, which has neither directed God "1 its heatt nor entrusted its  spirit to       .    Killing these godless mon

sters was  a holy  act:  it was a  Christian  duty to "exterminate  this vile 

race  from  our  lands."1  Once  they  had  purged  Asia  Minor  of this 

Muslim filth, the knights would engage in a still more holy task. They 

would  march  to  the  holy  city  of Jerusalem  and  liberate  it  from  the 

infidel. It was shameful that the tomb of Christ should be in the hands 

of Islam. 

There was  an  extraordinary  response  to  Urban's  appeal.  Popular 

preachers  like  Peter the  Hermit spread the  news  of the Crusade  and 

in the spring of 1096 five armies of about 60,000 soldiers accompanied 

by  a  horde  of noncombatant pilgrims with  their wives  and  families 

set off to  the  East.  They were  foUowed  in  the  autumn  by five  more 

armies  of about 100,000 men  and  a  crowd  of priests  and  pilgrims. 

The numbers were astounding  for this time. 3 As  the  first armies  ap

proached the  Byzantine  capital  of Constantinople,  it  seemed  to  the 

appalled but fascinated Princess Anna Comnena as though "the whole 

West,  and as  much of the land as lies beyond the Adriatic Sea to the 

PiUars ofHercules [Gibraltar]-all this, changing its seat, was bursting 4                        HOLY  WAR 

forth  into Asia  in  a solid mass, with  all  its belongings."• To  the so phisticated Byzantines it looked like a great barbarian invasion, similar to  those  which  had  destroyed  the Roman  Empire  in  Europe.\ The West  was  invading  the East  for  the first  time  in  the  modem  period, filled with the aggressive righteowness of a holy war,  a righteowness that would characterize its future dealings with the Orient. This Cru sade  was  the first  cooperative  act  of  the  new Europe  as  she  crawled out  of  the Dark Agq  It appealed to all  classes  of society:  to  popes, kings,  aristocrats,  priests,  soldiers  and  peasants.  People sold  all  they had  to  equip themselves for this long and dangerow expedition,  and 

lfor  the  most  part  they  were  not  inspired  by  lwt  for  material  gain. 

They were gripped by a religiow passion. They sewed aosses on their clothes  and  marched  to  the  land  where  Jesw  had  died  to  save  the 

 

world. It was a devotional pilgrimage at the same time as it was a war ) 

of  extermination

Clearly crwading answered a deep need in the Christians of Europe. 

Yet  today  most  of  w  would  wthesitantly  condemn  the Crwades  as wicked and unchristian. After all, Jesw had told his followers to love their  enemies,  not  to  exterminate  them.  He  was  a  pacifist  and  had more in common with Gandhi,  perhaps, than with Pope Urban. Yet I would argue that the holy war is a deeply Christian act. Like Judaism and Islam,  Christianity had an inherent leaning toward violence,  de spite  the  pacifism  of  Jesw. All three religions are historically  and theologically related and all worship the same God. All three traditions are dedicated in some way to love and benevolence and yet  all three have developed· a pattern  of holy war and violence that is remarkably similar and which seems  to surface from some deep compulsion that is inherent in this tradition of monotheism,  the worship of only one God. The  pattern is as  regular  as  a  Jungian  archetype.  For  over  a thowand  years  European  Christians  tried  to  hold  out  against this violent tendency and to keep Christianity a religion of love and peace, yet  when Pope Urban called the Crwade they responded with a sigh of  relief  and  reproduced  the  pattern  of  holy  war  with  an  uncanny accuracy) It is as  though  they  felt  that  at  last  they  were  doing what came naturally. In order to understand the Crwades, therefOre, as well as the holy wars of today,  we need to examine this pattern of violence and try to discover why each of the three religions felt that they needed a holy war. 

In about 1850 B.C.B. a  man called Abram left  his home in Ur  of 

the Chaldees and journeyed to the land of Canaan, the modem Israel. He had been summoned to emigrate by a Divine Being who revealed 
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that he had decided to be the special God of Abram and his offspring. Abram should change his name to Abraham as a sign of his new status, and should make a covenant agreement with God, who in rerum would 

bless him  and  his  descendants. The  children  of Abraham  would  be come a great people and God promised that he would give them the 

land of Canaan. This event,  as it was told cenruries later in the Bible, 5 

changed  the  world.  It  is  not  only  the Jews,  Abraham's  physical  de scendants,  who see this as the beginning of their history-Christians 

and Muslims  also  regard  themselves  as  children  of Abraham,  as  we 

shall see later in this chapter. Christians and Muslims have persecuted 

or  fought  holy  wars  against Jews  at  different times  in  their  history, 

but both claim the Jewish past as their own and see themselves as the 

recipients  of the  promises God made  to  the Jews.  This  revelation  to 

Abraham  was  a  revolution  in  the  history  of  religion.  Gradually  the Jews came to realize that their God was not just one god among many. He was the only God and all other "gods" were just human inventions. 

This  was  an  extraordinary  idea  in  the  pagan  world,  where  people 

worshiped  many  gods  and  had  developed  some  religions  of  great 

power and beauty. The Jews themselves were often unable to believe 

that there truly was only one God and often lapsed narurally and easily 

into paganism,  but evenrually monotheism,  the worship of only  one 

God, was firmly established in Judaism,  and later in Christianity and 

Islam,  the two religions that derived from Judaism.  These three reli

gions are all  deeply  related,  yet  at  different  times  they  have  fought 

each other in savage holy wars. The seed of much furure strife is found 

in the original revelation to Abraham. Almost the first words that God 

spoke when he revealed himself to Abram were: "To your descendants 

I  will  give  this  land"  (Genesis  12:7).4 To  make  this  promise  good Abraham's descendants had to fight the first of many savage holy wars 

for this land, which many Jews today still see as essential to the integrity 

of Judaism.  After all, God spent more time promising Abraham  that 

he  would  give  this  land  to  his  descendants  than  making  any further 

theological  revelations  about  himself.  The  Holy Land  will  be  a  key 

factor in our  story� 

[image: ]

(Jews, Christians and Muslims all believe that God has revealed him

self  intervening  directly  in  human  affairs  in  events  that  become  a 

history  of salvation1 One of the most crucial  of these  events was the 

Exodus,  the mythical story  of  the Jews' liberation from  slavery.  The 

Israelites,  Abraham's  descendants,  had  emigrated  to  Egypt  in  about 

1700 B.C.E. Their position there deteriorated so much  that by  1250 

they  were  mere  slaves.  Then God intervened.  He  told  his  prophet 6                           H O L Y  W A R  

Moses that he  had to act and save his people;  he must force Pharaoh to  let the  Israelites go free and then lead them home to the Promised Land of Canaan. Moses was very reluctant to do this, because it seemed a hopeless  task.,  but  God  promised  to help him. He  terrorized  the Egyptians  by sending cruel plagues, and when Pharaoh remained  ob durate  in  his  refusal  to  free  the  Hebrew  slaves,  God sent the  most terrible  plague  of all.  The Angel  of Death  passed over the  houses  of the  Jews  and killed the firstborn son  in every  Egyptian  family.  Every 

year  Jews  celebrate  this  saving  event  in the  feast  of Passover,  for( it f was a graphic demonstration of their status as the chosen peopl God 

had  drastically discriminated between themselves and the Egyptians. After  this  catastrophe,  Pharaoh decided  to  let  the  Israelites  go  and Moses led his people out of Egypt.  But before they had got very far Pharaoh  changed  his  mind.  He and  his  army  pursued the  Jews  and caught up with them at the Reed Sea (usually misleadingly translated Red Sea). 6 It seemed that the Israelites would be herded back to slavery or even exterminated,  but God intervened once more.  He  parted the waters of the sea so that his people could cross dry-shod, but drowned the  whole  Egyptian  army  when they  tried to follow. This story  of violent  miracles  was  obviously  a  mythical version  of the  Hebrews' escape  from  Egypt,  but the myth  was crucial  in  forming  the  Jews' view of themselves. It shows what is involved in their view of salvation. God's people have to act to save themselves, even though their position seems  hopeless  or dang erous. God will always help  them in miracles that  suspend  the  normal course  of nature,  and the  salvation  of the chosen  people  means the annihilation of their enemies as two sides to a  single  coin{ Salvation  is the  violent  separation  of the just  and the unjust. The next stage in the story of the Exodus reveals the archetypal paradigm  that  has  recurred in all three of the monotheistic  religions, when  a holy journey  or a migration becomes a holy 

[image: ]

The Israelites were now an independent people, but  salvation 

was not yet complete. They were still only a collection of tribes who had  been  unused to controlling  their  own  destiny  and they had to learn how  they  were  to  live  as  God's chosen  people.  They did not journey directly to  the Promised Land, but for  forty years they lived as nomads in the Sinai Peninsula. It was a holy journey during which, the  Bible  tells  us, they  were  deeply  dependent upon God, who fed the m  with  manna and guided them step  by step. Most  importantly, on Mount Sinai God gave Moses the Ten Commandments, the basis of the Torah  or  the  law.7 This was God's greatest gift to his people, because it imposed the divine order on the world and was a revelation of God's  will.  By observing  the 613 commandments  of the  Torah, 
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which governed the smallest details of everyday life,  e Jews naturally  (h

acquired a unique identity,  which they believed to have been directly 

inspired  and  shaped  by  God.  Throughout  their  history  Jews  have 

revered and studied the Torah, which they believe God gave to Moses 

during the forty years in the wilderness. That this formation of a new Jewish self should have begun during a journey was significant. Trav

eling  and  migration  are  evocative  symbols  of  spiritual  passage.  The 

Israelites were traveling away from  shame  and  oppression  to dignity 

and freedom, from desolation to intimacy with God, from helplessness 

to self-determination. Journeys and migrations have also been crucial ) and formative events for Christians and Muslims

One  of  the Ten Commandments  given  to Moses  on Mount Sinai 

was 1hou  shalt  not kill." Indeed most  of  these  commandments  are 

concerned with ran absolute  respect for  the inalienable  rights  of  oth

ers,  and  this  is  one  of  the  greatest  legacies  of Judaism  to  the  rest  of 

the  worldJ But,  as  they  prepared  to  enter  the  Promised Land,  God his 

told  people  that  they  would  have  to  engage  in  a  ruthless  war  of 

extermination.  By taking his  people  back  to Canaan,  Moses  was tak

ing  them  back  to  their  roots  because  of  God's  original  promise  to 

their  father  Abraham.  They  believed  that  the  land  was  theirs,  but 

there  were  other  people  living there  already  who  had  made  it  their 

home  for centuries,  and naturally they  were not going to  hand  over 

their  country  without  a fight.  These  people  were  in  the  way  of  the 

divine  plan;(_ they were also essential  enemies  of  the  new Jewish  selt) 

Because they opposed values and plans that were "sacred" to the Jews 

and  essential  to  God's  plans  for  them,  they  had  to  be  annihilated. The  normal  human  rights  that Jews  were  commanded  to  extend  to 

other  people  did  not  apply  to  the Canaanites,  who  had  become the 

enemies of God.{ This absolute hostility is a characteristic of the holy 

[image: ]

Because the Canaanites were obstacles to Jewish fulfillment they to  be  exterminated  and  there  was  no  possibility  of  peaceful  co

existence. " I  shall exterminate these," God told his people, "they must 

not  live  in  your  country"  (Exodus  23:23,  33).  It  was  not  simply  a 

territorial matter. The Canaanites had achieved a more advanced cul

ture than  the Israelites  and  their  lifestyle  would be  very  attractive  to 

the  weary  nomads.  They  could  destroy this newly  emerging Jewish 

self  and  the  new  religion  of  monotheism,  which  was  still so revo

lutionary  that  it  was  a fragile  plant.  The  Israelites  could  very  easily 

be  seduced  by  the  Canaanites'  fertility  cults  and  idolatrous  faith. 

Therefore  God  gave  Moses  very  clear  instructions,  frequently  re

peated in the Bible,  about how these new enemies and their religions 

were to be  treated: 

8                              H O L Y  W A R  

When Yahweh your God has led you into the land you are entering to  make  your  own,  many  nations  will  fall  before  you:  Hittites, Girgashites, Anmrites, Canaanites, Perizzites, Hivites and Jebusites, seven nations greater and stronger than yourselves.  Yahweh your God will deliver them over to you and you will conquer them. You must lay them under a ban. You must make no covenant with them nor show them any pity. You must not marry with them: you must not give a daughter of yours to a son of theirs, nor take a daughter of theirs for a son of yours, for this would turn away your son from following me to serving other gods, and the anger ofY ahweh would blaze out against you and soon destroy you. Instead, deal with them like this:  tear down their altars,  smash their standing stones,  cut down their sacred poles  and set fire to their idols.  For you are a people consecrated to  Yahweh  your God. It is you that Yahweh your God has chosen to be his very own people out of all the peoples on the earth.                                 (Deuteronomy 7: 1-6) 

�In a Jewish holy war, there was no question of peaceful coexistence, mutual  respect or  peace  treaties. The  little  Jewish  kingdom was  an island of true religion in the ocean of Middle Eastern paganism. There was a religious siege and naturally a deep insecurity. Until the Israelites felt                             could              tile!!            !'l...�· When God had saved his people fiom the Egyptians the ordinary laws of nature had been suspended; so too when the Jews had to establish themselves in the Promised Land, ordinary morality ceased to apply. This  is  a crucial element in  the  holy wars of both Jews  and, later, Christians) 
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Moses died before reaching the Promised Land. It was Joshua who 

in  about 1200 B . C . E .  led  the  Israelites  into Canaan and established the twelve tribes of Israel in the Promised Land by means of a long and utterly ruthless military campaign. He fulfilled the commands of God perfectly. When a town was conquered, it was duly put "under a  ban,"  which  meant  total  destruction  and  extermination.  Men, women, children and even the anintals were massacred and the cities reduced to rubble: 

When  Israel  finished  killing all  tlte  inhabitants of Ai in  the open ground and where they had followed tltem into the wildemess, and when all to a man had fallen by the edge of the sword, all Israel returned to Ai and slaughtered all its people. The number of those that fell that day, men and women together, was twelve thousand, all people of Ai . . . . lhen Joshua burned Ai, making it a ruin for evermore, a desolate place even to this day.  (Joshua 8:24, 25, 28) 
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Then Joshua came and wiped out the Anakim from the highlands, from Hebron, from Dcbir, from Anab, from all the highlands of Judah and all the inhabitants of Israel; he delivered them and their towns over to the ban. No more Anakim were lcfr in Israelite ter ritory except at Gaza, Gath and A$hdod.        (Ibid., 11: 21,  22) 

U'hc holy war continued for another two hundred years, under the 

judges and heroes of Israel like Gideon, Deborah and  Samson. As 

they exterminated their foes, the Israelites also tried to build up their 

own faith} As the pagan towns and shrines were destroyed, temples 

to Y ahwch were built at Shiloh, Dan, Bethel, Bethlehem and Hebron. 

A turning point in the holy campaign was King David's conquest 

of the Jcbusite city ofJcrusalcm in about 1000 B.C. B. From this point 

Jerusalem, the "City of David," would be consecrated to the one God, 

and because of this originally Jewish occupation the city would later 

become holy to Christians and Muslims too. Jerusalem will be crucial 

in our story (.But it is important to notice that it did not become "holy" 

to the Jews until quite late in its own history and in the history of 

the chosen people, even though the Jews would later sec it as essential 

to the integrity of Judaism. It is also true that its sanctification had 

certain ironies. David departed from Joshuan practice when he con

quered Jerusalem. He did not massacre the Jcbusites, though he had 

shown no squeamishness about massacringgoyim or the non-Jews in 

their hundreds elsewhere. It seems that he wanted to make the Jcb

usites his own personal followers, whose loyalty was assured because 

their survival depended totally upon himj Jews were beginning to feel 

more confident and able to exploit the people of Canaan instead of 

seeing them  as  absolute  and  therefore  deeply  disturbing  enemies. 

David wanted to make Jerusalem the capital of his kingdom and the 

center of Judaism, so he had the Ark of the Covenant, a precious relic 

of the years in the wilderness, brought into the city in triumph. He 

then wondered whether he should build a temple for the Ark, which 

in some mysterious way localized the Presence of God (the Shekintlh) . 

But God forbade David to build a temple in Jerusalem and there arc 

two versions of this story. In one version God said that he had always 

been a nomadic God who had never been associated with one partic

ular shrine. 8 It may be that David, a passionately religious man, realized 

the �cr of identifying the Shekinllh with one temple, built by human 

hands.(lt could lead to an idolatry, which lifted an earthly place and 

a human building to the same level as God himself. ln a later version, 

God forbade David to build the temple because he had shed too much 

blood,  albeit at the  divine command. 9 This shows  the first sign of 
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worry about the morality of the holy war.  In this version, God tells David  that the  building  of the temple has been  assigned to  his son Solomon, the man of peace. (The nan1e Solomon comes from shalom, the  Hebrew word for peace.� 

Solomon did indeed  build  a  temple.  This  man of peace was in a 

very different position from his predecessors. The kingdom of David had been torn apart internally and had modest borders, but Solomon established  a strong state with  significantly  broader frontiers. 10 The new Temple was just one aspect of a building project tl1at was actually part of his war effort.  Besides tl1e Temple,  which was a magnificent building, Solomon rebuilt the ancient towns of Hazor, Megiddo and Gezer, as  military bases for his new chariot arn1y. Thousands of la borers were conscripted into the building force as a form of national service( Like all  conscription,  it was fiercely resented,  particularly as it  lacked  the  dignity  of military  service  and  seemed  to  reduce  the conscripts to the level of slaves. Was their position very different from the position of their fathers in Egypt, who  had  been  forced to build Pharaoh's pyramids? There was, therefore, a rather dubious element in the  building of the Temple  from  the  very  beginning.  When the Temple was completed there was a further irony. When they entered this wonderful new building to pray in the Presence of the one God, the Israelites would have been inescapably reminded of the Canaanite cults that they had been told to destroy 1When they entered the sanc tuary,  they  would  have  seen  an enorn1ous  basin  called the "molten sea" standing upon the figures of twelve brazen oxen. This was a giant bath for purification, but its inlagery was identical with the Canaanite myth of Yam, the prinleval waters. The tall free-standing pillars would have reminded them of the "standing stones," the fertility symbols of Canaanite  cults  that they had been conunanded to  tear downJThe whole  building  was  designed  like  a  typical  Canaanite  temple  and, 

instead of expressing the pure monotheism of Moses, the Temple had u 

strongly pagan elements. It seems to have been part of Solomon's policy of a�similation with the surrounding cultur<;J He had established hinlself as  an  all-powerful despot,  like other Middle  Eastern kings, although hitherto God and the prophets had insisted that this was an un-Jewish  institution, for only God could command his people.  Sol omon also married foreign wives, which was anathema to the spirit of Judaism  and  directly  opposed  to  God's specific  instructions to Moses.12 Solomon was a confident monarch and his empire was pow erful and secure. He did not feel threatened by tl1e surrounding pa ganism  and  felt  that  a  degree  of  assinlilation  was  acceptable  in 
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Y ahwism.  Violent  and  absolute  rejection  was  unnecessary  to  a  king who  felt that  the  chosen  people  had  reached  a  new  era  of 
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But  such  assimilation  was  dangerous.  Solomon  was  a W1SC and religious  man,  but  ultimately God condemned and  punished him  for this syncretism.  How  could  the  Jews  retain  their  unique  identity if they  absorbed  an  alien  culture?  But  later  kings also flirted  with  pa ganism and assimilation, and the common people were fatally attracted to the pagan fertility cults of Canaan. When drought  threatened  their harvests,  the Israelites found  it natural to tum to  the worship of Baal like  their  neighbors,  who  believed  that  they  could  manipulate  their gods  to  force  them  to  send  rain.  Prophets  like  Elias  and  Elijah  dem onstrated that  this  was  a  useless  and  unreligious  attitude  and waged a  passionate  war  of words  and  violent  deeds  against  this  pervasive paganism.13(Ihe  Temple  of Solomon  was  not  the  only  sanctuary. in the  Promised  Land;  the older temples continued to  function  and  fre quently the priests  brought  aspects  of pagan worship into the  rituals and  liturgy  of Y ahwism.  They  were  naturally  influenced  by  the  pre vailing  local  religious  climate  and  were  not  yet  ready  for  the  austere monotheism  that  the  prophets  and  sages  were  developing.  This  reli gious  strife  in  the  Holy  Land  was  paralleled  by  a  political  division). The northern tribes broke away from the southern kings in  Jerusalem 

and  formed  their  own  kingdom  which  they  called  the  Kingdom  of Israel and which opposed the smaller Kingdom of ]udah in  the south. 

Never  again  would  the  Jews  experience  the  unity  and  security  they had  known  under  Solomon.  Further,  their  independence  was  con

stantly threatened  oy  powerful  neighbors  who  were  building mighty 

empires  in  the  Middle  East.  Finally  in  the  year 722 there  was  a  ca

tastrophe.  The  Kingdom  of Israel  was  conquered  by  King  Tiglath

Pileser  III  of Assyria. The ten northern tribes of Israel were deported, 

forced to assimilate  and  were,  in  religious  terms,  annihilated.  These 

ten lost tribes  disappeared  from  history  forever. 

The  Kingdom of Judah was  naturally appalled  by this  tragedy  and the  kings  of Jerusalem desperately sought to protect themselves from 

such  a  fate.  Some  of them,  like  Kings Ahaz and  Manassah,  thought 

that syncretism  and  assimilation were  the  answer,  as  many Jews  have 

thought  since.  But  in  the  year 622 King  Josiah  sought  a  religious answer to the problem of]ewish survival. While repair work was being 

done in the  Temple,  the  high  priest  Hilkiah  discovered  an  ancient 

manuscript.  It may have been a  manuscript of the  whole  of the  Pen tateuch or it may simply have been a manuscript of Deuteronomy that 

finished with the series of terrible curses that filled Josiah with horror, 
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because they seemed already to have been partially fulfilled. The Lord had told Moses that occupation of the Holy Land depended upon a scrupulous observance of the Torah.  If the  Israelites  disobeyed God they would lose their land: 

Just as Yahweh took delight in giving you prosperity and increase, so now he will take delight in bringing you to ruin and destruction. You  will  be tom from the  land which you are entering to make your own.  Yahweh will scatter you among all peoples, from one end of the earth to the other;  there you will serve other gods of wood and stone that neither you nor your forefathers have known. Among these nations there will be no repose for you, no rest for the sole of your foot; Yahweh will give you a quaking heart, weary eyes, halting  breath.  Your life from the outset will be a burden to you;  night and day you will go  in fear,  uncertain of your life. In the morning you will say, "How I wish it were evening!" and in the evening, "How I wish it were morning!" such terror will grip your heart, such sights your eye will see.  (Deuteronomy 28:63-67) 

Millions of Jews in our own time have experienced the terror of exile. Josiah had already seen the ten tribes disappear and after reading this manuscript he  felt that the only way for the  Kingdom of Judah to survive was by a return to religion and an absolute rejection of syn cretism.11 He made the Jerusalem Temple the center of this revival of the religion of Moses and Joshua, and for the first time Jerusalem and the Temple became essential to the Jewish religious  Wor
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ship  in  the Temple now  became obligatory for every Jew  Judea. 

All the other shrines were destroyed and their priests were invited to serve in the Temple of Jerusalem, where they could be supervised to make sure that they were not bringing pagan practice into the pure religion of the Jews. On the great feast days all Jews were obliged to make a pilgrimage to Jerusalem and attend the sacrificial liturgy. Only in  the  Temple was  it  pennissible  henceforth  to  make  a sacrifice  to God( Pilgrimage, later to become an important practice in both Chris tianity and Islam, now became central to the Jewish faith, and from the start it was linked with a new offensive against paganism, which seemed more threatening to the Jewish people than 
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Josiah's reform can be said to be fundamentalist,  it was a 

return to ancient ideology, at the same time as it was innovatoryllt was inspired by a fear of losing the Holy Land and saw the religion of Judaism as essentially linked to the physical occupation of the land of Israel. This was a return to the religion of Abraham.  But another view of Judaism was slowly emerging which was making the Jewish 
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faith a  religion  of  the  heart.  Prophets  like Amos  and Isaiah  insisted that Temple sacrifice was not enough. A good Jew must take care of the poor and the needy;  the Lord loved mercy and compassion more 

than sacrifice and pilgrimage ro the Temple. In this view,  external and 

liturgical conformity could not take the place of morality and justice. � The political outlook was  bleak.  The  new Babylonian  empire  threat

ened to destroy the tiny Kingdom of Judah and the prophet Jeremiah 

foretold this ultimate disaster. Yet, despite his proverbial lamentations, 

Jeremiah also taught the Jews that the chosen people could still survive 

even  in  exile.  Provided  they  remained faithful to the Torah  and  ob

served  the  covenant  with Yahweh, God would  still  be  their  God  as 

he had pledged to Abraham. u(..ln this prophetic view, Judaism did not ) depend upon the physical possession of the Holy Land

The disaster struck in 589 B.C.E. Babylon destroyed Jerusalem,  and 

most of the inhabitants of J udea were deported  to Babylonia,  leaving behind only a few peasants and poor people.l,l"he trauma of exile had 

entered  the Jewish  experience  for  the first  time.  During  the  exile  in Babylon,  exile came to have rather the same connotations as the con

cept  of Original  Sin  in  ChristianityY  Exile  became  a  metaphor  for 

sin,  as  well  as  a  punishment.  It  meant  a  state of  shameful  weakness, 

of vulnerability unto  death,  apparent  desertion  by God  and  banish

ment from one's best self.  In  exile a Jew could not be what God had 

intended him to be ) a  member  of  a fiercely  independent  and  auton

omous  people,  "set  apart"••  from  all  other  nations  in  the  Promised 

Land. Undoubtedly the exile to Babylon was traumatic, but very often 

trauma  can  lead  to  a  new  religious insight. These Jewish  deportees 

did not disappear like the ten  northern  tribes. They were not  forced 

to assimilate with the pagan population but were permitted to live in 

separate Jewish  communities,  the first  ghettos.  Here  they  could  still 

be "set apart" and observe the commandments of the Torah.  Some of 

the  exiles  lived  in Babylon  itself  and  others  lived  in  a  settlement  on 

the  banks  of  the  Cheder  in  an  area  which  they  called Tel Aviv.  In 

these communities Judaism came of age.  When the people had lived 

independently in  their  own  land,  they  had  constantly  been  seduced {_

by paganism In exile, paganism lost its attraction forever and the Jews 

learned  a  deeper  level  of  religious  commitment.  A  new  individual 

element  entered  Jewish  practice.  Instead  of  renewing  the  covenant 

collectively  and  being  herded  along to the Temple  for  compulsory 

worship, the Jews of Babylon became personally responsible for their own  religious life. Each Jew  renewed his 

own  covenant to Yahweh. his 

He had to learn  the Torah himself and  absorb  it  into  heart  and 

mind so that it became his own. Without the Temple, the Book became 14                        H O L Y  W A R  

more important  and  study  of the  Torah  and  the  Prophets  led  many of the exiles to  a  deeper  understanding  of monotheism and  Judaism. Personal accountability has become a hallmark ofJudaism and in exile the importance of the  individual was  emphasized  in quite a new way J 

But  a minority group were unable to  adapt fully to  life  in  Babylon. 

All Jews  certainly  mourned  the  loss  of Jerusalem,  but  to  some  Jeru salem had become more  precious  because of its  loss. They felt  quite a new  hatred  of the goyim who  had  made  it  impossible  for  them  to 

live  a  full  Jewish  life: 

Beside  the  streams of Babylon 

we  sat  and  wept 

at  the  memory of Zion, 

leaving  our  harps 

hanging on  the  poplars  there. 

For  we  had  been  asked 

to  sing  to  our  captors, 

to  entertain those who  had carried us off: "Sing,"  they  said, 

"some hymns of Zion." 

How  could we  sing 

one  of Yahweh's hymns 

in  a  pagan  country? 

Jerusalem,  if I  forget  you, 

may  my  right  hand  wither! 

May I  never  speak  again, 

if I  forget  you! 

If I  do  not  count  Jerusalem 

the  greatest  of my  joys! 

Yahweh,  remember 

what  the  sons  of Edom  did 

on  the  day of ]erusalem, 

how they  said,  "Down  with  her! 

Raze her  to  the  ground!" Destructive  daughter of Babel, 

A blessing  on  the  man  who  treats you as  you have treated  us, 

a blessing  on  him who takes and dashes your babies  against  the  rock! 

(Psalm 137) 

iThis psalmist  felt  that  the  physical  land  of Israel was essential to his 

Jewish identity,  and because the Babylonians had destroyed Jerusalem 
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it was as if they were destroying his Jewish self. The amoral vengeance he  plans  springs  from  a  desperate  insecurity) 

Yet the  new inner confidence felt by the  majority led  some Jews to wait hopefully  for  a  return  to  Zion. In Babylon,  the  prophet Ezekiel and  the  anonymous  prophet  who  is  usually  called  the  Second  Isaiah promised  the  Jews  that God would  restore  them  to  the  Promised Land. They would return to Jerusalem,  rebuild the Temple  and build Tel Aviv  again in  the land of their fathers. '• God had only wanted to punish the people for  their sins,  but he would reward  their  fidelity by a glorious return. The  pre-exilic  prophets  had  already  begun  to  look forward to a day when the chosen people would rule the whole world in  a  new  era  of cosmic  peace,  when  the  wolf and  the  lamb  could  lie down  together.10 World dominion was  a  natural development of the Jews'  belief in  the  one God and  the  idea  has also been  important  in Christianity  and  Islam.( If there  is  only  one God, there  can  be  only one  solution  for  the  world  and this must  lead  to  the  triumph  of the one  true  faith1 The  prophets  in  exile  linked  this  final  cosmic  triumph with  the  return  of  the  Jews  to  Jerusalem,  which  they  often  called 

Zion.21  Not  only  would  the  Israelites  rebuild  Jerusalem,  but  they would also inaugurate a new era of peace and justice. All their former enemies  would  be  forced  to  come  to  Jerusalem  in  a  penitential  pil grimage to acknowledge Jewish sovereignty. The Second  Isaiah called 

to Jerusalem: 

Arise, shine  out,  for your  light  has  come, the  glory of Yahweh is  rising on  you, 

night  still  covers  the  earth 
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and           the  peoples. 

Above  you  Yahweh  now  rises 

and  above  you  his  glory  appears. 
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The nations come to  your 

and  kings  to  your dawning 

Lift  up your eyes  and  look  around: all  are                  and  coming  towards  you, your sons  from     away 
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and  your  daughters  being  tenderly carried. And  your gates will  lie  open  conrinually, shut neither  by day  nor  by night, 

for  men  to  bring you  the  wealth  of the  nations with  their  kings  leading  them; 

for the nations and  kingdom  that  refuses  to  serve  you  shall 

perish, 
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such nations shall be utterly ruined. The glory of the Lebanon wiU come to you, with cypress and plane and box, 

to adorn the site of my sanctuary, to glorify the resting place of my feet. The sons of your oppressors wiU come to you bowing, at your feet shall fall all who despised you. They wiU call you "City of Yahweh," 

"Zion of the Holy One of lsrael." 

(Isaiah 60: 1 -4,  1 1 - 14) 

:This return to Zion would result in the salvation of the whole world, 

because the goyim would  be  forced to worship the one God.  From the very  begimting there had been  a universal message in Judaism. God had promised Abrahant that "all the tribes of the earth shall bless themselves in you" (Genesis 12:3). Fantasies of this final redemption have inspired Jews through the centuries and they are stiU inextricably linked to a return to the land of Israel� 

The confidence of the exilic prophets was shown to be justified just 

sixty years after the deportation to Babylon. 11te Medes and the Per sians had conquered the Babylonians and in the year 538 B.c.E. Cyrus, the King of Persia, gave the Jews permission to return to their home land and rebuild the Temple. The Jews naturally hailed Cyms as the anointed one of God,  but Cyrus was not motivated  solely  by com passion for the Jews. He believed that", by allowing the subject peoples of his empire religious  autonomy, he would ease the burden of rule and administration. Throughout his empire he encouraged the recon struction  of ancient shrines, hoping that their gods might bless him and further his reign. 22 (l'his suggests an essential difference between monotheism and polytheism. In general, pagan rulers did not initiate religious persecution.  A pagan like Cyrus believed in many gods and therefore could envisage many solutions and possibilities and this led to  tolerance  and  to  religious  coexistence.  The  Jewish  monotheists, however,  had hitherto been unable to accept the presence of neigh boring shrines to gods other than their own) When Cyrus issued the edict of return, they  namrally saw him  as inspired by  their God for dteir greater glory. Some 42,360 Jews left Babylon and Tel Aviv and began the long journey home. 

(Yet-and this  is an important  point-most of the Jews remained 

behind in exile. They no longer saw physical possession of dte Holy Land as essential to the Jewish identity. Furthermore they saw certain religious problems in the return: was it likely that dteir brothers would create the New Jerusalem of peace and justice foretold by the Second 

I N  T H E   B E G I N N I N G                    17 

Isaiah? In this view, a physical return to  Zion aaually endangered the shining  religious  ideal.  It  was  surely  more  religious  to  look  forward to  a  divine  intervention  in  history  that  would  establish  the  full  re demption than to create an imperfect Jewish state.  Keeping the rerum 

and  the  redemption  in  the future tense would ensure that a yearning for salvation did not become muddied by the squalor of politicsJfb.e year 538, therefore, marked an  important  parting  of the  ways  in  Ju

daism that  still  persists.  There  are  Jews  who see the  land  of Israel  as 

essential  to  Judaism  and  consider  that  living  in  the  physical  land  is obligatory  for  all  Jews.  There are other  Jews  who think that  secular 

and political  hegemony  in  Israel  is  dangerous  and  unreligious,  and most Jews have remained in the diaspora. After 538 Babylon remained 

an  important  center of Judaism  for  centuries.(I'here  the  Jews  prayed 

facing  Jerusalem,  but  kept  it  as  a  distant  ideal.  They  were  confident enough to  develop  a very  different attitude  toward  the  Gentiles.  The Scriptures composed in the  diaspora sometimes show the influence of 

Gentile cuJture. Jihe Book of Ecclesiastes, for  example, has been fruit fully inspired by Hellenic Stoicism. The diaspora Book of}onah shows real compassion to non-Jews.  When Jonah warns the pagan people of 

Nineveh  that unless they  repent God will  destroy  their  city,  they  do 

repent  and the city is  spared.  Jonah  is  furious  about  this  and goes  off 

to  sulk,  but God gendy  teases him out  of this absurdity.  The  Jewish 

prophet  is  to  save  the  Gentiles  as  well  as  the  chosen  people: " Am I 

not  to feel sorry  for  Nineveh," God asks,  "the  great  city,  in  which there are more  than  a  hundred  and  twenty  thousand  people  who 

cannot tell their  hand  from  their  left,  to  say  nothing  of all  the 
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animals?" (4: 1 1 ) .   lessons  of the  Book  of Jonah  have  been  im

portant  to  and  Muslims  as  well  as  Jews;  the goyim  have 

learned far more from this compassionate Judaism than from the Scrip

tures written  in  the  land  of Israel  after 538, like  the  Books  of Mac

cabees,  which  speak  mainly  about  new  and  violent holy  wars  there. 

In the  diaspora  a  humanism  developed  in  Judaism  that  would  ulti mately enter Christianity through  the  Jewish  Jesus  and  St.  Paul  and 

help  to  shape  the  tradition  of Western 
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The  Jews  who  returned  to  Jerusalem  in 538  originally  no  in

tention of fighting a holy war. They had peaceful ideals, and the return of 538 could be seen as a nonviolent version of the Exodus.  God had 

destroyed  Pharaoh,  but the  Persian  King  Cyrus  had cooperated with 

him. The  journey  home  was  intended  to  lead  to  a  constructive  re

building  of the  land,  instead  of a  holy  war.  But  sadly  the  return  led 

to new Jewish intolerance. When the exiles reached the Promised Land 

they discovered other  people  living  there,  as  Joshua  had done  before 
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them. I n  the  north were pagans who had settled there when the ten tribes had been  deported  in 722. In  Judea  and  San1aria  dwelt  the descendants of the Jews who had not been deported to Babylon; they seemed very strange to the returning exiles, who rejected both sets of people,  calling  them  the am  ha'aretz, the  people  of the  land.  TI1ey insisted that only those who had experienced the exile were true Jews.23 They thus began the  bitter debate about who really was a Jew, which still  continues  today.  Naturally  the  People  of the  Land were  angry. When the native Jews offered to help to rebuild Jerusalem, they were told that they had no place in the  new Jewish kingdom. This led to hostility and warfare, and the building work was constantly threatened by the military attacks of the People of the Land. As Nehemiall, who led  this  rebuilding,  explained,  each  builder  "did  his  work  with  one hand while gripping his weapon with the other.  And as each builder worked, he wore his sword at his side"  (Nehemial1 4: 18). In our own tinle the  rebuilding of Jewish  Israel has led to a similar hostility from the  current  People  of the Land. 
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In  the  first  century  of the  Christian  Era,  the  Jewish  people  were 

once again divided in their approach to the Gentile world. Many Jews in both the diaspora and in the Holy Land were strongly attracted to the  Hellenic  culture  of the  Roman  Empire.  They  did  not  feel  they 

had  a  duty  to  oppose  Roman  rule  and  they had an  open,  accepting �

attitude toward the goyim. hilo, the great Jewish  philosopher of Al

exandria who died in about 40 c. E., actually wrote about God in terms of Greek  philosophy  and  interpreted  the  Scriptures  allegorically  in a way that pagan philosophers could understand and appreciate. Indeed, many  pagans  were  attracted  to  Judaism,  which  was  at  that  time  a deeply  respected  religion  in  the  Roman  Empire.  Some  became  con verts  but  most  were  content  to  be  "godfearers,"  worshiping  in  the synagogue but not observing the whole of the Torall.  Ethical  mono theism was seen as the great idea of the age and the  Romans' respect for  antiquity drew  many pagans  to the  ancient religion of the Jews) Indeed  it  has even  been suggested that one  of the  Flavian emperors might well have converted to Judaism as Constantine later converted to Christianity." It is fascinating to reflect how very different history 

might have been had this happened. �

Other  Jews deeply distrusted  this positive approach to  the  world 

of Rome. Many were attracted to the Jewish apocalyptic writings that had started to appear at the end of the second century B.C.E. Because there no longer seemed any hope of the Jews having an independent kingdom  of  their  own,  some  began  to  look  forward  to  a  cosmic triumph  at  the  end  of tin1eJ  Scriptures  like  the  Book  of Daniel  or 
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apocryphal  works  like the Book of Jubilees  foretold  great  battles  in 

which the armies of God would defeat his enemies. All the nations of 

the world would gather at the Mount of Olives opposite Jerusalem 

and there would be a battle in which God himself would lead the Jews 

into the fray and cruelly exterminate their enemies. Then the Kingdom 

of God would be  established,  the Jews would rule the world and the 

redemption  would  have  been  accomplished.(Jews  of this  persuasion 

began to  look forward to  a Messiah,  the anointed one of God,  who 

would  prepare  them  for  this  final  cosmic  triumph. 25 They  believed 

that  he would  be  a  Jew  of the  house  of David) In the  Holy  Land, 

which was now occupied by the Romans, several people came forward 

claiming to be this Messiah: they undertook to wage a holy war against 

the Romans in order to eject them from the land as a first step to the 

final  redemption.26 These  apocalyptic  ideas  flourish  in  Israel  today, 

where many radical Jews expect the imminent coming of the Messiah. 

Various sects in Palestine were dedicated to these apocalyptic ideals 

and denounced those Jews who  seemed ready to  assimilate with the guyim.  Thus  in  the  first  century c.E. the  Essenes  continued  a  well

established Jewish practice, pioneered by sects like the Rechabites and 

the  Nazirites,  of making an  exodus  into the  wilderness  in  order to 

build communities of true Jews. The Essenes believed that the Jeru

salem Temple was contaminated by the priestly party, the Sadducees, 

who cooperated with the Roman authorities. The famous scrolls dis covered at Qumran by the Dead Sea contain some ideas of the Essenes. 

They speak of two Messiahs, one  a king and the other a  priest who 

would  rebuild  the  Temple.  They  also  speak  of a  coming  holy  war 

against the Romans, the kittim, which would ushen in the Last Days. 

The Essenes were deeply respected and are mentioned with reverence 

by  Philo  and  by  the  contemporary Jewish  historian  Josephus.  They 

believed that they had  a mission  to  convert their fellow  Jews:  some 

were  ready to fight them, others  to engage  in a polemical war.  John 

the  Baptist,  whose blistering sermons are preserved in the New Tes

tament, may well have been an  Essene. 27 

The Essenes left their secluded communities to fight alongside the 

other  Jewish  zealots  who rose up  against  the  Romans  in  the  Great 

Jewish Revolt, which broke out in 66 c.E. Incredibly,  the Jews were 

able to keep the Roman army at bay and to hold their own until the 

catastrophe of 70 c.E. when the Romans finally conquered Jerusalem 

and burned down the Temple. The chosen people had lost their land 

for the second time and began a new exile which would last for nearly 

two  thousand years.  The  Ro mans made Jerusalem into a pagan city 

which  they  called Aelia.  Jews  like  the  Pharisees  did  not  see  the  de-20                          H O L Y  W A R  

struction of the Temple, horrific as it was, as fatal to Judaism.  Rabbis known as the tammim began work on what would ultimately become the Talmud to ensure the survival of their religion. They accepted the Roman  occupation of Palestine,  cooperated  with the  Roman author ities  and  condemned  any  further  conflict  with  Rome.  Other  Jews remained  true  to  the  apocalyptic  ideals  and  could  not  accept this attitude.  They  continued  the  sttuggle  against  Rome  to  the  death, feeling that  the  Roman  contamination  of the  Holy  Land  threatened the  integrity  of Judaism.  In 73 c.E. the  last  remaining  Jewish  rebels gathered in the mighty fortress of Masada by the  Dead Sea and were finally forced to surrender.  In a passionate speech their leader, Eleazar ben  Yair,  urged the 960 men, women and children to commit suicide rather  than  submit  to  Rome.  When  the  Romans  finally  entered  the citadel  they  found  only  a  "dreadful  solitude"  and  heard  the  awe-in spiring story from some women who had hidden while their fellows had done themselves to death. The Romans at first were skeptical but 

when  they came  upon the rows of dead bodies, they did not exult over them as enemies but admired the nobility of their resolve and the  way  in  which so many had shown  in carrying it out without a tremor an  utter contempt of death.2B 

(In  their new exile, the Jews gradually came to terms with the loss 

of Jerusalem.  But  they  still  awaited  a  Messiah  who  would  one  day lead them back to their land. They felt that the loss of their homeland was  a  rent  in  the  nature  of things.  Some  developed  a  tradition  that the Shekinah, the Presence of God, had gone into exile with the Jews, and  this  implied a metaphysical displacement in  the  very ground of 

reality.  The  loss  of Jerusalem  naturally  meant the  end  of any  Jewish � rapprochement with  the  pagan  world of Rome Jews  preferred  the study of Torah  to  the  study of the pagan philosophers:  after 70 c.E. there  could  be  no  new  Philo. (Gradually,  too,  the  pagans  stopped 

flocking to the synagogues.  Instead they were attracted by a new sect, / which claimed  to  be  a universal form of Judaism

Years  before  the fall  of ]erusalem, in  about 27 c.E., Jesus had pre

sented himself to the Jews of Palestine as the Messiah.  He  began his preaching with the announcement "The Kingdom of God is at hand!" and he urged the Jews to prepare for this great event.29 He began his mission in his native Galilee in the north oflsrael and quickly attracted a large  following.  He  seems  to  have  devoted  himself particularly  to converting the poor and the "sinners" oflsrael, who either collaborated with the Romans or who did not observe the Torah.30 These sinners were aggressively spumed by the establishment, but Jesus insisted that 
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they  had  to  be  brought  back  into  the  fold  and  healed  before  the 

redemption.  Eventually  he  went  to  Jerusalem  as  the  Messiah.  He his 

started  triumphal procession into the city on the Mount of Olives, 

where the Messiah was expected to appear;  he rode on  an ass,  as the 

apocalyptic  prophet  Zechariah  had  foretold,  and  the  crowds  hailed him as the Son of David, crying,  "Blessings  on the coming  Kingdom of our father David!"31 Then he seems to  have  occupied  the Temple 

and  preached  of the  coming  Kingdom  for  a  week.32  It  is  not  clear what Jesus intended to do about the  Romans,  but eventually he was arrested by the authorities and the governor Pontius Pilate sentenced him to  die  by  the  Roman  punishment  of crucifixion,  which  might 

indicate  that  he  was  worried  about  Jesus'  political  activities.  Yet  it 

seems clear  that  Jesus  was  a  strict  pacifist.  He told  his  followers  to 

tum the  other  cheek  when  attacked  and  when  he  was  arrested  he 

refused even to defend  himself verbally.•• It has  been  suggested  that 

he  was  expecting  the  Kingdom  of God to  arrive  in  a  great  cosmic miracle, without his having to fight the  Roman  occupation. •• When 

this miracle  failed  to  happen,  Jesus'  despair  and  bewilderment echo 

in his cry from the cross: "My God! my God! why have you deserted 

me?" (Mark  1 5 : 34). his 

Yet even after  death  his disciples  refused to despair.  They  had 

visions  of him and  believed  that  he  had  risen  to  a  new  kind  of life. 

Very shortly, in their own lifetimes, he would return and establish the 

Kingdom  of God,  so  they  devoted  themselves  to  preparing  for  the 

redemption.  Like  Jesus,  they had  no  desire  to  found  a new  religion. They saw themselves and were seen by their fellow Jews as a perfectly 

legitimate  Jewish sect. The  only  thing  that  distinguished  them  was 

their belief in Jesus as the Messiah and their expectation of his Second 

Coming. Otherwise they were fully observant Jews,  worshiping daily 

in the Temple and living according to the Torah. 35 Certainly they had 

no desire to preach to the goyim, and when one of their number started 

to  bring Gentiles into the Jewish sect, telling them that they had no 

need of the Torah,  they disowned him and  his  converts  after  a very 

bitter dispute in about 50 c.E. 36 

It was the Jewish Paul who took Christianity to the Gentile world 

of the Roman Empire and who made it a Gentile faith.  He  believed 

that Jesus had saved the whole world, not just the Jews, and that when 

he returned in glory to establish the Kingdom this would not just be 

the Jews' special mission, and Christianity was a universal religion.( a Jewish triumph.  His death and resurrection  had ended the  days of ln 

Pauline Christianity there was no longer any possibility of a holy war, 

because Christians  must show  charity  even  to  enemies,  as  Jesus  had 22                        H O L Y  W A R  

enjoined. Christianity was a spiritual religion: salvation now meant a liberation from sin and death, not an extermination of the enemies of God. Because  the  normal world was  passing away  and the  Second Coming was imminent, fighting for a stake in this world was mean ingless. A Christian's only duty was to prepare for the redemption.1" Yet, though Paul rejected essential Jewish teaching, he remained deeply Jewish  in spirit and stamped Christianity with the imagery and my thology ofJ udaism. He taught Christians that they were the fulfilhnent of Jewish history and that they were the New Israel. God had been preparing the world for Christ ever since he had first revealed himself to Abraham, who was therefore the father of all those who believe in Jesus, not just the father of the Jews. He taught Christians that Jesus was their "Passover," leading them from death to a new spiritual life. They were now in "exile," not from the Holy Land but from Christ and  the  imminent Kingdom of God. They already belonged to the next world. The holy men of the Jews like Abraham, David and Moses were models for the Christians too because they had been waiting for Christ  without realizing it. 38 Paul formed an important Christian at

 

titude toward the Jews, which has had political consequences in the ( present conflict, as we shall see in Chapter I I  Christians were taught to appropriate Judaism for their own purposes and would ultimately find it difficult to read the Jewish Scriptures except in a Pauline, and therefore distorted, way; they would find it difficult to recognize that important elements in their faith were really Jewish and would ulti mately view the Jews as renegades, who had stupidly failed to recognize Jesus and had therefore lost their special vocation.) 

By the  end  of the  first cenntry the  apocalyptic  Judaism that had 

always been important to Jesus and his first followers brought a new violence into the peaceful religion ofJesus and Paul. This is particularly clear in  two of the  later books of the New Testament, which were both written  at least fifty years after St. Paul's death.  The author of Revelation was probably a Jewish convert to Christianity, and when he looked forward to the Second Coming of Christ he naturally saw it in terms of the Jewish apocalyptic tradition. In his book the cosmic battles  foretold  by the  Jewish prophets herald the  final triumph of Christianity, when God would send down from heaven the New Je rusalem and a new and perfect world. The Crusaders would be deeply affected by this vision. He also spoke of God's enemies as frightening monsters.  In particular he wrote of a great  Beast who would crawl out of the abyss and take up residence in the Temple. This would be one of the signs of the approaching end. 39 This probably had a con temporary reference that is now completely lost to us, but later gen-
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crations of Christians found their imaginations haunted by this Beast, 

and naturally they made their own interpretations of the strange image. 

The  Beast was  conftatcd  with  another  enemy  of God, whose  arrival, 

it had been said, would herald the Last Days. The author of the Second 

Epistle  to  the  Thessalonians  was  not  St.  Paul  but  was  writing  years 

aftct his death and using Paul's name as a sign of discipleship.  He was 

struggling with a very great problem. In the First Epistle to  the Thes

salonians, written in about 52 c.E., Paul had promised that Jesus would 

arrive very soon, certainly within Paul's own lifetime. Why had he not 

appeared?  The  author  of Second  Thessalonians  explained  some  fifty 

years  later that Jesus could not return until the  "Great  Revolt" or the "Great Apostasy" had taken place. 40 A Rebel would appear just before 

the Second Coming,  who would set himself up  as  the  enemy of God 

and would even claim ro be God himself.  He would establish himself 

in the  Temple  in  Jerusalem  and  deceive  many  Christians  and  lead 

many people astray.  The  author of Second Thessalonians  implies that 

this was  a  widely  held  Christian  belief,  and  again  it  probably  had  a 

meaning  that  is  now  lost to us.  Later  generations  of Christians  nat

urally  identified this Rebel  wid1  the  Beast  who  would  occupy  the Temple before the Last Days.(!\s a new Christian apocalyptic tradition 

grew , which had to cope  with  the  uncomfortable  fact  that  Jesus  had 

not returned  as  quickly  as  had  been  promised,  Christians  developed 

a  belief in a  figure  whom  they  called  Antichrist.  By  the  time  of the 

Crusades,  European  Christians  firmly  believed  that  before  the  final 

apocalypse  Antichrist  would  appear  in  Jerusalem,  would  set  himself 

up  in  the  Temple  and  fight  the  Christians  there  in  the  great  battles 

foretold by Revelation. These terrible wars would herald the Last Days 

and  the  Second  Coming  of Christ.  Some  people  saw  Antichrist  as  a 

diabolic monster,  like  the  Beast  in  Revelation;  others  saw  him  as  an 

ordinary  but  absolutely evil human  being  like  the  Rebel  in  Second 

Thessalonians. Political and heretical leaders were often identified with 

Antichrist,  and  what  we  might  call  "Antichrist-spotring"  became  a 

habit in Western  Europe.  Belief in  Antichrist  was  very  important  in 

the ideology of 

(By  the  end  of the  first  therefore,  the  peaceful  religion  of 

Jesus  and  Paul was  being invaded by more violent and martial  ideas. 

Alongside  the  pacifism of Jesus,  there  grew  a  religion of battles  and 

horrors. Jesus had preached a Jewish humanitarian religion, which has 

been very  formative  of many  Western  ideals,  but  the  more  violent, 

apocalyptic  strain  of  Christianity  would  be  equally  influential� The 

aggression  of Christianity  surfaced  quite  early  in  the  history  of the 
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Church in the two movements of  and monasticism, which  24                        H O L Y  W A R  
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would  later be very  important  in  the  ideology  of dte  Christian  holy war. 

The Roman Empire had destroyed the Jewish homeland and during 

the second and third centuries it sometimes seemed as though it would also destroy  Christianity.  From time  to  time  the  Roman  authorities persecuted  Christians who  refused  to  sacrifice  to  Caesar  and seemed a potential political  threat. Thousands of Christians were put to death in the Roman stadiums and this trawna stamped itself on the Christian 

consciousness.  It  gave to Christians a strong sense  that "the  world" U was against them and would overwhelm the true religion. • 'his deep 

insecurity  led  to  an  aggressive cult of voluntary martyrdom that was not very dissimilar to the spirit of the Jewish martyrs at Masada. The martyr  was  seen  as  a  perfect  Christian,  because Christ  had  said  that giving  one's  life  for  the  beloved  was  the  greatest  act  of love) The martyr was imitating Jesus perfecrly in his death. But this love acquired an  aggressive  dimension.  Christians  started  to  denounce  themselves to the  authorities, in order to force the Romans to put them to death. This  was  not  because  they  had  a  masochistic  yearning  for  pain  and for  death,  nor  was  it  because  they  wanted  to  prove  their  Jove  for Christ.  These  voluntary  martyrs  believed  that  they were  taking  part in  a  continuing  cosmic  batde  with  evil.  The  death  of every  martyr brought the final victory and the Second Coming of Christ nearer and was part of the Last Batde foretold by the prophets. The martyr seemed to be passive in that he allowed violence to be inflicted upon him, but 

he believed that he was a "soldier of Christ" and that his death was a {

''victory."• The Church tried to stop  this  passion for voluntary mar tyrdom,  but it never completely died out;  it surfaced later in Europe, when Christians felt their identity threatened by the enemies of God, and the martyr  impulse  would  be  important during dte 
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When the  persecutions  stopped and Christianity becante the 

religion of the  Roman  Empire,  there was a gap in dte  Christian  life. How  were  you  to be  a  perfect  Christian  when  there  was  no longer any possibility of martyrdom, voluntary or odterwise? The answer that some fervent Christians found was very similar to the solution of the Jewish Nazirites or Essenes. Radical Christians fled "dte world,'' which they felt was  destructive of the Christian life, and  took  refuge  in the wilderness. They were inspired to make this exodus in order to witness to true  Christian  values,  and just as  the Jewish sectarians saw  dtem selves  as  the  only  true  Jews,  so  too  these  monks,  who  had  escaped from the  contantinating  world,  persuaded  odter  Christians  to  think that they were  the  only  perfect  Christians.  Jesus  and Paul  had  never envisaged this  kind of asceticism but had seen Christians as  living in 
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the world  and waiting for the Second  Coming,  but many of their 

sayings were reinterpreted and applied to the monastic life. Jesus had 

said that a disciple had to be prepared to leave his home and family, 

and follow him even unto death, •• and the monks believed that they 

were the only Christians who did this  as  they struggled to  "die to 

themselves" in the desert. �St.  Paul  and St.  John  had  spoken  dispar

agingly of "the world" and now monks and their fellow Christians 

believed that it was impossible to preserve a truly Christian identity 

in the world7. Monasticism began in the Middle East and did not reach 

Europe until the late fifth century, but once it had arrived Western 

Christians soon saw the monasteries as fortresses of Christianity in a 

Godless world. Benedict of Nursia introduced a less masochistic and 

more temperate version of monasticism into Europe than that which 

had been practiced by the original Eastern Fathers of the Desert, but 

there was still an aggression in Western spirituality. The monks were 

regarded as taking part in a holy war. In the frightening world of the 

early Middle Ages, Europe was a very dangerous place.  Christianity 

was  threatened first  by the  barbarian  invasions  that destroyed the 

Roman Empire in Europe and then by invasions of Norsemen, Mus

lims and Magyars in the ninth and tenth centuries which constantly 

threatened the  precarious  establishment. lJust as  the  knights  fought 

these earthly enemies of God  and of Christians,  the monks  fought 

their spiritual enemies-JThis was written into the chatters and deeds 

of gift to monasteries: 

The  abbot  is  armed  with  spiritual weapons  and  supported  by  a troop of monks anointed with the dew of heavenly graces. They fight together in the strength of Christ with the sword of the spirit against the aery wiles of the devils. They defend the king and clergy of the realm from the onslaughts of their invisible enemies ... 

(!-t an  early date the insecurity of Western Christians brought an ag

gressive element into the peaceful religion of Christianity.� 

(Yet still Christians tried to keep this violence in check and remain 

pacifist. In the Greek Orthodox Church of the Byzantine Empire war 

was always regarded as unchristian and during a campaign a soldier 

was denied the sacraments.<5 The  Byzantines  preferred to use  mer

cenaries in their wars rather than allow Greek Christians themselves 

to fight. But Byzantium was less vulnerable than the Church of West

em Europe, which was exposed to one invasion after another. In the 

West, Latin theologians developed the concept of a just war, which 

would enable Christians to fight and defend themselves without guilt} 

In the early fifth century the great St.  Augustine of Hippo in North 26                        H O L Y  W A R  

Mrica watched  the  destruction of the  Western  Roman  Empire with horror.  He  decided  that,  while  wars  against  other  Christians  were always sinful and unjustified, God could sometimes inspire a Christian 

leader to wage war against pagans as he had inspired Joshua and David {Wh to massacre their enemies in the Old Testament. at must distinguish 

Christian from  pagan violence was that it had to be inspired by love;j When he used violence, a Christian must be full of love for the enemy he was fighting, and see  his  violence as medicinal, used in rather the same  way  as  a  parent who  chastises  a  child  for  its  own  good.  Jesus had used  this kind of violence when he drove the  moneylenders  out of the Temple and  blinded  St.  Paul on the road to  Damascus.  Sadly this medicinal  Christian violence would sometimes result in the death of the enemy.(Although Christians needed to defend themselves, Au gustine  insisted  that self-defense alone could not justify violence, be cause self-defense could be inspired by hatred. 46 Augustine's arguments were torruous and paradoxical and show how difficult he found it to justify a  war  of Christians,  but,  without fighting,  Christianity could not survive.)When the barbarian tribes sacked the great city of Rome in 410, Augustine  saw  this  as  the triumph of evil  over  good.  Civili zation  and  culture had  been overthrown and the existence of Chris tianity itself seemed in danger. Yet Augustine's church in North Africa, where there were many thriving Christian communities, was destroyed not  in  the  sixth  century  by  the  barbarian tribes  that  overrurned  the Roman  Empire  but by a  new  religious  menace that  appeared  in the deserts  of  the  Hejaz  in  the  Arabian  Peninsula  during  the  seventh century.  The  third  religion  of the  monotheistic  tradition  had  been born,  and  from  the  start  Islam  threatened  the  vulnerable  Christians of the West. 

If most Western people were asked today which of the three mono

theistic  religions was  the  most violent,  they would  probably unhesi tatingly reply: "Islam." For hundreds of years, Western Christians have described  Islam  as "the  religion  of the sword" but this  is inaccurate, one of the prejudices we have inherited from the  period of the Cru sades. It is just one example of the distorted picture that many people in  the  West  have  of Islam,  about  which  we  are  generally  rather  ig norant. It will therefore be important to give some account of the rise of Islam  to  show  how Muslims see  themselves  as  part of the  divine plan for the world{ It is certainly true that the holy war played its part in the establishment and spread of Islam, but it is not correct to see Islam  as a  bloodthirsty  and essentially aggressive religion.  When the first Muslims converted to Islam, the idea of the holy war was far from their  minds) Like  the  ancient  Israelites,  who  had  responded  to  the 
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trauma  of slavery  in Egypt  by building  a  new  identity,  Islam  arose 

from  the  urgent  need  of the  Arabs  of the  peninsula  to  solve  the  very 

grave  problems of the  Hejaz  in the early seventh cenrury and to build 

a  new  and  proud  Arab  self.  At  this  time  Arabia  was  in  crisis.  Trade 

had  brought  a  new  prosperity  to  the  Hejaz,  especially  to  the  city  of 

Mecca,  but this meant that the old tribal values were breaking down, 

and people felt confused and lost.  In the harsh life of the desert, where 

there were not enough of the necessities of life, a sharing of resources 

had  been  essential  to  the  survival  of the  clan.  People  who  were  rich 

were  expeaed  to  be  generous  to  those  who  were  not,  and  a  tribal 

leader  won  power  by  his  largesse.  Such  generosity  was  prudent:  a 

famine  or  a  drought  could  easily  reduce  a  rich  man  to  poverty  over

night  and  who  would  be  generous  to  him  if he  had  denied  others? 

But in  the  new wealthy cities Arabs were losing this  sense  of respon

sibility  and  adopting alien, elitist lifestyles.  It seemed  as  though  the 

old  Arab  way  of  life  was  being  destroyed  and  that  the  rich  were 

separating  themselves  from  the  poor.  At  the  same  time  as  the  social 

order  was  tom  apart,  the  Hejaz  was  rent  by  a  seemingly  incurable 

tribal warfare,  where  Arab  fought  Arab.  This  meant  that  they  could 

not unite  against their powerful  neighbors,  the  Persians  and the  Byz

antines, and the Arabs were frequently exploited by these great powers. 

(If they  were  to  make  use  of their  new  wealth  and  not  fall  into  an 

ignoble  and  servile  dependence  on  others,  they  had  to  find  a  way  of 

taking  their  destiny  into  their  own  hands,  revive  the  true  values  of 

Arabian society and enter history in  their own  right.  That  they  were 

able  to  do  this  was  due  to  Mohammad,  the  founder  of Islam,  who 

did  for the Arabs  what Moses  had  done  for the 
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As well as  a social and political crisis, there was a crisis  faith,  and 

by  the  seventh  cenrury  the  Arabs  felt  a  strong  sense  of religious  in

feriority. There were some Jews and Christians living in the peninsula 

and  they looked  down  on  the  Arabs  as  barbarians,  who  had  received 

no  revelation of their own  and who  practiced  a primitive  pagan  idol

atry.Qn the old tribal days, life was such a struggle that there had not 

been  much  time  for religion,  but  there  had  been  a  pantheon  of Arab 

gods. One of these ':Vas Hubal, whose curious boxlike shrine at Mecca, 

called the Ka'aba, was an important place of pilgrimage. From all over 

Arabia people gathered in  Mecca. In obscure  ancient  rirual,  they pro

cessed  round  and  round  the  Ka'aba,  and also venerated  the  Black 

Stone,  a meteorite set in  the wall of the shrine. There were also other 

 

rites to other gods which the pilgrims performed in the desert outside HaJJ] Mecca, and these ceremonies were collectively known as the  But 

by the seventh cenrury this paganism no longer satisfied all the Arabs. 28                       H O L Y  W A R  

People were beginning to think that monotheism was a more devel oped faith, but most did not want to convert to Judaism or Christianity because this meant adopting yet another alien ideology.  One group of Arabs,  whom  the  pagan  called  hulift  or  infidels, 
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sought an essentially Arab 

In the old pagan pantheon, the chief God was Allah, whose name 

meant the God. Allah had not been able ·to exert much control over his fellow gods in the old myths, but now the ht�nift decided to worship Allah  alone  and they  claimed  that  he  was  the  God  of the  Jewish Christian tradition. They developed a belief which inserted the Arabs into God's plan from the very first days of his revelation to the world. The Jewish Scriptures tell us that Abraham's wife Sarah had seemed barren, so to ensure that Abraham had descendants she encouraged him to take her Egyptian slave girl Hagar as his concubine, a common practice at that time.  Hagar bore Abraham a son called Ishmael and had a very uneasy life with Sarah, who was very jealous, despite her earlier acquiescence. But God promised Hagar that he would protect her child, whose name meant "God has heard." Finally, when Sarah had her own son Isaac, she made Abraham send Hagar and Ishmael away,  which  grieved Abraham very much,  but God  consoled him, saying: 

Do not distress yourself on account of the boy and your slave girl. Grant Sarah all that she asks of you, for it is through Isaac that your name will  be carried on.  But the slave girl's son I will also make into a nation, for he is your child too.             (Genesis 2 1 : 12) 

The Bible says that God watched over Hagar and Ishmael in the desert, preserved their lives and repeated his promise that Ishmael would be the father of a mighty                Arab h��nift maintained that Ish mael had lived in the deserts  Mecca and that the Arabs were his descendants.  There  was  a  story  that  when  Ishmael  had  grown  up Abraham visited him in the desert and that together they had built the Ka'aba, which had been the first shrine to Allah in Arabia. Later the pagans had desecrated the shrine and given it over to idolatry r 
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In 610 one  of these h��nift began  to  have  revelations  which  he 

believed came from Allah and which developed this early Arab mono theism.  It also fulfilled the ancient biblical  prophecy,  for because of this revelation Ishmael's "descendants" did indeed become a mighty nation. Mohammad ibn Abdullah had been born in Mecca in about 570. He was a member of the Qureish dan, which ruled the city, but was orphaned early in life  and was brought up outside Mecca.  Even 
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though he was a young man of great promise, he was only a minor 

member of the clan and could exercise very little influence in the affairs of the city. lhis early impotence made him acutely aware of the new 

social inequality in the Hejaz, which he felt to be immoral and against the Arab spirit.  He was deeply disturbed by the plight of the poor 

and became known for his generosity and kindness in relieving their sufferings in very practical ways. This would become  an  important 

feature of the religion he founded. Mohammad was rescued from his early poverty by marriage to a wealthy woman considerably older than 

himself . Khadija was probably the first person to recognize the genius of her young husband and she would become his first convert when 

the revelations began. It was a fortunate marriage for Mohammad but 

it would be a mistake to see it as wholly mercenary. He loved Khadija 

all  life.  During her own lifetime he remained faithful to her and  his 

took no other wives; after her death he used to infuriate his later wives 

by constantly extolling her virtues. Managing his wife's property, Mo

hammad  became  a  successful  merchant,  but  as  he  approached  his 

fortieth year he began to spend more and more time in solitary med

itation. One day, without warning, he heard a voice which said, "You 

are the Messenger of God," and which then commanded him to recite 

these words: 

Recite in the name of thy Lord Who created: Created man from 

clots of blood! 

Recite! Your Lord is the Most Bountiful One, who by the pen 

taught man what he did not know.               (Koran 96:2-4) 

These first words of the revelation told Mohammad that God  had 

chosen him to convey his message to mankind in the  name of the 

transcendent but beneficent God who is the creator of the universe. 

4fhe revelation stresses the original insignificance of man but promises 

that this mighty God is concerned with his progress and development 

and will reveal himself to all mankind in a great book.) 

Mohammad was overwhehned, like other prophets who have ex

perienced a revelation. "I was standing," he is reported to have said, 

"but I fell on my knees and dragged myself along while the upper 

part of my chest was trembling. I went in to Khadija and said, "Cover 

me! Cover me!" until the terror left me. "50 He was also very appre

hensive about his ability to discharge the enormous responsibility that 

God had laid upon him. Khadija's words of comfort not only give us 

some insight into Mohammad's character, but they also tell us much 

about the social and moral values of Islam: 
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Surely,  God will never suffer thee to fail. Thou art kind and con siderate  toward thy  kin.  Thou  helpest  the  poor  and forlorn  and bearest  their burdens. Thou sttivest to restore the high moral qual ities that thy people have lost. Thou honourest the guest and goest to the assistance of those in distr� 

Like  many of the Jewish prophets, however, Mohammad was some times very cautious  about the Voice and the Presence that carne to him more  and more frequently. Was this really God or the product of his  own  imagination?  Finally  he  was  convinced  of their  divine nature. The revelations were always  a painful, wrenching experience. "Nev�r once did I receive a revelation without thinking that my soul had been tom away from me,"52 he said at the end of his life. His face would be covered with  sweat: he lay unconscious  for an hour or so afterward, was seized with violent shudderings or heard strange noises like the sound  of bells and rushing wings. "Revelations come to me in different  ways," he said. "Sometimes  the words strike directly at my heart like the ringing of a bell, and this is physically hard on me. Sometimes I hear the words as if spoken from behind a veil. Sometimes I sec a  Presence  that speaks the words to me. "53 These mental expe riences quite often accompany the productions of genius, when some one  makes  a real  breakthrough  to  a  hitherto  undiscovered  idea  or solution  to a problem. Mohammad conveyed each new revelation to his disciples, who immediately learned it by heart, and those who were educated wrote it down. Mohammad himself, like many people in the Hcjaz, was illiterate.  These collected revelations of God became the Koran  (or the Recitation) , the holy book of lslam.54 
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' Mohammad insisted that his was not a new religion but the ultimate 

revelation  of the  Jewish-Christian  tradition.  He  called his religion "Islam," which  means "submission"  (to God), and his followers be came "Muslims,"  which  means  "those  who  submit."  Abraham,  he taught,  had been  the  first  "Muslim"  because  he  had  submitted  so perfectly to God : he had been neither a Jew nor a Christian because he had lived long before the Torah and the gospels (Koran 3 :66-69)} Mohammad  had never read the Bible, of course, but from the Jews and Christians living in the peninsula he learned some of the stories and teachings  of these  earlier  religions  and repeated  them,  reinter preted according to the revelations, in the  Koran. This makes them rather different from the Biblical version and they probably also reflect the simple, apocryphal beliefs of the Jews and Christians of Arabia, who were so far from the main centers of their religions. The Koran, therefore, venerates Jewish figures like Abraham, Noah, Lot, Joseph 
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and Jonah.  It also venerates Jesus, whom Muslims call the Messiah. Mohammad did not believe for a moment that Jesus had been God; this seemed as blasphemous a claim to the Muslims as it had always seemed to the Jews. Jesus was a prophet, like the other Jewish proph ets, not the incarnate Son of God. Though  Islam was  the  supreme revelation, the Koran taught Muslims that they must respect Jews and Christians, the People of the Book:  "Be courteous when you argue with the People of the Book, except with those who do evil.  Say 'We believe in that whicl1 is revealed to us and that which is revealed to you. Our God and your God is one' " (Koran 29:46). ({ndeed one of 

the  greatest  Islamic values  is  liberty of conscience and freedom of thought, to which every individual has an inalienable right) 

The  first  Muslims  learned  the  importance  of this  ideal  by  bitter experience. At first Mohammad had only three disciples besides Kha dija: his freedman Zaid, his friend Abu Bakr and his cousin Ali ibn Talib, who was only eleven years old. But gradually the new religion 

attracted other converts in the city. The teaching of Islam was at first very simple.lFirst and most important was  the revelation of mono theism: there was no God but Allah and Mohammad was his Prophet. 

This  formed  the  entire  profession  of faith.  Second,  Muslims  must prepare for the imminent Last Judgment, and third, they had a duty to  care for the poor and oppressed and work to create an equal, just society that truly reftected God's wilJ.7Like Jesus, Mohammad  iden

tified  with  the  poor  and  outcast  and  in this respect  his  faith  was essentially revolutionary and was protesting against the unjust rule of the Qureish in Mecca. 5SQndeed revolution and commitment to social justice are important values in Islam, as we shall see throughout this 

book. The Koran taught that there could be no distinction between 

religion  and  politics  but  that  Muslims  must  engage  in  a  practical 

struggle (jihllll) to create a perfect community (umma) . )Not surpris

ingly, the first Muslim converts came from the ranks of the weak and 

underprivileged  people  of  Mecca.  In  particular  slaves,  who  were 

treated very cruelly,  and  women,  who were  considered  little  better 

than animals in pre-Islamic Arabia, both felt that in Islam they would 

find a means of achieving a human dignity and self-respect.  But the 

cause  of Islam made  a  breakthrough  when  Omar  ibn  al-Khattib,  a 

prominent and respected citizen, unexpectedly became a Muslim. The 

people of Mecca began to realize that they had to take this religion 

seriously. 

At first the Qureish had been patronizing and scornful about Islam 

but gradually they began to  see that it constituted a political threat 

to their regime.  For how long would a man who claimed that God 32                         H O L Y  W A R  

spoke to him and who condemned their rule as unjust and corrupt be prepared to submit to their govemment?<Moharnmad also condemned the pagan  cult of Hubal  and  the  idols in the  Ka'aba  and insisted that it be  restored  to the  faith of Abraham  and  Ishmaci)This would ruin the pilgrim trade  and could  even  mean that trade caravans would no longer converge upon Mecca:  it threatened the whole Meccan wealth and  way  of  life.  The  Meccans  began  to  persecute  the  Muslims.  In particular those Muslims who were slaves and women were subject to torture and to  inhuman  treatment.  At one rime the Qureish confined Muslims to  their houses  and  imposed a blockade, which cut off their food  supplies,  and,  even  though  the  blockade  was  eventually lifted, the  Muslims  had  suffered  greatly  and  Khadija  and  Abu  Talib,  the young Ali's  father,  both  died.  There  were also frequent  attempts  on Mohammad's life  and it became clear that the Muslims needed a new home,  where  they  had  the freedom to  think  and  to  worship  as  they chose. 

They found this home in the year 622. Some ht�nift of the settlement 

of Yathrib, which would  later be called Medina (the  city)  and which is about 240 miles north of Mecca, invited the Muslims to settle there. 

 

Yathrib  was  settled  bv two tribes of Jews  and  three tribes of Arabs rruU!

and  there  was  a  s e  for  the  leadership.  The  Jews  had  recently 

been expecting a prophet,  who had been promised in their  Scriptures (Deuteronomy 1 8 :  1 8 ) ,  to  lead them to  new  power.  When the htUJift 

they  assumed  that he  must be this heard  about  Mohammad  during  their  annual  pilgrimage  to  Mecca, prophet  and they decided to win 

him over  to  the  Arab  side.  Some  seventy  htUJift  converted  to  Islam and  urged  the  Muslims  to  emigrate to Medina  and to take on  the leadership.  This seemed a  good solution, though it meant that Mo hammad  had  to  abandon      own tribe his in  Mecca. God, however, promised him that  he  would  one  day return  to his home (Koran 28 : 86 ) .  Secretly, in twos and threes, the Muslims slipped out of Mecca and  made  the  journey  to  Medina.  Moh amma d  was  the  last to leave with  Abu Bakr, and left just in rime to forestall a serious attempt on his life.  For two days he and Abu Bakr hid in a cave outside the city while the Meccans scoured the countryside hunting for the rebellious Prophet. Eventually the fugitives were able to escape to Medina, where they were joyfully received by the Muslim community and Mohammad eventually took over the leadership of the            hijm or migration city{This of 622 marks the  official  beginning of the Muslim calendar, and this journey north would be as formative  for the Muslims as  the Exodus had been for the Jewsl 

(In Medina  the Muslims had the  chance to build the fim Islamic 
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society and, as Judaism came of age in the exile of Babylon, so did Islam come of age  in  Muslims  accepted  five  pillars of 
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the religion. All Muslims had  make  the simple profession of faith: 

"There is no God but Allah and Mohammad  is  his Prophet." They had  to  pray  at  stated times,  facing first toward  Jerusalem  and  later toward the Ka'aba in Mecca; they had to give alms to the poor and fast  during  the  month  of Ramadan.  Finally  they  had  to  make  the pilgrimage to Mecca,  but  in  the  present  state  of hostility  between Mecca and Islam they were unable to do so. Islam was an anti-elitist religion. The prayers and requirements were the same for everybody and there was to be no hierarchy, as there was in Christianity, which made  people  first- and  second-class  Christians.  Eventually  a  clergy emerged, who led the prayers and were expert in Islamic law, but they were never priests like Christian priests, who intervened between God and man. Almsgiving was meant to iron out material inequalities and to ensure the even distribution of wealth. Even the fast of Ramadan was a realistic fast that was within everybody's scope. Indeed we shall see that realism is  a hallmark of Islam. These years in  Medina were hard years.  Mohammad had to  struggle against the hostility of the non-Muslim Arab community in  Medina,  who had hoped to get the leadership, and of the Jews, who also fought against his rule.  Besides the  inevitable diffirulties that were  involved  in  serting  up  a wholly new social order in Medina, the Muslims had to worry about a possible invasion by the Meccans, who now saw Medina as an enemy because the  people there had taken in the Muslims.  But Mohammad  urged 

his Muslims to take every possible practical precaution and at the same time to pray and foster their knowledge of God, in order to make this 

a joyful experience. (What  made  Islam a successful  and  strong  faith was its realism and practicality. Constandy in the Koran the Muslims are exhorted to expend every possible human effort in the cause. God had promised that he would help them, but he would not do so unless they had worked hard to save themselves.  He would not save them 

by a miracle. 56 This realistic approach, established from the  \<cry  be

ginning, is one of the distinguishing characteristics of Islam that, as I hope to show, makes it very different in spirit from both Judaism 

and Christianity, where the possibility of miracles is not always ruled 

out. } 

One  of the  precautions  that  Mohammad  took  was  to  establish friendly relations with neighboring tribes.  There was no attempt to 

foree  conversion  upon  them,  for  that  would  have  meant  that  the 

Muslims were denying others the freedom of belief that they had been 

denied in Mecca. But more and more Arabs did convert to Islam of 34                          H O L Y  W A R  

their own choice. The religion was very attractive.  It was essentially Arab and a marvelous tonic to the Arabs' battered sense of self-esteem: as recipients of God's ultimate revelation, the Arabs were now God's new chosen  people. Further,  Islam had all the attractions of mono theism, without the complications of practice and belief that Jews and Christians had evolved and which were alien to the Arab wav of life. Conversion to Islam was becoming an irresistible trend in the pen insula, though as with all mass movements there were people who joined for  unworthy reasons.  Mohammad and his most committed converts were constantly worried during these first years about a party of Medinan Arabs who had converted but were not wholly loyal. In the Koran they are called the munafiqeen or the hypocrites. 

The Meccans were trying to spread hostility against Muslim Medina 

and were using their trade caravans as a means of inciting the neigh boring tribes and the Jews to fight against the city. These caravans were economically crucial to  the Meccans and were usually accom panied by an army, so they were a threat to the security of Medina. Mohammad realized that the Muslims would have to fight them if they wanted to survive.  He had a revelation that justified the use of violence  as  a  means  of self-defense (22 :40-42). The  Meccans  had persecuted the Muslims and were now pursuing them in exile. Unless right-minded people fought tyrants and oppressors, all decency and beneficence  would vanish from  the earth:  "Had Allah not defeated some by the might of others, the earth  would have  been  utterly cor rupted" (2:252). Muslims were forbidden to open hostilities: "Fight for the sake of Allah those that fight against you, but do not attack them first. Allah does not love the aggressors" (2: 1 9 1 ) .  ifhe ancient Israelites had been commanded by God to attack and exterminate the Canaanites living in the Promised Land, as a holy initiative, and Chris tians had denied that violence could be justified by self-defense. But the concept of self-defense was central to the Islamic view of warfare from  the  very  beginning. This was  the  only  way  the  Koran  could justify the  military action that Muslims  now undertook against the Meccans� 

The practice of making a mzzill (raid) on an enemy tribe was well 

established in the Hejaz and was deemed normal and acceptable. It was  often  a  necessity  in  an  area  where  there  was  not  enough  for everybody  if a tribe lacked the  essentials of life. The  raiders usually caprured cattle, animals and booty but were careful to avoid killing people.  This was  not  for  humanitarian  reasons  but because  killing would mean a long and bloody vendetta. The code of the rRZZU. meant that you attacked only your enemies, which was again sensible in the 
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Hejaz, which was tom apart by tribal wars. The Muslims in Medina 

began to make rRUia against the Meccan caravans.  One day in 624 a 

small band of 3 1 3  Muslims made the hundred-mile journey to Badr 

in the southwest, to attack a particularly important caravan ttaveling 

to Mecca, which was accompanied by most of the Qureish leadership. 

They had not realized that, in order to protect them from the Medinan 

Muslims,  the  leaders  of the  caravan  had  asked  for  a  relieving army 

from Mecca to come to their assistance.  When the Muslims attacked 

the caravan, therefore, they found that they were vastly outnumbered 

and were fighting nearly a thousand Meccans. It was too late to with

draw,  but against all  the odds the Muslims won. Their victory was 

probably due to their tactical superiority and to the fact that they were 

more firmly united under their military leaders than the more undis

ciplined Qureish.  At the end of the battle the flowers of the Qureish 

were dead on the battlefield and the Muslims were euphoric. 57 CJhey 

had fought as hard as they could and because they had done their part 

God had stepped  in  and  helped them.  The success of the  Battle of 

Badr, as it was called, seemed a proof of Mohammad's divine mission. 

Mohammad  himself called it  a forqan, a  word  which  means  both 

salvation  and separation. 58 He had  instinctively  interpreted  Badr in 

the  way  that the  Israelites had  interpreted their victory  at  the  Red 

Sea; it was a separation of the just from the unjusq 

Allah revealed his will to the  angels  saying "I shall  be with  you. Give courage to the believers.  I shall cast terror into the hearts of the infidels. Sttike off all their heads, maim them in every limb." 

It was not you  but Allah who slew them.  It was not you who 

smote them: Allah smote them so that he might richly reward his faithful. He hears all and knows all. He will surely thwart the designs of the unbelievers.  (8: 12,  18) 

muring our story we shall ofren find that an unexpected success gives 

rise  to  a  belief in  God's  special  intervention  and  stronger  sense  of 

divine mission. The unexpected success of Badr meant that, although 

this had not been the original intention of the Prophet, the migration 

from Mecca to Medina had in fact been a prelude to a holy war or a 

jihad. Islam had reverted to the 
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Yet this still did not make Ish1m the  of the sword. Indeed 

the  word  "Islam"  comes  from  the  same  Arabic  root  as  the  word 

"peace"59 and the Koran condemns war as an abnormal state of affairs 

opposed to God's will: when the enemies  of the  Muslims  "kindle a 

fire for war, Allah extinguishes it. They strive to create disorder in the 

earth, and Allah loves not those who create disorder'' (Koran 28 : 78). 36                        H O L Y  W A R  

 

Torah does in the first five books of the Bible.4'\ Islam does not justify a total aggressive war of extennination, as the more realistic religion 

than  Christianity,  Islam  recognizes  that war is  inevitable  and some rimes a positive duty in order to end oppression and suffering. The Koran teaches that war must be limited and be conducted in as humane a way as possible. Mohammad had to fight not only the Meccans but also the  Jewish tribes in  the  area and Christian tribes in  Syria who planned an offensive against him in  alliance with the  Jews.  Yet this did  not  make  Mohammad  denounce  the  People  of the  Book.  His Muslims were forced to defend themselves but they were not fighting a "holy war" against the religion of their enemies. When Mohammad sent his freedman Zaid against the Christians at the head of a Muslim army, he told them to fight in the cause of God bravely but humanely. They  must  not  molest  priests,  monks  and  nuns  nor  the  weak  and helpless people who were unable to fight. There must be no massacre of civilians  nor should they cut down a single tree or pull down any building. 60 This was very different from the wars of Joshua ) 

( But though Islam does not glorify war it is still true that the par· 

adigm of the hijraljihad has been important and formative in  Islam. It has constantly inspired groups of fervent Muslims to withdraw from 

faithful to IslamJ. In this the community when they feel that the Muslims there are no longer exodus they have much the same instinct as 

Jewish groups like the  Essenes or the  Christian monks.  The  radical Muslims  have  made  a  migration  away  from  the  main  body  of the Muslims  into  the  desert  and have sought to  build  an  ideal,  Islamic society dedicated to justice. Then they have fought against the estab lishment in a jihad or a holy war in order to bring about a reform and an end of corruption. They see themselves as having been persecuted by the current establishment and feel it their Muslim duty to act in order to end a period of oppression. The first group to do this, in the mid-seventh century, was the radical Kharaji sect, who have been the only Muslims who have maintained that the jihad is a "pillar of Islam." Perhaps the most recent example is the sect known as the taltftr w'lll hijra group, which withdrew from the Egypt of Anwar Sadat, built 

waged  a terrorist war against the  regime ( an alternative, independent community upon Muslim lines and finally People who have had re· 

course to the hijraljihad archetype believe that God will not help them unless they  make  every  human  effort to  solve  their own  problems, even if this means fighting other Mus� 

The Battle ofBadr was not the end of Mohammad's war with Mecca. 

Inevitably the Meccans sent armies against Medina and for the next four years there were battles, in which Medina finally emerged as the 
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stronger power. Many tribes of the peninsula had been delighted by 

the  downfall  of the  haughty  Meccans  and  were  willing  to  become confederates of Medina, even if they did not wish to convert to Islam, and Medina was  gradually  being transformed into a  powerful city state with an exciting and dynamic new Arab ideology. It was now time  for  Mohammad to conquer  Mecca  and fulfill the  prophecy of 

God  that  he  would  one  day  return  home.(.This  way  he  did  this  is instructive, especially in the terms of the archetype. Mohammad was not only a religious man, who deplored unnecessary war, but he was also a shrewd politician.  He knew that the  last thing Medina really needed was a long, wasteful war. Instead he decided to conquer Mecca by means of a peaceful pilgrimage/ 

At  the  traditional  time  for  the hajj pilgrimage  to  Mecca  in 628 Mohammad and a large company of Muslims with their pagan con

federates set out from Medina. Accounts of this give different numbers, ranging from 700 to 1400 men. But it was an unusual army, because the soldiers were virtually unarmed and carried only swords, which Mohammad had ordered to remain sheathed. As the Meccans watched this huge army approaching they expected Mohammad to attack, but 

instead Mohammad halted at Hudaybiyya, just outside the Sanctuary 

(the twenty-square-mile area around the Ka'aba where all violence was 

forbidden)�The Meccans sent envoys and Mohammad asked simply 

to be able to perform the pilgrim rites at the Ka'aba, which was the right of every Arab. At first the Meccans demurred, but eventually to 

ward off an attack they agreed to make a treaty with Medina that was 

to last ten years. Many of the Muslims thought that this treaty was 

one-sided and humiliating. Any Meccan who converted to Islam and migrated to Medina without the permission of his father, for example, 

was to be returned forthwith,  yet this did  not  apply to  a Medinan 

who apostasized from Islam and migrated to Mecca. But Mohammad 

had made an important point. The  Koran insists that whenever the 

enemy wants to make peace Muslims must enter into a treaty, provided 

that the  terms are  not dangerous to Islam.  Furthermore they must 

observe the  terms of the treaty scrupulously, however inconvenient 

they are.61 Mohammad pointed out that Muslims had gained by the 

Treaty of Hudaybiyya.  They were  now  permitted  to  make  the  pil

grimage  to  Mecca  each  year,  as  peaceful  pilgrims,  carrying  only 

sheathed swords;  Mecca had accepted the right of Muslims to exist 

and they could now concentrate on building up the umma without l 

fighting unnecessary wars

The following year the pilgrimage journey to Mecca was repeated. 

In accordance with the treaty, the Meccans evacuated the city to avoid 38                        H O L Y  W A R  

a clash with the Muslims and from the surrounding hills they watched with  fascinated  horror  as  Moh ammad  and  his  huge  Muslim  army solemnly  circled  the  Ka'aba  according  to  the  ancient  ritual. (aut in stead  of  venerating  the  idols  in  the  Ka'aba,  the  Muslim  muezzin climbed  onto the  roof of the  Ka'aba  and issued the call to  prayer to Allah, the only God. Thus they had returned the shrine to the religion of Abraham  and  Ishmael.  Their  devotions  completed,  they marched peacefully back to  Medina,  while  the  awed Meccans  crept back into the city1 

In  the  following  year the Meccans  foolishly  broke  the Treaty  of his 

Hudaybiyya just before the hajj and thus relieved Mohammad of obligation to keep the peace. Mecca had attacked the tribe of Khuza'a, which was confederated to  the  Muslims.  Yet again Mohammad  and his  scantily  armed pilgrim  army set out for the pilgrimage to  Mecca, but this time they were accompanied by huge numbers of confederates. 

,The  Meccans  once  again  sent envoys  to try to make  peace, in order to ward off a bloody attack. Mohammad promised that if they accepted him as  their ruler there would be no  bloodshed and no reprisals.  No Meccan  would  be  forced  to convert to  Islam. He would only smash the idols in the Ka'aba. The Meccans agreed and the Muslims honored the  conditions  of the  agreement.  Mohammad  went  straight to the Ka'aba and smashed the idols himself and his army circled the shrine, which  was  now  dedicated  to  the  religion  of Islam. He was now  the 

ruler of the city. Not a drop of blood was shed and nobody was forced his to  convert.  Mohammad  had  turned      peaceful  pilgrimage into a conquest.  He called the event lll-Fatah, which is a familiar term to us because  it  is  the  name  of Yasir Arafat's  liberation movement. Fatah means "opening," "salvation,"  "conquest.""' 

Mohammad  and  his Meccan Muslims  had literally returned home 

when  they  entered  the  city,  but in an  important sense fatah was  a homecoming for the Muslims of Medina also because it was a return to  the  origins  of the  Islamic  faith in the  one God of Abraham  and Ishmael.  In 632, two years after his conquest, Mohammad decided to 

Islamize  the  pagan  shrines  around  Mecca,  which  made  up  the full his pilgrimage known as the hajj. At each of the shrines he and  Muslims 

performed and reinterpreted all the old pagan, Arab rites. They threw pebbles  at the  pillars  of Mina,  as though they were fighting evil  and immorality. They ran seven times between the hills of Safa and Marwa, recalling  the  distress  of Ishmael's  mother Hagar when  she  had run desperately seeking water during her first days of exile in the desert. They drank from the spring that God showed to Hagar, in answer to her prayer.  The  Prophet also made the ifot/4, the Onrush, mounting 
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his finest camel and charging with his Muslims in a body to Muzdalifa, the lowest point between the mountain of Arafat and Mecca. There he prayed to Allah and made an animal sacrifice to him. 

it and his Performance of the hlljj was the fifth pillar of Islam. If he can afford health and circumstances pennit,  each  Muslim must  make 

the hajj once  in  his  lifetime. Mecca is the holiest city  in the Muslim world because of its connection with Abraham, Hagar and Ishmael. The very first Muslims had followed the example of the Jews and the Christians and rumed in the direction ofJerusalem when they prayed, but in Medina, they started to  pray facing Mecca.  Mohammad had rumed the Muslims back to their Arab roots and given them a distinct and independent identity.�ut Jerusalem was still important to Mus lims,  not only because  it was connected with  so many of the great prophets,  but because  of its connection  with  Mohammad.  In 620, two years before the hijra, Mohammad was said to have made a mys tical flight to Jerusalem by night.  He had alighted on the site of the old Jewish Temple and had thence ascended  to  heaven,•• where  he had spoken with Moses and Jesus.  This vision of the  Night Journey shows the Muslim connection with the two older religions and has made Jerusalem the  third most  holy city in  Islam,  after Mecca  and Medina } 

When  Muslims  make  the hajj today,  performing  all  the  ancient riruals as Mohammad did, they feel that they are making an emotional and dynamic connection with  the  roots of their  religion. �arurally they think about Mohammad, but they principally remember Abra ham,  Ishmael  and  Hagar: Even  if Muslims  are  not Arabs,  they are taught that Ishmael and Abraham are their ancestors, in the same way 

lieversz as St. Paul taught Christians to see Abraham as the father of all  be Islam began as a religion for the Arabs, but from the very first 

revelation it had also been a message for all mankind. When he made the hajj in 632 Mohammad made what has been called the Farewell Address to  the umma, because  he  felt  that  his  death  was  near.  In addition to reminding them of the values of Islam, he is said to have looked forward to the time when Islam would have spread to other peoples and told them that all men were equal before Allah, without distinction of social class or racial origin. 

0 people, your Lord is one and your ancestor is  [also) one.  You 

are all descended from Adam and Adam was  [born) of the  earth. 

The noblest of you all in the sight of Allah is the most de-Pout. Allah is 

lmoiJiing Mill all-wise [Koran 49: 13]. An Arab is superior to a non

Arab in nothing but devotion. 60 
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When the Muslim pilgrims make the ht�jj to Mecca today they come from all over  the world. All dress in  the  ritual white garment, so that all distinctions  of race  and  class  are  obliterated.  The  pilgrimage  is supposed to be an expression of the unity of all Muslims, the children of Adam  and  Abraham,  and  the  identical  clothes  are  an  important symbol  of this.  Together  they  cry,  "Here  we  are, 0 Lord,"  as  they approach the  Ka'aba, crying to Allah with one voice. Peace and unity are  the  hallmark of the  ht�jj and  pilgrims  are  commanded to  respect the holiness of the  Ka'aba and the Sanctuary, just as Mohammad did when he  conquered  Mecca  without  bloodshed.  Throughout the ht�jj the pilgrim has  to  abstain from  the smallest hint of violence. He may not kill game  [Koran 5 :95] nor take part in a quarrel (2: 1 97) .  Until the late 1980s pilgrims observed these prohibitions scrupulously: they insisted  that  a  pilgrim  must  not  speak  in  a  cross  voice, kill even  an insect or uproot a plant.  While on the ht�jj a pilgrim must be at peace not only with all other Muslims but with the whole world.  In Chapter 8  we  will  sec  how  some  radical Muslims  today have  turned the ht�jj into a  violent declaration of war. 

Shortly after making the final pilgrimage, Mohammad died and the 

shock of his death threatened to break the new Arab unity. In the ten years since the hijrR of 622, Mohammad had managed to unite nearly the whole of the  Hejaz under him and most of the tribes were either confederates  or  else  they  had converted  to  Islam.(The  caliphs,  Mo hammad's  successors,  realized that  if the  old habits of tribal warfare were  not  to  surface  again  Muslims  had  to  expend  their  aggressive instinct  upon  non-Muslims  instead  of upon  one  another  and  make 

sure that Islam kept expanding. There was a very similar situation in <) Europe at the time of the  First  Crusad After the death of Moham

mad,  Arab  armies  began  to  invade  the  surrounding  countries  with such  astounding success  that just  a  hundred years after the hijrR the new  Islamic  empire  stretched  from  the  Himalayas  to  Gibraltar.  The soldiers  were  urged  to  fight  humanely,  as  the  Koran  enjoined.  but what had happened to the  Koranic  condemnation of aggressive war fare ? (To  justify  this  apparent  violation  of Mohammad's  principles, Muslim jurists began to develop a theology of the jihllli. They taught that because  there was only one God there should  be only one state in the world  that must submit to the true religion.  It was the duty of the Muslim state  (the  House of lslam) to conquer the rest of the non Muslim  world  (the  House of War) so that the world could reflect the divine  unity.  Every  Muslim  must  participate  in  this jihllli  and  the House  of Islam  must  never  compromise  with the  House of War.  At best  a truce  could  be  signed  with a non-Muslim people, which must 
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not exceed ten  years.  Until  the final domination  of the  world  was accomplished,  therefore, Muslims were in a perpetual state of war. 65 It is this early doctrine of the jihllli which has given Islam its reputation of being the  religion of the sword and, had Muslims remained com mitted to this warlike  theory,  Islam  would  indeed  have  become  a militaristic and imperialist religion.} 

But this did not  happen.  The  theory had  been developed when  it looked as though Islam really would conquer the whole world, but by the  beginning of the eighth century the jihllli effort had  burned  out. The House of Islam had serious internal difficulties, which made any 

further  wars  of expansion  impossible,  and  Muslims  accepted  that, despite the doctrine of the jihllli, the reality was that there would be 

no  more  "holy  wars"  of conquest.  Muslims  now  realiz.ed  that  the Islamic empire had frontiers that were permanent and, like the Chris

tians and the Jews, they believed that their final world victory was to be postponed until the Last Judgment. They abandoned the doctrine 

of the jihllli, which became a dead letter. Instead of seeing non-Muslim countries as enemies they developed normal trading and  diplomatic contacts  with  them.  Certainly  some  Muslim  rulers  did  attack  non Muslim countries,  but these were not part of the jihllli but ordinary secular wars. The caliphs employed a few dedicated men of war who, once in a while, would invade the  House of War  in  a  sort of token 

jihllli, but in reality Muslims had learned to live side by side with other This 

religions.  new attitude ca..."l be seen very clearly in Spain, the last 

of the great Islamic conquests. The Muslim  land of al-Andalus  was 

certainly  an  Islamic  state.  Almost  as  soon  as  they  established  their capital at Cordova they began to build the great mosque there, which, 

with  its  fortresslike  exterior  and  contemplative  interior,  shows  the 

religion.  Yet  the  Sultan  and      amirs  governed  al-Andalus  in  a far his great spirituality that was possible within this apparently warlike new 

more secular style  than  would  have  been  acceptable  seventy  years 

earlier  when  the  Muslims  made  their  first  conquests  in  the  Middle 

East.  In  Spain,  for example,  the  Sultans at once  recognized the  exis tence of the Christian kingdom of Le6n  in the north  and had diplo matic and trade relations with their Christian neighbors-something 

that  directly  contradicted the  theology  of jihllli propounded  by  the (Th jurists in the  Sharia,  or Holy  Law  of Islam. e Arab holy war had 

become Arab imperialism,  and no  longer entailed a  branding of the 

non-Muslim world as the perpetual 
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Muslims may have  forgotten  the jihllli  the  Christians found it 

less  easy to forget. The  Christian world  had  watched  aghast  as this 

new religion swept through the Middle East and North Africa,  con-42                        H O L Y  W A R  

q e ing countries  which  had  been  strongly Christian with  such  ease u r

that people began to ask themselves whether God was on the side of these  "infidels." It was  very  threatening  to  the  Christian  identity to see this  younger,  energetic  religion  that claimed  to  have  superseded Christianity actually  transforming the  map and  absorbing  Christians into its empire. The jihad remained a bogey in the West for centuries. 

�When, for example, Sultan Abd ai-Rahman of ai-Andalus made a raid 

into  southern  France  in 732, he  was  defeated  by  Charles  Martel  at 

the  Battle  of Poitiers  and  this  has  been  seen  as  a  turning  point  of � 

world  history Gibbon  contemplated  the  consequences  of an  Arab victory with a shudder: 

the  Rhine is not more  impassable than the  Nile or the Euphrates, and the Arabian fleet might have sailed without a naval combat into the mouth of the Thames.  Perhaps  the interpretation of the Koran would  now  be  taught  in  the  schools  of Oxford,  and  her  pulpits might demonstrate  to  a  circumcised  people  the  sanctity  and truth of the  revelation of Mahomet.  From such calamities was Christen dom delivered by the genius and fortune of one man.66 

This is a distorted and exaggerated view. The Sultan was not contin uing the jihad and  had  no  intention of conquering Europe.  He had been  invited  into  Christendom  by  Eudo,  Duke  of Aquitaine,  who wanted  his  help  against  Charles  Martel.  Muslim  historians  scarcely mention  "the  Battle  of Poitiers"  except  in  passing,  where  they  refer to it as an unfortunate but unimportant little raid. They had no designs on  Europe,  which they saw as  an  undesirable  place,  with a  dreadful climate and primitive, backward inhabitants who were on a level with the  black  barbarians  of Africa.  Indeed  Muslims  spoke  of a  statue  in Narbonne  which  bore  the  inscription:  ''Turn  back,  sons  of Ishmael, this is as far as you go, and if you do not go back, you will smite each other until the day of Resurrection. ""7 Yet Gibbon's view of the Battle of Poitiers  is not unusuai.(Centuries  after the theory was abandoned as a praaical projea by Muslims,  it continued to be a buried phobia in  Christendom  and  still  affects  our  attitude  to  the  Islamic  worldJ There was a good deal of this kind of fear in the air during the OPEC 

oil crisis in 1973: the Arabs seemed to want to "take over the world." (

The people who had  been conquered by the Muslim armies, how

ever,  had quite a different view of the jihad and they did not regard the  conquests  of Islam  as  a  catastrophe.  Quite  the  reverse was  true; it was the start of a new and exciting phase in their history:fl'his seems strange to us  in the twentieth century:  if a foreign power conquered 
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our country,  we would naturally be dismayed. But we have to recall that people of the seventh century did not think about their country as we do today. The people of the Middle East had belonged to one 

vast  empire  after  another  for  over  a  thousand  years.  They  had  no aspirations to national  independence and the Muslim victories merely meant that they had exchanged one distant world power for another. 

The  Christians  of North  Africa  had  long  been  part  of the  Roman Empire. Certainly their new masters had a different religion but many found that Islam was extremely attractive. 

When  the  Muslims  conquered  a  people,  they  did  not  attempt  to force  conversion  on  their  new  subjects.  Mohammad  had  given  an 

eloquent example of the Islamic principle of the sanctity of the  indi vidual conscience when he conquered Mecca without bloodshed and 

put no  pressure  on  the  Meccans  to  convert.  The  Koran  taught  that the People of the  Book were to  be respected,  and within the Islamic 

empire Jews and Christians were allowed full religious liberty, as were the Zoroastrians,  Buddhists and Hindus. This policy was not only the 

result of religious ideology;  it also made sound political  sense.  When the Muslims first conquered a country, they were naturally only a tiny 

minority and  in  no  position  to  enforce conversion, even  if they had 

wished  to  do so. The  Arabs  long  remained  a  minority  group:  the 

caliphs did  not  permit  the Muslim soldiers  and generals  to  colonize the countries  they conquered.  Instead of settling down  to enjoy the 

fruit of their labors in a comfortable life, the army set off to conquer new territory, leaving behind just enough soldiers to enforce Muslim rule and to run the administration. In these circumstances,  it would 

have  been madness for  them to  force  their religion on  the majority. 

Further, the Middle East had long been an area of religious pluralism and the Arabs were used to religions existing alongside one another. When the Byzantines or the Zoroastrians of Persia had attempted to 

impose  religious  conformity on  their  subject  peoples,  the  result  had 

been politically disastrous for them. The Muslim system was, therefore, 

rather more  acceptable  to many people than the policies of their pre

decessors. 

The system was that the Christians, Jews and other religious groups 

were allowed to  practice  their religion freely  but they had to  accept 

that Islam was the state religion and supreme in the land. These groups 

were  called  the  dhimmis or protected  minorities.  They  paid a tax  in 

return  for Muslim military protection-a common enough measure 

at this time. They were not allowed to bear arms themselves and there 

were rules that emphasized their subjection to Islam: dhimmis had to 44                        H O L Y  W A R  

wear  distinctive dress; they  had  to  bow  to  the  Muslims  when  they paid their tax, the jizya; no church, synagogue or temple building was permitted to  be  higher  than the  mosque.  But  scholars  point out that these rules were not rigidly enforced and sound more humiliating than they  actually  were  in  practice.  There  was  no  tradition  of religious persecution  in  the  Islamic empire.  Occasionally prohibitive measures and  even  massacres  occurred  but these  usually  followed  a  Jewish  or Christian  revolt against the Muslim rule. The Muslims were putting down  an  uprising,  not  refusing to  accept the  existence of a  rival  re ligion.  Within  the  Islamic  empire,  there  was  never  any  persecution that matched  the  Christian  treatment of the  Jews  in Europe,  for ex ample.  If Muslim territory was invaded by Christians or by Jews, then the position of the dhimmi.s tended to  deteriorate:  thus the  Christian tlhimmi.s experienced  new  hostility during the Crusades, when Chris tians  from  the West seized Muslim  lands  and treated the  inhabitants 

cruelly.  Life for Jews only became intolerable in Islamic countries after ( the creation of the state of Israel. On the whole, Islam was a tolerant religion in practice, despite its warlike theology. It encouraged a peace

ful coexistence  '!Jld  found  it  quite  possible  to  live  side  by  side with 1 

other religions. 

But in fact many of the subject peoples wanted to convert to Islam. 

Again, this seems strange to us but we must try to look at the matter in seventh-century terms. It must be emphasized once more that there was no pressure to convert. Indeed for one brief period in about 700, the caliphs actually forbade conversion by law:  because new converts no longer had to pay the jizya tax, the whole economy was in jeopardy! Why was  Islam so attractive? (Ethical monotheism was the great, dy namic ideology of the  day.  It was seen  as the  progressive religion of the  more  advanced  peoples  and,  for many people of the Orient  and North  Africa,  Islam  offered  this  religion  in  a  form  that  was  more acceptable to them than Christianity.  For one thing, its theology was far  simpler. Christian doctrines like the Trinity or the Incarnation were beautiful  and  inspiring  if you  had  been  brought  up  in  the  tradition of Greek  philosophy,  which  had  a  triad  view  of the  personality and unique ideas  about the  human person which contributed to the  for mulation of those two dogmas.  But if you were an oriental Christian with  quite  different  traditions,  they  were  simply  bafHing.  So-called heresies that centered on  the knotty problem of how Jesus could  be both God and  man were  rife  throughout  the Middle  East and  had, on  occasion,  been  persecuted  by the  orthodox  Christians  of Byzan tium� The Muslim  view  of Jesus  as  a  great  and  privileged  prophet 
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made  far  more sense, as did their policy of toleration  to these  long suffering and puzzled  Christians.  Again,  in  Spain,  this  Koranic view of Jesus  greatly  appealed  to  many  of the  Visigoths,  who  had  been converted to Arianism, which had much the same view of Christ. tn Islam many people found a form of monotheism that they could really understand and  they also discovered that it had a dynamism  and ex citement of its own. Similarly, the Jews much preferred Islam to Chris tianity. They did not want to convert but many of the Jews of North Africa fought alongside the Muslim armies and others saw the dramatic 

rise of this world power whose religion was so close in spirit to Judaism 

as a sign of the imminent arrival of the 
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in the West we tend to see Islam as a  that is opposed 
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progress. This  is  because Western culture has overtaken traditional 

Muslim cultures and is also a legacy of the colonial period when Islam 

was often described as  a fatalistic religion that is opposed to change. 

But, as we  shall see later, Islam is in essence a dynamic religion  that demands action:  Muslims have to act in order to put God's will into 

practice  and  many  Muslim  terms  are  essentially  dynamic  concepts, expressive of movement and struggle. When the Arabs left the Arabian Peninsula after the death of Mohammad at the start of their jihad they were scmibarbarians. A hundred years later they were a world power and were creating a new culture of great power and beauty.  Islam is 

in one sense a syncretic religion:  it had built on the two older religions of Judaism and Christianity and combined the two with Arabian tra ditions. In the seventh century Muslims showed that they were quite 

able to build upon other cultures and to absorb the wisdom inherent 

in foreign traditions. Again, this is surprising to many Western people today, since the Ayatollah Khomeini declared war on the cultures of 

the West and  the Soviet  Union.  But  in  the  early  Middle  Ages the Arabs were quite ready to learn from the people they had conquered: 

they were eager to absorb the learning, the science and the philosophy 

of the ancient traditions of Persia or Egypt or to sample the excitement 

of some Greek thought. In this they were aided by the subject peoples 

themselves,  especially  by  those  who  had  converted  to  Islam.  These 

converts  wanted  to  review  their  own  rich  traditions  in  the  light  of 

their new religion; they wanted to see how their past fitted their present 

and how their traditional culture could be assimilated with this foreign, 

Arabian tradition.  It was, therefore,  a two-way process.  On the  one 

hand the Arabs were seeking to learn from the  ancient cultures that 

had  preceded  them,  and  on  the  other  the  new  Muslims  sought  to 

integrate these cultural traditions  with their  own religion)The result 46                        H O L Y  W A R  

was the dramatic rise of a unique and distinctive Muslim culture that developed a style of scholarship, art and architecture all  its own.  Just one hundred years after the death of the Prophet, Muslims were found ing great universities and  were  ready  to  build the  Great Mosque of Cordova. 

The Muslims were also to build two other important mosques that 

are vitally connected with our story.  One of the first countries to fall to the Muslim armies was Palestine. Jerusalem was forced to open  her gate to the Caliph Omar in 638. When Christianity became the official religion  of the  Roman  Empire,  Palestine  had  become  Christian too and Jerusalem became a holy Christian city. The pagan temples erected by the Romans after 70 c. E. were pulled down and Christian pilgrims began to  visit  the site of Christ's  death  and resurrection. In 638 the magistrate of the  Holy  City was the  Greek Patriarch Sophronius and he  had the  sad  task of escorting  the  Caliph  Omar,  who  rode  trium phantly  into  Jerusalem  on  a  white  camel.  Omar  asked  to  be  taken immediately  to  the  Temple  Mount  and  there  he  knelt  in  prayer  on the  spot  where  his  friend  Mohammad  had  alighted  after  his  Night Journey  to  heaven.  The  Patriarch  watched him in  horror:  this,  he thought,  must  be  the  Abomination of Desolation  that  the  Prophet Daniel had foretold would enter the Temple; this must be Antichrist, who would herald the Last Days. Next Omar asked to see the Christian shrines  and,  while  he was in the  Church of the  Holy  Sepulchre,  the time for Muslim  prayer came  around.  Courteously  the  Patriarch  in vited him to  pray where he was but Omar as courteously refused.  If he knelt to pray in the church, he explained, the Muslims would want to commemorate the event by building a mosque there, and that would mean  that they would  demolish  the  Holy  Sepulchre.  This  must not happen,  because  the  Christian  shrines  must  be  preserved. 69 Instead Omar  went  to  pray  at  a  little  distance  from  the  church  and,  sure enough,  directly  opposite  the  Holy  Sepulchre  there  is  still  a  small mosque  dedicated  to  the  Caliph  Omar.  The  other great Mosque  of Omar was built on the Temple Mount to mark the Muslim conquest, together with the mosque al-Aqsa which commemorates Mohammad's Night Journey. For years, the Christians had used the site of the ruined 

Jewish Temple as the city rubbish  dump. The Caliph helped his Mus his lims to clear the garbage with  own hands and there Muslims raised 

their two shrines to establish Islam in the third most holy city in the Islamic world. The Dome of the Rock and al-Aqsa will be important in  our  story  and are a  perfect expression of the  position  that  Islam adopted toward the older religions. On the one hand they are a symbol of a dominant, victorious Islam rising out of the ruins of a superseded 
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faith; on the other, they show a need to root the identity of this new religion deeply in the ancient Jewish religion. 

It should be clear, therefore, that the holy-war pattern that devel oped in all three religions docs not reveal an atavistic blood lust nor docs  it reveal an  inherent intolerance.  Holy war was  a  response to trauma. The Hebrews experienced the trauma of slavery in Egypt and the Muslims the culture shock of a changing Hejaz.  Both undertook migrations  each  of which  was  a  journey  toward  a  new  self.  They wanted to achieve liberated, dignified and independent new identities. But there were other people in the way of these goals and inevitably these  people  became  the enemies of the  newly emerging identities. The Hebrews were threatened  by  the  Canaanites,  who  lived in the land that they believed had been promised by their God to them. They were also deeply threatened  by  the  superior culture  and  attractive religion of these pagan peoples and felt that their new J cwish identity was in jeopardy. Later Jews would feel threatened by the mn h11-aretz or  by the  Ro mans,  and this led  them  to  fight  desperate  holy wars against these essential enemies. The violence and rejection were seen to be holy because they were inseparable from the Jewish identity that they had been commanded by God to establish. Other Jews, however, gained a new confidence in the diaspora and felt secure enough not to need to root their identity physically in the Holy Land. They were able to adopt more open and tolerant relations with the  because 

of this confidence and  found that this was  Muslims 

achieved this confidence far more quickly than the Hebrews because of their early success, which was in itself perhaps due to wiser man agement. The Muslims could afford to be more tolerant of the people they conquered and this enabled them to build a rich, new and dis tinctively Islamic culture and achieve a stronger Muslim identity that 

did not need to rely wholly on force. Confidence and a sense of security, therefore, led to toleration and peaceful coexistence. When the Jewish or Muslim identity has been gravely threatened, as it has in our own day, Jews and Muslims arc very likely to tum to the archetypal holy 

war in their search for a solution., 

There  were  no  "holy  wars"  in  Christianity,  however,  until  Pope Urban summoned  the  First Crusade,  and even then  it was  another two or three years  before the Crusaders really conformed to the ar

chetype of the classic holy war{In the eleventh century Western Chris-• tians were  beginning to recover from the trauma of the  Dark � and were trying to create a new Western  which would enable 
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them to shake off their sense of  toward their more powerful 
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and cultured neighbors. They were trying to achieve a new self and 48                          H O L Y  W A R  

were  beginning to  feel  a new confidence. The  Crusades  were  an  es sential  part of this process  and  perfectly expressed the  new Western spirit. So deeply had Christianity been affected by the Jewish traditions she had inherited that these Gentile Europeans found themselves au tomatically moving toward the clas�ic solutio!l·l 
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.  2 .  

 

Before  the  Crusade 

 

The  West  Seeks  a  New 

Christian  Soul 

 

T thodox Christianity in Europe. The  barbarian invasions of the he period  known  as  the  Dark Ages  might  have  destroyed  or fifth and sixth centuries had destroyed the Roman Empire there and Europe became a primitive backwater where people gazed at the crumbling ruins of the  Roman period as belonging to a bygone  race of giants, whose achievements now seemed incredible. The culture of the Empire was lost together with most of the wisdom of the ancient world. People could not even farm  the land adequately and their frail settlements were wiped out by an apparently endless cycle of famine, flood and disease. It looked as though the true faith really would be destroyed by "the  world"  because  the  new  barbarian  inhabitants  of Europe were either heretics or pagans.  In the south of Europe the old 

Christianity of late antiquity managed to survive and in the fortresses of the monasteries the monks had managed to conserve the writings of some of the Fathers of the Church and a few  classical texts.  But in the northern provinces of the old Empire, which had always been far from the main centers of power, it seemed that the  people would slip 

hopelessly  into  godlessness  and  error.  Yet  the  Western  Church  not only managed to survive but enabled  the West to rise to new  power during the  period of the  Crusades.  The  popes sent missionaries out to the barbarian kingdoms north of the Alps and achieved some no table success. They managed to convert the Anglo-Saxons in  Britain and the Franks of Gaul to "true" Roman Christianity but these were 

for  the  most  part  illiterate  and  uneducated  people. (Their  faith  was often a confused jumble of Christian and pagan ideas and it was clear that there was much to be done  before  Europe fully recovered from the loss of the Empire., 

Europe had a powerful Christian neighbor, however. Although the 

Empire had been destroyed in the West, the Eastern part of the Empire which had its capital at Constantinople had remained intact and was 50                        H O L Y  W A R  

now  known  to  the  Europeans  as  Byzantium  and  to  the  Muslims  as Rum (Rome). The  Emperor  of Constantinople,  head of church  and state,  was  the  descendant  of the  Roman  emperors.  He  still  ruled  a powerful  and  centralized  state  and  fought  a  shrewdly  skillful  diplo matic  and  military campaign to  keep  the  armies of Islam at  bay. As the only  emperor  left,  he was now the  ruler of Italy,  which  the  bar barians had not yet wholly penetrated, and he had his  administrative center  at  Ravenna.  The  Greek empire  of Byzantium,  therefore,  had enjoyed  unbroken  continuiry  and  was  the  only  place  in  the  world where the old Christianiry of the Empire survived. The great churches of Jerusalem,  Antioch,  Alexandria  and  Rome  had  either  been  swal lowed up by the  Islamic empire or gravely weakened by the invaders. Constantinople, Constantine's imperial ciry, was now the last powerful bastion of the faith and the guardian of theological puriry against the rwofold  threat  of Islam  and  the  ignorant Western  barbarians.  the Patriarch of Constantinople acknowledged the spirirual primacy of the Pope,  but  the  Emperor's  court was  felt  to  mirror  the  imperium  of 

cosmic  Emperor of the  universe. 1 heaven and the  Byzantines liked to  depict Christ as Pantocrater, the This  triumphant image of Christ 

reflected the  confidence  and  sereniry of the  Greek Church with  its deep spirirualiry and its imaginative intellecrual tradition. In the trau matized West the human image of the suffering Jesus would become more  popular.  But in Byzantium the icons and mosaics of Christ and the saints also reveal the contemplative wisdom of the Eastern Church, whose approach to theology and the holiness of God had developed 

the Larin Church of Rom!:) a  tradition  that was  in  many ways  different from  that developed  by 

There was as yet no doctrinal quarrel berween Eastern and Western 

Chrisrianiry: the difference was more psychological than theological. But after the destruction of the Western Empire, the unscathed Eastern Church  narurally  felt  responsible  for  the  vulnerable  Latins,  who,  in their  rum,  were  anxious  to  preserve  their  own  Larin  traditions  and identiry. The Latins did not want to be swantped by the Greeks.  Even though most of the popes of the early Middle Ages were either Greeks or oriental Christians who were refugees from the house of lslam, the Romans were on their guard against too much Greek influence. 

Interestingly, the new barbarian converts to Chrisrianiry among the 

Anglo-Saxons and the Franks were particularly strong champions of the Latin rite and were very anxious that the West should not become a mere outpost of the  Greek Orthodox Church of Byzantium.  They resented the way the Greeks obviously looked down upon them and they hated the fact that Rome, the only glory left in Europe, should 
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be dominated by Byzantium, that more Greek than Latin was spoken there and that the Pope was a Greek. They wanted the Pope to  be a Westerner. When St. Wilfred, a leading British Christian, visited Rome in 704 to appeal to the Pope against the Archbishop of Canterbury, he was most distressed, after he had finished his speech in Latin, when the Greek Pope spoke  to his advisers  in a foreign tongue and when the  court patronizingly "smiled and said things  that  he  did not un derstand."20"he Western  converts  did not want to  create  a separate Church;  they simply wanted to  be  treated with dignity and  respect. The popes for their part were finding that the emperors of Byzantium were tending to rival their claim to be the supreme head of the Church} When  in 729 the  Emperor  actually  dared  to  send  Pope  Gregory  II 

instructions  about doctrinal  matters,  the  Pope was  furious  and mo

bilized,  at  least  in  spirit,  these  new  Western  churches  against  their venerable  Greek  brother:  "The  whole  West  has  its  eyes  on  us,  un worthy though we are.  It relies on us and on St. Peter, the Prince of the Apostles, whose image you wished to destroy, but whom all the kingdoms of the West honour as if he were  God himself on earth." He declared that he would send new missionaries to "the most distant parts of the West" and vowed that he would go himself to  baptize 

they wished to be baptized by the Pope alone. 3 these barbarian converts whose devotion to the papacy was such that 

In fact,  Gregory did not make this journey but twenty years  later a  pope  did  cross  the  Alps  when  Stephen  II  made  an  alliance  with Pepin, the new King of the Franks and the son of the famous Charles Martel.  Pepin in effect stepped into the shoes of the Greek Emperor as the Pope's chief secular protector. Although Pepin was not yet an emperor  himself but  only  the  Pope's  client,  it was  natural  that  the Byzantines saw Stephen as a traitor and Pepin as a barbarian upstart. But,  in  the West, people were very pleased at this  new  assertion of Western  power  and  watched  with  admiration a� Pepin  built  up  a powerful  Frankish  empire,  forcing  more  pagan  peoples  into  the Church at sword point, in a mighty struggle to make Europe a strong 

continued by his and  united  power  once  more.  These  holy  wars  of expansion  were son Charlemagne, who eventually succeeded  Pepin 

dramatically. In in 771 and  pushed  back  the  frontiers  of Christendom  even  more the  year 800 Pope  Leo  III  crowned Charlemagne 

Holy Roman Emperor of the West on Chrisnnas Day. 

This was a deliberate affront to Byzantium,  as both Charlemagne and Leo were well aware.  It seemed preposterous that Charlemagne, who could neither read nor write, should array himself in the imperial regalia and consider himself the equal of the learned Greek Emperor. 52                       H O L Y  W A R  

It  was  also  painful  that  a  descendant  of  those  barbarians  who  had destroyed  the  Empire  in  the  West  was  now  sitting  on  the  imperial throne.  But to  many  people  in  Europe  it seemed  as  though  the West was  now  ready  to  take  its  destiny  into  its  own  hands  and  assert  its independence  of the  haughty  Greeks.  Charlemagne's  great  Cathedral of  St.  Mary  in  his  imperial  capital  at  was  modeled  on  the 

[image: ]

Byzantine  imperial  basilica  at  was  quite consciously set

ting  himself up as  the Western  counterpart to  the  old  Empire of East Rome.  But he also inspired another comparison.  His throne was built according to  the measurements of Solomon's throne in Jerusalem and his  biographers  constantly  compared  him  to  the  kings  and  heroes  of Israel:  he  fought  as  bravely  as  Joshua;  he  was  a  lawgiver  like  Moses; he  was  as  dignified and  saintly  as  King  David  and  as  great a  builder as Solomon.• In this  new  burst of confidence,  the  Franks were begin ning to  see themselves  as  a new chosen  His biographers  liked 
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to  present Charlemagne's Aachen  as  the New  where all the  � 

nations  came  to  pay  tribute  to  the  great  Emperor  of the  West It  is interesting  that  they  showed  no  particular  hostility  to  the  Muslims: they relished the embassy of Harun al-Rashid, the Caliph of Baghdad, and  these  "Persians"  as  they  were  vaguely  called,  were  treated  very 

sympathetically.  The  Sultan  was  said  to  have  made  Charlemagne the , guardian  of the  Christian  holy  places  in  Jerusalem. At  this  point  the enemy  of  the  West  was  not  Islam  but  Byzantium.  The  Byzantine envoys  were  depicted  as  crafty  but  stupid  and  certainly  no  match  for the  Franks.  The  extravagant  chronicler  known  as  Notger  the  Stam merer,  who was writing in  about 885, is  quite vitriolic in  his  tales  of 

 

the Greeks at Charlemagne's court and shows them to be crushed and � overwhelmed  by  the  majesty  of their  Western  rival.6 As  Europe  as serted  its new, fragile independence, it set itself up aggressively  against the  Eastern  Church  and  saw  Byzantium  as  the  natural  enemy  of the Western  identity that  was  struggling  to be 
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Charlemagne's  empire  and  his  achievements  afrer  his 

death,  and  during  the  ninth  and  tenth  centuries  Europe  experienced new  invasions  which  halted  her  progress.  The  Vikings  invaded from the  north,  the  Magyars  from  the  east  and  Muslim  pirates  raided  in Italy  and  the  south  of France.  But  despite  this  distress,  Europe never forgot  Charlemagne;  people  looked  back  to  him  nostalgically  as  a symbol  of Western dignity  and  independence.  During  the  tenth  cen tury the  Franks lost the leadership of Europe to  the  Germans, whom Charlemagne  had  conquered,  and  in 962 Otto  I  became  the  Holy Roman  Emperor and  initiated  an exciting new  renaissance of art and 
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letters  in       German empire.  Yet again this was  fiercely resented  by his 

the  Byzantines,  and  there  was  a  new  hostility  and contempt  for the Western upstarts.  The sensitivity on both sides is clear in the account Bishop  Liudprand of Cremona  wrote  of his  embassy  to  Byzantium on  Otto's  behalf six  years  after  the  imperial  coronation.  Liudprand had hitherto been a champion of Byzantium.  He spoke fluent Greek and when he had made a previous embassy to Constantinople in 649 he had been at pains to explain Byzantine practice to Western people. 

But now that he went as Otto's envoy he got very different treatment his 

and  account simmers with  bitterness,  anger and  resentment.  The 

climax came  as  he  was  leaving  the  country,  when  a  customs  official confiscated the purple silk that he was hoping to take home with him 

because,  the  official  explained,  the  Emperor  of Constantinople  had decreed that the imperial purple could be worn only by the Byzantines, "who  surpass  other  nations  in  wealth  and  wisdom."  It was  a  great 

insult to Otto,  the  Emperor  of the  West,  and  Liudprand  wrote  fu riously to him of his new hatred of the Byzantines: 

So  you  see,  they  judge  all  Italians,  Saxons,  Franks,  Bavarians, 

Swabians-in fact all other nations-unworthy to go about clothed 

in this way.  Is it not indecent and insulting that these soft, effem

inate,  long-sleeved,  bejewelled  and  begowned  liars,  eunuchs  and 

idlers  should  go  about  in  purple,  while  our  heroes,  strong  men 

trained to war, full of faith and charity, servants of God, filled with 

all the virtues, may not!  If this  is not an insult, what is?' 

O'he  Byzantines  were  seen  as  the  antithesis  of the  Western  identity. 

There was a new polarization at a time when the West was making a new  attempt to  revive the old glories of the  Roman  Empire,  and as Europe defined herself anew  the  Greeks  became  everything that the Westerners  were  not.  This  stereotype  of  "the  Greeks"  persisted throughout the Middle Ages.  Their elegance and refinement  (which 

the Westerners in fact deeply envied and knew was quite beyond them) have been distorted into an image of weak effeminacy ) This scurrilous 

portrait,  as  fictional  as  the  ninth-century  Cordovan  portrait  of ''the 

Muslim," was a crooked mirror image ofWestern deep-rooted feelings 

of inferiority and a  projection  of Western  envy.  The  Westerners  for 

their part  were already cultivating an image of tough aggression  and 

presenting it as virtue. They were opposing their brute brawn to the Q

Byzantines' brains. t was still not a case of a religious split between 

the two churches and both Greeks and Europeans would have found 

the very idea of a divided Christianity a shocking state of affairs, but 54                          H O L Y   W A R  

there was an ever increasing tension between the two. From this point, as Europe really did begin to recover from the Dark Ages, this tension increased.f 

At  about  the  same  time  as Otto was  reviving  the  Holy  Roman 

Empire  in  the  West,  the -Church  began  an  even  more  effective  effort to reform the  spirit  of Europe.  This  reform  started  in  the  late  tenth century  in  the  Benedictine  monastery  of Cluny  in  Burgundy  and  in its many daughter houses. The Cluniac monks wanted to  Christianize the people of Europe and educate them in the ways of true Christianity. 'There  was  always  a  difference  between  what  the  Cluniacs  intended and  what  the  laity  understood,  but  the  reform  was  very  successful. Many of the most  powerful  and successful popes of the eleventh cen tury were Cluniacs  who helped to  spread the ideals of the reform  and made  it  official  Church  policy.  Slowly  Europeans  became  Christians in spirit as well as  in name,  but Christian in the  spirit of Cluny.  Pope Urban II was  himself a  Cluniac  and  his  Crusade  can  be  seen  as  one of the  most  dramatic  results  of the  reform 
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One of the ways in which they gave Europe a new  identity 
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was  their  ambitious  building  project,  whose  achievements have  been compared  to  the  building  of  the  Romans. 8 This  is  very  impressive when  we  remember  how  poor Europe was at this time.  Hundreds  of churches  were  built  throughout  Christendom,  even  in  quite  small villages or sertlements. These impressive stone buildings in the Roman style towered over the  humble shacks of the  people and could be seen for miles around, giving a unified appearance to Europe that suggested a  unified  Christian  spirit  and,  perhaps,  a  revived  Rome.  Inside  these churches  the people heard Mass and were instructed in the faith. They learned  important  lessons  in the Romanesque  sculptures  that depicted demons  struggling  with  the  soldiers  of God. Life  seemed  to  consist of an  endless  bartle with  the forces of evil and  reflected the  spirit  this 

[image: ]

of the  Benedictine  monasteries,  which  had always seen  themselves  as fortresses,  waging  a  holy  war  against  the  demons  as  the  knights  had fought  against  the  Magyars,  Muslims  and  Vikings  who  had  invaded Europe.  There  was  no  thought  of offering  Christians  reassuring  or peaceful  images,  for  life  was  still  far  too  violent  and  dangerous  in Europe  and  the  churches  were  literally  fortresses  for  the  common people  in  time  of war.  During the  eleventh century the  invasions  had ceased  but  there  was  a  bitter  and  violent  internecine  feudal  warfare. The knights were no longer the defenders of Christendom but,  in the absence  of an external  foe,  had turned against one  another.  During a bartle,  when  the  poor  were  caught  between  the  armies  of  warring knights,  they could barticade themselves in the church  and find safety 
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there(The Church was telling them very graphically that not only was she fighting a spiritual war on their behalf but she was also protecting them far more effectively than the  knights,  who had no  concern for their welfare. The common people should look to the Church for help and guidance, not to the barons and their 

Yet though this building project was  very important, 

the  people still had a grcal deal to learn  about the  basic facts of the Christian  life,  and  the  Cluniacs  sought  to  provide  a  more  spiritual 

of the new churches .(,_ guidance and succor to the people than the purely physical sanctuary They believed, of course, that they were the only 

people in Europe who were living according to the spirit of the gospels, 

so naturally when they tried to Christianize the people of Europe they 2 tried to teach them to live like monks At first sight it seems that the 

and his Cluniacs  in  Europe  were  living  very  llifferently  from  the  way Jesus disciples had lived in the land of Israel but the Cluniacs could 

argue their case effectively. Jesus had, for example, lived a celibate life and monks also lived lives of chastity. Part of the Cluniac reform was directed  to enforcing celibacy on the secular clergy, who at this time were free to  marry if they chose.  The  clergy  put  up  a good  deal  of resistance, and it was not until l215 that the Church was able to make celibacy obligatory for her priests. Again, Jesus  had  lived  a poor life and the first Christians in Jerusalem had lived in community, holding all things in common, so poverty was considered an essential monastic virtue. It is true that the Cluniac monks lived more comfortably than most poor people at this time and that the Cluniac monasteries were rich  and powerful establishments,  far  removed from that early com munity in Jerusalem.  But at least the Benedictines possessed no per sonal property and they lived communal lives, with the monks sharing everything equally. A Benedictine monk also took a vow of stability, 

[image: ]

of his which meant that he promised to stay in one monastery for the whole life.  Stability. was an important value  in the  insecure world of 
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the Middle Ages, where the primitive conditions made the whole of life  seem  fleeting  and  transient.  In  a  world  where  agriculture  was inadequate,  people  frequently  died  of  starvation  or  malnutrition; beauty and health disintegrated very quickly; friends continually died and the community was very vulnerable to natural disasters like famines 

or floods. Life therefore seemed full of arbitrary change and disaster, which was seen not merely as the punishment for sin but also as  the experience of sin itself,  in rather the  same way  as  exile  was  seen  by 

the  Jews. (By  contrast,  the  monks  in  their  walled  fortresses  which 

enshrined  the  gospel  values  permanentlt  seemed  already  to  enjoy something of the  safety  and  stability  of heaven.  Ideally,  people be-56                          H O L Y  W A R  

lieved, everybody  should  be  monks,  but  this  was  impossible.  The Cluniacs therefore encouraged lay men and women to live like monks as far as they could) 

How could this  be  done?  One  way  was  an  attempt  to  regularize 

the sex lives of Western Christians. Tenth-century penitentials, guides for the  priests about how to judge sins in confession, seemed to  try to make married people as chaste as monks. Intercourse was forbidden during Lent and Advent, during menstruation, pregnancy and breast feeding,  on  ember  days,  on  holy  days,  on  Mondays,  Wednesdays, Fridays and  Sundays. 10 We  have no  idea whether the laity put these formidable  requirements  into  practice  and  it  seems  likely  that  this 

, attempt to make Europe chaste was resisted by the lay people as steadily as  it was  resisted by the clergy. I.\ far more  popular way of forming 

the monastic character was the penitential pilgrimage, which became 

eleventh century ) an extremely important part of the Christian life in Europe during the 

Christians had always made pilgrimages to their holy places, but in 

the ideology of the pilgrimage promoted by Cluny it was the journey, not the  arrival,  that counted. This holy journey would be  a journey to  a new Christian self because, while he or she was traveling to the shrine, the pilgrim would be living according to the ideals and practices of the  monks. (The  journey  to  the  shrine  was  therefore  a  kind  of novitiate  that formed  and  shaped the  pilgrim  and  taught him what being a  Christian  really meant,  according to the  ideals of Cluny) At first  sight,  it might seem that nothing could be  more different from life in a monastery.  Instead of living a life of holy stability, the pilgrim was  traveling from one  place to  another,  exposed  to  the  flux of the sinful world, so for the layman the religious life was essentiaUy mobile. But in other respects the pilgrimage did mirror monastic ideals very accurately.  Benedictine monasticism depended upon a conversion of life,  whereby the  monk turned  his  back on  the  sinful world  and  re turned to  God.  Even when a monk was given to the monastery as a young  child,  he  was expected  to  make that  interior  decision.  Christ had said that nobody could be his disciple unless he was prepared to give up his family and friends and foUow him to the ends of the earth, and to fulfiU that command the monk made the exodus into the mon astery.  Similarly,  the  pilgrim literally turned  his  back on  his old  life for a time,  leaving  family, friends and  everything with which he was familiar. In fact during the eleventh century spiritual writers frequently compared the pilgrim's decision to migrate to a new life to Abraham's migration  from  Ur to  the  Promised  Land  or  to  the  Exodus  of the Israelites from  Egypt. 11 At the outset of his journey,  a  pilgrim  made 
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a vow to pray at the holy place and he donned special clothes at the 

altar, just  as the monk did at the outset of his  religious life when  he made  profession of vows.  Like the  monk,  the  pilgrim joined a com munity  dedicated  to monastic ideals, for during  the eleventh  century the pilgrimage became a communual devotion. During the pilgrimage 

a pilgrim was expected to lead a celibate life, like the monk.  Because the journey was often a harsh one, the austerities imposed the practice of monastic asceticism on the pilgrims. If the pilgrim was a rich man, he laid aside the comforts that cushioned him from  the sufferings of cold, fatigue and weariness that beset the poor. If he was a poor man, the  pilgrim discovered that his poverty was not a shameful state  but could have a spiritual value. During the pilgrimage rich and poor lived side by side in a community that, ideally, broke down the distinctions between  them.  Most  importantly  for  our  purposes,  during  the  pil grimage a pilgrim was forbidden to bear artnS or to fight, just as the monk was. This holy journey became immensely popular during the eleventh century and it does  seem to  have changed the mentality of many  European  laymen.  At  the  time  of the  First Crusade,  many  of the  knights  and  poor  people  who  answered  the  call  to  arms  were 

imbued with these monastic ideals and lived fairly devout lives, whereas 

a hundred years earlier such  ideals would have  been  entirely foreign to them. 

But if the  Cluniacs were more  interested in  the journey,  for most of the laymen who took part in the pilgrimages it was the arrival that counted. The shrine or the holy place had been very important in the old  Latin  Christianity  of late  antiquity.  During  the  fourth  century, when Christianity had become the state religion, new churches and 

basilicas had been built to house the bodies of the martyrs. Christians 

had  come  from  far  and  wide  to  pray  at  their  tombs,  because  they believed that physical closeness to these friends of God brought them 

nearer to  heaven itself. They believed that the  bodies of the martyrs 

were still imbued with a holiness that was felt to manifest itself phys

ically.  When  the  stories  of their martyrdom  were  read  aloud  at  the 

tomb, a sweet smell seemed to fill the basilica and the sick and crippled people who had gathered there cried aloud in ecstasy as they felt the power of the saints enter their bodies so strongly that their ailments were healed!O This fourth-century devotion to the holy place contin ued after the barbarian invasions in the new Christian kingdoms and naturally blended with  the common pagan  belief that  certain  places were instinct with godhead�ost laymen in Europe felt that "holiness" 

 

was not a spiritual or moral state so much as a power that manifested, � itself physically like a  holy  radioactivi When  the  pilgrim  finally 
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entered the  shrine at the end of his journey and prayed before  relics of saints or at their tombs,  he was exposing himself to  a power that could kill a wicked man or heal a sick person.  Relics were the most important element in the  religious  experience  of Europe during the early Middle Ages. The establishment and the educated Cluniacs found this  devotion  highly  dubious  because  it  reduced  religion  to  pagan magic  but  they  could  do  nothing  to  change  it.  In  the  frightening world of the eleventh century, the  relics gave to  lay people some of the  stability  and  security  that  the  monks  enjoyed.  Because  the  relic was  linked  to  a  man  or  woman  who  was  now  in  heaven,  it was  a tangible  bond with the next world. When, therefore, pilgrims prayed at the tomb of St.  Peter in Rome they felt an enormous safety in being so close to the man who opened the gates of heaven. People believed that  the  divine  power  was  channeled  to  men through  relics  and  so they were carried into battle, to help the army, and were used to bind oaths  and  treaties with the  permanence of heaven. 14 The cult of the pilgrimage during the eleventh century necessarily also cultivated this devotion to the holy place, even though this had not been the original 

. intention of the Cluniac reformers. t

It follows that holiness was very local. A saint was only effective in 

the region where he had lived and died or in the place where he was buried. This is why people often stole the bodies of saints from a city; they wanted to  appropriate this power for themselves.  But the local character  of holiness  was  problematic  for  Europeans  because  all  the holiest  shrines  were obviously in the East, where Jesus had lived and died. This was why legends developed which maintained that after his death  many  of Jesus'  friends  had  come:  to  Europe  and  were  buried thc:re.)'it. Peter was firtnly believed to have come: to Rome:, even though there  is  not  a  shred  of evidence  for this.  Similarly Mary Magdalene was said to have: settled in the south of France and Joseph of Arimathc:a was believed to  have brought the faith to England and to  have been buried  at  Glastonbury.15  Above  all  St.  James,  who  was  called  the brother of the  Lord, was believed to  have:  come: to  Spain and to  be buried at Compostela. There was an ancient legend that said that James was Jesus' twin brother, so clearly having his body was the next best thing to  having  the  body of Jesus  himself.  Compostela  became:  the most holy place in Europe and during the eleventh century pilgrims traveled there in thousands to fill themselves with the holiness of St. James. 16 Along  the  main  pilgrim  routes  the  Cluniacs  built churches which housed other relics where the pilgrims could pray during their long journey to Spain, which was the end of the known world. 

But obviously there: could  be  no more holy place than Jerusalem, 

B E F O R E  T H E  C R U S A D E   59 

where Jesus had died and risen  again to save the world,  and during 

the eleventh century there was  a  new  passionate  enthusiasm  for  Je rusalem and the Holy Land, which was seen by the lay people as the 

holiest  relic  of all  because  of its  physical  link  with  the  Son  of God . The  very  soil  of the  land  was  believed  to  be  pregnant  with  divine 

power,  because  Jesus  had  walked  on  it  during  his  life.  The  Holy Sepulchre Church, which was believed to  house the site of Golgotha and which contained the tomb of Christ, was fiUed with the immense holiness of the  events  that had  redeemed  mankindY More  pilgrims than ever made the arduous and dangerous journey through Muslim territory to the Holy Land. In Europe more Christians than ever before made  donations  to  the  Holy  Sepulchre  Church  and  dedicated  the 

churches they built to the Holy Sepulchre. One of the earliest of these 

churches  was  at  Loches  in  the  Loire  Valley.  It was  built  by  Count Fulk of Anjou, who had made the pilgrimage to Jerusalem in 1009. When  he had knelt to kiss the tomb of Christ he was said to have miraculously bitten off a chunk of stone.  He had thus captured some 

of the  holiness  of Jerusalem  for  Europe,  which  he  enshrined  in  his new  Church of the  Holy Sepulchre  back home.  This  legend teUs us two  things(First,  a desperation  had entered the  European  devotion 

deprived of the holiness of the East. 18 to  the  Holy  Sepulchre.  More  and more Western  people  felt  acutely The story is an exceUent example 

of the  literal-mindedness  of Western  Christianity  and  its  obsession 
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with  the  holiness  of the  physical  relics of Jesus  and  the  saints.  This 

frantic  and  irrational love of the  Holy  Land  was  quite  alien  to  the 

piety of the Byzantines, who found it typical of the primitive religion of the Western Christians.  Second, Fulk's descendants would become very important Crusaders and in the twelfth century another Fulk of Anjou became King of ]erusalem. A passionate devotion to Jerusalem was one of the  results of the Cluniac cult of the pilgrimage and was central to crusading.  Though Urban  II would have dismissed Count 

Fulk's passion for Jerusalem as superstitious and excessive, he did call the Crusade a pilgrimage and Crusaders would always call themselves 

In fact the word "Crusade" did not become common until 
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very      in the crusading movement. 

But the pilgrimage was not the only element in crusading nor was 

it the only way the Church managed to  transform the Western soul during the eleventh  century.  Before any real progress could be made 

in Europe it was essential that the internecine feudal warfare that was 

tearing society apart come to an  end.  The two  centuries  of invasion had militarized Europe and the knightly aristocracy had become ex tremely important as a defensive force. They had formed their identity 60                        H O L Y  W A R  

on  violence  and  warfare,  which they  saw  as  a glorious  activity.  But after the invasions ceased and there were no more legitimate external enemies, the system of defense that had evolved collapsed and turned in  upon  itself.  Knights  and  barons  started  to  fight  each  other.  The country was devastated  and property and crops vandalized. To coun teract  this the Church  initiated  a peace  movement which was  called the  Peace  of God. This  began  in  the  south  of France  at  the end of the tenth century. Crowds of priests, knights and poor people gathered in huge "councils" and proclaimed a peace which they called the Truce of God. During  this  Truce  all  fighting  was  forbidden  for  a dCiiiiitC penoo and  a group  of knights  volunteered  to  police the Truce  and fight any of the knights and barons who broke  it. All swore to  keep the  Truce  in  the  presence  of the  relics,  and  the  emotion  at  these gatherings was intense. They were similar to modem revivalist meet ings and the  people  would  cry, "Peace!  Peace!" as they begged God to  send them  peace  in  their  time.  Slowly the  movement spread and began  to  form  public  opinion.  War  and  violence  were  depicted as unchristian and the common people felt that their hatred of the violent knights was justified. The knights themselves were taught that to fight other Christians was deeply sinful. During the Truce a knight adopred monastic  practices,  just  as  he might do if he went on a pilgrimage. He did not bear arms and did not fight, like a monk. To some degree he also lived a life of holy poverty during the Truce. The poor could not  carry  arms  to  defend themselves  because  they  simply  could not afford the very expensive equipment d1at made the knights  a  formi
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sharing this dable fighting force. This �ru�.de them frighteningly vulnerable and, by vulnerability for a time, the knights became poor men, as 

it were, and shared some of their problems. 19 In 

the year 1033 there was a widespread famine, and an apocalyptic 

terror spread throughout Ew·ope. As the Burgundian annalist Raoul Glaber wrote: "Men believed that the orderly procession of the seasons and  the  laws  of nature,  which  until  then  had  ruled  the  world, had relapsed into eternal chaos; and they feared that mankind might end.= They  believed  that God was about to destroy the world  because  of their  sins, just as he had destroyed the world by flood in the time of Noah.  The apocalyptic fear may have been enhanced  by the fact that 

fixion of Christ. To stave off this people believed that it was exactly a thousand years since the Cruci catastrophe the lay folk and the clergy 

marched in huge penitential processions, begging God for forgiveness, and this new terror entered the Peace of God, which suddenly spread that  year all over  France. At the  Peace  Councils,  there  was  a  new desperation. When they cried, "Peace! Peace!" people were no longer 
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simply asking for an end of war. They were asking God to send a new and better world,  free from plague,  famine and  flood.  Glaber tells  us that  the  peace  movement  now  raised  enormous  hopes,  which  the Cluniacs and the establishment Church had not intended. The people now felt that they could change history and exercise some control over their own destiny. It was a pathetic glimmering of the concept of self determination and, when the peace movement seemed to have failed them, Glaber says that thousands of people took a different and des perate course.  First the peasants, then the more established classes of society and finally the  rich nobles began to  march  in vast companies to Jerusalem in a mass pilgrimage: "An innumerable multitude began to stream towards the Saviour's Tomb in Jerusalem," says Glaber and was convinced  that this meant a new apocalypse. 21 "This  vast crowd of people in the  Holy City, of which  no other century  had seen the like, presaged nothing else than the coming of the miserable Antichrist, which must indicate the coming end  of the  world." These  pilgrims seemed to have believed that if they congregated in Jerusalem in large enough numbers Antichrist would have to come and fight them and the battle with Antichrist would bring about the  Last Days and the final redemption.22 God would send down  a  New  Jerusalem,  which 

meant a new  and  better world.(fhe  pilgrims,  therefore, were  trying 

to  force God to  save them by  acting themselves,  and this will prove to be a crucial element in the holy war) 

As in any time of stress, there was a great deal of apocalyptic fervor 

during  the  eleventh  century.  In  about  the  year 1000 an  old  myth revived that would prove to be very  important  during the Crusades. The old  Sibylline prophets of the late  Roman period  had  said that, before  the  end of the world,  an  Emperor from  the  West would be crowned in Jerusalem and would fight Antichrist there,23 and people began to look around for  an emperor who would fulfill this mission. There was a new feeling of purposefulness.  Instead of waiting to  be wiped out by another famine or pestilence, people were beginning to 

feel that they should try to save themselves by fulfilling these ancient 

prophecies.  It was  an  initiative  for  self-determination.  Thirty  years 

after  the  great  pilgrimage  to  Jerusalem  in 1033, there  was  another massive exodus from Europe, when 7000 pilgrims left Europe for the Holy Land, probably with the  same apocalyptic desire  to  force  An tichrist to declare himself.  When Pope Urban made his famous cru

sading speech  in 1095 it was almost thirty years  later  and  time  for another such pilgrimage. When people heard that the Pope had urged the knights of Europe to march to liberate Jerusalem, many of them were probably inspired to join the Crusade in order to save the world 62                          H O L Y  W A R  

and  bring down the New Jerusalem. Vrban himself, of course, would have  had  no  truck  with this kind of thinking,  but he was  unable to control  the  movement  he started,  for  Jerusalem  had  been  acquiring such  rich  and  complex associations during the eleventh cenrury1 

But  after  the  terrors  of the first half of the century,  the quality of 

life in  Europe began to improve dramatically. There was an agricultural revolution and  people  felt  that  they  had  greater  control  over  their circumstances. There was a new confidence in the air, which toward the  end of the  century began to express itself aggressively.  Instead of cowering  passively  in land  that  they  could  not  cultivate  properly, Europe  started to expand. The Normans had long challenged Roman and  Byzantine  power  in the south of Italy, and in 1061 Count Roger invaded  the  Muslim stronghold of Sicily and eventually conquered it for Christendom in 109 1 .  In 1066 William of Normandy invaded the Anglo-Saxon kingdom of Britain and in 1085 Spanish Christians, with the  help  of Frankish knights,  managed  to  conquer  Toledo  from the Muslims  and  pushed back the  borders  of ai-Andalus.  Although  she was against  war  officially, the Church was still anxious to harness this useful  aggression  and  make  it Christian. (For many years monks had been  encouraged  to build  monasteries  in  the  no-man's-land  on  the borders of Christendom and to push against the darkness of paganism and Islam that lurked outside the realm of Christ. Now that the knights were beginning to conquer the Muslims and push forward the frontiers of Christendom  even  more dramatically,  the popes were  anxious to keep  control  of the  newly confident laymeql 

Yet this  involved an obvious inconsistency.  Christianity had always 

been  against  violence and in the Peace of God the Cluniac  reformers had  been  encouraging the people to see war as unchristian and to hate the knights.  How  could the  Church  now  bless  these  new  wars  of aggression, as in  fact she did? But for many years the popes had been preaching  a  double message.  Some  of the reformers  had wisely felt that to antagonize the knights was foolish. In the Peace of God, knights had  policed the  Truce  by means of violence, which in the interests of peace  the  Church had been  prepared  to sanction. In France  and Iraly other  Cluniac reformers  began  to try to  reform  the  institution  of knighthood  itself.  Instead  of harrying  the  poor  and  helpless,  they taught  that  the Christian  knight should come  to  the  defense  of the poor  and  needy and fulfill a  Christian  vocation.  Other  churchmen went  further.  They encouraged the knights in their diocese to form a militia to defend the local Church and the Christian populace in time of war.  One  of these  bishops  was the  Bishop  of Toul, who became Pope Leo IX in 1049. Two months after his consecration he formed 
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his lands, and in  1053 he acrually led his troops into battle hirnsel£.24 Some a Roman militia to fight the Normans who were threatening to invade 

of his  contemporaries  felt that this was too  extreme,  but the 

popes continued to encourage these ecclesiastical companies. Twenty years  later the  Cluniac  Pope  Gregory VII invited  the  laymen of the whole of Europe to form a militia which he called the Knights of St. Peter, bound to the Pope as its head and dedicated to the defense of the Church. In 1071 and 1074, in response to Turkish victories against Byzantium,  Gregory called upon  the  Knights  of St.  Peter to  march to  the East and liberate the Greeks from the  infidels.  Anybody who died on this expedition would gain an "eternal reward," so that this would be a meritorious war, not sinful violence. Once the knights had conquered the Turks in Asia Minor they would march on to Palestine 

and liberate Jerusalem. Gregory promised to lead the militia himself.25 There was very little difference between Gregory's proposals and Ur ban's Crusade, but during the  1070s nothing came of Gregory's proj ect. Very few knights actually joined the Knights of St.  Peter and so there were no Crusades to the East.  But when Urban made his appeal to the knights of Europe twenty years later, many of the Cluniac ideas had taken effect in a new way and there were other enthusiasms linked with the pilgrimage to Jerusalem as well. 

(!be Church was, therefore, preaching a very confused message, and 

many of the knights were perplexed about their careers.  Warfare was their life but they also wanted a Christian  vocation,Tancred, one of 

the leaders of the First Crusade, was particularly worried, as his biog rapher Ralph of Caen recorded: 

Frequently he burned with anxiety because the warfare he engaged 

in as a knight seemed to be contrary to the Lord's conunands.  The 

Lord, in fact, ordered him to offer the cheek that had been struck 

together with his other cheek to the striker; but secular knighthood 

his did  not spare the  blood of relatives.  The  Lord urged  him to give tunic  and  his  cloak  as  well  to  the  man who  would  take  them 

away; the needs of war impelled him  to  take  from  a man already 

despoiled of both whatever remained to  him. And so,  if ever that 

wise  man  could  give  himself up  to  repose,  these  contradictions 

deprived him of courage.26 

Tancred was obviously not convinced about the  Cluniac vision of a reformed Christian knighthood, for he did not see it as the answer to 

the  basic dilemma of Christian  warfare.  Other  knights  found  their own solutions to the problem in their search for  a new identity {To

ward the  end  of the  eleventh century the  Ftanks  in  particular were 64                        H O L Y  W A R  

seeking a new identity and a new Christian vocation. They wanted to regain  the  leadership  of Europe  and  build  themselves  anew,  and  as was  natural  they  looked  back  to  their  past.  But  unlike  the  Anglo Saxons or the Germans, who recalled their heroic pagan past in songs and poems, the Franks looked back no further than Charlemagne.  In this respect, they had absorbed the message of Cluny:  they wanted to be a Christian people, but they were  also a warlike and violent people and they needed an aggressive religion. 27 In their search for a solution, they rewrote the history of Charlemagne, that great Christian warrior, 

tu� to make him relevant to the very different world of the eleventh cen In an age which was passionately attached to Jerusalem,  it was 

important  that  the  founder  of the  Frankish dynasty should himself have  a  physical  bond  with  the  Holy  City,  so a new story developed that Charlemagne  had made a pilgrimage to Jerusalem in the eighth century.  Then  Frankish poets and  minstrels  started  to compose  the chansons  de geste, the  songs  of deeds,  to  celebrate  the  holy  wars  of Charlemagne,  and  again  they made  an  important  innovation.  Char lemagne  had considered his  wars  against the Saxons  to be holy wars, because they had brought the Germans into the Church. But although he  had fought  in  Spain, these were certainly not holy wars.  He had merely gone  to  help  one  Muslim  leader  against  another.  Yet in  the chansons de geste Charlemagne's  Spanish wars  became holy wars,  be cause they provided  the  Franks with an enemy that could be attacked 

impunity. 
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new  identity J creation of an enemy is very important as a foil to a developing The  Muslims  or Saracens provided a perfect  "enemy," 

even though it is quite clear that at this point the Franks had nothing personally  against  the  Muslims  and  knew  nothing  at  all  about  the religion  of Islam.  First,  they  knew  that  the  Saracens  of Spain  were not Christians. This meant that they must be "pagans" and the chansons ludicrously present the Muslims worshiping idols of Mohammad and Apollo.  In the Bible, the crime of idolatry had justified Joshua's very savage holy wars and the poets of the chansons imagine Charlemagne and his Franks slaughtering Muslims with a real Israelite zeal. Fighting pagans  was  seen  as  a  Christian  duty,  therefore:  "Never  to  paynims may I show love or peace," Charlemagne says at the end of The Song ofRoland.28 But these "paynims" are not inhuman monsters. The sec ond thing that the Franks needed from their enemy was that he should be  a  brilliant  soldier.  The  Muslims  were  known  for  their  military prowess, for their vast empire and advanced civilization. To conquer the Muslims would greatly enhance the reputation of the Franks. Thus in the chansons the Muslims are often sympathetically imagined.  They 
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are brave  soldiers,  ''worthy and renowned." Their only  fault  is  that 

they are not  Christians:  "Were he but Christian,  right knightly he'd 

appear!"2• 

{In the character of Roland we see the developing ideal of the new 

At  the  end of Charlemagne's campaign  in  Spain  in 778, the had been crossing the Pyrenees on their homeward march and 
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the  rear guard  had  been  separated  from  the  main  army.  It was  am

bushed and massacred at Roncesvalles by an army of Basques. Among 

the slain was Roland, Duke of the Marches and Brittany and the hero 

of the  famous  Song of  RolRnd. In  the  poem,  his  history  has  been 

completely transformed, for  the people who attack him are Muslims, 

to  become. (H not Basques. In Roland we see the kind of Christian the Franks wanted e  has  extraordinary  physical  courage  and  massive 

strength, is very aggressive but not particularly intelligent. The Franks 

did not want to be wise or intellectual Christians; they saw themselves 

as  men of action  above  all.Jin  the  poem,  the  rear guard  could  have 

been  saved  if Roland  had blown  his hom to  summon Charlemagne 

and the main army, but Roland steadfastly refuses to do so. His friend 

Oliver begs him to blow the hom, and, as they watch their men being 

slaughtered,  Oliver  bitterly  tells  Roland  that  this  carnage  is  all  his 

fault.  He  is undeniably right and Roland's refusal to  call  for help  is 

in  fact  a  suicidal  stupidity  and  irresponsibility.  But  the  poet  is  on 

Roland's  side:  "Roland  is  fierce  and  Oliver  is  wise,"30  he  says  and 

makes  it  clear  that  Oliver's  common  sense  is  not  quite  the  thing. 

Roland's most valued possession is his sword Durendal, and when he 

dies  he  bids  farewell  to  Durendal  before  he  commends  his  soul  to 

God. He describes the relics on the hilt, which have made it a wea(>Qn 

of supernatural power Choliness has been put to the service of war.} 

With Durendal Roland had killed hundreds of Muslims, and the poet 

dwells on this slaughter in delighted but gruesome detail.(¥ et by means 

of this violence Roland had hacked his way into heaven, and during 

the  Middle  Ages  he was  venerated  as  a saint  and  martyr.  At  a time 

when  the  Byzantines  still  refused  communion  to  a  soldier  during  a 

campaign because of the blood he had been forced to shed in battle, 

Western Christians had taken the old cult of aggressive, suicidal mar

tyrdom to its logical 
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When Urban II summoned  First Crusade he was said to  have 

addressed his appeal particularly to the  Franks:  in one version of his 

speech,  Urban  is  made  to  call  them "a  race chosen  and  beloved of 

God" and tells  them to  look back to  Charlemagne  for inspiration.32 

1But  Urban's  ideal  of the  Crusade would be  very different  from  the 

holy war of the chansons de geste.  The  ideal of "liberation" had been 66                        H O L Y  W A R  

very  important  in  the  Cluniac  reform  but  it  was  a  very  specialized form of freedom: it meant "freedom from secular control and freedom 

of the power of the Western Church. lJ" under  the  pope." It was,  therefore,  synonymous with  the expansion rban had already spoken about 

"wars of liberation" which had extended the power of the Church into Muslim  territory  in  Spain  and  Sicily.••  In 1089 he  suggested  that anyone  who  wanted  to  make  a  penitential  pilgrimage  to  Jerusalem should commute this into a period of work for the  Spanish Wars of Reconquest.>• He had already linked the  idea of a pilgrimage to  Je rusalem,  therefore,  with  a  holy war of liberation  which would push back the frontiers of the infidel and extend the power of the  Roman Church.  Early  in  the  year 1095 a  new  opportunity  presented  itself which would enable him to link these ideas far more dramatically. The Emperor Alexius Comnenus I of Byzantium asked Urban for military help against the Muslim Turks. 

Some twenty years earlier, the Seljuk Turks, a barbarian people who 

had converted to  Islam,  had poured into Asia Minor,  which was part of the  Byzantine  Empire,  and  had  seized  a  great  deal  of Christian territory. Since that time the power of the Turks had waned and their empire  had  been  tom  apart  by  internal quarreling  and  dissension among the emirs and princes. Alexius had been making good progress in both war and a clever diplomacy, which played one Muslim leader off against another. A few vigorous campaigns might finish the Turks completely,  but  he  simply did not have enough  soldiers  and  he  ap pealed  to  the  Pope  for  help.  Clearly  it  was  a  project  after  Urban's liberating heart.  It would certainly expand the power of the Western Church dramatically, even though Alexius insisted that all lands con quered  by  Western  soldiers  should  be  returned  to  him.  There  had been a serious and official breach in the relations between the Eastern and Western Churches ever since a dispute about the nature of papal power in 1054, and Urban saw this request for military aid as a chance to extend the power of the  papal Church more firmly in  Byzantium, which had for so long had insufficient respect for the rising Western Church.  It should also make for better relations between Rome and Constantinople.  He  agreed that  he  would  encourage  the  knights of Europe to take an army of soldiers to the East, and when in November 1095 he spoke at the Council of Clermont, a council of the Peace of God movement, he summoned the First Crusade. 

We have no contemporary account of Urban's speech, but it seemed 

that he began  by calling for  the Truce of God. Then he called upon the knights of Europe to stop fighting one another and to band to gether  against  the  Turks  in  a twofold war  of liberation.  First  they 
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should liberate  the  Christians  of Asia  Minor  from  the  Turks·  then (r they should march on  to Jerusalem to  liberate the  Holy Land. here 

Islam  in  the  East-a  perfect  solution  to  the  problems  of  Europe;/ would be the  Peace of God  in  the West and the War of God  against 

Urban  seems  to  have  called this  expedition  a  pilgrimage,  not simply 

because of the destination of Jerusalem, but because a large collective pilgrimage was the only model adequate for the massive offensive he had envisaged. The small feudal armies of Europe traveling only short distances could not compare with an  army of thousands of Christian soldiers traveling three thousand  miles  to  the  Holy  Land.  Certainly 

Urban  saw  it  as  a  Cluniac  pilgrimage,  on  which  the  soldiers  would live like monks.  He used the words of Jesus which  had hitherto sum moned monks into the cloister: "Everyone who has left houses, broth

ers,  sisters,  father,  mother  or  land  for  the  sake  of my  name  will  be 

repaid  a  hundred  times  over''  (Matthew  19:29) .35  He  also  seems  to 

have  reminded  them  that Christ had  urged the Christians to be ready 

to  die  for  his  sake,  as  a  Crusader  would  have  to  do.  The  Crusade would therefore demand a conversion of life and would be a dramatic 

 

journey to  a  new self.  But hitherto the  pilgrim  had  always  been  for � bidden to bear arms during his pilgrimag By giving these "pilgrims" 

to Jerusalem a sword, Urban had made violence central to the religious experience of the  Christian layman and Western Christianity had ac

quired an  aggression that it never entirely losd 

As soon as  Urban had finished  speaking,  there was an explosion of enthusiasm and the crowd shouted with one voice "Deus hoc vult [god wills this] !"36 Yet this apparent unanimity was deceptive because the 

 

people  seem  to  have  had  very confused  and  different  views  of the �

Crusade.  ot all the laymen would have understood Urban's sophis

ticated Cluniac  view of the  Crusade.  Some of the Franks would  see 

it in the light of the chansons de geste, others would see it as  an  apoc

alyptic pilgrimage for a better world. Others certainly brought secular 

feudal  ideas  to  the  Crusade  and  saw  themselves  as  fighting  for  the 

land  of Christ  their  Lord  just  as  they  were  bound  to  fight  for  the 

rights of their  lord  in Europe.  Others  would see it as  a duty to fight 

as knights were bound to come to the aid of their kinsfolk in a vendett a) for their fellow Christians who had been conquered by the Turks, just 

One  of the  very  early  medieval  historians  of the  Crusades  makes  a 

priest ask his listeners during a crusading sermon: "If an outsider were 

to strike  any  of your kin down  would  you  not  avenge  your  blood 

relative? How much more ought you to avenge your God, your father, 

crucified;  whom you  hear calling for  aid."37 {An your  brother, whom  you  see reproached,  banished from his estates, thes_e  other lay ideas 
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were very far  from  Pope Urban's vision of the Crusade, but the idea of a  war  for  the  Holy  Land  had  unlocked  a  powerful  complex  of passions  which  he  would  not  be  able  to  control  once  the  laymen 

 

responded  to  his  call.  This would lead the  Crusaders  to  actions  that y 

horrified the Pope

He had advised the knights to wait until after the harvests of 1096 

so  that  the  armies  could  be  properly  provisioned,  but  thousands  of Crusaders were too impatient.  Popular preachers spread the news of the Crusade, bringing non-Cluniac and popular motivation to the fore, and thousands oflay men and women volunteered to join their armies. The  most  famous  of these  preachers was  the  extremely  charismatic Peter the  Hermit,  who  inspired respect from  people of all  classes of society. "Whatever he did or said it seemed like something half divine," wrote  the  sophisticated  monk-historian  Guibert  of Nogent,  who knew  him  personally.38  Peter  wandered  through  France,  attracting followers from all classes of society. Wherever he preached, his listeners were spellbound and reduced to tears, even when he reached Germany where  nobody could understand  a  word  he  said.  In  Germany,  two priests, Folkmar and Gottschalk, also stirred up some enthusiasm and in Germany, too, Count Ernich of Leiningen, a robber baron with a reputation  for cruelty,  proclaimed  that he was  the  Last Emperor of apocalyptic myth, and began to gather an army, which joined up with other crusading armies from England and Flanders. 

In March  Peter the  Hermit led eastward a  band of about  10,000 

nobles, knights and foot soldiers, which was accompanied by a large crowd  of pilgrims.  At  the  same  time  Walter  Sansavoir  of Poissy,  a French nobleman, led an army of about the same size consisting en tirely of foot soldiers.  Shortly afterward Ernich set out with his huge army of20,000 men, and two other armies led by Folkmar and Gotts chalk started their journey through Eastern Europe toward Constan tinople.  Pope  Urban was  still  preaching the  Cross  in  France,  while these armies  began  their  journey,  and five more armies were making their preparations at home, but it seems likely that these first Crusaders considered  themselves  an  advance  guard  of the  whole  Crusade,  not separate  from their fellow  Crusaders who would leave Europe  in the autumn.  Walter  Sansavoir's  beautifully  disciplined  troops  marched straight through Eastern Europe and arrived in Constantinople in late July. The other Crusaders were not so fortunate.  Because  they were not adequately provisioned, these vast bands depended on local gifts of food. If this was not  available,  they had to  resort to  plunder and raiding. The people of the countries through which they were march ing could scarcely provide enough food for their own population, let 
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alone feed these thousands of soldiers and pilgrims. Fighting inevitably 

broke out  and  at  the  end  of June,  Folkmar's  army  was destroyed at Nitra in Hungary by the angry Hungarians and very shortly afterward Gottschalk's army was forced to surrender to  the Hungarians at Pan

nonhalma.  The  Hungarians  were  so  incensed  by  the  Crusaders  that they would not even allow Emich's army to enter their  country.  Em

ich's Crusaders  tried to  force  their way  in  and  they  besieged the  city 

of Weisenberg  for six  weeks.  But  they  could  make  no  headway  and 

were  at  last  forced  to  disband  and  return  home  in  ignominy.  Peter the Hermit's army was more successful but suffered greatly during the journey. At Nish, in Byzantium, fighting had broken out in the markets where the Crusaders were trying to buy food  and the army was badly 

mauled,  but  the  survivors  managed  to  reach  Constantinople  at  the beginning  of August.  The  Emperor Alexius,  who  had  asked  Urban for a conventional army, gazed at these huge masses of Crusaders and 

pilgrims  with  horror  and  swiftly  conveyed  them  out  over  the  Bos phorus and into Asia Minor. There, however, there was more looting 

because  of famine  and  because  discipline  broke  down  in  this  alien 

country.  Later  in August nearly  all  Peter's  and  Walter's  troops  and pilgrims were massacred by the Turks. 

The chroniclers did not approve of these first Crusaders and either omitted all mention of them in their account of the  First Crusade or dismissed them as a mob of fanatics and peasants. It is very important 

for a holy war to be successful and the disastrous failure of these first 

Crusades  called  the  whole  movement  into  question.  If a  crusading 

army  was  the  will  of God, how could it  fail?  This  terrible  defeat  at 

the  hands  of the  Eastern  Europeans  and  the  infidels  in  Turkey  was 

not the  prestigious  victory  that the West was looking for.  The  Cru saders were disowned and  a popular legend of a "Peasants' Crusade" 

grew up, quite at variance with the facts;39 that these Crusaders were 

all fanatical peasants and that, while the barons and knights made their 

sensible preparations for the official Crusade, crowds of peasants sim

ply wandered off to the  East in  a haphazard fashion, crazed by wild 

dreams of apocalypse  and  the  New  Jerusalem.  Yet  to  dismiss  these 

Crusaders  simply  because  they  failed  is  not  entirely  just.  Providing 

food for the armies would be a major and frequently insoluble problem 

in the story of the Crusades. As many people would die of malnutrition 

during the journey as died in battle. The  Crusaders who followed  in 

the  autumn  benefited  by their example and  were careful to  stop any 

plundering and raiding which would provoke the inhabitants of East

ern Europe. Later Crusaders would forget this lesson  and meet with 

the  same  tragic  fate  as  befell  the  first  Crusaders  in  Turkey.  In  one 70                        H O L Y  W A R  

sense the  arrival of Walter and Peter was a great achievement lt was f the  first  united  and  cooperative  act of the  new  Europe  and,  for  that time,  a  feat of organization  and dedication.  It showed that the West was now  ready to organize itself and act  as a united whole to change history; 

In  another  sense,  however,  the legend of the  "Peasants'  Crusade" 

has an important message. Peter's army included some very important lords indeed and yet it was prepared to accept an impoverished hermit as  its  leader.  We  do  not  know much  about Gortschalk and Folkmar, but  they  were  not  likely  to  have  been  rich,  and  Walter  Sansavoir's name clearly indicates his impecunious material status. Crusading was from  the  start  seen  as  a  poor  man's  movement.  Peter  the  Hermit survived the tragedy in Turkey, joined the  First Crusade  at Constan tinople  and  became a  very  important leader of that campaign with a special  responsibility for the poor. During the First Crusade the poor 

would  be  very  important  and  would  be  able to influence  policy 4{ dramatically-I  will explain  this  more  fully in Chapter  Crusading 

gave  to  the  poor  of Europe  their  first  means  of self-expression  and their  first  practical  power.  It had  sprung  from  monasticism,  the  pil grimage  and  the  Peace  of God,  which  had  all  asserted  the  value  of holy  poverty.  Even  though  Urban  certainly  had  no thoughts of in cluding  the  poor  in  his  Crusade,  he  had  spoken  from  within  the framework of Cluniac movements, which did include  and  foster the poor,  so  it was natural  and  inevitable that the poor would  respond. In  the  popular  mind,  the  Crusade  would  be  the  invention  of Peter the  Hermit,  not Pope 
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Despite  their  failure,  these  armies  of the  Cross  were  the  first 

sign  of the  expansion of the new  West.  These  ambitious  expeditions 

 

showed  dramatically  that  the  Western  world  now  felt  ready to enter � the  international  scene  once  again. We  have  seen  that  Islam  rooted the  monotheistic  religion of the Jews and Christians into Arab pagan traditions  and  that  this  unleashed  such  reserves  of energy and  confi dence  in  the  Muslim  Arabs  of the  backwater  of the  Hejaz that  they found  a  new  identity  and  became  a  great  world  power.  A  similar process  in  Europe  before the  first Crusaders  left for the Middle  East was  creating  a  new Western identity by rooting the  same old mono theistic  religion  into  the distinctive chivalric  and  pagan traditions  of the Christians of Europe. This process, as we shall see, unlocked new reserves of power.  The Middle Ages founded the Western spirit and bequeathed  to  us  many  of our  major  preoccupations,  passions  and prejudices,  for  good  and  for ill. We  shall see that crusading was not an eccentric hobby of a minority but that it was central to the building 
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of this new Christian identity, touching the new Western institutions in fundamental ways. In the period of the  Crusades, the West found its essential soul and would soon become a great world power, would discover a  new  world  and  conquer  a  major  part of the  globe.  If we 

look  at crusading from  the  point of view  of the  West,  it  can  seem  a 

positive and glamorous  activity,  but looked at from  the viewpoint of 

its victims, we see the shadow side of the confident, thrusting Western tj 

spiri

One of the passions that crusading would bequeath to the Western 

world  was  a  long  and  shameful  tradition  of  hatred  for  the  Jewish 

people, and it is here that we begin to find a link between the medieval 

and  modem  struggle  in  the  Middle  East.  The  Jews  were  considered 

to be the enemies of our society and of all that was sacred to  it. The 

consequences  of this history  of  irrational  prejudice  have  been  seen 

catastrophically in our own century, and Hitler's attempted destruction of the Jewish people was fueled by many submerged crusading myths, 

as  I shall discuss  in later  chapters.  At  the  beginning of their journey 

to the East toward a new self, rooted  in the  birthplace  of their faith, the Crusaders slaughtered the Jewish communities of France and Ger many in the first pogroms of Europe. 

This had certainly not been part of Urban's original intention when 

he  summoned  the  First  Crusade.  It  is  important  to  be  dear  that  at 

this point  the  Church  was  horrified  by  such  blatant  persecution  of 

Jews.  The  official  Christian  tradition  concerning  the  Jews  was  that they were undoubtedly a wicked  people  who had  lost their holy vo

cation because they had  crucified  Christ. They should  be shunned  by Christians and must accept an inferior position  in Christendom. They 

were condemned to eternal  servitude but their lives were to be spared. 

This  was  the  view  of the  popes  and  most  bishops  in  the  eleventh 

century:  during  the  Crusaders'  pogroms,  the  bishops  in  Germany 

actually  tried  to  protect  the  Jews,  giving  them  sanctuary  in  their churches  and  palaces  to  protect them from  the mobs of Crusaders, who  burned  the  seroUs  of the  Torah,  tore  down  synagogues  and 

threatened  Jewish  men,  women  or  children  with  a  terrible  choice: baptism or death. Professor Jonathan Riley-Smith has suggested that 

the  reason  why  these  first  Crusaders  were  disowned  by  the  Church 

and why churchmen and historians propagated the myth of the "Peas

ants' Crusade" was shame and embarrassment about these pogroms. 41 

The  Church continued  to  oppose  the  forced conversion  of the  Jews 

and  violent  persecution,  and  its  official  teaching  was  confirmed  and 

enshrined in the thirteenth century in the Summa Theologica ofThomas 

Aquinas.  It was  not until the sixteenth century that popes  supported 72                        H O L Y  W A R  

pogroms  against  the  Jews  of Europe.  But official  Church  condem nation of the pogroms was useless.  Urban could not control the Cru sade he had summoned, which developed its own remorseless d)namic. :There was the usual gap between what the Church intended and what the people 
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Why  then  did  the  attack  the  Jews?  They  had  taken  the 

Cross  and vowed to  fight Muslims, who were a very shadowy reality to  them.  They were fired by their own visions of glory rather than by a blind hatred of Islam.  By the time they had reached their goal,  their anirude to Muslims would change drastically, as I shall show in Chap ter 4. But the first enemy that the Crusaders created, as a foil to their own new and glorious identity, were the Jews beside whom they had lived  in  relative  harmony  for  generations. 42 There  had  always  been sporadic  violence  against  Jewish  communities  in  the  Gentile  world. The Jews lived  apan in their own  quaners and with a clearly defined foreign  identity  and so incurred  the  distrust  and  fear  that  are  often inspired  by  an  out-group.  But there  had never  been  mass  organized attacks  which were  a  concerted effort on the  part of society.  Indeed the Jews in  Germany felt quite at home there, so much so that, when they established their cemetery in Worms during the eleventh cenrury, the graves did not face Jerusalem in the normal Jewish manner. They had developed their own rich and unique Jewish tradition, which was widely  respected  throughout  the  diaspora and  which  had  produced great scholars who are still srudied by Jews as major authorities today. They were  already called "Ashkenazim," which may have been a cor ruption  of "Allemagne." They  themselves  referred  to  German  Jewry as SHUM, after three of the Rhine cities where they had commllllities: Speyer, Worms and Mainz. They enjoyed good and profitable relations with their Christian  neighbors. All this changed forever in the spring of 1096  when  the  Cru.�aders  decimated  SHUM ;  after this date  Jews would never be  wholly safe  in Europe  again. 

The only thing we know for certain about the content of reter the 

Hermit's sermons was that it was anti-Semitic, because in March  1096 his large army of Crusaders attacked the Jewish communities of France and Lorraine. There are no eyewitness accounts of these first pogroms, but it seems that the Jews were not simply massacred. They were given the  choice  of baptism  and  many  chose  death  rather  than  deny  their own  religion,  without which life was meaningless. We  have seen that Peter's  vision  of the  Crusade  was  quite  different  from  Urban's  and that he rather than the Pope was seen as the  inspiration  of crusading in  the  popular  mind.  It seemed  frankly illogical to  most of the Cru saders  to  march  thousands  of miles  to  fight  Muslims  in  the  Middle 
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East,  about whom  they  knew very  little,  when  the  people  who  had 

actually  killed  Christ-or  so  they  believed-were  alive  and  well  on their very doorsteps. They said to one another: 

Look  now,  we  are  going  to  seek  out  our  profanity  and  to  take 

vengeance  on  the  Ishmaelites  for  our  Messiah,  when  here  are  the 

Jews who murdered and crucified him . Let us first avenge ourselves 

on them and exterminate them from  among the nations so that the 

name of Israel will no longer be remembered or let them adopt our 

faith.43 

This account comes from the eyewitness account of a German Jew. The  French  Jewish  communities  sent  messages  to  SHUM,  warning 

them  of the  approaching danger  as  Peter's  Crusaders  marched  east· ward,  leaving desolation in their wake.  But the  German Jews simply could not believe that anything would happen to  them, because they felt so established along the Rhine. In our own century, German Jews 

were  equally  confident  that  Hitler would not  attack  them,  and,  like their eleventh-century ancestors, they were proved disastrously wrong. When the leaders of SHUM heard the horrifying tales of the Crusaders' pogroms in Lorraine, they wrote  back to the  French Jews: 

All the communities have decreed a fastday. We have done our duty. 

May  the  Omnipresent  One  save  us  and  you  from  all  the  trouble 

and afftiction. We are greatly concerned about your well-being. As 

for ourselves, there  is no great cause for fear.  We have not heard a 

word about such matters,  nor has  it been hinted that our lives  are 

threatened by the sword. 44 

In the  event,  when  Peter  and  his  army  arrived  in  German  territory, they agreed to spare  the Jews  and Peter promised to speak kindly of Israel there in return  for money and provisions. 45 But the scourge of SHUM was a German Crusader, whose motivation looks forward to future German crusading myths  that have  a terrible resonance for us 

today. 

Count Emich of Leiningen persecuted the German Jews of SHUM 

for quite different reasons.  He  believed that he  had a special, apoca lyptic and imperial destiny. He was that mythical Last Emperor fore

told  by  ancient  prophecy.46  He  would  fight  Antichrist  in  Jerusalem his and be crowned there and  reign would last for a thousand years. 

These dreams of imperial glory and of a thousand-year Reich contin ued to haunt German Crusaders and,  as  I  shall show  in Chapter 1 1, became  absorbed  into popular  mythology  long  after  Crusaders stopped  marching  to  the  Holy  Land.  Ever  since  Charlemagne  had 74                        H O L Y  W A R  

dragged Germany  into his Christian empire at sword point, the Ger mans  had  been obsessed with visions of empire and massive  political dreams of world conquest. This myth of the Last Emperor gave Emich a special view  of the  Jews.  St.  Paul  had  said  that before  the  Second Coming of Christ  all the  Jews  would  be  converted  to  Christianity," so, as Emich marched east to bring about the Last Days he proceeded to make  sure  that  Paul's  prophecy was  fulfilled.  In May and June of 1096 he systematically attacked all the Jewish communities in Speyer, Worms,  Mainz,  Regensburg, Cologne, Trier  and  Metz.  His massive army  must  have  looked  like  the  terrifying  armies  of the  apocalypse. The Jews were given the option of baptism or death. A few submitted to baptism but most chose death.  Fathers killed their wives and chil dren  rather  than allow them  to  abandon  the  precious  faith  of their fathers.  In  each  community,  synagogues  and  Torah  scrolls  were  de stroyed  so  that  all  visible  signs  of Jewry  were  erased  before  Emich marched  east  toward  what  he  firmly  believed  would  be  a  glorious destiny and a  major step  in  the salvation of the world.  Jews  as Jews could have no part in these glorious events:  they had to be destroyed in  order  to  bring  about  Western  dreams  of  fulfillment  and  world conquest. 

The  Crusaders  had  turned  Urban's  sophisticated  Cluniac  war  of 

liberation into a vendetta:  they hounded the Jews as they would have hounded  any  other  people  who  had  killed  their  feudal  lord.  They believed that they were avenging the death of Christ, their lord,  and that  they  were  marching  east  to  recover  the  Holy  Land,  which  was his fief,  his patrimony.  Their aggressive  religion was rooted firmly in their old chivalric traditions.  Despite the Church's disapproval,  hatred of the Jews continued to  be  an essential element in  crusading.  Every rime a Crusade was preached there was a fresh outbreak of pogroms. Sometimes people  who could  not go to the  East felt that they were taking part  in  the expedition  by  killing  Jews  at  home.  The Crusades were the first cooperative and collective aa of the new Europe in their struggle  for  a  new  soul,  and  the  first  thing  that  the  Crusaders  did, whenever they  set  out  in one of these  massive,  international  expedi tions, was to kill Jews. The Crusades made anti-Semitism an incurable Western disease, which persisted long after the Middle Ages, as I shall show in Chapter 1 1 . The only change in this terrible tradition was to greater intransigence: the Jews of SHUM could have saved themselves in 1096 by becoming Christians, but Hitler sought to kill all the Jews, whatever their religious beliefS.  He could not have done this had not Christians  in  Europe  become  accustomed to  seeing Jews  as  absolute enemies in a tradition that had lasted for nearly a thousand years. 
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It should  be  dear  how  Crusading  is  directly linked to  the  conflict in the Middle East today.  At the beginning of their journey to a new 

identity,  the  Crusaders  slaughtered Jews;  at the end of their long and frightening campaign,  they massacred  the  Muslim  community  in  Je rusalem with appalling savagery, as I shall show in Chapter 4.U1atred of]ews and Muslims had been planted deeply in the Western identity. 

Had  there  been  no  European  anti-Semitism,  it  is  most unlikely that there would  be  a  Jewish state  in  the Middle  East  today.  The  Arabs and the non-Arab Muslim people of the Middle East encountered the 

new  West  for  the  first  time  during  the  Crusades.  They  now  see  the 

Crusades  as  the  start of a long history of Western  aggression  against 

the  Islamic world of the Middle  East.  Before the  Crusades,  Jews  and 

Christians  had  lived  together  in  Europe  in  reasonable  harmony  and 

Muslims  had  been  vague  and  exotic  figments  of the  Western  imagi" 

nation,  not real live enemies whom  it was  a duty  to  slaughter.  Since the Crusades such  peaceful coexistence  has  been  impossible  and  the long history of tragic violence between the people of the three faiths 

began in a vicious Western  initiative.  It will be one of the arguments of this book that it is not enough to condemn the  behavior  of either 

the  Israelis or the  Arabs  in today's conflict;  the  West  must  also  bear }. a good  deal of responsibility for what has happened.

As yet crusading had not achieved a dear ideology. It was a mixture 

of popular,  monastic  and  secular  motives.  It would  take  three  years 

and the  experience  of the  First  Crusade to imbue the  Crusaders  with 

the  spirit  of Joshua,  and  the  Crusade would  not become  a true  holy 

war, according to the old paradigm,  until l099. I will now, therefore, 

leave  the  story  of the  First  Crusaders,  who  were  preparing  for  their 

expedition  during  the  first  armies'  disastrous  march  to  the  East  and who would not leave  Europe  until  the autwnn of 1096.  Their  story 

 

will continue in the second half of this book, which discusses the holy ( wars of the Middle Ages and today. ! now want to look at the origins of the modem conflict, which began as a deliberately secular struggle. There  was,  on  both  sides,  a  search  for  a  new  identity  that  differed 

from  the  ideology  of the  Crusaders  because  it was not religious  but, 

in  some  cases,  a  defiant  rejection of religion.  Yet  in  all  these  secular 

ideologies that sought to  build new selves, Arabs  and Jews were still 

inspired  by  passions  that  were  not  wholly  rational  but  which  were 

fired by  old  religious  myths.  Ultimately,  and  tragically,  the  conflict would lead to  a revival of the old habit of the holy war) 

.  3 .  

 

The  Present  Conflict 

 

Jews  and Arabs 

Seek  a  New  Secular  Identity 

 

0       THE }EWS n .May  14,  1948, in the Tel Aviv Museum, David Ben-Gurion held  the ceremony of the  proclamation  of the state of Israel. 

It  was  the  end  of a  long struggle  by  dedicated  Jews  to  give 

their  people a new home and a new identity.  Instead of being despised aliens in the diaspora, threatened with persecution and extermination, they wanted  the Jews  to be proud and strong. They would shake off the weakness of their exile and create a new type of society in the land of their fathers which would be  an example to  the  rest of the world. The  new  Jewish  state  had  the  backing  of the  United  Nations,  and within the next few  days its right to exist was acknowledged formally by  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  The  surrounding  Arab states,  however,  refused  to  grant  a  similar  recognition.  They  argued that for over  a  thousand  years  Arabs  had  lived  in  Palestine  and  that the  great  powers  had  no  right  to  give  their  land  away  to  another people, to assuage their guilt about anti-Semitism and to plant a West ern-backed  state  in  the  Middle  East.  They  vowed  to  annihilate  the new  state  and  on  May  15,  when  the  British  mandate  expired,  five Arab armies invaded lsrael. 1 It looked as though the little David would be  devoured  by  the  Arab Goliath,  but the  Israeli  army was  stronger and  more  efficient  and  was  able  to  push  back  the  invaders.  During the  hostilities  and  the  "cleaning  up"  afterward  some  750,000  Pales tinians  left  their  homeland  and  have  never  been  allowed to return. 2 The Wandering Jew had been replaced by the Wandering Palestinian and the salvation of the state had, in the time-honored fashion of the holy war, led to the destruction of another people. The Jews who had been persecuted for nearly a thousand years in the Christian West had now  made  new  enemies  in the  East,  and  Arabs  and  Jews  have  been engaged  in  a deadly conflict ever since. 
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But this had  not been the original  intention  of the first  Zionists, 

who had begun to work for the return of the Jews to  Israel in the late 

nineteenth century. The first Zionist settlers had no  particular hatred 

of Arabs  when  they  left  their  homes  in  the  diaspora  to  settle  in  the In 

land of their fathers.  this they were rather similar to  the  first Cru

saders,  who  had  been  more  preoccupied  with  their Western  visions and problems than with hatred of the  Muslims when they set off for 

the  same  land to  make  it  their own.  The  first wave of Jewish settlers 

arrived  in  Palestine  in  1 882,  the  year  after  Tsar  Alexander  III  had inspired a new bout of pogroms.  Russia and Eastern Europe had had 

a long  tradition  of Christian  anti-Semitism,  but  these  new  pogroms were especially severe; they seemed to subside only to break out again in April 1903 when a brutal pogrom at Kishinev in Bessarabia shocked 

the world. 3 Despite the anti-Semitic habit, Jews had still expected that 

eventually  in  the  enlightened  twentieth  century  it  would  die  away, 

even  in  Russia,  but  the  Kishinev  pogrom  showed  that  these  hopes 

were  futile.  What  was  worse,  there  was  a  fresh  outbreak  of  anti Semitism in Western Europe where the Jews  had  long been emanci

pated.  In  countries  like  France  and  Germany the  Jews  had  thought 

that  their  problems  were  over  and  many sought  to  assimilate  with 

Gentile society.  If they felt a lingering anti-Semitism in their Gentile 

neighbors,  they looked forward  hopefully  to  the  new  century  when misguided Christian habits would be superseded by rational secularism 

or by a saner approach to  religion.  But these hopes were rudely shat

tered.  In France,  the  first  European  country  to  emancipate  the  Jews 

after the Revolution of 1 789, there was a hysterical outbreak of anti

Semitism when the Jewish officer Alfred Dreyfus was  (wrongly)  con

victed of treason in 1 895. That same year the anti-Semitic Karl Lueger 

was elected Mayor ofVienna. The reasons for this renewed persecution 

of the  Jews  in  Europe  will  be  discussed  in  Chapter  1 1 .  Now  it  is 

sufficient to say that since the Crusades Christians had made an enemy 

of "the Jew," just as they had made enemies of "the Muslim"  and "the 

Greek" in  the early Middle Ages,  producing a  series  of mythical ste

reotypes of the Jews which were shadow selves of Europeans, reflecting 

their own fears and desires in a distorted mirror image. The habit was 

too deeply entrenched to die away completely, even when Christianity 

seemed to  be losing its sway in Europe. The European anti-Semitism 

of the late nineteenth century was a secular version of the old Christian 

hatred of Jews.  Instead of hounding the Jews to death for their alien 

religion, the Jews were now persecuted because they were of an alien 

race. 
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because it  had  an  important  effect  on  Zionism.  The  late  nineteenth century was  a  period  of intense  nationalism,  and  Zionism  could  be described as Jewish nationalism. As the new nation-states were created in Europe,  people sought to  create a new national  identity for them selves and in so doing they made "the Jew" the enemy of this national character.  People who were fired with patriotism now blamed the Jews for having no country of their own.  In Germany,  for  example, there was  a new cult of the Vo/k4 (the people)  which linked the soul of the Germans to their land. This soul, people believed, was formed by the German landscape and this meant that the German spirit was alien to the city and to "civilization" (the culture of the city) . This led Germans to see  the  Jews  as the essential enemy of the  German soul:  they had no  landscape  of their own  and so  their  souls could not develop nat urally and this made them deformed human beings.  Further,  because Jews lived and worked in  the  cities, they were seen as the epitome of "civilization."  The  new 7Jiilkische craze  created  a  youth  movement, which  roamed  the  countryside  soaking  up  the  German  soul  there. Naturally  Jews were  not  allowed to  join  these,  even  if they regarded themselves  as  more  German  than  Jewish.  It also took  over  srudent society  and srudents rurned the Jews out of their clubs and refused to fight  a  duel  with  a Jew  because he had no  honor  to lose.  It appeared in many important novels, essays, scientific theories and philosophical works of the time.  In this nationalistic climate it was natural for Jews to seek a national solution for themselves, and many of the early Jewish settlers believed that only by reestablishing a physical contact with the land  of their fathers could Jews discover their true selves. 

But  Zionism  appeared  first  not  in  Western Europe but  in  Russia, 

and here many of the Jews sought quite different solutions.  Many of them  rumed  to  religion  to  give  them  strength  to  bear the  pogroms. Others  tried  to  ftee.  Thousands  poured  into  Western  Europe  and inadvertently  increased  the  anti-Semitism  there.  These  refugees  from Russia  and  Eastern  Europe  were  different  from  the  European Jews. Their strange clothes and manners and their apparently archaic beliefs reinforced  the  conviction  that  the  Jews  were  essentially  "other"  and horribly different  from  any other people  in  the  world.  Sadly the  ref ugees  found  that  they  had  not  escaped  anti-Semitism  and  many  of them  and  their children  would  perish  in  the  Nazi  Holocaust.  Other Jews  fted  to  the  United  States,  where  some  of them  were  very  suc cessful, but they would be very much aware of anti-Semitism and even today, when American Jewry is very strong indeed, Jews there do not rule  out  the  possibility  of persecution.  Other  Russian  Jews  decided that more radical answers were needed and those who had received a 
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secular education joined the  revolutionaries  who  were  conspiring to 

overthrow  the  tsarist  regime,  which  had  brought  such  suffering  to their people.  Some of these Jewish revolutionaries like  Leon Trotsky 

and  Rosa  Luxemburg  dissociated  themselves  from  thi:ir  people,  fol lowing the example of Karl Marx himself, who wrote two frankly anti

Semitic essays. 5 Trotsky  and  Luxemburg  and  their like  believed that anti-Semitism was simply the result of a corrupt economic system that would disappear like a  bad dream  after the  revolution. 

But some of the Jewish revolutionaries were  unable to  accept this. They suspected that their fellow Gentile revolutionaries were actually anti-Semites and feared that Jews would fare as badly under the Com

munists  as  they  had  under  the  tsars.  In  the  event,  they  have  been 

proved right.  These  secular Jews  sought  an  entirely  new  solution  in Zionism and began to believe that Jews would find no rest until they 

had  a  land  of their  own.  In  1 882,  the  year  after  the  first  pogroms, 

Leon  Pinsker  wrote Autoemtmciplltion,  which  quickly  made  a  great 

impact  on young secular  Jews.  Pinsker  insisted  that the  Jews  had to 

acquire  a country of their own  if they  were ever to  be  dignified  and 

free.  Before  the  pogroms,  Pinsker  had  been  an  assirnilationist,  but after them he was convinced that assimilation was  impossible. A Jew 

would  always  be  ''the  Other''  for  the  Gentiles:  "for  the  living,  the 

Jew is  a dead man;  for the  natives,  an  alien  and  a vagrant;  for  prop

erty  holders,  a  beggar;  for  the  poor,  an  exploiter  and  a  millionaire; 1 for the patriot, a man without a country." It was a firmly established Gentile tradition to make Jews the epitome of all  that Gentiles were

not and  this  meant  that  Jews  could  not  live  in  countries  ruled  by 

the guyim.  They  had  to  take  their  destiny  into  their  own  hands  and 

establish  themselves  in  a  country  of  their  own,  where  they  were 

 

not  vulnerable  to  the  passing  anti-Semitic  whims  of  their  fellow r 

countrymen

It seemed  a compelling solution  and  Pinsker strongly influenced a 

new  Jewish  organization  formed  in  Kharkov  in  1882  which  called 

itself the  Lovers  of Zion.  Pinsker  had  had  no  decided  views  about 

where  this  Jewish state  should  be  but  eventually the  Lovers  of Zion 

convinced  him  that  it  must  be  in  Eretz  Yisrael,  the  Land  of Israel. 8 

Although they had  usually had  a secular education  and were  not  re ligious people,  the members of the  Lovers  of Zion had grown  up  in 

the shtetls, the  all-Jewish  towns  and villages. As children they had sat in the synagogue and listened to the psalms and prayers which centered 

round  the  ancient  land  of their  fathers.  Maurice  Samuel,  who . is  an 

authority  on  the shtetl, has  clearly  shown  the  importance  of  Eretz 

Yisrael there: 
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H alf  of rhe  time  rhe Shtetl just  wasn't  rhere:  it  was  in  the  Holy Land, and  it  was  in  rhe  remote  pa.�t  or  the  remote  future,  in  rhe company  of  rhe  Patriarchs  and  Prophets  or  of the  Messiah.  Its festivals were geared to rhe Palestinian climate and calendar; it cel ebrated  regularly  the  harvests  its  forefathers  had  garnered  in  a hundred  generations ago; it prayed for rhe Soreh and Malkosh, rhe subtropical  [early  and  late)  rains,  indifferent  to  rhe  needs  of  its neighbors, whose  prayers  had  a  practical,  local  schedule  in view. • 

In a time of crisis  it is  natural for  people to  look back to  rheir  roots. We have seen rhat this is what the Hebrews had done when rhey made rhe  Exodus  to  rhe  Promised  Land  and  what rhe  Muslims  had  done in sevenrh-century Arabia,  and rhe  Lovers  of Zion naturally rhought of Eretz  Yisrael  when rhey wanted  to  make  a  new  start.  Because  rhe Gentile world seemed committed  to  rejecting them,  it was important rhat rhe  Jews rise up to  save themselves. 

But many ofrhe Lovers of Zion were not content wirh theory: about 

6000 of rhem  simply  packed rheir bags, left their homes and families, and settled in pioneering communities in Palestine.  D1ese first Zionist settlers showed  others  what  to  do,  and  they would he known as  rhe First Aliyah  (rhe first immigration). They made many mistakes, which later  Zionist  settlers  would  correct,  but  rheir  courageous  initiative made  an  indelible  mark  on  Zionism.  It  wa.�  rhis  practical  fairh  and pragmatic activity in rhe pursuit of a quixotic idea that helped to make rhe State oflsrael an established fact. TI1e practical, pioneering element has  remained  a  hallmark  of Zionism,  right up  to  the pre.�ent day. 

 

Yet it is  also true rhat wirhout  political  validation,  Zionism  would �

never have achieved its end. Je man who made  Zionism  a factor on 

the  international  scene  was  not  a  Russi211. TI1eodor  Herzl  was  a  so phisticated  and  charismatic  Viennese  Jew,  who  at  rhe  time  of  rhe 

Paris  for  an  Austrian  newspaper. � Dreyfus affair was  an  established  playwright  and  a  correspondent  in s  a  pressman  he  was  present at 

Dreyfus' court martial and left the Ecole Militaire as rhe crowds were beginning  to  screan1  "Dearh  to  rhe  Jews !¥10 Herzl  had  been  a  finn believer  in assimilation,  but rhe shock of this new wave of anti-Sem itism converted him to  Zionism. He was convinced that there would shortly  be  an  even more terrible  anti-Semitic catastrophe and he de cided rhat rhe Jews  must find a refuge, any refuge, where rhey could find shelter and safety.  In 1 896, just six months after rhe J)reyfus trial, he  published Der Jruimmuu  (TI1e  Jewish  State),  which  argued  that rhe Jews must have a land ofrheir own. He was bv no means com inced rhat this  should  be  in  Palestine,  however.  He1 ;.l  had  had  an  entirely 
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secular  upbringing.  The  Holy  Land  simply  did  not  have  the  same 

emotional  pull  for  him  as  it  had  for  the  Russian  Zionists,  who  had 

been  brought up  in  the  religious aanosphere of the shtetl. Nor  did 

Herzl have any patience with the rough pioneering ethos of the settlers. 

He  saw  himself as  the  Jewish  Cecil  Rhodes,  bringing progress  and 

Western  civilization  to  the  Middle  East:  the  Jewish  state  would  be 

"an  outpost  of civilization  as  opposed  to  barbarism.""  His  colonial vision has left as deep a mark on subsequent Zionism as  the practical 

ethos of the pioneers.  Even though most of the first Zionists had their 

roots in the revolutionary socialism of Russia,  the State of Israel still 

sees itself as the vanguard of the capitalist West, a beacon of civilization 

in the  Islamic wildemesst 

For eight years Herzl literally worked himself to death to put Zion

ism  and  the  Jewish  state literally on  the  map,  convinced of an  im pending holocaust which made  a Jewish state a matter of the  uanost urgency. He began to meet the great statesmen of the world to interest them in the idea of the Jewish homeland, and was prepared to consider 

Africa or the Sinai Peninsula as well as Palestine.  He looked for allies everywhere.  He even talked to the Russian anti-Semite V. K. Plehve, 

the  Czar's  Minister  of the  Interior,  who  had  masterminded the  po

groms: after  all,  it would be  in  his  interests  to  get  rid  of the  Jews. Herzl was, however, convinced that in the end Britain would establish 

the  Jewish state as  part of her colonizing effort.  "England the great, England the free," he wrote, "England with her eyes fixed on the seven 

seas will  understand us. "12 He was  proved  right and without Herzl's 

political  Zionism  there  would  have  been  no  state  of Israel.  At  this rime, when the great powers were carving up the world between them, the support of one of them was  vital. 

But just  as  crucial  was  Herzl's  work  within  Zionism.  In  1 897 he 

gave  the  scattered  Zionist  groups  a platform when  he  convened  the 

First  Zionist Congress  in  Basel  and  this  gave  the  movement  a  vital 

coherence and focus. At the Congress, Herzl's own  charisma aroused 

deep  feelings.  Mordechai  Ben-Ami,  the  delegate  from  Odessa,  de

scribed the emotion when  Herzl took the  platform: 

Many eyes filled with tears  . . .  Herzl mounted  the  rostrum  calmly . . .  Not  the  Herzl  I  knew,  the  one  I  had  seen  only  the  previous evening. Before us was the splendid figure of a son of kings with  a deep and concentrated gaze, handsome and sad at one and the same rime.  It  was  not  the  elegant  Herzl  of Vienna,  but  a  man  of the House  of  David,  risen  all  of a  sudden  from  his  grave  in  all  his legendary  glory . . . .  It  seemed· as  if the  dream  cherished  by  our 82                          H O L Y  W A R  

people for two thousand years had come  true  at last,  and Messiah, the son of David,  was standing before  us.13 

This description is significant. The delegates at Basel had no time for religion. They felt that religious Judaism had encouraged the Jews to sit back passively and  wait for  the  Messiah, accepting in  the meantime their  intolerable  siruation.  Yet,  despite  this  rejection  of religion,  at almost  every  rum these  secular  Jews  expressed  their  Zionism  in  reli gious  terms.  The  Zionists  wanted to  create a  new kind of Jew but it was essential that there should be  a continuity: the new Judaism had to  be  rooted  in  the  passions  of the  past  or  it  would  be  un-Jewish, superficial  and  artificial.  It  would  have  no  roots  and  would  wither away.  Ben-Ami was not entirely wrong to  see  Herzl as the Messiah: he was a Zionist Messiah  and dramatically expressed  in his person and dignity  the  Zionist  principle  of self-determination.  Instead  of abdi cating their responsibility and leaving everything to God, the Zionists must take full human responsibility for their own fate and initiate their own secular salvation.OJut, as we shall see, religion is a powerful force. Seculars  who  use  it,  however  symbolically,  often  find  it  difficult  to keep within  bounds � 

The  following year at the  Zionist  Congress this symbolic and psy

chological  Zionist  link with their past led to  a fateful decision.  Herzl triumphantly announced that there was a real chance that they would be allowed to  build a Jewish  state  in  Uganda.  He was bewildered by his  colleagues' absolute  refusal  to consider the idea. The Russian del egates  actually  walked  out:  they  could  see  no  alternative  to  Eretz Yisrael. They could not articulate their objections logically because it was so fundamental and essentially emotional that it had the authority of a  self-evident  fact. 14  This  made  them  inaccessible  to  reason  and practical arguments. This inarticulate  passion for the Holy Land will be a key factor in  our story, modem and  medieval.  Herzl  was forced to accept that Palestine was the only place for a Jewish state. He stood before  the  delegates,  raised  his  right  hand  and  quoted  the  words  of the psalmist-exile in Babylon: "Jerusalem, ifl forget you, may my right hand  wither!"15  From  that  moment,  Zionism  ceased  to  be  a  purely defensive  movement  concerned  solely  with  finding  a  refuge  for  the Jews and became officially committed to  the  rerum to  Eretz Yisrael. 

When Herzl died at the age of forty-four in 1 904, worn out by his 

labors, the  Russian  Zionist Chaim Weizma.Iut continued his political activities16 and  in 1 9 1 7  secured the  firm  support  of the  British,  for reasons that I shall discuss more fully in Chapter 1 1 . Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour hoped to enlist international Jewish support for Britain 
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in the war against Germany,  and  Britain was also looking covetously at  the  Middle  East,  hoping  to  found  colonies  there  after  the  Great War. There were also more complex reasons why he and his colleagues issued the important statement that would thereafter be known as the Balfour Declaration on  November 2,  1917: 

His Majesty's  Government views  with  favour the establishment in 

Palestine  of a  national home  for  the  Jewish  people,  and  will  use 

their best endeavours to facilitate the  achievement of this object, it 

being  clearly  understood  that  nothing  shall  be  done  which  may 

prejudice the civil and  religious  rights of existing  non-Jewish  com

munities  in  Palestine,  or the  rights  and  political  status  enjoyed  by 

Jews  in  any other country.17 

Weizmann  was  disappointed.'"  The  Declaration  was  deliberately vague about the nature of this "national home": was it to be a political state,  a  colony  or  a  Jewish  reservation?  Further,  it  spoke  only  of a homdand  "in"  Palestine,  which  could  mean only  a  small  part of the 

country,  and there was  that worrying  phrase  about the native  inhab itants of the country, euphemistically called "non-Jewish communities" as though to disguise the fact that Palestine had a huge Arab majority.'" But despite Weizmann's disappointment, the Balfour Declaration was crucial  to the  establishment  of the  Jewish  state.  In  1920,  after the demise of the Ottoman  Empire,  Britain  and France did indeed estab lish colonies in the Middle East which they somewhat disingenuously called mandates or protectorates.  Britain  took Palestine and the man date  there  was  pledged  to  implement  the  Balfour  Declaration.  Al

though,  as  we  shall  see,  the  British  mandate  later  had  reservations 

about the Balfour Declaration,  finding  it  difficult-if not  impossible -to  put  into  practice,  without  this  British  support  at  that  crucial moment the  Zionist enterprise would probably have  failed. 

(But in the early years of the twentieth century yet another form of 

Zionism had developed, which would prove to  be vital.  Like some of 

the earlier Zionist ideas we  have discussed,  this also had  its  roots in 

the  Jewish  religious  tradition.  It  is  also  reminiscent  of some  of the 

early Crusading ideology discussed in the last chapter,  because Chris tianity inherited these rdigious passions from Judaism.  We  have seen that all three of the religions of historical monotheism have a strong 

apocalyptic theme:  all believe that God will finally impose his kingdom 

or his justice upon the  world. All three religions have  also devdoped 

ideologies  that  we  might  today  call  socialist.  Indeed,  in  the  Jewish diaspora  in  the  Roman Empire,  the  Jews  had  devdoped  what could be described as  the first welfare system. Jesus  and Mohammad  could 84                      H O L Y  W A R  both  be described in their various ways  as  revolutionaries:  they were on the  side of the poor and oppressed and fought an unjust or corrupt establishment. It  might  be  the  case  that,  in  all  three  religions,  this concern with justice  and  equality  derives  from  a  sense  of the  over whelming  majesty  of  the  one  God,  whose  might  and  compassion makes human power and oppression ridiculous and offensive. All three religions, therefore, have  an  inherent revolutionary strain:  from  time to  time,  all  three  have  sought  to  create  a  just  society  on  this  earth, combining  their  compassion for the  poor  and  oppressed  with  apoc alyptic ideas of a brave new world.  It is not surprising that this  strain should  enter  Zionism  and  make  it,  in  a deep  sense,  a  revolution) 

We  have  seen  already  that,  in  Russia,  Zionism  sprang  from  the 

ideals  of  revolutionary  socialism  in  which  many  young  Jews  were involved.  Indeed,  despite  his  anti-Semitism,  Karl  Marx  himself was deeply influenced by  these  Jewish  ideals of equality and a  final  mes sianic  era,  which,  in  his  thought,  became  the  socialist  utopia.  His friend, the Jewish  socialist Moses  Hess  (d.  1 875), made this  connec tion clear in his great book Rume and Jerusalem, which has been called the first Zionist classic. Like Marx, Hess drew on the Jewish messianic tradition  but put the people of Israel  in  the center of the picture.  He called  the  Marxist  idea  of the  fulfillment  of history  "the  Sabbath  of History." Just  as  nature  has  its  Sabbath which  sanctifies  its  creation, so  too  does  history,  when  the  historical  process  is  completed.  Hess was living at a time of intense nationalism:  he saw the rise of the new nation-states as dialectically related to  the  rise of socialism,  but what would  give  meaning to  all  the  rest was  the regeneration of the  Jews in  their  own  land.  Years  before  Herzl,  Hess  had  asked  why  there should not be a Jewish state in Palestine. God's first words to Abraham had  assured him that  in  his  seed "all  the  nations  of the  earth  should find a blessing" (Genesis  1 2 : 3 ) :  the Jews must rediscover this vocation. Once more the light should go forth from  Zion to the Gentiles;  then history would be  redeemed  and  the aims of all  the other revolutions achieved. 

Marx and Engels were both  rather scornful of this intensely Jewish 

vision  but  other  Marxists  found  a  natural  affinity  between  Marxism and  Zionism.  Thus  in  1904  Ber Borochov,  a  young  Russian  Jewish intellectual, published The Jewish National Question and the Class Strug

gle, which dwelt less on Marx's messianic ideas than with his economic 

thesis.  Because they had no land of their own,  Borochov argued,  the Jews were inevitably pushed out of the "primary" economic fields like agriculture into "secondary" fields  like commerce and light industry. This meant that they were essentially unproductive and unable to take 
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part in the class struggle. It was their poor economic status that caused anti-Semitism and pogroms. It was no use emigrating to Gentile coun tries  like  America,  because  there  would  be  the  same  problems.  The Jews needed to renew themselves in a land of their own, in an "empty'' or undeveloped country like  Palestine,  which  was  underpopulated or so Borochov believed. 20 Throughout Russia and the Ukraine, Marx

ist  Zionist  groups  were  springing  up  with  similar ideas,  and  some 

were quick to  apply to  Zionism  the Marxist vision  of a  final  struggle over tyranny, when all peoples would be renewed and history brought 

to completion.  In this new and idealistic "Labor''  Zionism,  the Jews' reunion with their fatherland would be a crucial step toward the final world victory of socialism. 

Thus in  1903 the young David Ben-Gution wrote that in Palestine 

the  Jews  would create "a  model  society,  based  on  social,  economic 

and political equality." First, the Jews would save themselves.  Zionism 

was not just a flight from persecution but the creation of a new Jewish identity. It was  a revolution, 

a revolt against a tradition of many centuries,  helplessly longing for 

redemption.  We  substitute  a will for self-realization,  an  attempt at 

reconstruction  and  creativity  in  the  soil  of the  homeland.  We  call 

for a self-sufficient people, master of its own fate. Instead of a corrupt 

existence of middlemen,  hung  up  in  midair,  we  call  for  an  inde

pendent existence as  working people,  at  home  on  the  soil  and  in 

the creative economy.21 

Work or labor was  to  be  the keynote of this  Marxist  Zionism.  Ben Gurion and the others who emigrated at about this time  in what has 

become known as the Second Aliyah also believed that they were on 

the  brink of a  new  world.  To  his  wife  Paula,  Ben-Gurion  wrote  to 

console her for her present sufferings: "Dolorous and in tears you will 

arise to the high mountain from which one sees vistas of a New World, 

a  world  of gladness  and  light,  shining  in  the  glow  of an  eternally young  ideal  of supreme happiness and glorious existence."22 The im

pact of this  new  socialist  Zionism was well described  by  David  Ho

rovitz, who would later become  an  Israeli capitalist and president of 

the Bank oflsrael: "In the Labour Zionist youth movement we created 

for  ourselves  an  ideal  world,  new,  free  and  noble.  We  dreamed  of 

Utopia-the Labour Zionist movement was the gate that led to it."23 

It is easy  to  condemn  these  ideas  as  naive  or  even  presumptuous, 

especially in the light of subsequent history, but this type  of idealism 

has effected  many  major  social  and  political  changes.  Without  this 

early faith  that they would  save  the world,  many of the  early Jewish 86                          H O L Y  W A R  

settlers  would  not  have  found  the  courage  to  endure  the  sufferings ahead. 

The Second Aliyah began in about  1902. From all over Russia and 

the  Ukraine,  Zionists packed bags and made the exodus to Palestine. Nobody  organized this  but,  while  political  Zionists like  Weizmann worked  to  set up  a  Jewish  state  officially,  others  just  got up  and  left to  settle  in  pioneering  communities  that  reflected  their  socialist  ide ology.  These  settlements  that  ultimately  became  the kibbutzim were experiments in collective living. They were not unique to  the  Second Aliyah. An early  charter  of the  Lovers  of Zion  had  expressed this idealism  in  its  vision of the  new  Israel:  there would be  "one  fortune 

his for the  entire  society.  No man  has  private  property. Also his things, clothes  and  whatever  he  may  bring with him or receive  from  his 

home belong to the entire society. "24 When the Zionists of the Second and later of the Third Aliyah made this ideal concrete in the kibbutzim, they  were  picking  up  an  old  trend  in  the  Judeo-Christian  tradition and  creating  secular  monasteries,  where  a  voluntary  "poverty"  was practiced.  If crusading  was  an  offspring of medieval  European mo nasticism,  then  the  new Israel was to  be  the child of the kibbutzim, and  both  movements  were  dedicated  to  the  ideal  of  poverty.  The Jewish settlers lived a very frugal life. They wore the clothes of Russian peasants or their old  Russian student uniforms  until they were quite literally in rags.  Food was very simple and there were no luxuries like alcohol and cigarettes. It seemed a first sign of the approaching socialist millennium. 

Herzl,  as  we  have seen, had no time for this socialist ideal but had 

more  colonial  ideals  for  the  state  of Israel.  Indeed,  in the early days, Ben-Gurion and his fellows in Labor Zionism did not want to create a  Jewish state; they saw the state  in  Marxist  terms:  it was part of the old  bourgeois  corruption  that  would  wither  away when the  socialist utopia  arrived. 25 They saw  the  new  Israel  as  an entirely new  kind  of socialist  society  and  they  held  on  to  these ideals until  the  dark  anti Semitic  days  of the  late  1930s  and  1940s  clouded  these  hopes  and made them more realistic. 

Herzl was  not alone in  his dislike of this pioneering Zionism. To 

Orthodox  religious  Jews  the  whole  movement  seemed  a  denial  of religion  and  an  impious  aping  of messianic  redemption.  Over  the centuries  the  Jews  had  come  to  believe  that  they  must  stay  in  the diaspora  until  they  were  spiritually  renewed.  When  the  Jews  were ready in religious terms, then the Messiah would appear to bring them back home and found a religious kingdom in Erctz Yisrael,  based on the  Torah.  To  establish  a  secular  society  there  without  the  Messiah 
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seemed blasphemous to the rabbis, who roundly condemned the whole 

Zionist  dream.  Some  rabbis  even  refused  to  make  a  pilgrimage  to 

Jerusalem  lest  they  condone  Zionism.  Thus  Zadok  of Lublin  ( 1 823 

-1900)  wrote: 

I fear lest my deparrure and ascent (aliyah) to Jerusalem might seem 

like a gesture of approval of Zionist activity.  I hope unto the Lord, his 

my  soul  hopes  for  word,  that  the  Day of the  Redemption  will 

come. I wait and  remain watchful for  the  feet of his  anointed.  Yet though three  hundred scourges of iron  afflict me,  I  will  not move from my  place.26 

But there were religious Jews in Eretz Yisrael, who for centuries had 

lived a devout life there according to the Torah, often depending upon 

the alms  of Jews  in  the  diaspora. They  believed  that  by  this  pious 

activity they were performing a religious service, maintaining a Jewish 

presence  in  Jerusalem  in  readiness  for  the  Messiah. They  also  were .horrified by the  Zionists, claiming that when Herzl entered the Holy 

Land "evil entered with him. "27 The Zionists were just as horrified to 

find these pious Jews in Eretz Yisrael and turned from them in disgust. 

For Marxist atheists, these religious  people, clinging to  the  Wailing 

Wall  in  their  archaic  clothes  and  long  beards,  dependent  on alms, 

symbolized  everything  that  was  wrong  with  the  Jews.  They  wanted 

to  liberate  their  people  from  anachronistic  religious  traditions  that 

shackled them to  the  past in attitudes  of hopeless  dependence. 

The  Zionists of the Second and Third Aliyahs were also dismissive 

of a form of religious  Zionism that had established itself in the Holy 
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Land. Titis movement called itself "Mizrachi" or spiritual center.  Un

der the leadership of Orthodox Jews like Rabbi Abraham Kook, they 

sought,  as  their  name  implies,  to  create  a  religious  focus  for  Jewish 

aspiration.  They did  not  want  a  modern democratic state,  as  Herzl 

did, nor did they want Ben-Gurion's socialist society. They wanted to 

rebuild the ancient Temple and to create a religious society, based on 

the Torah. Religious Zionists like Rabbi Kook, however, did not recoil 

in disgust from  Ben-Gurion  and his followers.  He saw that,  without 

knowing  it,  they  were  in  fact  working  for  the  religious  Messianic 

redemption. He and his Orthodox followers were convinced that once 

the Jews were living again in their own  land they would of necessity 

return to the Torah and abandon their inferior secular dreams.  When 

that  had  happened,  the  Messiah would surely  come.  For  their  part, 

Ben-Gurion  and  the  Labor  Zionists  tolerated  the  Mizrachi  settlers; 

they were convinced that these religious Zionists were anachronisms 

who would, like those corrupt institutions religion and the state,  also 88                        H O L Y  W A R  

disappear  in  the  clear  light  of the  socialist  millennium.  Both  Ben Gurion and Rabbi Kook felt that they were in the grip of a providential destiny larger than themselves. The Mizrachi were only a minority but in  their  religious  settlements,  side  by  side  with  the kibbutzim, they were  nursing  quite  contradictory  visions  of the  New  Israel.  Because the  Mizrachi  seemed  so  insignificant  and  outmoded,  the  Labor  Zi onists ignored them.  But,  as we shall see in Chapter 7, this was short sighted,  for  religion  seems  to  be  a  tougher  plant  than  socialist philosophy  allows. 

Even though the  Labor Zionists of the kibbutzim rejected religion 

and any theistic ideas, they approached the  rebuilding of their home land  with  truly  religious  feelings  and  attitudes.  They  were  indeed creating  a  new  socialist  religion,  which  they  called  the  Conquest  of Labor. Their work was a secular prayer. Thus in about 1927 the young pioneer Avraham Shlonsky, who worked as a road  builder, wrote this poem: 

Dress me, my own right mother,  in  a magnificent cloak of 

many colours 

And at the  hour of the morning service carry me  to  work. Light wraps my head like  a prayer shawl. The  houses stand upright like frontlets. And the  roads,  paved  by labouring hands, run down  like the 

straps of te.fiUin. 

Thus shall the fine city offer her morning  prayer  to  her 

creator; 

And among the creators,  your son Avraham,  paving poet in 

Israel.28 

The  redeemed  Zionist does not  need God; he  himself is the creator. 

This  religion  of Labor  enabled  the  Zionist  to  redeem  himself,  to 

realize  his full potential  and  to  liberate  him  from  the  humiliation  of the  diaspora.  It  is,  therefore,  not  surprising  that  they tended to  ex perience  Zionism  and  to  express  its  ideals  in  terms  of  a  religious vocation. A classic example here  is  Itzhak  Ben-Zvi,  who  became  the second  President  of the  state  of Israel,  and  who  experienced  a  real conversion to  Zionism  in 1905, which took the  form of a vision.  He had been speaking at a Jewish revolutionary rally when suddenly "there appeared in my mind's eye the living image ofJerusalem, the holy city with  its  ruins,  desolate of its sons. 

At  that  moment  I  asked  myself: whom am I addressing?  Will  my listeners  here  at Poltava understand me, will they  believe? Are we, the  Jews, real partners in  this  revolution  and  in  this  victory?  Will 
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this  revolution,  which  promises  salvation  to  the  Russians,  bring salvation for us Jews  too?  Why  am  I  here  and  not  there? As these questions  arose  in  my  mind  I  could  no  longer  free  myself from them;  and  as  I  finished  my  speech  I  no  longer  thought  of this demonstration and of the victory of the Russian Revolution but of our Jerusakm. That very  hour  I  reached the  absolute  decision  that my place is in the Land of lsrael, and that I must go there, dedicate my life to  its  upbuilding,  and as  soon  as  possible. 29 

The  Zionists  not  only  experienced  Labor  Zionism  like  a  religion 

but, like the earlier Zionists whom we have considered, they expressed 

their movement  in  traditionally  Jewish  religious  terms.  Part of their 

revolution was to revive the ancient language of Hebrew for daily use, 

so that  the  Jews  could  speak  their  own  tongue  in  their  newly  built 

land.  Naturally,  they  turned  to  many  old  religious  terms  to  express 

their  ideals.  The  word aliyah, for  example,  did  not  originally  mean "immigration," it also meant "ascent," the word traditionally used for 

the pilgrimage to Jerusalem.  In other words, like the  Crusaders,  they 

saw  this  migration  to  the  Holy  Land  as  a  pilgrimage.  Just  as  the 

Crusaders had been returning to their religious roots and the birthplace 

of their  faith  to  establish  a  new  Western  identiry,  the  Zionists  were 

returning to their collective roots in an attempt to create a new Jewish 

self. Indeed, they called immigrants olim or "pilgrims," just as they do 

today. When the olim arrived at the  port of Jaffa they frequently knelt 

down to kiss the soil ofEretz Yisrael like religious pilgrims. Frequently, 

the olim spoke of their aliyah as  a "rebirth," just as  a religious person 

will  often  say  that  he  has  been  "born  again"  since  his  conversion. 

Often  they changed their names  after making aliyah, a common reli

gious  habit  after conversion or  vocation.  Thus  David  Grien  became 

David Ben-Gurion (son of lions). Frequently these new Hebrew names 

reflect the sense of strength  and mastery that the  Zionists  wanted  the 

new Jews to have. Thus we have Tamir (towering), Oz (strength) and 

Labat (blaze).  Some  people  named  themselves  after  a  part  of Eretz 

Yisrael  in  order  to  tie  themselves  more  firmly  to  the  land:  Sharon, 

Golan,  Karmi  (Carmel)  and  Galil. The  name  the  settlers gave  to  the 

pioneering movement as  a  whole  was chalutzism and  in  Hebrew  the 

biblical  term chalutz had  strong  religious  connotations  of salvation, 3o 

liberation  and rescue. 

The chalutz or pioneer who expressed the new religion of the Con

quest of Labor most eloquently may well have been the Russian settler 

A. B. Gordon. He had formerly been an Orthodox Jew and a Kabalist, 

but  also  greatly  influenced  by  the  nature  mysticism  of Tolstoy.  He 90                        H O L Y  W A R  

saw the Jews' reunion with their land in  mystical terms.  Eretz Yisrael was,  he  thought,  superior to  all  lands,  having  a  spiritual  power that was  accessible  only  to  the  Jews  and  that  was  creative  of the  Jewish spirit.  In describing the  power,  physically  inherent in the  land  itself, Gordon  used traditional  phrases from the  Kabala: 

The  soul  of the  Jew is the offspring of the natural environment of the land of Israel. Clarity, the depth of an infinitely clear sky, a clear perspective, mists of purity. Even the divine unknown seems to  dis appear  in  this  clarity,  slipping  from limited,  manifest light into in

finite,  hidden  light. The  peoples  of this  world  understand  neither 

this  clear  perspective  nor  this  luminous  unknown  in  the  Jewish soul.31 

This was a secular but mystical interpretation of the old religious belief in the "holiness" of the land.  Gordon had found the diaspora painful and  his aliyah did  come  to  seem  like  a liberation and a  reunion with a deeper self.  But at first Palestine was not like home at  all;  he found himselflonging for the northern landscape of Russia, his "real" father land.  How  could  he  make this  land  his  own?  By conquering  it  for himself by labor.  Interestingly, the Hebrew word for labor (avodah) also means religious worship. By working on the land, the Jews would conquer  it for themselves  and thereby win  their own souls back from the darkness  of exile and homelessness. Physical work connected  Gor don and his fellows with  Eretz Yisrael in a tangible and realistic bond. By means of arodah, Gordon learned to appreciate the spiritual power of the  country.  It  was  a  rebirth  of his  Jewish  soul,  a  liberation  of universal  love: 

To  the  extent  that  my hands  grew  accustomed  to  labour,  that  my eyes  and  ears  learned  to  see  and  hear  and  my  heart  to  understand what is  in  it,  my soul too learned to  skip upon the hills, to rise, to soar-to spread out the expanses it had not  known,  to embrace all the land round about, the world and all that is in it, and to see itself embraced  in the  arms  of the whole  universe. 32 

When the  Labor  Zionists called their settlement movement "the Con quest  of Labor''  or "the  Conquest of the  Land" they did  not  at  first imagine that this would turn into a bloody struggle. They saw fanning as  a peaceful, creative  way  of establishing a valid claim to  the  land  of their fathers.  But  as  we  know only too  well,  the Arab inhabitants of Palestine  also  felt  that they had  a claim to  their homeland.  It soon became clear that conflict was inevitable. 

The settlers had usually established their colonies and kibbutzim on 
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land  that  they had  bought from  Arab  landlords,  who often  lived  far 

away  and  felt  little  compulsion  about making  a quick,  easy profit.  It 

damaged the Palestinian tenants,  who had farmed the land for  them, 

because they had to leave their smallholdings when the Jewish settlers 

moved  in.  But this did not at first worry anybody unduly,  least of all 

the  landlords:  Palestine  had  long  been  a  neglected  province  of the 

Ottoman Empire and for some considerable time nobody had thought 

that  the  Palestinians  merited  much  consideration.  But  only  about 6 

percent of the land was sold in this way and the Jews remained a small 

minority  until 1948. In  December 1918, for  example,  the  year  after 

the  Balfour  Declaration,  the  population  was  estimated  as  follows: 

Muslim Arabs:        5 12,000 Christian Arabs:         61 ,000 Jews                    66,00033 

The Jewish settlements and kibbutzim were islands,  surrounded  by  a 

substantial  Arab  majority  who  were  living  in  cities,  towns,  villages 

and farms that had been their homes fur centuries. At first the Zionists 

had not taken the Arab threat very seriously.  In fact they had a slogan: 

"a land for a people for a people without a land. "34 A colonially-minded 

Zionist like  Herzl would  have seen  Palestine  as  an "empty'' country; 

the desires of the native inhabitants must fade into insignificance before 

the  will  of the  great  powers.  A  Zionist  like  Ben-Gurion  believed  at 

first  that,  because  the  socialist  millennium  was  approaching,  Arab 

resistance to  Zionism would fade  away;  any such resistance was due 

to a prerevolutionary consciousness. But they soon became aware that 

they were up against an enemy who  refused to  abandon  their claim. 

On both sides of the Arab-Israeli conflict people have commented 

that the Zionists were unfortunate in that they tried to establish them

selves in Palestine just a hundred years too late. The idea of an "empty" 

country  that  was  ripe  for  colonial  expansion  and  development  had 

long  been axiomatic in countries like Britain  and  France.  It was this 

idea which had prompted Herzl to seek the help of the great powers. 

Given that the Zionists had the  support of the  British,  it would not 

unce have been impossible for them to  build a homeland in  Palestine 

against the will of the native majority.  Well-organized  and dedicated 

colonialists had long been  able to appropriate a country in  the name 

of progress.  There  had  been  no  great  outcry  when  the  Australian 

aborigines  or the  American  Indians  lost  their  land  in  this  way.  The 

Palestinians  had  a  well-educated  aristocracy  but,  even  though  there 

had been considerable agricultural and economic development in Pal
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or,  in Western terms,  as educated as the  Zionists.  In the old colonial ideology,  the  Zionists with the  backing of a great power could easily have  overcome  any  native  opposition.  But  after  World  War  I  there was  a  new  spirit  abroad.  The  foundation  of the  League  of Nations and  President  Woodrow  Wilson's  Fourteen  Points  were  creating  a new climate,  which  insisted upon  a people's  inalienable  right to  self determination  and  was  protesting  against  the  exploitation  of weak countries  by  the  strong.  Funher,  the  recent  European  dream  of na tional  independence had  spread  to  subject  peoples.  In  the  colonies, people were  beginning to demand independence as a right. This new spirit was alive among the Arabs of the  Middle  East. 

During the last days of the Ottoman Empire young groups of Arab 

nationalists  had  begun  to  plan  for  their  eventual  national  indepen dence.  In 1909 the  first  meeting  of the  Young Arabs  took  place  in Paris  and  by 1915 Ben-Gurion  became  aware  that  nationalism  had spread to  the  Arabs  of Palestine.  "It came  upon me  like  a  blow," he recalled  years  later.  "I  said  to  myself 'So  there is an  Arab  national movement here (and  not just in Lebanon  and  Syria) .' It hit me like a bomb.  I  was  completely  confounded. "35 The  Zionists  realized  that they  had  to  confront  a  people  who,  like  themselves,  were  seeking  a new  independence  and dignity. 

Funher,  the  colonial  powers  thctnselves  seemed  uncertain  about 

their policy in Palestine at this period. Between 1915 and 1918 Britain and France  had  issued  a  series of completely conflicting pledges and promises in relation to the fate of the country. The Hussein-McMahon correspondence  had promised the Arabs independence in  return  for their  support of the  British  against the Turks  in 1915; this  indepen dence  had generally  been  considered  to  apply  to  Palestine  as  well as to  Syria and Saudi  Arabia.  In 1916 the secret  Sykes-Picot  agreement divided  the  Middle  East  between  Britain  and  France;  France  took Syria,  of which Palestine was considered  a  part.  The  following year Britain  modified  Sykes-Picot  and  awarded  Palestine  to  itself;  later in 1917 came  the Balfour Declaration; finally in 1918 the Anglo-French Joint  Declaration  appeared  to  promise  self-determination  and  inde pendence to  Syria,  Iraq  and possibly to the Palestinians. At this time no less  a person than Arthur Lord Balfour himself made this famous statement:  "so far as Palestine is concerned, the powers have made no statement  of fact that is not admittedly wrong,  and no  declaration of policy which,  at  least in  the  letter, they have  not  always intended to violate."36 With these conflicting plans for Palestine, it was inevitable that  both  the  Jews  and  the  Arabs  should  regard  the  land  as  having been promised to them  at some  stage;  both could claim to  have had 
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their  desire  for  independence  sanctioned  by  the  powers-that-be  and neither could place very much reliance on the British, who established 

their mandate in Palestine in  1920. 

Because  Zionism was a highly idealistic and moral  movement,  the 

Palestinians created a deep moral problem. We  can  sense this in Ben

Gurion's  response  to  the  Palestinian  nationalism  he  discovered  in 

1915. Hitherto,  perhaps,  the  Zionists  had  repressed  their  deepest worries but, once the Palestinians had revealed that they regarded the 

country  as  inalienably  theirs,  it was  no  longer  possible to  bury  these fears. We see how deep these could be in the account of a very eminent 

settler of the  First Aliyah.  Eliezer  ben  Yehuda could  be  described  as 

a  fanatical  Zionist.  A  brilliant  philologist,  he  was  almost  solely  re

sponsible for the creation of modern Hebrew. When his  mother came 

to  visit him  in  Palestine,  he  refused  to  speak to  her because  she  did not know Hebrew and he believed that a Jew must speak only Hebrew in his own land.37 Yet as early as  1882, when his ship had approached 

Jaffa,  he  had  had grave doubts about  his rights to Eretz Yisrael.  He found himself watching the Arab passengers  on  board  and  suddenly 

he  realized  that  they  were  far  more  at  home  in  the  East  and  in  the Promised Land than he was. Whatever he might be in Zionist theory, 

he  was  in  fact  a  foreigner  there  without  political  or  national  right whereas they seemed to  belong naturally in the  country.  The  Arabs, 

he wrote, were "tall, strong young fellows, dressed in the style of the 

country, but in expensive, elegant attire,  and they were all merry and 

joyful, jesting and riotous. "38 Without warning "an oppressive feeling 

of dread,  as though I were confronting  a fortified rampart,  suddenly 

filled  my  soul."  It  drained  the  moment  of his  arrival  in  the  land  of Israel, to which he had so  long looked  forward,  of any meaning: 

Yes!  this  was  the coast of the land of our fathers!  And  the  feeling 

of dread grew yet stronger within me.  Nothing else  did  I  feel,  no 

other thought was  in my mind!  I  am  afraid!  After about a quarter 

of an  hour my  feet were  standing upon the  holy ground, the  land 

of our  fathers-yet  in  my  heart was  no  feeling of joy,  and  in  my 

head  no  thought,  no  idea  whatsoever!  My  mind  seemed  to  have emptied  itself or turned to ice; it would not budge. Only one thing filled  my heart-that same  feeling of dread. I neither rent my  gar ments, nor fell  upon my face,  nor embraced the stones, nor kissed the ground.  I just stood there in astonishment.  Dread!39 

Ben · Yehuda  experienced  the  Arabs  as  a  shock,  which  he  could  not 

articulate  but which  threatened  him  at  a  very  deep  level.  They were 
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his  new  self and  were  an  implacable  obstacle-a "fortified  rampan" -to all that he held to be most sacred.  Eventually he left Eretz Yisrael and  became  a  Territorialist,  believing  that  the  Jews  should  have  a homeland but not in Palestine. We should perhaps bear Ben Yehuda's "dread" in mind when we read of the atrocities and irrational behavior of many of the participants on all sides of the holy wars medieval and modem. This kind of shock and inarticulate dismay can easily trigger an  extreme  reaction.  Even  Zionists  who  have  no  doubt  at  all  about the Jews' right to Eretz Yisrael often have complex feelings about the Arabs,  and this is due to the high moral tone that, at least in its early days,  Zionism  encouraged  in  the chtdutzim: they were not to  be "pi oneers" in  the  tough, go-getting American tradition  but  rather  van guards  of a new moral order. 

What was the attitude of the Palestinians? At the time of the British 

conquest of Palestine from  the Turks  in  1918 they had not been told officially  about the Balfour Declaration. There were doubtless rumors but many believed the  other  pledges that had been made,  seeming to promise them independence along with the other Arabs of the Middle East. Many greeted the British hopefully, feeling that better days were ahead. Thus the poet Sheikh Ali al-Rimawi described the long Turkish period  as  a dark one  and  hailed  the  British victory as the triumph of justice  over  oppression,  in  a  poem  written  in  1918.  The  Arabs,  he said,  had  high expectations  of the  British: 

You, as we know, have been a great defender of the oppressed. That is why you gained the victory. You, as we know, have a high opinion of Islam.  You  worship  prosperity  and  beneficence. 40 

Naturally this rosy-and highly idealized!-view of Great Britain was tarnished when the implementation of the Balfour Declaration became official  British  policy.  The  Arabs  felt  betrayed. As Wadi  al-Bustani, who was a civil assistant to the military administration, said in a poem on  the  Balfour  Declaration: 

We  opened  our hearts  to  you,  extended our  hands;  but  I  suspect that you  may tum your back on us.  I perceive an increasingly wid ening  gulf separating us, you  being  on  one  bank  and  we  on  the other.  In  a  room  in  this  "Government  House"  I see concealed  a rising  palace of the  "National Home"  [for the Jews. ]41 

Despite  their  natural  dismay  about  British  support  for  the  Jewish National  Home, there was at first little exaggerated hatred of the Jews. Indeed there was  a strong sense that Jews and Arabs were related to one another. In a poem written in  1920 on the occasion of the arrival 
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of Sir Herbert Samuel as  High Commissioner,  Ma'ruf al-Rasafi pro

tested against the accusation that the Arabs were unfair to  the  Jews : 

We  are  not hostile to the  Israelites  as  some  accuse  us,  neither 

secretly nor publicly. 

How can we  be while they are our paternal  uncles,  and  while 

the  Banu Fihr are related to  Ishmael? 

But evacuation is what we fear,  and to  be  ruled by  force  is 

what we try to  avoid. 42 

He urged Samuel to govern the Arabs tactfully and fairly if he wanted 

to  win  them  over.  Al-Rasafi's  fears  of eviction  from  Palestine  were common, even at this early date. 

Although the Palestinians had not owned their land politically dur

ing the long Turkish period, they were passionately attached to it and 

referred to  it proudly as Ftdastinuneh: our Palestine.  Even those who 

farmed  land  as  tenants  of feudal  overlords  felt  that  they  had  a  valid 

claim to  land  that  they  had  cultivated  for  generations,  just  as  the 

Zionists  felt  about  the  land  that they were  fannir.g in Eretz  Yisrael. 

Naturally they had simpler feelings about their land and  had  not de

veloped the same kind of ideology as the Zionists, who were, as we have 

seen, attaching  themselves to a  country  that  was  not  their  fatherland. 

The distinguished Palestinian poet Mahmoud Darwish explains this: 

We excavated this land neither in mythical dreams  nor in the  illus

trated page of an old book, nor did we create it in the way companies 

and institutions are established. It is our father and mother. We did not, either,  buy  it through  an  agency  or  shop,  and  we  have  been 

under no pressure to love it.  We  identify ourselves as  its pulse and 43 the marrow of its bones. It is therefore ours, and we belong to it. 

Indeed, many Palestinians found the Zionist attachment to Eretz Yis

rael to  be  artificial compared to the natural love that they felt tor the 

land  where they  and  their  ancestors  had  dwelt  for  centuries.  Their 

attachment to Ftdastinuneh was not, Darwish says in the poem "Home

land,"  "a bundle of tales,  nor  is  it  only  a  memory."44 As Sarnih  al

Qasim puts it in "The  Land After My Death": 

Who built the stone barriers at the mountain foot? Who taught the breeze 

to  be kind to  the  trees? 

Who  but my good-natured grandfather? Who taught the plain 

to be a generous giver of crops? Who but my father and his old brother? 
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Who carved the names of relatives,  one  by one, on every tree trunk in our groves? Who but this  adorer and worshipper?45 

I quote these Palestinian writers to show that the Palestinians also had their own developed patriotism.  They felt that they had a right to na tional independence and believed that the colonial powers had prom ised this and had reneged on that promise. It was inevitable, therefore, that there would be a  bitter conflict  between  the  Palestinians and the Zionists, who soon began to fear that the British were about to renege on the Balfour Declaration  and give  Eretz Yisrael to  the Arabs. 

It is impossible to give a detailed account of the tangled events that 

led  up to the  creation  of the  state of Israel  in 1948. The  issues are most  complex.  Whole  books  have  been  devoted  to  the  subject  and, to do justice to the point of view of all three participants in the struggle, a whole book is really needed. All that is possible here is a brief account of the  main  attitudes  of the  British,  the  Palestinians  and  the  Jews during  the  period of the  mandate. All three  behaved well  and  badly at different  times during the  thirty-year conflict;  all  three  made mis takes; all three sometimes committed grave wrong. All three, therefore, contributed to the creation of the conflict that still continues to escalate today. 

First,  let us  look  briefly  at the  point of view of the  British.  These 

were  difficult  days:  it was  the  end of a  long  and horrific  world war; it was also the beginning of the end of empire, though  many people were  unable  to  realize  or  accept this fully.  It  was  the  idealistic  era following the Treaty of Versailles, which had such high hopes of the brotherhood of man  and of a new  period of international justice  for all.  It  was  also  a  period  of cynicism,  as  we  can  see  dearly  in  the astonishing remark of Lord  Balfour that I have just quoted.  Both the idealism  and the cynicism were in evidence in the matter of Palestine. Thus  at  the  end  of the  war  with  Germany,  Prime  Minister  Lloyd George,  an  ardent  Zionist,  was  discovered  in his study weeping and reading  the  Book  of Psalms:  he  explained  that  the  only  interesting thing to  have  come  out of the war was  the  Balfour Declaration.  But far away from the idealists in Whitehall, the soldiers and administrators who had to  put these  ideals  into  practice naturally had a rather more realistic  and  world-weary  view  of the  problems  involved.  The  Jews and the Arabs have both accused the British of siding with the "other" side.  The  fact  is  that the  British,  who  were  in  a  period of transition themselves,  veered  uneasily  from  one  side to another.  The  Balfour 
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Declaration was committed to guarding the interests of Jews and Arabs 

and,  in trying to  be fair to both sides, the  British managed to offend 

both  and  often  behaved mischievously and  irresponsibly. 

Thus during the period of the military administration between 1918 and 1920 it seemed that the British were inclined to ditch the Balfour 

Declaration.  The  Zionists  naturally  suspected  some  of the  personnel 

of being  anti-Semites  and  they were  right  in  this  assumption.  It has 

sometimes  been suggested that the  British idealized the  Arabs  in the 

Lawrence  of Arabia  manner  but  this  does  not  seem  to  be  correct: there was nothing romantic about the  Palestinians.  What did seem to be present was the British tendency to side with the underdog, though this sometimes came across in an objectionable manner. As one young 

British officer in Palestine put it:  ''The Jews are so clever and the Arabs 

so  stupid  and  childish,  that  it  seems  only  sporting  to  be  for  the  Ar

abs."46  The  situation in Palestine  was  unfamiliar to  many of the  offi

cials:  they were  used  to defending the  rights  of the  British  against  a 

colonial  majority  and that  seemed  somehow "right''  but  in  Palestine they were asked to enforce the wishes of Russian Jews and many found this hard to  understandY 

Thus the  British  began  in  1918 by  restricting  Jewish  immigration 

and  withholding  transfers  of land  to  the  Jews,  on  the  grounds  that 

this  was  a  breach  of the  status  quo.  They  also  forbade  the  public 

singing  of the "Hatikvah"  (the  Zionist  anthem)  and  refused to  rec ognize Hebrew as  an official language.  Naturally this gave the Arabs hope  that  the  days  of the  Jewish  National  Home  were  numbered; their confidence may have led to the outbreak of Arab violence against Jews in the Old City ofJerusalem in the early months of 1920. During these pogroms Sir Ronald Storrs, the Governor, did not send the army in nor did he permit the Jews to organize their own defense.  But the 

pogroms  led to a  resurgence  of sympathy for  Zionism  in  Whitehall 

and  the  government  reaffirmed  British  commitment  to  the  Balfour 

Declaration,  which  it  had  shown  signs  of abandoning.  The  British now officially supported a National Home for the Jews but not a Jewish state: that would only be allowed when the Jews had become a majority 

in Palestine.  Given that the Jews were a small minority at present, that 

could take a very  long time  indeed.  Despite  the constant Jewish  im migration during  the  mandate,  the  Jews  remained only a very small 

percentage of the whole population of Palestine,  for  the Arabs' birth

rare was much higher.  From this  point, the  British remained faithful 

to the Balfour Declaration for several years, giving the Jews a time of 

relative  peace  in  which  to  start  constructing  their  National  Home. 98                          H O L Y  W A R  

During  this  time  their  commitment  to  Zionism,  which  was  not  a convenient  policy,  was  remarkable. 

By 1928, however,  the  British attitude had changed.  This  became 

dear on the Jewish feast of Yom Kippur that year, when the Governor, with  astonishing  insensitivity, removed the  screen  that separated  the men  from  the  women  at  the Wailing Wall.  The Wailing Wall  is  also a Muslim holy  place, though not  as  important to  Muslims  as  it is  to Jews:  it is  where  Mohammad was believed to  have tethered  his  horse during  the  Night  Journey.  The  British  claimed  that the  small  screen was  a violation of the status quo that they were pledged to  preserve. The Jews rioted; this incited the Arabs, who were also encouraged by the  British  attitude.  There were more  pogroms  in  Jerusalem and the following year  horrible  massacres of Jews by Arabs  in Safed and He bron.  This  time,  however,  Arab violence  did  not work well  for  the Jews.  Times  were  changing  in  Britain:  it was  a  period  of economic depression  and the Balfour Declaration  seemed to  belong to  another era,  when  Britain  had been  a mighty colonial power. 

During  the 1930s the  British  continued  to  cool toward Zionism. 

It was a time of deliberate pacifism as the government strove to stave off the  terrible  prospect  of a  world  war.  It  could  be  that  this  desire to appease Hitler led to a renewed anti-Semitism. Even when the Arab revolt against the  British  broke out in  Palestine  in April 1936, there was  no  swing  in  public  opinion  in  favor of the Balfour Declaration. It was generally thought that if the Jewish homeland was causing all this trouble, then the idea was unworkable and should be abandoned. There  was  a  new  desire  to  appease  the  Arabs.  In July  that year,  the British  welcomed  the  Arab  princes  of Saudi  Arabia  and  Iraq,  whom they  had  hitherto  regarded  with  colonial  contempt,  when  they  ap peared  as  mediators  between  the  Palestinians  and  the  British.  They urged  their  fellow Arabs to  trust the  British,  who  had  promised  not to  abandon  them. As part  of an  attempt  to  appease  the  Arabs,  the Peel  Commission,  convened  to  look  into  the  question  of Palestine, recommended the  partition of the country between Arabs  and  Jews. The  Jews  could  have  a  small  state  in  the  Galilee  and  on  the  coastal plain, which  they had been cultivating:  the Arabs could take  the rest and  250,000  Arabs  would  be  transferred  out  of the  Jewish  area  in order  to  accommodate  more  Jews.  Even  when  the  Arabs  refused  to accept this, in contrast to the Jews who did accept partition, the British did  not  warm  toward  Zionism.  In 1939 a  white  paper  repudiated partition  and  envisaged the  setting up of an  independent  Palestinian state. 

The British remained opposed to Zionism and committed to guard-
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ing  the  rights  of the  Palestinians  to  the  end  of their mandate.  Even 

after the hideous revelations of the Nazi Holocaust, Britain continued 

to oppose Jewish  immigration.  President Truman's public demand in 

1946 for  the  immediate  admission  of 100,000 Jewish  refugees  to 

Palestine  was  refused  by  the  British.  On  June 29 of that  year  the 

British government ordered the arrest of the  Jewish  leaders  and,  har

ried by  Jewish  terrorism in  Palestine,  Foreign  Secretary  Ernest  Bevin 

declared  the  British  intention  of referring  the  mandate  back  to  the 

United  Nations  on  February  18, 1947. In  July  that  year  came  the 

distressing  incident of the  steamer Exodus, which was carrying 4500 

survivors of the Holocaust to Palestine. The British refused them entry 

and  sent the  ship  back to  Germany.  The  British  mandate  expired  on 

May 15, 1948, the day after Ben-Gurion proclaimed the state of lsrael, with the support of the  United Nations. 

If the  British often  appeared to  be stubborn  and one-sided on the 

question of Palestine,  so  too  did  the  Arabs.  Jn contrast to  Zionism, 

their movement seemed negative,  perhaps  inevitably.  The  Jews  had 

an inspiring ideology and were committed to making the desert bloom. The Palestinians, who knew that they were necessarily excluded from 

the Zionists' grand scheme, seemed always to by saying no to all this wonderful progress. Sometimes, as we have seen, their negativity broke 

out  in  violence  that  proved  harmful  to  their  cause.  Thus  during  the 


pogrom of April 4-8, 1920, 9 people died (5 of them Jews)  and 244 

were  injured (2 1 1  were  Jews).48  The  result  of this  was  the  renewed 

British commitment to  Zionism  at  the  San  Remo Conference at  the 

end of April.  Again,  in  October 1920, the Arabs missed a chance to 

nip the whole  Zionist idea in the bud when they refused to participate 

in  the  legislative  council  which  the  British  proposed  to  set  up.  This 

would  have  been  a  predominantly Arab  body.  The  Zionists,  headed 

by Weizmann, took a calculated risk and accepted the proposal, even 

though  it would  have  been  injurious  to  them.  But the  Arabs  at this stage did not understand the way representative institutions worked; 

there  had  been  no  chance  to  participate  in  government  under  the 

Ottoman rule,  and to them political freedom meant a vociferous and 

uncompromising adherence  to  an  absolute  position.  Further,  the  at

titude  of some  of the British officials  as well  as  the British  press  was 

extremely  anti-Zionist  at  that  time,  despite  the  San  Remo  decision. This led the Arabs to think that the idea of a Jewish National Home could easily  be  quashed  without compromise on  their  part.49 Their 

refusal of the legislative council was  a disastrous mistake, and unfor tunately the cult of the absolute has remained a durable and harmful 
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demonstrates the Arabs' political inexperience at that point:  in 1935, when a similar proposal was made by the British, the Arabs showed a cautious  interest and it was the Jews who turned  it down.  By that time a new generation ofW estern-educated Palestinians was emerging, who were more amenable to  the ideas of compromise  and  represen tation. 

The following year the  British made  a serious mistake. The  Pales

tinians needed a leader and it was decided that the Mufti ofJerusalem would become a Grand Mufti and the representative of the Palestin

ians.  In 1921 the  post became vacant and  the young Hajji Amin al Husseini was one of the  contenders  for the  position.  He was in his mid-twenties  and ill qualified for the  post:  he had  neither the expe rience nor the appropriate learning. He was also a fanatical enemy of both the British and the Jews. The Arab electoral college voted sensibly and when the votes came in Hajji Amin was at the bottom of the list. Sheikh Hisam ad-Din, a moderate and learned man, who would have been an excellent leader, was the new Grand Mufti. The Hajji's family, however, one of the most powerful in Palestine, was furious and began a vicious and violent campaign against the result in Jerusalem.  During the disturbances, one E. T.  Richmond,  adviser to the Commissioner for Muslim Affairs and  rabidly  anti-Zionist,  persuaded Governor Sir 

Hajji in his Herbert Samuel to make Sheikh  Hisam stand down  and to put the place.  Sir  Herbert was anxious to  appease  the Arabs  and 

followed this advice. It was a tragic decision because from that moment there  was  no  hope  of a  moderate  leadership.  The  Hajji  pursued  an extreme policy and had a disastrous influence. At the San Remo Con ference,  which  had  adopted the  Balfour Declaration,  the  Arab  and Jewish delegates had shared a table at a celebration of this event.  But by  February 1939, when  a conference  was convened in  London to try to settle the  problem of Palestine, the  Arabs  refused  to  sit with the Jews under any circumstances. 50 This absolute refusal to negotiate with Jews was fatal to the Arabs' cause and was due to nearly twenty years of the  Hajji's  leadership.  The kind of man the Hajji was can be shown  by  the  fact  that  he  sought  an  ally  in  Adolf Hitler  and  thus discredited the Palestinian cause by linking it with the fascist regime. 

Y ct the  Palestinians did not always react violently;  even in provoc

ative circumstances they were capable of restraint. From 1921 to 1928 there was no Arab violence against Jews. The year 1925 was partic ularly testing. In 1924 the United States had closed its doors to Jewish immigrants. This had  fatal  consequences  for  the  thousands of Jews who would seck asylum from Hitler and would make Palestine even 
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more  of a  necessary  refuge.  In  1925  there  was  a  massive flood of 

Jewish  immigrants  into  Palestine,  mainly  from  Poland.  It  was  the beginning of the  wave  of immigration known  as  the  Fourth  Aliyah, which made Tel  Aviv into a  relatively populous city.  Yet there  was 

no  Arab  protest. That same  year  Lord  Balfour  came  to  Palestine  to preside over the opening of the  Hebrew University. This could have been seen as  a deliberate provocation and the Arabs could have dem onstrated violently but again nothing happened. There are indications that at this point some of the Arabs saw the Jews in a newly vulnerable 

light:  they were the outcasts of the nations and in time  Britain would cast them out too. 

We have seen that Arab violence did not always damage their cause with the British. The horrific pogroms of 1929 seem almost certainly 

to  have  been  orchestrated  by  the  Hajji: they  seemed  to  various  ob servers to  be  too  organized  to  be  the  eruption  of spontaneous  vio lence. 51 The incident at the Wailing Wall on the feast of Yom  Kippur 

the  previous  year  may  well  have  shown  the  Hajji  that  there  was  a 

definite  change  in  British  attitudes  and  that  he  could  now  get  away with more extreme measures. The incident also suited his policy, which was Pan-Muslim, based on the theme of protecting the holy places in Jerusalem from the Jews and the Christians. The violence in Hebron 

in August  1929 left indelible marks on both sides of the conflict:  133 Jews had been killed by Arabs and 339 were injured. In the repression 

of the  attack  by  the  British  police,  1 10  Arabs  were  killed  and  232 wounded.52  These  horrible  events  did the Arab cause no  harm with 

the  British  but  it  naturally  hardened  the  Jewish  opposition  to  the 

Arabs.  It convinced  even  the most moderate  Zionists  that there  was no hope of any peaceful settlement and that the Arabs could never be 

trusted. 

The Arabs were  badly led.  During the  1930s  other groups  sprang up to defend the homeland, independent of the  Hajji. There was the Istiqlal (Independence) Party, founded by Awni Abd al-Hadi in 1932; 

the National Bloc Party,  formed  and  led  by Abd al-Latif Salah;  the 

Islah  (Reform) Party, founded in  1933 by Hassayn  Fakhri al-Khalidi; and the National Defense Party, founded the following year by Raghib 

al-Nashashibi.  In  fact  these  various  parties  split  the  opposition  to Zionism, and personal and selfish motives had tended  to  inspire the 

proliferation  of these groups.  There was constant  bickering  between 

them,  based on family interests,  and they came  in  for a great deal of 

bitter criticism. Thus  the  poem "Angry Assembly" by Muhyi  al-Din 

al-Hajj Isa, written in  1932: 
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They met  but failed to  come  to  terms.  How often  they went 

into the  attack and  talked  a lot;  but liars  and useless  beings they  were. 

Among them the  hatred  and evil intent which they had sucked 

at since  babyhood  came to  light. 

Some set traps  for others  to  walk into;  some made fun of 

others'  dreams.  New  ideas  were invented. 

Others pretended to be faithful while they were  liars  and 

greedy. 

Such  things cause great grief.  If only they had not met. 53 

With  such an unprofessional  leadership  and  an  undisciplined  spirit which,  ai-Hajj Isa points out in another poem, makes everybody want to be a leader and nobody content  to  be  led,  there was no way that an effective  opposition  to  Zionism  could  be  mounted. s. The  rising, critical younger generation would blame their fathers for the stupidity which  helped  them  to  lose  Palestine.  The  Arab  revolt  against  the British,  for example,  was  an  absurd struggle and seemed to be  biting the hand that was concerned to feed them. Certainly it dissipated their energies and resources. But it still has to be emphasized that the British gave them strong grounds for hope that their cause would prevail and that  their  violent negative  policies  sometimes  seemed to  strengthen British opposition to  Zionism. 
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Against  this  hostile  background,  the  character of Zionism  had  to 

change.  It  could  no  longer  remain  a  purely  mystical,  peace-loving movement.  In 1923 the  Russian writer Vladimir Jabotinsky founded the  Union  of Zionist  Revisionists  and  it was he  more  than anybody else who was  responsible  for militarizing  Zionism.  "We ought not to be deterred  by  this  Latin  word  'militarism,' "  he  argued;  it was "the natural  defence  of a  people  that  had  no  homeland  and  faced extinc

tion."55 Jabotinsky had no time for Labor Zionism. He was an admirer his of Herzl and shared his aristocratic vision of the new Jew.  But in own  way  he  was  just  as  idealistic as Ben-Gurion.  Revisionist  youth who  joined  his  organization  Betar  strove  for  the  virtues  of hllliM (chivalry) . J abotinsky did not want the Zionists to be peaceful peasants farming the land but proud Crusaders, displaying an unflappable con fidence, dignity, a sense of honor and noblesse oblige. When the Betllrim arrived  in  Eretz  Yisrael,  they did not join  the Conquest of Labor on a kibbutz; instead they did two years' military service.  Jabotinsky had no  socialist  dreams  of a model  society;  he  wanted  a nation-state on both  sides  of the Jordan. He was strongly affected by the nationalism of his  day,  which  had  a  racist  tinge.  In later  years  Ben-Gurion used to  call  him "Vladimir Hitler." In Jabotinsky's view,  the Jews  needed 
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a state so that they could  preserve  their racial  purity  and  hence their 

unique creativity and  integrity. 

The future state  of Israel,  he  argued,  would  need  an  army.  It was 

no use hoping  that  the  Palestinians  would  meekly  acquiesce  in  the 

Zionist  plan.  "They are not  a  rabble  but  a  nation,"  he  pointed  out, 

"perhaps  somewhat  tattered  but  still  living.  A  living  people  makes such  enormous concessions only when  there  is  no  hope."56 Whether 

the  Laborites liked it or  not,  Zionism was  a colonial  activity and no 

colony had ever managed to  impose  itself against the native  majority 

without force,  so  the  Jews  must  now  build  "an  iron  wall  of Jewish bayonets" instead of kibbutzim, "which the native  population  cannot 

break  through."57  That,  he  insisted,  was  the  only  possible  Zionist 

policy toward the Arabs.  There was, he  said in the  relatively peaceful 

year  1927, 

an  iron  law of every colonising movement,  a  law which  knows  of 

no  exceptions,  a  law  which  existed  in  all  times  and  under  all  cir

cumstances.  If you wish  to  colonise  a  land  in  which people were 

already  living  you  must  provide  a  garrison  on  your  behalf.  Or 

else-or else, give up your colonisation, for without an armed force 

which will render  physically  impossible any attempts to destroy or 

prevent this colonisation, colonisation is impossible, not "difficult," 

not "dangerous," but IMPOSSIBLE . . . .  Zionism is  a colonising ad

venture  and  it  therefore  stands  or  falls  by  the  question  of armed 

force. It is important to build, it is important to speak Hebrew,  but 

unfortunately,  it  is  even  more  important  to  be  able  to  shoot-or 

else I  am through with playing at colonisation. ss 

The Revisionists quickly became very popular in Eretz Yisrael and 

the  diaspora.  Volunteers  flocked  into  Betar  and  J abotinsky  defiantly 

trained  them  on  the  Mount  of Olives  under  the  very  noses  of the 

British.  Zionism was acquiring the militant image that it would never 

lose.  Even the  Laborites  now  had their defense  corps,  the  Haganah, which  would  develop  its  commando  wing,  the  Palmach.  Under  Ja

his botinsky's influence, the Haganah became more professional, and after death in the  diaspora  in  1941,  it would,  as  we  shall  sec,  be  his 

disciples who would play a key and ruthless role in the creation of the 

state  of lsrael.  Jabotinsky  used  to  say  that Judea  had  fallen  in  blood 

and fire and in fire and blood it would rise again.  His disciples fulfilled 

that prophecy. 

But Revisionism had other negative effects. During the  1920s, when 

a relative peace did give the Yishuv, the Jewish community in Palestine, 
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in  internal disputes. There was conflict between Weizmann and Ben Gurion and great conflict between the Laborites and the Revisionists. Jabotinsky  accused  Ben-Gurion  of kowtowing to  the  British  and de clared  that  Jews  could  not  afford  idealism;  the  Laborites called  the Revisionists  fascists.  Just how  bitter  the  conflict was  became clear in 1933 when Chaim Arlosoroff, the head of the  political  department of the Jewish  Agency,  was  murdered on  the  sand dunes  in  front of Tel Aviv;  two  Revisionists  were suspected and even  attested, though the case was never  proved. 

During the  1930s,  however,  the  terrible  news  from  Europe  made 

even  Ben-Gurion  and  his  Laborites  take  a  harder  line.  The  situation was becoming desperate, especially in view of the British abandonment of Zionism.  The  Jews  seemed  to  have  no  friends  left  and  dreams  of a model socialist society  gave way to  a  vision  of Palestine  as a  refuge for  as  many  Jews  as  could  possibly  be  saved  from  the  approaching calamity. Even the Laborites were now for a Jewish state with a Jewish majority.  This  meant  that  the  Arabs  became  more  of a  threat  than ever:  "There  is  no hope that this new Jewish state will survive to say nothing of develop,  if the Arabs are as numerous as they are today,"59 said the  veteran  Zionist  Menachem  Ussiskin, who thirty years earlier had been  afraid that settlements in Eretz Yisrael would provoke fresh wrath  from  the guyim.  The  Laborite  propagandist  Berl  Katzenelson was  more  tolerant  about  Arab  presence  in  the  future  state:  "I  am willing  to  give  the  Arabs  equal  rights,"  he  said,  "if I  know that  only a  small  minority  stays  in  the  land."60  He  proposed  a  plan  for  a  new state that included a provision to force the Palestinians to  leave.  "De velopment  means  evictions,"  said  Joseph Weitz,  the  director  of the Jewish  National  Fund.  If the  land was full of Arabs,  how could they possibly  accommodate  the  millions  of Jewish  refugees  whom  they hoped to  rescue?  Weitz wrote  in  a report that the  deportation  of the Palestinians  from  a  Jewish  state  "does  not  serve  only  one  aim-to diminish  the Arab population.  It also serves  a second purpose  by no means  Jess  important,  which  is  to  evacuate  land  now  cultivated  by Arabs and thus release it for Jewish settlement."'" Weizmann dreamed of buying  a  lot  of land  over  the  border  in  the  Arab  countries  and pushing  the  Palestinians  into  it.  He wanted  Britain  and America to put  pressure  on  the  Palestinians  to  go  quiedy,  but  if necessary,  he wrote in his diary,  "we must be  prepared  ourselves  to carry it out."<�1 
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When the  Peel Commission suggested  the partition plan in  1937, 

many  people  in  Britain  objected  to  the  forcible  transfer of 250,000 Palestinians  from  the  proposed  Jewish  state:  they argued that there was  not  enough  arable  land  for  many  of these  peasant  deportees  in 
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the less fertile area proposed for the Palestinian state. Where the Arabs 

refused partition outright, one of their reasons was their objection to 

this forcible  deportation.  The  Jews,  however,  agreed to the partition 

plan,  even  though  the  tiny  state  was  far  too  small  for  their  needs. There are indications that the leaders had dreams for the aggrandize ment of this very skimpy state of Israel.  When Weizmann was asked 

if he were really satisfied with the very modest little state  proposed  in 

the  partition  plan,  he  replied:  'The  Kingdom  of David was  smaller, under Solomon it became an empire. Who knows? C'est le premier pAS 

IJUi annpte. "<�3 Ben-Gurion spoke  more  bluntly at  a  Zionist meeting: "I favour partition of the country because when we become a strong 

power  after  the  establishment of the  state,  we  will  abolish  partition 

and spread throughout  Palestine."<>< The  following year he  wrote  to 

his son: 

We  shall  organise  a  sophisticated  defence  force-an  elite  army.  I 

have no doubt that our army will be one of the  best in the world. 

And then I am sure that we shall not be prevented from settling in 

all the other parts of the country, whether through mutual under

standing with our Arab neighbours or by other means.65 

An unexpurgated text of this letter, only recently made available, adds: "We will expel the Arabs and  take  their places.- Zionism  was  be coming a tougher and more ruthless movement. Already it was looking forward to an expulsion that would have shocked the young idealists of the Second Aliyah. But it was having to adapt to a world that none of them had envisaged in the early years of the movement. The endless adaptability  of  Zionism  was  one  of its  great  strengrhs.  When  war broke out between  England and Germany in  1939, the same year as the white paper which abandoned the partition plan and proposed an independent Palestinian  state,  Ben-Gurion  gave  further  evidence  of 

its fiexibility:  "We shall fight the war as  though there were no White Paper," he said, "and the White Paper as though there were no war. "<�7 

A new type of Zionist arrived in Eretz Yisrael during the early 1940s. Menachem  Begin, who was  to  become  Prime Minister  of Israel  in 

1977, had experienced the new anti-Semitism in Poland and the Soviet Union. His whole family had been murdered together with the entire Jewish  community  of his  hometown,  Brest  Litovsk-some  30,000 souls. Begin was one of the few people to survive an interrogation by Stalin's NKVD unbroken; he survived a slave camp in the Arctic Circle, 

was released  and  walked  to  Eretz  Yisrael  through  Central  Asia.  He was  a  tough,  desperate  man,  committed  to  revenge.  He  was also 
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took  command  of the  Irgun  Zvai  Leumi,  the  Revisionists'  military army, and two months later began terrorist activities against the British administration.  Begin repudiated the terrorist label himself, but, even though he condemned "murder," he blew up CID offices, tax centers and the Immigration Building, planted bombs and led raids in which Britons and civilian Arabs were killed. Another terrorist organization was  Lehi,  led  by  Avraham  Stem  and  called  the  "Stem  Gang''  by  the British. Stern had been killed in 1942 but Yitzhak Shamir, who would become Prime  Minister  of Israel in  1986, continued the work of the organization.  Begin  despised  the  Stern  Gang  for  its  crude  methods: he would have nothing to do with such Lehi operations as the killing of six  British  paratroopers  in  their  beds  in  1946.  However,  the  two groups were flung together following the assassination in  1944 by the Stem  Gang of Lord  Moyne,  the  British Minister for Middle  Eastern Affairs.  Ben-Gurion  and  the  Haganah  were  appalled  and  started  a campaign  against both terrorist groups, capturing members and hand ing  them  over  to  the  British.  During  this  period underground,  the Irgun and  Lehi  became more desperate  than ever. 

The bitter war between the Haganah and the terrorist groups came 

to  an  end  when  the  British  raided  the  Jewish  Agency  on  June  29, 1946, arresting 2718 Zionists. Begin was now determined to get rid of the British:  on  July 22 of that year the Irgun blew up  a  wing of the King David hotel, which housed the British administration, killing 91  people. The British were now determined to hand the problem of Palestine over to the United Nations but were afraid that, if they left, the Arabs would move in and exterminate the Yishuv. The following year,  in  retaliation  for  the execution  of three Jewish terrorists,  Begin hanged  and  mined  the  bodies  of two  British  sergeants  a  few  hours later.  In  Britain  there  were  anti-Jewish  riots  in  four major cities  and in Derby a synagogue was burned down. 

Up  to  this  point,  neither  the  Stem  Gang  nor  the  Irgun  had  ever 

attacked an  Arab village or town;  their campaigns against Arabs had been  small  and retaliatory in  nature.  The village of Deir Y assin  near Jerusalem  had  made  a  nonaggression  pact  during  the  winter  of 1947-48  with  the  Jewish  suburb of Givat  Shaul.  When  two  Jewish settlements  nearby  were  overrun  and  destroyed  during  the  fighting which had broken out between Arabs and Jews in Palestine, the Irgun and  Stem  decided  to  take  revenge.  The  object  was  to  raise  Jewish spirits and to break Arab morale. The attackers were supposed to warn the villagers with  a loudspeaker so that the women, children and old people  could  be  evacuated,  but  the  loudspeaker  van  got  stuck  in  a ditch  and  was  abandoned.  The  Arabs  put up  a  strong  resistance, so 
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the  Irgun  had to  ask  for  help  from  the  Haganah.  A  squadron  of 

commandos  was  dispatched  and  the  village  subdued.  When  the  Ha ganah went home, Irgun and Lehi avenged their comrades who had 

fallen  in the battle and  began looting and massacring for most of the following day. Two hundred and fifty men, women, children and old 

people  were  massacred  and  their  bodies  mutilated.  The  nightmare 

scenes  were  described  by  Meir  Pa"il  of the  Haganah,  who  had  been 

sent along as  a spy.  He told  his  story of the  atrocity in 1972. Begin 

sent his congratulations "on this splendid  aa of conquest . . . .  As at 

Deir  Yassin,  so everywhere,  we will attack and smite the enemy. God, God, thou hast chosen us  for conquest."68 

The  story  of  Deir  Y assin  is  important  because  it  did  terrify  the Arabs.  On  April 25,  1948, the Irgun attacked Arab Jaffa. Again the Arabs  fought  bravely  at  first  but  had  not  enough  ammunition  to counter the Irgun's mottars and, with the memory ofDeir Y assin fresh in everybody's mind, nearly all the 70,000 inhabitants abandoned their 

city and fled. There followed scenes of looting, pillaging and destruc tion.  Begin himself has commented that the  story of Deir Y assin did 

a great service to  the Jewish state:  it got rid of the Arabs.•• 

In  1948, as  we have seen,  five Arab armies invaded the  newly es

tablished  state  of Israel  and  were  repulsed.  During  the  fighting  and 

the  cleaning-up  operations  that followed, some 750,000 Palestinians fled the country and became refugees. They have never been allowed 

to  r eturn.  The  official  Israeli  explanation  of this  mass  exodus  is  that 

the  Jews  invited  the  Arabs  to  stay  but  that  the  Arabs  preferred  to 

listen  to  the  advice  of  their  leaders,  who  urged  them  to  flee.  The 

Palestinian  refugees  themselves,  however,  say  that  they  fled  because 

of their  fear  of Irgun  cruelty.  The  memory  of Deir  Yassin  was  still 

fresh.  The Palestinians also claim that  Israeli  soldiers  terrorized  many Arab villages, rounding up hostages and shooting them in villages like 

Safsaf and Sa'sa; that some Arabs were driven from  their  villages  and 

forbidden  to  r eturn:  the  villages  were  either  mined  or  guarded  by soldiers. Some Arabs stayed on an refugees in their own country until they were finally rounded up and sent over the  border.70 

However one  ch ooses to  interpret these events of 1948, it is  true 

that  the  creation  of the  state  of Israel  has  meant  a  long  history of 

subsequent  suffering  for  the  Palestinian  people.  It  has also added  a deep complexity to  the  new Israeli identity.  Zionism had done great 

things  for  the  Jewish  people.  It had  proved  that  the  Jews  were  not 

timid weaklings, religious anachronisms or hopeless aliens. The Israeli 

Jews  were  tough  pioneers,  brave  soldiers  and  creative  farmers.  The 
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nations  and,  instead  of being  seen  by  anti-Semites  as  relics  of the ancient world, the Jews were now vanguards of progress in the Middle East. The state oflsrael must be one of the most extraordinary achieve ments  of the  twentieth  century,  a  monument  to  dedication  and  res olution. The Zionists had turned an abstruse theory into an established fact.  But entwined  with  this  positive  Israeli  image was  the  image  of the  suffering,  homeless  Palestinians,  who  to  this  day claim that  they have  a  right  to  their  own  land.  The  two  peoples  have  been  bound together  in  a  history  of suffering  and  violence  which  continues  to escalate. 

The  Zionists who actually uprooted themselves from  the  diaspora 

and made aliyah to Eretz Yisrael have never had any doubts about the validity  of their claim  to  the  land.  They  found  Zionism  a  liberating force in their lives and many of them were able to pass this confidence on to their children. They had imagined that the Sabras, the Jews who were  born in  Israel,  would  feel much more  at  home  there  than  their parents.  Indeed,  because they had been convinced that a physical and spiritual  contact  with  the  fatherland  was  vital  for  the  new  Jewish identity,  the  founding  fathers  decided  that  their  children  should  be formed  and  nurtured  by  the  land  of Israel  itself.  Their  souls were  to be  shaped  by  it,  just  as  the  souls  of their  fathers  had  been  liberated from  the  trauma  of the  diaspora  by  lovingly cultivating  its  soil.  The settlers  decided  that  the  land  itself would  educate  the  Sabras.  Eretz Yisrael was to be the pivot upon which all educational activity turned and  the  child's  senses,  emotions  and  intellect  were  to  be  stimulated and  shaped by his native  landscape.  The homeland would become an essential  part of his  integrity  and  identity.  The  young  Sabras  toured the country as  much  as  possible,  studying its geography and  its  flora and fauna. These field trips gave Sabras a formative and creative contact with  the  land.  The  children  made  excursions  to  important  historical sites like Masada, where the Jewish  resistance fighters had committed suicide  rather than submit to the  Romans  in the year  73.  A field trip or a  trip  to  Masada was-and still  is-a kind of secular  pilgrimage. The  Israeli  scholar Eliezer Schweid has written of these excursions: 

Anyone  sensitive  to  the  ambience  of these  trips  can  see  that  they are not merely another form  of entertainment. There is something ceremonial,  serious and elevated about the way the  participants  go about their  preparations and about the trip itself, a kind of psycho logical attitude and devotion that give it an almost ritual character. In other words,  the field trip is an  act of symbolic significance;  by means of it one accomplishes a higher purpose. It is the culmination 
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of a process, the fulfihnent of a hope. It embodies something of the 71 

whole  meaning of life. 

It was a journey to the roots of the Jewish  people and a way of taking possession of the homeland. Each new generation was to establish the 

land  of Israel  in  its  mind  and  heart  more  deeply.  The  pilgrimages, excursions or hikes were complementary to the peaceful Conquest of 

Labor.  This  becomes  clear  when  it  is  recalled  that  an  annual  march of citizens  to  Jerusalem  has  taken  the  place  the  place  of a  military parade on  Independence  Day. 

But this education  did  not  work  infallibly  for  all  Sabras.  Eliezer Schweid points out that a significant number of Sabras  in each gen eration cannot share the absolute certainty of the early pioneers. Israel 

is a garrison state; since 1948 she has existed in a state of siege, rather 

as the  Crusader states  had done during the  Middle Ages.  Israel,  like 

the  Crusader states  again,  is  a military  state,  constantly  prepared  for war.  It  is  not surprising, therefore, that some Sabras should question Israel's position in  an  effort to understand a most complex situation. In 1948 the young Sabras were given a wonderful gift: a whole country 

to explore.  But wherever  they  went  there were  reminders  of danger 

and  of enemies:  there  were  barbed-wire  borders,  mines,  warnings. They would see  the ruins of the  old  Arab  villages.  Some  remember 

playing  with  Arab  children  in  their  villages  before 1948; suddenly those villages-and the children-disappeared and they  speak of the profound shock they experienced. 

In fact Israelis have contrasting attitudes to these old Arab villages. Thus the eminent Israeli  scholar Israel Shahak is outraged that some four-hundred Arab villages  were  razed to  the ground after the 1948 

war,  "destroyed completely with  their houses, garden-walls,  and even 

cemeteries  and  tomb-stones  so  that literally a  stone  does  not  remain 

standing  and  visitors  are  passing  and  being  told  that  'it was  all  des

ert.' "71 He  finds  such  an  attempt  to  eliminate  the  Arab  past  of his country, together with some un.easy memories  perhaps,  unethical and 

he has devoted his life to  a critical understanding of the  problems of 

[image: ]

Zionism  and  Judaism.  On  the  other  hand,  Moshe  Dayan  had  abso lutely no problem about the Arab past: 

We  came  to  this country which was already populated  by  Arabs, 

and we  are establishing a Hebrew,  that  is  a Jewish state here . . . .  Jewish villages were built in the place of Arab villages.  You do not e'Ven know  the  names  of these  Arab  villages,  and  I  do  not  blame you because these  geography books no  longer  exist;  not  only  do the books not exist, the Arab villages are not there either.  Nahalal 1 1 0                                  H O L Y  W A R  

arose  in  the  place  of Mahalul,  Gevat-in  the  place  of Jibta,  Sarid -in the place of Haneifia and Kefar Yehoshua-in the place ofTell Shaman.  There  is  not one  place  built  in  this country that  did  not have  a former Arab population. 73 

One  can  see  Dayan  as  an  excellent  representative  of the  Zionist 

struggle. He was brought up on a kibbutz and liked to say that he had been intended for a farmer but had turned out to be a soldier instead: he  combined  the  love  of the  soil  of the  Laborites  with  the  martial virtues ofJabotinsky. A military hero and for years a leading politician, he was  an epitome of the new Jew:  tough,  brave and absolutely ded icated to his people and to his country.  Indeed the army, to which he had given his life, definitely reflects the old Labor ideals.  It is a people's army;  officers and men are on  informal,  first-name  terms;  there is  no emphasis on rank and hierarchy; no cult of parades or smart uniforms. In some respects it is reminiscent of the military order of the Templars in  the  Crusader  states,  which  had  a  similar  cult  of tough  asceticism and  equality. 

One of Dayan's favorite pursuits was amateur archaeology.  He had 

a  fine  collection  of antiquities which  he  had  found himself.  He once nearly died during a dig when the hole he was in caved in and buried him:  he  had  broken  his  ribs,  injured  his  spine,  and  when  they  dug him out he was  unconscious  and near suffocation. This did not deter him.  He told an interviewer shortly after his accident that his obsessive archaeological digging was a quest for 

the  ancient Land of Israel. Everything that ancient Bretz Isrul was; those who lived  there  then,  their way of life.  You sometimes  feel that you can literally enter their presence. They are dead to be sure. But you can enter the homes of silenced people and sometimes feel more than  when you enter the homes of the living.  I  like  to stick my  head into a hole in which the people of Bnei  Brak lived 6,000 years ago . . .  to have a look at their kitchen, to finger the ashes left there  from  long  ago,  to  feel  the  fingerprints  which  that  ancient potter left on the vessel. 7• 

It is no accident that Israel's two most famous archaeologists were also eminent  soldiers.  The  other  is  Yigal  Y adin,  who  was  a  general  and chief of staff.  If the  Israeli  anny  is  a living symbol of Zionist  ideals, archaeology is  a  passion that is unique  in  Israel.  This passion, which strikes  professionals  and amateurs alike,  has  been  given  the  Hebrew name bulmus, an old Talmudic term which denotes a ravenous hunger or mania.  Unpaid voluntary work on archaeological sites is one of the 
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two main social services for which Israelis volunteer in great numbers. 

The other, significantly, is for dangerous duty in crack army units and 

for service  in  exposed  border  settlements. 75  It is  not  difficult to  un

derstand why this should be so. Freud himself compared archaeology 

to  the  process of psychoanalysis:76  in  both  pursuits  people  dig  for 

hidden but  important  roots  in  the  past  and  gain  a  new  insight  and life 

new lease of  in the process.  Zionism itself had initiated just such 

a rebirth by means of a creative encounter with the past, and it is clear 

that many Israelis find reassurance in discovering in the soil of Bretz 

Yisrael evidence that their forefathers  really were  there.  Yigal  Yadin, 

who was in charge of the great excavations  at Masada,  has  explained 

that  this  journey  to  the  past  has  a  quasi-religious  element,  and  has 

claimed  that  it  inspires  the  young  Sabra  to  fight  for  his  country: 1'hrough archeology  they discovered their 'religious values.' In ar

cheology they find their religion. They learn that their forefathers were 

in this country 3000 years ago. That is a value.  By this they fight and 

by this they live. "77 In digging deep  in  order  actually to  touch  their 

roots  (touching and handling are  particularly dwelt upon by Dayan) 

Sabras are finding certainty. Archaeology  is  a quasi-religious  activity 

which  replaces  the  old  faith  and  makes  Sabras  absolutely  sure  that 

they have a right to their land. 

The same can be said of the cult of hiking in Israel. This again tends 

to be more intense than in other countries.  Clearly it is related to the 

theme of secular pilgrimage  described  by  Eliezer  Schweid.  After the 1948 

war a young boy called Meir  Har-Zion  became a living legend 

in the country by means of his extraordinarily brave  hikes.  He would 

often go over the border into Jordan, taking his little sister with him, 

and explore places  like  Jericho or the  source  of the  river Jordan.  On 

one occasion he and his sister were taken prisoner when they strayed 

into Syrian territory and were only released by the kind offices of the 

Red Cross. These  jaunts  were extremely dangerous:  it  was  a capital 

offense for an Israeli-be he Jewish or Arab-to go into Arab terri

tory.  On  one  occasion  Har-Zion  had  to  kill  an  Arab  soldier.  The 

reason he became a popular hero and part of the mythology of Israel his 

was surely  refusal  to  be  hemmed  in  by  enmity  and  hostility.  He 

wanted to prove that the Jews could transcend these boundaries  and 

difficulties. Later, as one might expect, he became a famous commando 

in the Israeli army. Moshe Dayan wrote that his ''fighting  instinct and 

courage set an example for the entire Israel Defence forces." His cour

age · in  the  face  of danger,  indeed  his  disregard  of danger,  seemed 

superhuman.  It  has  been  said  that  he  was  an  Israeli  version  of the 

Indian  fighters  in  the  American  Wild  West,  as  he  laconically  killed 1 1 2                                  H O L Y  W A R  

Arabs  in the course of his duty,  cold-bloodedly,  without hatred,  but in a kind of fury of efficiency. As Amos  Elon points out, the myth of Har-Zion  has  its  worrying  aspects  but  people  who  become  legends in  their  own lifetime do  so  for  good  reason.78  Israelis  are  living  in  a dangerous  situation,  surrounded  by  enemies,  and  Har-Zion's  early playful  disregard  of this danger was  a liberating myth. 

Obviously not all  Israeli hikers go to the lengths of Har-Zion !  But 

it was noticeable before the Palestinian uprising of 1987 how popular hiking  and  camping  expeditions  were  on  the  West  Bank.  This  was potentially dangerous. Quite often hikers would be killed by Arabs in the occupied territories.  But hiking was  a way of laying claim to  the territories, of asserting that  they belonged to  Israel.  Israelis  are  very proud of the beauties of their country, and when they show a foreigner around  they  do so  in  a  way  that  is  quite different from  the way  we, for example, in England show visitors famous historical sites. In Lon don  we  have  a  joke  that  we  never  think  of going  to  the  Tower  of London or the British Museum unless we have to escort a guest there. Quite  the  opposite  is  true  in  Israel.  Both  the  Sabras  and  the  Israeli Arabs display their country with a fervor that is reverential and emo tionally  intense. 

There are, however, Sabras who question the situation deeply. This 

is especially true  in the new Israeli literature.  It has  been  pointed out that  there  is  not  a  single  good  Israeli  novel  that  exalts  the  glory  of war, which  must surely make  Israel  unique.  Instead the mood of the best  writers  is  deeply  questioning  and  explores  the  dilemmas of the Jewish state at a profound level. The fact that they are read so enthu siastically by their fellow  countrymen shows that  they  are  fulfilling a real  need.  Even  though  some  criticize  them  for  their  pusillanimous, defeatist spirit, many more must need to work these problems through by  reading about  them.  One of the first of the  great  Israeli  classics  is Days  of Ziklag by  S.  Yizar,  which  deals  with  the 1948 war.  Yizar  is clearly attached to his country: the book is full of powerful descriptions of the  landscape. All these  writers  in  their  own  way  are  convinced Zionists but feel that Zionism has problems that people must explore. Repression  is  too  dangerous.  The  heroes  of Days  of Ziklag feel  that their love of their country is a burden, that  Zionist rhetoric  is  a  mill stone  around  their  necks  and  that  the  sacred  term  "homeland"  is demanding,  ambiguous  and  insufficient for the sacrifices they are  ex pected  to  make.  Similarly  in  the Tale  of Khirbat Khisa, which  was written just after the war of independence, a soldier describes the cold blooded  expulsion  of the  Arab  villagers from  their  homes  and  their inhuman dispatch to the "other side." It is a horrible revelation to the 
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young hero.  In words that recall the "dread" of Ben Yehuda, he says: 

"I felt within me a stupefying collapse. "79 When he contemplates the Arab village being absorbed into an exemplary Jewish settlement,  he 

can find nothing positive about this "rebuilding" of the  land: 

We'll open a co-op grocery, a school, perhaps a synagogue. There'll be political  parties.  They'll  all  discuss  lots of things. The fields will be  plowed  and  sown  and  reaped,  and  great  feats  will  be  accom plished. Bravo Hebrew Khisa! Who'll remember that there was once a Khirbat Khisa which we drove out and inherited. We came, shot, burned, blew up, repelled, pushed and exiled.  What the hell are we doing here '{tO 

The last question is  not rhetorical.  It is more of a challenge. The  fact 

that S. Yizar was  eagerly read in  the years that followed the  1948 war, 

when people were trying to assimilate what had happened, shows that 

people needed to work through the issues he raises.  Israelis have a lot 

of impossible things to come to terms  with.  They have made a point 

of making  the  Nazi  Holocaust  central  in  the  Jewish  state.  The  Ho

locaust  Memorial  at  Yad  Vashem  is  a  secular  national  shrine.  On Holocaust Day each year, everything stops for  two minutes and even 

cars come  to  a standstill and  blow their horns  in memory of the  six 

million killed  by Hitler.  Israel has wisely understood the  importance 

of bringing this tragedy out into  the open,  so  that it does  not fester 

in  the  depths  of the  psyche.  It  is  public  mourning.  Similarly,  in  al

lowing these critical voices of her writers  and indeed in  encouraging 

them,  she is  performing a similar service. 

The leading Israeli novelist A. B.  Yehoshua is similarly obsessed by 

the  Arab  past that  lies  beneath  the  rebuilt  land  and  shows  constant 

doubts  about  the  rights  and wrongs  of  Zionism.  In  his  first  novel 

Ftuing the Forests ( 1963), the hero, who, interestingly for our purposes, 

is writing a thesis on the Crusades, takes a job as a caretaker of a newly 

planted  forest-one of the  showpieces  of the  Zionist enterprise.  He 

finds himself increasingly haunted  by the Arab village that the  forest 

had obliterated  and  finally  helps  one  of the  former villagers  to  bum 

the forest down in an orgiastic ecstasy of liberation. Y ehoshua's heroes 

and  heroines  often  feel  a  nagging  guilt  and  constant  worry  and  are 

frustrated in their attempts to make amends to one another or to Arabs 

they encounter.  When  Yehoshua  digs below the surface of the Jewish 

state he does  not find the certainty that Dayan did,  when he dug for 

archaeological remains. He finds that the roots of Zionism are tangled 

with the pain and destruction of the  ruined Arab villages. 

Amos  Oz,  who  is  perhaps  Israel's  finest  writer,  is also a  staunch 1 14                           H O L Y  W A R  

Zionist.  He would certainly not wish the state of Israel to  disappear. He  is  a  dedicated Kibbutznik and  proud  of the  achievements  of his country, dwelling particularly on  the creation of the kibbutz, the  res urrection  of the  Hebrew  language,  the  Hebrew  University  and,  in terestingly, the Israeli army. Israelis are very proud of his international reputation  and  his  books  are always best-sellers.  His  articles  are  read very widely  and  discussed  compulsively.  He  is  a  national  figure.  Oz is,  however,  very  concerned  that  Israel  remain  true  to  the  whole  of the  Jewish  tradition  and  not  lose  essential  Jewish  values  by  a  false patriotism  or  chauvinism.  He  feels  concerned  to  maintain  the  hu manism  that was  Judaism's  gift to  the world  and  therefore  he  insists that  Zionists  must examine their position  carefully.  In particular they should  try to  see  things  from  the  Arabs'  point  of view.  The  Jews,  of all  people,  must  beware  of the  temptation  to  deny  the  identity  and rights of others. 

In his novels  and  stories  we find a  love of the  landscape  but there 

is  often  something  sinister  and  threatening  about the  land of Israel. There is a constant sense of dread, of siege, frontiers. There is barbed wire;  there  is  the  danger of Arab  terrorism;  infiltrators  raid on  both sides  of the  borders;  jackals  howl  in the hills  outside  the kibbutz and enemy arc lights search the skies. My Michael, Oz's most famous novel, was published in  1968 and became a cult book after the Six Day War, as  Yizar's Days  of Ziklllg had  been  read  compulsively after  the  1948 war.  It was  written before  1967 and  reflects  the  situation  before the war, however. The picture is bleak. To Hannah, the heroine, Jerusalem is not a holy place but dangerous and threatening. Indeed, she cannot feel safe or at home anywhere in the country and she feels distant from the  Zionist  hope  and  confidence.  When  she  visits  her  mother for  a Passover party in a kibbutz in the Gaiilee, she feels at first a wonderful sense  of freedom  and  escape.  A  trip  north  means  escape  from  the enemy,  who seems  to  lurk at  the gates of Jerusalem.  The  bus speeds through the rebuilt land;  the passengers eat Jaffa oranges and admire the landscape with Zionist reverence; Hannah's companions talk about the War of lndependence and the government irrigation works; Han nah  smiles  prettily  and affirms her  faith  in  "all  the great  works  of irrigation."81 At the kibbutz, she whirls  around in the hora in a classic evening of Israeli togetherness.  For a moment she feels  at  home  and at  one  with  her  environment:  "I  revelled.  I  was  swept  away.  I  be longed."82 

But towards  dawn  I  went out  and  stood  all  alone  on  the  balcony of Emmanuel's small  house.  I  saw coils of barbed wire.  I  saw dark 
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bushes. The sky lightened. I was facing north. I could make out the 

silhouettes of a mountainous landscape: the Lebanese border. Tired 

lights shone yellow in the ancient stone-built villages. Unapproach

able valleys.  Distant snow-capped peaks. Lonely buildings on the 

hill tops,  monasteries or forts. A boulder-strewn expanse scarred 

with deep wadis. A chill breeze blew. I shivered. I longed to leave. 

What a powerful yearning. 83 

The  Zionist yearning for the return to  Eretz Yisrael seems to have become a yearning to leave it. But we have seen that Oz himself has no desire to see his people leave the country. What he is attempting here is an examination of some of the more frightening aspects of the 

Israeli experience. 

In Part Two  of this book we  shall  see  that the  Crusaders  were 

inspired  by  the  "holiness"  of Palestine  to  make  efforts  that  often seemed superhuman. We shall find that many of their ideas about the manner in which this land was "holy" are very similar indeed to Jewish ideas discussed in this chapter. But Crusading was not a glamorous 

experience: it was desolate and terrifYing. In their states, the Christians ftom the West were foreigners and aliens, constantly besieged by a hostile, Islamic world. Oz is pointing to a very similar aspect of the Israeli experience in the Middle East.  Hannah does not feel at home 

there and it is true that the Zionists are foreigners in the region; it is a state of mind powerfully symbolized by Hannah's vision of the Arab world that is so near and yet so far. This has always been part of the Zionist experience; like crusading, Zionism was often a desolate and traumatic experience. We have seen how deeply committed Zionists like Ben Yehuda and A. B.  Gordon felt themselves to be in an alien 

world.  Many of the early settlers felt this desolation acutely:  it has been estimated that 70 percent of those who made aliyah could not bear it and went home.84 New settlers arriving at Jaffa  would see a crowd waiting for the boat at the harbor and assume that it was a reception committee; instead they found that these people were wait ing to get on· the boat to go home.  In this chapter we have been considering the ways in which the  Zionists made the land of their fathers "holy" to them. Without this ideology they could not have endured the experience, and the fact that so many settlers left Eretz Yisrael speaks volumes for the courage of the people who persevered. 

It must also be true that the reason why My Michael is an Israeli classic 

is because Israelis can still relate to Hannah's sense of desolation and 

of being a stranger in an alien land. 

Oz also feels that it is vital for Israelis to consider the problem of 1 1 6                                 H O L Y  W A R  

the Arabs and that,  as  victors,  they have  a duty  to  look  at the  matter from the Arabs' point of view and try to  understand their experience. Throughout MyMichael Hannah has fantasies of the Arab twins, Halil and Aziz, who were her playmates when she was a child,  but who she now  imagines  have  become  terrorists.  In  her  dreams  she  sees  them training  in  order  to  destroy  the  land  of Israel.  But instead of seeing their  terrorism  as  horrific  she  sees  it  as  an  act  of love,  love  of the country that they still consider to be theirs.  She sees them at home in the land in a way that she  is not and can never be and their  activities are presented as an act of union that is deeper than the hectic and self conscious togetherness of the kibbutz. The  bombing  is an affirmation of their love for one another and for Falastin and is an act of harmony: 

Four  lithe arms reach  out.  Matching  as  in  a dance. As in  love. As if all  four  spring  from  a single  body.  Cable.  Timing  Device.  Fuse. Detonator.  Igniter.  Bodies surge down the  hill  and  away,  softly padding.  And  on  the  slope  beneath  the  skyline  a  stealthy run, a longing  caress.  The  undergrowth  flattens  and  straightens  as  they pass.  Like a light skiff edging  through still calm waters.85 

Hannah knows very well that the twins are her creations,  her fantasy: "I  sent them.  To  me  towards  dawn they will  return.  Come  battered and  warm.  Exuding  a  smell  of sweat  and  foam."86  The  Israeli  has created the  Palestinian terrorist and is locked together with him in a close  union  that  is  almost  sexual.  Indeed  Oz  has  pointed  out elsewhere-and  it is a common theme in Israel-that the Israelis and the  Palestinians are deeply  bound  together.  One of these bond�  is  a bond of violence:  but it is also true that the  Palestinian  experience  of nationalism  has  been  very  close  to  the  Zionist  experience.  This  na tionalism  is  quite different from any other Arab nationalism and,  Oz and others  argue,  is  in some deep sense the creation of Zionism.87 

Some Israelis  condemn the work of writers  like  Oz and  Yehoshua 

but others see them as powerful voices in the peace process. They are preparing  their  people  to  make  peace,  to  sympathize  with  the  Arab point of view and to try to understand the part that Israel has herself played  in  creating  this  tragic  state  of affairs.  Indeed  during  the  first twenty years of the  state of Israel these  views were  in the  ascendent. Ben-Gurion and his successors remained true, in the main, to the high ideals of Labor Zionism. They made mistakes, some of them serious. But before  the June War of 1967 there was a spirit of detente in the country. Politically, Begin and his Herut Party were in the wilderness: the government had no time for this extremism, which they considered dangerous and  negative.  Younger people were  beginning to  relax;  it 
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seemed that the  grim struggle of Zionism was over  and  some of the young tended  to  mock the  high-minded  ideals  of the  Founding  Fa thers. While none of them seriously doubted basic Zionist principles, they didn't want to be talking about it all the time: tsionut (Zionism) was becoming synonymous with "blah-blah." It was a climate of opin ion in  which  people were ready to  consider the Arab  point of view and  in which peace was possible. 

Since the  1967 war,  however, there has been a pronounced swing 

to  the  right.  We  shall  see  in  Chapter  7  that  a  new  spirit  entered 

Zionism;  that  in  1977  Begin  became  Prime  Minister  and  that  his party, led today by Yitzhak Shamir,  is  now the center party.  The left 

is  led  by  Shimon  Peres,  who  in  Ben-Gurion's  day  was  considered  a young hawk. Most worrying of all,  to  Israelis  of right and  left,  is the new far right, which seems to  be trying to make the conflict with the Arabs a holy war.  The far right  has a strong  religious element, which 

in  itself disturbs many  Israelis,  who  remain  true  to  the  deliberately 

secular ideology  of the  old  Zionism.  The  new  right  insists  that  it  is 

returning to the old pioneering ideals but the chalutzim of the Second Aliyah would have been bewildered and horrified by the parties of the 

far right.  They would have seen them  as  unethical and fanatic. 

The  Zionists  made many mistakes but  before  1967 it seemed that the inherent decency of the Laborites and the kibbutzim might prevail. The desire to create an equal, just society; to bring a light to the world; to fight against tyranny and oppression had been important ideals and 

they were  not  abandoned.  There  are  still  people today who  hold to 

them. Most significant is the conversion offormer extremists and right

wing Israelis to a more pacifist  position.  One of these converts  is the 

writer and  politician  Uri  Avnery,  who was  once  a  Revisionist  and  a 

member of Lehi  but is today the head of one of the  peace  parties  in 

the  Knessct.  He  is  an outspoken  and  courageous  critic  of any  anti Arab measures taken by the government.  He has  helped to  organize highly dangerous and controversial meetings between leading Israelis 

and PLO officials  in  order  to  create  a  spirit  of detente.  Israelis  and 

Arabs  must  stop  seeing each  other  as  monsters,  is  his  perennial  cry. Another convert to peace is Professor Y. Harkabi, the former head of 

the  Israeli secret intelligence, who  now  sees  no  hope  for  the  Jewish 

state unless  the  Israelis  are  prepared  to  make  important concessions 

to the Palestinians. There  was  a  dynamic within  the  ideology of the old secular Zionism which could impel even former extremists  to  try 

to see the problem from the Arab  point  of view  as well as their own. 

Unfortunately,  the  new  spirit  abroad  in  Israel  is  making  a  climate 

where people like Oz, Avnery and Harkabi feel that they are  isolated 1 1 8                                 H O L Y  W A R  

and increasingly ineffecrual. In particular the religious aspect of today's far  right is felt to be dangerous. There are always two sides to a confl.ict 

this.  But  once  you  believe  that  you  are  fighting  for God against his and  peace  is  possible  when  both  sides  are  prepared  to  acknowledge enemies, there can only be one point of view and anything that opposes this becomes monstrous and evil. 11tis we shall examine in more detail in the second part of this  book. 

In the next  section  of the chapter we  shall  look  at the problem  in 

more  detail  from the Arab  point of view.  I  have  said that the new swing  to  the  right  in  Israel  dates  from  the  Six  Day  War.  But  some have seen the very first  signs  of this  aggression  to have entered  Israeli policy  much  earlier,  when  Israel  decided  to  join  in  the  disreputable plan to  reconquer the Suez Canal. 

 

THE  ARABs 

On July 26,  1956, President Gamal Abdel Nasser was due to address the  nation  and  Egyptians  turned  on  their  radios  with excited  antici pation, certain that something dramatic was about to happen.  During the two years that he had been in power Nasser had openly defied the imperialist West. He had denounced the Baghdad Pact of 1955, when Britain and America had made anti-Soviet alliances with Turkey, Iraq and  Iran,  as  a thin device  whereby  the  West  sought  to  control  the East.  Nasser had  retaliated  by concluding a  large arms deal with the Soviet  Union  to  equip  him  in  his  struggle  against  Israel,  which  had launched a major raid against Egyptians in Gaza earlier that year. The following year, the United  States curtly canceled promised aid for the building  of the  Aswan  Dam,  and  now  Egyptians  waited  for  their President  to  respond.  They  were  not  disappointed.  Switching  from classical  Arabic  into the  fiery  Egyptian  dialect,  Nasser laughed  at the West and declared Egyptian independence. He announced that he was going to nationalize the Suez Canal; was it not "our Canal," he asked, paid  for  at  the  cost  of 120,000 Egyptian  lives?  Egypt  did  not  need Western  aid with such a major source of revenue.  He would pay the shareholders full compensation,  so that the transaction would  be  en tirely  legal,  and  the  Egyptian  canal  would  pay  for  the  Aswan  Dam. Nasser  could  scarcely  have  made  a  more  significant point; even  his more  cautious  opponents  in  the  Arab  world  were  enthralled. 88 The Suez Canal was a clas.�ic symbol ofWestern exploitation of the people of the Middle  East.  It had been built by Europeans during the 1860s at  quite  a  low  cost  but only  7  percent  of the  shares were  owned  by the Egyptians, who scarcely benefited from this asset. By nationalizing 
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the canal, Nasser was clearly telling the Egyptian people that they were now going to take control of their own  fate  and their own  country. 

Britain and France were  aghast,  and  the  British  Prime Minister An thony Eden was reduced to incoherent, helpless rage. 89 Not only had 

this dynamic young President challenged the entrenched British belief 

that the  Egyptians were  a stupid race,  incapable  of self-rule.  He had 

actually dared to deny that the Arab world was merely a subordinate 

part of the  Western  system  and  must,  by  the  very  nature  of things, 

serve  Western  interests.  Eden  vowed  to  destrov  Nasser  and  looked " 

around for allies. 

Suez, of course, was Nasser's great triumph. Later that year Britain, 

France and Israel formed a secret pact to effect a joint, concerted attack on Egypt. On October 29, according to plan, Israel attacked Egyptian 

territory in Sinai.  On the following day the United States' resolution 

in the UN Security Council calling for  Israeli withdrawal was vetoed 

by Britain and France, who then attacked the Canal Zone on Novem

ber  5, ostensibly to  separate  the  combatants.  But  this  initiative  col lapsed completely under pressure from  both America and the  Soviet Union. Israel, therefore, was left isolated and was threatened by both 

superpowers. In March  she  was  forced to  withdraw  from  the  Sinai, 

having  learned how perilous  her  situation  was  in  the  Middle  East without the  support of at  least one friendly superpower.  The whole shameful business was a diplomatic victory for Nasser: Britain, France 

and Israel had been humiliated, the canal now belonged to Egypt. 

The  Suez victory has  to  be  seen  against a long,  painful history of 

colonization.  For over  a hundred years  Britain  and  France had  been 

establishing  colonies  in  the  Middle  East.  This  had  begun  in 1830 

when  the  French took Algiers,  and nine years  later the British colo

nized Aden. As the Ottoman Empire declined, this colonial expansion continued inexorably: Tunisia was occupied in 1881, Egypt in 1882, the Sudan in 1889 and Libya and Morocco in 1912. In 1915 during 

the First World War, the British responded to the Arab revolt against 

the  Turks  by  promising  the  Arabs  independence  after  the  war,  but 

the  following year  the notorious  Sykes-Picot  agreement  divided  the Middle Eastern lands of the  Ottoman  Empire  between  them,  as  we 

have seen.  We have also seen the cynical  attitude behind the pacts and 

pledges made at this time to the Arabs.  Not surprisingly, when Britain 

and France marched into the Middle East and set up their mandates 

and protectorates, many Arabs saw this as yet another colonial venture. 

They often call 1920 the am Rl-NIIkba, the year of the disaster. 

It is perhaps difficult for Western people to understand the problems 
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colonies were positive creations  in many ways,  because they brought progress  to  a  backward,  primitive  world?  The  colonials  not  only brought  material  comfort  and  goods  but  decent,  progressive  values to the people whose land they ruled. It is true that the colonial policies often exploited these countries and that the administration was often deeply contemptuous of "the natives" but it is  also true that many of the  colonialists  were dedicated to the mission of bringing the light of progress to a world darkened by superstition  and disease.  But in Eu rope  we  have  had to re-examine our role in our former colonies and this  has  produced  a  widespread  recoil  from  these  colonial  dreams. Historians have compared the crisis of confidence in postcolonial Eu rope to  the collapse of morale  in Europe that followed the  failure of the  crusading  project.  Many  Europeans  have  become  aware  of the havoc  they  have  left  behind  them,  together with  the  superior  tech nology  and  modem  standard  of living.  The  people  of the  so-called Third World  want this  progress  but they often  hate  the  people who brought  it  to  them  because  this  infrastructure  is  felt to  be  somehow alien.  Many  of  these  countries  have  been  rushed  to  progress  too quickly,  skipping the  long  development that  made  the  people  of Eu rope ready for  these major  changes  of lifestyle.  Europeans  are  also having  to examine  the way they often  behaved  in the  colonies  and to reappraise these old values.  In Britain the film Gandhi and the excellent television  series Jewel in  the Crown painted  a  very  painful  picture  of the  way the  British  behaved in  India  but the  popularity of both  films shows  that  people  wanted  to  look  at  their  old  selves  and  come  to terms  with  this  unedifying  phase  of their history. 

We tend to use the phrases "culture shock" and "being cut off from 

one's  roots"  too  frequently,  so  that the  force  is  lost  and  cannot  ade quately describe what is a very real  problem in many countries of the Third World which have been through the colonial experience.  Being cut off from  one's roots, after all,  describes  a kind of death and many people  in  the  former  colonies  feel  that  they  are  hanging  helplessly between two cultures,  at  home  in neither their ancient native culture nor in the world of Western values.  I have stressed this point because I  believe that it is crucial in any approach to the Arab response to the role  of the  West  in  its  recent  history  and  also  to  the  creation  of the state of Israel.  We  have seen that the  holy war is  often  a  response  to a  trauma.  The  Crusaders  were  just  beginning  to  recover  from  the frightening impotence of the  Dark  Ages  and,  in  an  important sense, crusading was  a journey toward a new self.  It was  an attempt to find themselves again  in a new and more effective way.  Similarly  Zionism was  an  attempt  to  create  a  new  kind  of Jew  and  was  a  response  to 
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anti-Semitism.  In  much  the same  way,  perhaps,  many of the  recent 

political and religious movements in the Arab and Muslim world have 

been  similar  attempts  to  recover  from  the  distressing  experience  of 

colonialism  and to rediscover a self that is not in shock, cut off from 

the  past and hwniliated by being exposed to contempt. 

It must also be remembered that the new climate of opinion created 

by  the  League  of  Nations,  the  Fourteen  Points  and  the  spread  of 

Western nationalism directly encouraged weaker nations to  resist ex

ploitation and hwniliation. They were told that they had an inalienable 

right  to  govern  their  own  destiny.  Indeed  France  and  Britain  were 

well  aware,  when they  established  their mandates  in  1920, that they 

would shortly have  to  give  these  countries  independence.  But  at the 

time the Arabs who called this new Western intervention in their affairs 

al-Nakba, The  Disaster,  could  only  feel  their  impotence  before  the 

powerful world of Europe. 

Indeed their crushing  defeat  at  the  hands of Israel  in  1948  could only increase their sense of hwniliation.  Finally, when  750,000 Arab Palestinians were forbidden to return to their country and had to live 

in crowded, hastily constructed refugee camps, the indifference of the rest of the world seemed insulting. It was not easy for the very young 

Arab states to cope with  these  thousands  of refugees.  Egypt,  for ex

ample, had horrific economic problems and could not feed or accom modate its own poor; Lebanon had potential political problems of its own; the Bedouin regime of King Hussein of ]ordan felt precariously 

unwilling to absorb these thousands of Palestinian refugees. They are 

not the  only people who  have  found the  absorption  of refugees  and 

immigrants  difficult.  Indeed,  at the very same  time as the Palestinian 

refugees  fled to the  Arab  countries,  the  hostility  aroused  in  Arab 

countries  by  the  creation  of the  state  of Israel  made  it  necessary  for 

nearly  600,000  Jews  to  flee  their homes  there  and take  refuge  in the 

Jewish  state.  The  Israelis  received  their  fellow  Jews  from  the  Arab 

countries  and tried to  absorb  them,  and  there  is  no doubt  that  they 

made  a better job  of it than the Arab  countries  made  of assimilating 

the  Palestinians.  But it is also true that the way the European Jews in 

Israel treated these oriental Jews has left a bitter legacy of hatred behind 

so  that there  is  today  a deep  rift  between  the Ashkenazic  Jews  from 

Europe and the Sephardim from the Arab world. The Sephardim claim 

that the Ashkenazim poured scorn on their particular Jewish traditions, 

tried to force  the  alien  ideology  of Zionism  upon  them  and  made 

them into second-class citizens.90 It is easy to condemn both the Jews 

and  the  Arabs  for their  treatment  of these  unfortunate  refugees.  It 
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cause  America  has  a  splendid  tradition  of assimilating  refugees  and leading them  to  a new,  rich life, though even the  United  States trag ically failed Jews who sought to escape Nazi Germany. To our shame, we  in  Britain  have  also  treated  refugees  and  immigrants  badly  and cannot afford to point a derisory finger at either the Jews or the Arabs in this  respect. 

Yet  it  still  has  to  be  said  that  the  Arab  states  could  have  done  far 

more  than  they  did  to  help  the  Palestinians.  In  the  next  chapter we shall  see  that  there  was  a  very  similar  situation  at  the  time  of the Crusades.  When the  Crusaders  created  their  states,  many of the  local Muslim  people  fled  to  the  surrounding Arab  and Muslim  cities.  But although the Arab leaders were loud  in their sympathy for these  me dieval  Palestinian  refugees,  they  did  little  to  help  them  in  practical terms. Similarly today, the Palestinians feel betrayed by the Arab lead ers,  who  have  either  ignored  the  problem or  have  actually made  life intolerable  for  the  Palestinians  in  their  midst. All too  often  the  Pal estinians  have  been  used  in  the  propaganda  war  and  much  rhetoric has been spent  bewailing the plight of the  refugees.  But little effective aid has been forthcoming. Indeed, some of the Arab leaders themselves are  opposed  to  a  Palestinian  state  in  the  Middle  East:  Syria,  for  ex ample,  has  always  regarded  Palestine  as  Syrian  territory. As in  the Middle Ages, the leaders  are often too involved in the  pursuit of their own  rather selfish  political aims to give  any real attention to  the  Pal estinian  problem. 

Nevertheless, it  is the  case that the loss of Palestine assumed great 

symbolic  importance  in  the  Arab  world.  It was  not just  a  territorial matter;  it  was  seen  as  yet  another  colonial  humiliation.  The  Arabs either see  Zionism as  a colonial movement or see Israel as the tool of Western  imperialism.  This  is  very difficult  for  people  in  the  West to understand.  We  can  see  that,  while  some  Zionists  like  Herzl  or  Ja botinsky  did  have  a  colonial  vision  of the  Jewish  state,  such  ideas would have  been  quite  abhorrent to  an early  Laborite  of the  Second Aliyah.  But  the  Arabs  see  the  state  of  Israel  as  an  alien,  Western presence  in  the  Middle  East.  It  is  seen  as  the  representative  of the United  States  in  the  region.  There  is  some  truth  in  this,  in  view  of the  immense  amount of aid given to  Israel  by America.  But the  idea does  not  fill  us  with  horror,  because  in  the  West  our  experience  of colonialism has been entirely different. The horror which the very idea of Israel inspires seems exaggerated and hysterical to us  but if we are to  begin  to  understand  the Arab  point  of view we  must  make  some imaginative  effort  to  enter  into  the  humiliating  colonial  experience. 
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The Palestinian disaster is also called al-Karitha, a word which denotes 

a terrible group catastrophe of near cosmic dimensions. 

ln  the  Arab  world,  this  colonial  humiliation  has  assumed the  im

portance to  the  Arabs  that  the  Holocaust has  in  the  spiritual  life  of 

Israel. 91 I do not, of course, mean that the two experiences, considered 

objectively,  are  equivalent.  But  we  all  know  that  what  might  seem 

trivial to one person is a huge internal catastrophe to somebody else. 

For the Arabs, the creation of the  state of Israel has  been seen as  the 

ultimate colonial humiliation. Just as the Holocaust became the subject 

of learned  debate  in  the  Jewish  world,  so  too  did  the  Palestinian 

catastrophe.  ln  1948  Constantine  Zurayk  published  his  classic work Maana al-Nakba (Lesson of the DisiiSter), which began a tradition which 

has  become known  as  the Ilm al-Karitha (the  Science  of the  Catas

trophe).  In  this tradition,  the  Jewish state  is  seen  as  a  crime  against 

nature,  as  a  "cancerous  growth"  in  the  Middle  East  and  an  alien 

intrusion  of unspeakable  evil. 92 We  shall  see  that  during  the  Middle 

Ages people  in  Europe  used exactly this  kind of imagery to  describe 

heretics living  in their midst.  Of course  such  a  reaction  is  irrational, 

but in our story we shall frequently find that we  are not dealing with 

reasonable  and  logical  states  of mind  but  with  emotional  states  that 

are just as real but far more difficult to deal with and far more difficult 

for an outsider to understand. 

As usual, the poets and writers give us some indication of the depth 

of the  distress  in  the  Arab  world  in  1948.  From  their work  we  can understand the terrible shock inflicted on the Arabs by their crushing 

defeat by the Israelis. They show clearly that the Arabs knew full well 

that their own policies and defects had contributed toward the Israeli 

victory.  The  shame  was overwhehping throughout  the  Arab  world. The Sudanese poet Abdullah ai-Tayyib, who was living in London in 

1948, recalls that life lost all its meaning because of the defeat. 93 Those 

of us who have not been on the losing side of a major war may well underestimate the immense humiliation of defeat. The Iraqi poet Umar 

Abu  Risha makes it clear that he feels that the Arabs  as  a nation had 

lost  all respect in  the  world communiry in  his  poem  "After  the  Ca

tastrophe." 

0 my  nation!  is  there any place left among the nations where you can wield your swords or pen? 

I  think of you with my head bowed down, feeling ashamed to face  your past. 0 my nation!  many a time  agonized shrieks 124                      H O L Y  W A R  

killed words  in  praise of you on  my  tongue. How could the flag of Israel  be  raised in the shelter of the  Holy  Sepulchre  and  the shade of the  Haram  [the  Dome of the  Rock) ?94 

The  Iraqi  poet  Adnan  al-Rawi mourns  the 1948 defeat  in  "I  Ask Forgiveness  of God," insisting  that  "I  will  not  believe  in  this  world any more" and that "I will forget that I  am living in  a home that was once  Arab":95  the  Arab  nation  has  lost  its  name  and  nature.  Of par ticular  interest,  however,  is  the  poem  "Men  on  the  Road"  by  the Egyptian  poet  Badr Tawfiq,  because  I  think  he  offers  us  a  clue  that might  help  us  to  understand  the  Arabs'  apparent callousness to  the Palestinian  refugees.  He  describes  for  us  a  refugee  of 1948: he  is  a man  who  is  completely  helpless,  bowed  down  with  "self-blame  and regret"  and  "on  the run from  both  himself and  others." Then  the Egyptian  suddenly  recognizes that he  is  looking at himself: 

I  asked him about his identity. -False,  like  yours. 

isn't my picture yours also? he  answered. Then  he  insisted  I  should look in  the mirror and there  I  saw my picture on  his identity card. 96 

Perhaps  the  Arabs  were  unable  to  accept  the  refugees  because  they offered too  distressing  an  insight  into  the  plight of the  whole  Arab nation.  We  shall  constantly  be  considering  this  type  of projection. During the period of the Crusades, the Christians of Europe produced monstrously  distorted  fantasies  of both  Muslims  and  Jews  that  bore no relation whatever to the human reality but were actually projections of buried  Christian  worries  and  anxieties.  The  same  process might 

his well be  at work in the Middle East today.  Badr Tawfiq has not made Palestinian refugee an inhuman monster but he certainly identifies 

with him at  a deep level  and also sees the  Palestinian  problem  as  an image of Arab loss of identity.  It seems  that in  the Arab world even those Palestinians who have excellent jobs are regarded as "other," as alien.97  It may be that some kind of projection  is still  at work. 

But the Arabs have in fact produced a distorted fantasy of"the Jew" 

and  it could  be  that this new Arab  anti-Semitism  is also the  product of projection.  There was  no  anti-Semitism  in  the Arab world  before the  creation  of the  state  of lsrael.98  Until 1948 the  Sephardic  Jews had  lived  peacefully  in  Arab  countries  and  Muslims  had  never  seen the Jews as monsters of human evil in the way that the Christians did. But now Israel was being seen as a cancer and  its creation as a catas trophe.  It could be  that Israel has become an irrational but powerful 
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projection of Arab shame  and loss of identity.  It was  inevitable that, once this distorted view oflsrael became current, anti-Semitism would 

follow. Those Muslims who read the Koran daily and almost knew it 

by heart suddenly looked with new eyes at those passages which speak slightingly of the Jews as the enemies of lslam. These were composed 

at  a  time  when  Mohammad  was  having  trouble  with  the  Jews  of 

Medina  and  have  an  entirely  different  attitude  from  those  passages 

which command Muslims to treat the Jews with respect as  one of the 

Peoples  of  the  Book.  Now  Jews  were  being  seen  as  the  very  first 

enemies  of lslam and  its essential enemies.99 This  Koranic  anti-Sem itism, which is as alien to Islam as the Western hatred of ]ews was to 

Christianity,  became  common  among  the  ordinary  people.  Scholars 

and  intellectuals  preferred  to  take  Western  texts  like  the  infamous 

Protocols of the Elders of Zion."JO It is deeply regrettable  that  the Arabs 

have adopted this shameful Western habit. It discredits the Arab cause 

and  makes  it  impossible  for the  Israelis  to  imagine  the  possibility of 

peace with the  new  anti-Semites. 

The  new  anti-Semitism  is  part of the Ilm al-Karitha. Another sig

nificant  part  of this  "Science  of the  Catastrophe"  is  the  new  Arab 

interest in the Crusades. The Crusades were central  to  the  European experience and so have always fascinated historians there, but in most Muslim countries they were regarded as trivial border  incidents.  But 

the creation of the state of Israel has inspired Arab historians to  look 

at  the  Crusades  with  fresh  eyes.  The  Crusades  gave  the  Arabs  their first taste of the Western world.  Without any provocation, the Chris

tians  of Europe  had  declared  war  upon  Islam  and  had  mounted  a deadly campaign against the people of the Near  East.  They had mas

sacred,  defiled  the  holy  places  and  driven  the  medieval  Palestinians 

from  their  homeland.  The Ilm al-Karitha sees  the  Crusaders  as  the 

first Western imperialists  and the  Zionists as  either  nco-Crusaders  or else tools of Western imperialism.  Cruel crusading exploitation seems 

all that the Arabs can expect from the Western world. 101 In this view, 

the Israelis are surrounded by a nimbus of evil that by rights belonged 

to  the  crusading  West,  but  when  Israel  actually  joined  Britain  and 

France,  the  two  colonial  powers,  in  the  Suez  crisis,  this  must  have 

seemed a clear proof of her expansive colonial  intentions. 

Against  this  background  of hopeless  defeat  and  humiliation,  the 

victory of Suez was intoxicating.  Nasser seemed to have discovered a 

way to defeat the colonial powers and the dreaded state of Israel,  and 

throughout the Arab world Nasserite  ideologies  were  developed  that 

were strongly anti-Semitic and  anti-Western.  Egypt,  which had hith

erto been concerned mainly with Egyptian nationalism, now became 126                      H O L Y  W A R  

the leader of the "Arab nation." It had not been easy to formulate an ideology that was acceptable and emotive enough to mobilize the Arab world  against  the  West.  Arabs  were  used  to  the  religious  polity  of Islam,  where  politics  was  inseparable  from  religion,  and  found  the Western,  secular  idealisms  alien  and  difficult  to  assimilate.  The  first "nationalist" leader, Jamal ad-Din ai-Mghani  (d. 1897), had proposed a pan-Islamic solution to the problem of colonial occupation. He had wanted  to  use  religion  to  cause  a  mass  uprising  and  his  ideas  were still very  popular during the twentieth  century.  But later movements for independence opted for the Western ideal of a secular nation-state, which  was  alien  to  people  brought  up  in  the  tradition  of a  united Islam.  In 1908 the  Young Turks had successfully staged a revolution in the  Ottoman  Empire  and immediately afterward  the  Young Arabs held their first meeting in Paris. Arab nationalism had reached Palestine by 1915, when  Ben-Gurion  first  became  aware  of it.  This  secular nationalism reminded the people that they had been Arabs before they had been Muslims and urged all the people of the Arab world to unite together to form a solid front against the West. Arab nationalism  was extremely  strong  in  Syria  and  during  the 1940s became  associated with  a  vision  of  a  great  Arab  renaissance (ba'Rth). Nasser's  Suez triumph encouraged the  Syrian ba'athists in February 1958 to  invite Nasser to form an immediate and comprehensive union between Syria and Egypt,  which  should be known  as the United Arab Republic. In July  of the  same  year a  revolution  in  Iraq  toppled  the  strongest  and most effective Western bastion in the Arab world. It looked as though the  Arabs  were  indeed  rising  powerfully  against  their  enemies  and that Israel was being surrounded by strongly united and hostile forces. 

Nasser  had  his  own  formula  for  Arab  nationalism,  based  on  the 

unique  strategic  position  of Egypt.  He  saw  Egypt  as  the  center  of three circles of power: the Arab circle, the African circle and the Islamic circle. The first two circles of power are self-explanatory, given Egypt's position between Africa and the Arab countries. The third needs some explanation.  Nasser's ideology was secular and in 1954, following an attempt on his life, he suppressed the extremist Muslim Brotherhood. He  had  no  wish  for  an  Islamic  republic.  But Nasser was  a  sincerely practicing  Muslim  and  was  convinced  that  Islam  was  crucial  to  the Arab  identity.  He  felt  strongly  that  Arabs  had  to  create  their  own distinctively Arab revolutionary ideolo,gy and should not borrow alien, foreign  ideologies like Communism or Western  socialism.  There was no  need to turn to  the  Communist East or the imperialist West, for in  Islam  the Arabs had their own distinctively revolutionary creed. 102 The  idea  came  to  him  in 1953 during  a  visit  to  Saudi  Arabia  and 
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centered on the  pilgrimage.  As he stood  in front of the  Ka'aba,  re

flecting on  the vasmess  of the  Islamic  world,  he  became  convinced 

that  the  pilgrimage  must  be  politicized  and  should  become  "a great 

political power": 

The press of the world should resort to and follow its news, not as 

a series of riruals and traditions which are done to amuse or entertain readers,  but  as  a  regular  political  congress  wherein  the  leaders  of Muslim  states,  their  public  men,  their  pioneers  in  every  field  of knowledge, their writers, their  leading industrialists, merchants and youth draw  up in this  universal  Islamic  parliament  the  main  lines of policy  for  their countries  and  their  cooperation  together  until they meet again. 103 

To this end,  with  the approval of the  Saudis,  Nasser established  the 

Islamic  Congress,  with  Anwar  Sadat  as  the  first  chairman.  It was  a 

bold and potentially powerful vision, but the Congress died as Nasser 

adopted  a  more  revolutionary  stance,  which  the  more  traditionalist 

and cautious  Muslim leaders were  not  prepared to  follow.  This only 

made  it  all  the  more necessary  for  Nasser  to  emphasize  the  revolu

tionary  aspect  of Islam.  Mohammad  had  been  essentially  a  revolu tionary, and in Nasser's Egypt Islam was presented as a religion which 

was  implacably opposed to despotism  and  dedicated  to  the  creation 

of a just and equal society.1 .. 

In the late 1950s, therefore, Nasser looked all set to form a powerful 

confederation  of united  revolutionary  Arab  states,  but  in  fact  the 

achievement of such a federation was  too difficult at this  particularly 

turbulent stage of Middle Eastern development.  The  Iraqis  felt that, having made their own  revolution,  they had  no  need of Nasser;  and 

the  Syrians,  feeling  oppressed  by  Egypt,  seceded  from  the  United 

Arab Republic in September 196 1 .  By the middle of the  1960s, there

fore, Nasser was isolared from the  rest of the Arab world, though he 

was  still  unquestionably  a  world  figure.  The  traditional  and  conser

vative states like Saudi Arabia felt threatened by his plans to modernize 

the Arab world,  and  Iraq and Syria, themselves in a state of turmoil, 

were  against  him. In  1966 the  militant left wing of the  Ba'ath  Party 

effected  a  successful  coup  in  Syria  under  Hafez  al-Assad  and  Syria 

became  a  client  state  of the  Soviet  Union.  During  that  year  Syria 

backed guetrilla activity in Israel and taunted Nasser with cowardice. 

Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Iraq joined in and, to retain the leadership 

of the Arab world as well as to retain credibility in Egypt, Nasser was 

under  great  pressure to make  at  least  a  gesture  of defiance  against 

Israel. He had been anxious to avoid this, being quite aware of Egypt's 128                     H O L Y  W A R  

military inferiority. But eventually the gesture of defiance that he was expected to make led to the Six Day War of 1967 and another crushing Arab defeat. 

The  Six  Day  War  was  the obverse of Suez.  This  time  it  was  the 

Arabs who were humiliated by Israel. This time Israel was not deserted by the great powers but had made sure of the support of Britain and the United States before launching the attack. This time Israel did not withdraw  from  the  territory  she  had  won  but  occupied  the  Sinai Peninsula,  the West Bank of the Jordan and the Golan Heights.  The Arabs were powerless once more. In the years since Suez, the United States and Israel had formed a special relationship, in which Israel was not so much a client state as the representative of American influence in  the  Middle  East  and  would  ultimately  come  to  dictate  American policy  there.  Backed  by  this  superpower,  Israel  was  invulnerable  to Arab attack,  and the  United  States guaranteed to  make  her stronger in military terms than all the Arab states put together. If the influence of Britain and France had waned in the Middle East, their place had been taken by the United States,  and the Arab world seemed further from independence than ever. Besides Israel, America had a client state in Iran,  and  the  Iranians  had  also  felt  their  impotence  before  the American  Goliath.  When  Mohammad  Mossadeq  had  attempted  to nationalize  Iranian  oil  and  had  overthrown  the  Pahlavi  dynasty  in 1953, Shah Mohammad Reza was swiftly replaced by a CIA-organized coup.  Mossadeq,  a hero of independence, died in prison and  Nasser, the  onetime  hero  of the  Arab  world,  was  disgraced  and  discredited by  the defeat of the  Six  Day War,  even though  the  people of Egypt continued to love their charismatic leader.  If the people of the Middle East wanted  to  assert  their  independence  they would  have  to  find  a stronger weapon  than  secular  nationalism would prove  to  be.  Some of them would  later discover that  religion  was  precisely the  weapon they needed and would revive the jihad.  But in 1967 the Arabs found a new  secular hero in  Y asir Arafat,  the leader of the newly organized Palestine  Liberation  Organization,  and  it  is  important to  give  some account  of this  new  form  of secular  revolution  in  the  Arab  world, which sought a solution for the peculiarly appalling difficulties of the Palestinian  Arabs. 

Naturally  the  Palestinians  had  suffered  far  more  than  any  other 

Arabs  from  the 1948 catastrophe.  Those  who  had  fted  from  Israel suffered the emotional dislocation of exile. "In twelve hours," one of the  refugees  recalled,  "we had been changed from dignity to  humili ation. "105 This was  the case with those Palestinians who were able to find  lucrative  employment  and  a comfortable  life  in  the  Arab world 
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as well  as those in the  refugee camps. Again,  exile and homelessness 

are traumatic experiences,  whatever the  circumstances.  The  Palestin

ians found themselves scorned by their fellow Arabs in their diaspora. 

At  a  time  of fierce  nationalism  in  the  Arab  world,  the  Palestinians 

were derided for  having  sold  their  land to  the  Jews  and  for  having 

run away. The Palestinians had always  been a proud people but now 

they found that they had a new, shameful identity. One woman recalled 

the meager food rations they were given at the beginning of their exile 

as a symbol of this humiliation: 

I thought of our rations, this small quantity of flour we needed so as not to die of hunger. This was the Palestinian,  a refugee, a person without respect, whom others summoned by gesture instead of by name,  whom  others  portrayed  as  cowardly,  though  the  opposite was the ttuth. 106 

Fawaz  Turki,  a  refugee  from  Haifa, also had  a  bitter  memory  con

cerning  the food ration  that  was  such  an  obvious  statement  of de

pendency  and  of  the  loss  of  self-determination.  He  remembered 

joining  a crowd  in  Beirut to  watch  a  street entertainer with  his  per

forming monkey. The monkey was told to " 'show us how a Palestinian 

picks  up  his food rations.' I  was  a  rough  boy  of fourteen,  hardened 

to  steet life,  but  I  could  not suppress  an outburst of tears."107  It was 

especially  hard  to  accept  the  constant  accusation  of cowardice.  The 

local people would jeer at the refugees and depict them as people who 

had  first  "sold  their  land"  and  then  "fled."  They  would  shout  after 

them in the street, ''Where are your tails?" which is apparently a joke 

about  cowardice  (turning  tail).  "I  was  a  Palestinian,"  wrote  Fawaz 

Turki,  "and  that  meant  I  was  an  outsider,  an  alien,  a  refugee  and  a 

burden. "108 

In  these  humiliating  conditions,  it  was  natural  that  the  refugees 

should look back on their life  in Palestine with deep nostalgia.  In the 

camps the refugees from the same village naturally grouped themselves 

together  in  such  a  way  as  to  recreate  the  lost  village  in  Pale.>tine  as 

perfectly as possible. They would sit  recalling  their  lost country with 

such  vividness  that even those refugees who had left  Palestine  as tiny 

children or who had been born in exile were familiar with every detail 

of village life  before  1948.  "In Palestine we  were  in  Paradise,"  one 

refugee declared. 109 Of course many of these memories were idealized 

and perhaps even naive. But we are not dealing with reason and logic; 

moreover these golden accounts of Palestine were probably no  more 

naive  or idealized  than  the  dreams  of the  early  Jewish  settlers  about 

the  wonderful  model  society  they  were  going  to  build  in  Palestine. 1 30                            H O L Y  W A R  

Exile  is  not  simply  a  geographical  description  of a  person's  where abouts;  it  has  long  been  recognized  to  be  a  state  of mind,  often  a trauma.  A  young  schoolgirl  in  Lebanon  remembered  watching  the Palestinians  talking  about  their  home: 

The  conversation  changed to  the  past,  and  how  they  used to  live. And when they spoke, they wept, because of the attachment to their country.  Whoever sits with them can  understand more about Pal estine than from going to meetings, because they lived the life . . . .  Bur what affected me most was their weeping because the land was so dear to  them. uo 

When  they  spoke  about  returning  to  their  land,  this  was  obviously not a  realistic  hope.  They spoke of returning to  a  Palestine that was exactly the  same  as  it had  been  before 1948, yet they knew  perfectly well  that  the  country  was  daily  being  transformed  into  the  modem Jewish state and that their villages had been razed to the ground. 1HBut knowing  something  logically  is  one  thing;  accepting  it  emotionally quite  another. 

The profound psychological shock of exile is clear in the writing of 

the  Palestinian  poets,  for  whom  the  lost  land  is  a  constant  theme. Even  those  who  have  a  comfortable, prosperous life  in  the  diaspora see their life  in  exile  as  an unnatural state and yearn  to  return home, not for material reasons, but with a sttong spiritual aspiration.  It will be  recalled  that  in  their  diaspora  some  Jews  developed  a  belief that the Shekinah, the Presence of God, had gone into exile with the Jews. This  suggests  a  fundamental  displacement  or  a  metaphysical  home lessness  in  the  very ground of reality.  I  do  not  wish  to  compare  the Palestinians' exile to the Jews',  but it seems that the myth of the exile of the Shekinah is  a  very  powerful  expression  of that  psychological dislocation  felt  by  an  exile  that  affects  the  ground  of his  being.  In "The  Lake  of Olive Trees," written  in 195 7 by Y usuf al-Khatib,  the poet  sends  messages  to  his  village  by  means  of the  birds,  the  winds, the  stars.  He  is already depressed that  it has  become  Israeli property and the wind tells him that the olive tree in the  courtyard has wilted and  the  house  itself has  sunk  into  despair  since  they  left.  The  poet then  sees  his  exile  to  be  in  some sense a living death  and  writ large in the  heavens: 

0 our village!  I swear by your soil we have  not tasted sleep, 

wakeful through  remembering you, tearful because of our separation ftom you. And all the  time we gaze  at the sky 
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observing your sad  face. 

Oh, how sad your face  has become. m 

His  enforced  separation  is  seen  as  against  the  nature  of things:  it is 

impossible  to  live  cut  off from  the  place  of  his  earliest  memories; 

because of his enforced exile, the homeland itself is, in a real emotional 

sense, sad and dying. 

Jabra  Ibrahim  Jabra,  who  was  born  in  Bethlehem,  settled in Iraq 

after  1948  and  has  a  pleasant life  there.  He  is regarded as  a leading 

poet, novelist and critic.  But he sees life outside Palestine as a desert. 

Thus in "Deserts of Exile" ( 1 953) he sees all the Palestinians, however 

settled and comfortable they are in exile,  as wandering perpetually in 

a life that has become a  spiritual  wilderness: 
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0 land of ours  . . .  remember us now,  wandering 

among the thorns of the  deserts, 

wandering in  rocky mountains, 

remember us  now, 

in  tumultuous cities  across the  deserts and oceans. 

Remember us with our eyes full of a dust that never clears in  our ceaseless wanderings. 1 13 

Tawfiq Sayigh, who has taught at prestigious universities in  England 

and  the  United  States,  was  only  sixteen  in  1 948  but  a  longing  for 

Palestine is one of the major themes  in his poetry: 

My feet are tom, 

and homelessness has worn me out Park seats have left their marks 

on my ribs. 

Policemen followed me 

with their suspicious looks. 

I  dragged myself from place to  place, destitute except for 

day-long memories of a home 

that yesterday, only yesterday, 

was mine, 

and except for evening dreams 

of my dwelling there again. ll4 

The Palestinians have discovered that physical exile is also a  spiritual 

displacement.  It  is  not  true  that  they  would  gladly  settle  in  other 

countries  were  it  not  for  the  dishonest  schemes  of their  leaders,  as 
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they  are  aliens  and  outsiders.  Even  those  born  in  exile  inherit  this unnarural  condition.  Thus  the poet Radi  Sadduq,  who  was  born in 1938, says that the new generation of Palestinians are as deprived and wounded  as  their  parents.  Addressing  his  new-born  daughter  Rula, he  says: 

My little  baby! you are  a whole world here, but with no colour, downtrodden  and vagrant. 0 Rula!  Stranger you are, and the  daughter of a stranger who is humiliated and a fugitive. ( 1963) m 

Not all Palestinians were  forced  into exile,  however.  Today  Pales

tinians make  up seventeen  percent of the population  of Israel,  where they live  as  second-class  citizens.  Where  the  poets  in exile  hear their land  calling them  to  return,  the  Israeli  Arab poets see  it  constantly but see it as possessed by somebody else. The well-known poet Mah moud  Darwish  (born in  1942)  addresses  his country as  his  lover  or as an obsession that he cannot shake  off: 

You  are  my  grief and joy, 

my wound and my rainbow, 

my prison and freedom. 

You are my myth 

and the clay from which I was created. You are mine with all your wounds, each wound a garden . . . .  

You are my sun  at its  setting, 

and my  lightened 
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You are  the death    me and the kiss of 

life.U• 

In a  poem  written  during  the  late  1960s,  Darwish  gives  perhaps 

the  most telling insight into the Palestinian loss  of identity afrer the disaster.  It  is a short poem called "Identity Card," which  is addressed to an  imaginary  Israeli  official.  Darwish  speaks  for all Palestinians, who by this time had politically been reduced to a name on an identity card, which hid a much more complex human reality. An Israeli Arab's 

his identity card is marked with the letter "B,"  a significant indication of inferior  status.  The  whole  poem  is  governed  by  the  imperative 

"S11 jiJ [Record] !", as the Palestinian demands that the Israeli take note that  the  impoverished  language  on  the card cannot  express  the full reality of the Palestinian condition: 

Record! 

I  am an Arab 
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And my Identity Card 

is number fifty thousand. 

I have eight children 

and the ninth 

is corning in midsummer. 

Does this anger you? . . .  

Record! 

I  am an Arab 

without a  name-without  title, 

patient in a country 

with people enraged. 

This  last  is an  important  point.  Where  the  best  Israeli  writers  are 

longing for a peaceful  solution,  Palestinian  poets  call  their  people  to 

war. Their situation does not admit that they accept it without protest. Complaints and yearning for the homeland are not enough. Darwish's 

poem concludes: 

Record! 

I  am an  Arab. 

You stole my forefathers' groves 

and the land I  used to till, I and all my children; 

and you left us nothing but these rocks for us and all my grandchildren. Yet, will your government take them too, as is being said? 

Then write down  . . .  at the  top of page one: I  neither hate others 

Nor do  I steal their property, 

but if I  become hungry 

the flesh of my usurper shall  I  eat. So beware  . . .  beware of my hunger and of my anger. m  

The  younger generation was  impatient with  the  passivity o f  their 

parents, who had loved their land but who had lost it in some measure 

through  their  own  mistakes.  They  were  sick  of  all  the  talk  about 

Palestine in the camps and wanted action,  not words.  Many of them 

began to form  nationalistic  groups that aimed to win  Palestine  back. 

Some of these became fedayeen, freedom fighters, and made raids into 

Israeli territory to attack the settlements.  In the first seven years of the 

existence of the Jewish state  1 300 Israelis were killed in Arab raids. 1 18 

In retaliation, Israeli commandos, led by generals like Moshe Dayan 

or Ariel  Sharon,  made  retaliatory  raids  into  Arab  territories.  Dayan 1 34                           H O L Y  W A R  

explained the new doctrine of retaliatory strikes against civilian targets across the border: Arab governments would only restrain the fedayeen when they realized that the "theft of one cow from Ramat  Ha- Kovesh will  hurt  Kalkilia  (across  the  Jordan  border)  and  that  the  murder  of one Jew at  Ruhama will endanger the population of Gaza."1 19 In the bitter warfare  of strike  and countersttike,  Israel  and  the  Palestinians were caught in a spiral of violence that became brutal on  both  sides. The  Israeli  retaliatory  raids  had the  effect  of making  the  Lebanese, Jordanians and Syrians, whose people also suffered, come down heav ily  on  Palestinian  nationalism.  They  felt  that  the  Palestinians  were forcing the Arab states into the kind of confrontation with Israel that some  of their  leaders  were  anxious  to  avoid.  With  the  exception  of Syria,  the  host  countries  started  to  police  the  camps  ruthlessly.  Pal estinians  were  told  to  stop  all  actions  to liberate  their  land  and  to "leave  it to the Arab armies. "120 But the  new stem measures were so humiliating  that  they  led  to  a  hardening  of  Palestinian  resolve.  A refugee  who  attended  a  camp  school  in  Lebanon  remembered  how armed Lebanese  patrols would surround the camps on days commem orating  national  Palestinian  events. 

On  those days  they would make the school  children  walk in  single file  three  or  four  metres  apart,  and  we  were  forbidden  to  talk to gether. When we reached our srreet each one of us had to go straight to  his  home  and  stay  there.  We  weren't  allowed  to  listen  to  the Voice  of the  Arabs  from  Cairo  or  Damascus.  Soldiers  filled  the camp all the  time  and used to  listen at the  windows  to  hear which station we were listening to.  People used to put blankets over their windows to  stop the sound going out. l21 

At  the  Arab  summit  at  Cairo  in  1964,  the  Arab  leaders  tried  to 

appease  the  Palestinians  by  forming  the  Palestine  Liberation  Orga nization  in order to muzzle Palestinian nationalism and keep control of the  movement.  They  elected  a  chairman,  Ahmed  Shukairy,  who would  almost  certainly  prove  ineffective  and  inefficient.  It has  been said that his unsuitability was the very reason Nasser chose him . Most Palestinians  regarded this  PLO  as  useless  and  continued  to  join the older  organizations,  in  particular  Fatah,  founded  and  led  by  Yasir Arafat. 

In  the  West,  Arafat  is  often  seen  as  a  terrorist, tout  court. In  the 

Arab world itself, he has a very mixed image.  Some Palestinians regard him  as  a  fox,  wily  and  skillful  in  politics,  but  lacking  the  absolute charisma  possessed  by  other  Palestinian  leaders  like  the  late  Issam 
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his Satawi. Certainly, like other revolutionary leaders, Arafat suffers from connection with terrorism, even though he personally thought that 

individual acts of terrorism, like the raids of the fedayeen, were useless. They merely united the Israelis even more strongly around their lead

ers.  At the  time  of writing, Arafat has  made  the  PLO  repudiate ter

rorism, against the advice of some of his colleagues.  In the early days ofFatah, Arafat was inspired by the liberation of Algeria by committed 

guerrilla warfare. Instead of attacking civilians,  Fatah would skirmish with Israeli troops on the borders, to weaken Israel's formidable war machine. Second, Arafat intended to rebuild the damaged Palestinian identity by means of educational and  political programs. He did not 

expect a quick  result but foresaw a long,  patient  struggle. 

There were, however, other Palestinian groups beside Fatah which sprang  up  sponraneously  and  quite  independently  of one  another, 

rather  as  the  first  Zionist groups  had  sprung  up  in  Russia.  Two  of 

these  should  be  singled  out  for  special  discussion.  Like  the  Labor 

Zionists, these two groups sought a Marxist solution to the problem 

of the Palestinians. They believed that Arafat's simple nationalism was 

inadequate,  ignoring  problems  in  the  Arab  world  that  desperately 

needed  a  solution.  The  Palestinian  disaster  was  not  the  fault  of the 

Jews  alone.  It was also due  to  deep  flaws  in  the  structure  of Arab 

society.  George  Habache,  who  founded  the  Popular  Front  for  the 

Liberation of Palestine, argued that the  liberation of Palestine had to 

be part of a revolution throughout the Arab world and that the PFLP had to fight the Arab regimes as well as Israel. NayefHawatmeh broke 

away  from  the  PFLP  to  found  a  still  more  extreme  and  ambitious group. The Popular Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine 

saw the Palestinian struggle as part of the worldwide revolution against 

capitalism and  imperialism.  The  Jews were  not just lackeys of impe

rialism, they were themselves the victims of bad social structures. This 

was  precisely  the  conclusion  that  Zionists  like  Ben-Gurion  and  Ber Borochov had reached fifry years earlier. The revolution of the PD FLP 

was the first Arab organization to recognize the state of Israel,  albeit 

the recognition was a negative one. These two groups obviously found 

it difficult to get any  support at all in the Arab world. The only state 

that  would  support  them  was  Syria,  whose  fiercely  anti-imperialist 

socialism closely resembled their own.  Syria encouraged the fedayeen 

to make  raids on Israel from  Syrian  territory, even though this  meant 

that she was herself subjea to Israeli  reprisal  raids.  Syria  maintained 

that this was the only possible position for an Arab regime and chided 

the more moderate states for their hypocrisy. In 1967, although Nasse1 
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was initially reluctant, Syria put so much pressure on Egypt that these countries were forced into the war that they had been seeking to avoid, in order to  retain their  leadership. 

The  Six  Day  War  was  an  even  greater  humiliation  for  the  Arabs 

than  their defeat  in  1 948,  and  after  the  Israeli  army's  victory  there was  a new desperation  in the Arab world.  Israel  had not only driven back their armies  in  a  mere  six days.  She  had  also occupied strategic land  belonging  to  Syria on  the  Golan  Heights;  from  Jordan  (which had  also joined  Syria's  offensive)  she  had  seized  the  West  Bank and from  Egypt  she  had  taken  the  Gaza  Strip  and  much  of  the  Sinai Peninsula.  Despite clear instructions from the United Nations in Res olution 242122 that these lands should be returned to the Arabs, Israel showed  absolutely  no  sign  of retreating  and  set  up  a  military  occu pation in  these large areas. This confirmed the Arabs in their view of Israel  as  an expansive and aggressive colonial power which seemed to be  able  to  defy  the  rules  that  the  rest  of the  world  was  supposed  to obey.  Yet  again  the  world  did  nothing.  Yet  again  there  was  a  new exodus of Palestinian refugees: 400,000 Palestinians left the West Bank and settled in camps in Jordan; some had fled their homes in the  1 948 disaster. Not surprisingly,  there was a new determination in the Pal estinian  revolutionary  groups.  The  Arab  leaders  had  demonstrated beyond  a  doubt that  it was  quite  useless  for the  Palestinians  to  wait for the  Arab armies to  liberate  their homeland. They would  have  to act for themselves.  When  Ahmed Shukairy was  forced to  resign from the leadership of the  PLO  in December  1967, completely  discredited by  his  association  with  the  Arab  states,  the  Palestinian  groups  took control of the  movement  themselves.  Henceforth the  PLO would be an  association  of different groups with avowedly different ideologies. Yet,  though  this  meant  that  the  movement was weakened by  its  di versity,  it would have one great strength that would make it essential to the Palestinian people after their long humiliation.  It was now their own  movement.  At  last  they  had  their own, autonomous leadership and had taken the first step in their process of emancipation from the Arab world. 

In August the  following  year,  the Arab world found  a new hero. 

A squadron of special Israeli troops crossed  the river Jordan  and en tered Arab territory in order to make a reprisal raid against the ftdayeen in Jordan.  There,  however,  they were opposed  by  a  united  group  of Fatah  men  and  Jordanians,  who  managed  to  resist  the  invaders  for twelve  hours  and  force  them  to  return.  They  also  destroyed  some Israeli  vehicles  and  aircraft.  The Arabs were  led  by  Y asir Arafat.  It is easy  to  understand how  this  partial  victory was  an  event of extraor-
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dinary  importance to the  Arab  world and to the  Palestinians,  even though Israelis do not rank the Battle of Karameh  (as  the encounter 

became known) as a particularly important incident.  For the Palestin ians the Battle of Karamch was as crucial and formative as the Battle ofBadr had been to Mohanunad and the first Muslims in 624. Because 

of it,  the  prospect of return, which had hitherto been  only  a myth, 

acquired a new reality.  Yet it was also crucial in developing the  ide ology of the new PLO. It is worth pondering on the comparison with 

Badr.  After the Battle of Badr,  the prospect of the  return  to Mecca 

became  a  reality;  after  Badr,  Islam  adopted  the jihad,  convinced by 

their success  that  God  had  been  on  the  Muslims'  side.  Yet  when Mohammad conquered Mecca he did so  by means of a peaceful  pil grimage and no blood was spilled. In 1968 the PLO issued its charter, which conunitted all its members to a war with Israel that would not 

cease until the whole  of Palestine had been liberated.  Yet the  Battle 

of Karameh  led  the  PLO to abandon  the  old  Arab  solution  to  the 

Middle East problem. There was no talk in the PLO charter of throw

ing the Jews into the sea. The battle had ended not with a bloodthirsty 

dogmatism  but with  a question.  Dr.  Issam  Satawi  explained  the ex

perience like this: 

Until  Karameh  we were  living  a  dream,  the  dream  of "return": return to the old Palestine, to our houses, our fields, and so on. We looked to the Palestine of the past.  Karameh gave back the dimen sions of hope to the Palestinian people; after Karameh, victory once again became possible for the Palestinians and then we  (I am speak ing from  a collective point of view,  of group psychology)  saw the Israelis for the first time. And we asked ourselves, what are we going to do with them?123 

In the PLO charter the Palestinians explained what they would do 

with the Israelis when they had liberated their homeland. They would 

be allowed to remain in the new secular democratic state of Palestine. They could not conscientiously expel the Jews. Instead, the new PLO 

under the leadership of the hero of Karameh would return to the old 

Muslim  solution  of peaceful  coexistence.  In  January 1969 a  Fatah 

leader put the position of the PLO very clearly in a statement to the 

Tribune Socialiste: 

There  is  a  large  Jewish population  in  Palestine  and  it  has  grown 

considerably in the last twenty  years.  We  recognise  that it has the right to live there and that it is part of the  Palestinian  people. We reject the  fonnula that the Jews must be driven into the sea. If we 1 38                            H O L Y  W A R  

are  fighting  a  Jewish  state  of a  racial  kind,  which  had  driven  the Arabs  out of their lands,  it is  not  so  as  to  replace  it with  an  Arab state  which  would  in  tum  drive  out  the  Jews.  What  we  want  to create  in the  historical  borders of Palestine  is  a  multi-racial  demo cratic  state  .  .  .  a  state  without  any  hegemony  in  which  everyone, Jew, Christian or Muslim, will enjoy full civic  rights. 1 24 

This secular vision made  a very  important  distinction that was also a positive innovation in the science of the disaster. The PLO was careful to distinguish in its charter and in its public statements between Zion ism  and  Judaism.  The  Palestinians  said  Zionism  was  racist,  so  they could not be  racists  themselves.  "We  are  not the enemies of Judaism as  a  religion,  nor  are  we  the  enemies  of the  Jewish  race,"  Arafat explained. "Our battle is with the colonialist, imperialist, Zionist entity which  has  occupied  our  homeland. "125  The  PLO,  therefore,  main tained  the  Arab  view  of Israel  as  a  colonial  venture  but  abandoned the  anti-Semitism that attacked llll Jews, as Jews, which was so dam aging to the Arab cause. 

There  was,  however,  a  flaw  in  the  PLO  charter.  It  argued  that 

Judaism was  a religion, a matter of private  conviction  but not a  na tionality.  "Jews  do not constitute a single nation with  an  identity of its  own;  they are citizens of the states to which they belong. "126 Fifty years ago that had been true but it had not been true since the creation of lsrael, which hllli created a nation with a Jewish identity of its own, and  the  PLO  charter,  while  careful  to  avoid  other distortions of its enemy,  had  denied  that  it existed  in  political  terms.  The  following year, Golda Meir returned the compliment in her famous but ill-judged statement  which  was  a  tempting  of fate:  ''The  Palestinians  do  not exist."127 

The Israelis soon discovered to their cost that the  Palestinians did 

indeed  exist.  Fatah  drew  the  Israeli  army  into  a  dragging  war  of attrition  on  the  Sinai  borders,  with  the  result  that  Israeli  casualties there soon exceeded those in the June War of 1967. They also found 

that the PLO had become a neighbor. With Syria's approval and King his Hussein's agreement, Arafat moved  headquarters from Damascus 

to Amman. At that point the King needed to dissociate himself from the  catastrophe  of 1967  and  he  actually  called himself a fida'i.  But 

in his Bedouin kingdom was a threat to his ultimately the establishment of a  semiautonomous  Palestinian  entity sovereignty that he could 

not  afford.  Nor  could  he  afford  the  Israeli  reprisal  raids  that  killed Jordanian  civilians. Accordingly he expelled the PLO from  Jordan  in what has become known  as  Black September  1970. The incident re-
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vealed an inescapable difficulty in the Palestinian revolution. They were 

not conducting their movement in situ. They had no territory-that 

was precisely their problem-and they would inevitably involve their 

fellow Arabs in the host countries in Israel's reprisal raids, which were 

as ruthless as any of the activities of the ftdilyeen. The next home the 

Palestinians found was Lebanon and this led to the Israeli invasion of 

Lebanon  in 1982 and the immense suffering that this  brought to the 

Lebanese people, as  well  as to  the  Palestinians themselves. The mas

sacres of the Palestinians in the  camps of Sabra and  Shatilla  in  Sep tember 1982, in which Israel connived, shocked the whole world. 

But  other  more  radical  groups  in  the  PLO  were  impatient  with 

Arafat and wanted a speedier solution. Members of the PFLP and the 

PDFLP were discontented and launched a campaign of international 

terror which  also  shocked  the  world.  People  were  outraged by  the spectacle  of innocent  people  being  murdered.  There  were  obscene 

actions like  that of the  so-called  Black  September group  during the Olympic Games of 1972 when eleven Israeli athletes were murdered. 

It seemed particularly disgusting that this happened in Germany, the 

scene of Nazi atrocities against Jews, and also because the games were 

supposed to be an image of the peace that should exist among nations. The terrorization and murder of elderly tourists on the Achille Lauro 

cruise  ship  is  just  one  of the  many  other  terrorist  enterprises  that 

discredited the Palestinian cause. These acts even alienated many Pal estinians,  and  though  they  were  committed only  by  some  extreme 

PLO groups, they made the PLO synonymous with terrorism. People 

began to forget the terrorism of the Irgun and Lehi and began to see 

Israel as leading the struggle against terrorism.  But the Israeli MOS SAD sometimes seemed a very dubious organization: on July 8, 1972, 

to cite just one example, a car bomb in Beirut killed Ghassan Kanafami, 

a leading member of the PLFP. It also killed his young niece. 

But it is also true that, in however ambiguous a way, these terrorist 

acts  made  people conscious of the existence and  distress of the  Pal

estinian people. Nobody would ever be able to say again, with Golda 

Meir, that they did not exist. Similarly the atrocity of Sabra and Shatilla 

made the world realize that the  Palestinians were not only terrorists 

but also victims. The suffering of the Palestinians in their camps did 

inspire some sympathy. Thus in the early months of 1987 the Shiite 

Amal troops in Lebanon tried to get rid of the ftdiJyeen in their country 

by besieging the camps and refusing to let food in to the predominandy 

civilian refugees within. They began to starve to death and the world 

was horrified to see Amal militiamen shooting a woman through the 

head if she tried to escape from the camp to get food for her children. 140                      H O L Y  W A R  

The  British  press,  for  example,  was  impressed  by  the  fact  that  the Palestinian  people  refused  to  abandon  the ftdayem, despite  the  im mense  suffering.  During  some  particularly  serious  Israeli  air  raids which killed  civilians  and children in  Lebanon at the same time, ob servers noted that all the young Palestinians in the area were members of the  PLO;  they  noted  also  that  the ftdayem slept  away  from  the camps  to  try  to  protect  the  civilians  and  that  sometimes  the  raids attacked targets  that  were  far  from  any  PLO  military  base. All this showed that the Palestinians were not welcome anywhere. What could happen  to  a people who had no home? 

The new Palestinian identity therefore was deeply ambiguous. Yet 

despite its association with ruthless terrorism, most Palestinians have found  it  impossible  to  dissociate  themselves  entirely  from  the  PLO. It is too deeply bound up with the Palestinian struggle and too deeply implicated  in  the  Palestinians'  desperate  building  of a  new  identity. Rosemary Sayigh has shown  how for the camp Palestinian the  PLO has become a symbol of the people and its destiny. The word tht�wrR or  revolution  "is used as  a symbol of the  life and destiny of the  Pal estinian people,  reaching back into the past to cast new light on up risings in Palestine, and pointing out a path into the future. Its reasons go far  beyond  the  situation  of the  moment  to  a core  of permanent identification."128 Without the  PLO,  where  is  this  revolution?  How else can the Palestinians hope for a better world? "'The revolution gave me the answer to  who I  am, "129 one young boy said afrer the camps had  been  liberated  in  Lebanon  in 1969. Another  said,  "With  the revolution we broke our handcuffs.  Before  I was living in  a refugee camp, now I feel that it is a training camp."130 Even Palestinians who have  been  successful  in  exile  have  found  the  revolution  helpful  in maintaining a positive Palestinian identity. As the Palestinian scholar Edward W.  Said has explained: 
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What all Palestinians refer to today as the Palestinian Revolution is not the  negative distinction of being unlike others,  but  a positive feeling of the whole Palestinian experience as a disaster to  be rem edied, of Palestinian identity as something understandable not only in  terms  of what  we  lost,  but  as  something we  were  forging-a liberation from nonentity, oppression, and exile. 131 

Though it is a flawed movement, the PW has been an outward sign of this inner grace. 

The poem "Men on  the  Road" by  Badr Tawfiq, which I quoted 

earlier, gives a dramatic expression to the difference made by the new PW to the Palestinians. It will be recalled that the 1948 refugee was 
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pictured as a shamed, hopeless man. In the part of the poem, however, 

which  deals  with  the  aftermath  of the  1967 war and  the  creation  of 

Arafat's  PLO,  there  is a sudden change in  this defeated Arab: 

His face, his way of walking and 

his way of greeting show friendliness. His inner being complains of alienation and his body  suffers from exhaustion. He is defiant even with his hands tied. He  raises  his  body so  as  to  be  seen  by all others and walks  in confidence, unveiled. 132 

Again,  Samih  ai-Qasim has  a  poem  in  which  he  describes  the  Pales

tinian refugee as a pathetic creature, dressed like a scarecrow in an old 

coat. All the  doors  of the  houses  in  the  street  were  slammed  in  his 

face.  But 

Then one day,  it happened that 

he started walking. 

His cry reverberated in the yards of the lifeless houses. 

So all men  and women, young and old, crowded into the yards of the lifeless houses. Seeing him setting fire to the old coat they were all alarmed. l33 

The PLO has  conveyed  a very negative  image  to the outside world. 

But it has been  remarkably effective  in building a new,  proud Pales

tinian identity and  helping the Palestinians to  overcome  their disas

trous experience. 

After  the  October  War  of 1973,  when  the  Arab  armies  put  up  a 

much better showing and there was  a new confidence,  the  PLO was 

declared  to  be  the  sole  legitimate  representative  of the  Palestinian 

people, at the Arab Conference at Rabat in  1974. That year, too, the 

PLO  abandoned  the  principle  of all  or  nothing  and  the  Palestine 

National  Council  declared  that  they  were  now  ready  to  establish  a 

mini-state in the occupied  territories.  This was  an  important conces

sion.  It was  a  tacit  recognition  of the  state  of Israel,  though  it  was 

not a clear enough recognition to be of any use in negotiations about 

territory.  The PNC also made  the decision  to  meet with  the  United 

Nations in Geneva.  On November  13,  1974,  Yasir Arafat addressed 

the  General  Assembly,  carrying  an  olive  branch  in  one  hand  and  a 

gun in the other. It was a moderate speech that set forth the Palestinian 

case  according to  the  PLO  charter  without  rhetoric.  There  was  no 

talk of conquering  the  whole  of former  Palestine.  Referring  to  the 142                      H O L Y  W A R  

PLO vision of a secular democratic state in the whole of Palestine, he called  it  a  "dream."  It  was  simply  a  vision  and  inspiration  for  the furure. He hoped that the United Nations would recognize the wrong done to his people. He understood that the PLO was associated with terrorism and that his own reputation had been tarnished. But he also reminded the delegates that some of their own number had once been terrorists  and ftd4yeen  in  their  struggle  for  independence.  For  the Palestinians too, terrorism was not an end in itself but a sad phase in a  difficult  journey to  freedom  and self-determination.  At  the  end  of his speech he made a desperate plea: 

I appeal to you to enable our people to establish national indepen dent sovereignty over its own land. 

Today I have come bearing an olive branch and a freedom-fight

er's gun . Do not let the  olive  branch fall  from my  hand.  I  repeat: do not let the olive  branch fall  from my hand. 134 

After the speech Arafat received a standing ovation but there were 

two  states that  did not  participate.  The  representative  for  Israel was not  present  and  the  representative  of the  United  States  remained seated.  On  November 22 the  General Assembly proclaimed the  "in alienable rights of the Palestinian people in Palestine including (a)  the right to self-determination  without  external  interference,  and  (b) the right to national independence and sovereignty"135 (Resolution 3236) . In  January 1976 the  PLO  was  actually invited to  take  part as  a full member in  a meeting of the Security Council to discuss the question of Palestine.  At  the  meeting  the  PLO  expressed  its  demand  for  a Palestinian  state  alongside  the  state  of Israel  but  the  document  put forward at that meeting came up against the veto of the United States, which  would  not  admit  the  Palestinians' right to  establish  an  inde pendent  state.  Still,  Arafat  had taken  an  important  step  forward  in bringing his people into the family of nations. 
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Arafat had proved that he was ready to compromise. Although the 

Palestinians are ofren labeled terrorists and their movement has indeed been  marred  by  unacceptable  violence,  there  have also been  other, more peaceful activities. In particular there were the secret peace talks between  Israelis like  Uri Avnery and  PW officials, headed by  Issam Satawi. These talks with leading members of the PLO, including Arafat himself,  were  very  valuable to everybody  who took part  in  them. Avnery describes their effect: 

One does not make peace except with enemies  and one does not make  peace with enemies who are despised  or who are conceived 
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of as inhuman monsters. After four generations of war between the 

Jews  and the  Palestinians,  the  enemy-the  PLO and  its  leaders

are regarded by Jewish Israelis as demons,  as  abominations.  In ex actly  the  same  way  Palestinians  regard the  hated  Zionists,  not  as normal  people with their everyday hopes  and cares  but as the new Nazis,  beyond  the  pale  of humanity.  Our dialogue  had  helped to shatter  these  diabolical  images.  It  has  de-demonized  each  side  in the eyes of the other. Arafat sitting between an Israeli General and an Israeli Member of Parliament is  not the  same "captain of mur derers" he was  before;  and  Zionists cannot be  all devils  if they  sit next to Arafat. 136 

Issam  Satawi  in  particular  was  aware  that  these  peace  talks  were  an 

urgent priority;  a  peaceful  solution  must  be  found  or there was the 

danger that the conflict of escalating violence could explode in a final 

nuclear holocaust.  The  secular  leaders  of Israel  and  the  Arab  states 

must talk together while there was still time to  find a solution,  and a solution meant compromise  on  both  sides.  The  danger was  that the 

present secular leaders could be replaced by extreme Jewish or Muslim 

religious  leaders,  who would  refuse  any compromise  in the  name of 

God. 

Once, in a moment of discouragement,  Satawi  said,  "We are fools. 

All of us  working  for  peace  in the Middle East  are  fools.  If we  had 

been working for war we would be respected, macho, adored by the 

masses. We,  the peaceful ones,  are  fools."137 On April  10,  1983,  he 

was shot  by  a  Palestinian  extremist  for  being  an  agent of Israel,  the 

CIA and  British  intelligence. 

The great compromise that Arafat was always being asked to make 

was  that he recognize the  state  of Israel.  Until  he  had  agreed  to  do 

this there could be no progress  and no way out of the deadlock which 

people  like  Satawi  and Avnery were  trying  to  break.  At  the  time  of 

writing, however, there has been a major change.  In December  1987 

an  uprising  broke  out  in  the  West  Bank  and in  the  Gaza Strip  in 

protest  against  the  Israeli  occupation.  This intifada, as the  uprising 

has become known,  was  masterminded by  young  Palestinians,  who were sick of the old PLO and wanted to take the initiative away from 

its "old" men. Violence was to be kept to a bare minimum. Palestinian 

children threw stones at Israeli soldiers and at cars bearing the Israeli 

number plate. There was  to  be  no use of firearms. The uprising has 

proved to be remarkably enduring. There have been a very large num

ber of Palestinian casualties, many of whom have been babies, children 

and old people. Very large numbers of Palestinians have been arrested 144                     H O L Y  W A R  

and  in May  1989 Amnesty International issued a report that claimed that the Israelis were depriving those imprisoned of their human right to protest peacefully.  At about the same time the Red Cross issued a report,  complaining  about Israeli  treatment of children.  The intifada has won the Palestinians many friends and has lost Israel a good  deal of international  support.  It has also done  a great deal  for the  morale of the  Palestinians of the occupied territories.  Observers  there  speak of a post-intifada identity.  Before the  uprising, the  Palestinians  in the territories  had  been  convinced  that  they  had  little  hope.  The  PLO largely excluded them from its activities and was  centered in  the  Pal estinian  d.iaspora.  There  was  a  passivity  and  fatalism.  But  since  the intifada there  is  a  new  confidence  that  expresses  itself  not  in  noisy rhetoric  but in  quiet determination. 138 They know that their action  is taking effect:  it has gravely damaged the Israeli economy and has been even  more devastating to  Israeli  morale. 

The  PLO  had  to  respond  to  this  young  initiative.  On  November 

15,  1988,  at  a  meeting  of the  Palestine  National  Council,  the  PLO accepted  the  existence  of  the  state  of  Israel.  It  abjured  terrorism once  again.  It envisaged  the  peaceful  coexistence  of the  state  of Pal estine alongside the state of Israel. The deadlock had apparently been broken. 

Many  people  remain  skeptical,  particularly  in  Israel.  Shamir  has 

absolutely  refused  to  negotiate  with  the  PLO  but  David  Levi,  the Deputy  Prime  Minister,  has  argued  that  Israel  has  no  other  choice. The United States has declared its readiness to talk with the PLO and Arafat is  beginning to  be  on  calling terms  with  heads  of state.  He  is frequently  seen  in  the  United  Nations.  The  onus  now  lies  with  the PLO  to prove its sincerity by continuing in its  resolution  to  abandon terrorism.  But the  ball of peace has  now landed firmly in the Israelis' court. 

Arafat  is  continually on  the  move.  He  knows  that he  is  in  danger 

of meeting the  same fate  as  Issam  Satawi  for his historic act of com promise.  It  seems,  however,  that  at  last  there  is  a  tiny  chance  of a solution:  one  of the  main obstacles  has  been  withdrawn.  A solution is  a  vital  priority  because  the  danger  is  great.  Those  who  fear  the influence  of religious  extremists  on  both  sides  of the  conflict  have grounds  for  their  anxiety.  There  are  those  who  wish  to tum this originally secular conflict into  a  holy war.  It  is important, therefore, that we understand what this escalation of religiously inspired violence could  mean  for the  Middle  East,  and  here  the  story  of the  Crusades and  the  Muslim  retaliation  they  inspired  can  give  us  some  valuable 
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lessons, not because history  repeats  itself but  because the Jews  and Muslims who are fighting one another today have many of the same preoccupations and  passions as the soldiers of God who  fought  for 

their  religion  when  the  Crusaders  marched  to  Jerusalem  to  liberate 

the tomb of Christ. 




PART TWO 
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Holy War 
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The  Crusade  Becomes a Holy  War 

 

and  Inspires  a  New Jihad 

 

no  longer  a  young  man  he  was  extremely  handsome  and  master  of I Norman Crusaders marching to the port of Brindisi to sail for the n September  1096 Count Bohemund of Taranto saw an army of East and he was  instantly  inspired  to join them.  Although he was 

the grand, flamboyant gesture that so frequently appears in the history 

of crusading.  Immediately  after taking the  Cross  in  the  cathedral  at 

Amal1i he  strode  down  the  great  steps,  tearing  his  scarlet cloak  into 

ribbons,  which he thrust to  left and right into the eager hands of the 

captains  of his  army,  so  that  they  could  make  Crusader  crosses  for 

themselves. "Are we  not  Franks?"  he  cried.  "Did  not  our  ancestors 

come  here  from  Francia  and  liberate  this  land  with  arms?  What  a disgrace!  Will our blood relatives and brothers go to martyrdom and 

his indeed to paradise  without  us?"1  A  few  weeks  later  Bohemund  and nephew Tancred set sail for Constantinople with a well-equipped 

and efficient army.  Bohemund had pressing, worldly reasons for  be

coming  a  Crusader.  His  father  Robert Guiscard  had  hoped  to  leave him a kingdom in the East, but his invasion of Byzantium had failed, so Bohemund had only a very small fief in the Duchy of Apulia. The 

Crusade  was  an  obvious  way  for  Bohemund  to  acquire  an  Eastern kingdom and it would be easy to dismiss Bohemund's typical Frankish 

piety as hypocrisy, which covered naked territorial ambition with the 

religious  cant of the  day.  But this  would  be  too  modern  a  view,  for 

in the Middle Ages  people were less self-conscious about motivation than we are. For Bohemund, as for most of the First Crusaders, secular 

and religious motives existed quite easily side by side, and indeed the 

First Crusade was able to succeed only because of this fusion of strong 

piety and practical good  sense. 

Bohemund's claim to be a Frank is important, because he was really 

a  Norman,  a  descendant of the  Vikings  who  had  terrorized  Europe 
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converted to  Christianity.  They had their own  duchy and had spear headed the new  expansion of Christendom of recent years.  The  Nor mans  had  made  a  conscious  decision  to  ally  themselves  with  the Europeans  and  in  recent years Europe  had  acquired  an  exciting and dynamic self-confidence. This was largely the creation of the Church, and Bohemund therefore would not have seen Christianity as a purely spiritual  religion and a private affair,  as we do today.  He would have seen it as an ideology that led to progress and development, in rather the  same  way  as  revolutionaries embraced  Marxism  in  Russia  at  the time  of the  1 9 1 7   Revolution.  Bohemund  seems  also  to  have  been conscious that the Norman "Franks" were in the vanguard of the new expansion of Europe,  because conquest  and exploration  were in their Norse  blood,  and  it was  easy for him to  embrace  this  new  Christian aggression because  it coincided  so  perfectly with  his  own  needs  and desires. He would become one of the most able leaders of the Crusade and  was  a  shrewdly  practical  soldier,  but  he  could  quite  simply  tell his men that ''This is not a carnal war but a spiritual one. "2 Bohemund's view of the  holy war was  not the  Cluniac vision of Pope  Urban  but looked to The Song of Roland. In the Crusades the Franks would find a  perfect  way  to  unite  their  love  of God  with  the  love  of war,  and thousands of them would  fight their way to  paradise  and to  martyr dom.  Certainly Tancred saw crusading as the answer to  his long per plexity.  His  biographer wrote  that  as  soon  as  he  heard  about  the Crusade  all  his  energies  were  released  and  doubts  resolved  in  what 

amounted  to  a  religious  conversion  of life:  "at  last  as  if previously his asleep,  his vigour was aroused,  powers grew, his eyes opened, his 

courage was  bom.''3  Everything suddenly came together for  him  in such  a way that he  literally had a new vision of life. 

But Tancred had a practical problem.  Crusading was  a very expen

sive  enterprise:  a  knight had  to  equip  himself with  horses,  servants, armor and weapons for a very long campaign and Tancred could not afford  it.  His  richer uncle  Bohemund equipped him and helped him out  financially  and this would  be  an  important  feature  of the  First Crusade.  Rich Crusaders felt it their duty to help poorer knights and everybody felt it a duty to give alms to the poor pilgrims. In this way the  Crusade  did express  the  Cluniac  vision  of the  pilgrimage  where rich  and  poor  lived  in  community together and where  the  reformed Christian  knights cared for the poor and the weak. The Cluniac ideal of holy  poverty  was  very  important to many  of the  Crusaders  and showed how effectively Cluny had penetrated the consciousness of the West.  Most Crusaders  had to sell or mortgage  property and land  in order  to  be  able  to  afford  to go on  the  Crusade.• In Urban's  terms 
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they had been prepared to sell all they had in order to  follow Christ. 

Godfrey  of Bouillon,  whose  army  was  the  first  to  leave  Europe  in August 1096, had sold his estates of Rosay and Stenay on the Meuse. 

He would become  the  first ruler of Christian Jerusalem and  was  felt 

to epitomize the ideals of the  First Crusade.  He  had  been  born heir 

to  the  Duchy  of Lorraine  and  was  a  descendant  of Charlemagne, 

something that  he  and  his  fellow  Crusaders  took very  seriously.  He embodied the ideals of the chanscm de geste in being a man of enormous physical strength and indifferent intelligence:  the Emperor Henry IV had confiscated the Duchy of Lorraine from his family but had made 

Godfrey  its  administrator,  a  job  that  he  so  mismanaged  that  Henry 

was  about  to  dismiss  him.  Like  Bohemund,  Godfrey  had  practical 

reasons for going on  the  Crusade,  as  there was  no  future  for  him  in the West.  But he was also a man of strong piety and in particular he 

lived a very frugal, simple life, showing that he had absorbed the value 

that  Cluny  set  on  holy  poverty.  In  Godfrey  too,  the  hero  of the Crusade, we see a mixture of motive  and ideology. 

His brother Baldwin was a very different sort of man and was frankly 

secular in oudook.  He had been destined for  the  Church and so had 

inherited  none  of the  family  estates,  but  he  had  proved  to  be  quite 

unsuited  for  the  life  of a  churchman  and  returned  to  the  lay  state. 

There  was,  therefore,  no  future  for  him  in  Europe  and  he  took  his 

wife  and  children with  him  to  the  East,  clearly  never  intending  to 

return.  He  was  a great contrast  to  his  brother in  both  manner and 

appearance and they were a dramatic and striking pair. Where Godfrey 

was  tall,  blond  and  of an  equable,  easy  temperament,  Baldwin  was 

also tall but dark and autocratic in manner. He had none of Godfrey's 

austerity and enjoyed luxurious  living.  He was also by  far  the  more 

intelligent of the two. His education in the cathedral school at Reims 

had given him a taste for culture that was unusual in a layman at this 

time  and during  the Crusade  he  proved that  he  was  a  very  able  and 

shrewd soldier and politician.  He was largely responsible for making 

the Christian Kingdom ofJerusalem an established state in the Middle 

East.  For all its  piety,  the  Crusade  would  need  and  value  secular 

pragmatists like Baldwin. 

Shorrly after Bohemund took the Cross in September 1096 another 

group of Normans led  an army to  the  East,  and here again we see  a 

mixture  of motives  and  ideals.  Robert of Nonnandy,  the  eldest son 

of William the Conqueror, was  a very pious man and was genuinely moved by Urban's summons.  He was a Crusader who certainly gave 

up everything to follow Christ on the Crusade. His father favored his 
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and yet  Robert was prepared to  pledge his duchy to William in order to  raise the necessary money to equip his army.  It was  because of the Crusade that he lost the throne of England and also his life and liberty. William seized the throne when his father died while Robert was still in  the  East,  and  when  Robert got  back  he  was  thrown  into  prison, where he  died, probably murdered, many years later.  His brother-in law, Stephen of Blois, on the other hand, had absolutely no desire to go crusading, and eventually deserted the army. In his family, however, his  wife  Adela  made  the  decisions  and  she  forced  him  to  go.  When he returned in disgrace, she made him take a second expedition to the East  in l l  00  which  was  massacred  in  Asia  Minor  and  the  reluctant Stephen  died  with  his  men.  The  third  Norman  of this  group  was Robert of Flanders, a good Cluniac.  His father had made the pilgrim age  to  Jerusalem  in  1086  and  had  then  stayed  on  in  the  East  until 1093, helping the  Emperor  Alexius  to  fight the Turks in Asia  Minor and Anatolia.  His son wanted to carry on the family tradition. 

Raymund  of St.  Gilles  was  also  a  Cluniac.  He  had  been  one  of 

Gregory VII's  Knights  of St.  Peter  and  had  fought  the  Muslims  in Spain. lt seems that Urban may have discussed his plans with Raymund before Clermont, because after the speech Raymund was the first noble to offer himselffor the expedition. He was simply inspired by religious motives:  he  had  no  problems  at  home  but was  prepared  to  give  up his  rich  and  comfortable  life  forever.  At  the  time  of the  Crusade  he was sixty years old and he vowed that he would spend his remaining years in the East. Yet Cluny would not have approved of all Raymund's piety.  During the Crusade he showed that he was very credulous about relics and his army was accompanied by a large crowd of poor pilgrims who certainly  affected  his  policies in ways  that the  papal legate, who traveled  with  Raymund,  did  not  approve.  Adhemar,  Bishop  of Le Puy, was committed to  Cluniac  ideals and was a man of wisdom and moderation. While he lived he was a valuable influence for good sense and made sure that the army observed the ideals of the Cluniac reform. 

The leaders  of the Crusade,  therefore,  were men with very mixed 

motives and ideals. Apart from the deserter Stephen of Blois and Hugh of Vermandois, second son of the  King of France who got separated ftom the main army, they all fought bravely to the end under extremely frightening  conditions.  Even  when  the  enterprise  seemed  hopeless, they persevered and finally managed to achieve an astonishing success. They were all dedicated men. Yet at this stage the Crusaders were not fighting a holy war in the classical sense and they were not yet imbued with the spirit of Joshua. They all had hopes of the Crusade and were making  a  journey  to  a  new  destiny,  but  they  had  very  mixed  ideas 
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about  what  that  destiny  would  be.  They  had  Cluniac,  Frankish, 

worldly ideals and ambitions and in some cases a strong personal piety. 

During the Crusade their practicality and their piety operated together 

very  easily  and  they  seemed  sincerely  to  have  believed  that working 

for  their own  worldly  success  was  quite  in  accordance  with  the will 

of God. The Crusaders were enthusiastic, but they had not yet created 

a clear crusading ideology that all the soldiers in the army could share. The common soldiers had very different hopes and ideals. Some saw the Crusade as  a religious vendetta, others had apocalyptic hopes for 

a new world and some would  have  been attracted  by  the  lure  of the 

Holy  City  of Jerusalem.  Many  may  have  believed  that  they  would improve their lot and  become rich  and famous or they might simply 

have  wanted  an  adventure,  as  well  as  having  a  strong  piety.  But  all 

these mixed motives were transformed by the  experience of the  Cru

sade  itself.  Crusading  turned  out  to  be  quite  different  from  what 

anybody  had  expected  and  the  terror  and  wonder  of the  campaign 

gave  birth to  an  ideal of a distinctively Christian version of the  holy 

war. 

The  First  Crusaders  had  learned  from  the  tragic  fate  of the  five 

armies that had marched East in the spring. Some of the armies avoided 

the dangerous journey by land and went by sea. Godfrey and Baldwin, 

however, deliberately went by land,  following the road that they be

lieved that Charlemagne had taken when he had made his (legendary) 

pilgrimage to  the  Holy  Land.  They  were consciously  following  the 

footsteps of their great ancestor as they sought a new solution, rooting 

their  new  selves  firmly  in  the  past. 5 But  they  did  not  abandon  the 

practical  realities  of life  in  a  filial  dream.  The  armies  that  chose  the 

land route had taken care to provision themselves adequately and the 

leaders were very strict indeed about forbidding looting and pillaging. 

They thus avoided arousing the hostility of the inhabitants and man

aged to  arrive  in Constantinople unscathed and in good order.  Here 

the great armies camped around the city, ready to fulfill the first part 

of their mandate, which was to help the Emperor Alexius to  recover 

the territories he had lost to  the Turks  in Asia Minor and Anatolia. 

In Constantinople the Crusaders entered a different world and they 

gazed in  astonishment at its palaces, churches and gardens, for there 

was as yet nothing as sophisticated and advanced in Europe. The city 

also housed the greatest collection of relics in the world and the Cru

saders must have felt surrounded on all sides by the power and holiness 

of God. But they must also have felt jealous and resentful of the Greeks, 

who did not seem worthy of this spiritual treasure. The warlike Franks 
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tian  and  preferred to make treaties with the Muslims and seek a dip lomatic solution rather than shed unnecessary blood.  Nor could they respect  Alexius,  Emperor  of  Byzantium,  who  had  let  himself  be trounced  by  the  Turks.  They  lacked  the  political  dimension  to  un derstand  the  skillful  way  in  which  the  Byzantines  had  held  Islam  at bay  for  centuries,  and  could  only  see  their  policy  as  cowardly  and dishonorable.  For their  part the Greeks were  horrified  by the  Franks and their talk of the holiness of war. They found the massive crusading armies encamped in the suburbs threatening and could only see these Western  Christians  as  ignorant  barbarians.  Alexius  certainly  did  not trust  the  Crusaders  and  was  worried  that  if they  did  succeed  in  re conquering  any of his former  territories  from  the  Turks  they  would refuse  to  return  it to  him  and  keep  it  for  themselves.  He  had heard that  in  Europe  people  bound themselves  to one  another by taking a feudal  oath  and  he  therefore  suggested  that  while  they  were  in  the East the  Crusaders  should  make such an oath to him and accept him as  their overlord.  But this sensible  solution  seemed  shocking  to  the Crusaders.  They saw  it not only as  a  betrayal of their  own  overlords in  Europe  but  as  against  the  whole  Frankish  spirit.  Their  glorious ancestor  Charlemagne  had  bequeathed  to  them  an  aversion  to  the Greek Emperor and their Frankish identity had therefore been founded on a defiance of the Eastern empire. Alexius found that he had struck against  something  that  was  very  deeply  buried  in  many  of the  Cru saders  and  which  exercised  the  power of an  absolute  veto.  Godfrey, the heir of Charlemagne, felt so strongly about it that he attacked the suburbs of the city on Good Friday. This naturally seemed a blasphemy to  the  Byzantines,  and  Anna Comnena,  Alexius' daughter,  was  even more horrified to see a priest, who handled the Eucharist daily, wield ing  a  sword  and  shedding blood. 6 There  could  scarcely  be  a  clearer example of the essential difference between the Greek Church and the Western  Christian  spirit.  While  the  official  Western  Church  would have disapproved of violence on a holy day, Godfrey would have seen nothing  wrong  with  it.  His  piety was strongly colored  by  the  spirit of The Song of Roland and he would, therefore,  have seen fighting for the honor of his people to  be quite compatible with  religion. This is also a very telling instance of the way that different levels of religion could exist in a Western Christian, who had not yet fully absorbed all the  Cluniac  ideals,  though  he  certainly  exemplified  some  of them. Godfrey understood the Cluniac teaching about holy poverty, but, as we  have  seen, the  Church  had given the knights  a confused message about  the  Christian use of violence.  Godfrey,  a  simple-minded  man, preferred the clarity of The Song of Roland. 
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Eventually their common sense  and  the  hard facts of the  situation led the Franks to accede to Alexius' demands. Leaders like Bohemund, who  had  fought  in  the  East  before,  knew  that  unless  they  had  the cooperation  of the  Greeks  they would  be  unlikely to  succeed  in this war in unfamiliar terrian.  The Greeks had promised to  provision the armies  as  long as  they were  within  reach  of Byzantium  and  to  come to their aid in a crisis. Eventually the Crusaders took the oath, but in the  event  showed  little  scruple  about  breaking  it  at  the  earliest  op portunity. Urban had partly summoned the Crusade to heal the grow

[image: ]

ing  rift  between  the  Eastern  and  Western  churches  but  in  fact  the Crusades would  destroy  any  hope  of a  reunion.  The  Europeans  had long hated the Greeks from afar, but when the Crusaders were actually confronted with the  splendors of Constantinople  and the  elegance  of 

its  advanced  culture,  they  felt  inferior  and this  made  them  defensive 

and  belligerent.  During the  ceremony of the  oath taking one  of the knights sat on Alexius' throne and refused to vacate it when the Em

peror  entered,  until  Baldwin  sharply  rebuked  him.  Alexius  then  en gaged the knight in courteous, if condescending, conversation and let him brag about his prowess in single combat. The Emperor then calmly 

advised  him  not  to  attempt  any  of those  tactics  when  fighting  the Turks,  as  he  would  find  himself severely  worsted.7 The  Franks  con stantly revealed themselves to the Byzantines as ignorant and uncouth poor relations,  who fiercely resented their dependence  upon Alexius and resented even more his mastery of a situation that left them floun

dering. 

Once they had taken  the  oath,  the armies were  shipped  across  the Bosphorus and, "at the gates of the land of the Turks,"8 the Crusaders 

all received the sacrament.  At every important stage of their campaign and at each moment of crisis, the army turned to public prayer. These soldiers ranked liturgy on the same level as war councils and listened 

to  sermons  as  carefully  as  they  listened  to  military  instructions.  The Crusaders were soldiers who understood enough about the importance 

of nutrition  to  give  their  horses  double  rations  before  a  battle,  but 

would  themselves  fast  for  three  days  before  an  important  offensive, 

even  when  they  were  already  weakened  by  starvation. • At  times  of stress Adhemar would urge them to give alms to the poor, even when 

most  of the soldiers were  themselves  suffering gravely from  want. 10 The prayer,  processions,  preaching,  fasting and almsgiving gave  this 

Crusade  a distinctly monastic character;  the  armies  seemed  to  their contemporaries to be vast military monasteries on the movell and gave 

the  campaign  the devotion of the  pilgrimage  that had given  birth  to 

it.  It made  this  war different from all their other  feudal wars. 
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In May 1097 the Crusaders and the Byzantines besieged the Scljuk 

capital  at  Nicaea.  Alexius  was  probably  aware  that  the  Sultan  Kilij Arslan  I  was  far  away  at  his  eastern  border  and  that  this  was  an 

opportune  moment  for  an  attack ..  Kilij  Arslan  had  heard  about  the his Crusaders  but  had  not  taken  them  very  seriously.  It was  troops 

who had massacred the  annies of Peter the  Hermit and Walter  San savoir the previous year and he judged that this next Western assault 

would be just as easy to deal with. By the time he realized his mistake his it was  too  late.  He rushed back to  defend  capital,  Nicaea,  which 

was manned only  by  a  small  garrison,  and  was  soundly defeated  by the  Christians.  He  could  do  no  more  and  sent  word  to  his  soldiers telling  them  to  surrender  as  soon  as  their  situation  became  intol erable.  Eventually  the  Muslim  garrison  did  surrender  but  they  very 

wisely  surrendered  directly  to  Alexius,  knowing  that he  would offer In 

them  acceptable  terms.  the  agreement,  he  promised  that  the  city 

should  not  be  looted.  The  leaders  of the  Crusade  probably  agreed with him that looting would be wasteful and dangerous to the Greek Christians  of  Nicaea,  but  their  soldiers  were  furious  and  their  re sentment of Alexius grew. They watched incredulously as the Turkish nobles  in  the  garrison  were  escorted  to  Constantinople  with  honor and heard in horror that they had been housed in one of the imperial palaces  while  awaiting ransom.  But this was  nothing  to  their  fury when  they  heard  that  they  had  been  forbidden  to  plunder  the  city. Their  desire  to  loot  did  not  spring  entirely  from  greed.  The  army was  already  beginning  to  feel  the  pinch  of want  and  some  of the poor pilgrims had actually starved to death during the siege.  Looting and  pillaging would  be  the  only  way  that  the  Crusaders would  be able to  sustain  themselves once they were  in Muslim territory.  Even though  Alexius  tried  to  compensate  them  with  very  generous  gifts of money-more  gold  than  they  had  ever  seen  and  ample  to  pro vision themselves-they still murmured angrily about his "treachery," feeling  deprived  of an  enjoyable  raid  and  manipulated  by  an  effete foreign  power. 

Nevertheless morale was high. The Crusaders had liberated a Chris

tian city that had  had a distinguished history;  they had defeated the infidel  in  their  first  encounter  and had  redeemed the  disgrace  of the Crusaders'  defeat  the  previous  year.  Their  Crusade  certainly seemed to  be a viable  enterprise.  They were now  ready for the  next stage  of the campaign, and at the end ofJune they set off on their long journey south  through Asia Minor toward Palestine.  Their objective  was  to liberate the pilgrim route to the Holy Land across Asia Minor, which had  been  infested with  the Turks since  the  Seljuk victories in 1071, 
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and to liberate  fonner  Byzantine territory  around  Antioch  and  in Armenia,  and they had sworn to return  these  lands to Byzantium.  It was important that there should be a strong Christian  presence  there 

and  in northern Syria  to  support the  Latin  state  that  they  intended to  set up  in  Palestine.  From this  point  they  were  on  their  own.  The Emperor could not provision them so far from his capital, though  he did send guides and advisers with them. The  Crusaders were therefore entirely alone, surrounded by  the hostile world of Islam,  enclosed,  as 

Professor  Riley-Smith  has  said  in  a memorable  phrase,  "in  an  alien, suffering world of their own."12 

The  suffering  and  terror  began on  July 1, days  after  they  had  left 

Nicaea.  To  ease  the  problem of supplies  and  provisions,  the  leaders had decided to march in two companies, and  the vanguard set off one 

day  ahead  of the  others,  led  by  Bohemund,  Stephen  of  Blois  and Robert of Flanders, with  Bohemund's  anny of Italian  Normans  and the  armies from the  north of France.  The second  anny  of southern French and the  Lorrainers  was led by  Raymund of St.  GiUes.  When the  vanguard reached the  plain outside Dorylaeum  it  pitched  camp 

and thus fell  into the ambush  prepared by the  Sultan,  who  had  been 

lying  in  wait for  them.  At  daybreak  the Turks rushed  out  of hiding and fell  upon the camp;  at once Bohemund got  the Christians orga nized. The poor  and  the noncombatants were put  in  the  middle  of the camp and the women were given the job of carrying water to the front line. Runners were dispatched to tell the rear guard to hurry to the rescue  and Bohemund  sternly commanded  his  troops  to  remain 

on the defensive and not to attack the Turks.  Yet the  horde  of Turks 

seemed  invincible  and  Fulcher of Chartres describes  the  paralysis  of despair which fell on the Christians who sat in the center of the camp expecting massacre.  "We were all indeed huddled together like sheep 

in  a  fold,  trembling  and  frightened, surrounded  on all sides  by  ene "13 mies," he recalled. "By now we had no hope of surviving.  Instantly 

and as one, they turned to  prayer. They decided that  God  had  aban

doned them because of their sins and, in the middle of a  battle,  there was a spontaneous liturgy of penance· that could only have  happened during a Crusade: 

We then confessed that we were defendants at the bar of justice and 

sinners,  and we  humbly begged mercy from God. The  Bishop  of Le Puy our patton and four other bishops were there,  and  a  great many priests also, vested in white. They humbly besought God that he would desttoy the  power of our enemy and  shed  upon  us  the gift of his mercy. Weeping they sang and singing they wept.  Then 
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many  people  fearing  that  death  was  nigh  ran  to  the  priests  and confessed their  sins. 14 

Suddenly,  when  all  seemed  lost,  the  rear  guard  arrived.  Kilij  Arslan had  believed  that he had managed to trap the whole crusading army and  the  arrival  of a  huge  army  of fresh  Christians  caught  him  com pletely  off guard.  The  Turks  fled,  hotly  pursued  by  the  Crusaders, who  razed  their  camp  to  the  ground.  The  Sultan  had  felt  able  to survive  the  loss  of his  capital  at  Nicaea,  for  his  real  capital  was  his tent, and the destruction of the camp was a far greater blow. He would not feel able to attack the Crusaders again and the hitherto unbeatable Turks had to  recognize that they had a  powerful new enemy. 

The  peril of the  Christians  had  been so extreme  that their sudden 

deliverance seemed "a great miracle," as Fulcher put it:  the Turks were put to  flight because "our comrades reinforced us and as divine grace was miraculously present."15 The sentence perfectly sums up the piety of these  First  Crusaders, who prayed as though everything depended upon God but fought as though they depended on themselves alone. The shock of Dorylaeum transformed their view of their mission. In Raymund's army, which had been with the rear guard and not present during the  attack,  an extraordinary rumor circulated.  As the  chaplain and chronicler Raymund of Aguiles recorded, the Crusaders had been protected  by  heavenly  beings:  "Two  knights  clad  in shining  armour and of wonderful appearance advanced before our army and so threat ened the enemy that they granted them no chance to fight in any way. Indeed when  the Turks wanted to  strike them with their lances they appeared  invulnerable  to  them."16 As  they  continued  their  journey, the  Crusaders  excitedly  asked  each  other  who  these  warriors  could have been, and finally decided that, as they were so far from their own patron  saints,  God  had  sent  the  local  soldier-saints  George  and  De metrius  to  help  them  in  their  hour  of need.  From this point  other pilgrims and soldiers began to have dreams and visions of these saints; they would also see St. Andrew, the patron of the Greek Church, and the  Eastern  St.  Mercury.  No Westerner had had  a great devotion  to these  Eastern  saints  before,  but now  that they were in  their  territory and needed their protection they decided that God had sent them new patrons and  protectors.  St.  George would become the patron saint of the  whole Crusade and a very popular saint in the West." 

The Crusaders desperately needed this reassurance:  it was a way of 

acclimatizing themselves to the frightening world in which they found themselves.  The  countryside was  alien  and  filled  them  with  terror: when they reached the Anti-Taurus range of mountains between Gok-
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sun and Marash, for example, the precipice they had to surmount fiUed them with utter despair. As the knights watched the horses and pack animals hurtling over the edge, wrote the  author of the Gesta Fran wrum (1'he Deeds of the Franks," an eyewitness account) : "they stood 

about  in  a  great  state  of gloom,  wringing  their  hands  because  they were so frightened and miserable, not knowing what to do with them selves."18 The Crusade became a chronicle of terror and suffering. The Turks destroyed the countryside so that the  Crusaders could not find food, and men and animals began to die like flies.  The  poor pilgrims 

suffered  particularly heavy casualties,  as always, and depended totally on the alms of knights and soldiers who were themselves dramatically 

impoverished. As the  horses  died,  more  and  more  knights  were  re

duced  to  the  ranks  because  without  a  horse  they  could  not  perform 

their military function; others resorted to riding  oxen, goats and sheep 

and  to  using dogs as  pack  animals. 19 They were experiencing a  dep rivation that went far  beyond the secure holy poverty of the monk or the pilgrim back home  and were moving into a terrifying new world where the bonds of society seemed to  be breaking down. To comfort 

themselves they instinctively  turned  to  religion  and created the  myth 

of the  angelic warriors who were  fighting  on  their  side.  The journey 

to  Palestine  had  always  been  holy  because  it  had  been  a  pilgrimage 

to Jerusalem, but as they progressed  the  Crusaders felt themselves to 

be  holy  in  their own  right.  They  had  a  strong  sense  that  God  was, quite literally, marching with them: "As we advanced we had the most 

generous  and  merciful  and  most  victorious  hand  of  the  Almighty 

Father with us,"10 wrote Raymund of Aguiles.  He was leading them 

and preserving them just as he had led the Israelites during their long 

journey to  the  Holy  Land.  At  the  time  of Charlemagne,  the  Franks 

had  begun to see themselves as  God's  new  chosen  people  and  now 

the salvation they had experienced  at Dorylaeum led  them gradually 

to see themselves as taking up the vocation  which the  Jews had lost. 

Slowly too the Crusaders were being drawn together to see themselves 

as one people as they struggled through the desolate countryside. As 

Fulcher of Chartres  said:  wrhough  we  were  of different tongues  we 

seemed, however, to be brothers in the love of God and to be nearly 

of one  mind. "11 The  Crusaders  were  being  taught  by  their suffering 

to see themselves as the united people of God and this holy pilgrimage 

was  forming  an  entirely  new  identity.  The  Franks  in  particular  had 

been in search of a new vocation and crusading had given it to  them. 

Y ct though  they  were  begiruting  to  see  themselves  as  the  chosen 

people they had not yet developed a Joshuan hatred of their enemy. 
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Saracens in The Song of Roland, except that they seem to have realized that they were not  idol-worshipers.  The Norman author of the Gesta Francurum admired them and considered them to be excellent soldiers; their  only  failing  was  that  they  were  not  Christians.  He  also  felt  a strong  sense  of affinity  with  them,  and  indeed  the  Turks  and  the Normans were very much alike. Both were barbarian peoples who had very  recently  fought  their  way  through  to  the  centers  of an  ancient civilization and converted to  the dominant religion. As the Normans and the Franks were at this time seeking a new Christian identity, the Turks were trying to build a new Islamic identity for themselves  and were challenging the Arab establishment, which looked down on them with  a  certain  disdain.  After the  Battle  of Dorylaeum,  the  author of the Gesta wrote: 

What man, however experienced and learned, would dare to  write of the  skill  and  prowess  and  courage  of the  Turks,  who  thought that they would strike terror into the  Franks  as they had done into the  Arabs  and  Saracens,  Armenians,  Syrians  and  Greeks,  by  the menace  of their  arrows?  Yet,  please  God,  their  men  will  never  be as good as ours. They have a saying that they are of common stock with  the  Franks  and  are  naturally born to  be  knights.  This  is  true and nobody can deny it, that if only they had stood firm in the faith of  Christendom  and  been  willing  to  accept  One  God  in  Three Persons  . . .  you  could  not  find stronger or  braver or  more  skilful soldiers;  and yet by  God's grace they were  beaten by our men. 22 

The Norman author is making the Turks the foil of Frankish eminence and  greatness,  just as the  author  of The Song of Roland had tried to do with the  Spanish  Muslims. The  Norman author is still very vague about  his  enemy :  he still calls them "pagans" throughout his  history, as do  the other  chroniclers.  He appears to think, mistakenly, that the Turks  had  been  Christians  at  one  time.  He  seems  to  think  that  the Arabs and the Saracens are different from one another. Had he known more  about  Islam,  he  might have  mentioned  another  affinity.  When fighting  a jihad, Muslims  combined  piety  with  practicality,  in  very much  the  same  spirit as the  First  Crusaders,  and  have  continued  to do so in the  holy wars of today. 

In  September 1097 the  Crusade  split  into  two  again.  Before  they 

went to  the  Holy  Land they had to  liberate northem  Syria from the Muslims  and  restore  these  lands  which  the  Turks  had  conquered  to Byzantium as they had sworn to Alexius. They also needed to establish a Christian bulwark in this area to protect the pilgrim routes and the Christian state they planned to establish in the Holy Land. The main 
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anny,  led  by Bohemund  and  Raymund,  marched  to Antioch  and encamped aggressively outside  this powerful and strategically impor tant city. A splinter group, led by Baldwin and Tancred, headed west toward Cilicia.  On  September  21  they  took  the  city  of Tarsus,  and Tancred went on to  conquer Adana  and  Misis  while  Baldwin  briefly 

rejoined  the  main  anny  and  then  set  out  east  on  his  own  toward 

Edessa. 

Baldwin  was  probably  the  most  secular  of all  the  leaders:  he  was 

determined to get a kingdom for himself in the East and had no guilt his 

about  oath to  Alexius.  He  was careful to  present himself to  the 

Armenian  inhabitants  as  a  Christian  liberator  and  in  this  he  was  su premely successful.  As he marched toward the city of Edessa the Ar

menian Christians rushed forward to greet him ecstatically. In the face of this sudden Christian enthusiasm the  Muslim garrisons either fled or  were  brutally  conquered  and  massacred  by  the  Armenians  and Franks together. On February 20,  1098, he arrived in Edessa and was welcomed  most  warmly  by  the  Armenian  King  Toros.  Toros  was 

anxious  to  get  rid  of the  Turks  but  had  no  desire  to  rerum  to  the Byzantine Empire. The Greek Orthodox had always  despised  the Ar

menian  Christians  and  thought  that  they  were  heretical.  Sometimes they had actually tried to suppress the native faith and the Armenians deeply resented them. They had no dreams of independence (they had been part of empires for so  long)  and had long thought that a  Latin Western hegemony would  be  preferable.  Baldwin  seemed  an  answer 

to Toros'  prayer and  he  adopted  the  imposing  Frank as his son  in  a 

strange  ceremony:  he  passed  a  huge  shirt over  Baldwin's  head  and, within its folds, the two men rubbed chests. Baldwin was now coregent 

and  heir to  the  throne.  Yet,  under  most  suspicious  circumstances,23 Toros was murdered on March  10 and Baldwin became head of state. 

At once  he  set  about  endearing himself to  the  Armenians  and  con quered the Turkish  garrison  of Samosata.  There was  no  thought of returning this new territory to the Emperor, of course, and Baldwin 

had at a stroke greatly increased the size of his principality. In Samosata 

he  discovered  many Armenian  hostages  whom  he  returned  to  their 

families, greatly enhancing his popularity. Baldwin had established the 

first Western colony in the Middle East in circumstances that were as 

manipulative  and  ambiguous  as most later  colonial  adventures  in  the 

area. 

In the meantime the rest of the Crusaders were in extreme distress 

at Antioch;  their experience  here would  be  crucial  to  the  Crusaders' 

understanding of the special nature of their mission. Despite the dread
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in reasonable shape.  Here they were replenished by supplies brought them  by  the  Genoese  fleet  and  there  was,  initially,  a  fair amount of food  in  the  region.  The Crusaders knew that they should try to take the city because Antioch had bien one of the most important Christian cities in the early centuries of Christianity;  St.  Peter had been its first bishop  and  it  was  here  that  the  disciples  of Jesus  had  been  called "Christians." But the  ancient Christian Church of St.  Peter had now been  converted  into a  mosque;  it was  obviously the  Crusaders' duty to liberate such a holy city, which would have been a major cult center in  Europe. To take the city and the country surrounding it would also consolidate the  gains  that  Baldwin  would  make  in Edessa.  Yet there were grave doubts among the leaders.  With winter coming on, would the army realistically have the strength to besiege such a powerful and well-defended city? Some of the leaders thought that they should wait for  help  from  the  Byzantines  and  for  reinforcements  from  France. Others,  however,  including  Raymund of St.  Gilles,  had  been  pow erfully affected by the new view of the Crusade: 

We  have  come  here  by the  inspiration of God ; through  his mercy we  obtained  Nicaea,  a very strongly fortified city, and through the same  clemency  we  have  obtained  victory  and  security  from  the Turks . . . .  Thus  we should commit our lot to him.  We ought not to fear  Kings, or the chiefs of Kings, nor yet places or times, when God has snatched us  from so many dangers. 24 

The  first  part of that  speech  could  be  seen  as  conventional  rhetoric, but the  final sentence shows a willingness to  put the crusading army outside the limitations that affect ordinary mortals. If God was fighting for the  Crusaders  why  should they  worry  about  the  perils  of winter or the  impregnable  walls of Antioch? 

The  decision  to  besiege  Antioch almost finished  the  Crusade.  To 

keep  such  a  vast  army  of 50,000 soldiers  with  its  crowd  of poor pilgrims  in  one  place  for months  at a  time  inevitably meant that the food  available  in the  region was  quickly  exhausted.  The  country was stripped bare and severe famine set in.  The efficiency of the siege was impaired  because  men  were  sent  out  further  and  further  afield  on raiding and foraging expeditions, sometimes as far as fifty miles  away. Knights and poor people all started to die of starvation in great num bers.  By January 1098 the  famine reached  its  peak: 

The  starving  people  devoured  the  stalks  of beans  still  growing  in the fields, many kinds of herbs unseasoned with salt, and even thistles which  because  of the  lack of firewood  were  not  well  cooked  and 
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therefore  irritated the tongues  of those eating them. They also ate 

horses, camels,  dogs, and even  rats.  The poorer people ate even the 

hides of animals  and the seeds of grain found  in manure.15 

In January Peter the Hermit himself deserted the army. He was caught, brought back and the affair was quickly hushed up. It seems that Peter lost no real prestige among the leaders because he would soon be seen heading  important  missions  to  the  Turks  and  preaching  major  ser mons.  The  Crusaders  were  far  more  tolerant  of deserters  than  the people back home because they knew what they had been up against. That same month even Bohemund thought that he ought to go home. He could not bear to watch his men and horses dying all around him when he himself was too  poor to alleviate their sufferings.  It was not only  the  rank  and  file  who  were  dying;  the  leaders  themselves  had 

become  poor  and  many  important  knights  had  been  reduced  to  the 

ranks.  By  June 1098 there  were  only  about 200 horses  left  in  the 

entire  army.  Men  who  were  wealthy  and  powerful  in  Europe  were 

now  riding  donkeys  and  mules.  The  Crusaders  really  were  shut  off 

from  everything  they  had  known  before  in  a  strange,  self-enclosed 

world of suffering. 

If doughty  Crusaders  like  Bohemund  and  Peter  the  Hermit  lost 

faith  for  a  time,  why  did  the  majority  of the  Crusaders  decide  to continue squatting before Antioch, watching their companions dying 

like  fl.ies  of hunger  and  disease?  We  get  some  insight  into  what was 

going on  in the minds of the  Crusaders  from  a  letter written  by the 

bishops  in the  army:  "How  one  against a thousand?  Where we  have 

a  count,  the  enemy  has  forty  kings;  where  we  have  a  regiment  the enemy has a legion; where we have a knight they have a duke; where 

we  have  a footsoldier they have  a count;  where we have  a castle they 

have  a  kingdom." The  bishops  naturally  felt  that  they  were  a  tiny 

Christian island surrounded by a mighty Muslim ocean. The Crusaders stayed because they were deeply convinced that God would ultimately 

rescue them. The  bishops  continued their letter:  "We do not trust in any multitude nor in power nor in any presumption, but in the shield 

of Christ  and  justice,  under the  protection of George  and Theodore 

and  Demetrius  and  St.  Blaise,  soldiers of Christ truly  accompanying 

us."26  This  was  not  a  pious  figure  of speech.  It  was  "truly"  a  fact. 

Crusaders at Dorylaeum had seen these celestial warriors fighting for 

them.  They  now  felt  surrounded  by  an  unseen  heavenly  army.  To 

desert  would  be  stupid;  the  deserter  would  be  deserting  Christ  and 

his special  friends.  When the Crusaders started to refer to themselves 

as the "army of God" or "soldiers ofChrist"17 they meant this literally, 164                     H O L Y  W A R  

and this meant  that  desertion  was  the  ultimate  apostasy.  The  mal nutrition disposed the  Crusaders to  hallucinate  and not  surprisingly they began to "see" more of these celestial warriors of God watching over  the  anny, or else  they dreamed of receiving  heavenly  messages of comfort which  assured the Crusaders that "the Lord is with you."ll This was not a pious fancy nor was it rousing rhetoric: they believed it was the literal truth. 

The  author  of the Gesta FrtmaJTUm shows  the  Crusaders  fighting 

very hard indeed and making sensible stratagems; at the same time he shows  us  how  they  used  to  make a conscious effort  to  work  up  in 

attack of the Turks outside Antioch, we see the Crusaders in his themselves  a sense of God's  protection.  After  a  particularly  strong anny 

gathered  around their  leader Bohemund: 

Angry at the loss of our comrades, we called on the name of Christ and put our trust in the pilgrimage to the Holy Sepulchre and went all together to  fight the Turks, whom we  attacked with one  heart and  mind.  God's  enemies  and  ours  were  standing  about,  amazed and terrified, for they thought that they could defeat and kill us, as they had done with the followers of the Count and Bohemund, but Almighty  God  did  not  allow  them to do so. The  knights  of the True God, anned at all points with the sign of the  Cross,  charged them  fiercely  and  made  a  brave  attack  upon  them,  and  they  fled swiftly across the middle of the narrow bridge to their gate.l9 

Just as the first Christian community in Jerusalem lived together with "one heart and mind," so now this new community of knights in the anny of the True God were united in their faith and commitment to fight  the Turks,  who were not  simply  their enemies  but God's  too. The  author of the Gesta was certain that the  Crusaders  who died in this battle  were  not  just  casualties  but  martyrs.  "On  that  day  more than a thousand of our knights or footsoldiers suffered martyrdom," he writes,  "and we believe  that they went to  Heaven and were  clad in white robes and received the martyr's palm. "30 The author is aware that  he is making  a  controversial  statement.  The Franks celebrated "martyrs" like Roland, but this new kind of aggressive martyr was by no means generally accepted by most Christians in the West. Yet when a  Norman  knight like Roger  Bameville  died  fighting  and killing the 

Turks in an independent attack, he was buried by Adhcmar with great pomp  and cetemony  and was  believed to be  a  martyr  by his fellow 

Crusaders. 31 

There is perhaps no better way of entering the mind of the Crusaders 

than by looking at the dreams or visions that they produced.  It was 
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natural  for them to see  their dreams as sent by God and we can see how they were ransacking their subconscious to dredge up any shred 

of comfort that they could.  Just as before  a battle they would prepare 

themselves  by deliberately making themselves  conscious  of the  pres ence and  protection  of God,  so  too  in  their sleep  or  in  their visions they were convincing  themselves  that  they  had  to  stay  on  and  fight to the bitter end. This end might be bitter in purely human terms but 

in  the  next  life  the  Crusader  would  be  among  the  most  privileged Christians of all.  When  a notable Crusader  died  he  would  often  be "seen" by the knights and poor soldiers in battle as well as when they 

were  in  repose. 32 These martyred Crusaders  would  urge  them  to  go 

forward  bravely  and  tell  them  that  the  whole  of the  heavenly  court 

was  on  their  side:  naturally this  made them  fight  with  a  total  belief 

in the  protection of Christ and the saints.  One  of the  best known of these visions was seen  by the very pious knight Anselm of Ribemont the day before  his own death.  In one version of the story he saw the young knight Enguerrand of St. Pol, who had died two months earlier. Enguerrand  was  glowing with an  extraordinary  beauty and  assured 

Anselm  that  "of course  those  who  end  their  lives  in  the  service  of Christ are not dead. "33 He transported the knight to heaven where he 

showed him his  house  there,  beautiful  beyond  description,  and  told Anselm that he himself would be  installed in an even  more  beautiful mansion on the morrow.  In another even more telling version of the 

story Anselm found himself standing on a pile of filth, 34 gazing up at 

a  splendid  palace  where  he  could  see  his  former  companions,  who were so gloriously transfigured that he could scarcely recognize them. 

One  of them,  probably  Enguerrand,  told  him  that  these  were  the crusading martyrs and that he would join them the next day.  This  is 

a useful insight into the mind of a noble but deeply pious knight facing his own death. The image of Anselm straining heavenward from  the 

pile of dung  on which  he  was  standing  is  a  perfect  emblem  of the mental attitude of so many of the Crusaders. 

So how did these soldiers of God explain their terrible sufferings? 

They naturally turned to the Bible, especially the Old Testament. They 

knew that God's special friends did suffer. Not only had the Israelites 

themselves suffered ftom hunger and sickness in the desert but there 

was also the example of Job. These sufferings  had been sent by God 

himself to chastise his people as a father might chastise his child. Many 

of the Crusaders saw the unprecedented suffering outside Antioch as 

another proof that they too were  God's special friends,  marked  by  a 

special destiny.  Fulcher of Chartres explained it  thus:  "It is  my belief 
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they were cleansed of their sins, just as gold is proved three times and is  purged  by  fire  seven  times."35  Anselm  of Ribemont  himself had writcen  before  his  death  that "God,  who  'punishes  all  the  sons  he loves,' trained us in this way."36 And Raymund of St. Gilles and Bishop Daimbert of Pisa in a joint letter to Europe said that "for nine months God held us back  . . .  and  humbled us  outside Antioch,  until all out puffed-up pride  had turned  back to  humility."  In this  view  the  Cru saders had got above themselves. They had marched into the East full of Frankish pride and self-assertion. Their victory at  Dorylaeum  had given them a heady belief that they were a special people.  They were not mistaken  in this,  as  events  would  prove,  but first they had to  be brought  into  a  more  truly  Christian  frame  of mind  and  God  only allowed  them  to  win  the  city  "when  such  was  our degradation  that scarcely  100 good  horses could be  found in the whole army."37 Ray mund  and  Bishop  Daimbert  were  well  aware  of the  importance  of holy poverty.  Now that they had suffered absolute degradation, when they were without horses, without money and without the basic means of subsistence,  they were stripped of human pride and therefore  able to  do great things for God. 

In  the  minds  of the  poor  there  was  a  different  interpretation  of 

these  months  of  1097.  In  many  ways  the  perseverance  of the  poor pilgrims was quite extraordinary. They suffered more than the knights; they died in greater numbers despite all the almsgiving, and when the army  was  attacked  by  the  Turks  they  were  in  a  far  more  vulnerable position than the knights because they had no defense. The poor had no exalted code of honor which would make desertion difficult. They were  used·to the art of survival  in harsh  conditions,  and that had to mean  compromise.  Similarly,  what  made  knights  who  had  been  im poverished by the Crusade and reduced to the ranks persevere to the very end? There were many such knights:  their horses died. they had to Sl:ll their  weapons  and equipment to buy food and finally resort to begging  for  bread  at  the  tables  of their  former colleagues.  It would be  easy to  imagine  a  knight  in  this  position  being filled with a  great bitterness  against  the  whole  project  and  its  dreams  of earthly  and heavenly glory.  He might well feel like throwing up  all  his  chivalric ideals and making for home.  Half the Crusaders were dead and many had understandably deserted,  but an enormous number stayed (prob ably about  50,000). 

It seems in fact that through this experience the poor actually gained 

a  new  self-confidence  during  this  winter-a  confidence  that  would make  them  assert  themselves  against  the  rich  and  the  powerful  and dream of a  day when  the  first should  be  last and the last first,  when 

1 0 9 6 - 1 1 4 6   167 

the poor would inherit the earth and be honored by the rich. As they watched the rich haughty aristocrats begging for bread, rid.ing clumsy 

mules  as  though  they were  peasants  and  sharing  their own  hopeless 

lot  they  must  have  had  a  new  view  of the  ruling  class.  Never  again would they see them as distant giants who were rendered immune to 

such ills by  the security  of wealth  and  privilege.  They  began  to  see 

the Crusade as a first step  in  that revolution  foretold  by Mary in  the gospels when she sings  that God had  reversed  the old world order: 

He has routed the proud of heart. He has pulled down princes from their thrones and exalted 

the  lowly. 

The hungry he has filled with good  things,  the  rich  sent 

empty  away. 

(Luke  1 : 5 1-53) 

The belief that they were the vanguard of this new world led the poor 

Crusaders to  seek  a  new  and  more  powerful  identity for  themselves. The Frankish aristocrats were not the only ones with such dreams and 

visions, for outside Antioch there was the first sign of the poor rising 

to new  power  and  effectiveness.  The  initial  ind.ication  of  this  self

assertion  was  that  the  poor  now  began to organize  themselves  into 

independent bands for their  own protection.  There was  later  a rumor 

that  at  this  point  in  the  Crusade  a  group  of poor  orphans  formed 

themselves  into  a  regiment  and  fought  alongside  the  knights.  The 

most remarkable of these was the  band called the Tafurs,  which  had 

been  founded  by  a  knight  who  had  been  reduced  to  the  ranks  but 

became known as King Tafur. 38 It became a terrorist wing of the army 

which raided the surrounding countryside for food  with such extreme 

savagery  that  they  terrified  most  of the  Crusaders.  The  Tafurs  gave 

the Crusaders  a fearful  reputation among the Muslims  in the area and 

it was  rumored  that  they even  ate  the  flesh  of their Muslim  victims. 

In the  darkest  days  of the  siege  this  might well  have  been  true.  But 

the  Tafurs  were  not  just  a  menace:  Guiben  of Nogent  is  clear  that 

they d.id the most exhausting work, 39 were tireless in battle and fought 

with exceptional bravery and ferocity.  Pope  Urban  had not intended 

to make the poor militant; indeed the Cluniac reform had stressed the 

image  of the  poor  man  as  being  without  a  sword.  Yet  during  the 

famine  outside  Antioch  the  poor  men  learned  to  assen  themselves 

violently in order to survive. 

Gradually  the  poor  came to see  themselves  as  an  elite. A popular 

epic composed just after the Crusade helps us to enter into the visions 
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The Chamun d'Antioch shows that, far from seeking holy poverty, the poor  were  dreaming  of a  greater  share  of the  goods  of this  world: they wanted to bring about a fairer distribution of wealth. In the poem the  poor of Provence gallop back to the camp and  flaunt  their  booty "to  show  their  companions  how  their  poverty  is  at  an  end;  others, dressed  in two or three silken garments,  praise  God  as  the  bestower of victory and gifts."40 God was fighting for the poor to increase their status, just as,  to  them, he was fighting with the Crusade  as  a whole to  defeat  the  Muslims.  King Tafur  cries  to  his men:  "Where  are  the folk who want property?  let them come with me!  . . .  With God's help I  shall  win  enough  to  load  many  a  mule."41 This  was  not just greed but part of a conviction that by means of the Crusade God was bring ing about a new world where  a greater justice would prevail. 

In the Chamun the  Tafurs  saw  themselves  as  the elite of the  Cru

saders.  At the same time  as they were seeking to  overthrow  the  old order, they flaunted their poverty as a badge and as a mark of privilege. King Tafur, in this legendary version of his life, was a Norman knight who voluntarily gave up his wealth and descended to the ranks of the poor people to  lead them to  glory.  Such "voluntary" poor were seen as  belonging  to  the  inner  circle  of Tafurs,  for  there  was  plenty  of encouragement in the gospels to make the poor believe that they, not the  knights,  were  God's  chosen  people  and  that they  would  take  Je rusalem  as  King Tafur says :  ''The  poorest shall take  it:  this is  a  sign to  show  clearly  that  the  Lord  God  does  not  care  for  presumptuous and  faithless  men."42  In  the  poem  the  Tafurs  force  the  knights  and the richer Crusaders to respect them at last. When the Amir of Antioch complains to the Crusader leaders about the Tafurs' terrorist activities, the  leaders  admit:  "All  of us together cannot  tame  King  Tafur."43 When the  barons  prove  that they are not true Crusaders  and show a real  reluctance  to push on to Jerusalem at one  point,  it is  King Tafur who shames them into accepting his leadership. "We are behaving like false pilgrims.  If it rested with me and with the poor alone, the pagans would find us the worst neighbours they ever had."44 It is King Tafur who crowns Godfrey of Bouillon  as  King of Jerusalem and  Godfrey swears  to hold it as a fief from God and  King  Tafur  alone. When the other  Crusaders  slink  off home,  it is the  poor people who stay on to defend the  Holy  Land.  Fantastic as  this  sounds, it did contain a seed of truth  and  the  poor  did  rise  to  a  new  power in  fact  as  well  as  in fiction. 

[image: ]

The  movement  of the  poor  Crusaders  was  strengthened  by  the 

visions of Peter Bartholomew, a poor servant in the army of Raymund of St. Gilles. 45 On December 30,  1097, there was an earthquake.  Some 
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of the  Crusaders  even  persuaded  themselves  that  this  terrifying  oc

currence was  a sign of God's protection;  they looked into the  sky at the "earthquake lights" and saw a glowing Cross. Peter, however, had 

another vision.  He was  praying in  pure  terror and  it  seems  that  the trauma of the earthquake tipped him into a hallucinatory state. Events 

his would  show  that  he  was  constantly  ill-at  one  point  he  was  losing eyesight,  which  could  have  been  due  to  starvation,  so  he  was 

therefore disposed to visionary experience. As the earth rocked beneath 

him, Peter strained desperately to find some sense of hope and safery. Suddenly he saw a wondrously  beautiful young man,  whom he  later identified as Jesus himself but who never  spoke.  This was a common 

feature of Christ in the  Crusaders'  visions.  It may indicate an unwill

ingness to give such a complete divine sanction to  their  insights  and longings or may simply show that the saints were actually more vivid 

figures,  at  least to  the  lay  Christians,  than  Christ himself.  Alongside 

the  beautiful  young  man  a  less  intimidating  old  man  appeared  with sandy hair sprinkled with gray, who revealed that he was St. Andrew. He told  Peter  Bartholomew  that he had a message  for  the  Count of 

St. Gilles and for Bishop Adhemar.  He strongly denounced Adhemar 

(most  unfairly)  for failing  in  his duty as  a  preacher,  and this  showed that Peter did not share the general veneration of the  bishop.  Count 

Raymund,  on  the  other  hand,  was  to  be  given  a  special  task.  In the 

ancient Cathedral of St.  Peter inside  the city of Antioch,  St.  Andrew 

explained,  was the holy lance that had  pierced  Christ's side on Good 

Friday.  When  the  city  was  taken,  Raymund  and  Peter  should  take twelve Crusaders and dig for  it. Then Peter was suddenly transported 

in spirit inside the  besieged city and  taken  to  the south chapel of the 

cathedral;  at this  point  St.  Andrew  disappeared  into  the ground  and 

reappeared  bearing  the  lance  aloft  triumphantly.  Peter  was  then  re

turned to the camp outside the walls. This eccentric vision completely 

transformed the Crusade and that it should have done so shows how 

very  much  more  powerful  religion  was  than  political  ideas  and  mo

tivation at this time.  The  holy lance,  it must  be  remembered,  would 

be  a  relic  of such  extraordinary  power  that  it  would  in  itself be  an 

omnipotent weapon.  Intimately  bound  up  in the  holy  and  powerful 

events  which  saved the  world,  its discovery would  guarantee  victory 

against the Turks. 

But  at  first  Peter  was  too  frightened  of  the  leaders to obey  St. 

Andrew and he did not deliver his message. St. Andrew had to appear 

on no less than four further occasions, and he became more and more 

angry at Peter's delay. But Peter still hung back, because he was afraid 
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food  and would punish him for his blasphemy.  Yet the persistence of St.  Andrew shows that, however hard he tried to  suppress this vision of hope, Peter was still clinging to it tenaciously.  At this time he and his  master were  very  busy trying to find provisions  for  the  army;  he was  not  simply  sitting  back  passively  and  expecting  deliverance  to descend  from  heaven.  Frequently  St.  Andrew  appeared  when  Peter was  very  actively  engaged:  on  one  occasion  he  saw  St.  Andrew  just as  he  was  getting  on  board  a  ship  that was  to  take  him  foraging  in Cyprus.  In  the  midst  of these  attempts  to  find  a  human,  practical solution,  Peter still turned to the vision of the  lance.  St.  Andrew told him  plainly  that  an  army  which  carried  the  lance  into  battle  would never  be  defeated:  Peter was  struggling to  convince  himself that the Crusade could still be successful as a military and as a holy campaign, however hopeless  it  seemed  at  present.  He  even  allowed himself to look forward  past the disastrous period  at Antioch to  the  day when the  Crusaders  would enter the  Holy  Land.  St.  Andrew  gave  Peter a list of rather bizarre instructions for Raymund, when the army should reach  the  river  Jordan  in  Palestine.  Raymund  was  to  cross  the  river on a raft,  rebaptize  himself and then preserve the underclothes he was wearing on that sacred occasion forever and put them together with the  lance.  Yet  even  though  St.  Andrew  was  becoming  more  irate, Peter still could not bring himself to go to Raymund, but he probably talked to his less exalted companions and the story would have spread quickly.  On one occasion, Peter's master claimed to have heard every word that  St.  Andrew  said to  Peter,  even  though  he  did not  see the celestial visitor.  His master too was reaching and straining for a vision of hope.  But  Peter was  not yet  one  of the  self-confident  poor,  who were  ready to challenge the  rich.  This early diffidence  would change, but as yet Peter remained fearfully silent. 

The Crusaders were making no headway against the city of Antioch, 

but  they  could  not  now  abandon  the  siege  and  go  on  to  the  Holy Land, leaving this powerful enemy city undefeated in their rear. Finally in  the  summer  of 1098 they  heard  some  frightening  news.  Qawam ad-Daula  Kerbuqa, the Turkish  Emir of Mosul  in  Syria,  had formed a mighty confederation of the  princes  in  the area  against  the  Franks. His  large  army  had  begun  its  march  against  the  Christians  and  had made  first  for  Baldwin's  newly  established  Christian  principality  of Edessa.  But  by  this  time  Baldwin  was  so  finnly  established  and  the Armenian  Christians were still so delighted with their "liberator" that Edessa  seemed  too  powerful,  and  Kerbuqa  felt  that  the  half-starved army at Antioch would be an easier target to begin with.  In fact, this confederation  was  not  quite  as  threatening  as  it  appeared. All the 

1 0 9 6 - 1 1 4 6   171 

Muslim princes who had joined Kerbuqa were apprehensive about the 

power  and prestige  that  he  would  gain if he  managed  to  defeat the 

Franks. The dissension in Kerbuqa's army mirrored the dissension in 

the Seljuk empire at this date;  it was this that made it difficult for the Turks to fight the Crusaders effectively. The Crusaders, however, knew nothing of this and when they heard of Kerbuqa's  approach some of them  (including Stephen of Blois)  despaired and deserted. 

On  June 2, the  night  that  Stephen  left,  the  Christians  made  the 

crucial  breakthrough.  Bohemund  had  contacted  a  potential  traitor 

inside  the  city  through  his  Armenian  spies.  Captain  Firouz  was  an Armenian Christian who had converted to Islam, but he was becoming 

dissatisfied with the regime and its religion and had made it clear that, 

for  a  price,  he  would  betray  the  city.  That  night  he  sent  word  to 

Bohemund  that  he  was  ready  to  do  the  deed:  the  Crusaders  should 

bring their ladders to the Tower of the Two Sisters and he would let 

them into the city. The Crusaders did indeed enter the city that night, 

crying aloud, "Deus hoc PUlt!' They drove the Turks from the garrison 

and looted and pillaged the city. The starving Crusaders even ransacked 

the  houses  of the  Armenian  Christians  as  well  as  the  Muslims,  and 

the  streets  were  filled  with  dead  bodies.  Against  all  the  odds,  the 

Crusaders  had managed to  liberate  the  venerable  Christian city. 

Their triumph was brief. On June 4 Kerbuqa's fresh  and superbly 

equipped army arrived outside the walls and began to besiege Antioch. 

Unless  the  Byzantines  came  to  relieve  the  Crusaders, as they  had 

promised they would in  a  crisis,  there seemed no  hope  that  the  ex

hausted  Crusaders  could  survive  in  the  spent  city.  But  the  Greeks 

never  came:  they  had  been  misinformed  and  told that  Kerbuqa  had 

already conquered the Frankish army. The situation was desperate and 

on June 10 there was a night of panic.  Crusaders began to desert the 

city  and  guards  had  to  be  posted  at  the  gates  to  stop  them  leaving. 

Yet even in this darkest hour some committed men stopped themselves 

giving way to fear. There was another outbreak of visions.  In the very 

act  of climbing  the  walls,  Crusaders  saw  saints,  angels  or  dead  Cru

saders who urged them to stay in the city and to trust in God: he had 

not  forgotten  his  people  and  would  deliver  them  from  Kerbuqa. 46 

During the past two years the people had invested too much of them

selves  in  crusading  to  abandon  it,  even  in  the  face  of such  obvious 

danger.  They could still summon up enough  psychic energy to  drive 

away their fear and reassert their conviction that God would intervene 

as he had intervened  throughout their  campaign.  Though  the Turks 

were  at  one  point  attacking  the  walls  that  night  and  seemed  to  be 

about to  break into the city,  Crusaders waited for  deliverance. 
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During the  panic and confusion  a group of Christians went off to 

the Church of St. Mary to pray for God's help. After what was probably an intense  and  exhaustingly emotional  prayer  session,  most  of the group fell  into an exhausted sleep or trance.  One priest stayed awake, or thought he  did.  Stephen of Valence suddenly saw a beautiful man standing before  him. 47 Did  Stephen  recognize  him?  asked  the  man. Stephen noticed that behind the man's head was a cross and he asked if the man were Christ; the figure acknowledged that he was and asked Stephen a series of searching questions about the military organization of the Crusade and reminded him of all the help that he had given to the  Crusaders  during  their  two-year  struggle.  But  how  they  repaid him?  Christ asked sternly:  with wantonness, fomication48 and sinful ness. They had ceased to  act like a  Christian army and had profaned the  holy  pilgrimage  with  prostitutes.  Why  should  Christ  help  them any longer?  At this point Mary and St.  Perer both rushed to intercede for  the  Crusaders  and Jesus  relented.  He  told  Stephen  to  go  to  the leaders  and  to  get  them  to  put  the  Crusade  back  on  the  path  of righteousness by starting a campaign of liturgical prayer and a moral reform. 

It is easy to understand this vision. In a state of heightened emotion 

in  which  fear mingled with intense religious fervor,  Stephen  recalled the extraordinary events of the Crusade that he could only explain  by divine intervention and then searched his soul for the reason for God's apparent abandonment. At the end of the vision Stephen was consoled. Christ told him that within five days, provided that there was a moral reform, he would send help.  While Bohemund was fighting back the Turkish  army  outside,  inside  the  Church  the  priest  sought  a  super natural answer which he invested with a divine authority.  Only thus could he reassure himself at this frightful moment and find the courage to approach and upbraid the leaders. 

Meanwhile, outside, Peter Bartholomew was taking part in the fight

ing, even though he had just recovered from a serious illness. He was 

almost  killed  by being crushed between  two horses, and at that mo his 

ment of terror he had  fifth vision of the importunate St. Andrew, 

who  now  spoke to Peter  so  peremptorily  that  the  servant  had  to his 

swallow  fears and seek an  audience  with Raymund and Adhemar. 

Though  he  seems  not  to  have  been  totally  illiterate,  Peter  was  an uneducated man and would not have been  able to come up with the more sophisticated solution of Stephen with its Cluniac concentration on reform and liturgical prayer. Peter sought the solution of the com mon people, who saw relics as their major contact with the divine and felt that these relics partook of the security and permanence of heaven. 
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In the  chaos  of Antioch  during  that  night,  neither  Stephen's  moral 

reform nor Peter's  relic  seems  irrelevant to  the  appalling siruation of the  crusading  army.  How could either make  Kerbuqa  go  away?  Yet 

even  though,  in  a  twentieth-cenrury  view,  these  visionary  solutions 

seem quite impractical, it is important to notice that there was nothing 

impractical  about  the  visionaries  themselves.  Stephen  not  only  con

templated the  Crusaders'  sinfulness,  he  also  reviewed  the  history  of the Crusade and made his Christ inquire about the military command. There was also a point to the moral reform. This was no time for  the 

soldiers to seek a temporary oblivion in sex;  they had to preserve their 

dangerously  depleted energy for  battle.  Peter's  visions  had  all  taken 

place  in  a  highly  practical  context.  The  last  occurred  in  the  heat  of 

battle and in the very jaws of death itself.  Each man had a very sound 

instinct.  Military  strategy was  not enough  at this  point  and the  army 

had to raise its morale and find a new, shared vision. The other visions of the Crusaders that night which  came as they were about to  desert 

the  city  were  important  for  the  visionaries  themselves  because  they made  them  rerum  to  the  army,  but  a  new  group  enthusiasm  was 

desperately  required.  Searching  their  souls  for  reassurance  and  hope, Stephen and Peter acrually saved the  army. 

The next day both visionaries went to  the  leaders.  Peter met with 

skepticism,  as  he  had  feared.  Raymund  was  deeply  impressed,  but Adhemar the Cluniac had no time for relics and was probably peeved 

about  the  aspersions  cast  by  St.  Andrew  on  his  preaching  ability. Bohemund shared his doubts: why had St. Andrew chosen a frequenter 

of taverns as his messenger?49 He also suspected that Raymund, who his 

also had  eye  on  Antioch,  wanted  to  use  this  cock-and-bull  story 

of a relic to get popular support.  In this Bohemund was unjust.  Ray

mund  believed in Peter to the end of his life and when  he got to  the 

river  Jordan  he  and  his  men  faithfully  carried  out  the  absurd  and 

meaningless  rites  that  St.  Andrew  had  ordered.  Other  leaders  beside 

Bohemund were skeptical and these included Tancred, Robert of Nor mandy and Robert of Flanders. But the common soldiers and the poor 

were  ecstatic-literally.  Nobody  wanted  to  spoil  the  renewed  surge 

of hope and confidence in the city caused solely by the promise of the 

lance,  not even  Adhemar. 

Adhemar was more disposed to look favorably on Stephen's vision. 

Stephen was a perfectly respectable priest and his vision was theolog

ically sound.  It called for a renewed commitment to the  principles  of 

the reform  and for an ordered campaign  of prayer to  relieve  pent-up 

terrors and anxieties. 50 Adhemar made  Stephen swear on the gospels 
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would  not  desert  the  city.  He  decreed  that the  Crusaders  daily  sing the anthem Congregati sunt from the divine office and there would be a  general  moral  rearmament.  When  the  ordinary  Crusaders  heard about the vision and the oath they "rejoiced  beyond measure."51 

The  following  day  Peter  and  twelve  other  Crusaders  from  Ray

mund's  army started to  dig for the  lance  at the spot that St.  Andrew had  pointed  out.  They  dug  all  day  and  found  nothing  and  Count Raymund went away  dejected.  Then suddenly, clad only in his shirt, Peter leaped into  the  pit and triumphantly  produced  a piece of iron that could conceivably once have been a lance. The joy and confidence that  swept  through  the  army  was  dramatic  and  extraordinary.  The frightened  rabble  of only  four  nights  ago  had  become  an  army  of Christian soldiers who were ready to attack the enemy and were certain of victory. The discovery of the lance was equivalent to the invention of a  new  deadly  weapon  to  annihilate  Kerbuqa.  Now  the  ordinary soldiers  and  the  poor were certain that they could not possibly lose, even though  they were weak and exhausted. 

Three days before the Battle of Antioch, Adhemar ordered the usual 

fast and the near-starving men grimly abstained,  at the  same time  as they gave their horses double  rations. 52 There can be few  examples  of a battle fought and perhaps won by such determined mass will power. On June 28 the Crusaders sallied out of the city accompanied by the holy lance  itself and a crowd of white-vested priests who were praying aloud. They fell on the Muslims with supreme confidence.  During the battle  there  was  a  mass  hallucination  of a  whole  army  of celestial warriors  led  by  St.  George,  St.  Demetrius  and  St.  Mercury,  who  all lowered  their  standards to the  lance  as  it passed. 53  Crusaders claimed that  anybody  who  was  fighting  in  the  vicinity  of the  relic  was  not injured.  When  the  Crusaders  actually  saw  the  Muslim  army  scatter and fl.ee before them, they were in such a state of exultation that they were  not  surprised.  Kerbuqa  and  the  Turks  simply  did  not  have  a chance  because  God  was  fighting on  the  Crusaders'  side.  "Why  did Kerbuqa  fl.ee,  he  who  had  such  a  large  army  so  well  provided  with horses?" asked Fulcher of Chartres. "Because he had dared to contend against  God, the  Lord  perceiving  Kerbuqa's  pomp from afar utterly destroyed his power."54 

The Arab historians are quite clear that Kerbuqa made bad tactical 

mistakes  during  the  battle  and  that  one  by  one  the  other  Muslim princes who were with him deserted and fl.ed.55 The frightening sight of these fanatical,  desperate  Crusaders must have been the final shock that split the alliance. Though the leaders might not have been ignorant of this,  the ordinary soldiers and priests were far more likely to give 
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absolute  credence  to the  idea of the  divine  intervention.  The  trauma 

of Antioch  confirmed  the  new  vision  of the  Crusade  that  had  been 

evolving ever since the Battle of Dorylaeum. The Crusaders were filled 

with  wonder  and  astonishment.  They  knew  perfectly  well  that  the 

odds  had  been  stacked  against  them  throughout  the  campaign. As 

Fulcher  of Chartres  said,  ''Who  could  not  marvel  at  the  way  we,  a small people among such kingdoms of our enemies, were able not just 

to  resist them but to survive?"56  God  may not have  fed  them  with 

manna in the wilderness of Anatolia and  Antioch but he had rescued 

them at Dorylaeum by a miracle:  he had punished them for their sins, just as he had punished the Israelites when they disobeyed him during 

their Exodus  from  Egypt.  Even  though  their  plight  in  Antioch  had 

looked  as  dire  as  the  peril  of the  Israelites  at  the  Red  Sea,  God  had 

intervened and smashed the enemy just as he had destroyed the Egyp

tians.  The  Crusaders  must  be  God's  new  chosen  people;  they  had 

taken up  the vocation that the Jews had  lost.  The  Franks had indeed 

found their new Christian  mission. 

Yet after the success at Antioch the  Crusade seemed grounded.  At 

this point more than any other divided leadership crippled the Crusade 

as Raymund and Bohemund quarreled. They were shattered by their experience and still physically weak. An epidemic of typhus broke out 

and on August 1 Adhemar  died.  His death was  a grave  loss  and was 

a  deep  shock  to  the  army.  Many  of the  Crusaders  had  come  to  see 

him as their Moses leading them to the Promised Land and, of course, 

they recalled that Moses himself had died before the Israelites entered 

Canaan. He  was  buried  with  great  sadness  and  pomp-ironically, his 

given  skepticism,  in  the  pit  where  the  holy  lance  had  been  dis

covered.  It was finally the poor who took the army in hand and told 

the leaders what to  do. 

As the  legend  of the  Tafurs  suggested,  it was  the  newfound  con

fidence that the  poor had  acquired  at Antioch  that  eventually  forced 

their leaders  back onto  the  road  to  Jerusalem. In late  November  the 

Crusaders laid siege to Ma'arret in Syria and on December 12 the city 

fell. Yet still the leaders sat around quarreling about who should lead 

the Crusade; the religious impetus seemed lost.  But not for the poor, 

who on  January 5,  1099, rebelled  and  began  to tear down  the walls 

of Ma'arret.  They  had  not  come  to  the  East  to  conquer  cities  and 

forts, they cried. They had come as pilgrims to Jerusalem. The outcry 

was so great that on January 13, 1099, Raymund of St. Gilles, barefoot and dressed like a poor man, led his army and a great crowd of pilgrim 

followers on the road to the south.  He was followed the next day by 

Robett of Nonnandy and his  army. 
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These two armies tried to take the city of Arqa but found they could 

make  no  headway,  even  when  Godfrey  of Bouillon  and  Robert  of Flanders  joined them. It was here that Peter Bartholomew finally went too  far.  In  March  he  had  a  vision  of Christ  (it  closely  resembled Stephen's,  of which  he  had  clearly  been  very jealous) .   Jesus  gave  to Peter  a  list  of traitors  to  the  cause  and  demanded  their  immediate execution;  Peter was  given  the  power to  excommunicate  the judges if he  felt they did wrong.  For some  time the  army had  been getting very weary of Peter  and his endless visions:  for  many the holy lance had done its work and the cause was now becoming discredited. There was a debate, and nothing so clearly captures the spirit of this Crusade as  the  spectacle  of a  council  of war  passionately  discussing  the  au thenticity of a  famous  relic.  To  save  his own  honor  Peter offered  to undergo the ordeal by fire, the dramatic but standard practice of gaug ing  God's  will, and though he walked successfully over burning olive logs holding the lance in his hand, he died twelve days later.  He told Raymund of Aguiles that in the flames Christ had comforted him and told  him  that  he  would  suffer  because  he  had  been  so slow  to  obey St.  AndrewY The  death  of Peter  finished  the  lance  for  most  of the Crusaders, but a faithful remnant continued to cherish it.  It continued to  be  led  into  battle  and venerated  until  Raymund of St.  Gilles took it with  him to  Byzantium  and  it somehow  disappeared.  In Constan tinople there was already a very well authenticated lance, as Adhemar had  pointed out from  the first. 

On  May 13 the  siege  of Arqa  was  abandoned and  the  Crusaders 

began their march toward Jerusalem.  Despite the setback in Arqa the Crusaders had won a formidable reputation for themselves. They were held to  be unbeatable and wild stories circulated of their ferocity and apparently  miraculous  survival.  These  ironclad  giants  from  the  West looked  like  monsters  to  the Turks  and  Arabs, who had  heard  stories of their cannibalism. The  amirs and  rulers of the  cities  granted them free  passage  and  supplies,  begging  6nly  that  they  might  be  spared. The  holy  journey  had  ceased  to  be  a  nightmare  and  had  become  a triumphal  procession. There were more visions:  St.  George and other saints  appeared  to  Crusaders  with  detailed  instructions  for  finding their  relics  along  the  route. As their  relic  collection  increased,  the Crusaders felt a new power and mastery, and as they talked over their experience  it  seemed  more  and  more  incredible.  Everything  now seemed  a  miracle, even natural phenomena.  The  light wind that  had sprung up when the Crusaders entered Antioch and  had muffled the noise they  had  been  making was  now seen  to have  been  sent by God; 

1 0 9 6 - 1 1 4 6   1 77 

when  they  had  sallied  forth  to  fight  Kerbuqa  it  was God who  had 

sent the light rainstorm that refreshed them. If a Muslim carrier pigeon 

were intercepted it showed that even the birds of the air obeyed them. 58 They were now walking in a holy atmosphere where everything seemed 

divine. 

This  sense  of the  divine  naturally  increased  when  they  arrived  in 

Palestine  and  the  Crusade  took  on  even  more  the  spirit  of the  pil grimage. On May 23 they passed Tyre, a place that Jesus himself had 

visited.  The  Crusaders  truly  felt  that  they  were  standing  on  holy ground. The places became even more familiar as they passed through Galilee,  Caesarea  and  what  they  took to be  Emmaus.  When  they 

reached  Ramleh, the  administrative capital of Muslim Palestine, they had a breakthrough. The garrison and the townspeople fled  in  terror 

when  they saw  the  fearful Christian  army  approaching  and  the  Cru

saders  were  able  to  occupy  it  without  fighting.  They  had  their  first 

foothold  in the  Holy Land. At  Ramleh they found the tomb of their 

new  friend  and  patron  St.  George;  at  once  they created  a  bishopric his 

of Ramleh in  honor and the shrine was solemnly venerated by the 

whole  army. 

Finally on June 7,  1099, the Crusaders arrived outside the walls of 

Jerusalem.  Their  first  sight  of the  Holy  City  was  marked  by  a  new 

outburst  of extraordinary  fervor.  After  the  agonies  of the  last  three 

years,  they  had  finally  reached  their  goal,  and  in  their  highly  strung 

and  exalted  mood  some  may  have  felt  that  they  were  gazing  at  the 

heavenly  Jerusalem  described  in  Revelation.  The  whole  army  wept 

and  shouted  aloud,  gripped  by  a  sudden  mass  hysteria. 59  But  their 

cries were probably cries of pure rage. Then as now the imposing city 

in the hills with its powerful walls was dominated by the great mosques 

of al-Aqsa and Omar. The power and majesty of these buildings-so 

very  much  more  imposing  than  almost  anything  in  Western  Chris tendom at this time-must have seemed an affront to God and to the 

true  faith.  It could  also  be  that  they  felt something like  the  "dread" 

that  Eliezer  ben  Yehuda  would  feel  eight  hundred  years  later  when 

he saw that the Arabs were so much at home in the land of his fathers. 

The Crusaders had  been told that Muslims  occupied  the  Holy City, 

but now they could see it with  their own  eyes.  They could  hear the 

call to  prayer echoing through  the surrounding hills  and valleys and 

it must have seemed a deliberate insult and deepiy threatening to their 

whole enterprise on which they had staked their souls. These Muslims 

with· their  mysterious  and  false  religion  were  polluting  the  holy 

ground.  They  were  from  Egypt  and  the  Crusaders  saw  them  very 1 78                           H O L Y  W A R  

differently from  the way they had seen the Turks  in  Asia Minor,  not for  any  ethnic  reason,  but  because  in  Jerusalem  it  was  obvious  that they were the enemies of God. 

As usual the Crusaders adopted both a pious and a practical policy. 

They started to  build two siege towers from which to attack the city walls  and at the  same time consulted a hermit about the  best way to take  the  city.  Following  his  instructions,  the  whole  army  processed seven times around the city walls, singing hymns and walking barefoot. They stopped  at their holy places  outside the city:  there was  Mount Zion  where  Jesus  had  eaten  the  Last  Supper with  his  disciples,  the Garden  of Gethsemane  where he  had prayed  in agony  afterward  and the place on the Mount of Olives whence he had ascended into heaven. At these places, pregnant with divine power, they listened to sermons preached by  Peter the  Hermit and the other leading prelates.  Finally the  whole  army  flung  itself on  the  city walls, convinced in  their  ex altation that they could conquer it by a miracle of prayer and fasting. The  city  remained  proof against their prayers,60 however, and  as  the Crusaders walked back to their camp, listening to the hoots and jeers of the  Muslims,  who  had  been  watching  all  this  incredulously from the city walls, these loud insults seemed directly aimed against Christ himself.  They vowed vengeance. 

On  July 15,  1099, the  Crusaders  forced  an  entry  to  the  city  and 

conquered  it.  For  two  days  they  fell  upon  the  Muslim  and  Jewish inhabitants of Jerusalem. "They killed all  the  Saracens  and the Turks they found," says the author of the Gesta, "they killed everyone whether male  or female.'"''  The  day  after the  massacre,  Crusaders  climbed to the  roof of al-Aqsa and in cold  blood they killed a group of Muslims to  whom  Tancred  had  granted  sancruary.62  The  Muslims  were  no longer  respected  enemies  and  a  foil  for  Frankish  honor.  They  had become the enemies of God and were thus doomed to  ruthless exter mination. They were polluting this Holy City and had to be eliminated like  vermin,  and from this point in the jargon of crusading the word given  to  Muslims  is  "filth." The  famous  eyewimess  account of Ray mund of Aguiles shows the Joshuan  spirit in which this massacre was accomplished: 

Wonderful sights were to be seen.  Some of our men  (and this was more merciful) cut off the heads of their enemies; others shot them with arrows, so that they fell from the towers; others tortured them longer  by  casting them  into the  flames.  Piles  of heads,  hands  and feet  were  to  be  seen  in  the  streets  of the  city.  It was  necessary  to pick  one's way  over  the  bodies  of men  and horses.  But  these  were 
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small matters compared to  what happened at the Temple of Solo

mon,  a  place where religious services  are  normally chanted.  What 

happened  there?  If I  tell  the  truth  it  will  exceed  your  powers  of 

belief. So let it suffice to say this much, at least, that in the Temple 

and  porch  of Solomon,  men  rode  in  blood  up  to  their knees  and 

bridle  reins.  Indeed  it was  a just  and  splendid judgement of God 

that  this  place  should  be  filled  with  the  blood  of the  unbelievers 

since it had suffered so long from their blasphemies.•• 

This killing was not just an ordinary battle of conquest; the Crusaders 

had  fallen  upon  the  Muslims  of Jerusalem  and  slain  them  like  the avenging angels of the Apocalypse. It was a judgment of God himself. 

It was  a salvation like the salvation  that God had  effected  at the  Red 

Sea  when  he  slaughtered the  whole  army of the  Egyptians,  a violent 

and  ruthless  separation  of the just and the  unjust.  The  Crusade  had indeed become a holy war. The holy journey had ended in a righteous 

battle  against evil  in which  the soldiers of Christ killed some 40,000 Muslims in two days.64 

With  tears  of joy coursing  down  their  cheeks  the  leaders  of the Crusade processed into the Holy Sepulchre. It was a profound psychic 

encounter with  the  origin  of their faith when  they  entered  the  holy atmosphere of the tomb from which Christ had risen from the dead. 

To  celebrate  the  return  of the  faith  to  its  most  holy  and  powerful 

center they sang the office of the  Resurrection.  Echoing the cadences of the Easter liturgy, which celebrates a new era that has broken upon the world,  Raymund of Aguiles wrote: 

A new day, new joy, new and perpetual gladness, the consummation 

of our  labour  and  devotion,  drew  forth  from  all  new  words  and 

new songs. This day,  I say, will be famous  in all future ages, for it 

turned our labours and sorrows into joy and exultation; this day, I 

say,  marks  the  justification  of all  Christianity,  the  humiliation  of 

Paganism, the  renewal of our faith.65 

This  glorious  day  happened  also to  be  the feast  of the Dispersal of 

the Apostles, who, according  to  an  old tradition,  had lefr Jerusalem to  bring the gospel to the rest of the world. The Crusaders naturally saw this as far more than a coincidence. As Raymund explained: "On 

this same day the children of the apostles regained the city and father

land  fpatria]  for God. "M The  new  chosen  people  were  thus  caught 

up  in  the  drama of salvation  history.  The  ancient  home  of the  Jews 

had  now  become  their  own  fatherland.  They  had  conquered  it  by 

divine  right  in  one  of those  dramatic  events in which God had  in-180                      H O L Y  W A R  

tcrvened  in  human  history  and  used  his  holy  people  to  save  the world. 

But the Crusaders knew that they had to establish themselves prac

tically in the country and not get carried away by the thrill of victory. First,  they  needed  a  king  for  their  Christian  kingdom,  and  a  week after  the  victory the  electors,  who  were  probably  the  higher  clergy and  some  of the  nobler  knights,  offered  the  crown  to  Godfrey  of Bouillon.  Although  Godfrey  was  in  some  ways  a  weak  and  unintel ligent man,  he  had the advantage of embodying the  piety and values of most  of the  Crusaders.  It  was  also  moving  for  the  Franks  to  see the descendant of Charlemagne sitting upon the throne of David and Solomon.  But  Godfrey  refused  the  title  of king:  he  would  not  wear a  crown  of gold,  he  said,  in  the  place  where  his  Savior  had  worn  a crown of thorns.  He would  be called the Defender of the  Holy Sep ulchre and was solemnly invested with this title in the ancient Church of the  Nativity in  Bethlehem,  the  birthplace  of King  David.  Godfrey managed  to  establish  the  new  Frankish  state  on  a  secure  basis  when he  defeated  an  invading  Egyptian  army  at  the  Battle  of Askelon  on August  1 2,  while  Tancred  fought  a  masterly  campaign  to  subdue Galilee  in the  north.  The great task had been achieved. 

Pope  Urban  had  died  two  weeks  after  the  victory,  but  he  would 

have  been  horrified  by  the  massacre  in  Jerusalem.  He  had  imagined an orderly war of liberation whereby the Western Church would have extended its frontiers and gained the prestige of conquering the Holy City.  He  would  not  have  praised  the  fantasies  of the  Franks  about being the  chosen  people  nor  would  he  have  approved  of the  revival of  Joshua's  violence.  It  seems  that  many  Christians  were  initially shocked  by  news  of the  massacre,  which  would  never  be  forgotten by  the  Muslims  of the  Near  East.  When  later,  wiser  Christian  rulers tried  to  secure  their  kingdom  by  making  overtures  to  the  Muslims, the  memory  of the cruel bloodbath  always  stood in the way of true friendship.  But  in  general  the  news  of the  conquest  of  Jerusalem was greeted ecstatically by the Christians  of Europe.  The  new  Pope, Paschal  II,  seems  to  have  been  caught  up  in  the  general  euphoria, and wrote that the Crusaders had ful1illed the ancient biblical proph ecies.67  He  spoke joyfully  of the discovery of the  holy  lance  and  the relic of the True Cross, which the Crusaders had found in Jerusalem, and  showed  that  he  was  well  on  the  way to endorsing  the  popular piety of the Crusaders, who had begun to arrive home as conquering heroes. 

After the state had been put on a secure military basis, most of the 

Crusaders returned home,  as  they had always intended, leaving only 
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a few hundred knights behind. This alone shows that land hunger was 

not a motive for the majority of the Crusaders.  It is unlikely that any of them returned home rich men. Though much booty had been taken 

in  Jerusalem  and  Askelon,  large  sums  of money  and  treasure  were 

given  by  the  Crusaders  to  the  churches  in  the  Holy  Land  or  were donated to the new Latin kingdom.  In his exhaustive research on the matter,  Professor  Riley-Smith found only one  Crusader  who was  re

puted to  have  been  made  rich  by  the  First Crusade.  In fact,  some of them were worse  off.68  Many of them  returned  home with  damaged health after the traumas of the campaign. Some of them arrived home 

to face  great  difficulties  that  had  developed  while  they  were  away. Flanders, for example, was in considerable disarray during Count Rob ert's absence in the  East;  other Crusaders found that people who had stayed  at  home  had  profited  by  their  absence  and  seized  their  lands 

or titles.  The  most dramatic example of this  was,  of course,  William Rufus' seizure of the throne of England while the rightful heir, Robert 

of Normandy,  was  on  the  Crusade.  The  chroniclers  were  not  sym

pathetic  to  Robert's  plight:  they wrote  that he  had  been  offered the 

throne of Jerusalem  but had  refused  it out of pusillanimity,  and  that was why he was  punished when  he  returned  home  by  life  imprison ment and by death.69 Crusading offered spiritual rather than material 

riches  and  some  of the  Crusaders  seemed  to  have  come  home  with deep religious convictions:  some actually became monks, others gave donations to churches or built churches at home to commemorate the 

victory  and  very  many  arrived  home  with  relics,  the  true  riches  of crusading, which  they donated to monasteries and  priories,  bringing 

some  of  the  holiness  of the  East  back  to  the  West.  Many  of  the 

Crusaders  seem  to  have  been  venerated  for  the  rest  of  their  lives: Robert of Flanders was  one  of these.  He  was  henceforward  known 

as Hierosolimitanus, and  other  former  Crusaders  were  given  similar 

titles, which suggests that they received a prestige that was similar to that accorded in the Muslim world to those who have made the hajj 

or pilgrimage to Mecca and are called hajji. 70 

Indeed,  instead  of recoiling  in  horror  from  the  massacre  of Jeru salem, people in Europe were gripped by a new passion for crusading. The conquest of the Holy City stirred them as deeply as it had stirred the conquerors themselves,  and Jerusalem and the Latin kingdom  in the Holy  Land  became  as important to the Christians of the West as 

the state of lsrael is to many Jews in the diaspora today. The euphoria 

that gripped Europe after the victory of 1099 saw this as just the first 

in a series of new victories against Islam.  As early as September 1099 

Raymund  of St.  Gilles  and  Bishop  Daimbert  of Pisa,  in  their  joint 1 82                             H O L Y  W A R  

letter describing the  Crusade,  wrote that "the power of the  Muslims and  the  devil  has  been  broken  and  the  kingdom  of Christ  and  the Church  now  stretches  all  the way from  sea  to  sea."71 There was  talk of conquering  Egypt,  Asia,  Africa  and  Ethiopia.72  There  seems also to  have  been  an  apocalyptic  spirit  abroad  that  saw  the  conquest  of Jerusalem as a prelude to the Last Days.73 It will be one of the themes of our story that a Holy Land or a Holy City can arouse deep passions and  revive great hopes that are inarticulate but absolute and that any attempt to meddle with these feelings can be extremely dangerous for the other side. 

For the next fifty years, crusading would be a central preoccupation 

and a popular pursuit in Europe.  Long before  there was any form  of patriotism  for  the homeland or any sign of nationalism in the West, hundreds of thousands of people were ready to  go to  fight for their fatherland  in  the  East.  Indeed,  immediately  after  the  victory  three large armies  prepared  to set out once more to reinforce the Crusader states and to  help the  few  hundred knights  there  in  their struggle to survive in the Muslim world.  It was pointed out to Pope Paschal that many people who had taken the Cross in  1095 had not fuJfilled their vows and  had ignominiously stayed at home. The Pope at once  said that any deserters, like Stephen of Blois and Hugh of Vermandois, as well  as  anybody who  had avoided fulfilling  his crusading vow  must take  the  Cross  forthwith.  But  besides  these  probably  reluctant  Cru saders, thousands of men and women, who had not thought of going crusading  before,  entered  one  of the  three  armies,  inspired  by ·the victory  of I 099.  This  rime  the  emphasis  was  naturally  not  on  the liberation  of the  land,  because that liberation  had been  achieved.  On these Crusades of l lOl the aspect of the pilgrimage was stressed.  It seems  that  the  Crusades  of l lOl numbered  as  many  soldiers  and pilgrims  as  the armies  of the First Crusade.  But this rime the Turks of Asia Minor and Syria were ready for them; the shock of their defeat by the Franks at Antioch  had  pulled  them together into a new unity. All three of the  armies were massacred.  But this did not deter future Crusaders  from  setting  out  for  the  East.  Chroniclers  put  the  blame for this disaster on the Crusaders, who, they said, had lacked the high seriousness of the  veterans  of the  First Crusade,  which  became even more hallowed in consequence. 74  Smaller crusading expeditions were undertaken  in  Palestine  and  in  Muslim  Spain  throughout  the  next twenty years of the new century,  establishing crusading firmly in the European imagination. 

One  of the  signs  of the  reverence with which  people  looked  back 

to the  extraordinary success of the  First Crusade was that it  inspired 
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more  literary  effort  than  any other  event  at this  time.  In particular 

three  learned  monk-historians,  who  had  not  been  on  the  Crusade, wrote accounts which adopted all the  popular ideas of the  Crusaders and showed that these had quickly been accepted by the establishment. Written within ten years of the conquest of Jerusalem, they show that 

the  Christian  Crusade  had  become  a  classic  holy  war.  These  his torians-Guibert of Nogent, Robert the Monk and Baldrick of Bour geuil-see the Crusade as a full-scale biblical war. For over a hundred years the monks  of Europe had  been trying to  instruct and  form the laity, but now the laymen of the Crusade had influenced the monks.  In 

this canonization  of holy  violence,  there  is  no  longer  any  vagueness 

about the  Muslims.  They  are  a "vile"  and  "abominable"  race,  "abso lutely alien to God" and meet only for "extermination. "75 After stand

ing  out so long  against  war  and  hatred,  the  official  Church  had accepted the violence ofJoshua and canonized it. This "holy journey of 

our men to Jerusalem" had  been an event in salvation  history,  writes Robert the Monk, making the astonishing claim that there had been no more holy event since the creation of the world and the Crucifixion.?• The journey to Jerusalem is described by these monks in terms of the 

Exodus  of the  Israelites  from  Egypt:  just as the  Crusaders  had  seen themselves as being led along the way step by step by God like the Is

raelites, so too did he lead and guide the Crusaders, wrote Guibert. The 

First Crusade, he says, was the greatest event of world history: 

 

If we consider the battles of the gentiles and think of great military 

enterprises in which kingdoms have been invaded, we will think of 

no  army  and  absolutely  no  exploit  comparable  to  ours.  We  have 

heard that God was glorified in the Jewish people, but we acknowl

edge  that there  is  reliable  proof that Jesus  Christ  lives  and  thrives 

today  among  our  contemporaries  just  as  he  did  yesterday  among 

men of old. 77 

We  have  said not once:  but many times,  and  it bears  repetition, 

that such a deed has never been done in this world.  If the children 

of Israel  oppose this by  referring  to  the  miracles  which  the  Lord 

performed for them in the past, I will furnish them with an opened 

Red Sea crowded  with  gentiles.  To  them  I  demonstrate,  for  the: 

pillar,  the cloud of divine  fear  by day,  the  light of divine  hope  by 

night. To  the  Crusaders Christ himself, the  pillar  of rectirude  and 

strength, gave instances of inspiration;  he strengthened them, with

out any earthly hope, only with the food  of the word of God, as it 

were with heavenly manna. 78 
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These  three  learned  monk-historians  show  that  the  official  Church was now ready and eager to revive the holy war of the Old Testament which  the Jews themselves had abandoned centuries earlier. 

The  monks  also saw the Crusade as  a type of monasticism for  the 

layman.  Hitherto  the only way to live the  Christian  life perfectly  had been  by  entering  a monastery or by going on a  pilgrimage.  Now  by fighting and killing Muslims the Crusaders had discovered a "new way of gaining salvation," Guibert explained.19 The  Crusaders themselves had come to see their pilgrimage in monastic terms, not simply because of the monastic practices that they had so scrupulously observed under Adhemar's  leadership.  It was  natural.  There  had  always  been  an  in herent tendency to violence within monasticism, but the spiritual writ ers had stressed an interior quest that had nothing to do with fighting. A monk had been called a "castellan of Christ" and monasticism had been seen as a knighthood of Christ in a holy war against the powers of darkness. 80  The  way  of the  Cross  had  become  a  symbol  of this monastic holy war and a symbol of the monk's vocation, just as it was for the Crusaders.  In contemporary monastic writings it is suggested that  the  monks  are  walking  on  a  spiritual  journey  to  a  state  which they call "the heavenly Jerusalem." This union with God and subjection to his will was the goal of the Christian life, superior to the pilgrimage to  the  earthly  Jerusalem.  During  the  Crusade,  however,  the  new "knights  of Christ" began to see their campaign in terms of this spir itual  quest  also. After the victory at Antioch they had written to the Pope begging him to  come out to  the  East and join them in the last lap  of  their  holy  journey,  and  "open  for  us  the  gates  of  both Jerusalems;"81  it  seems  that  they  believed  that  their  holy  pilgrimage was  toward  both  the heavenly and the earthly Jerusalems  and  that  it was  not merely an  exterior journey  and war but also  an  interior  con version  and  a  spiritual  battle  which  brought  them  closer  to  heaven. The Crusade had canonized violence and made it a Christian vocation. 

It  was  not  long  before  the  inevitable  happened  in  the  Crusader 

Kingdom of Jerusalem.  The precarious states always suffered  from  a chronic  shortage  of manpower  and  desperately  needed  some  com mitted  professional  soldiers,  who  would  form  a  regular  army  quite independent of the  usual feudal  bonds.  These regular soldiers would be  the  monks  of the  military  orders.  The Church  finally gave  monks a  sword.  This  did  not happen  all at once.  The  Knights Hospitaler of St. John had been founded before the First Crusade. Pious citizens in Amalfi had  established  a  hostel  in  Jerusalem  to  care  for  the  poor pilgrims,  and  a  body  of knights who  bound themselves  by monastic vows  served  the  poor  there  and cared for the  sick.  This was  fully  in 
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line with the spirit of Cluny, and now this charitable institution made 

the humbler acts of charity part of the aristocratic institution of knight

hood. The  Hospiralers  in  Jerusalem  voluntarily became one with the 

poor, living lives of "holy poverty" while at the same time  remaining 

part of the noble order of chivalry. Their rule told them, for example, that they should always dress humbly "for our lords the  poor, whose servants  we  acknowledge  ourselves  to  be,  go  naked  and  meanly dressed.  And shameful it would be if the serf was proud  and his lord humble."82 It is easy to see how, once  the conquest of Jerusalem had made crusading a new quasi-monastic movement, this order of knights 

would be seen to express some of the loftiest ideals of the First Crusade. During the  first half of the twelfth century, when Europe was  ablaze 

with  crusading  enthusiasm,  new  recruits flocked  into  the  order  and 

so  did  donations of money.  Soon  the  humble  little  community  was 

very large and,  ironically, very rich. 

In  1 108 a  small group of knights who  called  themselves  the  Poor 

Fellow Soldiers  of Jesus  Christ presented  themselves  to the  King  of 

Jerusalem. They offered to act as a kind of police force in the Crusader states, protecting the  pilgrims,  who were unarmed, from  marauding 

Muslims.  Because  they  were  given  headquarters  in  the  royal  palace 

(the  former  mosque  al-Aqsa  which  stood  on  the  site  of Solomon's 

Temple)  they  became  known  as  the  Knights  of the  Temple  or  the 

Templars. They too were clearly reformed knights of Cluny, dedicating 

their  lives  to  protecting the  poor  and  defenseless  but,  like  the  Hos

pitalers, they were bound by monastic vows and a monastic rule.  Like 

the  Hospitalers  again,  they  lived  lives  of holy  poverty,  adopting  a 

brutal, tough image and completely eschewing the  fancy clothes and 

groomed  appearance  cultivated  increasingly  by  the  secular  knights 

during the early twelfth century. They too quickly became a very large 

and  very  rich  order  with  houses  in  Europe  as  well  as  in  the  Holy 

Land.  They owed  allegiance  to  the  Pope  alone,  so  that  they  had  lib

erated themselves from all secular control  according to  the  principles 

of Cluny.  The  Templar  dedicated  his  life  to  the  defense  of the  holy Kingdom of Jerusalem. 

Gradually these two orders took on more and more military duties, though the Hospitalers never abandoned their hostel work. The Tem

plars  soon  acquired  an  invaluable knowledge of the  topology of the 

Holy Land.  They were also ruthless and efficient soldiers because they 

bound  themselves  to  obey  their  superior  (who  was  also  their  com

manding officer) . This meant that they were highly disciplined, some

thing that  we  now  see  as  basic  to  the  military life,  but this  was  not 

so  in  the  Middle  Ages  when  heroism like that  depicted  in The Song 

1 86                             H O L Y  W A R  

of Roland was  the  ideal.  Knights  would  not obey  their commander; they  preferred  individual acts of heroism  and glory, which could en danger the  efficiency  and  even  the  survival of the  army  as  a  whole. Because  of this military strength, the Templars were used more  and more by the kings of Jerusalem in their wars against the surrounding Muslim states, until by degrees their old defensive policing duties were laid  aside  and they  became the  regular army of the  Holy  Land.  This also happened with the  Hospitalers, though their militarization took longer and was even opposed by the popes until as late as  the  1 1 70s because  it was felt their  purpose was  charitable  work. 

In order to establish themselves strongly against their Muslim neigh

bors,  the  Christians  had  to  defend  their borders in  the Middle  East. Therefore they either built their own castles or took over and adapted old  Muslim  castles  that  had  been  built  at  strategic  points,  and,  in creasingly,  the  kings  of Jerusalem  turned  these  castles  over  to  the Templars  and  the  Hospitalers  because  they  alone  had  enough  men and  enough  money  to  man  them efficiently.  The  monastery  had  be come a real fortress, not just a symbolic one. Here these military monks were doing two things. First, they were rooting Christianity physically and powerfully in the Holy Land. In this respect they can be compared to the kibbutzim, for even though the  Israeli  conquest of the land was a  peaceful  one,  we  have  seen  that  it  had  its  aggressive  aspects.  The military  orders'  strict  poverty  was  also  in  line  with  important  ideals of the kibbutz. Second,  by colonizing the  frontiers  these new military monks were  performing,  and  simply taking to  its  logical conclusion, a  function that monks  had  been fulfilling in  Europe  for years.  These monks  were  pushing  aggressively  against  the  frontiers  of Islam  and were in the front line of the holy war. One day the new chosen people would conquer Islam in Asia and Mrica,  and these castles were orig inally seen as springboards for future belligerent action.  In the mean time the soldier-monks helped the secular knights who had settled in the  Holy  Land  in  their  war of expansion during the  first  half of the twelfrh  century.  They  pushed  forward  the  frontiers  of the  Crusader kingdom over the Jordan on the east bank southward into the Negev as  far as  Eilat  and  northward  into  Lebanon  and  Syria.  It seemed  as though nothing could stop the Franks from fulfilling their dream, and the  military  monks  were  an  essential  part  of this  success  and  were regarded as a crusading elite. 

Few states in the history of the world could have had such an intense 

and idealistic religious foundation. Yet, in a great irony, the Crusader states  rather  quickly  became  more  secular  in  spirit  than  any  state  in Europe at  this time. 83 Pious,  simple Godfrey of Bouillon died  at the 
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end  of 1099 in an epidemic  and  he was  succeeded  by his brother 

Baldwin.  Baldwin had spent the last two years in Edessa, establishing a Western presence there.  He and his knights ruled the city but used the Armenian people as high officials of the government and the civil service.  Baldwin himself married  an Armenian princess  and  adopted 

the lifestyle of an  oriental  ruler.  It was a wise  policy  and  helped the 

Armenians  to  adjust  to  this  Latin  rule.  When  Baldwin  came  to  Je rusalem in 1 100 he had no scruples about being crowned king. With his greater taste for luxury, he abandoned holy poverty and lived richly in a style that the Muslims could understand and appreciate. Egyptian delegates after the Battle of Askelon had been astonished to find God

frey sitting on the floor of his tent, bareheaded.  Baldwin's  autocratic 

manner,  his  strong  rule  and  luxurious  court  were  far  more  in  the oriental mode than that of feudal Europe.  Baldwin and his court began 

to  adopt  Middle  Eastern  dress,  and  slowly  the  Franks  of Palestine learned how to adapt to life in the East, learned to take baths, to build in the Arab fashion,  and learned important lessons of Arab hygiene. These Western colonists were in the unusual position of having settled 

in  a country that  was  far  more culturally advanced than  their  own. The Crusaders, who had been trying to acquire a new Western identity, would in the  East acquire an  oriental one.  "Westerners,"  Fulcher of 

Chartres wrote enthusiastically, 

We have become Orientals. The Italian and the Frenchman of yes

terday have been transplanted and become men of Galilee and Pal

estine. Men from  Rheims or Chartres are transformed into Tyrians 

and citizens of Antioch. We have already forgotten the land of our 

birth; who now remembers it? Men no longer speak of it.  Here  a 

man  now owns  his  house  and  servants with  as much  assurance  as 

though  it  were  by  immemorial  right  of inheritance  in  the  land. 

Another has taken to  wife, not a countrywoman of his own, but a 

Syrian or an Armenian woman, sometimes even a baptised Saracen, and then lives with a whole new family. We use various languages of the country turn and turn about; the native as well as the colonist has  become  polyglot  and  trust  brings  the  most  widely  separated races  together . . . .  The  colonist  has  now  become  almost  a  native and the immigrant is one with the  inhabitants. 84 

Certainly  Western  pilgrims  and  Crusaders  from  Europe  were 

shocked when they arrived in the Holy Land to discover a new mixed 

race of Pullani Christians as a result of these marriages between Franks 

and  Muslims:  there  are  still  Palestinians  today  with  blue  eyes  who 
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new immigrants from Europe was the oriental lifestyle of the Franks in Palestine. They seemed effete and alien. Most worryingly, they had, over the years, developed quite  a different attitude toward the Mus lims. Familiarity and daily contact with Muslims meant that they could not  subscribe  to  the  European  tendency  to  imagine  the  Saracens  as inhuman monsters  of evil.  They  also  tended  to  look  at  the  political situation in the  Middle  East in practical  terms  and  were  even  ready to make alliances with Muslims if this would further their interests in the  area.  The  Europeans  were  horrified  because  they  adhered  to  an absolute  policy  that  would  brook  no  compromise  and  that  saw  the conflict wholly in religious  terms:  it was a fight of good against evil, of God against devils. 

But it is still true that Fulcher's view of the new Western "Orientals" 

was far too  rosy.  The  Kingdom  of Jerusalem  was still  dedicated  to warfare  when  Fulcher wrote  his  propaganda  and was  essentially ag gressive and belligerent. This was inevitable. The Crusader states were in  a state of siege,  surrounded  by a hostile  Muslim  world.  The  Cru saders learned to adapt to the life of the area but for the first fifty years of the existence of their  states in the  Middle  East  the  Franks  fought a  ceaseless  war of expansion  against  the  Muslims.  Their  attitude  to the  Christians  of the  Middle  East was also aggressive;  they  loathed the  Greek Orthodox  and the  other  Eastern  sects,  seeing them as  es sentially heretical. Their consequent isolation in the Near East and the fact that their states were essentially military meant that they had little time  for any other  activities.  At a time when Europe was enjoying a period  of great  creativity  and  building  a  new  culture,  there  was  no similar cultural  achievement  in the Crusader states.  There were some historians  and  some  good jurists  but nobody  attained the  standards of scholars  and  artists  back home.  There was very little  sculpture  or architecture in the Holy Land and certainly nothing to equal the great Gothic achievements in Europe. The Franks' whole energy had to be concentrated  on  the  war  effort.  The  one  great  innovation  that  the Palestinian  Franks  achieved  was  their  casdes,  where  they  learned  a great deal from the  Arabs.  Their building program had to  be part of the war machine and the mighty casdes along their borders made the crusading kingdoms into fortresses keenly defended by a wall of casdes against the Muslim world. These casdes made the states safe but they also kept  much  of the  real  outside  world  out.  It  ensured  that  the Crusader states  remained  alien,  artificial  Western  enclaves  in  the  re gion, despite the small measure of cultural acclimatization on the part of some of the  Franks.  Israelis  often compare their own architecture in,  for example,  the  developments  on the  hilltops surrounding Jeru-
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salem to  the massive Crusader casdes.  They feel quite  a close  affinity 

to  the  Crusaders,  whose  situation  was  in  many  respects  remarkably 

similar to their own  isolated  position  in the  Middle  East. 

People  in  the  Western  world today  who  think  of  Islam  as  "the religion  of the  sword"  would probably expect  the  Muslims  in  the 

surrounding  countries  to  have  called  a jihad  against  the  Crusaders 

instandy.  This  is  not  what  happened.  The  idea  of the  Muslim  holy war had become such a distant, stylized memory to  the  people of the 

Middle East by the twelfth century that at first it simply never occurred 

to  them  to  revive  it.  Indeed  it  was  quite  a  long  time  before  they 

understood  that  the  Crusade  itself was  in  fact a  Christian  holy  war. The great twelfth-century Arab historian  Izz ad-Din Ibn al-Athir saw 

the  invasion  of Syria  in 1097 as  part  of a  new  phase  of  Western 

expansion  to  which  he  attached  no  particular  religious  significance. When he describes the sack ofJerusalem, Ibn al-Athir records the facts 

cahnly.  He  explains  that  the  population  of the  city was  "put  to  the 

sword,"  including  a  large  number  of Muslim  scholars  and  ascetics 

"who  had  left their homelands  to  live  lives  of pious  seclusion  in  the 

Holy  Place. "85 There  is  no  anguished  rhetoric  about  the  loss  of the 

Holy Place,  no vow to reclaim this Islamic land in  the name of Allah, as the theology  of jihad  demanded.  The Muslims  of the Near East hated these Western invaders, naturally, but in the great heardands of the Islamic empire there seemed to be a calm indifference about these 

distant incidents. 

One  ruler immediately proved an exception  to  this  rule.  After the 

sack ofJerusalem, those Muslims who managed to escape the slaughter 

began  to flee from  Palestine  into the  surrounding Arab countries.  A 

few  days  after the  tragedy of July 15, refugees  from  Palestine  began 

to  pour  into  Damascus,  carrying  with  them  the  Koran  of Uthman, 

one  of the  oldest copies  of the  holy  book.  While  some  of them  left 

out of sheer terror,  others believed that exile was  an  Islamic duty  in 

the event of occupation by nonbelievers.  It was dishonorable for Mus

lims to listen to the  insults heaped upon the Prophet by the  Franks. 

As the first refugees stumbled into Damascus, they were greeted kindly 

by Qadi Abu  Sa'ad  al-Harawi.  He told them that no Muslim should 

be ashamed to go into exile. The Prophet Mohanunad, God's blessing 

be  upon  him,  had been  the  first Muslim refugee when  he  made  the 

hijm from  Mecca  to  Medina,  and this migration  had  been  the  first 

step  in the jihad he had undertaken to  regain  his  homeland and  free 

it from idolatry.  Similarly, the  Qadi  explained,  the  refugees from  Pal

estine must consider themselves mujahideen,  soldiers  in the holy war 

which they would fight to liberate their homeland and push the Franks 1 90                            H O L Y  W A R  

into the sea.86 At once al-Harawi  led a crowd of Palestinian refugees to Baghdad,  the  capital  of the  Islamic  empire,  where  they staged  an angry  demonstration.  It was  the  month  of Ramadan  and  al-Harawi and  the  Palestinians  burst  into the great Mosque of the  Caliph,  the successor of Mohammad. Then al-Harawi began to eat ravenously and ostentatiously  and  was  naturally  surrounded  by  a  furious  crowd  of worshipers, who were horrified to see him breaking the fast so blas phemously.  Al-Harawi  rose calmly to  his  feet  and  asked them  why they were so upset about his breaking the fast when they seemed quite indifferent to  the  tragic  loss  of Jerusalem  and  the  hideous  plight of their Muslim brothers who had been forced into exile. Weeping them selves,  the  refugees  "described  the  sufferings  of the  Muslims  in that Holy  City,"  wrote  Ibn  al-Athir,  "the  men  killed,  the  women  and children taken  prisoner, the homes pillaged."87 The Muslims of Bagh dad wept bitterly in sympathy and the Caliph, who by this time had very little political power, set up a committee to look into the matter. As is the way of such committees, nothing came of it. AI-Harawi was disgusted and led the refugees through the streets shouting: "I see the supporters of the faith are weak!"88 His call to jihad met with complete apathy.  Muslims were ready to weep for their  brothers but were not prepared to take any practical steps to help them. 

There are obvious similarities with the situation in the Arab world 

today,  with  one  crucial  difference.  The  Arabs  and  Muslims  in  the Middle Ages were in a much stronger position than their descendants today and had they united together they could certainly have crushed the  isolated,  poorly manned Crusader states.  But they seemed chron ically incapable of doing this. They were either frightened of alienating these monstrous  Franks and attracting an offensive against their own city or they were  busily engaged  in fighting one another. As Ibn al Athir  admits:  "It  was  the  discord  between the  Muslim  princes  that enabled the Franj to overrun the country."89 Furthermore, throughout the whole period of the Crusades the Arab and Turkish states of the 

Middle  East  seemed to  find it  impossible  to  found a secure dynasty. his 

After  a ruler died,  achievements were  always canceled out by  in

ternal strife and his successor had to begin to build an empire all over again.  Further,  although this may seem  surprising  to  those who see Islam  as  an essentially martial religion,  the  Muslims do  not seem to have  been  good  or  serious  soldiers;  indeed,  in  our  own  day,  Arab annies have not been very effective on the battlefield for all their famed violence. At the time of the Crusades, this Muslim instability was fatal: it simply meant more suffering, more humiliation and more refugees who were forced to flee from the apparendy invincible Franks as they 
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steadily  conquered  more  and  more  territory.  Similarly,  i n  our  own day, Arab disunity has played right into  Israel's  hands. 

The Franks,  however,  were euphoric  with  victory and  this  made them formidable soldiers.  Even the tragedy that befell the 1 10 1  Cru sades did not dim their confidence. There was still a continuous flow of knights and barons who brought small armies out to help the war effort against  Islam. In 1 104 the Franks seized Haifa, Jaffa, Acre and seemed all set to  take  Baghdad itself but,  in  a  rare  defeat,  they were turned back at Harran. More Palestinians were massacred and refugees crowded  into  neighboring Muslim  cities  like  Aleppo.  In 1 109 they took Tripolis,  and  seized  Beirut  and  Sidon  the  following  year:  they now had a fourth state in the Near East, which they called the County of Tripolis. 

The Muslims in the area saw no end to these Frankish victories and yet they seemed unable  to join forces  to  prevent  them.  In 1 1 1 1  the Qadi  of Aleppo  led  another demonstration  to  Baghdad  to  force  the 

Sultan  to  send  help.  This  time  the  demonstrators  behaved  more  vi olently  and  the  Sultan  ordered  the Amir of Mosul  to  lead  an  army against the Franks.90 But the local Muslim rulers seemed to  find this Muslim army as threatening as the Franks themselves. Indeed in 1 1 12 

the Amir was assassinated in the Great Mosque of Damascus, on the his 

eve  of  offensive  against  the  Christians,  and  Atabeg  Tughitin  of 

Damascus  actually  made  a  treaty  with  King  Baldwin  of Jerusalem. Muslim leaders  seemed to have lost any sense of a united House of Islam; they were prepared to use warlike rhetoric  against the  Franks to appease the populace but had no intention of enhancing the power of a fellow Muslim ruler by making an alliance with him. As a result 

of this disunity,  the  Franks  were  able  to  take  control  of the  whole coastline of Palestine and the  Lebanon. 

But the year 1 128 was a turning point. The Sultan of Rum in Asia Minor appointed the Turkish commander Imad ad-Din Zangi as Ata beg of Mosul and Aleppo. Zangi was no paragon:  he was often dead drunk and as cruel and ruthless as most men of war at this time.  Yet 

he  brought  important  new  qualities  to  the  area.  First,  he  took  his responsibilities very seriously and was no wild adventurer. He got the Sultan to give him undisputed authority over the whole  of Syria and northern Iraq, which he then proceeded to make  good  by subduing the local population in a dedicated and remorseless military campaign. 

Second, Zangi was able to impose a conformity and unity on his army 

and On the territory he conquered: he made people afraid of him and yet won their respect because he never asked of them anything that 

he was not prepared to do himself . Third, Zangi was the first serious 192                     H O L Y  W A R  

ruler the area had had for years. Previous leaders had been preoccupied with  looting  and  amassing  riches;  annies  were  usually  demobilized after a year's fighting so that people could enjoy the spoils of victory, and  this  meant  that  nothing  permanent  was  achieved.  Zangi  never settled in any of the cities he won but slept in his tent on a straw mat for eighteen years in  a ceaseless campaign to subdue the area.  Finally, Zangi did not rely on force alone. He set up an impressive intelligence system and was thus aware of events in  Baghdad,  Damascus, Antioch and Jerusalem. 

Ibn al-Athir's father was one of his closest friends and had considered 

that  Zangi was  "the  gift of divine providence to  the  Muslims."91  In his committed war effort he actually brought a new peace to the region, which could begin to  build itself again.  "Before he came," wrote Ibn al-Athir, "the absence of strong rulers to impose justice, and the pres ence  of the Franks  close  at hand had made the country a wilderness, but  he made  it flower again."��2 As he  conquered one city, one town after another,  Zangi  brought peace and made the desert bloom. 

But one Arab leader stood firm against Zangi. Muin ad-Din Unur, 

the  Amir  of Damascus,  was  determined that  his  city  would  not  be absorbed  into  Zangi's  empire  and  he  renewed  the  old  alliance  with the  Christians  of  Jerusalem  in 1 140: this  treaty  would  have  fateful consequences,  as we  shall see in the next chapter.  For his part,  Zangi was  absolutely  resolved  to  take  Damascus,  and  in  the  course  of his relentless  campaign  he  besieged  the  Christian  city  of Edessa  in  No vember 1 144. In point offact, Zangi was not very interested in fighting the Franks but, when Edessa surrendered, he unexpectedly found him self  a  hero  of  Islam.  In  destroying  the  principality  of Edessa  and inflicting  a  major defeat on the  Christians,  Zangi had achieved what no other Muslim  leader had been able to do.  His  prestige soared and the  Palestinian  refugees  started to  talk excitedly  about the  imminent liberation of their homeland. 

[image: ]

Zangi's victory had touched a deep nerve in the Muslim world. The 

Caliph,  doubtless  relieved to  be off the  hook,  heaped  honorary titles upon him. Zangi became "the pillar of religion" and the "cornerstone of lslam,"93 even though he had never been a devout man. Everybody assumed  that  he  would  immediately  press  on  to  liberate  Jerusalem, the  holy city of al-Quds.  But on September 30,  1 146, he was assas sinated by one of his eunuchs, who was of Frankish origin. After his death  he  became  a  legend  and  this  was  the  first  sign  of a  popular revival of the jihad in the Near East.  Ibn al-Athir records two stories in the  Zangi legend.  One says that on the day that  Zangi conquered Edessa the Christian King of Sicily had successfully raided the Muslim 
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city of Tripolis  in  North  Africa.  When  he rerumed  in  triumph,  he 

asked  a  Muslim  sage  in  his  court-a  man  for  whom  he  had  great respea-"What use  is Mohammad now to his land and his people?" 

"He  was  not  there  [at Tripolis ],"  replied  the  old  man,  "he  was  at 

Edessa,  which the  Muslims  have  just  taken." The  court  roared  with incredulous laughter  but the  King reproved them:  ''This  man  is  in

capable of speaking anything but the truth.'""' Zangi's secular war had become a jihad, with Mohammad fighting alongside the Muslims just as the saints had fought with the Crusaders. The second story shows 

that the jihad was being seen once more as a meritorious  act. "Certain honest and goodly men have told me," Ibn al-Athir writes cautiously, "that a holy man saw the dead Zangi in a dream and asked him: 'How 

has God treated you  [i.e., in the afterlife] ?' and  Zangi replied, 'God 

has pardoned me,  because  I  conquered Edessa.' '"'5  In the  history of holy war, one unexpeaed viaory very often leads to an excited belief 

in a special eleaion so that a secular war can become a war of religion. The dedicated holy war of the Crusaders had  inspired a jihad in the Muslim world, after centuries in which the praaice had been forgotten. 

On  the  night  that  Zangi died,  his  second  son  Mahmoud  entered 

the  tent  where  his  father's  body  lay,  removed  the  signet  ring,  the 

symbol  of power,  from  the  dead  man's  finger  and  placed  it  on  his own. 96 He would continue his  father's  mission  of uniting the  Near 

East  but, unlike his father, Mahmoud was  a devout young Muslim his 

and  would  see  military  campaign  as  a  holy  war.  He  is  usually 

kno\\'11 by his title Nur ad-Din, which means the Light of the  Faith. The succession of Nur ad-Din to  power marked the  beginning of a new chapter in the relations between the West and the Muslim world. It is also very important that we understand what he meant by a jihad and the methods he used to mobilize the Muslims in a holy war against the West, because this will help us to understand the Muslim response to Western aggression in our own day. 

Nur  ad-Din  had,  of course,  to  build  his  empire  from  scratch,  as 

even the great Zangi had not been able to found a secure dynasty. He chose to unite the people under him by presenting himself as  a truly 

Muslim leader, living strictly according to the principles of the Koran 

and  the  Sharia.  The  ideal  of a legitimate Muslim  leader has  been  of 

crucial  importance  in  our own  day;  we  shall  see  this  in Chapters 8 

and 9. A  Muslim  leader  should  never  live  in  luxury:  this  would  be 

against the  nature of Islam,  which has a mission to  create a just and 

equal· society.  Nur  ad-Din,  therefore,  lived  frugally  and  simply;  at  a 

time when many oriental rulers lived very opulently indeed,  Nur ad
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challenge to the other Muslim leaders in the area, who were not living up to  this  Islamic  ideal.  He lived a devout Muslim life of prayer and study. Where the Christian Crusader was usually uneducated-a man of brawn rather than of brains-in Islam the man of war was expected to  be  a  scholar.  Wherever he traveled,  Nur ad-Din was  accompanied by a crowd of learned imams and Sufis, so that his military campaigns had  an  obviously  religious  appearance.  Scholars  would  interpret the political and military situation in the light of lslamic law and the court was famous for its sober scholarship:97 Nur ad-Din liked nothing more than a tough  theological  discussion after dinner. 

Nur ad-Din's tacit claim  to  be  returning to  the  fundamental  prin

ciples  of Islam  won  him  the  respect of the  common  people.  In par ticular  they  were  impressed  by  his  devotion  to  the jihad against the Franks,  which  he  claimed  was  an  essential Muslim  duty.  He looked back not to  the  theology of jihad which  had  been  developed  during the  eighth  century in the Sharia so much as  to the  Koran.  The jihad, like  any "fundamentalist" movement,  was  thus  a  return  to basic prin ciples but at the same time it was a new departure to meet the peculiar circumstances of the Near East in the mid-twelfth century. The Koran is  clear  that,  although  war  is  always  abhorrent,  Muslims  sometimes had a duty to fight oppression  and persecution, because otherwise all decent  values  would  disappear  from  the  earth (2:252). Mohammad had  thus  fought the  unjust regime of the Qureish  in  Mecca.  Indeed, the passages  in the Koran which justify this war also applied with an uncanny  accuracy  to  the present conflict  against the  Franks: 

Permission to  fight is granted to those against whom war is made, because they have been wronged-Allah  indeed has power to help them-to those who have been driven out of their homes unjustly only  because  they  said  "Our  Lord  is  Allah."  .  .  .  If Allah  did  not repel aggression by means of those who fight against it, there would surely have been demolished cloisters and churches and synagogues and  mosques,  wherein  the  name  of Allah  is  ofr  commemorated. (22 :40-42) 

Nur  ad-Din's jihad was not against  Christianity  as  such :  the  Koran had urged Muslims to  respect the People of the  Book and the above quotation  shows  that  synagogues  and  churches  as  well  as  mosques were  to  be  respected  by  Muslims.  This jihad was  a  holy war  of self defense. The Koran forbids Muslims to  initiate war and strike the first blow (2: 1 9 1 )  but  goes  on  to  say  that  "persecution  is  worse  than killing"  and  oppression  must  be  stopped.  For fifry  years  the  Franks had massacred Muslims and driven them from their homes. The Mus-
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lims had done nothing to provoke this gratuitous Western aggression 

and  their  apathy  in  the  face  of this  scourge  had  only  made  matters worse.  A Muslim  leader had a clear duty to  protect his people  from 

such  an  enemy  and  any  Amir  who  did  not  join  Nur  ad-Din's jihad against the Franks  was  no true Muslim. 

It is obvious that the Muslim ideal of holy war is very different from 

the  Crusade:  it is essentially defensive whereas the  Crusaders, like the Jewish holy warriors,  had made  a holy initiative when they attacked the enemies of God and his chosen people. For the first time Muslims 

had  declared war  on  the  people  of the  West,  and  in  our  own  day Muslim leaders have argued like Nur ad-Din that it is an Islamic duty to fight against what they see as a new Western aggression. The meth

ods they have used to mobilize the people are almost identical to those 

used  by  Nur  ad-Din.  He  began  a  propaganda  campaign,  commis sioning scholars to write  books to develop the theology of the jihad 

and to spread the word  to  all  the important  imams  in the cities, who 

would  then  transmit it  to the clergy.  In their turn,  the clerics would 

transmit the teaching to the people in the mosques during the sermon 

that was preached on  Friday, the Muslim Sabbath.  It is important to 

notice  that  the jihad depends  more  on  reason  and  intellect  than  on 

the  visionary  emotion that  inspired  the  First  Crusaders,  which often 

saw God intervening  to  save  them  with  miracles.  Muslims  do  not 

expect God to suspend the normal course of nature for their sakes but 

believe that God will only help them if they have made every possible 

h uman effort to help themselves. "Verily," says the Koran, "God will 

not change the state of a people unless they change the state of their 

own selves." ( 1 3 : 1 1 )  

It was, therefore, the  Crusaders' brutal  behavior in the Near East, 

not an atavistic love for violence inherent in Islam, which revived the 

practice of the jihad in the Middle Ages. Muslims were actually slow 

to turn to religion  in their struggle with the Franks and  Nur ad-Din 

found that it took a long time for the idea of a holy war to gain total 

acceptance. We should also note that in his ideology there was no cult 

of a holy land: nor is the holiness of Jerusalem central to the theology 

of the jihad in the Middle East today. The emphasis is on the liberation 

of the  people  rather  than  on  sacred  soil.  The  Crusaders,  however, 

inspired a second movement for the liberation of Palestine among the 

Jews,  the other victims of the Crusaders. The writings of two impor

tant Jewish scholars of the twelfth century show that their "religious 

Zionism" had a great deal in common with the Crusaders' devotion 

to the Holy Land,  and in Chapter 7 we shall see that these  religious 

ideas have gained a new lease of life in Israel today. 
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Judah  Halevi,  the  eminent  poet  and  physician,  had  been  a  young 

man  at  the  time  of the  First  Crusade.  He  had  been  born  in  Toledo but  when  the  city  was  conquered  by  the  Christians  the  position  of the Jews deteriorated there and Halevi decided to move  to  Cordova, in Muslim Spain.  Here he lived in peace, but his emigration had made him conscious  of an  essential  rootlessness.  He  began to argue  that 

Jews  could never  be truly at home in the  diaspora  but could only be his as God intended them to be in the Promised Land.  In  great phil

osophical  work The Kuzmi, Halevi  insisted  that  the  Jews  were  the only people in the world who had the gift of prophecy but that it was only in the land of lsrad that they could fulfill their prophetic destiny. Like  the  Crusaders,  Halcvi  saw  the  Holy  Land  as  pregnant  with  a divine  power,  which  was  a  tangible  force.  Only  by  being  physically in  contact  with  the  land,  by  exposing  themselves  to  its  spiritual  at mosphere, could Jews become  prophets and  imbibe  the holiness that God intended for them: 

 

The air of your land  is the very life of the soul, the grains of your dust are  flowing myrrh, your rivers  are  honey from the comb. It would delight my heart to walk naked and barefoot among  your  desolate ruins where  your shrines  once  stood. 98 

Halevi was profoundly affected by the new crusading pride in Christian Jerusalem and he told  the Jews of Spain that this Christian initiative should make them feel  ashamed. 99 The powerful, tangible holiness of God was  accessible  only to the  Jews,  and  the  Gentile  inhabitants  of the land could have no share in it. In his poem "To the Rivals," Halevi scorned  the  Christians  and  Muslims  who  thought  that they owned Eretz Yisrael: "Why they are nothing but wild asscs!"u•o he exclaimed; they  would  never  find  the  prophecy  nor  would  they  encounter  the Presence  of God. Yet  the  Jews  were  doing nothing  to  recover  their homeland. Even though Jews were in no position to organize a military 

expedition  to  liberate  Israel,  it must  be  a duty  for Jews  to  make  the his Rliyah to the  holiness  of God. In  1 140, therefore,  Halevi  made 

pilgrimage to the East and died there the following year.  Only a few his 

Jews  followed      example,  but  Halcvi's poems and  writings  were absorbed into the ritual and helped to nurture a sense of Eretz Yisrael as  the  Jews' real home.  Halevi's conception of the  Holy Land is not only very similar to the Crusaders'  but it is also very close to that of a Zionist like A.  B. Gordon. 

When Judah Halcvi made  his llliyah  to  Eretz Yisrael, Maimonides his 

was only about five years old. In 1 148 he and     parents were forced 
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to leave Cordova when the Almohads, a fanatical Muslim sect, invaded Spain and tried to get rid of the Jews. Maimonides ended up in Cairo, 

a  scholar,  physician  and  important  man  of affairs.  In  Egypt  he  en countered the  holy  wars  between  Muslims  and  Christians  and  for  a 

time  he  was  the  physician  to  Saladin's  son,  when  he  became  sultan. 

Maimonides'  vision  of the  Holy  Land  is  less  poetical  than  Halevi's, 

but  he  certainly shares  his  sense  of Eretz  Yisrael  as  being  crucial  to the Jewish  identity. The Temple  Mount  is  the center of the  world, 

because it took the Jewish  people  back  to  their  earliest  origins,  and 

to  the origin of all mankind: 

Now there  is  a  well-known  tradition  that  the  place  where  David 

and Solomon built the  altar in  the threshing floor of Arauneh  was 

the same place where Abraham built the altar upon which he bound 

Isaac.  This,  too,  was  the  place where  Noah  built  an  altar  when  he came out of the Ark.  It was also the  place  of the  altar  upon  which Cain  and Abel  offered  sacrifices.  There  it was  that Adam offered  a sacrifice  after he was created.  Indeed, Adam was created  from  that very ground;  as the sages have taught:  Adam was created from the place where he made atonement. 101 

One day in the future, Maimonides foretold, the Jews would establish 

an  independent state in  Eretz  Yisrael, governed  by  the  Torah.  Only when they ruled from the Temple Mount would a political order fully 

in tune with God's plan for the world come into being. Such a return of the Jews would thus be a light unto the Gentiles and the beginning of the  redemption.  Like the Crusaders, Maimonides  saw  occupation 

of the  Holy Land as  essential  for the  salvation of the  world. 

The  Jewish  and  the  Christian  holy  wars  tended  to  follow  a  very 

similar pattern, and many of the religious Zionists, who see the present 

conflict as  a holy war against  Islam,  think and  behave  today  in ways 

that are remarkably similar to the Crusaders.  If crusading contributed 

to the  present conflict by producing anti-Semitism in Europe,  it also 

helped to form a religious  Zionism that has surfaced again very pow

erfully  and  more  aggressively  today.  One  of the  lessons  of the  First 

Crusade is that religion seems to be effective when all else fails. With

out their religious faith, the  Crusaders would certainly not have  sur vived their traumatic journey nor would they have defeated the Turks. 

Although  the  Muslims  were  much  slower to  seek  this  solution,  the 

jihad would ultimately prove to  be far more effective in getting rid of 

the Franks than a purely secular war, and in the present conflict both 

Jews and Muslims have turned  to  the  holy war  because they see  no 

other  solution.  In  our  own  day  religion  has  proved  to  be  a  very 198                      H O L Y  W A R  

successful force.  But religion also has its grave dangers and can result in failure as well as astounding success. The story of the Second Cru sade  gives  us  a  clear  indication of the  different strengths  and  weak nesses of the Christian (and hence, later, of the Jewish)  holy war and the new  Muslim jihad. 
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St.  Bernard  and  the 

Most  Religious  Crusade 

 

people  had  heard too  much about the  horrors  of the  First  Crusade T Europe  and  yet  when  Pope  Eugenius  and  King  Louis VII of he news of the France  called  a  new  Crusade  the  response  was  disappointing: fall of Edessa horrified the Christians of Western 

fifty years  earlier.  But on  March  3 1 ,   1 146,  Bernard,  Abbot of Clair

vaux,  addressed  a  huge  assembly  of French  barons  at V ezelay  and 

persuaded them that the  fall  of Edessa was  not  a disaster but part of God's  plan.  He  had  even  "allowed"  or  "caused"1  Zangi  to  conquer Edessa to give Christians a staggering opportunity. He would be with 

his  people  on  their  new  Crusade,  which  was  a  revelation  of divine love and one of the most significant events in salvation history.2  Ber

nard  was  probably the most  powerful  man  in  Europe  at  that  time. 

The  King of France  was  in  his thrall and  the  Pope  a member of his religious order.  He owed a good deal of his power to his charismatic 

eloquence. A contemporary  wrote  that  his  spiritual  and  emaciated 

appearance  tended  to  "persuade  his  audience  before  he  had  opened 

his mouth."3 When  he  had finished  his speech  in the  presence of the 

King  at Vezelay,  there  was as usual a holy  pandemonium.  The  King knelt down and took the Cross and was followed by such a vast throng 

of people from all classes of society that the huge stock of ready-made crosses was exhausted and Bernard had to tear his garments to shreds 

and hand them  to  the clamorous crowds. 

During  the  next  few  weeks  Bernard  toured  France  preaching  the 

Crusade,  and  at  once  barons,  knights  and  poor  pilgrims  dropped 

everything and flocked into the King's crusading army. "I opened my 

mouth;  I spoke and at once the Crusaders have multiplied to infinity," 

Bernard  wrote  complacently to the  Pope.  "Villages  and  towns  are 

deserted. Everywhere you see widows whose husbands are still alive."• 

It seemed as though the whole of France was mobilizing for the holy 
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1 095 . Yet there was a great difference.  Bernard's rhapsodic and mys tical view of the Crusade was very different from Urban's sober Cluniac war of liberation.  Bernard had been inspired by the new belief in the Christian  holy war,  which  was  now  promoted  by  the  establislunent, and  had  taken  it  to  its  ultimate  conclusion,  and  his  mystical  piety would make  this the most religious of all  the Crusades. 

Readers who are not familiar with the story of the Crusades might 

be puzzled that this expedition of 1 146 is generally called "the Second Crusade"  by  historians.  It  seems  that  crusading  had  never  stopped: ever since the conquest ofJerusalem in 1 099 there had been a constant stream  of expeditions  to  the  Middle  East,  some  of them  on  quite  a large  scale.  Indeed there are some scholars today who query the long established  historical  habit  of  referring  to  the  "First,"  "Second"  or "Third Crusades." They argue that it makes  the picture too  neat and disguises the fact that Crusades were going to  the  Holy Land all the time  during the two hundred years that the Franks were able to hold on to their states in the Middle East.  Indeed, long after they lost these states,  it was  not uncommon for  kings  and  barons  to  take the  Cross and vow to march on Jerusalem. But while it is true that the traditional terminology,  which  speaks  of eight  Crusades,  is  in  a  certain  sense misleading,  it still  expresses  an  important  truth.  Certainly  there  was a  constant flow of Crusaders  to  the  East but these were  in  the  main individual expeditions, undertaken by individual lords or knights. But on  eight occasions  the  Popes, the  leaders  of Christendom,  together with the  most  important  secular  rulers,  declared  an  international  Eu ropean effort. There were eight of these papal calls to  arms;  the whole of Europe  declared  war  on  Islam  eight  times  during  the  crusading period.  Pope Urban's summons had been the first of these European efforts; the summons of Pope Eugenius, through the golden eloquence of Bernard,  was  the second time  a  pope  had  called  for  a  united  Eu ropean  expedition  to  the  East.  To  understand the  special  quality  of this  Second  Crusade  we  have to  look at  Europe  in 1 146 in order to see  why  Bernard was  so  influential and  powerful. 

We  do  not possess the text of Bernard's sermon at V ezelay but we 

do  have  some  letters  that  he  wrote  to  prospective  Crusaders,  so  we can form quite an  accurate idea of what he might have said.  Bernard had many of the ideals of the  First Crusaders. Like Urban,  he urged the  knights  to  stop  killing  each  other  and join  forces  against  Islam. Thus they would save their souls. Great sinners  would  also  benefit from  taking  part  in  this  campaign,  he  argued,  because  they  would receive remission of all  their sins.  Bernard  was  deeply  impressed  by the holiness of the land where Christ had lived and died.  It had been 
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"embellished by  miracles, consecrated with his blood and enriched  his 

by      burial."5  The fall his of Edessa  was  a  territorial  disaster,  and  a cosmic  disaster  as  well  because  now  the  holiness  of this  land  was threatened by "evil men."" It "really would be an inconsolable sorrow to all succeeding ages, because it would be a loss that could never be recovered. "7 Bernard was convinced that  its  holiness was only acces sible  to  God's  chosen  people,  who  were  now  the  Christians.  The Muslims, who might soon be "feasting their eyes"8 on the holy places, must  be  annihilated.  Already  "the  earth  has  been  shaken  and  has trembled"" because of the victory of Zangi, and if the Crusaders failed to rise to  the  urgent necessity of the  hour  it would  be  a "boundless shame"  and  an  "eternal  disgrace."10 Bernard's  objection  to  Muslims was not based on any hatred of Islam as a religion, but rather on the 

fact  that  they  were  a threat to  the  Holy  Land  and  therefore  to  the whole world. 

This view of the Muslims and of the  Holy Land  is very similar to that of the Crusaders after the First Crusade and since 1 100 had been fully endorsed by the Christian establishment. However, Europe was 

a very different place  from  the  Europe of 1095; there  was  a greater 

stability,  a new  intellectual culture was emerging  and,  above  all,  the process of Christianization begun by the reformers of Cluny had now taken effect. This meant that Europeans could now afford to think of 

themselves  as  individuals  and this was  reflected in  the new Crusader 

piety. The first Crusades had been vast collective enterprises, but Ber

nard specifically preached the  Second Crusade  as  a divine  invitation 

from  God to each  individual  Crusader. As he  marched  to  the  Holy Land he was answering a personal call and saving his own soul. God had made himself vulnerable by allowing the Muslim victory in order 

to make a Crusade necessary and this was a turning point in the history of the world. The new world view of the Crusade makes the history of the world center around the individual Christian soul. The Muslims 

are simply part of the divine plan, which cannot possibly fail. It takes 

the  myopia of the  holy war one  stage  further.  Instead of seeing  the 

Muslims as mere filth, they are now simply tools used and created  by his 

God to  save      people's souls. 

This new piety had sprung from Bernard's religious order-a new order  of monks  which  had  been  formed  by  Cluny  but  which  had 

rebelled  against the  Cluniac  tradition  and showed  a development  in the  psychology of Europe.  Instead of building  up the  piety of each monk,  Cluny  had  been  dedicated to building  up  a  new  Christian society. The great reformer Odilo, Abbot of Cluny, used to be found of saying that if the Emperor Augustus  had found Rome brick and 202                     H O L Y  W A R  

left  it  marble,  he  had  found  Europe  wood  and  left  it  marble.  The  u 

monk's life was busy and public and his spiritual life was largely com munal  and  liturgical.  There was  not much time  for  personal,  private meditation.  Yet  at the  end of the eleventh  century,  when  Cluny was most triumphant and when Europe seemed at last to be lifting its head after centuries of oblivion, individual monks within the Cluniac mon asteries began to show a new restlessness; they wanted a new individual spirituality.  This  was  rather similar to  what  had  happened  in  Islam: the first Muslims had been primarily concerned to build a new Islamic society,  and,  when  that  had  been  established,  the  Sufis  had  built  an Islamic  mysticism of love. 

In  England  at about the time of the  Norman Conquest a monk of 

the  monastery of Sherborne,  who  is  usually known  as  Stephen  Har ding, 12 suddenly  threw  up  the  monastic  life  for  reasons  that  are  not clear and for years wandered restlessly throughout Europe in a private quest.  Eventually he joined the new monastery at Molesmes in about 1 09 1 .  Under  its  remarkable  Abbot  Robert,  Molesmes  was  engaged in a  fierce  internal debate.  Most of the  monks wanted to  stick to  the traditions  of Cluny  but,  to  their  dismay,  others  wanted  to  cast  aside the elaborate Cluniac order and return to the roots of the Benedictine tradition and to the roots of Christianity:  they wanted to live a simpler life away from the massive structures and rich monasteries that Cluny had  created.  To  the  "traditionalists"  these  new  idealists  seemed  to threaten that stability which had been Cluny's greatest gift to Europe, to be flirting dangerously with the chaos from which Europe was just recovering.  The  rebels,  who  included  Robert  and  Stephen,  felt  that the complicated rituals of Cluny were far from the spirit of St.  Benedict and of the primitive Church and that they wanted to make an exodus into the wilderness and build a new, perfect community. Accordingly in 1098, while  the  first  Crusaders  were  struggling toward  the  Holy Land,  Robert,  Stephen  and  a few other  monks  left  Molesmes  and founded the monastery of Citeaux in  Burgundy.  It was a new reform movement. 

In Citeaux the monks sought solitude and silence; they also wanted 

to live in a simple building and to return to the poverty of Christ and to  a greater purity.  In 1 1 10 Stephen  Harding  became  the  Abbot of Citeaux  and  it  was  during  his  abbacy  that  an  event  occurred  which made this obscure little colony the  inspiration of Europe. In the year 1 1 12 a troop of forty-eight young knights rode up to the door of the abbey  and asked  to  become "Cistercians." These knights were led  by the young Bernard and it was he who was responsible for making the Cistercian order the most powerful  institution  in twelfrh-century Eu-
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rope.  His great piety and ability meant that he was elected abbot of a new daughter house of the order,  at Clairvaux,  in 1 1 15, when he was only twenty-five years old. From  that moment, joining the  Cis tercians became an irresistible trend in Europe. Bernard went around preaching the new Cistercian reform with his huge charisma; after just one sermon in  a village, twenty or  thirty young  knights  or wealthy 

noblemen  would  leave  their families  and  follow  Bernard  and  Christ 

(the two, of course, were identical!) into the Cistercian order.  "He is becoming the bane of wives and mothers," a contemporary wrote of Bernard. "Friends feared to see him approach their friends."13 Bernard had arrived at Citeaux leading forty-seven young companions;  a few years later he  had founded a new youth movement. 

This huge  influx  naturally  meant expansion,  particularly since  the 

rule  stipulated  that  no  monastery  should  contain  more  than  twelve 

monks  and  an  abbot.  Besides  being  the  size  of the  first  Christian 

community of]esus and his apostles, it was an attempt to build solitude into the very composition of the monastery. These monks wanted to make an exodus from the world and its entanglements and so naturally they went to  the uncultivated outskirts of Christendom.  On the  ex

treme  margins  of Europe,  therefore,  new  monasteries  were  frontier 

settlements like the kibbutzim in Israel later. Because these borderlands were  a wilderness,  the  monasteries in  effect  became  agricultural col onies. 14 To  maintain their privacy and independence the monks had 

to take the  land and live off it,  and  because they could  not do  it all 

themselves  and  still  have  time  for  prayer  they  made  an  important innovation in the  history of Western  monasticism.  With  the monks 

lived a body of laymen who were called connrsi. 15 The crusading armies had taken thousands of poor pilgrims with them in the quasi-monastic enterprise of the  First Crusade,  and  now  the  Cistercians  took  them 

into their frontier monasteries.  By  offering  the  poor  a stake  in  the monastic enterprise, they were offering them for the first time a cast

iron guarantee of salvation and a chance to live the religious life (the only Christian life) permanently. The Cistercians were thus continuing 

strongly within  the  Cluniac tradition at  the  same  time  as  they were seeking to make an exodus from Cluny and  go  back to  the roots of 

monasticism.  Cluny  had  set  out  to  "liberate"  the  Church  and  the 

monasteries from  secular  control;  the  Cistercians  in their fundamen talist monastic movement were making a more radical break with the world and were also continuing the association between monasticism and the poor that Cluny had initiated. 

There  was  one  respect  in  which  Citeaux  was  very  different  from Cluny. In the older monasteries, mo.�t of the monks had been dedicated 204                       H O L Y  W A R  

to  the monastic life as young children  and had grown  up within the walls  of these  Christian  fortresses.  The  monastic  holy  war  waged against  the Devil and the powers of darkness was,  therefore, manned largely by an army of conscripts. With our developed notions of free dom  and the  rights of the  individual,  this  seems  an obnoxious  idea, but in the less developed society of premodern Europe personal free dom was a luxury that people could not afford. This meant that most monks had never known the chivalric life. Yet when Bernard and  his companions  rode  to the  doors of Citeaux,  they were young knights who had made an individual decision to embrace the perfect Christian life.  This  conversion  of life  was  also  made  by  the  young  men  who followed  St.  Bernard's  call,  most  of whom  would  have  once  been knights. 16 As Cistercian monks they would never bear arms again, of course, but this new knightly influx gave the Cistercian order a certain chivalric  and  military  image.l7 There  was  a  military  precision  in  its rule:  where  St.  Benedict  had  written  only  broad,  general  guidelines for his monks, the Cistercian rule legislated for every detail, even for the  lifestyle  of  the  monasteries'  pigs. 18 There was  a  military edge  to Cistercian  piety  and  to  their frontier  settlements  which  were  slowly pushing forward the frontiers of Christendom.  It is by this time easy to see why  St.  Bernard,  the  moving  spirit  behind this new  monastic reform, was able to preach the Crusade so effectively.  He was already inspired  by many of its  ideals and practices. 

Yet  no  fundamentalist movement entirely reproduces the  original 

pattern to which it seeks to return;  inevitably it makes innovations to meet the  wants  of the  age.  The Cistercians' simplicity was in spiritual tenns  a new departure.  The  rule of St.  Benedict had been drawn up as Western Europe  fell  prey to barbarism,  and  its emphasis was  on discipline,  stability  and  defense.  By  stabilizing  his  monks  physically within the monastery and by subjecting the  body and will to a com munal  discipline,  Benedict sought to  defend  them  against  the chaos and evil of the rest of barbarian Europe. But by the end of the eleventh century  Europe was  feeling confident enough  to  mobilize  herself to attack and could abandon this old defensive posture. The First Crusade was the most dramatic of these aggressive projects but there was also a spiritual confidence. The old monasteries had been fortresses, ward ing off the forces of evil and conserving the old order. In the pioneering monasteries of the Cistercians, the monks were engaged in a spiritual struggle and quest. Resistance had given way to a mystical attack and a contemplative  initiative,  and the  Cistercian was engaged on  an  in ward journey or migration  to  God himself.  In the early Benedictine and Cluniac monasteries, piety had been largely communal; now each 

1 1 4 6 - 1 1 4 8   205 

monk in the Cistercian settlements was engaged in a personal quest. 

Hence too  Bernard's  emphasis  on  the  individual  call  that  God  was 

offering to each Crusader. 

But  there  was  a  basic  ambiguity  in  Bernard's  view  of crusading, 

which sprang from his essentially elitist vision  of the  Christian  life. 

He believed that ideally everybody should be a monk, because it was 

only monks who led a truly Christian life.•• But clearly that was not 

possible,  so  God  had  entrusted  the  extraordinary  privilege  of a  reli

gious  vocation  only  to  the  chosen  few.  Furthermore  Bernard  was convinced that no monks were closer to  the  Christian  ideal than the 

Cistercians.  Fifty  years  earlier,  Christians  had  been  yearning  toward 

the holiness of the East; in particular they had longed for the holiness 

of Jerusalem.  Now  Bernard  taught  that  the  Cistercian  monasteries 

were holier than  the  Holy City itself.  Once,  an  English  pilgrim  had 

made a vow to  pray at the  Holy Sepulchre  Church  in Jerusalem and his 

on  way there  he  had decided that he would enter the monastery 

of Clairvaux instead and become a Cistercian.  Bernard wrote that not 

only had  this  monk  no  need  to  fulfill  his  pilgrim's  vow  but  that  he 

had already fulfilled it, even though he had not got as far as Jerusalem: 

He  has  cast  his  anchor  into  the very  port  of salvation.  His  feet already tread the  pavements of the Holy Jerusalem. This Jerusalem which is linked with the heavenly Jerusalem and which is entwined with her in all the deepest feelings of the human heart is Clairvaux.20 

When  Bernard  spoke  of the  "heavenly  Jerusalem"  he  did  not  mean 

the  city described  in  Revelation  that would  descend  to  earth  at  the 

end of time.  He used the phrase as a symbol of that union with God 

that  the Cistercian was  striving  to  attain  in  prayer.  It  followed  that 

this mystical state was far more "holy" than any earthly city, no matter 

how deeply associated with  Christ.  For the Cistercian elite,  holiness 

had become spiritual and removed from the physical world. Naturally 

a monk who was experiencing God himself in his cloister did not need 

the second-grade holiness  of Jerusalem  and the  Holy  Land.  In fact, 

when Bernard was offered a piece of land near Jerusalem in order to 

found a monastery, he refused it.21 His monks did not need a physical contact with the  Holy City  because they were already  in possession 

of a far more significant holiness and a direct experience of God's love, 

which was inaccessible to  the mere layman. 

But for the rank and file the holiness ofJerusalem and Palestine was 

vital,. because it was  the  closest that they would ever manage  to  get 

to God . It was,  therefore,  important for the layman  to  go  on  a  pil
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ideals  during  his  pilgrimage,  but  because  the  land wm undoubtedly holy due  to  its contact with  the  historical  Christ.  The  layman  could not achieve  contact  with  God  by  means  of contemplation,  because this esoteric mysticism was only for the Cistercian elite, but he could take  part  in  another  secondary  but  very  important  Christian  task  in the  Crusade.  Crusading  was  central  to  Bernard's  political  vision  of Christianity, which needed Christian soldiers. The Cistercians had laid aside  their  knightly  duties  for  the  more  important  Christian  task of prayer;  their  monasteries  were  spirjtual  powerhouses,  strengthening and sanctifying Europe, but those knights who had not been fortunate enough to  be called to the  cloister could fight for God in the world. That  was their vocation.  Europe  was  beginning to  acquire  a greater awareness  of the  power  of her  mighty  neighbors,  which  seemed  to threaten  a  Christendom  that was still  vulnerable  for all  its  new  con fidence.  Although  neither  the  Byzantines  nor  the  Muslims  had  any military  designs  on Europe, the  massive  power of these  oriental  em pires  made  Europeans  assume  that  they  were  just  biding  their  time before they  invaded  and conquered  their  lands.  Thus Guibert of No gent could  reproach  the Archbishop of Mainz for the  Germans'  lack of participation  in  the  First Crusade by saying that the  Franks  alone had defended Europe against the new barbarian invasions of the Turks, even  though  the  Seljuks  had  neither  the  desire  nor  the  ability  to conquer Christendom. 22 The first Crusaders had had a very vague idea indeed of the  Muslim world  but now  people  were  beginning to  see poor little Christian Europe as an island of the true faith  surrounded by hostile infidels. This view naturally affected the idea of crusading. Thus  in  about  1 125  the  English  historian  William  of Malmesbury wrote  a version of Pope Urban's speech at Clermont: 

The  world  is  not  evenly  divided.  Of its  three  parts,  our  enemies hold Asia as their hereditary home-a part of the world which our forefathers rightly considered equal to the other two put together. Yet here formerly our Faith put out its  branches;  here all the Apos tles  save  two  met  their  deaths.  But  now  the  Christians  of those parts,  if there are any left, squeeze a bare  subsistence  from the soil and pay tribute to  their enemies, looking to us with silent longing for  the  liberty  they  have  lost.  Africa,  too,  the  second  part  of the world,  has  been  held  by  our  enemies  by  force  of arms  for  two hundred years  and more,  a danger to  Christendom  all  the  greater because  it  formerly  sustained  the  brightest  spirits-men  whose works will keep the rust of age from Holy Writ as long as the Latin tongue survives. Thirdly, there is Europe, the remaining region of 
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the world. Of this region we Christians inhabit only a part, for who 

will give the name of Christians to those barbarians who live in the 

remote islands and seek their living on the icy ocean as if they were 

whales?  This  little  portion  of the  world  which  is  ours  is  pressed 

upon by warlike Turks and  Saracens:  for three hundred years they 

have  held  Spain and the Balearic Islands,  and  they live  in  hope of 

devouring the rest. 23 

William's  dates  are  wrong,  but  this  remarkable  version  of Urban's speech shows a new twelfth-century view of the purpose of the First 

Crusade. Instead of being a war of liberation, it was a fight for survival. A new paranoia had crept into the Western world view. 

Christians  had  to  fight  back.  Zangi's  conquest of Edessa  must  in 

this view have looked like the first step toward an Islamic reconquest, 

just a preliminary to  the  invasion of Europe.  In this  natural but dis torted view of Islam,  the  Crusader states were  of enormous  psycho logical importance to the people of Europe, who were just waking up from the nightmare of the Dark Ages.  We  have seen that when they 

conquered Jerusalem  they  had  at  first  believed  that  they would  one day settle the  Muslim problem once and for all and would ultimately 

conquer the  world,  but they had  also  become  more  aware  in  recent 

years  of the  power  of the  Muslim  giant.  That  was  what  had  made 

Zangi's victory over the Frankish Christians at Edessa so threatening and  why  Bernard had described this as one  of the turning points  of 

history. Bernard, the former knight, was not just lost in mystical ecstasy 

in  Clairvaux.  We  have  seen  that,  while  the  rest  of  his  monks  led 

secluded  lives,  he  himself was  heavily  engaged  in the  political life of 

Christendom.  He was  fully  aware  of both the  strategic and  spiritual importance of the  Holy  Land  and  had long been convinced that,  in 

order to fulfill its  Christian  mission  in this world,  Europe  had  to 

mobilize  herself militarily to  defend the  faith. That was why he  had always been such an enthusiastic supporter of the Templars. Although these soldier-monks were not as exalted as the Cistercians, they were engaged with them in a monastic partnership. In their monasteries in Europe the Cistercians stormed heaven and  sought the heavenly Je

rusalem in their lives of prayer and contemplation, while the Templars 

fought  for  the  defense  of the  earthly Jerusalem.  In  their  pioneering 

monasteries  the  Cistercians  were  pushing  forward  the  frontiers  of 

Europe, while the Tcmplars in their fortresses in the East were pushing 

aggressively  against the  frontiers  of Islam.  Both sets of monks  were 

occupied with the battle for  truth, the difference  being that the Cis
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earthly  plane.  Each  needed  the  other,  as  body  and  soul  of the  same entity.  Now the  Second Crusade gave the  laymen  a chance to  join  in this  great  monastic  enterprise.  Bernard  had  called  it  a  revelation  of God's  love  for the  world,  and during the  Crusade the laymen would experience  this  love  for  themselves,  not  by  contemplating God like the  Cistercians,  but by fighting for  him like the Templars. 

If the  Cistercians  were  the  elite  of the  monks,  in  Bernard's  view, 

the Temp Iars were the elite of the knights and of the active Christians, engaged in fighting God's battles for him in  the world.  He had given them  his  ardent support for twenty years.  In 1 1 26 King  Baldwin  of Jerusalem  had  sent  two of the Templars to  Bernard in Clairvaux  and one was Bernard's uncle,  Andre ofMontand. The Order of the Temple needed  to  develop,  and  Baldwin  wanted  papal  recognition  for  the Knights Templar,  which  Bernard made &ure they got. Two years later the  Council  of Troyes  made  the  Templars  an  official  religious  order in the Church and approved their rule, which was  popularly believed to have been the creation of Bernard himself and was in fact very close to the rule of the Cistercians. Fulk of Anjou and Henry of Champagne, two  leading Templars, made a tour of Christendom to drum up sup port for the Templars  and,  at  a time when  crusading was  vitally  im portant to the people of Europe, the Templars immediately amacted a  vast  number  of recruits.  In 1 129 Fulk  and  Henry  returned  to  the Holy Land,  taking with  them,  wrote  a contemporary chronicler,  "so large  a  number  of men as never  had  done  since  the  days  of Pope Urban."24  The  order  also gained  a  strong  foothold  in  Europe,  and houses  of Templars  were  established  in  France,  Portugal,  Scotland and  England  (the  London  Temple  dates  from  this  time).  In  their European  houses  the  Templars  looked  after the  interests of the Cru sader  states  at  home,  and  all  over  Europe  these  houses  of  soldier monks  appeared,  dedicated  to  the  defense  of Jerusalem,  uniting  the two  great  Western  passions of religion  and  warfare. 

Bernard  praised  the  Templars as ideal  Christian  soldiers.  He  saw 

the sophistication and  refinement that were  beginning to enter lay life in  Europe,  and even into knighthood and chivalry,  as effeminate and worldly-totally unfitting for a true Christian.  In his treatise In Praise of the New Chivalry he admires the Templars for maintaining the rough values of his  brutal  view of Christianity: 

They come and go  at a sign from their commander; they wear the clothes that he gives them, seeking neither other garments nor other food. They are wary of all excess in food  or clothing,  desiring only what is needful. They live all together, without women and children. 
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No idlers or lookers-on are  to  be  found  in  their  company;  when 

they are not on active service, which happens rarely, or eating their 

bread or giving thanks to heaven, they busy themselves with mend

[image: ]

ing their clothes and their torn or tattered harness . . . .  

They  crop  their  hair short  because  the  Gospels  tell  them  it  is  a 

shame for  a man to tend his  hair.  They are never seen combed and 

rarely washed,  their beards  are  matted,  they  reek of dust  and  bear 

the stains of heat and the  harness. 2s 

Europe was  in a pennanent state of war,  in  Bernard's view,  and that 

meant that a serious  Christian had no time  for the  softer pursuits or 

for the  company of the  vile  sex  of women.  He  had  to  be  constantly 

ready  for  battle  and  his  lifestyle  should  reflect  this  harsh  and  tough 

reality. 

Bernard saw the violent enterprise of the Crusade as  a revelation of 

the divine love and he also saw the Templars as fulfilling the ideals of Christian love, which was  both tender and fierce: 

These warriors are gentler than lambs and fiercer than lions, wedding 

the mildness of the  monk with  the  valour of the  knight so  that  it 

[image: ]

is difficult to know what to call them:  men who adorn the Temple 

of Solomon  with  shields  instead  of crowns  of gold,  with  saddles 

and  bridles  instead  of candelabra  . . .  who  in  spite of being many 

live  in  one  house,  according to  one  rule,  with  one  soul  and  one 

heart.26 

They reproduced, therefore, the values of the first community of Chris tians who, the Acts of the Apostles said, lived in Jerusalem "with one heart  and one soul"  (4: 32), worshiping daily in  the Temple, where the Templars had their headquarters. They had replaced the old peace

ful imagery of the Jewish-Christian tradition with shields and weapons, dedicating Christianity to truly martial values in the constant holy war 

for the true  faith.  Above all, having dedicated their lives to  this war, they were daily and hourly prepared for martyrdom, the highest proof 

of love: 

What  in fact is  there  to  fear  for  the man, whether  he  is  living  or 

dying, for whom to live is Christ and for whom it is a gain to die? 

He remains in this world faithfully and willingly for Christ;  but his 

greater desire  is to  be dissolved and to  be with  Christ;  this  in fact 

is better. And so go forward in safety, knights, and with undaunted 

soills drive off the enemies of the cross of Christ, certain that neither 

death  nor life  can separate  you  from  the  love  of God  which  is  in 

Christ Jesus, repeating to yourselves in every peril, Whether we live 2 1 0                                    H O L Y  W A R  

or whether we die, we are the Lord's. How glorious are the victors who  return  from  battle!  how  blessed  are  the  martyrs  who  die  in battle!27 

St.  Paul,  whom  Bernard  quotes  extensively  here,  would  have  been horrified  by the Templars  but Bernard was  speaking  at the  end  of a long tradition of aggressive martyrdom.  In fact  for Bernard the ideal Christian  death  was  the  death  of one  who  died  fighting  and  killing the enemies of God:  "Indeed whether a man dies in  bed or in battle, no doubt the death of his saints will be precious in God's sight,  but if in battle certainly his death will be that much more precious. "28 The fact that these martyrs went to heaven slaughtering other people both ered Bernard not a whit. He never considered approaching the Mus lims  as  a  peaceful missionary and  converting  them  by  means  of his famous eloquence. The only solution to the "pagan" problem was the holy war.  "It would indeed be  forbidden to kill pagans  if one could oppose in any other way their violence and hatred and oppression of the faithful," he explained to the Templars.  "But as it is it is better to massacre  them  so  that  their sword  is  no  longer  suspended  over  the heads of the just. "29 

Urban  had  seen  the  Crusade  as  a  political,  military  and  territorial 

affair-a  liberation  of people  and  a  liberation  of a  land.  The  First Crusaders  had themselves often  been  inspired  by  secular motives as well  as  by religious ones and their campaign depended on  piety and practical common sense. Bernard saw the Crusade as entirely the work of God. The Muslims were not real to him, he and his contemporaries misconceived  their  intentions  as  regards  Europe  and,  more  danger ously, assumed that they were already in the Christians' pocket because they were simply instruments that God was using for the glorification of the  Christian West.  If crusading was the revelation of that love of God which  "passeth  all  understanding,"  Bernard  was  manifesting  a dangerous indifference toward the concrete political and military real ities of the campaign he was dispatching to the East.  He was teaching his proteges like  King Louis to have the Cistercian attitude to life. It would, however,  be perilous to bypass reason and practicality on  the road to  the earthly Jerusalem. 

Shortly before the Crusade, Bernard had overthrown reason in the 

person  of the  great  scholar  and  churchman  Peter Abelard.  Abelard was  Bernard's  rival  for  the  leadership of the  young  men  of Europe. He too had been destined for a military career but, at about the same time as Bernard and his young knights had entered Citeaux, Abelard 
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decided to give  up  military  life  and  become  a  scholar.  He  quickly became a leading scholar and from all over Europe thousands of young 

men had left home and come to sit at his feet in Paris just as thousands of their contemporaries were entering the Cistercian monasteries. Abe

lard was a philosopher and a logician. He believed that religion should 

be  an  affair  of the  head  as  well  as  an affair of the  heart.  "A  religious his 

man,"  he  taught  young  disciples,  "must  always  be  able  to  give  a 

reason concerning the faith that is in him."30 The young scholars who 

followed him had  inquiring  minds  and  wanted  an  intelligent  quest instead of a scholarship that merely conserved ancient tradition. They 

supported  their  master  with  a  passionate  devotion.  Abelard  had  be

come  almost  a  mythical  figure  in  France  because  of his  famous  and 

tragic  love  affair  with  Heloise,  and  after  that  he  had  become  one  of the leading churchmen of his day.  Bernard was determined to destroy 

him, firstly, because he was a rival and, secondly, because he challenged 

Bernard's mystical view of religion,  which saw the  truth  as  an  impen

etrable  mystery  that  had  to  be  accepted  by  faith  alone.  Abelard,  he 

said,  referring  to  St.  Paul's  famous  hymn to charity,  was  lacking  in 

Christian love:  "he sees nothing as  an enigma, nothing as in a mirror, 

but looks on  everything  face  to  face. "31 

Bernard wanted to condemn Abelard as a heretic, most unjustly since 

Abelard had no heretical  views-indeed his  religious  ideas  were  con ventional. Later the Church would come around to his scholastic meth ods, which were in  part the methods of St. Thomas Aquinas.  Otto of 

Freising, a contemporary Cistercian abbot, accused his leader of unrea sonable prejudice, suggesting that Bernard was  improperly swayed by 

his hatred  of scholars  like Abelard and so lent  too  eager  an ear to Abe

lard's  enemies.  Bernard  sununoned  Abelard  to the  Council  of Sens, which he packed with his own supporters; when the scholar arrived he 

found  more  of  Bernard's  supporters  outside  threatening  him  with 

violence.  Abelard was simply not given  a  fair hearing and,  when  Ber

nard  stood  up  and  with  his  frighteningly  persuasive  eloquence  con his 

demned  teachings,  he  collapsed.  He was  by  this  time  a  sick man, 

probably suffering from Parkinson's disease, and he was prey to mental terrors  brought on  by the traumas of his life. He was condemned and 

his books  destroyed  so  thoroughly  that today we have only a few frag

ments  of  them.  The  Pope  himself  lit  the  massive  pyre  of Abelard's 

condemned  manuscripts  and  Abelard  never  recovered  from  this.  He 

died the following year at Cluny, where the kindly and scholarly Abbot 

Peter  the  Venerable  had  taken  him  in.  The  event  would  have  made 

a  great  impression  on  many  of the  Crusaders  who  marched  out  of 2 1 2                                    H O L Y  W A R  

Europe  with  a  frightened  and  unnatural  distrust  of  reason,  which Bernard had dramatically taught them by destroying the great Abelard. 

Although  the  Church  was  at  this  time  officially  opposed  to  the 

persecution of the Jews and even though there was absolutely nothing anti-Semitic about  Bernard's  preaching,  the  laity  began to attack the Jewish  communities  along  the  Rhine  Valley,  just  as  they  had  done fifty years  earlier  at  the  time  of the  First  Crusade.  When they  heard that the vulnerable Christ was begging Christians to  come to his  aid and  rescue  his  Holy  Land,  it  must  have  seemed  illogical  to  many Crusaders not to fight the people who had been responsible for Christ's death.  The  new  wave  of pogroms  was  stirred  up  by  Raoul,  another Cistercian.  Bernard hurried into the kingdom of Conrad,  King of the German peoples,  to stop this distortion of the crusading ideal. Raoul, he  said,  had  received  no commission,  human  or divine,  to  preach  in any  way.  "A monk's  vocation is not to preach but to weep," Bernard thundered:  he was inspired by the Devil, the father of lies. "Why turn your zeal and ferocity against the Jews?" he asked the Germans; "they are  the  living  images  of the  passion  of the  saviour."32  But  not  even Bernard's  eloquence  and  charisma  could  stop  the  assaults  on Jewish communities  and  individuals.  There  would  be  an  outbreak of anti Semitic violence  in  Europe  every  time  a  major  Crusade  to the  Holy Land  was  preached.  Whatever  sophisticated  ideas  might  inspire churchmen like  Bernard,  the  element of the  vendetta  and  the  blood feud was still strongly present in the crusading ideology of the ordinary lay man and woman, and this meant a holy war against the Jews.  The pogroms  continued  sporadically  for  some  time  after  the  crusading armies  had  left  for  the  Holy  Land:  the  people  who  stayed  at  home felt that harrying Jews was their contribution to  the  Crusade. 

But  Bernard's visit to  the  German Kingdom bore  fruit in  another 

way. The First Crusade had been planned as an international project, and indeed many people of many nations had flocked into the armies. But the Crusade had been seen as principally a Frankish achievement. Bernard's  Crusade  was  the  second  major  offensive  on  the  part  of Europe  in  the  struggle  for  the  Holy  Land-the  smaller expeditions to  the  East  which  had  gone  in  a  steady  stream  during  the  last  fifty years  were  private  affairs-and  Bernard  intended  this  second  major Crusade to  be truly international.  It was essential therefore that Con rad,  the  King of the  Germans  and  a  leading  European  ruler,  should take  a  German  army  to  the  Holy  Land  and  march  alongside  King Louis.  Conrad,  however, had no desire whatever to go crusading.  He was, after all, an old man in uncertain health, who was in no condition to  survive  the  terrible  journey.  He  felt that he  was doing his  part  in 
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the holy war by fighting the pagan Slavs and Wends of Eastern Europe. He was  also fighting the Pope's enemies in  Italy and Pope  Eugenius certainly did not want to lose Conrad at this point.  Neither the Pope nor Conrad had reckoned with  Bernard's steely determination when he preached the Crusade in  Freiburg,  Schaffhausen  and Constance. 

The Germans responded to  Bernard ecstatically, even though they could not understand a  word  he  said.  The  holy  pandemonium  was 

such  that people  tried to tear Bernard's emaciated  body to  pieces  in 

their rapture, and several times the frenzy was so extreme that Bernard could not leave his house. There had been famine the previous year and this may have contributed to the outbreak of visionary fervor and miracles of healing.  People claimed to  be  cured of blindness as  Ber nard's shadow touched them or they threw away their crutches as they listened to his sermons. 33 They began to clamor for the New Jerusalem, 

rather as the half-starved Franks had done at the Peace of God councils in  1033. All this  was  most embarrassing for Conrad.  On Christmas 

Day  at  Speyer,  Bernard's  crusading sermon  failed  to  move him  but two days later, when Bernard yet again addressed the court, he turned 

his attention to  Conrad directly and  addressed  him as an  individual, not as a king. He imagined Christ speaking to Conrad on the Day of Judgment-a Conrad who had refused to go on the Second Crusade: "0 man," Christ said, "what have I not done for thee that I ought to have done?"34 Conrad collapsed, burst into tears and promised to take the Cross. Bernard's eloquent bullying had broken down his resistance, just as it had broken Abelard. 

The German triumph gave Bernard a new idea.  In March  1 147 he 

arrived  in  Frankfurt  and  dispatched  a  Crusade  against  the  heathen Slavs and Wends. Shortly after this a smaller contingent consisting of English, Flemish and Frisian Crusaders sailed to join the Crusade but 

they got waylaid in the  Iberian  peninsulas, where they stayed to help the  Christians  in the  wars of reconquest.  They  managed to conquer Lisbon and there was a massacre of the Muslim population.  St.  Ber nard's loving Crusade had become a vast three-pronged assault on the Muslims in the East, the Muslims in the Spanish West and the pagans 

of Eastern  Europe.  It  was  a  giant  international  attack  on  the  non Christian world by the newly mobilized Christendom. 

At the end of May  1 14 7 Conrad and his great army left Germany and  began  the  journey through Eastern  Europe  toward  Constanti nople. Awed contemporaries spoke of a million men in his army and it seems that there may well have been 20,000 Crusaders. With Conrad 

went the  two  vassal  kings  of Bohemia  and  Poland  and  there  was  a 

contingent ftom  Lorraine.  The  German nobles  were  led  by the  heir 2 1 4                               H O L Y  W A R  

to the  throne,  Frederick  of Swabia.  It  looked  a  formidable  and  im pressive  army and to an outsider it would have seemed an  impressive image of a Christendom united solidly in an  implacable  hatred of the enemies  of God.  Yet  the  army  was  not  so  united:  there  was  great trouble between the different ethnic groups and quarrels  and rivalries between the German nobles.  Conrad was  not strong enough  in  tem perament or in body to hold the army together and Frederick was still far  too  inexperienced  to  be  an  effective  leader  but  nevertheless  the army  managed  to  journey  without  much  incident  through  Eastern Europe, and on July 20 the Germans crossed into Byzantine territory, Conrad  having  first  sworn  an  oath  of noninjury  to  the  Byzantine Emperor  Manuel. 

On June 8 the French army set out. Unlike Conrad, Louis had taken 

the Cross on his own initiative.  He was a very devout young man of twenty-six  and  had  been  intended for the cloister until the death of his  brother  Philip  made  him  the  heir  to  the  throne.  During  a  war with  one  of his vassals  he  had massacred  all  the  inhabitants of Vitty in  Champagne  and  had  been  plagued  with  guilt ever  since.  Bernard had  advised  him  to  make  a  penitential  pilgrimage  to  Jerusalem,  but when Louis heard about the fall ofEdessa he resolved to lead a Crusade to  Jerusalem  instead:  killing Muslims in the East would atone for his sin of killing Christians in France. Louis's beautiful young wife Eleanor of Aquitaine also took  the  Cross.  She  was  one  of the  biggest land owners  in  Europe  and  had  brought  the  whole  of southern  France more directly under the control of the  King of the Franks when she married  Louis  in 1 1 37. The  marriage was  not a happy one.  Eleanor had involved Louis in the war resulting in the Vitry massacre; she had managed to produce only one daughter-a source of great anxiety to the young couple and to  Bernard, their guide.  She found the gloomy court of Paris  positively  barbaric after the south and may have insisted on  journeying  east  with  the  Crusade.  Alternatively  Louis  may  have insisted  that  she  accompany  him  because  he  could  not  trust  her  at home:  fidelity does  not  seem  to  have  been  her strong  point and  she was far too  rich  in  land-and  therefore too  powerful-for anybody, even  Bernard,  to  keep her in check. 

As one  may imagine,  Bernard  had absolutely no time for  Eleanor. 

She had brought to Paris a refinement and sophistication that seemed to  him a deep betrayal of true  Christianity.  The south  had  not taken to  the  Cluniac  reform  and  had  remained,  though  firmly  Christian, more thoroughly secular in tone. The court of Poitiers, where Eleanor had grown up, was extremely sophisticated and Eleanor's grandfather, Count William the Troubadour, had filled it with the  best poets  and 
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scholars of his day. Eleanor was far more intelligent than her husband, who had received only a narrow monastic education; she spoke several languages, wrote poetry and was patron to many courtly poets of the 

time  who  adored  her  and  celebrated  her  in  their  poetry.  When  she 

arrived in Paris she  brought  poets  with  her  as  well  as  a  new  fashion 

for  southern clothes and  refined southern manners.  Eleanor  began  a 

little  youth  movement  of her  own  in  Paris;  she  taught  the  young 

people  of the  court  that  one  did  not  have  to  behave  like  a  boor  or 

smell  like  a  Templar  to  be  a  brave  knight.  Instead  of despising  or rejecting women, southern courtly chivalry worshiped the lady, loving 

her from afar with  no  hope  of physical  possession.  For her  part  the 

lady  educated  her  knight,  inspired  him  in  his  knightly  duty  to  the 

noble ideals of chivalry and refined his manners.  Bernard thought this courtly love  was  obscene  and  he  was  probably deeply worried  that 

this  woman  was  polluting  the  holy  Crusade  with  her  presence.  She had brought to Paris a cool contempt for  fanatical northern religion, 

and  this  attitude  was  beginning to  be  adopted  by  the young people. She taught her contemporaries in the court to play games like "Confes

sion,"  which  involved the  players  in  absurd  and  grotesque  penances, 

and  the  "Pilgrim  Game,"  where  one  of the  players was  the  saint  in 

the  shrine  to  whom  the  others  prayed  to  try to  make  him  laugh  by obscene gestures or by tickling him.  (The game was finally forbidden in  1240 by the  Synod of Worcester.'5) While most of the  Cmsaders had been properly schooled in true martial values by Bernard, Eleanor would bring quite a different perspective to the campaign and would throw light on some of its  anomalies. 

Eleanor  used  to  say  of Louis  that  she  thought  she  had  martied  a 

man  but  found  she  had  married  a  monk  instead. 36 In  the  measured eyewimess account of Louis's chaplain Odo of Deuil we can sense her 

exasperation  with  Louis's  pious  activities  when  he  set  out  on  the Second Crusade on June 8. First he visited a leper colony to perform 

an act of charity and  humility  that filled  Odo  with  admiration.  Then 

he  went to the  monastery  of St.  Denis  where  he  prostrated  himself like a novice before  the altar and received the crusading banner from the Pope himself: 

Then  when  the  banner  had  been  taken  from  above  the  altar,  after 

he  had  received  the  pilgrim's  wallet,  a  blessing  from  the  pope,  he withdrew  from  the  crowd to the  monks'  dortnitory.  The  crowds an:d king's  mother  and  wife,  who  nearly  perished  because  of their tears and the heat, could not endure the delay; but to wish to depict the  grief and  wailing  which  occurred  then  is  as  foolish  as  it  is 2 1 6                                  H O L Y  W A R  

impossible. O n  that day the King and a few  of his retinue dined in the refectory with the  brothers, and,  after receiving the  kiss of peace from all, he departed, accompanied by the tears and prayers of all. 37 

There  could  not  be  a  clearer  image  of the  monastic  origin  of this Crusade.  Louis  certainly  regarded  himself as  a pilgrim  and  as  a kind of monk,  living  the  religious  life  for  the  duration  of the  campaign, and  this would have  some  important repercussions. 

There had been some talk of King Roger of Sicily providing a fleet 

to take the  Crusaders to  the  East,  but neither the  Pope nor Bernard trusted Roger, who later proved to have his eye on Byzantine territory. In any case,  Louis and the French wanted to walk in the footsteps of Charlemagne and their ancestors the First Crusaders, so they took the land  route.  This  was  their  first  mistake.  The  Crusaders  who  had marched  through  Eastern  Europe  in the  autumn  of 1096 had  been careful  to  prevent  any  pillaging.  Conrad,  however,  showed  no  signs of learning this lesson.  His army  pillaged disgracefully once on  Byz antine  territory,  and  on  one  occasion  Frederick of Swabia  killed  all the Greek monks in a monastery near Adrianople to avenge the deaths of two of the Crusaders. When the Emperor Manuel, not unnaturally, remonstrated with him Conrad simply retorted that after the Crusade he  would  return  and  attack Byzantium itself.  Once they had crossed the  Bosphorus,  the  Crusaders continued their  career  of looting  and vandalism and, having followed so closely in the dangerous footsteps of Peter  the  Hermit's  Crusaders,  most of the  German  army suffered their  fate.  On  October  25  the  Germans  arrived  at  Dorylaeum.  The knights  dismounted  to  rest  their  exhausted  horses  and  the  infantry were  weary  and  thirsty.  While  they  were  thus  off guard,  the  whole Seljuk army massacred nine tenths of Conrad's army in  revenge. 

Louis's  army  kept  better  order  and  avoided  pillaging,  but  their 

journey was difficult. The inhabitants had suffered enough from Cru saders. The food was finished, the local people hostile and the French began  to  mutter  angrily  against  the  Germans.  Louis  reached  Con stantinople  safely,  therefore,  but  he  should  have  learned  from  the experience of the  First Crusaders that to take the land route was a bad mistake.  To  wish  to  follow  in the  footsteps  of Charlemagne and  his ancestors was a pious wish but it was also dangerous and impractical. The journey across Asia Minor had almost finished the First Crusade and now  it almost finished the Second. 

The survivors of Conrad's army with their King joined the  French 

and together the  Crusaders began  the  dangerous  journey.  The  First Crusaders  suffered  from  the  heat of summer;  the  Second Crusaders 
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endured fierce winter storms,  and  at one  point hundreds  of German 

soldiers were  swept  away  by  a  torrential  flood.  Otherwise,  the  Cru

saders suffered the same horrors as their predecessors:  the Turks  had ravaged the countryside, so there was malnutrition and starvation; the 

poor pilgrims began to die in droves; the horses also died or else were 

killed  for  meat;  knights  were  reduced  to  the  ranks;  the  army  was 

continually harassed by the Turks,  who inflicted heavy casualties.  At 

one  point,  at  Kronos,  the  vanguard  were  almost  wiped  out  because the leaders did not obey orders. The Second Crusaders were guilty of 

a  culpable  impracticality.  They  had  wandered  off in  a  pious  dream, 

hopelessly unprepared.  Bernard had  failed  to  anchor  his  men  in  the 

practical realities of campaigning and the  result was  disorganized  di saster, as at Kronos or Dorylaeum. The First Crusaders had managed 

their similar danger with instinctive practicality and military skill when 

their vanguard  had  been  attacked  by  the  Turks  at  Dorylaeum.  Odo of Deuil was very well aware of the Crusaders' lack of preparation and 

throughout his account of the journey he gives practical tips to future 

Crusaders  about  what  kind  of carts  to  use,  for  example,  or  which towns were wealthy enough to  provide good  provisions:  "For never 

will  there  fail to  be pilgrims  to  the  Holy Sepulchre;  and they  will, I hope, be the more cautious because of our experiences."38 Their piety had precluded their common sense and the Second  Crusaders  would make still more dangerously pious mistakes. 

Over a year later, in February 1 148, the exhausted army and pilgrims 

struggled  into  the Byzantine port  at Attalia  and camped outside  the city. They had to make a decision:  should they go the rest of the way 

by sea, continue with the land route or else divide forces, sending half by sea and half by land? They had realized that they could not go on 

land any longer and, without any justification, said that their difficulties had been much greater than those experienced by their predecessors. 

One of the difficulties they claimed was the "treachery" of the Greeks. 39 

Manuel,  Emperor  of Byzantium,  like  Alexius  before  him,  had  little reason to rejoice that a Crusade was coming to the East. The Germans 

had  declared  war  on  him  and  pillaged  his  territory  and  the  French 

had  proved difficult and  truculent  about  taking  the  oath  of loyalty. 

Having these huge Western armies to look after presented grave prob

lems for Manuel-political, military and economic problems not easily 

solved.  Manuel  was  fighting  an  endless  war  against  the  Turks,  but 

when he heard that the Crusaders were coming he had made a treaty 

with. Mas'ud,  the Sultan of Rum. As usual,  any treaty with the infidel 

shocked the Crusaders deeply, but Manuel knew from bitter experience 
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aggression  in  which  he  did  not  want to  get  embroiled.  H e  was  also being  viciously  attacked  by  the  navies  of King  Roger  of Sicily.  He had,  therefore, no reason to welcome the Crusaders or to feel positive about the  West,  and  yet  he  was  a  decent  man  and tried  to  take  care of them  as  best  he could.  The  Crusaders  complained  bitterly that he did  not  feed  them  sufficiently,40  yet  no  state  at  that  time,  even  an efficient one like  Byzantium,  could  adequately provision such  a huge army  during  the  winter.  At  Attalia,  for  example,  winter  stocks  were very  low  and  the Turks  had  ravaged  the  countryside.  The  Byzantine governor  did  what  he  could  but  there  was  not  much  food  available and,  instead  of appreciating  this,  the  Crusaders  simply  accused  the Greeks  of tteachery.41  But the  Greek  inhabitants  of Attalia were  also having  to  go  hungry  because  of this  Western  army  and,  when  the Turks swept down and started to attack both the Crusaders' camp and the  city,  the  Crusaders  blamed  the  Greeks  again  for  not  protecting them  adequately.  It may well be that the people of Attalia made little effort to  protect  these  unpleasant  Westerners  whose  presence  meant that the Turks  had attacked their city. 

Hostility to Byzantium had long been crucial to the Western identity 

but  during  the  Second  Crusade  it  reached  new  heights.  Odo's  mea sured and elegant pen drips venom every time he mentions the Greeks: he  was  convinced that the  West should send out another Crusade  to attack Constantinople.42 Odo seems  to hate  the Greeks  more  than  the Muslims.••  As  the  West  was  apparently  gaining  in  confidence  and acquiring a rich  and unique culrure, it was also growing in intolerance. Not only were Western Christians finding it impossible to live beside people  of other  religions;  they  now  wanted  to  desttoy  their  great Christian  neighbor,  and one  day they would succeed. 

Evenrually,  after  much  agonized  discussion,  a  decision  was  made 

which  was  a  crime  against  the  crusading  ethos.  The  army  was  to proceed  by  sea  from  Attalia  in  ships  provided  by  the  Greeks.  There was  not enough  room  for everybody,  so only the knights, the noble men and some of the  infantry could sail.  The  rest of the  foot soldiers and  the  huge  mass  of French  and German  pilgrims  were  abandoned with  their wives  and children outside  Attalia.  They thus  disappeared from history, betrayed by their brothers.44 All were killed by the Turks or  were  taken  into  slavery  or  else  starved  to  death.  To  abandon  the poor  may  have  been  necessary  for  the  survival  of the  Crusade  but  it gravely damaged  its  moral  integrity.  It would be  a  long time  before crusading  could  attract  the  poor  again  and  people  looked  back  nos talgically to the  vintage days of the  First Crusade when  a new,  fairer 
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world order had seemed imminent. The decision at Attalla was bitter 

proof that the gap between rich and poor was greater than ever. 

On March  19,  1 148, King Louis and his army arrived at the port 

of St.  Simeon. Conrad had been taken ill the previous December and 

had had to return to Constantinople, where Manuel, with exceptional 

Christian  forbearance,  personaUy nursed the German  King who  had 

threatened to  attack his empire,  and early in March had him and his 

household taken to Palestine by a Byzantine fleet. In this saga of stupid, 

blind hatred, it is pleasant to record that Conrad and Manuel became 

the best of friends. So Louis was the only leader to land in the Christian 

Principality of Antioch,  and  as  soon  as  Prince  Raymund of Antioch his heard of his arrival, he  and aU  household rode down to welcome 

him and  escort him  triumphantly up to the  city.  The  next few  days 

were spent in revelry and feasting and the  Franks,  stupidly,  began to 

forget some  of the perils  they  had  endured and were  lured  back  into an optimistic frame of mind. 

Afrer the dreadful journey,  Eleanor was  delighted  with  Antioch. She felt far more at home in the sophisticated and luxurious East than 

she  did  in  Bernard's  gloomy  Paris,  and  at  Antioch  there  was  the 

additional  delight  of a  reunion  with  Prince  Raymund,  who was  her 

uncle  and  childhood  companion,  very close  to  her  in  age,  and with 

whom  she  had  years  ago  enjoyed  a  rather  scandalous  relationship 

before  he had left to  try his luck in the East.  At once the two exiles from Poitiers began to spend a lot of time together and ugly rumors circulated.  Louis became patheticaUy jealous.  But Raymund expected 

far  more  than  a  chance  for  a  flirtation  from  the  Crusade.  He  was 

watching  the  steady  rise  of Nur  ad-Din,  whose  city of Aleppo  was 

only about fifty miles away and a serious threat to his Christian prin

cipality. Yet Nur ad-Din was still not invincible and a sudden surprise attack by the mighty French and German Crusaders together with the Antiochene army would almost certainly finish him off once and for aU. Raymund suggested to Louis that they make such an attack. 

To the utter astonishment of both Eleanor and Raymund, however, 

Louis flatly refused to do any such  thing.  He stoutly insisted that he was on a pilgrimage and could not undertake any major offensive until 

he had prayed at the Holy Sepulchre. This was the spirit of St.  Bernard 

as Louis had, with his limited intelligence, understood it and this type of impractical piety was peculiar to Bernard's most religious Crusade. 

None of the First Crusaders, even the most pious of them, would have 

committed this idiocy. Eleanor was furious with her husband.  It was 
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reality than her monkish spouse and could not go along with this holy stupidity. If Louis wanted to set sail for the Holy Land, she told him, he  would  have  to  go  by himself. She  and  her  own  personal  troops from Aquitaine would stay in Antioch and would attack Nur ad-Din with Raymund. When she got back to Europe she would divorce her inadequate  husband  and  take  her great  lands  elsewhere.  Driven  out of his mind with jealousy, Louis forcibly abducted her at night,  bun dled  her on  board  ship  and set sail  for Acre.  Eleanor would  remain by  Louis's side for the  rest of the Crusade but when she sailed away from  Antioch  she  was,  at last,  pregnant. 45 There  would  be  a  silence about  the  paternity  of this  new daughter when  she  was  finally  born in  Europe.  By that time  Raymund of Antioch  had  been  killed while fighting Nur ad-Din. Eleanor would never forgive  Louis. 

When  the  Crusaders  finally  arrived  in  the  Holy  Land,  they were 

royally entertained by the Franks who had grown up in Palestine and who  were  anxiously  awaiting  their  arrival.  Yet  it  was  probably  an uneasy  meeting.  Pilgrims  and  Crusaders  from  the  West were  always shocked to see the Palestinian  Franks'  luxurious  and  oriental  lifestyle and to  discover that they had Muslim friends46 and that some of the lower orders had married oriental women and produced a race of half castes.  King  Louis must  have  been  horrified to  learn  that  the  King of Jerusalem  actually  had  a  treaty  with  the  Amir  of Damascus  against Nur  ad-Din.  To  the  fervent  but simple-minded Crusaders,  who had a great deal of faith but no understanding of the political situation in the  Near  East,  this  must  have  seemed  a  heinous  betrayal  and  must have  made  a nonsense of their crusading enthusiasm.  It may be that the  Crusaders  shamed  the  Palestinian  Franks  into  making  a  fateful decision,  which meant that the vast effort of the Second Crusade was entirely wasted. 

At the council of war held on July 24,  1 148, in Acre, it was decided 

that  the  Crusaders  and  the  army  of the  King  of Jerusalem  should jointly  attack Damascus,  the  Christians' only  ally  in  the  increasingly hostile Muslim world. It is easy enough to understand the Crusaders' ignorant  zeal:  they  would  have  seen  this  as  a  splendid  act  of faith, which trusted entirely in God and threw human prudence to the winds. Nobody,  however,  has  been  able to explain  the  utter  folly  of the Palestinian  barons  for  agreeing  to  this  proposal  that  could  only 

strengthen the young Sultan Nur ad-Din's position:  it was inevitable his that  when  Amir Mui'l.  ad-Din  Unur of Damascus saw  that  city 

was  being besieged by his  former  allies,  he would ask his  rival  Nur ad-Din for help. The decision to attack Damascus is just one example 
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of the danger of seeing politics with the eye of faith, expecting miracles 

and divine intervention instead of trusting in ordinary political sense. 

The siege of Damascus was a fiasco, lasting only a few days. At first 

the  Crusaders made some progress and they conquered some of the 

orchards outside the city. Then the Palestinian Franks suggested that 

the Christians move their army under the walls, so that the Muslims 

from the city did not have cover of trees when they made an attack. 

The position chosen was so disastrous that the Crusaders accused their 

Palestinian brethren of being in the pay of Unur,  and  indeed  it may 

be that by this time the Franks of the Crusader kingdom had realized 

the lunacy of this  campaign.  When  they  saw  Nur ad-Din's army ar

riving to come to the aid of Unur, they might have made a last-ditch attempt to remedy the situation and could even have accepted a bribe 

from their former  ally. At all events, they finally persuaded the  Cru

saders that they should lifr the siege and that the enterprise was hope

less.  The  army,  which  had  suffered  enormous  casualties,  limped 

ignominiously back to Jerusalem. 

The story of the Second Crusade shows what  Bernard's  piety and 

distrust  of reason  could  become  in  less  gifred  men:  a  belligerent  ir

responsibility. It also shows the danger of a holy-war mentality which 

believes that ordinary human intelligence and prudence should be cast 

aside on principle as an act of faith. Such policies are not only irrational, 

they  are  also  suicidal.  Thousands  of Crusaders  had  lost  their  lives 

during this expedition and the huge enterprise of the Second Crusade 

had  been  entirely  wasted.  The  Kingdom  of Jerusalem  was  gravely 

endangered  by  this  failure  and  Nur  ad-Din  must  have  felt  that  the 

Franks' absurd  decision was an answer to his own  prayers  and a com

plete vindication of his  own  holy-war  effort.  Muslim  morale  in  the 

area was henceforward much higher and Nur ad-Din would go from 

strength  to  strength,  slowly  building  up  an  empire  that  would  one 

day almost surround the  Christian  states. 

The  failure  of his Crusade was  a great blow to  Bernard's  prestige 

in  Europe  and  people  were  right  to  blame  him:  by  removing  the 

Crusade  from  the  realities  of life  and  seeing it as  solely the  work of 

God he  had  encouraged  a suicidal  policy  in  the  army.  It was  also  a 

blow for  crusading itself.  How  could  a  holy  war  fail if,  as  Bernard 

had promised, it was the work of God? Bernard himself was bewildered 

by the disaster,  and the only explanation he  could  find was  that the 

Christians had  been too  sinful  so that God had  withdrawn  his help. 

But i:he triumph of the "pagans" over the true faith was for Bernard 
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he  wrote  to  the  Pope,  "to  point an  end  almost  to  existence  itself. "47 The Crusaders themselves blamed the Greeks and that excuse was very acceptable to  Bernard  too,  but other  critics  were  more  forthright.  In Wiirzburg  a  monk who  had  talked  to  some of the  survivors  and  had learned  how  the campaign had been mismanaged,  concluded  that the Crusade  had not been inspired by God at all but by wicked and stupid men like Bernard and Pope Eugenius: "Certain pseudo-prophets were in power," he wrote, "sons of Belial and Heads of Antichrist, who by their  stupid  words  and  empty  preaching  misled  the  Christians  and induced all  sorts  of men  to  go  against the  Saracens  for the  freeing of Jerusalem."•• This angry monk was only one of the critics who began to express doubts about the Second Crusade at that time, but nobody yet condemned the concept of a holy war as such. They only criticized aspects of crusading or particular crusading episodes. 

Nevertheless  there  were clear signs  that  people were  seeking a  less 

bloodthirsty  religion  and  this  is  most obviou.�ly  apparent  in  the  cult of the  Virgin  Mary  that  Bernard  himself was  vigorously  promoting. One of the  most  famous  hymns  to  the  Virgin  was  supposed  to  have been  the  work  of two  Crusaders:  Adhemar  of Le Puy  and  Bernard himsel(  It shows  a  bleak view of life  as a vale of tears and a yearning for sweetness  and consolation which is supplied not by Christ but by Mary. 

Salve  Regina,  Mater  Misericordiae:  Vita,  dulcedo  et  spes  nostra salve.  Ad  te  clamamus,  exsules  filii  Hevae;  ad  te  suspiramus,  ge mentes et flentes in hac lacrimarum valle.  Eia ergo, advocata nostra, illos tuos  misericordes  occulos ad nos  convene.  Et Jesum,  benedic tum fructum ventris tui, nobis post hoc exsilium ostende. 0 clemens, 0 pia, 0 dulcis Virgo Maria. Hail Queen, Mother of mercy;  hail our life, our sweetness and our hope.  It  is  to  you  that we  cry,  exiled  children  of Eve;  it  is  to  you that we  sigh,  groaning  and weeping in this  vale of tears.  Therefore do  you,  our advocate,  tum your  merciful  eyes  toward  us  and after our  exile  show  us  your  son  Jesus. 0 clement, 0 loving, 0 sweet Virgin  Mary. 

Even Christians dedicated to the holy war were seeking an alternative that was more loving than vengeful, and a mediator and advocate who would  be  more  merciful  and  compassionate  than  Jesus,  who  made such terrible demands on his followers.  Adhemar, who wrote most of this  hymn,  had  experienced  the  terror  involved  in  the  service  of the crusading  Christ during the trauma of the  First Crusade. 

Other  Christians,  at  the  time  of the  Second  Crusade,  seemed  to 
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reject crusading  altogether  when  they  turned to the Virgin Mary. At Chartres the lay people quite spontaneously created a counterpart and 

an alternative to the Crusade when they decided to  build  a new church 

for Mary in  their city at the  same time as  the Crusaders were  leaving 

Europe.  There  had always been  a shrine  to  the  Virgin there,  but this 

lay movement laid some of the first stones of the magnificent cathedral 

of Chartres  which  has  made  the  city  famous.  A  building  association 

was  formed  that organized  lay  men  and  women,  rich  and  poor,  to 

quarry  the  stones themselves  and  convey them  to  the  site. An awed 

monk wrote  to  a  monastery  in  England  of the  extraordinary  scenes 

he wimessed. Men and women yoked themselves to the huge wagons 

"like beasts of burden."49  Nobody could join the  building association unless he had reconciled himself with all his enemies, and even though 

a thousand or more lay people were working together at a time, there 

was  absolute silence,  save  for  the  prayers  of the  priests  who  accom

panied  them, "exhorting their  hearts  to  peace." The  emphasis  in  this movement of the Virgin was on peace and  reconciliation, not on holy war. At the site of the church the wagons were parked  and the  people 

formed  "a  spiritual  camp."  Relics  were  brought  in  and  sick  people who were  canied into  the camp in huge processions were  healed. All 

night  long  there  was  singing  of hymns  and  canticles.  The  similarity 

to  the crusading armies  is  clear.  It seems  as  though,  at  a  time when their fellows  and neighbors were marching thousands  of miles to  the 

East,  the  people who elected to  stay  at  home  spontaneously  set  up  a 

counter-Crusade  dedicated  to  peace  and  to  building  up  something 

beautiful  at  home.  They  were  constructing  a  holy  place  in  Europe instead of tramping to the  Holy City of Jerusalem and were  creating 

rather than destroying and killing. Chartres was not the ordy example 

of this constructive  building.  At  the  same  time  other  building  asso ciations were formed, quite spontaneously and independently, in Nor mandy, Crusader heartland. 5° All were centered on  ancient shrines to 

the  Virgin Mary.  Whenever there was  a  new  surge of crusading en thusiasm, there  was  another building campaign,  but  these  building 

projects seemed to be trying to separate themselves from  the holy war 

and  to  be seeking a  peaceful  alternative,  instead  of being  part  of the 

war  effort. 

It is often true that the people who are not  involved  in  a holy war 

tend to  be more creative  than their territorially  minded  brethren.  We 

have  seen  that  this  is  true  in  Judaism  and  in i 146 it was  also  true  in 

Christianity. Indeed Bernard's  crusading  religion  itself seems  barren. his 

Not ordy was  Crusade a disaster but he thwarted creativity at home. 
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have  had no  time  for Chartres  Cathedral;  he destroyed Abelard's  in tellecrual movement, and even his mysticism was elitist and exclusive and only for Cistercians. Francis of Assisi would later bring spirituality to the people, and the friars would replace the Cistercians as the leaders of Europe in the thirteenth century. 

In the second half of the century other people started to draw away 

from crusading and its values.  Eleanor of Aquitaine,  who had always opposed Bernard's holy war, spread the cult of courtly love throughout northern  and southern  France  afrer she settled  in her native  Poitiers in  1 1 70. Courtly love  became extremely popular among the  aristoc racy, and it not only challenged the brutal values of crusading  Chris tianity.  It  also  exalted  a  love  that  had  nothing  to  do  with  physical possession,  but which  idealized  the  lady who  remained  remote  and distant  from  her  knight.  Crusading  and courtly  love  had  both  been inspired  by  the  love  of distant objects-a distant  lady  and  a  distant land-but crusading had transformed this love into a lust for physical possession.  Courtly  love,  on  the  other  hand,  had  more  in  common with Bernard's view of the heavenly Jerusalem. Eleanor and her daugh ter  Marie  of Champagne  became  the  patrons  of many  troubadour poets  and  one  of  their  most  important  proteges  was  Chretien  of Troyes, who lived only thirty miles from Clairvaux. This proximity to the Cistercians was more than physical because Chretien's stories show a marked closeness to the mystical ideals of Citeaux.  In his stories the journey has changed its  character.  Like  the mystic,  the  knight is en gaged  on  an  individual  quest  that  he  undertakes  alone,  not  in  the massive Crusader armies. Journeying, seeking and suffering, the knight roams all over the world but his journey has no end in this life.  He is in search of love and it is far more important to suffer and even die for  this  love  than  to  possess the  beloved  and  reach  an  earthly  fulfill ment.  He confidently expects  a union of love  that always  remains in the future tense, a spiritual promise that inspires his quest for an ideal. Instead of being the prelude to a holy war,  in  the courtly myth,  the journey  has  became  a  prelude to  love.  Instead  of leading to  an  ag gressive conquest of a physical land,  the  new journey of the  courtly knight,  like the journey of the mystic, has no physical end. 

In the world oflearning and scholarship, too, Europe was beginning 

to  adopt  a less  belligerent attitude  to the outside world.  During the second  half of the  twelfth  century Christian scholars  flocked to Spain and  Sicily and  there discovered a wealth of learning and  scholarship among  the  Arabs  and  Jews  in the  former Muslim territories. 51 They began to translate texts from the Arabic and thus discovered the  sci entific  works  of Aristotle  as  well  as  the  philosophical  and  scientific 
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learning of the Arab world. By translating Arab texts, therefore, these Western scholars were returning to  Europe  the culture  she  had  lost during the Dark Ages. They found that they had much to learn from 

Arab scholars like Abu Ali ai-Husain ibn Abdulla ibn  Sina  (d.  1037) and their great contemporary in Muslim Cordova, Abu  ai-Walid Mo hammad  ib  Ahmen  ibn  Rushd.  These  names  were  shortened  and Westernized  to  become  Avicenna  and Averroes,  who  became  new sages and guides to the struggling West. 

During the period of the Crusades, therefore, some Christians were 

learning  from  Arabs  and  Jews  instead  of slaughtering  them  in  the 

name of God, and  from this fruitful and  positive  cooperation a new 

intellectual  life  was  born in  Europe.  The  Arabs  in  particular were  a 

light  to  the  Christian  West  and  yet  this  debt  has  rarely  been  fully acknowledged.  As soon as the great translation work had been com

pleted, scholars  in Europe  began to shrug off this  complicating  and schizophrenic  relationship  with Islam and became very vague  indeed 

about who these Arabs really were.  They were at a deep level unable to identify them with  the  Arabs and Muslims they were  fighting  in 

the  Crusades,  and  "Arabs"  tend to get  lumped  indiscriminately with other "Gentiles" like the Greeks, Assyrians and the Chaldeans.  It was rarely acknowledged that the Arabs were not "Gentiles" or "pagans" 

at all but believed in the God of Abraham.  Ludicrous inconsistencies 

abounded: Thomas Aquinas would praise Avicenna and Averroes but 

simply dismissed their Islamic religion as pagan error.  Others acrually 

refuted  "Islam"  by  quoting  Ibn  Sina. 52 When  Dante  imagined  the 

virtuous  "pagans"  in  Limbo  in The Divine Comedy he  duly  included 

Avicenna and Averroes but put them right at the end of a long list of 

distinguished Greek or Latin scholars whom he preferred to celebrate 

as  his  intellecrual  ancestors. 53 During  the  Renaissance  this  classical 

heritage  was  firmly established in  the consciousness of Europe,  and 

Arabic was dropped  from the curriculum and denounced by the new 

Hellenes  as a  barbarous  tongue. The relationship with  Islam  and the 

Arab  world  was  far  too  complicated  for  people  to  cope  with  in  a 

balanced  way.  Crusading had made  a  blind  hatred  of the  Arabs  an 

essential  part of the  Western  identity.  Scholars  at the  time  similarly 

found themselves unable to realize fully that these Greeks whom they 

were rediscovering so enthusiastically and claiming as their own were 

acrually  the  ancestors  of the  hated  Byzantines.  These  peaceful  and 

creative movements at home on one level rejected crusading, at least 

implicitly, and built up new, exciting structures of thought and art at 

home.  Yet  even  in the  most  positive  of these  attempts  to  approach 

the Greek and Arab world there is an unhealthy repression and double-226                     H O L Y  W A R  

think about people who are  at one  and the same time guides, heroes and deadly enemies. This is very clear in the scholarship about Islain. 

In 1 141 Peter  the  Venerable  of Cluny  had  made  a  tour  of the 

Benedictine  monasteries of Spain and there he met two other visiting monks:  Robert of Ketton, an Englishman, and Herman of Dalmatia. Both men were seeking texts on mathematics and astronomy, but Peter persuaded  them  to  cooperate  with  him  on  a  project  of translating major Muslim documents.  Robert and Herman worked together with a  Spanish  Christian,  Peter of Toledo,  and a Muslim, Mohammad the Saracen,  and  together  they  produced  a  collection  of documents  that remained very important in the Western understanding of lslarn until the sixteenth century. There was a translation of the  Koran,  a history of the world from a Muslim standpoint, an exposition of Mohammad's teaching,  a collection of Muslim legends and an early work of polemic against Islam called The Apology of aJ-Kindi. Subsequently an annotator made  some  additions  to  these  works,  and  these  were  taken  by  later students  to  be  as  authoritative  as  the texts themselves. 54 This seemed an  enormously  positive step forward  and  yet  it would  produce  a tra dition of polemic which,  far from seeking an  understanding of Islam, produced  a  distorted  fantasy  and  helped to  fuel  the  war effort.  Peter the  Venerable,  a gentle and loving man, wrote a treatise which claims to reach out to  the Muslims with love, but the title of his work shows the spirit in which it was conceived: Summary of the whole heresy of the diabolical sect of the Saracens. 55  It seemed to be impossible for Christians to  see  Islam  as  anything  but  a  failed  version  of  Christianity.  The polemic  against  the  Muslims  that developed  in the  Middle  Ages  and still  continues  to affect the  way  Westerners  see  Islam  today  perfectly reproduced  the  polemic  of the  martyrs  of Cordova.  The Muslim  be carne  the  hated  shadow-self of the  Western  Christian,  hated  therefore with  an  irrational  and  neurotic  intensity. 

The second half of the twelfth century was a time when people were 

beginning to  draw  back  from  crusading and  to  seek a  more  peaceful form  of religion.  Here  and  there  isolated  scholars  in  Europe  were questioning  the  validity  of the  holy  war.  Thus  the  Anglo-Norman Crusader who took part in the Christian conquest of Lisbon in 1 147, and who wrote an account of the campaign, reeled back in horror at the  thought  of  further  massacres  of Muslims  like  the  one  he  had witnessed. "Stay now,your hand, Lord," he pleaded, "it is enough."56 Isaac,  the  Abbot of Etoile,  was  extremely  disturbed  to  hear  about  a new  (unnamed)  military  order,  which  "despoils  licitly  and  murders religiously." Isaac calls this order a monstrum nDJJUm (a modem abom ination) and finds it impossible to square the cruelty of the order with 
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"Christ's  clemency,  patience,  or manner of teaching."57 Walter Map 

(d. 1209), Eleanor  of Aquitaine's  secretary,  also  found the military 

orders  worrying.  It  was  "with  the  word  of the  Lord,  not  with  the edge  of the  sword"  that  "the  Aposdes  conquered  Damascus,  Alex

andria  and  a  great  part of the  world. "58  None  of these  writers  con

demned  crusading  entirely,  but  they  do  show  that  here  and  there 

people were - beginning to  see a deep contradiction  between the Cru

sades and the teaching of Christ. Most people repressed this perception very thoroughly and Crusades continued to set out for the Holy Land, 

but  it  is  significant that when  the  scholars  of the  period tum to  the 

study of Islam  they continue to  see  it as  the  religion of the  sword,  a 

view that is  still  accepted  as  a self-evident truth  by  large  numbers of people in the Western  world. 

Islam,  we  have  seen,  is  no  more  violent  than  either  Judaism  or 

Christianity and indeed set a pattern of peaceful coexistence and con

quest  early in  its  history.  What  the  Western scholars  of the  twelfth 

century  were  doing  was  creating  a  fantasy that  had  very  litde  to  do 

with  Islam,  but  which  had  a  great  deal  to  do  with  the  problem  of 

Christianity's violence.  When  Robert  of Ketton  translates  the words of Sura 88 in the Koran, "For thou art to be a teacher not a coercer," the Annotator leaps in  with  an  astonishing attack on Mohammad: 

Why  then  dost  thou  teach  that  men  are  to  be  converted  to  thy 

religion  by the sword?  If thou art not a coercer but a teacher, why 

dost thou subject men by power, like animals and brute beasts, and 

not by reasoning like men?  In fact, like the liar you are, you every

where contradict yourself. 59 

The Annotator is commenting on words that state unequivocally that 

Islam  is not a  religion  of the  sword;  he  also  had  before  him  in  the 

Koran Mohammad's  positive  teaching  about the  People  of the  Book his 

and  admonitions to his followers to exercise restraint in their jihad 

against Mecca,  which was to be a defensive and not an aggressive war. 

Yet  although  the Western scholar  has  evidence  in front of him that 

contradicts his thesis, what he "sees" is the violence oflslam. He cannot 

be convinced by the Koran: because Mohammad is a "liar," you cannot 

trust  a word  he  says  and so the  evidence  of the  Koran  is  worthless. 

Islam has to  be  a  violent  religion  because  Europe  would  have  it  so. 

Peter the Venerable,  a kindly, tolerant man who accused  St.  Bernard of a heartless intolerance when he took Abelard into Cluny afrer the Council of Sens, insists at the opening of his thesis that he wants to 

reach out toward the Muslims  in love:  "I approach you,  not as men 

often do,  with arms," he  writes  to  the  Muslim  he imagines reading 228                     H O L Y  W A R  

his  book,  "but  with  words;  not  with  force  but  with  reason,  not  in hatred but in love . . . .  I love you, loving you  I write to you, writing to you I invite you to salvation.60 It is a positive approach, just as the translation work that ·he initiated in Spain was positive. Yet Peter will also ignore what is on the page in front of him and instead understand what he "knows" at some deep  but obscure level to  be "true" about Islam. Thus, when he read Ketron's translation of the  Koran, he had before him plenty of texts which show that Mohammad urged Muslims to speak courteously with the  People of the  Book and to stress their common ground: "Our God and your God is one" (29:46). Yet Peter see ms convinced that, alone of all religions  in the world, the  Koran refuses  to  discuss  religion-unlike  the Persians,  the  Greeks and  the Romans who,  in Peter's view,  all sought the truth in peace. There was no substance in this  belie(  Muslims  punished  Christians who insulted Islam and the Prophet,  but were perfectly ready to listen to  a person of another religion expounding their religious views. Instead of read ing the Koran as a whole, Peter will find an isolated verse in the Koran, take it quite out of context and then enlarge rhetorically on the mean ing he extracts from this distorted text: 

For what is this? If anyone wish to dispute with thee, say  that thou hast tumed thy faa  and the faces of thy follmPers  to  God. 0 Mohammad . . .  if you make no other reply, except about turning your face and the faces of your followers to God, shall I  believe what you say to be  true?  Shall  I  believe  you  to  be  a  true  prophet of God?  Shall  I believe the religion which you delivered to your people to have been delivered  to  you  by God?  I  shall  indeed  be more than a donkey if I  agree;  I shall  be more than cattle  if I consent.61 

Words that refer to purely internal Muslim affairs have been taken as a general  statement of exclusion of any other  point  of view.  Instead, Peter claims, Islam imposes itself by the sword alone and with horrible violence. "Words fail . . .  at such bestial cruelty."62 Even a fair-minded man like  Peter was impelled to lay aside reason and objectivity when he  came  to  view  Islam  and  still  needed  to  see  it  as  a  violent  and intolerant faith. 

Neither the Annotator nor Peter the Venerable considers the Cru

sades. The Annotator does not recall Bernard's remark that the pagan problem can only be solved by the sword.  Peter the  Venerable  could condemn the use of force and insist that he would approach Muslims only in a spirit of love,  and yet when Louis VII left for the Crusade he wrote to him saying that he hoped he killed as many Muslims as Moses (sic) and Joshua killed Amorites and Canaanites. He wrote also 
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to the Grand Master of the Temple, expressing his lifelong admiration 

of the order in its fight against the  Saracens.  It was a paradoxical and 

neurotic complex. 

Just as it was impossible for Christians to see Islam as anything but 

a  failed  form  of their  own  religion,  so  too  it  seemed  impossible  for 

them  to  see  Islam  as  anything  other  than  a  violent  religion,  even 

though  evidence  to  the  contrary  was  staring  them  in  the  face.  The 

Muslim had early established  himself as  the  Christian  enemy,  and  as 

such  a  part  of the  emerging  identity  of Western  Christendom.  He 

was,  therefore,  part of the  Christian soul and  was  made  to  carry the 

burden of Western  anxiety  about  Christian  violence.  Books  and  tel

evision programs today that sport titles like Sword of Islam or Militant 

Islam are still reverting to  that old stereotype,  and the obstinacy with 

which  people  still  cling  to  the  idea  of Islam  as  "the  religion  of the 

sword"  shows  that  at  some  level  people need to  believe  it.  Certainly 

in Israel today hawks like Raphael Eytan will justify taking a hard line 

with all Palestinians on the grounds that the religion of Islam teaches 

Muslims  to  believe that  all  men  of all  other  faiths  are  their enemies 

and  have to be destroyed  with  violence.63 To  make  peace  with  them 

is, therefore, impossible and this means that Jewish violence is justified 

and necessary. 

At  the  same  time  as  some  medievals  in  the  West  were  worrying 

about Christian violence, many others were worrying about sex.  Celi

bacy and chastity had been part of the Cluniac program for the Chris

tianization of Europe.  During the twelfth century the popes were still 

fighting  a  battle  against  married  clergy  and  in 1215 would  finally 

succeed in imposing celibacy.  At the same time  penitentials  and pious 

sermons presented sex as  an expression of Original  Sin and as incom

patible  with  holiness.  Bernard  himself illustrates  the  sexual  neurosis 

of the  period.  He  was  a dedicated misogynist  in  a  long  tradition  of 

Christian misogyny and was so unable to cope with his sexuality that, 

when his own  sister came to visit him  wearing a  new dress,  Bernard 

ftew  into  a violent rage  and  called  her  a  filthy whore  and  a  clod  of 

dung.  Even  Abelard  and  Heloise, the  two  great  lovers  of the  period, 

[image: ]

did  not  glory  in  their  passion  like  Romeo and  Juliet  but  were  both 

convinced  that  their  love  was  deeply sinful,  that  marriage  was  a  dis

honorable  state  and  that  they  both  richly  deserved  the  tragedy  they 

suffered.M  Islam  does  not denigrate sexual  pleasure,  but  considers  it 

a great gift of God, and teaches that the  married state is more natural 

and a higher state than celibacy.  Indeed, the fteshly strain that we find 

in the poetry of some of the troubadours was  probably influenced by 

Arab love  poetry and  Muslim  mystical  poetry,65 which describe  both 230                     H O L Y  W A R  

the  love  of men  and  women  and  the  love of God in  frankly  erotic terms.  But the  Christian  scholars  of the  period could  only  condemn this appreciation of sexuality and therefore they attacked "Islam" as  a religion  that  had  been  deliberately set up  to  encourage  promiscuity and  lust.  One  biography  of Mohammad  by  a  Pisan  author  has  Mo hammad say  to  his  foUowers:  "You have established me  as  king that I  may  furnish  you  with  an  easier  religion,  by  which  you  may  both serve  God  and  freely  enjoy  the  delights  of the  world."66 There  is  an iU-concealed  envy  in  much  of this.  Biographies  of  Mohammad  by Christians describe  the  Prophet's  sex  life  in  a  manner  that  reveals  far more  about  their  own  sexual  problems  than  about  the  facts  of the Prophet's  life.  The  Koran  was  said,  quite  incorrectly,  to  condone homosexuality  and  to encourage unnatural forms  of intercourse.  One scholar  claimed  that  the  foulness  of lust  among  Muslims  was  inex pressible;  they were deep in this filth from  the soles of the feet to the crown  of the  head. 67 Soon  the  Church  would  accuse  any  out-group in Christendom of excessive and unnatural sexual practices and twelfth century  Christians  stigmatized  the  "heresy" of Islam  by cursing  what they considered its sexual laxity. Today we continue in this tradition: at  a  time  when  many  people  in  the  West  are  liberating  themselves from  the sexual  repressions of their Christian past, Islam is constantly denigrated  as  a  sexuaUy  repressive  religion.  We  have  completely  re versed the old stereotype and not many people seem interested in the truth of the matter or wish to find out about Islam itself. They simply want  to  bolster  their own  needs  against  their  long-established  coun terimage:  "Islam." I  wiU discuss this  in Chapter 8. 

By the  time of Thomas  Aquinas  Islam was  considered  a  Christian 

heresy that encouraged sex  and violence. The Muslim had acquired a new  identity  in the West that was  entirely  a Western creation and did not spring from any real contact with Muslims.  In the Crusader states, writers did not produce these fantasies because they were surrounded by  real  Muslims  who  would  have  made  such  distortion  impossible. At the same time as scholars in Europe were producing this image of Islam,  the  Devil  was  becoming  a  new  force  in  the  Christian  imagi nation  and  gaining  a  power  he  never had  in  the  Bible.  He  was  be coming a monster of enormous power who was also a distorted human being.  Often  he had  animal characteristics or monstrous  genitals,  as pects of humanity that the  Church  was teaching  Christians  to  reject. One could say that one of the great  problems of ethical monotheism as  expressed  by  Christianity  is  that  it encourages  an  unhealthy  pro jection.  Because it is axiomatic that there is no evil in God, this makes it difficult for  Christians to  accept what is either evil or what they are 

1 1 4 6 - 1 1 4 8   231 

told is evil in themselves. They tend to reject this "evil" and, once they have rejected it, it becomes inhwnan and monstrous with threatening 

power. The Devil is the greatest of these projections and is unique in its horror to  Christianity. The monstrous Muslim is dearly a similar projection:  Christians could  not accept their  holy  violence  or  their 

repressed sexuality,  so  they projected all  this  onto  the  enemies  they were fighting in the Holy Land, who were already seen as the inhwnan enemies of God. 

There were also new fantasies about the Jews, the other victims of the Crusaders. Although the official Church prohibited the persecution ofJews, Churchmen had ambivalent attitudes which affected the peo

ple.  Gregory VII  pointed out that  in their own  Bible  they  had  con stantly  sinned  and  God  had  to  punish  them.  It  also  seemed 

inconceivable  that  the  Jews  who  had  witnessed  Jesus'  miracles  and teaching could reject him, and this made people begin to see them as extraordinary  beings-almost  inhwnan.  This sense of the  Jews'  oth erness was compounded by their use of foreign practices like circwn cision, Sabbath worship and special dietary laws which set them apart 

from  their  Christian neighbors  in  the  diaspora.  And,  as  with  many such out-groups, myths and legends developed about the Jewish peo

ple: Jews were said to have secret tails, for example, or a peculiar smell. 

These  fears  and  fantasies  fueled the wave of persecution  that  broke out each time  a Crusade was preached. 

In  1 144, however,  a  new  horror  crept  into  the  mythology  about 

the people of lsrael. Just before Easter and Passover a small boy called 

William  disappeared  from  his  home  in  Norwich,  England,  and  his 

body  was  later  found  abandoned  in  the  forest  nearby,  with  many 

lacerations.  His  mother  and  a  local  priest  accused  the  Jewish  com munity  of the  murder  and  this  was  confirmed  by  some  Christian servants who worked in  a  Jewish  household.  They claimed  to  have watched William's murder through a chink in the door and seen their 

Jewish masters crucify William  and  pierce  his  side.  The  local  sheriff 

refused to believe these tales and hustled the Jews to safety in Norwich 

castle. Two years later,  however,  at the  time  of the  Second Crusade 

a  bishop  was  appointed  to  Norwich  who  approved  of the  cult  of "Saint" William, which  had flourished because of the  marmer of his death. There was a new anti-Semitic outbreak in the city and one Jew 

was  killed.  William's  tomb  now  became  an  official  cult  center  with 

pilgrims and  a profusion of miracles,  and this naturally led to a new 

hostility against his  so-called murderers.  At about this  time  another 

element crept into the myth. It was pointed out that the day the murder was discovered was March 22, in that year the second day of Passover. 232                     H O L Y  W A R  

It was well known that during this season Jews ate special unleavened bread and there was also a legend that from the moment that the Jews had  sent Jesus  to  his death  with the  cry  "His  blood  be  upon u.� and upon our children" they had been subject to a  special  curse.  Jews had suffered from hemorrhoids and the only remedy that could save them was, their sages said,  "the blood of Christ." The sages had meant that the  Jews  should  be  converted  to  Christianity  but  the  Jews  had  mis understood  them,  with  their  usual  perversity,  and decided that  they had  to  murder  a  Christ  substitute  each  year  and mix his  blood  with their  special  Passover  bread.  In 1 146 one Theodore of Cambridge,  a convert from Judaism, came  forward with  a tale that linked William's death with this Jewish  practice.  Every year,  he said,  a Jewish council in Toledo  appointed  one  of the  Jewish communities  in the  diaspora to  perform  this murder and acquire the  necessary blood and in 1 144 the lot had fallen to Norwich.68 Two anti-Semitic legends thus became associated  with  William's  shrine  in  Norwich:  ritual  murder  and  the blood libel. Stories like this circulated fast within England and Europe and  every  time  a  child  disappeared  in  suspicious  circumstances  the Jews  would  be  blamed. 

What was clearly happening was that, in a rather different way from 

the  Muslims,  the  Jews  were  being  made  the  alien  and  the  enemy  of Christians.  New  fantasies  would  be  produced  about  both  these  cru sading victims  as  the xenophobia of Europe increased  and the Jews would suffer especially from the new craze for persecuting heretics in Europe,  which  will  be  discussed  in  Chapter 10. The  Jews  were  be coming inhuman and  monstrous  beings  and,  like  the  Muslims, were acquiring  a  demonic  identity  in  the  imagination  of  the  Christian West.•• 

While  Europe  was  building  a  new  cultural  tradition,  she  was  in

creasingly  haunted  by  inner  demons  which  were  the  product  of the Crusade.  Meanwhile,  in  the  Near  East,  Nur  ad-Din was  building his new  empire  shrewdly and  rationally,  content to  bide  his  time.  Even though  Damascus  had  been  forced  to  ask  for  his  help  against  the Second  Crusaders,  for  example,  the  city  did  not  submit  fully  to  Nur ad-Din  until 1 1 54. This  submission  was  not  gained  by  unrealistic violence  but  by  means  of peaceful  propaganda:  continually  Nur  ad Din appealed to  the people  in  the city, pointing out that he was their only  protector  against  the  Franks  and  that,  by  refusing  to  join  his jihad,  Damascus was  becoming isolated from the  rest of the Muslims in  the  area. 70  When  Nur  ad-Din  was  finally  led  in  triumph  into  the city it was  by  popular  acclaim. 71 

But at this time another jihad was being waged whose methods are 
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very familiar to us today and which, at first sight, seems more irrational 

and closer in spirit to the emotional extremity of the Crusaders. This 

jihlfll had been launched  by  a  sect  from  Iran,  who  were known  by 

their enemies  as  Hashishin  because  they allegedly used marijuana to 

achieve  exotic  mystical  states.  They  occupied mountain  fortresses  in 

what  is  now  Syria  and  Lebanon  until  they  had  achieved  what 

amounted to a mini-state in the mountainous region between Muslim 

Hama  and Christian  Latakia.  The  Hashishin  were  not  interested in 

fighting the Christians;  their jihlfll was aimed at Sunni Muslims and 

its deadly effectiveness was very useful to the Crusaders in  their own 

struggle  against the  Sunnis  in the  area.  The  Hashishin were  Shiites; 

that is, they differed from the Sunni majority in refusing to accept the 

Baghdad caliphate  as legitimate: they believed that the leader of the 

Muslim world should be a direct descendant of Ali, the Prophet Mo

hammad's ward and son-in-law. Their jihlfll was an attempt to secure 

the victory of Shiism, which they believed would inaugurate a golden 

age under  a  Muslim  Messianic  figure  known  as  the  Hidden  Imam. 

When they joined the esoteric sect, each of the Hashishin made a hijra 

to their seemingly inaccessible mountain fortresses, withdrawing from 

the world. There they practiced a form of mysticism, which introduced 

the initiate to secret knowledge of what they claimed was true Islam. 

But their hijra was only a prelude to their jihlfll of terrorism. Individual 

members undertook the murder of prominent members of the Sunni 

establishment  in  missions  that were  suicidally dangerous  and  which 

made the murderer a holy martyr  for  Islam.  The  Hashishin  gave  us 

our word "assassin."72 

Though the Assassins may seem like  mindless  fanatics,  they  were, 

like their counterparts today, almost inhumanly rational in their jihlfll. 

Their suicide missions were conducted coldly and with full delibera

tion.  Discipline was the  keynote of their organization together with 

an absolute loyalty and obedience to their sheikh, whom the Christians 

called "the Old Man of the Mountain." Interestingly, the first response 

of the West to these Muslim terrorists was admiring and even reverent. 

They were even absorbed  into  the  courtly love  myth:  troubadours 

sang of their exemplary courage, fidelity and devotion  and  promised 

to serve their ladies as selflessly as the Assassins served the Old Man 

of the Mountain.73 The  crusading West could easily understand this 

love that expressed itself in violence and was far more sympathetic to 

the Assassins  than most other Muslims. "1157 

In         Nur ad-Din  became seriously ill and  did  not  recover  for 

nearly two  years.  This  gave him time  to  reflect on  his  future  policy 

and  he  decided  that  it was  now  time  to  begin  the jihlfll against  the 234                     H O L Y  W A R  

Franks in earnest.  His emirs urged him to start by attacking Antioch but Nur ad-Din refused, pointing out that by rights Antioch belonged to the  Byzantine Christians, not the Muslims.  Cautious as ever,  Nur ad-Din  knew  that  the  time  was  not  yet  ripe  to  make  an  attack  on Jerusalem: Manuel had recently been able to extend his military power further  into Anatolia, and this resurgence of Byzantium in the north made Nur ad-Din seek a new theater of war.  He did not have to wait long.  In  1 162 King Amalric of Jerusalem  invaded the  Shiite  state of Egypt,  suddenly aware of the strategic value of such a conquest.  Nur ad-Din, therefore, sent his commander Shirkuh to Egypt to support the  Shiite Caliph there  against  this new  Frankish  offensive  and  in Egypt a new hero of the jihad was born. 
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a new phase.  Amalric had recently seized Bilbays and massacred all its I message  to  Nur ad-Din,  pleading for  more  military help  against King Amalric, for the struggle against the Christians had entered n  December  1 168  the young  Caliph  of Egypt  sent a  desperate 

inhabitants,  and  to  save  Cairo  from  the  Christians  its  citizens  had 

burned down the old city in a fire which raged for fifty-four days. At 

once Nur ad-Din sent for his brilliant Kurdish  commander  Shirkuh, 

who had fought an extraordinary series of campaigns in Egypt during 

the  last  six  years.  A  one-eyed,  obese,  tough  old  warrior  who  was his 

worshiped by  troops,  Shirkuh jumped at the chance to  finish the 

Egyptian  problem  once  and  for  all.  He  turned  to  his  nephew  and 

cried:  "Yusuf,  pack your  things!  we're going!"1 Yusuf could scarcely 

have been more different from his uncle. He was a slightly built young 

man of thirty-one,  with  handsome  melancholy  features  that  would 

suddenly  break  into  a  dazzling  smile.  He  had  delicate  health  and  a 

sensitive temperament that moved him easily and frequently to tears. 

Y usuf had  fought  in  Egypt  with  Shirkuh  two  years earlier and  had 

his horrible memories of the campaign, so he was terrified when he heard uncle's order:  "I felt as if my heart had been pierced by a dagger, 

and  I  answered,  'In  God's  name,  even  if I  were  granted  the  entire his kingdom of Egypt, I would not go.' "'  But Shirkuh insisted that 

presence was vital and Nur  ad-Din  peremptorily ordered  the young 

man to prepare for his immediate departure. Y usuf set off, he recalled 

later,  "like  a  man being led  to  his death."•  Yet this reluctant young 

emir would become one of the most remarkable and dedicated heroes 

of thejihllll. More usually known by his title Salah ad-Din (the  Righ

teousness  of the  Faith), he  was  revered  by  both  East and West  and 

was the only Muslim hero to be given a Western version of his name his 

by  admirers  in  Europe.  What transformed  Saladin  into  a  coura

geous and passionate  soldier of Allah? 
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In the event there was no fighting, for Amalric had withdrawn his 

troops, who had been horrified by the dedicated hatred of the Cairenes. Shirkuh was hailed as the liberator of Egypt. The Shiite state had been very  powerful  and  a  great  threat  to  the  Crusaders  when  they  first arrived in Palestine sevenry years earlier but it was now in decline and the Egyptians welcomed the chance of a strong leadership which would bring  order  to  their  country.  The  Caliph  possessed  very  little  real political power and Egypt was ruled by a vizier but none of the recent viziers  had  been  able to establish a strong government.  Just ten days after his arrival Shirkuh became the new vizier and Egypt became part of Nur ad-Din's empire. This drastically altered the balance of power in the Near East and the Christians of Byzantium as well as the Franks in  the  Crusader states  were  appalled  by this  new Muslim unity.  But two months later Shirkuh died of a massive bout of overeating and a new vizier had to be  elected. 

There  were  many doughty emirs  in the  army who  had a claim  to 

the  title  but  nobody  wanted  a  strong  vizier  at  this  delicate  moment in  Egypt's  history.  Some  of  the  Egyptians  were  having  second thoughts about joining Nur ad-Din's Sunni empire and wanted a vizier who would be amenable to some control.  Nur ad-Din himself wanted a vizier who would not make Egypt a base for his own personal power and  who  was  not  too  strong  a  character,  therefore.  There  was  one obvious candidate.  Ibn  ai-Athir writes that Yusufwas named as vizier "because he was the youngest, and seemingly the most inexperienced and weakest of the emirs in the  army. "• 

But  this  reasoning  was  dangerous.  We  have  seen  how  a  sudden 

unexpected  reversal  of fortune  can make  a  whole  people  feel that  it has a divine destiny and the same is undoubtedly also true of individ uals.  Saladin  suddenly found  himself with the  title at-Matik  aJ-NRSir (the Victorious King) .  He was  dressed  in  the white and gold  turban of the  vizier  and  a scarlet-lined tunic;  a jewel-encrusted sword was placed in his hand and he was mounted on a splendid chesmut horse with  a  jeweled  bridle.  He  was  now  living  in  the vizier's  palace. A sensitive  man,  Saladin found this astonishing and even  shocking:  he, who  had  not wanted  to  come to  Egypt  at all,  was  now  its  honored vizier.  He  could  only  explain  it as  the  will  of God: he  must have  a divine calling.  From the moment he was elected vizier, Saladin was a transformed man.  He had a religious conversion and started to live a very devout life. As befits a Muslim ruler, he lived frugally in the midst of the  luxurious  trappings  of his  office:  at the  end of his  life  he  left only  forty-seven  drachmas,  even  though  he  was  the  most  powerful man in the  Middle  East. 5 He gave away whole provinces  to  anybody 
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who  asked  him and distributed massive sums to the poor: his long

suffering treasurers used to keep a reserve hidden from him for emer

gencies.  He also began a serious course of srudy with leading Muslim 

scholars and got one of them to write a catechism of the faith for his 

personal use, which he srudied with delight. His friend and biographer 

Baha ad-Din says that he became a confident theologian and loved a 

lively debate. 6 But his faith was also  distinguished  by strong feeling. 

Whenever he was free from affairs of state, he would read the hadith 

(traditions about the life of Mohammad) .  He and Baha ad-Din always 

made the morning prayer together and Saladin would often weep with 

emotion.  Tears  would  flow  again  when  Saladin  heard  a  particularly 

moving recitation of the Koran.' As soon as he became vizier, there

fore,  he  had  a  new  religious  identity,  centered  on  the  beliefs,  the 

principles and the passions of Islam. 

But Saladin was convinced that God had chosen him for a specific 

task.  Years  later he  said:  "When God gave me  the  land of Egypt,  I 

was sure that he meant Palestine for me too."• He had been appointed 

to lead the jihad against the  Franks.  It is not surprising that when he 

rumed  to  religion he  immediately dedicated himself to the jihad.  He 

had grown up in Nur ad-Din's court and there the jihad was seen as 

essential to the integrity of Islam. What was astonishing was the depth 

of his commitment and the extent to which the timid young man who 

had  begged  not to accompany  the  army  had  been  changed  by  his 

conversion.  Baha  ad-Din  writes  that  he  seemed  obsessed  with  the jihad: 

The Holy War and the suffering involved in it weighed heavily on his  heart and  his whole  being  in every  limb;  he  spoke of nothing else,  thought  only  about  equipment  for  the  fight,  was  interested only  in  those  who  had  taken  up  arms,  had  little  sympathy  with anyone who spoke of anything else or encouraged any other activity. For the love of the Holy War and on God's path he left his family and his sons, his homeland, his house and all his estates, and chose out of all the world to live in the shade of his tent, where the winds blew on him from every side. • 

It seems that his old fears had completely gone:  he never left the front 

line, even when  he  was  ill-which  often happened as his health  was 

never robust.  During a campaign he made it an inflexible rule to make 

at least one circuit of the  enemy  camp  every day and "in the  thick  of 

battle he would move through the ranks, accompanied only by a page 

with a war horse led on a bridle."10 In this way he created a sense of 
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obviously  unlocked  the  complex  of his  former  terrors  and  touched reserves of strength that nobody, least of all himself, had known that he possessed.  He was now a powerful and formidable man. 

This confidence and sense of purpose manifested itself very quickly. 

In the first few months of his rule he put down a revolt in the Egyptian army and smartly repelled a joint Christian attack by Amalric and the Emperor Manuel. Then he obeyed Nur ad-Din's orders and replaced Shiite  Islam with  the  Sunni  tradition  in Egypt.  This was  potentially very  risky,  as  the  Egyptians  could  have  been  incited  to  revolt  when their  faith  was  changed.  Saladin  himself was  not  wholly  convinced that such a drastic step was really necessary, for the difference between Sunnis and Shiites is only political and not theological and in no way resembles the differences between Catholics and Protestants in Chris tianity, for example. Saladin had become very fond indeed of the young Shiite  Caliph  of Egypt,  who was a  delicate  man like  himself and was acrually  on  his  deathbed. u  But  events  were  taken  out  of his  hands when a Sunni visitor from Mosul climbed into the pulpit of a mosque in  Cairo  one  Friday  in  September 1 1 71 and  prayed  in the  name  of the  Caliph  of Baghdad,  whom  the  Shiites considered a  usurper.  In fact,  there was no  response to this potential act of provocation.  The caliphate-a political institution only-had long been moribund and the  Egyptians  were  enjoying  the  new  security  that  Saladin's  strong rule  had  been  able to  establish  in Egypt.  They were  ready to  accept the  Sunni  faith,  if that  was  part of the  package.  Saladin  discovered that  this  had  actually  brought  him  more  power:  once  there  was  no longer a  Caliph,  the  Vizier was sole head of state, in name as well as in fact. lf Nur ad-Din had hoped that imposing Sunni Islam on Egypt would  bring  this  province more firmly under his  personal control, he was mistaken. 

For Saladin's enthusiasm for the jihad brought him into direct con

flict with  his master.  He believed that God had called him, not Nur ad- Din,  to liberate Palestine and this seems to have caused Saladin a great deal of perplexity.  If he fought under Nur ad-Din's banner this would be to surrender what he firmly believed to be his divine mission, because he, Saladin, was supposed to lead the jihad. The difficulty of his position appeared dramatically on two separate occasions in 1 1 71 and 1 1 73, when the  sequence  of events  followed  exactly  the  same course.  Both times Saladin led an army east of the Jordan and besieged the  Christian  castle  of  Shawbak;  on  both  occasions  Nur  ad-Din promptly set out from Syria to join him in this holy war effort  and, at once,  Saladin abandoned the  siege  and  returned home to  Egypt. He  seemed  very  anxious  indeed  to  avoid  a  confrontation  with  his 
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Sultan  and  he  may  well  have  feared  that his  newfound  confidence 

would evaporate  when  he  came  face  to  face  with  Nur  ad-Din  and 

insisted on  leading the jihad.  By no stretch of the  imagination could 

Nur ad-Din be reckoned one of the unworthy leaders, whom Muslims 

could reject on  religious  grounds.  He was widely revered  as  a saint: 

throughout Syria, Muslims now offered prayers in his name and saw 

him  as the savior of Islam.  How could Saladin have justified his po

sition to such a pious and committed Muslim? 

Nur ad-Din  himself was becoming  deeply  suspicious  of this new 

Yusuf.  Each  time  Saladin  retreated  from  Shawbak,  Nur  ad-Din sent 

an angry missive to the young Vizier, demanding a show of obedience 

and loyalty. In  1 1 74 he clearly decided that matters had gone too far 

and  prepared an  army  to  march to  Egypt to  bring  its  contumacious 

Vizier to  heel  and  Saladin  was  certain  that he  was  finished.  Then  it seemed that providence intervened dramatically in his life once more; 

on May  15, 1 1 74, in the midst of his preparations, Nur ad-Din sud

denly died of a heart attack at the age of sixry. Not surprisingly, Saladin 

saw this as  God's confirmation of his divine mission. 

The death of his master seemed to release yet another level of aggres

sion  and  confidence  in  Saladin,  which  he  badly  needed  if he  was 

successfully to become the  Sultan of Nur ad- Din's  empire.  Naturally 

there was opposition to this ambitious young man, who had seemed 

to  be  the  avowed enemy  of a  saint.  Nur  ad-Din  had  inspired  great 

loyalty  and  had  a  devoted  following;  one  of his  admirers  was  the 

historian  Ibn al-Athir,  who  never wholly forgave  Saladin for his  be

havior to his hero.  In Syria, most of the emirs supported the leadership 

of al-Salih,  Nur  ad-Din's  son,  who  was  only  eleven  years  old,  and 

were absolutely incensed when  Saladin  claimed that he  should be al

Salih's  regent.  Saladin  began  a  long,  patient  campaign  to  win  the 

support of the  people,  just  as  Nur ad-Din had done  before  him.  He 

used the same methods and gradually, paradoxical as it may seem, he 

was seen as the most worthy successor of a sultan who had considered 

him  a  traitor.  Saladin's  greatest  strength  was  that  his  new  religious 

fervor  enabled  him  to  present  himself to  the  common  people  as  a 

devout Muslim  ruler,  who  practiced  and  in some  respects  even  sur

passed the virtues of the saintly scholar and warrior Nur ad-Din. He 

was  not only scrupulous about living frugally  and  giving  alms  gen

erously, but he was a shining example of the accessibility that a Muslim 

ruler should have vis-a-vis the people.  Devoted and generous as  Nur 

ad-Din undoubtedly was,  he  had  also  been  a  rather  formal,  distant 

man, who tended to  inspire  a certain awe. Tradition says clearly that 
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our own dav heads of state in the Middle East have made themselves vulnerable t� revolutionary violence because they have failed to observe this  important  Islamic  virtue.  Saladin,  however,  astonished  his  con temporaries  by  his  informality  and  friendly  identification  with  the common people and his soldiers.  He always ate with his soldiers and retired from them only to pray. He never demanded special treatment: he  even  let  himself be ordered about on  occasion  by  a  troublesome servant who wanted him to sign some papers when he was exhausted. Baha ad- Din seems put in a constant state of shock by Saladin's casual manners  and  cheerful  affability:  one  must  remember that in  general the  oriental  style  of rule  tended  to  be  despotic  at  this  time.  When Saladin  simply  smiled  at  Baha  ad-Din when  his  mule  kicked  him in the thigh or splashed him with mud, instead of threatening dire dis pleasure and punishment, 12 nobody could quite believe  it. 

It  was,  therefore,  as  a  warm  and  affectionate  human  being  that 

Saladin appealed to the people and this proved a very powerful weapon indeed against those emirs who supported the leadership of Nur ad Din's son, who did not have this Islamic charisma.  Saladin's court was revolutionary in its informality at the same time as it was a challenging return to  fundamental  Islamic  principles.  Saladin's compassion was a byword, even among his enemies the Franks. He was constantly moved to tears at the sight of suffering and on one occasion  he wept bitterly when a  Frankish woman came  into his presence  in great distress  be cause  her daughter had  been  taken  by  the  Muslim soldiers  during a raid.  The  woman  said  she  had  heard  of the  famous  kindness  of the King  of the  Muslims  and  Saladin  at  once  ordered  a  search  for  the child, who was  promptly returned to  her mother. 13 

But it was his devotion to the  holy war of self-defense  against the 

Franks that did more  than  anything else to  convince the  people that Saladin was a worthy successor to the great Nur ad-Din. Saladin made very  successful  use of propaganda,  in which  the jihad was  presented as  essential  to  Muslim  integrity, with  all the zeal of Nur ad-Din.  He mounted an education campaign in the army:  for the first time in the history of Islam the hadith were  read to  the  troops when  they were drawn up for battle, and more reading and discussion of the Scriptures took place while the army was mounted in the saddle and advancing toward the enemy.•• None of the other emirs showed such devotion to  the jihad that  had  been so central  to  the  message of Nur  ad-Din. It  was  thus that, slowly and  patiently,  Saladin became head of the largest empire that the Muslim world had seen for centuries. The city of Damascus had opened its gates to him voluntarily very soon after Nur ad-Din's sudden death and Saladin followed this up by conquering 
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the  cities  of Horns  and  Hama in  Syria.  He still had  a long struggle 

ahead of him against Aleppo and Mosul, which remained loyal to al

Salih, and in  1 1 76 he narrowly escaped being killed by the Assassins. 

But eventually,  when  al-Salih  died  in  1 1 81, Saladin entered Aleppo 

in triumph as its ruler and for the first time in their history the Crusader 

states  found  themselves surrounded  by  a  large  and  united  Muslim 

empire that was dedicated to their destruction. How would they react? 

The  Christians'  position  was  very  serious  indeed,  once  they were 

encircled by this new Muslim giant. They were entirely isolated in the 

Middle East, in much the same way as Israel is today. Their belligerent 

religion had not only antagonized the Muslim world and revived the 

practice  of the jihad  but  had  also  alienated  the  Greek  and  oriental 

Christians, whom some of the Franks hated even more than they hated 

the Muslims. They clamorously condemned the Greek Orthodox, the 

Jacobite, Coptic and Armenian Christians as heretics  and in doing so 

they  very  effectively  alienated  natural  allies  in  the  area,  who  would 

have  been  invaluable  sources  of support  in  the  present  crisis.  Like 

Israel today, the Crusader states were entirely dependent upon support 

from the West  but when they begged the popes and kings of Chris

tendom to send a new Crusade to help them against Saladin, nobody 

came. The fiasco of the Second Crusade had made people wary of the 

dangers of crusading and it would take a catastrophe to inspire Europe 

to make a third great international  assault against the Muslim world. 

As if their situation were not perilous enough, the Frankish Chris

tians  were  bitterly divided  among themselves  and,  again  like  Israel 

today, they had split into two main camps,  which we  could call  the 

doves and the hawks. The doves were usually men who had been born 

in  the  Middle  East  and  who  were  more  oriental  than  European  in 

oudook.  These  barons  believed that it was essential to keep the peace 

and not provoke Saladin:  the Kingdom would not survive a full war 

against his  powerful  empire  and  it was  vital,  therefore,  to  maintain 

good relations until a Crusade arrived from the West. They were used 

to Muslims and could not regard them as the monsters that haunted 

the  Crusaders'  imagination.  The  hawks,  however,  were  usually  new 

immigrants,  who  had  been  inspired  to  emigrate  by  the  intolerant 

crusading  fanaticism  of Europe.  They were  appalled  by  the  friendly 

relations  that sometimes existed  between  Christians  and  Muslims  in 

the  Holy  Land  and were convinced  that  any peace treaties with the 

infidel were deeply dishonorable. Christians should not resort to dov

ish  tactics  that  relied  on  human  prudence:  they  should  trust  in  the 

Lord, who would never allow his people to lose the land that he had 

miraculously enabled them to win. 
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The hawks tended to cluster around the royal family. To add to the 

Franks' troubles,  the new King of Jerusalem,  who had succeeded his father Amalric in 1 1 74, was a leper. Baldwin IV was a young man of immense  courage  and  determination  but  he  was  dying:  his illness meant that  he  was  often  unable  to rule  and had to surrender power to a regent. Nor could he control his barons, who wanted more power for themselves  in the  same way as barons in  Europe were  beginning to  struggle  against  their  kings.  The  King  and  his  family,  therefore, needed loyal friends and tended to woo newcomers to the Holy Land with gifts and  promises  of power.  The  chief of these hawks was the notorious  Reynauld of Chatillon, who had arrived in the East shortly after the  fall  of Edessa  in 1 147, greedy for gold  and Muslim  blood. He had married the widow of Raymund of Antioch, Eleanor's friend, and .taken control of the principality,  and for  ten years he pursued a career of brutal cruelty which naturally stirred up local hostility to the Franks. In 1 1 56, for example, during a quarrel with Emperor Manuel of Byzantium,  he  had  torrured the  Patriarch  of Antioch,  coated  his wounds with honey and exposed his body to the glaring sun so that it  was  ravaged  by  insects.  The  Patriarch  capitulated  and  gave  him enough  money  from Church  funds to mount a devastating attack on the  Byzantine  island  of Cyprus, which he pillaged so savagely  that it has  never fully  recovered  from  the assault.  He massacred thousands of men, women and children and finally gathered all the Greek monks together,  cut off their  noses  and  sent them  back to  Constantinople. Reynauld would have had no compunction about wounding his fellow Christians in this way: a typical Crusader, he saw the Greek Orthodox as  heretics  and therefore worthy of such punishment.  Reynauld  also looted  Muslim  territory  and  his  frequent  raids of brutal  plunder  and vandalism  must  have  helped  Nur  ad-Din's propaganda for the jihad. It  was  during  one  such  raid  in 1 1 57 that  he  was  captured  by  the Muslims in country north of Aleppo and he remained a prisoner until al-Salih  released  him  in 1 1 75. Not  surprisingly,  he  rerumed  to  the Crusader  states  seething  with  hatred  of Muslims  and  at  once  put himself on  the  front  line  of the  holy war against  Islam  by marrying the  heiress  of Moab,  Krak and  Shawbak,  east of the  Jordan,  which, we  have  seen,  had  been  besieged  twice  by  Saladin  in  the  last  four years. 

[image: ]

Another leading hawk was Gerard of Ridfort, who had come east 

in 1 1 73. He  had  first  taken service under the  dovish leader Count Raymund of Tripolis,  and  Raymund had  promised him the hand of the  next  available  heiress.  But  the  following  year,  when  a  suitable heiress  did  become  available,  Raymund  broke  his promise  and gave 
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her to a wealthy Pisan merchant, who somewhat ingallantly put her on  the scales  and offered  Raymund her weight in gold.  (Apparently the lady weighed about 140 pounds) .  Gerard never forgave Raymund: 

he left Tripolis in a huff and joined the Templars, rose swiftly through 

the ranks and  became  Grand Master  in  1 1 79-a  crucial  position  in the Kingdom.  He continued to hate all doves like Raymund and was full of the same aggressive chauvinism as Reynauld, as his subsequent behavior showed clearly. 

In 1 180 two new hawks joined the royal circle.  First was the new immigrant Guy of Lusignan. He was a handsome but ineffectual man yet he became very important in the Kingdom of Jerusalem when he married the Princess Sibylla. The marriage in itself had caused a scandal 

because,  in  order  to  get  Guy,  Sibylla  had  jilted  the  very  important dovish baron Baldwin of Ibelin. The insult to this venerable baronial family had been serious enough but it was even more scandalous that 

this foolish  young  man  was  a  possible  heir  to  the  throne:  the  only 

other person in line was the child Baldwin, Sibylla's son by a previous marriage. That same year there was another scandal when Agnes, the Queen Mother, secured the appointment of Heraclius, Archbishop of Caesarca, to  the  patriarchate of Jerusalem.  His  good  looks seem  to 

have been his only qualification for the  post.  He too was an archdove 

and  had  been  elected over  the  head of the  historian  William,  Arch

bishop  of Tyre,  who  was  a  much  more  serious  candidate.  William, who  was  a committed dove,  ended his Deeds Done Beyond the Sea, a 

long history of the Crusader states, shortly afterward, sickened by the state of the country and too disgusted to continue his work: 

Up to the present time, in the preceding books, we have described 

to  the  best  of our  ability  the  remarkable  deeds  of the  brave  men 

who for eighty years  and more  have  held the  ruling power in our 

part  of the  Orient,  and  particularly  at  Jerusalem.  Now,  in  utter 

detestation of the present, amazed at the material which is presented 

before our eyes  . . .  we  lack the courage to continue.  In the acts of 

our princes there is nothing which seems to  a wise man worthy of 

being  committed  to  the  treasure  house  of the  memory,  nothing 

which can  contribute  refreshment to the  reader or confer  honour 

on  the  writer.  Truly  we  can  lament  with  the  prophet  [Jeremiah] 

that there has perished from our midst "law from the priest, counsel 

from the wise and the word from the  prophet. "•s 

Jercrili.ah had prcdiaed that the sins of Israel would cause the chosen 

people  to lose  their land  and his  prophecy had  come  true when the Jews were deported to Babylon in 589 B.C.E. It seemed as though the 244                     H O L Y  W A R  

Crusaders, God's new chosen people, were now facing the loss of their Kingdom, entirely through their own srupidity and  intolerance. 

During the first years of the Leper King's reign, Raymund of Trip

olis, the leader of the doves, had been the regent and he  had worked 

hard to keep the  peace.  Raymund looked more like an  Oriental  than his 

a  Westerner,  with      dark, tanned skin and  hooked  nose.  He spoke fluent  Arabic,  read  Arabic  and  Islamic  texts  and  narurally  saw  the Muslims as normal human  beings,  not as monstrous enemies of God. He wanted the country to survive and was not willing to risk national security by making the Kingdom ofJerusalem the aggressive vanguard of Christendom.  Saladin was not yet strong enough to launch a full scale  attack  on  the  Kingdom  but,  with  a  wary  eye  to  the  future, Raymund  pursued  a  policy  of appeasement. In  1 1 77, however,  the Leper King Baldwin took up his kingship and Saladin took advantage of the transition to make a surprise attack on the  Kingdom.  It was an uncharacteristically  rash  decision;  Saladin  was  soundly defeated  but Muslim  enthusiasts  continued  to  infiltrate  the  Christian  states  and ravaged the countryside. The attack was a frightening demonstration of the  new  Christian vulnerability  in  the  Middle  East:  any  moment of internal weakness would be an invitation to the Muslims to attack. King Baldwin asked Saladin for a truce and Saladin was glad to agree: the harvest had been bad that year and he was not yet ready for a full scale war. 

But even if it had not been convenient, Saladin would have had to 

make peace, and here we see an essential difference between the Chris tian extremists in a Crusade and an extremist in the Islamic jihad. The Koran says that war is so obnoxious that, provided the conditions are not harmful to  Islam, Muslims must cooperate if the enemy proposes a  truce  or  asks  for talks,  even  though  a truce  should not exceed  ten years (8:62-63 ) .  However keen Saladin was to expel the Franks from Palestine,  he  could not present himself to  his own people  as  a  pious Muslim and refuse to sign an acceptable truce without damaging his Muslim  integrity.  Saladin was  always very scrupulous about this and never broke a truce in his life. 

A Christian hawk like  Reynauld of Chatillon,  however,  felt that a 

truce  was  quite  incompatible  with  his  religious  integrity.  From  his castles on the east bank of the Jordan, Reynauld could watch the rich Muslim caravans  marching  along the  trade  routes to  the  infidel city of Mecca and the sight was an intolerable temptation. In the summer of 1 1 8 1  he  attacked one of these caravans,  which  was  accompanied by  a  band of pilgrims  who were  making the  hajj.  This  flagrant  and deliberate  breach  of the  truce  released  Saladin  from  his  obligations 
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but, even more shockingly,  Reynauld followed this assault by setting 

out  to  attack  Medina.  Saladin's  nephew  Faruk-Shah  quickly  inter

cepted Reynauld and drove him back to Moab but the whole incident 

had been deliberately provocative. By threatening Medina, the site of 

the Prophet's  grave,  and violating the  sanctity of the hajj Reynauld 

had made an unequivocal assault on the integrity of Islan1. He would 

repeat  this  sacrilegious  attack  on  two  more  occasions.  In  Reynauld, 

we  can  see  the  danger  of religious  extremists  in  the  state  of Israel 

today, who also think that a peace treaty with the Arabs is sinful and 

who are fighting a holy war  against  Islam.  I  shall  discuss  their  views 

in the next chapter. 

Reynauld refused  to  climb  down  and  apologize:  even  the  Leper 

King  could  not  make  him  return  the  booty  he  had  seized.  When 

Saladin  retaliated  by  capturing  a  Christian  pilgrim  ship  and  taking 

150 pilgrims as hostages,  Reynauld still refused to  return the  booty. 

No one knows what happened to the hostages; they probably became 

slaves. Reynauld's aggressive bravado had damaged the whole country 

because,  released from the obligations of the truce, Muslims began to 

make raids in Christian territory.  Villages  and crops were  devastated 

in Galilee,  Beirut was besieged and the Muslims  conquered the Chris

tian fortress of Habis Jaldack in the Transjordan. More importantly, 

Saladin's  prestige  increased  in the  Muslim world,  for  Reynauld  had shown the Muslims that the Christians were indeed dangerous enemies 

to Muslims  and to  Islam.  There  were  more converts to  the  ideal  of 

the jihad. 

As the Muslims became more united, the Christians in the Kingdom 

of Jerusalem came to the  brink of civil war.  King Baldwin had  been 

persuaded  by  his hawkish  advisers that  Raymund  had  been  plotting 

against the government.  When  Raymund, who had recently married 

the heiress ofTiberias in Galilee, set out to take possession of his new 

territory,  Baldwin would  not  let him enter the  Kingdom and it was 

only after furious protests by the barons that the King was persuaded 

of Raymund's  innocence.  The  incident showed  how  the  sick young 

King was  being pushed  in the direction of war by his  advisers.  The 

same advisers had urged him to support Reynauld the previous year. 

Later in 1 18 1  the King became so ill that it was clear he was no longer 

capable  of rule,  and  this time  the  King  appointed  the  weak  and  ig norant Guy of Lusignan as  regent.  Guy,  who  seemed  not to  have  a 

single independent idea in his head, had none of the decisive qualities 

that were necessary in this perilous situation. 

These  internal  quarrels were  extremely  dangerous,  happening, as 
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empire. Common prudence should have suggested not only that this civil  strife  should  be  patched  up  as  quickly  as  possible  but  also  that the  Franks  should  keep  a  low  profile  in  the  area  until  they  had  got their  own  house  in  order.  Such  reasoning was,  of course,  anathema to  the  hawks,  who  believed that Christians  should throw caution to the winds as a sign of their faith  in God, and it was in that disastrous year 1 1 8 1  that  Reynauld  made  his  most  provocative  assault  on Islam-an assault that was different in kind from anything attempted by  a  Crusader  before.  The  consequences  for the  Kingdom were  dis astrous.  Reynauld's plan was not only to mount an attack on the holy city of Medina but to attack Mecca itself, the holiest city in the Muslim world. He would drag the Prophet, "the accursed camel driver," from his  grave  and  then  press  on  to  Mecca  and  raze  the  Ka'aba  to  the ground. There was a remarkable flair and simplicity in this plot:  Rey nauld  built a fleet of collapsible  ships,  tested them on the  Dead Sea, dismantled  them  again  and  conveyed  them 1 30 miles  through  the Negev to  the  port  of Eilat on  the Gulf of Aqaba.  Then  Reynauld's Christian  pirates  sailed  into  the  Red  Sea,  looting  and  pillaging  the ports  of Arabia,  until  they reached the  port of Rabiqh,  near Mecca. There was terror in the holy city:  it was centuries since anybody had threatened to violate  its holiness and Reynauld, or Brinz Amat as he was  known,  became  the  enemy of the  whole  Muslim  world,  just as he would have wished. 

[image: ]

Fortunately Saladin's brother Saif ad-Din ai-Adil rushed from Egypt 

to  the  rescue,  defeated the  Christian  navy  and  carried  the  prisoners into Medina, lashed to the backs of camels. The pirates were executed but  Reynauld,  who had  already  returned to  Moab,  escaped  this  fate and would live to do even  more damage to  peace  in the  Middle East. When Saladin heard of the attack he vowed to kill Reynauld with his own  hands.  Not surprisingly, this deliberate  provocation greatly en hanced Saladin's position. His jihad was now seen as essential, for the Christians had shown themselves in their true colors. No Muslim could ignore a projected attack on Mecca; they might not be willing to fight themselves, but all would have to give at least notional  support to the holy war of self-defense  against the Franks. In 1 1 83, as we have seen, Saladin  became  lord  of Aleppo  and  the  most  powerful  ruler  in  the Middle East:  he could now afford to begin the liberation of Palestine. In September 1 1 83 his army crossed the Jordan and invaded Galilee. Guy instantly mobi.l.i7.ed the Kingdom and the army camped opposite Saladin  at the  Pools of Goliath.  Hawks like Reynauld urged Guy to attack  but  Baldwin  of Ibelin  and  his  brother .Balian  told  him  to  sit tight;  it would  be fatal to attack Saladin's numerically superior army, 
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but the Sultan would not be able to keep his army together in hostile 

territory for long:  the troops would have to go horne for the harvest. 

They were proved right. Saladin tried to lure the Christians into battle 

but they sat still and  eventually  Saladin  was  forced  to  retire. 

Yet this victory did Guy no good  at all:  he had not only quarreled 

with  the  hawks  and  been  despised  by  the  common  soldiers  because 

of his  passive  stance  before  Islam,  but  the  King disrn1ssed  him  from the  regency  and  reinstated  Raymund.  The  doves  seemed  ascendant once more and Baldwin made a will that would make Raymund regent 

after  his  imminent  death:  if his  little  nephew  Baldwin V should  die before reaching the age of ten, the succession must be decided by the Pope,  the  Holy  Roman Emperor  and  the  Kings  of France  and  En

gland.  Baldwin also made  a  valiant  attempt  to  unite  the  royal  and 

baronial parties.  In 1 180 it had been agreed to marry the  King's half 

sister  Isabella,  who  was  also  the  stepdaughter of Balian  of lbelin, to the young Humphrey ofToron, the stepson ofReynauld ofChatillon. 

Isabella was  now eleven years  old  and  ready  for  the  marriage.  The wedding would be  a  powerful  symbol of the unity of the doves and 

the  hawks. 

In fact the  wedding  of Humphrey and  Isabella  was  devastated  by 

the jihad.  Reynauld had insisted that it should take place in  his castle at Kcrak in Transjordan.  During the celebrations the wedding guests heard that Saladin was  approaching with his army.  Reynauld's castles were old targets for Saladin, who set up eight catapults and began to 

bombard  the  walls  with  huge  rocks.  The  story  of the  wedding  of 

Kerak shows how very different things could have been between Chris

tians  and  Muslims,  for  both  sides responded to  the  situation  with  a courtly flair and imagination. Even though the rocks were making the mighty walls of the castle shudder, the celebrations gamely continued and the Franks courteously sent out some of the special wedding food 

for Saladin. They explained that a wedding was  in  progress,  and  Sal adin gave orders to his men not to attack the wing of the castle where 

the  young  couple  was  spending  the  night.  Eventually Saladin  could 

make  no  headway  against  the  powerfully  fortified  castle  and  had  to 

retire.  Baldwin  IV,  who  had  been  too  ill  to  attend  the  celebrations, had hurried to defend the castle with his troops and was carried into 

it  on  a  litter  in  triumph.  The  grand  gesture  of Kerak  had  come  to 

have  a  different  meaning from  that which had  been  intended.  It did 

not  unite  the wedding  guests,  who  lefr  the  castle  as  bitterly  divided 

as  eVer.  The  wedding  had  shown  the  vulnerability  of the  Christian 

state: now that the Muslims were determined to destroy the Kingdom 

of Jcrusalcrn,  the Franks would  always  have  to  be  ready  for  battle. 248                     H O L Y  W A R  

They could never relax completely in joyous celebrations,  because the enemy was  always  at the gate.  The incident also showed  that Muslims and Christians  acrually  shared  many  of the  same  courtly  values  and on this level could respond to one another very well. Sadly, what drove them  apart  was  their  religion. 

In March 1 1 85 Baldwin IV finally  died of his  leprosy and his will 

came into effect. The little Baldwin V, who was only seven years old, succeeded to the throne and Raymund became the regent. At a council of war he asked the  barons what should be done. The country was in no  state  for  war  and  the  barons  agreed  that  Raymund  should  ask Saladin for a truce. A truce was agreed for four years and the Crusader state tried to build up trade again and, above all, to persuade the West to  send  a  Crusade  to  help them.  But the  peace  did not  last  long.  In August 1 1 86 Baldwin V died  at  Acre;  Raymund  was  present  at  his death together with Joscelin the Seneschal and afterward Joscelin ad vised Ravmund to return to Tiberias and call an assemblv of the barons to di� the  implementation of Baldwin IV's will, which had made provision for the succession. He himself would convey the little corpse to  Jerusalem  for  burial. 

Yet Joscelin proved to  be privy to a palace plot, for while Raymund 

was at Tiberias there was a coup. In the Holy Sepulchre, the Patriarch Heraclius  crowned  Guy  and  Sibylla  King  and  Queen  of Jerusalem: 

 

Gerard  of Ridfort  wimessed  the  ceremonv.  At  first  the  barons  tried p to stage a countercoup by presenting Hum hrey ofToron and Isabella as  claimants  to  the  throne,  but  at  the  last moment  Humphrey broke down  and  rushed to  Guy to  beg for  forgiveness.  The  barons  realized that all  was  lost  and they all  submitted,  except  for  Baldwin of Ibelin, who left the country in disgust,  and Raymund of Tripolis, who with drew  to  his  lands  in  Galilee. 

At this point Reynauld of Chatillon broke the truce again. For the 

last three years  he  had  been kept in check by Raymund but now that Guy  was  king  his  energies  were  unleashed  once  more.  Only  a  few weeks  after  the  coup  he  attacked  another  caravan  of  merchants  and pilgrims  on  their  way  to  Mecca,  massacred  all  the  armed  men  and herded  the  rest  into  captivity  in  his  castle.  One  of the  captives  was Saladin's  sister.  When  one  of the  prisoners  actually  dared  to  remind Reynauld  of the  truce,  he  scomfully  replied: "Let your  Mohammad come  and  rescue  you!"16 The  same  pattern  of events  repeated  itsel£ Saladin said that if Reynauld restored the booty and freed the prisoners he  would  honor  the  truce.  Naturally  Reynauld  refused  and  Saladin swore  that he would  slay him with his own  hands. 

Saladin  now  called  a full jihllli against  the  Franks,  the  enemy  of 
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Islam.  Thousands  of  cavalry  and  infantry  began  to  stream  toward 

Damascus  from  all  over  his  empire.  Damascus  was  crammed  with 

soldiers and waving banners, and surrounded by a mass of camel-skin 

tents in which the soldiers sheltered themselves from the sun.  For the 

first  time  for  centuries,  Islam was  mobilized in  an effective  full-scale 

holy war. Yet still the Christians did not seem to appreciate their peril 

and  continued  to  quarrel  about  their  own  concerns.  Raymund saw 

the end of the kingdom approaching irrevocably, and to salvage some

thing  from  the  wreck  he  made  a  private  treaty with  Saladin,  who  in 

return promised not to attack Tripolis and Galilee. This was treasonous 

and it gravely damaged the Christian resistance, because Guy was now 

deprived of all  Raymund's  troops.  The  hawks  acted  with  their  usual 

belligerence  and  set  out  with  Guy  to  attack  Raymund  at  Tiberias. 

Balian of lbelin had to come forward and explain to Guy the obvious 

fact  that  if he  attacked  Raymund  with  his  depleted  troops  Saladin 

would attack them with  his massive  army  because  Raymund was  his 

ally.  The whole army would be destroyed.  Guy tended to  agree  with 

the  last person to  speak to  him strongly  and  he called off the  attack. 

Encouraged by this success,  Balian decided to try to arrange a peace 

between Raymund and Guy, so that the Christians could meet Saladin 

with a fully united front.  He went to  Guy and explained  to him how 

isolated he was.  Antioch  had made a truce with Saladin, to dissociate 

itself from the dangerous folly of the Kingdom ofJerusalem. Guy had 

lost his best knight in Baldwin of lbelin.  If he  lost Raymund too,  he 

was finished. Guy agreed to try to make peace and on April 29, l l 87, 

a  peace  delegation,  led  by the  Grand  Masters  of the Temple  and  the 

Hospital,  set  out  for  Tiberias,  planning  to  meet  Balian  later  in  the 

casde of La  Feve  in the Plain of Esdraelon  in Galilee. 

On  April 30 Saladin's  son  al-Mdal  approached Raymund  with  a 

request:  could the Muslims send a reconnaissance party through Gal

ilee?  Raymund  could not  refuse  this  embarrassing  request  from  his 

new ally and gave permission for the  Muslims  to  enter his  territory, 

provided that they did no harm to any town or village and went back 

to  their  own  territory  before  nightfall.  AI-Mdal  readily  agreed  and 

Raymund  issued  orders  that  all  the  people  of Galilee  should  remain 

in  their homes the next day.  On May I he watched an  army of 7000 

Muslims ride  past his casde in Tiberias  into Galilee. That evening  he 

watched them ride back as agreed, leaving the country before nightfall. 

However,  9n  the  spear  of each  of the  vanguard  was  the  head  of  a 

Templar knight. 

Raymund's orders had reached La Feve on the evening of April 30 
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not yet arrived.  When Gerard of Ridfort  heard  that the  traitor Ray mund had ordered him to hide  from  the  Muslims,  it was more than his hawkish heart could stand.  He sent out orders to all the Templars in  the  area to join him at La  Feve.  James Mailly, the  Marshal of the Temple, duly turned up with ninety knights, and the following morn ing forty secular knights joined them from  Nazareth. The little band of Christians rode out to  find  the  Muslims  but,  when they saw the large host watering their horses at the springs of Cresson near Naz areth,  James  Mailly  and  the  Master  of the  Hospital  quite  sensibly wanted  to  turn  back.  Gerard was  disgusted.  He taunted the Master of the Hospital with cowardice and sneered at James: "You love your blond  head  too  much  to  want  to  lose  it."17 Templars  had  vowed absolute  obedience to  their  Master,  and James replied:  "I shall die  in battle  like  a  brave  man.  It is you  who will flee  as  a traitor. "18  In the spirit of Roland at Roncesvalles, Gerard led the company in a suicidal charge  against the  Muslim  army:  it was  a massacre. All but three of the  Templars  and  knights were  slain,  and among the three survivors was Gerard of Ridfort. 

The disaster of Cresson shook the whole Kingdom. Inevitably there 

was  an  outcry  against  Raymund  of Tripolis,  who  was  accused  of conversion to Islam.  Raymund  himself was shaken by the disaster, so he  agreed  to  break his treaty with  Saladin  and  put his troops  at the disposal  of the  King,  and  the  Franks  began  to  mobilize  their forces to  meet  the  Muslim  threat.  The  entire  army of the  Kingdom  of Je rusalem  gathered  at Acre  and  then  marched  from  Acre  to  Sephoria; but,  says  Ibn  al-Athir,  "they  were  reluctant  and  demoralized." The Muslims themselves were not entirely convinced that a pitched battle was  a  good  idea.  Some  of the  emirs  advised  Saladin  to  weaken  the enemy  by  repeated  skirmishes  instead;  others  said  that  the  Muslims were  beginning to get  impatient:  when was  this famous jihad going to  be  fought?  Saladin himself concluded that the Muslims could not let this opportunity pass without "striking a tremendous blow for the 

jihad."19 The battle must be fought before the autumn, which was the end of the fighting season, for  the troops had to return home for the harvest.  But would the Franks, who could be very cautious warriors, as he  had discovered in 1 1 83, be lured into battle? 

He decided to lay a trap for them and prayed that the Franks would 

walk into it. On July 1 he took his army over the Jordan into Galilee, camped  half of it  near  the  lake  and  with  the  other  half he  attacked Tiberias, which fell to the Muslims after an hour of fighting. Raymund and  his sons were  at  Sephoria  with the  army but the  civilians  of the 
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city took refuge with the Countess in the garrison and she sent word to her husband to tell him what had happened. 

Twenty  miles  away  in  Sephoria,  the  Franks  engaged  in  a  fierce argument about what should be done,  and the doves and the hawks 

both  tried to persuade  Guy,  who  was  dithering  as  usual, to follow their policies. Raymund was for staying put.  He understood Saladin's plan and though Tiberias was his own  city he was  prepared to  let it go for the time being.  He knew that nothing dreadful would happen to his wife and the citizens of Tiberias. They would simply be taken 

to Damascus and could easily be ransomed later.  If the Christians just stayed put, Saladin would have to go  back home again,  as he had in 

1 183, and  then  the  Christians  would  easily  reconquer Tiberias.  At present it was better to lose one city than to risk the whole army and lose the whole Kingdom. 20 This was a disgusting policy to hawks like Reynauld ofChatillon. He accused Raymund ofbeing a Muslim-lover, waved aside his arguments about the immense size of Saladin's army 

("a large load of fuel will be good for  the fires of hell!"21)  and urged 

the King to cast aside these timid, prudent policies and fling his army bravely against the enemy of God. 

Guy  himself was  in  a  dilemma.  He had suffered gravely when  he 

followed  Raymund's  advice  in 1 1 83 and  he  was  bound,  as  a  feudal 

monarch,  to go to help his vassals in Tiberias.  But after the shock of 

the  Cresson  massacre,  he  was  less  inclined  to  listen  to  Reynauld's 

suicidal  belligerence,  and at the end of the council of war he decided 

to  side with  Raymund.  Unfortunately he  obeyed  the  last speaker  to address him sternly, as was his wont. Late at night Gerard of Ridfort, the "hero" of Cresson, went secretly to his tent and chided him severely 

for  listening to the traitor  Raymund. 

This is the first task which has fallen to you since you were crowned. 

And know well  that  rather than  see that, the Templars would put 

on their white mantles and sell and pawn them lest the humiliation 

the  Saracens  have  caused  me  and  all  of  them  together  be  not 

avenged. Go have it armounced throughout the army that all should 

arm and every man go to  his company and  follow the standard of 

the  Holy Cross. 22 

As usual  Guy  did  what  he  was  told;  the  army  assembled itself and 

started to  march toward  Tiberias.  Saladin could  not believe his  luck 

as he watched the Franks fall neatly into his trap. An extreme religious chauvinism that ignored normal reasoning and military and political good sense had pushed the whole Christian army into a battle that it 252                     H O L Y  W A R  

was  most  unlikely  to  win.  The  fanaticism  of a  disaffected  minority had  prevailed over the  more peaceful and  sensibly secular policies  of the barons, and the Kingdom of Jerusalem had been put at the mercy of an enemy that was determined to annihilate it. 

The army trekked across the hills of Galilee in the blazing summer 

heat,  burdened  by  its  armor  and  equipment.  A  journey  that  should have  taken  only  a  few  hours  lasted  all  day.  Saladin  sent  snipers  to follow the rear guard  and pick off any stragglers.  He had cut off the normal water supplies and many wells and springs had been dried up, so the soldiers were half crazed with thirst. Eventually they arrived at the Sea of Galilee in an exhausted state to discover that Saladin's camp had cut them off from the water. Some of the barons urged the king to  fight  their  way  through  to  the  lake,  but  Guy was  moved  by  the plight of his soldiers  and the pleas of the Templars to pitch  camp  for the  night.  They  camped  on  slopes  near  the  hill  called  the  Horns  of Hittin, where  Jesus was traditionally supposed to have preached his pacifist  religion  in  the Sermon on  the  Mount.  The  barons  thought that there was a well at the site of the camp, but on arrival they found that  it  was  dry.  Raymund  of Tripolis,  cried  aloud, "Ah, Lord God, the war is over;  we are dead  men;  the kingdom is finished."23 

The  misery  of the  Christians, most of whom were becoming  dan

gerously dehydrated, was increased by the Muslims, who burned large fires  which  sent acrid smoke in their  direction.  Even worse were the sounds of jubilation from Saladin's camp. There the fresh, rested Mus lims suddenly saw victory  in their grasp  in  a  reversal  that they  had not  expected  and,  as  one  would  expect,  there  was  a  new  burst  of religious fervor.  July 3 that  year  was  the  night of 26/27 Ramadan, the  holiest  night of the  Muslim year,  for  it was  the  night that Mo hammad had received the first words of the Koran from God . As the Koran says,  this  night of Qadr (destiny)  is  better "than  a  thousand months": 

On that night the angels and the Spirit by their Lord's leave come 

down with his decrees. 

That night is  peace, till break of dawn. (97: 5 )  

As they waited for the dawn, the men o f  Saladin's army waited for a divine judgment.  Saladin's  secretary and  chancellor  Imad  ad-Din  al Isfahani  saw  the  night of Qadr  that year  as  the  separation  of Good and Evil: 

Night separated the two  sides  and the cavalry barred  both  roads. Islam  passed  the  night  face  to  face  with  unbelief,  monotheism  at 
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war  with  Trinitarianism,  the  way of righteousness  looking  down 

upon error, faith opposing polytheism. Meanwhile the several circles of Hell prepared themselves  and the several  ranks  of Heaven  con grarulated  themselves.  Malik  [the  Guardian  of Hell]  waited  and Ridwan  [the  Guardian of Paradise]  rejoiced. 24 

The  approaching  victory  had  increased  the  conviction  of the  righ

teousness of the jihad, as is always the case in a holy war. Spontaneously the Muslims interpreted the coincidence of the date as  a providential 

decree, just as the Christians had seen a divine significance in the date of their conquest of Jerusalem  in 1099. This jihad was  no  ordinary 

war of conquest for Saladin's soldiers of Allah; it was a cosmic battle 

and an act of salvation history. 

But Saladin continued to  plan practically and carefully;  he  had no 

intention of abandoning wise  policy for holy  enthusiasm,  and  while 

his men were chanting hymns and praises, he deployed them around 

the Christian camp until it was completely encircled. As the chronicler 

says,  not  a  cat could have  slipped through the  net.  After  the  dawn 

had ended the peace of the night of Qadr, the Muslim assault began. The Christian infantry could only think of water and they rushed down 

the  hill  toward the Sea of Galilee that was  glinting invitingly.  They were driven back up the hill and either slaughtered or taken prisoner; 

hundreds  of men  lay  on  the  hillside,  wounded  and  with  swollen, 

blackened mouths. The  cavalry,  however,  fought bravely.  Raymund 

of Tripolis led  a charge  that succeeded  in  breaking the  Muslim  line, 

but then the Muslims simply closed behind them and they could not 

rejoin their companions.  Raymund escaped from  the battle  but died 

of rage and grief soon afterward.  Balian of Ibelin also fought his way 

out and was one of the last Christians to escape. The cavalry continued 

to  charge  against  the  enemy  and  eventually  Saladin  and  his  son ai Mdal watched the royal tent overturned on the Horns ofHittin where 

the King had retreated. At that moment Saladin knew that his dream 

had become an established  fact.  "My father dismounted  and  bowed 

to the ground," ai-Mdal  recalls, "giving thanks to  God with tears of 

joy. "25 The Christian army had been soundly defeated and the King dom of Jerusalem was lost. 

After the battle Saladin had two important prisoners of war brought 

to his tent: King Guy and Reynauld of Chatillon. Both men were half 

dead with exhaustion and made desperate with thirst.  Saladin handed 

a goblet of water  iced  with  the  snows  of Mount  Hermon  to  Guy, 

who drank and passed the goblet to  Reynauld.  It is a custom in the 
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or drink and when Saladin saw Reynauld drinking he pointed out that he had not given him permission to drink.  "I am not therefore obliged to  show him mercy," he  said with a terrible smile.>•  He then took his sword and cut off Reynauld's head and dragged the corpse to the feet of the terrified  Guy.  Yet to Guy Saladin mildly remarked that one king did  not  kill  another  and  he  explained  kindly  that  Reynauld  had only been  executed  because  of his  great  crimes  and  treachery.  Guy  was taken to Damascus for a time and then allowed to go free. This famous story perfectly illustrates  Saladin's attirude, which is a new one in the holy  war.  He did  not want  to  massacre  all  the  Christians  indiscrimi nately,  on  the  Joshuan  model.  To  individual  Christians  like  Guy  he could  be  kind,  almost to  a  fault.  To  release  the  king of a  people you have  just conquered  is  not  a  very  wise  policy and  Saladin would  pay dearly for this kind of clemency. Reynauld, however, who had planned to  attack Mecca,  could expect no mercy.  A few  days later Saladin  had all  the  prisoners of war who belonged to  the military orders brought into his  presence and  massacred  in cold  blood. The  Sufis in his army begged for the honor of killing one prisoner each and Saladin watched the  executions  smiling  with  joy.  He  rightly  judged  that,  of all  the Christians  in  the  Holy  Land,  they  were  the  ones  most  dedicated  to the war  against Islam.  Imad  ad-Din, who was  present at the massacre, wrote  in  his  history  of Saladin :  "On  that  day  I  saw  how  he  killed unbelief to give life to Islam and destroyed polytheism to build mono theism."27 The  massacre  was  a  religious  act of salvation. 

Yet  the  Koran  states  clearly  that  prisoners  of war  must  not  be ill 

treated in any way and that, once the fighting is over,  prisoners  should either  be  ransomed  or  released  as  a  favor,  as  Saladin  released  Guy (47: 5 ) .   Prisoners  whose  ransoms  remained  unpaid  were  to  be  dis tributed among those who had taken pan in the fighting and were to be allowed to earn enough money to pay the ransom themselves; their captors  were  admonished  to  help  them  out  of  their  own  pockets (24: 34) ,  for the  ransoming of captives was considered to  be a highly commendable  act  (2 : 1 78 ) .  The hadith lay down even more stringent requirements.  Moh anunad directs Muslims  to  treat their prisoners  as full members  of their  own family:  "You  must feed  them  as  you  feed yourselves, and clothe them as you clothe yourselves, and if you should set them  a  hard  task,  you  must help them in it yourselves. 28 Ill-treat ment became the prisoner's ransom and if a captive were cruelly treated he  must  be  allowed  to  go  free.  In general  the Muslims seem to  have observed these practices but Saladin's massacre seems a flagrant breach of this  humane  code  and  marks  a  new  level  of intransigence  in  the 

jihad. The  Koran does say that  punishment can "be proportionate to 
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the wrong that has been done you" and  it may be that the massacre 

was seen as a retaliation for all the savage massacres that the Christians 

had inflicted upon the Muslims, but the  Koran immediately goes on 

to  recommend  forgiveness:  "It  shall  be  best  for you  to  endure  your 

wrongs  in  patience" ( 16: 127) . However,  the  Koran is  also very em

phatic  about  the  importance  of steadfastness  and  determination  in war. One way of limiting the horrors of war was to bring the fighting 

to a speedy conclusion and to that end Muslims must take firm mea

sures to ensure that hostilities cease as soon as possible. To release or 

to allow to be ransomed people who had so recently shown themselves 

to  be  dedicated  enemies  of Islam,  like  Reynauld  and  the  Templars, would mean that there would simply be more Christian atrocities and 

more  fighting.  Saladin  seems  to  have  been  torn  between  his  natural 

compassion  and  his  determination  to  rid  Palestine  of the  Christian menace and, as we shall see, this led him into trouble. 

Because  the  whole  Christian  army  had  been  destroyed  at  Hittin, 

there could be no major opposition to Saladin's occupation of the rest of the  Kingdom of Jerusalem.  Knights who escaped  from the  battle 

and  civilians  who  fled  from  the  occupying  Muslim  army  began  to 

congregate in Tyre,  where they established themselves under the lead

ership of one Conrad of Montferrat, who had only been in the Holy 

Land by the merest chance. A resident of Constantinople, he had been 

involved in  a  murder  there  and  hurriedly  escaped  as  a  "pilgrim"  to 

Jerusalem.  As  his  ship  approached  Acre  he  noticed  that  the  town 

seemed  to be deserted  and  naturally  he  thought  that  this  was  odd. 

When he heard about the Christian defeat  he  immediately set off to 

Tyre to organize the Christian resistance there and  it was due to  his 

prompt action that the  Franks managed to keep this last foothold in 

the Holy Land. Other committed knights did not merely seek a refuge 

in Tyre but went straight off to Jerusalem to try to save the Holy City 

from  the  infidel.  Ibn  al-Athir tells  us  that many  survivors  of Hittin 

concentrated  there,  together  with  the  civilians  in  the  area  and  the 

inhabitants of Askelon. There was "a great concourse of people there, 

each one of whom would choose death  rather than see the Muslims 

in power in their city."29 Jerusalem was crucial to the Christian holy 

war and must be defended to the bitter end. 

It had also become important to the Muslims and here again Saladin 

pushed the Muslim jihad into a new direction.  In the Jewish and the 

Christian holy wars the idea of a holy land is crucial  but this  is not 

the case with the jihad. Indeed many Muslims right up to the present 

day would  consider  the  veneration  of a  "holy  land"  to  be  idolatry, 
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status.  Certainly  Muslims  regard  Mecca  as  a  holy city but  their  pil grimage there is an affirmation of faith, not contact with a land which is  intrinsically  or  physically  holy.  Mecca  is  sacred  because  of its  as sociations with the roots of the religion,  and when the Caliph Omar conquered  Jerusalem  in 637 Jerusalem  became  the third most  holy city  in  Islam  and  a  place  of pilgrimage  for  Muslims  because  it  had associations with Mohammad and some of the earlier prophets. Saladin had originally been inspired to fight the Franks because they were the enemies  and oppressors of the Muslim  people,  rather than by a pas sionate devotion to Jerusalem. 

But Jerusalem has important associations for Muslims.  When  Sal

adin  and  his  army  arrived  outside the city walls and  camped on  the Mount  of Olives  opposite  the  city,  the  Sultan  at  once  asked  to  be taken  to  a  spot  where  he  could  see  the  Dome  of the  Rock  and  ai

Aqsa,  the  old  Muslim  shrines  that dominate  the  city.  He was  aware his that the  conquest of this city was quite different from  conquest of 

the other cities of Palestine and he gave a rousing sermon to his army, reminding them of the  importance of Jerusalem  in  the  Islamic  reve lation.  The  very  first  Muslims  had  prayed  facing  Jerusalem,  he  told them; the Prophet Mohammad had made his Night Journey there in the  years  before  the hijra to  Medina:  he  had alighted on the  ancien• Rock  and  thence  ascended  to  heaven  and  spoken  with  Moses  and Jesus, linking  Islam with the  two older religions.  Jerusalem was also associated with the ancient Jewish prophets of God's revelation,  and with  David, Solomon and Mary,  the mother of Jesus.  At the end of his sermon, Imad ad-Din tells us, Saladin vowed to restore Jerusalem to  Islam and "took an oath not to  depart until he  had honoured his word and raised  his  standard  on  the  highest  point  and  had  visited with  his own feet the place where the  Prophet had set foot. "30 Afrer Saladin had finished speaking,  his  soldiers looked at the  holy city of ai-Quds with new eyes and found a new motive for fighting the Franks, who  had  profaned  the  Dome  of the  Rock  with  a  cross.  When  the Franks  had conquered Jerusalem eighty years earlier, there had been no  great outcry about its  loss  in  the  Islamic world and  indeed most Muslims  seemed  to  have  been even more  indifferent to  its  fate  than they  were  about  the  massacres  and  the  plight  of the  refugees.  But, right  up  to  the  present  day,  actually confronting Jerusalem  stirs  up very deep feelings  in  people  of all three  religions.  In the summer of 1 1 87 Christians and Muslims prepared to do battle once more for the Holy City. 

[image: ]

The  Christians were desperately afraid and for good reason.  How

ever  many  thousands  of people  had  congregated  in  Jerusalem,  they 
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could  not  oppose  Saladin's  powerful  army  effectively,  because  they 

had  no  knight there  who was  experienced  enough  to  lead  the  battle 

and  most  of them  were  civilians.  Would  Saladin  deal  with  them  as 

they  had  dealt  with  the  Muslims  in 1099? Then,  as  if in  answer  to 

their prayers,  the distinguished baron Balian of Ibelin arrived.  He had 

no  intention of taking part in the fight for  Jerusalem.  After Hittin  he 

had had enough of war and had simply come back to collect his wife, 

who  had  been  in  Jerusalem  at  the  time  of the  Battle  of Hittin,  and 

take  her  back  to  Tyre.  He explained  this  to  Saladin  and  courteously 

asked  Saladin's  permission  to  enter  the  city;  the  Sultan  granted  his 

request  on  condition  that  he  stayed  there  only  one  night.31  Balian 

swore  to  observe  this  condition  and  entered  the  city.  Once  inside, 

however,  the  people  begged  him to stay and  lead them  in  their final 

desperate struggle.  Balian  felt  deeply torn.  He had  a duty  to  protect his 

people  and  also  a religious duty to  defend  Jerusalem,  but he  had 

his given his word to Saladin that he would not stay in the city. To resolve dilemma  he  took  a  course  of action  that  gives  us  another  clear 

example  of the mutual respect and  consideration  that could have ex

isted between the Muslims and the Christians, if only religious idealism 

had not come between them. He went to Saladin to explain his position 

and  Saladin gave serious thought to the problem.  Eventually he con

cluded that,  since  Balian  felt  that  he  had  a  religious  duty  to  stay,  he 

would release him from his oath.  Both men believed in the same code 

of honor; both respected the sanctity of an oath. 32 Balian did not think 

that religion  absolved him from  an oath with  an  infidel,  as  Reynauld 

had,  and  Saladin  was  able  to  enter  sympathetically  into  Balian's  po

sition, even if this worked out to his  disadvanrage. 

Saladin  had  made  the  Christians  an  offer.  If they  handed  the  city 

to him unconditionally there would be no bloodshed. The Christians, 

predictably,  refused  this  offer  and  the  fighting  began. 33  It was  soon 

clear to them that they had absolutely no chance at all and would have 

to sue for peace,  but now  Saladin took a hard  line.  They had  refused 

his offer of a peaceful solution so now, he swore, ''We shall deal with 

you, just as you dealt with the  population when you took it  . . .  with murder and enslavement and  other such  savageries."•• The  whirligig 

of time  had  brought its  revenge  to  the  Christians  and  added  a  new 

twist  of horror to  the  vicious  cycle of the  holy  war.  The  Christians 

sat  and  waited  for  death,  but  then  Balian  came  up  with  a  solution. 

He went to  Saladin again and made a desperate threat. There were a 

large number of people  in the  city,  he  said,  but  at  the  moment  they 

were  only  fighting  halfheartedly  because  they  were  still  hoping  that 
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they saw that death was certain they would take truly desperate mea sures: 

If we  see  that death  is  inevitable,  then,  bv God, we  shall  kill  our children and our wives, burn our possessio�s, so as not to leave you with  a dinar or  a drachma or  a  single  man  or woman  to  enslave. When this  is done,  we shall  pull down  the  Sanctuary of the  Rock and the Mosque of al-Aqsa and the other sacred places, slaughtering the Muslim prisoners we hold-5,000 of them-and killing every horse and animal we  possess. Then we shall come out to fight you like  men  fighting  for  their  lives,  when  each  man,  before  he  falls dead,  kills his equal. 3s 

Saladin consulted with the imams and jurists in his army. Was it lawful for  him  to  break  the  oath  that  he  had  sworn  to  take  the  city  with 

bloodshed, if he could thereby spare the holy mosques? They decided his that it was and Saladin prepared to occupy the city peacefully, but financial  advisers  insisted  that  he  take  the  Christians  prisoner  and demand adequate ransoms.36 

On  October 2,  1 1 87, Saladin  and  his  army  entered  Jerusalem  as 

conquerors  and  for  the  next  eight  hundred  years  Jerusalem  would remain a Muslim city. In the next chapter we shall see that its conquest by the Jewish state in 1967 initiated a fresh round of holy wars in the Middle  East. By another holy coincidence that was fervently noted by the  Arab chroniclers,  Saladin's  victory occurred  that  year on  the  day when  Muslims commemorated Mohammad's Night Journey.  Saladin kept his word, and conquered the city according to the highest Koranic ideals.  He did not take revenge for  the 1099 massacre  and now that hostilities had ceased he ended the killing (2: 1 93,  1 94). Not a single Christian  was  killed  and  there  was  no  plunder.  The  ransoms  were deliberately  very  low,  but  still  there  were  thousands  of poor  people who could not even afford them and who were therefore taken prisoner by the Muslims. There were so many prisoners that it was said that a Frankish slave could be purchased for a sandal in Damascus. But large numbers  escaped  this fate  because  Saladin  was moved to tears by the plight  of families  who  were  rent  asunder  and  he  released  many  of them freely, to the despair of his long-suffering treasurers. His brother al-Adil  was so  distressed  by the  plight of the prisoners that he  asked Saladin for a thousand of them for his own use and then released them on the  spotY All the Muslim  leaders were  scandalized to see the rich Christians  escaping with their wealth, which could have been used to ransom all the  prisoners.  When  Imad  ad-Din saw  the  Patriarch  He radius leaving the city with chariots crammed with treasure, he urged 
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Saladin to confiscate it. But Saladin refused. The Koran said that oaths 

and  treaties  must  be  kept  to  the  letter  and  it  was  essential  that  the 

Muslims  should  observe  the  legalities.  "Christians  everywhere  will remember the kindness we have done them," he said.38 Heraclius paid his ten-dinar ransom like everybody else and was even provided with 

a special escort to  keep his treasure safe during the journey to Tyre. 

Saladin  was  right  that  the  Christian  world  was  impressed  with  his clemency.  Even though  it was  Saladin who deprived Christianity of Jerusalem, he has been venerated in the West. Legends grew up that he  had received Christian  baptism and had  been dubbed a Christian 

knight.  People  must  have  been  subliminally  aware  that  Saladin  had behaved in a far more  "Christian" way than the Franks. 

But his mercy earned him the disapproval of his own people. All 

the  Christians  that  he  released  swelled  the  resistance  at  Tyre,  and 

Saladin  would  find  it  impossible  to  dislodge  them.  Ibn  al-Athir  is 

critical: 

Every  time  he  seized  a  Frankish  city or stronghold  such  as  Acre, 

Ascalon, or Jerusalem, Salah ad-Din allowed the enemy soldiers and 

knights  to  seek  refuge  in  Tyre,  a  city  that  had  thus  become  im

pregnable.  The  Franks  of the  littoral  sent  messages  to  the  others 

overseas [in Europe] and the latter promised to come to their rescue. 

Ought  we  not  to  say  that  in  a  sense  it  was  Salah  ad-Din  himself 

who organised the defence of Tyre against his own army?39 

In fact Saladin's clemency contravened the ruling of the Koran because, instead of ensuring  that  the  conflict with  the  Christians  was  ended 

once  and  for  all,  he  had  unwittingly  prolonged  it.  There  would  be more Crusades to the Holy Land for the recovery of Jerusalem, more bloodshed and massacre, and it would be another hundred years before the Muslims finally evicted the Western Christians from the East. At 

the start of his career Saladin had been a reluctant soldier and, despite the zeal for the jihad that he later developed, his emotional and sym

pathetic nature finally made it impossible for him to be a really ruthless 

soldier in the  holy  war.  Yet in this long chronicle of bloodshed and 

horror this failing must surely make Saladin one of the most attractive 

characters in the history of the holy war. 

Once he was inside Jerusalem, Saladin set about purifying the holy places from  their  long pollution.  Al-Aqsa had been the headquarters of the Templars, and they had built living quarters around and against the mosque and had taken up some of the sacred mosque itself with storerooms and latrines. On the Dome of the Rock there was a giant 
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them  had  climbed  up  the  cupola  and  taken  it  down-an  event  that caused  an  immense  commotion.  ''When  they  reached  the  top  a great cry  went  up  from  the  city  and  from  outside  the  walls,"  says  Ibn  ai Athir,  "the  Muslims crying  the AIJRh akhbah in  their  joy,  the  Franks groaning  in  consternation  and  grief. So loud and  piercing was  their cry that the earth shook."40 Inside the mosque, the great rock on which Abraham had bound Isaac and upon which Mohammad had alighted after his  Night  Journey had been hidden by the Franks with a marble covering  and  the  mosque  was full of statues  and  images,  which  the Muslims  consider  idolatrous. All these signs  of Christian occupation had  to  be  erased  and  the  mosques  returned  to  their  former  state. Workers  purified  the  mosques,  sprinkled them  with  rose  water  and on  Friday,  October 9, the  Muslims celebrated their  Friday  prayer in al-Aqsa so that "Islam was restored there in full freshness and beauty."41 

Another innovation made by Saladin to the old jihad concerned the 

Franks'  expulsion  from  the  Holy City.  Hitherto  Christians,  as one of the People of the  Book, had always been allowed to worship freely in Muslim cities.  Now Saladin  excluded  the  Franks. Again, this was not a  war  against  Christianity per se. The  Greek  and  Eastern  Christians, who had not persecuted  and oppressed the Muslims, were pennitted to remain in the Holy City and in the Holy Sepulchre but the churches built  by  the  Christian  Crusaders  were  turned  into  mosques  and  ma drassas.  In this respect,  Saladin had taken a leaf out of the Christians' book.  When  the  First  Crusaders  conquered  the  Holy  Land,  no  Jews or  Muslims  had  been  allowed  inside  Jerusalem:  mosques  and  syn agogues  had  either  been  destroyed  or  profaned  or  converted  into churches.  Now,  after  Saladin's  victory,  the  Franks  were  no  longer considered  People of the  Book:  notices were fixed above the doors of 

former churches stating that Saladin had conquered the building from this 

the polytheists.42 But  new exclusiveness did not apply to the Jews, 

the other People of the Book. Saladin invited them back to their Holy City,  to  live  there  side  by  side  with  the  Muslims.  Throughout  the Jewish  world  Saladin  was  hailed  as  the  new  Cvrus  and  there  was  a new  enthusiasm  for tdiyah: huge  bands  of Jew�  emigrated  from  the d.iaspora to  Palestine,  convinced that the  messianic  age was at hand.43 Jews like Judah Halevi had been urging the Jews to return to the Holy Land for years but now that the ban on Jerusalem had been lifted the idea of a return to the Promised Land took root and there was a new wave ofJ ewish settlement in the country. In the light of recent history, it is surely an irony that this early religious Zionism should have been inspired  by  an  Islamic  conquest  of Jerusalem. 

After  the conquest of Jerusalem,  Baha ad-Din tells  us  a  story that 
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shows the new Muslim view of the Frankish Christians. He and Saladin were riding along the coast of Palestine and were looking at the wild, wintry waves. The sea  horrified  Baha  ad-Din,  who  had scarcely seen 

it before. He had just decided that anybody who went to sea voluntarily must be  mad,  when  Saladin astonished him  by  saying: "I think that 

when God grants  me  victory over  the  rest  of Palestine I shall  divide 

my territories, make a will stating my wishes and then set sail  on  this 

sea to their far-off lands and pursue the Franks there, so as to free the 

earth  of anyone  who  does  not  believe  in  God."44  Saladin  could  no 

longer  believe  that  the  Franks  worshiped  the  same  God  as  he,  any 

more  than  Westerners  at  this  time  could  imagine  that  the  Muslims believed  in the same God as  themselves.  East  and West had entered 

a  new  phase  of mutual  antagonism:  neither  could  see  the  other  ac• 

curately. 

It is hardly surprising that the Franks of the West should have come 

into  Saladin's  mind  when  he  looked  at  the  Mediterranean,  because after his conquest of Jerusalem the  Muslims  were  anxiously awaiting 

a  new  Crusade to  sail  to  the defense  of the  Christians.  Immediately 

after the  Battle of Hittin,  King William of Sicily had  set sail to  con solidate Christian resistance at Tyre. Then, in 1 1 89, Guy of Lusignan, who had been released from captivity,  sailed from Tyre to  Acre  and, 

in  a  quite  uncharacteristic  display  of  daring  and  decisiveness,  had managed to besiege the Muslim garrison in the city against great odds. More Crusaders sailed at once from Denmark and  Frisia to  help the siege at Acre and preachers sailed from Palestine to recruit more help 

from  Europe.  Ibn  al-Athir  gives  us  an  interesting  insight  into  the Christian propaganda with its distorted imagery of Muslims and Islam: 

To incite the people to vengeance, they carried with them a painting 

of the Messiah, peace be upon him, bloodied by an Arab who was striking him. They would say, "Look, here is the Messiah and here is Mohammad, the Prophet of the Muslims, beating him to death!" The  Franks  were  moved  and  gathered  together,  women  included; those who could not come along would pay the expenses of those who went to fight in their place . . . .  The religious and psychological motivation of the Franks was so strong that they were prepared to surmount all difficulties to  achieve  their  ends. 45 

These  propaganda  devices  ring  true:  they  are  the  sort of distortions 

people use to recruit soldiers for a long and difficult war. The Muslims 

his were able to  respect the  religious  zeal of the  Crusaders:  Saladin  told troops that they must match the piety of the Christians:  "All they 
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for  him  they  worship,"46  he  said,  pointing  out  sadly  that  there  was no  such  devotion  in  the  Islamic  empire:  nobody in  Baghdad or Iran had answered his call  for help  in the jihad. 

Y ct  the  Crusaders  who  were  beginning to  assemble their  armies  in 

response to  Pope Gregory VIII's call for  a Third Crusade were not as fervent  as  Saladin  thought.  Undoubtedly  the  loss  of  Jerusalem  was shocking:  it  would  be  similar to  the distress Jews would feel  today  if they  lost  the  Holy  City.  The  Muslim  victory  was  very  threatening indeed :  why  had  God  allowed  the  Saracens  to  triumph ?  The  people clamored  for  a  major  Crusade  to  recover  Jerusalem  and,  when  they saw the  most powerful monarchs in Christendom taking the Cross in response to this popular appeal, there was a huge surge of hope: surely this massive Christian offensive could not fail. All eyes turned toward Acre. 

But  it  was  not  until 1 1 9 1 ,  nearly  four  years  after  the  disaster  at 

Hittin, that the  main  crusading armies reached  Acre.  Even though the situation  in the  Holy  Land  was  grim  and desperate and the Christian toehold in  the  Holy  Land  was very precarious,  the crusading leaders took their time.  When Bernard preached the Second Crusade in 1 146 it had only  been  a  matter of months  before Conrad  and  Louis  set off to  the  East.  In 1 1 87, however,  the Crusaders were far too concerned with  business  at  home  to  hasten  to  the  Middle  East.  Three  of the leaders  were  actually  at  war with one  another:  King  Philip  Augustus of France  and  King  Henry  II  of England  were  constantly  invading each  other's  territory  in  France  and  Prince  Richard  fought first with his  father  Henry  and  then  switched  sides  and joined  Philip.  On  July 6,  1 1 89, Henry died :  it is doubtful that he ever intended to fulfill his vow,  but Richard, who succeeded him on the throne of England, was eager to  go  crusading.  This was  not out of religious  fervor:  Richard was a soldier and the Crusade was an exciting and glamorous military challenge.  Philip  Augustus  was  far  less  enthusiastic  but  knew  that  it would  be  impolitic  to  alienate  public  opinion  by  any  further  delay. He  and  Richard  made  a  formal  peace treaty  and  agreed to  leave  for Acre  later that year. 

On September 3, shortly before his departure, Richard was crowned 

in Westminster  Abbey. The  kingship  of England meant little to  him: he was more  French  than  English  in spirit and was very much the son of his  mother,  Eleanor  of Aquitaine  (who  had  divorced  Louis VII and  married  Henry  after  her  return  from  the  Second  Crusade) .  The coronation of the  first  King  of England  to  take  the  Cross  unleashed a  powerful  excitement  in  England,  however,  and  at once  the  darker passions  of crusading  emerged.  A  deputation  of Jews  who  were  at-
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tending the coronation was attacked by the crowd: as always, crusading fervor  meant  an  outbreak  of popular  anti-Semitism.  The  mob  then went on  to  attack the  Jewish community in  London. As one  of the chroniclers  puts  it:  "Many  of those  who  were  hastening  to  go  to Jerusalem  determined  first  to  rise  against  the  Jews."  It  seemed  that Jews and Muslims were now fused in an unholy alliance in the Western consciousness:  when  you  set  out  to  attack  one  of these  enemies  of God,  it was now a reflex  to attack the other. 

Richard was no anti-Semite nor did he have any hatred of Muslims per se: he saw Saladin and his army as ordinary military foes.  Indeed Richard had  always  favored the Jews, who had  helped to finance his expensive wars. He quelled the riots in London and allowed one Jew, who had saved his life by submitting to baptism, to adjure his baptismal vows. But he could not control this crusading anti-Semitism. As Easter and Passover approached  the  following year  and  as  more Crusaders left home to join Richard's army, all the buried fear and hatred of the Jews exploded: the Jews had slain Christ; they murdered children and baked their special Passover bread with their blood. Pogroms erupted all  over  the country.  The  most serious of these  took  place  at  York, where the Jewish community was massacred, and at Norwich,  which had  a tradition of anti-Semitism. As the chronicler records:  "All the Jews who were found in their own houses in  Norwich were slaugh tered;  some had taken refuge in the  castle."47 

Meanwhile, a very spectacular crusading army had left Europe. On March 27,  1 1 88, the  Holy  Roman  Emperor  Frederick  Barbarossa took the Cross but  a whole year elapsed  before  he  fulfilled  his vow. Finally he set out in early May 1 1 89, taking the dangerous land route to the Holy Land.  It was the largest force ever to leave Europe:  awed contemporaries estimated that there were 50,000 cavalry and 100,000 foot  soldiers.  Frederick was the first emperor of the West to take the Cross  and  inevitably,  when they saw  his  vast army  marching  east, people  recalled  the  dream  of the  Last  Emperor of ancient prophecy who would conquer the  East and  force  the return of Christ and  the Last Days upon the world. An eruption of apocalyptic  hopes  seized many of the soldiers in Frederick's army, which was exactly what the 

aging  Emperor  intended.  His lifework had  been  to  revive  the  Holy 

Roman  Empire  of Charlemagne  and to  establish  himself and  his  de scendants as emperors of Europe.  He had already  acquired an aura of glamour and prestige.  One of his  methods  had  been to  appropriate Charlemagne, the Frank, as the ancestor of the German people. Fred erick had got Charlemagne canonized in Germany and had commis
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Charlemagne, which made much of Charlemagne's legendary pilgrim age to  Jerusalem and his so-called "holy wars" against the Muslims of Spain.  Doubtless  Frederick's choice of the land route  was  prompted by  the  image  of himself walking  in  Charlemagne's  footsteps  to  the Holy  Land.  Frederick  knew  that  the  Emperor  Alexander  the  Great had ruled the known world after his victory in the East and he hoped that a victory over Saladin would bring him a similar glory and power. Naturally Saladin watched the slow approach of this mighty German army with  dread. 

Then  a totally unexpected event occurred which seemed like a new 

"salvation" for the Muslims. The land route had proved as dangerous as  ever and many of the Crusaders died.  On June 10,  1 190, the army arrived at the  river of Calycadnus  in the  plain  of Seleucia.  Fully clad in  his  armor,  Barbarossa  leaped  into  the  raging  river,  either to  cool himself or  in  a  display  of crusading  bravado,  but  the  shock  proved too great and he probably suffered a heart attack, drowning instantly. It was the end of the Crusade.  Without their Emperor, the Germans lost the special appeal of their imperial expedition. Thousands deserted and only a tiny remnant limped into Antioch. To Saladin, this dramatic event  seemed  to  have  been  arranged  by  God  and  his  conviction  of righteousness soared. The death of the  Emperor was a great blow to the  West.  But  if their  apocalyptic  dreams  were  over,  there  was  still hope  for the Third Crusade and  people eagerly watched the progress of Richard's  and  Philip's  armies,  which  had  set out  from V ezelay  in July 1 190. 

This progress was slow. As agreed,  both kings and their armies met 

in Sicily as they intended to sail to Acre rather than risk the disastrous land  route.  Once in Sicily,  however, they spent so much time sorting out their own  private feuds  and quarrels that winter had set in and it was decided to  wait  for  more clement weather.  It was  not until the spring of 1 19 1  that the two armies finally set sail for Acre, where the Christians  were  in desperate  straits.  Philip  arrived  first  and  promptly began  to  reorganize  the  siege  but  Richard  still  delayed,  capturing Cyprus and a Muslim supply ship as part of a personal adventure. Yet his  arrival  on  June 6 was  decisive  to  the  exhausted  Christian  army. Richard was a far more charismatic figure than the colder, less attractive Philip:  he  was  handsome,  glamorous,  a  poet  and  troubadour  and  a first-class soldier. When he  finally  arrived with twenty-five  ships  bear ing  arms,  men  and  equipment,  there  were  huge  demonstrations  of excitement and hopes were  high :  the Franks  lit great fires  in celebra tion. "As for  the  Muslims,"  wrote  Baha  ad-Din,  "their  hearts  were filled with apprehension." They knew that he was a formidable enemy: 
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"His kingdom and standing were inferior to those of the French king, but his wealth, reputation and valour were greater."48 There was panic in the Muslim camp  but Saladin  urged his men to  rededicate them selves to the jihad and to trust in God's undoubted support.49 

The siege of Acre had  been  the  most protracted  and desperate of the whole crusading movement.  Inside  the city the  Muslim  garrison and civilians had suffered  a siege of two years. Around the city walls camped the Christians and encircling them was Saladin's army, unable to  reach the Muslims  inside  the  city.  There  were  sickness  and  bitter political strife and rivalry inside the Christian camp and this was only exacerbated by the rivalry and potential erunity between Richard and 

[image: ]

Philip.  But Richard saved the day:  while  Saladin was ordering special readings of the hadith, his tactics were far more pragmatic. There were no rousing sermons, no fasts.  Instead Richard offered gold pieces to any man in the army who could take a stone from the city walls, which the  Crusaders  were  trying  to  break  down.  This  would  have  been unthinkable  in  any  previous  Crusade,  but  it  worked.  The  holy  war had changed sides,  as it were, for  now it was the Muslims who were religious and the Christians who were secular in their motivation, but their holy zeal could not save the Muslim garrison, who were finally forced to  surrender  to  this  new  Christian  onslaught.  When  Saladin saw the Christian banners being unfurled from the city walls on July 

12, he wept like a child. 

Negotiations  began.  This simple statement marks  a turning point in crusading: no other Crusaders from the West would have considered making terms with the infidel but Richard and Philip were pragmatists and saw nothing amiss in diplomacy, which was a normal part of the 

war  game. As for  the  Palestinian  Franks,  the  disaster of Hittin  had shown them the danger of unrealistic religious  chauvinism.  In meet ings with the Muslim army it was agreed that Acre would be surren dered to the Christians,  together with 15,000 Christian prisoners of war. Saladin must return the True Cross, which had disappeared after 

the Battle of Hittin.  Once the terms had been agreed,  Philip <iecided that he had done his duty and went home and Richard, now the sole leader of the Crusade, planned a new campaign against the Muslims. 

Even though his men were thoroughly enjoying a vacation in Acre, Richard was eager to press on. He found himself financially burdened by  the  large  numbers of prisoners of war and on August 20 he  had 

2700 Muslims,  including women  and  children,  brought outside  the 

city .walls and killed in cold blood and in full view of Saladin's  army. When Saladin had had too many prisoners, he had released thousands of them but this had backfired and led to an effective Christian resis-266                     H O L Y  W A R  

tance  in  Tyre  and  Acre.  When  Richard  had  too  many  prisoners  he killed them, but this ruthless pragmatism also proved to be a mistake: Muslim morale was at a very low ebb,  but when Saladin's  army saw that the  Franks were as ready as ever to  commit atrocities they ded icated themselves to the jihad with new determination,  realizing that there could be no peace for them until they had expelled the Christians from  Palestine. 

Hostilities  resumed. The Crusaders were not used to the heat and 

many  suffered  severe  sunstroke,  fainted,  fell  from  their  horses  and were killed where they lay.  Nevertheless Richard was able to press on down the coast as far as Caesarea, where he asked for new talks but, as he demanded-quite unrealistically-nothing less than the  return of the  whole  of the  Holy  Land,  including  Jerusalem,  the  peace  ne gotiations broke up.  Richard's army continued to thrive:  he defeated Saladin at Arsuf, and the Muslims began to look askance at their leader, who seemed to have lost his old touch. Then the Christians managed to  reconquer Jaffa  and,  once  again,  Richard  asked for  a truce.  Both sides needed a rest and Richard realized that, despite his recent success, the Crusaders were in no position to recover the whole country: even if they  achieved  this,  the  Palestinian  Franks  would  never  be  able to hold the Holy Land against the Muslims once the Crusaders had gone home.  He wanted to recoup some of the Christian losses by diplomacy but al-Adil, who was  in charge of the negotiations, shrewdly under stood  the  Christian  position  and  urged  Saladin  not  to  give  in  too easily.  Richard  and Saladin never met:  even though  Richard was fas cinated by the great Sultan, Saladin said that it was not fitting for two kings  to  meet while they were at war.  So Richard dealt with  al-Adil and soon  became very fond of him, calling him "my brother and my friend."5° For his part, al-Adil did not share Saladin's extreme view of the conflict and was perfectly prepared to make friends with Christians, provided, of course, that they did not pose a serious political threat. He and Richard were both secularly minded pragmatists and in Chap ter 10 we shall  see  that,  for the  rest of his life,  al-Adil was ready to accept a peaceful coexistence in Palestine whereby Christians and Mus lims lived side by side in harmony and to the material profit of each. 

But in spite of all this good will, which made this Crusade different 

from  any other,  there  was  deadlock  when  the question of Jerusalem came up.  Richard insisted that the Holy City belonged to the  Chris tians: "Jerusalem is for us an object of worship that we could not give up," he wrote to Saladin, "even if there were only one of us left." The same applied to the rest of the Holy Land:  "It must be consigned to us. "51 Even the realistic Richard could not be rational about the "holi-

1 1 6 8 - 1 1 9 2   267 

ness" of Jerusalem but spoke with the inarticulate urgency that has so often,  right up to the  present day,  made  it impossible for people  to be objective about the Holy City.  Richard was emotionally convinced that the Christians "must" possess the Holy Land at a very deep level, too  deep  to  explain;  because  Jerusalem  was  central  to  his  Western 

identity,  the  Christian right to  the city seemed  self-evident.  Saladin, whose jihad had always been more rational, had no difficulty in putting his case forward logically and politically: 

Jerusalem is  ours  as  much  as  yours:  indeed it is even more sacred 

to  us  than  it is to  you  for  it is  the  place  from which our  Prophet 

accomplished his  nocturnal journey  and the place where our com

munity will gather on the day of Judgement.  Do not imagine that 

we can renounce it or vacillate on this point. The land was originally 

ours,  whereas  you  have  only  just  arrived  and  have  taken  it  over 

because of the weakness of the Muslims living there at that time. 52 

Richard's  next  move  was  an extraordinary  proposal  that  shocked both  sides.  He suggested that his sister Joanna should marry al-Adil 

and  that  the  couple  should  rule  the  Holy  Land  between  them,  as 53 Muslim King and Christian Queen. This, of course, would be exactly what Richard would have suggested in a similar situation in Europe: 

it is a very clear demonstration of the fact that Richard saw the Muslims as normal human beings,  with whom one could make perfectly rea sonable arrangements by means of diplomacy and marriage alliances. 

He  never saw  them  as  the  monstrous  enemies  of God. But,  as  one 

might expect, this proposal was far too radical and, indeed, the solution of sharing the Holy Land is still rejected passionately by many of its 

inhabitants  today.  Al-Adil  was  visibly  intrigued  and  tempted  by the 

proposal, but Saladin merely dismissed it, assuming that Richard must 

be joking. For her part, Joanna refused point-blank to marry an infidel and horrified churchmen pointed out to Richard that such a marriage 

would  be  invalid.  Nothing  daunted  Richard,  and  he  asked  al-Adil whether he would be willing to become a Christian to get around this 

and  al-Adil declined very politely  but  invited Richard  to  dinner  at Lydda on November 8. 54 The banquet was a great success and Chris tians and Muslims exchanged gifts and parted with warm avowals of 

eternal friendship.  It was meetings like this which showed the futility 

of the  religious  strife,  for,  as  was  always  the  case,  in  secular  ways 

Muslims  and  Christians  at  this  time  had  a  great  deal  in  common. 

Richard fully realized that the conflict was wasteful and pointless. He 

had written to Saladin: "the Muslims and the Franks are bleeding to death, the country  is  utterly ruined and goods and  lands have been 268                     H O L Y  W A R  

sacrificed  on  both  sides.  The  time  has  come  to  stop  this. "55  Saladin agreed.  He was  anxious  for peace  for his own  reasons  but the terms of peace had to  reflect the  realities of the situation.  He was certainly not going ro accede to  Richard's  demands for the return of Jerusalem ro  the  Christians nor could he countenance the  idea of the marriage between  Joanna  and ai-Ad.il, which  seemed  a  frivolous  suggestion. Saladin had  great respect for  Richard  as  a soldier but  he  found  him essentially  lacking  in  the  seriousness  that  he,  Saladin,  expected  of a great knight. 

At the end of the year the talks had reached deadlock again, so the 

fighting resumed, but still both sides were in constant touch and ready to  talk.  Richard managed to conquer more towns  along the coast as far  as  Askelon,  but  Saladin  was  always  able  to  take  back  one  city whenever Richard had won another. It was a military stalemate. Twice the Crusaders advanced as far inland as Beit Nuba, which is only twelve miles  from  Jerusalem,  and  on  both  occasions  the  common  soldiers became inspired for the  first time  by the old  crusading  passions. The mere  proximity  of the  Holy  City  had,  as  usual,  touched  some  vital nerve and they longed to  go forward and conquer.  Inside Jerusalem, the Muslims were certain that the Christians would advance and knew that in that case  they would  be in for  a hard siege and perhaps even a  defeat.  They  also  knew  that  the  Crusaders  would  not  behave  like Saladin and that there  would be another massacre, perhaps even more violent  than  the massacre of 1 099, as the Christians  avenged  Hittin. Although  the emirs  blustered  and  protested their loyalty,  there  was panic in the city and the  leaders feared a massive desertion. 

Saladin's reaction to this crisis gives us a telling view of the essentially 

practical  nature of the  Islamic jihad.  He was deeply depressed by the events  of the  Third  Crusade, for which  he  had to  blame  himself in large  measure,  and the first time  Richard's  troops reached  Beit Nuba it seemed to  him that all was lost. The enthusiasm for jihad was still very new  in  the  Muslim  world and had not taken  deep root;  he was very much  afraid  that  his  emirs would desert  and  all  night  long he and Baha ad-Din sat up, turning over all the possible courses of action and discussing first this solution and then that.  They felt increasingly desolate:  "It  was  winter,"  wrote  Baha  ad-Din,  "and  we were  alone but  for God."56 Yet they could find no  solution to  their frightening predicament  and  Saladin  seemed  overwhelmed  with  despair.  Even tually they went to bed, but scarcely had their heads touched the pillow when the muezzin called the faithful to the dawn prayer. Baha ad-Din went back to the Sultan's room to make his prayers with him as usual and  found  Saladin washing himself.  Both  men looked at each other 
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blearily and admitted that they had not slept a wink. But that morning 

Baha  ad-Din  had  an  idea-an  idea  that  would  have  occurred  to  a Crusader long ago. Why did they not pray about this?  he asked. They 

had  done  everything  they  possibly  could,  exhausted  all  their  human 

resources,  and  there  was  nothing  more  they  could  do.  Surely  they should put the matter in God's hands.  Ninety years earlier, when the First Crusaders had found themselves facing almost cettain disaster in Antioch, they had rurned  instinctively to  prayer and had saved them selves by finding a visionary solution. But Baha ad-Din dearly felt that 

prayer for divine aid was a rather controversial idea, for he seemed to 

need to  argue  it out: 

on this subject there is  an  authentic hadith of the Prophet, saying: 

"My God,  all my earthly power to  bring victory to  your  Faith  has 

come to  nothing:  my  only  resource  is  to  turn to  You  and  to  rely 

on  Your help and trust in  Your goodness.  You are  my  sufficiency, 

You are the best preserver!" God is too generous to let your prayers 57 

go  to  waste. 

It  seemed  a  novel  suggestion  to  Saladin  too:  "How  shall  we  do  it?" he asked, a question that would have seemed patently unnecessary to a  Crusader.  Baha ad-Din  did not suggest  an  outpouring of personal 

prayer or a mystical flight but a very formal  and official petition.  He 

advised Saladin to give alms  privately and perform two raka'at (ritual 

prostrations)  at the Friday prayers that afternoon  at  al-Aqsa.  Saladin followed his secretary's advice.  He performed two raka'at on the very spot whence the  Prophet ascended to heaven during the Night Jour ney. "I saw him prostrate," Baha ad-Din recorded, ''with tears running down his white beard and on to  his prayer-mat, but I could not hear 

what he said. "58 The story shows us that, unlike the Jews and Christians 

in  their  holy  war,  Muslims  do  not  expect  God  to  intervene  to  save 

them. Theirs is a more self-reliant faith and they feel that God expects 

them  to  fight  as  though everything  depended  upon  them.  God  will 

not help them unless they have  made every effort  to  save  themselves 

first. 

On  the  very  same  day  the  captain  of the  advance  guard  brought 

Saladin  some  marvelous  news.  The  Franks  had  left  Beit  Nuba  and were marching back to the  coast.  The danger was over.  But where  a 

Christian would have seen that as entirely due to God and an  answer 

to prayer, Baha ad-Din gives a very accurate account of Richard's own 

very practical reasons for withdrawing and not attacking the city. The Templars  and  Hospitalers  had  persuaded  him  that  conquering  the 

Holy  City  would  be  useless  and  ultimately  even  dangerous  for  the 2 70                           H O L Y  W A R  

Christians who lived in Palestine. After the Crusaders had gone home, Saladin would certainly reconquer ai-Quds and might follow that by a new offensive  against the  Franks in their  coastal cities.  Further, the winrer rains  were  very  heavy  and  the  hills  around  Jerusalem  almost impassable.  Previous  Crusaders  would  have  scorned  such  prudence and caution and Richard's men, inspired for the first time by religious zeal, clamored for  him to go forward.  Richard, the secular pragmatist, would not  dream  of leaving  it  all  in  God's  hands  and went  back to Jaffa,  persuaded  by these eminently sensible suggestions.  His secular crusading  was  in  fact  very  dose  in  spirit  to  Saladin's  Islamic jihtui, which  turned  to  God  only  as  a  last  resort.  On  the  second  occasion that Richard's army reached Beit Nuba he managed to capture a large Muslim convoy carrying food  and equipment to Jerusalem, taking rich booty  and  thousands  of horses  and  camels.  Yet  still  Richard  would not capitalize on his victory for the same pragmatic reasons. One day, while he was riding in the hills that surround Jerusalem, he suddenly came within sight of the Holy City. Instantly he covered his face with his  shield  and  turned  away:  he would  not  look at the  city,  he  cried, that  God  had  not  allowed  him  to  conquer.59  This  was  a  knightly gesture,  but  in  reality  Richard  had  no  intention  of jeopardizing the security  of the  Christians in  Palestine  by  pressing on to Jerusalem. 

By  August  he  was  desperate  for  a  settlement. There was  absolute 

military deadlock between the rwo sides; his troops, having been twice balked of the chance of conquering Jerusalem, were furious and almost mutinous;  he had bad news from home, where Philip Augustus-his former  fellow  Crusader-had  invaded  his  lands  in  France.  Finally Richard himself became ill. Saladin graciously sent him his own doctor and  sent  gifrs  of fruit  and snow  to  make  cooling  drinks,  but  he  re mained adamant and would make no further concessions. Eventually, on September 2, Richard capitulated and a treaty was signed for  five years,  which  showed that both sides had had to compromise. Saladin had to accept that he was not going to be able to throw all the Franks into the sea and then pursue them into Europe. Instead, there would be a thin coastal kingdom stretching from Jaffa to Beirut which would have its capital at Acre, though its king would still wistfully call himself King of Jerusalem.  Richard  had to  accept  that  he  was not going to reconquer  the  Holy  City  but  he  had  won  the  right  for  Christian pilgrims to pray there. Muslims and Christians had to recognize each other's existence in Palestine and in the Holy City. 

The story of the fall of Jerusalem and the Third Crusade seems to 

suggest that where  practical  realism prevailed. there was a  possibility of peaceful coexistence and mutual respect. It was their religions that 
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drove  the  Christians  and  Muslims  apart.  Otherwise  they  shared  the same  courtly  values.  Saladin  and  Richard  both  respected  each  other as knights. At one moment during a battle at Jaffa, when the Crusaders' cavalry seemed exhausted, Richard himselfled the spearmen in a charge against the  Muslims,  and  Saladin was  almost beside himself with fu rious admiration. When he  saw Richard's horse  fall  Wlder  him,  the Sultan at once sent his groom into the fray with rwo fresh horses for the brave King of England.60 It is another example of the secular grace with  which  Muslim  and  Christian  could  respond  to  one  another  in gesrures that both  perfectly Wlderstood.  In Europe there were many similar legends about the rwo great knights Richard  and  Saladin.  In one  of these,  Richard  entered  Jerusalem  incognito  and dined with Saladin:  they had  a very amicable  meal  and  in the  course of conver sation  Richard  asked  the  Sultan  what  he  thought  of  the  King  of England.  Saladin  replied that Richard excelled  in the chivalric virtue of bravery, but that he was sometimes inclined to spoil this by being too rash in battle.  For his part, he,  Saladin, preferred to cultivate the chivalric virtues of moderation, even in battle. 61 The story shows that in  Europe  Richard  and  Saladin were  both  seen  as  exemplars  of the chivalric  ideal.  It  is  a  criticism  of Richard  and  praise  of the  Sultan who conquered Jerusalem but who was still seen as a true knight with 

qualities  that  Richard  lacked.  Instead  of seeing  the  Muslim  and  the Christian as polar opposites,  the legend shows them as two halves of the ideal. 

The legend of Richard in Europe  is revealing in another way.  He must surely be  one of the most famous of the English kings and yet after his coronation he spent only a few months in the coWltry, which he bled dry to pay for his campaigns in France and in the Holy Land. Yet during his absence on the Crusade he became known as the Lion heart  and  is  reputed to  have  been  a  great  King  of England  simply because he  led  an  army to  the  Holy  Land.  It shows that  crusading was deeply important as  a value  in Europe,  for all that  it seemed to be becoming a rather secular pursuit. Perhaps one of the most famous legends  about  Richard  concerns  his  favorite  troubadour  Blonde!  of Nesle.  On his way home from  Palestine,  Richard was taken  prisoner in Austria  and  Blonde! wandered throughout Europe,  searching for 

him.  One  day  he  sat  beneath  the  walls  of the  castle  where  Richard was a prisoner and sang a song that he and the  King had composed together.  Halfway through he  paused,  and  Richard,  who  had  been 

listening in his cell, took the song up and Blonde! could go to England 

and  tell  the  people where  Richard was.  The  story shows  a  yearning devotion to the Crusader King, who seems bathed in a highly idealized 272                     H O L Y  W A R  

and romantic  light,  even  though  he  was  really  a  ruthless  and  even cruel  pragmatist.  For those  who  stayed  at  home,  crusading  was  be coming a distant and glamorous affair, very different from the bloody reality.  Yet  there was  another legend too  that shows  a  buried worry about this new kind of Crusader who sailed home without bothering to  go  and  pray  at  the  Holy  Sepulchre:  he  is  reputed  to  have  eaten Muslim flesh with  relish-he had been sick unto death at the siege of Acre and developed a craving for pork. Because there was none avail able  in  this  Muslim  country,  the  desperate  cook  served  up  Saracen flesh  instead  and  Richard  not only  found  it quite  delicious  but was instantly  cured.  He rose  from  his  bed  immediately  and  went out to massacre  a few  thousand  Muslims.  When  he found out  what  he  had eaten,  he simply roared with laughter.  During  the  First  Crusade,  the Tafurs  had  been  said  to  eat  Muslim  flesh,  but they had not enjoyed it  like  Richard,  who  seems  to  break  this  taboo  quite  easily  and  feel no disgust. This story was very popular in France during the reign of Richard's enemy Philip Augusrus, but it may reflect a repressed view of crusading  as  a  monstrous activity,  especially  when  one  bears  in mind the sympathetic legends that were developing about Saladin.62 

The  story of Richard's  Crusade shows  a  certain  cooling of the  re

ligious  atmosphere  among  the  Franks;  similarly,  after  the  death  of Saladin in 1 1 93 ai-Adil eventually ruled in a more secular spirit than his brother. The practice of the holy war had no strong roots among the  Muslim  people of the Middle East;  once the Christian threat had declined, the  enthusiasm  for jihad died a swift,  natural  death.  In Eu rope,  however,  the  practice  of the  holy  war was  now  central  to  the developing  Western  mentality.  Europeans  continued  to  declare  war against the Muslims in the  Near  East and  large,  ever more efficiently equipped forces of Western Christians arrived to fight for the recovery of Jerusalem in a war to promote the interests of God's people against the evil  infidel.  These  Crusades  were often very embarrassing to  the Franks  in the area; Muslims and Christians had  both discovered that they  could  coexist  to  their  mutual  enrichment  and  the  Franks  were reluctant  to jeopardize their precarious  position  in Palestine  by a re newal of the holy war. Had the people of Europe abandoned crusading as the Muslims abandoned the jihad, the Franks might have kept their states for longer than they did. 

In 1987 the  anniversary  of the  eighth  centenary of the Battle of 

Hirtin passed quite unnoticed in Europe. Today crusading enthusiasm takes other forms, as we shall discuss in  Part  III  of this book. But in Israel the anniversary of Hinin was commemorated with deep interest by  both  Arabs  and Jews.  It is  easy to see why the  victory  of Hirtin 
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should  be  an  exciting idea to the  Palestinians.  Ever since the days  of the Balfour Declaration their poets had been calling for a new Saladin to lead his people to victory:  Saladin, the  Kurd, had become an Arab hero. After Hittin, Saladin had built an inn and a mosque near Jericho, dedicated  to  the Prophet Moses,  for the  use  of the  Muslim  pilgrims who were now able to  visit their holy places  in  ai-Quds.  It  had  long been  a custom in  Palestine  to  process each year from  this  Nabi Musa complex in the Judean desert to Jerusalem, in memory of the Muslim return to  their holy city  in 1 1 87. Not surprisingly,  this  annual event had  become  an  aggressive  event in  the  Palestinian  year since  the  cre ation of the state of Israel.  It was  a strong  reminder of the crusading period, when the Muslim people had successfully repelled the invaders from  the  West,  as  the  Arab  historians  increasingly  reminded  their people.  On July 3, 1987, there was a special rally on the mountain of Hittin itself and meetings of Palestinians throughout the country dis cussed the importance of this event in the  history of the region. 

The Israelis naturally took a more somber view of the  anniversary but they certainly did not ignore it. There were several  programs  on the Crusades that week on Israeli television and on July 3 itselfJoshua Prawer,  the  distinguished  Israeli  historian  of  the  Crusades,  gave  a lecture on the significance of crusading on the 9 P.M. television  news. Nobody was resorting to simplistic ideas of history repeating itself or of a  deterministic  force  in  the  historical  process  to  suggest  that any Western  state  in  the  region  would  inevitably  be  ejected.  But the  fall of the  Kingdom  of Jerusalem  struck  a  chord  of recognition:  people could  see  some  worrying  resemblances  between  the  position  of the Christians  on  the  eve  of Hittin  and  their  own.  Thus  people  pointed to  the  deep  divisions  in  Israeli  society.  Gloomy  commentators  quite often speak of the possibility of a civil war in Israel,  particularly dwell

ing  on  the  conflict  between  religious  and  secular  Israelis,  who  have very different ideas of what the state should be and do. In 1 987 Israelis were uncomfortably aware that they had  a radical religious  minority 

on  the  far  right that was  pursuing  belligerent  policies  that  many  felt to be  dangerous:  in 1984 members  of the  Jewish  underground  had 

actually  plotted  to  blow  up  the  Dome  of the  Rock  and  ai-Aqsa,  an 

act  which  would  have  roused  the  united hostility of the  whole Arab 

world.  This  seemed  remarkably  close  to  the  spirit  of  Reynauld  of 

Chatillon's  attempt  to  attack  the  holy  cities  of Mecca  and  Medina. 

Could the religious far right push Israel into a new war with the Arabs or cause a civil war within the country as  Reynauld and his followers had done?  These were disturbing questions. 

Further,  the  Christians  had  lost  their kingdom in one  day,  in  one 274                     H O L Y  W A R  

battle.  Israelis  are  deeply  aware  that,  while  the  Arabs  can  afford  to Jose war after war,  they cannot lose  a single one. The trauma of Hittin haunts many Israelis, not surprisingly because Israel, like the Christian states, is surrounded by a hostile Muslim world which refuses her right to  exist.  Like the Crusaders,  Israel  had profited from the  disunity  in the Arab world. But there is always the possibility that the Arab states will one day find a new charismatic Saladin-possibly a radical Muslim leader-to  unite  them  in  a joint and  successful  war against the  state of Israel. 

In  the  next  two  chapters  we  shall  consider  the  revival  of the  idea 

of a holy war and the rise of religious extremism on both sides of the Arab-Israeli conflict and assess its danger:  could religion be as perilous or  (depending on your point of view)  as profitable in the region as it was  during  the  Middle  Ages?  It  is  an  appropriate  point  at  which  to move  into  the  modem  period.  After  the  Third  Crusade  there  was  a religious  detente  in  the  Middle  East  on  both  sides  of the  conflict. Passion for the holy war was really only a European enthusiasm hence forth,  and  in  Part  III  we  shall  examine  this  new  phase  of Western crusading which has lasted to the present day. This is the time to look at the revival of religion in the Middle East. The Arab-Israeli problem began  as  a  deliberately  secular  conflict  on  both  sides,  but  on  both sides  religion  is  becoming  more  and  more  important  and  this  could have fateful  consequences.  Israel in particular is vulnerable to internal division  and  to  the  religious  revival  in  the Muslim world,  just  as the Christians were in the Middle Ages.  Further,  the nightmare of a con certed  Arab  attack  led  by  a  charismatic  leader  is  no chimera:  Israelis have  already  experienced  this  horror.  In 1 967 on  the  eve  of the  Six Day  War  it  seemed  that  the  unthinkable  was  about  to  happen  and that  Israel  would  fall  before the  invading  Arab  armies  who  were  led by  the Arab  hero of Suez:  Gamal Abdel  Nasser. 
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a close ally of the  Soviet  Union.  The  new  regime  was  deeply sym I circle of enemies who were dedicated to her destruction.  In 1966 there had been a left-wing coup in Syria, which made that country n  1967 the state of lsrael seemed to be surrounded by a powerful pathetic toward the Palestinian fedayeen movements, particularly those with socialist ideologies like the PFLP and the PDFLP. It encouraged them to  make  a new series of terrorist raids  in  Israeli  territory from 

his Syria.  Hafez  al-Assad, the  new  Defense Minister, taunted Nasser for cowardice  in  avoiding  a confrontation  with  Israel:  Syria seemed 

to offer a challenging claim to  be the  leader of the  Arab  nation.  On May  1 3,  1967,  the  Soviets informed Syria  that  Israel was  about  to invade  its  territory.  Soviet  intelligence  may  have  been  misinformed 

here:  there was no plan for such  an  invasion,  though  there was  talk of further retaliation  against  Syria to stop the  new  surge of fedayeen activity.  Nasser could hang back no longer and on May  1 7  he  began 

a  series  of provocative  acts  which  allied  him with  Syria  in  a state of war against Israel.  First, he moved 100,000 Egyptian troops into the 

Sinai  Peninsula,  which had  been a demilitarized zone since the  Suez 

war.  The  following day he ordered  UN  forces  to  leave  the  area  and the UN complied.  On May 22 he closed the Gulf of Aqaba to Israeli shipping and on May 23 Israel declared this to be an aggressive action 

against  her  sovereignty,  with  the  full  support  of the  United  States. On May 30, King Hussein ofJordan signed a military agreement with Egypt and Iraqi troops began to gather in Jordan. A new Arab alliance, based entirely on enmity to the state of Israel, had been achieved and 

the  Jewish  state was  now even  more tighrly encircled than  the  Cru saders had been by Saladin and his supporters. 

Nasser's initial reluctance seemed to have been swept aside  by the force of his  own  rhetoric:  Egypt was now prepared to defend  Syria, 
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nation . The Arabs were despised by Britain, America and Israel, who were prepared once  again to harry the Arab people.  Only the Soviet Union was their friend.  But Egypt was now prepared : 

Every  one  of us is  ready  to  die  and  not  give  away  a  grain  of his country's sand. This for us is the greatest honour. It is the greatest honour  for  us  to  defend  our  country.  We  are  nor  scared  by  the imperialist,  Zionist or reactionary campaigns.  We are independent and we know the taste of freedom. We have built a strong national army  and  achieved  our aims. We  are  building our country.  There is currently a propaganda campaign, a psychological campaign, and a  campaign  of doubt  against  us.  We  leave  all  this  behind  us  and follow the course of duty and victory. ' 

During  the  past  twenty years  the  Israelis had  become  horribly  fa

miliar with  the  rhetoric  of Arab leaders  like Nasser, who had persis tently vowed  to  annihilate  the  Jewish  state,  exterminate  its  Jewish population  and  drive all the Jews  into the sea.  Now  that they were finally  confronting a  united  Arab  world,  they  assumed,  naturally enough,  that  the  Arabs  would carry  out  their  vow.  The  terrifying period before the June War of 1967 has become known as the Ham tana, the  waiting  period. The  Jews  were  waiting to  be  annihilated. The  Holocaust was ever present as a terrible possibility and the new Arab  anti-Semires  now seemed confident  that  they could  defeat the Israeli  army.  In  contrast  to  Nasser,  the  Israeli Prime  Minister Levi Eshk.ol  mumbled  confusedly  in  his  speech  to  the  nation  and  young Jewish  soldiers  broke  their radios  and  wept  with  terror  and  shame. Eshk.ol seemed typical of the old Jew, whom  Zionism had sought to replace.  But  there was  a  hidden  strength  beneath  the  unpromising exterior and Israeli leaders like Moshe Dayan and Yitzhak Rabin were quietly  confident  of the  ability of the  Israeli  Defense Forces to repel the Arab arrack. 

On June 5 the Israelis felt justified in launching a preemptive strike 

against Nasser and that morning they  destroyed  almost  the  whole  of the Egyptian air force on the ground.  Eshk.ol and  Dayan  assured  the nation that this was to be a war of defense, not a war of aggrandize ment.  The  Israelis  had  no  designs  on  "one  foot  of Arab  territory," Eshk.ol promised.2 The extraordinary events of the next six days, how ever, changed all that. Jordan and Syria had been misinformed about the confrontation with Egypt and had no idea of the full strength of Israel's  victory,  which  had  knocked  Egypt  out  of the  war  before  it 

started. Accordingly, Jordan and Syria entered the war and Israel felt 7 justified  in  attacking Jordanian  and  Syrian  territory.  On  June  she 
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conquered the Old City of Jerusalem and during the next  two  days she followed up this important victory by taking the area now known as the  West Bank from  Jordan  and  the  Golan  Heights  from  Syria  as well as  Sinai  and the Gaza  Strip  from  Egypt.  In six fateful days Israel had  not only repelled her  enemies  and  proved their  might  to  be  in effective  but she had conquered extensive territory. 

We  have  seen  that  an  unexpected  victory  or a dramatic  reversal of fortune  has  often  made  people  feel  that  they  have  a  special  divine destiny. The Six Day War made a powerful and deep impression upon the Jewish people, who felt that they had been providentially snatched from destruction  and  given  the victory as  dramatically as  when  God had saved the ancient Israelites at the Red Sea.  Indeed the philosopher Martin Buber made  that very comparison  between  the  Exodus  from Egypt  and  the  June  victory.•  Yitzhak  Rabin,  who  had  liberated  the Old City of Jerusalem,  which  had  been closed to  Israelis  since 1 948, described it as a moment of religious revelation: it "revealed as though 

by a flash of lighming truths that were deeply hidden."• "It was a truly 

religious  moment,"  says  the  Israeli  scholar  Harold  Fisch,  "the  expe rience  of  a  miracle.  It  had  a  special  metaphysical  character."5  The victory also had a profound effect upon the Jews of the diaspora, just as the Crusaders' conquest of Jerusalem had stirred the  Christians of 

Europe.  "God has had a  dream,"  wrote the  American  Zionist  scholar Abraham Hesche!, "and the  task of lsrael is to  interpret that dream." He saw the  victory as yet  another example of God's continuous  love affair with his  people,  of which  the  creation  of the state of Israel and 

its preservation and enlargement were just the latest examples. "In the 

upbuilding  of the  land  we  are  aware  of  responding  to  the  Biblical 

Covenant,  to  an  imperative  that kept  on  speaking to  us  throughout 

the  ages,  and  which  never  became  obsolete  or  stale.'"'  Just  as  the 

Crusaders had seen their victory as an act of salvation history that had vital consequences  for the whole world, some Zionists began  to  feel that they had a religious mission and were acting out the divine plan. 

In  this  exalted  mood,  there  was  no  question  in  the  minds  of many 

Israelis that they had a right to keep the territories they had conquered from the Arabs, even though in November 1967 the United Nations 

in Resolution 242 ordered Israel to  return  to  her borders  before  the 

outbreak of hostilities. 

The Labor government of Levi Eshkol, which was later led by Golda Meir and then by Yitzhak Rabin, applied the old Zionist flexibility to 

the · new  situation.  At  first  the  Laborites  were  clear  that  they  were 

establishing  an  occupation  in  Gaza,  the  West  Bank,  Sinai  and  the 

Golan  Heights;  even  though  this  had  been  the  result  of a  war  into 2 78                            H O L Y  W A R  

which they had been impelled by the Arabs, they would make this the most beneficent  occupation  in  history.  Then  they  decided  that  they would  hold on to  the territories  until  a final  peace was  achieved with the Arab world, when they would exchange territory for peace. Finally, they began to see the territories as essential to Israel's security. At last Israel  had  defensible  borders  and  the  occupied  territories  would  be settled by  military  settlements  to ensure that there would be no more harrying  of Jews  by fedayeen or aggressive Arab states. 

In  this  the  Labor government was  officially committed to  putting 

a  brake  on  the  fierce  enthusiasm  and  heady  visions  of many  Israeli people  after the  Six  Day War.  But not everybody was exultant.  War, even a just and victorious war, can produce extreme and contradictory reactions in a nation.  The violence, the loss of life, even conquest itself can  prove  to  be  problematic  and  to  induce  a  profound  depression. Israel's six-day victory was  no exception.  Many of the young  people, who  had  been  brought  up  on  the kibbutzim and  were  imbued  with the  moral  visions  of Labor  Zionism,  were  utterly  dismayed  by  the experience of war.  Many of them had wept when they were  reunited with  the  Wailing  Wall  in  the  Old  City  of Jerusalem:  tough  young commandos had leaned against its stones and wept in much the same way as the Crusaders had wept when they entered the Holy Sepulchre in 1099. But  others  were  surprised  to  find  that  they  felt nothing  at all. One young soldier recalled that when he heard about the Jerusalem victory he simply felt numb and another said that even as they crossed into  Jordanian  territory as victors, cheered on by enthusiastic crowds, he  felt  dazed,  unhappy  and  in  a  dream. 7 There  was  also  widespread dismay  among  these  young kibbutzniks when  they  encountered  the Arabs  in the  new  territories. 

Shortly  after  the  Six  Day  War,  some  leftist  intellectuals  ftom  the 

kibbutzim felt that they had a duty to  record this obscure  and urgent distress  that the war had aroused in their young.  They recorded their findings  in  a  book called The Sennth Day, 8 which has become a CtJuse dtebre in  Israel.  In  Chapter 3 we noted that the  Zionist  ideology did not  infallibly  give  to  Sabras  an  absolute  conviction  of their  right  to the  land;  further,  that  the  moral  ideals  of Labor  Zionism  had  filled many  younger  Zionists  on  the  left with  a  sense  of guilt  toward the Palestinians. In The Sennth Day, the editors showed that many of the young soldiers, who had either been very young or had not been born in 1948, had  no  answer  when  they were asked why  they had  more right to  the  land than the Arabs:  they just  shook their  heads blankly. Some  were  shocked to discover  that  the  Palestinians  in  the  refugee camps  in  the  occupied  territories,  who  had fled  there  in 1 948, were 
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still yearning to rerum to FIIIRstin. They were horrified and filled with 

inarticulate  distress  when  they  heard  that  the  Palestinians  regarded 

Israel  as their country  and  acrually  heard  them  talking  about  their "homes" in cities like Beersheba or Haifa, which were now completely 

Jewish.  "It  made  my  blood  boil,"  one  of them  said.  "I  remember  I 

couldn't grasp  it.  After  all,  nineteen  years  had  passed . . . .  How  dare 

you say that you  are from  Beersheba  . . .  that you come  from Rehev

oth."" The kibbutzniks did  not  produce The Seventh Day in  order  to make trouble. They regarded this distress among many of their young 

people  as  a  crisis  for the  country.  They  felt they had  a duty to  make 

their  fellow countrymen  aware  of a  very  real  problem.  The  eminent 

Israeli scholar Eliezer Schweid  has  agreed  that this deep  lack of con viction  is  a  problem  for  the  Jewish  state  and  that  it  must  be  dealt 

with. 10 During the  1970s nearly half a million Israelis left the country, mainly for the United States. Israel simply cannot afford to lose citizens 

in  this way.  People  like  Schweid  and  the  editors  of The Seventh Day 

are convinced that they had a responsibility to face up  to this problem, 

rather than  to  push  it  under the  carpet.  Neither they  nor the  young 

soldiers  interviewed  had  any  desire  to  destroy  the  Jewish  state;  nor 

did  they  wish  it  to  disappear.  But  they  found  it  very  difficult,  even 

agonizing,  to  confront  the  moral  problems  raised  by  their  country, 

for which they had  fought so  bravely and  efficiently. 

Some  of The Seventh Day interviewees  found  themselves  acrually 

identifying  with  the  Palestinians.  During  the  Six  Day  War  some 

400,000  Palestinians fled the Israeli occupying forces and took refuge 

in the diaspora. Not surprisingly, many of the idealistic young soldiers were worried that Israel was causing such suffering, even though the war had not been of her choosing. One soldier remembered "a terrible 

feeling" when he met the  Palestinians  in  the occupied territories  as  a 

conqueror: 

Kids, three or four years old, already knew how to raise their arms. For me this was awful. Kids the age of my son walk with their arms above  their heads.  I  remember  that old men  and  women  came  to implore.  It  was  an  awful  feeling,  awful.  It's  a  horrible  feeling  to have to explain  to  these  women  that  nobody  intends  to kill their husbands.  Horrible,  and I can't free myself from  it. 1 1  

Amos Elon  points  out  that th e  soldier was  probably  subconsciously 

his· recalling the famous photograph of the terrified Jewish child holding hands above his head in Nazi-occupied Poland, a photograph with 

which every Israeli is familiar.  Other soldiers made the same connec

tion. As one of them said: 
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"If ! had a clear association with the . . .  holocaust, it was in a certain moment, when I was going up the Jericho-Jerusalem road and the refugees  were  streaming  down.  .  .  .  I  felt  directly  identified  with them.  When I  saw  those  children  carried  in  their parents' arms, I almost  saw  myself carried  by  my father  . . .  my  identification  was precisely with the other side, with our enemies." Still another soldier bitterly  admitted  that  when  he  entered  an  Arab  refugee  camp  in order  to  put  down  a  disorder,  he  felt  "like  a  Gestapo  man  . . .  I thought of home,  I  thought my parents were being led away."12 

Zionism had encouraged the Jews to care about poverty and oppres sion; it had taught the Sabras to hate tyranny and persecution. When Israel  entered  the  territories  in 1 967 she  did  so  as  part of an  una voidable war.  Not one of these  soldiers had questioned  the justice of the  Israeli  cause.  But when they saw the  suffering that war involved they recoiled in dismay. They are not the first young soldiers to make such a recoil, however legitimate the war may have  been.  For twenty years, writers who had been strongly committed to  Zionism had tried to  make  their  people  see  the conflict from  the  Arabs'  point  of view and, in their own way, the kibbutznik soldiers in The Swenth Day had instinctively identified with the Arabs. They were wrong in thinking that the Israelis were neo-Nazis, of course, but they had been impelled by that compassionate strain in the Zionist ideology which encouraged this kind of sympathy and empathy with the unfortunate. 

It is well known that the survivors of a catastrophe are often assailed 

[image: ]

by deep guilt:  why have they survived when so many other, worthier people  perished?  Those  who  survived the  Holocaust are often given to  this  kind  of guilt  and,  if it  is  kept within  positive  and  moderate bounds,  guilt  can  be  productive.  The  leading  poet  Yehuda  Amichai had fled Nazi Germany with his parents when he was twelve years old and had come to Israel as a refugee. After the Six Day War he wrote this  short  poem:  "On the Day of Atonement." 

On  the Day of Atonement in 1967 I put on my dark holiday suit, and went to the Old City in 

Jerusalem. 

I stood for some time, 

before  the  alcove of an Arab's shop, not far  from the Damascus Gate, a shop of buttons and zippers and spools of thread in all 

colours, 

and  snaps  and  buckles. 

A glorious light and a great many colours 
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like  a Holy Ark with  its doors  ajar. I told him  in  my heart that my  father,  too, had  a shop of threads  and  buttons. I explained to  him in my  heart all  about the  tens  of years and  the  reasons  and the circumstances because of which  I  am now here 

and my  father's  shop  is  in ashes  there, and  he  is  buried  here. 

By the  time  I  had  finished, 

it was  the  hour of "the  Locking of the Gates." He too  pulled down  the  shutter and  locked  the  gate, and  I went home with  all the  worshippers. 13 

The  prophe-ts and sages of Judaism had taught Jews to examine their 

actions and exercise compassion and imaginative sympathy for others. 

We have seen that this Jewish ttadition was inherent in the high ideals 

of Zionism  in  its  early days  and  writers  like  Amichai  feel  that  they 

have a mission to  keep this moral sense  intact. 

That  the  Israelis  were  open  to  this approach  is  evident  in  the  fact 

that Amos  Oz's  novel My  Michael, with  its  bleak  and  desolate  view 

of Israel and its sympathy for  the Arabs, became a cult book after the 

Six Day  War.  At  a  time  when  they  could  have  been  feeling  trium

phantly  righteous,  many  Israelis  felt  something  like  desolation.  In 

1967, Oz published an  article  in the  newspaper Davar, reflecting on 

the  victory  in  terms  of the  Laborite  ideal.  We  have  seen  that  the 

government was  preserving these  ideals  itself by  admitting,  first,  that 

they were  occupiers  and  insisting  that  this  Israeli  occupation  had  to 

be  beneficent-the  best in history, just as  the  Founding  Fathers  had 

insisted  that  the  new  Israel  would  be  a  light  to  the goyim. The  only 

justification for the occupation was the notion "territories for peace." Oz commented: 

For a month, for  a year, or for a whole generation we will have to sit  as  occupiers  in  places  that  touch  our  hearts  with  their  history. And  we  must  remember:  as  occupiers,  because  there  is  no  alter native. And as a pressure tactic to  hasten peace.  Not as  saviours o� liberators.  Only  in  the  twilight of myths can  one  speak of the  lib eration  of  a  land  struggling  under  a  foreign  yoke.  Land  is  not enslaved  and  there  is  no such  thing  as  a  liberation  of lands.  There are enslaved people, and the word "liberation" applies only to human beings.  We have not  liberated Hebron and  Ramallah and El Arish, nor have we  redeemed their inhabitants.  We  have conquered them and we are going to rule over them only until our peace is secured.•• 282                      H O L Y  W A R  

Religion  does  not  have  to  be  a  dangerous  element  in  politics.  It can encourage morality and decency in public relations and foster a concern for others.  There  is  a Talmudic story of the great Rabbi  Hillel, who was  at  the  height  of his  powers  shortly  before  the  birth  of Christ, which  shows  the  centrality  of this  principle  of  putting  yourself in somebody  else's  position  in  Jewish thought.  It  is  said  that  a  Gentile had come to the  rabbi and  promised to convert to  Judaism,  provided that  Hillel could recite the whole of the Torah to him while he stood on one  leg.  Hillel  replied:  "Do  not do unto others as you would not have  done  unto  you.  That  is  the  whole  of the  Torah:  go  and  learn it."15 Such a religious tradition inculcates a habit of concern for other human  beings  and  forces  people  to  make  connections  that  can  be painful but which can also lead to peace and compromise.  People like Oz felt  that  the  Israelis had  a duty as  victors  to try to understand the Arabs' point of view in a way that was more positive than the confused guilt  that  plagued  the young  soldiers  of The SeJJenth Day. 

Ben-Gurion  had  no  interest  in  the  occupied territories.  He  did  not 

see  Jerusalem as a Holy  City  and  its  recovery as a metaphysical event. He referred to the Israeli conquest there as the acquisition of so much real estate.  He also felt that the territories must eventually be returned because  Israel  already  had  plenty  of land  for  its  needs.  If anybody wanted  new  lands  to  conquer,  they  should come  and join  him in the Negev  (he  was  living  there  on  the kibbutz Sde  Boker)  and  return  to the old pioneering ideals of the conquest of the  land  by labor, not by arms.  He was  in no  mood  for triumph or righteousness. The  Zionist project  was  by  no  means  finished.  There  was  a  lot  of hard  toil  to endure  yet.  He returned to the old language of religious Judaism, as Zionists  had  always  done.  But he  did not  see  the  dramatic  salvation of the  Red  Sea  and the  return of the  Jews.  At the very end of his life, in 1 969, he  said :  "This  is  not  a  nation,  not  yet." 

It is an exiled people still in the desert longing for  the flesh pots of Egypt.  It cannot be considered a nation until the Negev and Galilee are settled, until  millions  of Jews emigrate to  Israel  and until moral standards  necessary  to  the  ethical  practice  of politics  and  the  high values of Zionism  are sustained. This is neither a mob nor a nation. It  is  a  people  still  chained  to  their  Exilic  past-redeemed  but not fulfilled. 16 

He  was  addressing a new  spirit abroad in  Israel  that  he  disliked in tensely.  It is true that the Labor government was trying to apply the old  Zionist  ideals  to the new political situation,  but a  rhetoric  had developed  and  was used by  the  Laborite  leaders  themselves  that did 
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indeed speak of redemption and fulfillment,  and which could,  if not 

properly moderated by some  degree of ethical realism,  lead to  a loss of the moral standards that Ben-Gurion had always considered to  be 

essential to the  Zionist enterprise. 

Zionists,  we  know,  instinctively  used  religious  words  to  explain their movement and  after  1967  the word "holy" came  into  Zionism 

for the first time. This was essentially different from that sense of love of Eretz Yisrael which  had made it sacred  in secular ways to the early 

settlers. It was referring to the "holiness" that is essential to the biblical tradition and which is  an absolute value.  When Prime Minister Levi Eshkol entered the  Old City for  the first time, he  said:  "I see myself as a representative of an entire nation, and of many past generations whose  souls  yearn  for Jerusalem  and  its  holiness." This  might  seem innocuous, but it was the holiness of Jerusalem that had inspired the 

rebels against Rome in a revolution that ultimately lost Israel its land and which, however heroic it had been, had also been opposed by the majority of the Jewish people.  It was this kind of absolutism that Ben Gurion condemned because he, together with many other Laborites, felt that it was a violation of the cautious gradualism and pragmatism 

that had made  the  Jewish state  a political reality in  1948, against all 

the odds. Once people started to think of the secular land of Israel as a holy land there was a danger of unrealistic absolutism. Moshe Dayan demonstrated this when he said:  ''We have returned to all that is holy in our land," when he himself entered the Old City for the first time. "We have returned to it never to  be parted from it again."17 

Dayan was making a claim that his government was not yet  ready 

to  endorse.  He made it again a few  months later, on August  3,  when 

he  presided  over  a  ceremony  on  the  Mount  of  Olives,  which  had always been a favorite spot for Jews to be buried because the Messiah 

would  arrive  there  and  the  Jews  buried  there  would  be  the  first  to greet him when they rose from  the dead.  Despite the secular policies 

of Labor  Zionism,  the  government  had  decided  to  reinter  on  the Mount of Olives the bodies of the soldiers who had died in the  1948 war. They had fought for the Jewish homeland and had been a secular Messiah for the Jewish people.  Dayan spoke of the  sacred dreams of the Zionists and of the return of the Jewish people to the West Bank, which had such hallowed associations: 

Our brothers,  who  fought  in  the  war of Independence:  we  have 

· not abandoned your  dream,  nor  forgotten  the  lesson  you  taught 

us . . . .  We have returned to the Mount, to the cradle of the nation's 

history,  to  the  land  of our  forefathers,  to  the  land  of the  Judges, 284                     H O L Y  W A R  

and to the fortress of David's dynasty. We have returned to Hebron, Shechem, Bethlehem and Anatoth, to Jericho and the ford over the Jordan.  Our brothers,  we  bear your  lessons with  us  . . .  we know that to give life to Jerusalem we must station the soldiers and armour of the  Israeli  Defence  Forces  on  the  Shechem  mountains  and  on the  bridges  over the Jordan. 18 

This was in direct opposition to official government policy. The West Bank was "holy" in the way that the old state of Israel  in Galilee and on  the  coastal  plain  was  not.  It was  biblical country,  the  country  of Abraham, Joshua and King David. At Hebron was the great tomb of the  patriarchs Abraham,  Isaac  and  Jacob,  venerated  by Muslims  and Christians as well as by Jews.  At Shechem  (the Arab town of Nablus) Joshua had made  a covenant between the  tribes  of Israel  and God, after he had conquered the country. Bethlehem had been the birthplace of King David, a mighty slayer of the enemies of God . At Bethlehem too was the tomb of Rachel, the wife of Jacob, who was said to have risen and wept as she watched the children of lsrael passing her tomb on their way to exile in Babylon in 589 B.C.B. Decades earlier, Zionists had  committed  themselves  to  a  return to  the  land of Israel,  because that land had  been deeply embedded in the Jewish  identity.  Zionists had fiercely opposed the idea of seeking a homeland in neutral territory like  Uganda  for  precisely  this  reason.  The  conquests  of  1 967  had returned the people of Israel to the land that had been the birthplace of much  of this strong Jewish identity, and the same spirit that had led the early Zionists to reject any other land, against all reason, seemed just  as  clear to  Dayan in  1967.  He presented  Jerusalem  as  so quint essentially Jewish that the city would in some way perish if the Israelis withdrew their forces from the "Shechem mountains" and the Jordan bridges.  It was also true that on the "holy" West Bank the Israelis had made a reunion with a Judaism  that saw the integrity of their people as  essentially tied to the physical possession of the Holy Land and to ruthless,  absolute  rejection  of the  claims  of the guyim. 

As  early  as  August  1967,  therefore,  there  were  signs  of a  new, 

absolutist  Zionist  policy that was,  as  yet,  in contradiction to  official Israeli  policy.  In that same month  the Arabs showed  a similar  abso lutism.  At the Khartoum Conference, which began on August 19, the Arab states  issued  their three famous "noes":  no to peace with Israel, no  recognition  of the state of Israel and no negotiations with  Israel concerning any Palestinian territory. The Arabs committed themselves to  the  old  absolutism  that had  helped  them  to  lose  Palestine  in the first place.  The  humiliation that the  1948 defeat had brought to the 
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Arabs was dramatically increased by their abject humiliation in 1967. Such a crushing defeat can lead to extreme and negative solutions.  In Europe, after the First World War, the German defeat led to a despair and collapse of morale that made the rise of Adolf Hitler possible. At the Khartoum Conference a similiar collapse of confidence led to the 

adoption  of that  absolute  negativism that could produce  no  realistic solution to  the problems facing the Midd1e East. 

Naturally,  this  Arab negativism  fanned  the  flames  of Israeli  extre mism.  But events  immediately  succeeding the  Six  Day War showed 

that Israelis did not tum to absolute policies simply in reaction to the 

outright Arab refusal to consider any peaceful coexistence with Israel. Labor Zionism had imbued some Israelis with moral worries after the 

Six  Day  War,  but  in  other  Israelis  it  seemed  that  it  had  created  a 

hunger that it had not, in recent years, been able to nurture.  Pioneer

ing, in the early days, had been exciting and rather aggressive. In the days that had passed since the establishment of Israel, it had  become 

a bit tame.  Zionism had created a need,  in some  Israelis, to conquer new lands by means of settlement. Thus, once they had admitted that they were going to hold on to the occupied territories despite the UN disapproval, the Labor government established settlements in the old 

style along the valley of the river Jordan to ensure the security of the 

state  of Israel.  These  were  new kibbutzim and  were  at  one  and  the 

same time  agricultural  and  military settlements.  Israel had responded to the challenge of the occupation in an idiosyncratic way dictated by 

a strong colonizing Zionist tradition.  In  Sinai, Haim  Bar  Lev estab

lished a system of military outposts against Egypt which he  believed 

to be impregnable. The ideological justification for these new military 

colonizing  adventures  was  defense.  Israel  was  not  thereby  officially 

conquering new territory; it was simply making the Jewish people safe 

ftom Arab aggression.  Yet it would be a mistake to see the mood of 

Israel  after  the  Six  Day  War  as  inherently  fearful  and  terrorized  by 

Arab might.  On the contrary, a confidence in Israel's military power 

set in which proved to be illusory. Because Israel was now much better 

positioned to repel the violence of the fedayeen against her own official 

territories and because of the crushing defeat she had inflicted on the 

Arabs,  Israelis  began to expect  that the  Allon  line  of settlements  in 

the West Bank and the Bar Lev line would secure her against any Arab 

aggression, and this mood of heady confidence was shown to be mis

placed when the Egyptian and Syrian armies easily broke through the 

lines of Israeli defense in their surprise attack in the October War of 

1973. 
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a  headv  new  confidence.  The  newly  confident  strain  showed  itself immediately after the war in projects that expressed the old pioneering hunger of Zionism without official sanction. Individual Israelis started to  take  a  pioneering  intiative,  in the  same  spirit as  the  early  Zionist settlers in Palestine. Thev would not wait for the territories to become Jewish  officially  but  w�uld  do  it  themselves.  Immediately  after  the war a group of writers, intellectuals and politicians formed the Move ment for the  Land of Israel, which gave  financial  and moral  support to anv  Israelis who wanted to found kibbutzim in the new territories. Just  days  after  the  cease-fire,  Kibbutz  Merom  Hagolam,  the  first of these settlements, was established on the Golan Heights near Quneina, very close to the new border and only fifty kilometers from Damascus. 19 These  settlers,  without waiting for government endorsement, claimed that  they  were  returning  Israel  to  the  spirit of early  Zionism.  They would  lovingly  cultivate  the  land  of  Israel  that  had  been  won  so dramatically and would press aggressively against the frontiers of the Arab  world.  They were not at all distant from  the  ideology that had prompted  the crusading  military  orders  in the establishment of their border settlements.  These new settlers were dreaming of a  "Greater Land" of Israel.  It was a secular movement and was not returning to the biblical definition of the land that God had promised to the Jews as much as to the  spirit of Jabotinsky, who had demanded a state for the  Jews  on  both  sides  of  the  Jordan,  and  to  the  spirit  of Lehi,  the so-called  Stern  Gang,  which  had  envisaged  a  huge  Jewish  state  that took  in  large  areas  of what  is  now  Egypt,  Jordan,  Iraq,  Syria  and Lebanon. 

The possibility of a Greater Land of Israel had created a new right

wing  movement  in  the  country.  For  nineteen  years  Begin  and  his Herut  Party  had  been  in  the  wilderness  but these  new  settlers were returning to the ideals of Jaborinsky, Begin's hero, and were combin ing this  vision with  the  pioneering vision of the Second Aliyah.  But it also adopted  a new  policy,  which turned the earlier movement on its head. The old Zionism, whether it was the Zionism of Ben-Gurion or of Jabotinsky,  had always maintained that the Jews had a choice: they could either wait in the diaspora for the Messiah or they could save  themselves.  Now  the  new  right  proclaimed  that  they  had  no choice  and  made  the  phrase en brerah (no  alternative)  a  rallying cry and slogan. 20 They insisted that Zionism had not been an active move ment so much as a purely reactionary one. Throughout, the Jews had been coerced  by  their  enemies so that they had no choice  but to  act as they did.  Hitler,  the British, the Palestinians and finally Nasser had attacked the  Jews,  forcing the  Zionists to  adopt one  policy after an-

1 9 6 7   287 

other in order to survive. Thus the veteran kibbutznik Yitzhak Tabenkin rewrote Zionist history  after  1967: 

We were  coerced  by history,  left with  no option.  From  scattered 

colonies to National Home, to a State in patt of the Land and from 

that  to  the  liberation  of the  Land  of Israel  as  a  whole.  A  process 

we did not initiate. At each stage we had no option (en brerah) but 

to  respond to  a demand made on  us.  We  are manifestly coerced by 

the  logic of tragedy  and  redemption.21 

Tabenkin uses words like "redemption" and "liberation," which were condemned by  Amos Oz, who  was  closer  to  official  policy  than  Ta

benkin at this point, to explain the new Israeli urge to expansion.  But 

it denied values  that earlier  Zionism  had  deemed essential to  make 

Jews take full human responsibility for their own fate. This post- 196 7 

ideology showed  that,  because  Israelis  were  coerced  by  the  logic  of 

tragedy,  they were  in the grip of fate  and need take  no  responsibility 

for  their  actions.  They  certainly need  not obey  the  United  Nations 

Resolution  242 :  "There  is  no  alternative  of  [sic]  going  back  to  the 

old boundaries,"  said  a  Greater  Land spokesman  after  the  war; "we 

are condemned to  be strong. "22 This  spirit also turned  its  back on  an 

essential  tradition  of the  Jewish  religion  which  stressed  personal  ac

countability and moral responsibility. It had reverted to a more  prim

itive view,  which saw  man  as  a helpless  being who was quite unable 

to control his fate. 

From  1967 these  belligerent  voices were  heard  loud  and  clear in 

Israel.  But they were opposed both within Israel and also in the dias

pora. Diaspora Jews created a movement which was eloquently called 

Brerah. They  insisted  that  the  Jews did have  a choice.  They were  no 

less fervent Zionists than the Greater Land Movement but they were 

inspired by Zionist veterans like Nahum Goldman, who felt that Israel 

was  in  danger  of overreaching  itself:  a  terrible  nemesis  awaited  all 

those who ignored realities in unrealistic and absolute dreams. Brerah 

felt  that  these  expansionist  visions  would  increase  Arab  resentment 

and corrode Israeli morality.  Israel had had a difficult history and had 

definite probletns that it was dangerous to  ignore.  In  1 967 the  issues 

had been clear. Israel had had to attack. Yitzhak Rabin had been correct 

in  his  speech  at  the  Hebrew  University  just  after  the  war  when  he 

spoke of''The Right oflsrael." He spoke of the Israeli soldiers' "burn

ing  faith  in their  righteousness"  and claimed that they were  "carried 

forward by spiritual values, by deep spiritual  resources, far more than 

by their weapons." He had concluded that, for this spiritual strength, 

Israelis had "no rational explanations, except in terms of a deep con-288                     H O L Y  W A R  

sciousness  of the  moral  justice  of their  fight."  But, Bremh asked, if Israelis  were  going  to  pursue  policies  that were  in  their own way as absolutist  and  as  negative  as  those  that  the  Arabs  had  adopted  once again  at  Khartown,  what  became  of this  Israeli  moral  superiority? Israel  was in danger of sinking to  the  level of the  kind  of unrealistic values  that  she  had  always  professed  to  despise. Brerah was  true  to the  spirit of the old  Zionism, which had  been  remarkably positive in responding  to  challenges  when  the  Arabs  maintained  a  destructive, negative  stance.  But the  new en brerah thinking was  negative  and  in danger  of ignoring  the  political  rights  of the  Arabs  in  the  occupied territories.  The  Laborites  had  insisted  that  the  occupation  must  be beneficent.  But  the en brerah idealists  were  showing  a  tendency  that could  ignore  the  rights of the  conquered  Palestinians  in an absolutist pursuit of Israel's own destiny.  It could maintain that the Israelis had "no  choice"  about  the  fate  of  these  Palestinians  in  the  territories, whereas  the  Israeli  government  was  officially  committed  to  the  idea that Israel did have a choice and would exercise this choice with com passion  and  for  peace. Brerah flourished  for  a while  but soon  fizzled out,  due  to the  new intransigence that was  slowly seeping into Israel, even during those ten years after the June War when Labor continued to  form  the  government. 

This  became  dramatically  apparent  in 1971. Nasser  had  died  and 

his successor,  President Anwar  Sadat,  made  a startling offer on  Feb ruary 4, 1 97 1 .  It was an entirely new departure for an Arab ruler and should  have been, at least, noted with interest.  Sadat said that if Israel withdrew  her  forces  in  the  Sinai  Peninsula  to  the  passes  he  would open  the  Suez  Canal  to  Israel,  withdraw  Egyptian  troops  from  the east  bank  of the  canal  and  enter  into  negotiations  with  Israel  with  a view  to  signing a  peace  treaty with  her.  For decades  the  Israelis  had been  treated to  pure rejection and violence from the Arabs.  They had constantly bemoaned their isolation and lack of friends in the region. At the time of writing, many Israelis look back with nostalgia to Sadat and  sigh  that  if other  Arab  leaders  had  been  like  him history would have  been very different.  But in 1971 they totally  ignored  his offer.23 To dismiss it with contempt as patently insincere would have been an understandable  response,  given the long rr .. dition of Arab  hatred  of Israel.  But Israel did  not even give Sadat's  offer the courtesy of this negative consideration.  Golda Meir made no response at all, one way or the other. Six months later Defense Minister Moshe Dayan showed a  similar  willingness  to  ignore  this  Arab  peace  initiative.  What  had happened  to  Labor's  commitment  to  the  principle  of territories  for peace?  Ignoring  Sadat,  he  declared  that  because  of entrenched  Arab 
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enmity  he was "forced"  to  establish  a settlement  at  Y amit,  in  Gaza, 

to be manned by members of Herut, Menachem Begin's party. "If the 

Arabs refuse to make peace, we cannot stand still," he said, invoking 

the spirit of en brerah. "If we are denied their co-operation, let us act 

on  our  own."14  Two  years  later,  in  April 1973, at  a  ceremony  on 

Masada, Dayan made a provocative speech which could not even claim 

to make the third of Labor's justifications for  keeping the territories 

(Israel's  defense  and  security)  his  priority.  The  speech  described  an 

expansionist vision,  calling for a Greater Israel "with broad frontiers, 

strong  and  solid,  with  the  authority  of the  Israeli  government  ex

tending from the Jordan to the Suez Canal."25 

Only a few  months  later, on October 6, Sadat's forces made their 

astonishingly  successful  invasion  of the  Sinai  on  the  feast  of Yom Kippur, the Day of Atonement. The Egyptians smashed through the 

apparently  impregnable  Bar Lev line  in  a  surprise  attack,  while  the 

Syrian troops  invaded  the  Golan  Heights,  also  taking  Israel entirely 

by surprise. The complacency which had tended to prevail since 1967 

was shattered. Israelis could no longer claim that the Arabs were useless 

on the battlefield:  this assault showed a considerable advance in  mil

itary  skill.  Israel  felt  acutely  that  she  had  been  caught  napping;  al

though  the  IDF  managed  to  push  the  Arabs  back,  they  had  a frightening demonstration of their isolation in the Middle  East.  One 

of the reasons Sadat gave for the October War was the establishment 

of the Y amit settlement and Israel's threat to establish a state extending 

into Arab territory to  the  Suez  Canal.  I  shall  discuss  Sadat  and  his 

peace initiatives  in the following chapter.  Here  it  is sufficient to  say that the Yom Kippur War restored  a great deal of confidence  to  the 

Arabs.  They no longer felt so humiliated; once he had established his 

military efficiency,  Sadat  was  in  a  position  to  make another  peace 

offer, this time from a position of greater strength. 

The  two  wars  of 1967 and 1973 did  not  merely  promote  a  new 

form of secular Zionism; they also fueled an aggressive religious move

ment.  At first these  religious  Jews, who would  ultimately constitute 

the  new  far  right,  would  represent  only  a  small  minority  but  they 

would gradually become a real threat to  Israel.  At the time of writing, 

they have become one of the government's greatest problems and are 

seen  to  endanger the  possibility of peace  in  rather  the  same  way as 

did Reynauld ofChatillon, whose followers were similarly a belligerent 

religious minority in the Kingdom of Jerusalem but who yet brought 

the· Christians into a fatal confrontation with  Saladin. 

It will be recalled that, from the time of the Second Aliyah, religious 
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The  Mizrachi,  who  sought  to  establish  a  "spiritual  center"  for  the Jews, did not want a secular state; they wanted a religious state based on the Torah. They believed that ultimately the secular Zionists would return to  religion  and that, once that conversion had taken place, the Messiah would come and establish the Kingdom of God. The secular Zionists  regarded  these  Mizrachi  settlements  with  tolerance  but did not take them seriously. A crucial figure in this religious  Zionism was Rabbi  Abraham  Yitzhak  Kook,  the  leader  of Mizrachi.  He  did  not feel  at all antagonistic  to  either  the secular settlements or their aims. He thought that they were  fulfilling  God's  plan without realizing it. Kook  was  always  quick  to  praise  the  achievements  of the  early  kib butzim and their pioneering effort, seeing them as complementary to his  religious plans for the Judaizing of Palestine. "We lay teftUin," he was  fond  of saying,  "and  the  pioneers  lay  bricks."26  The  religious settlers  lived  according to Torah  and  the  pioneers,  whether they un derstood this or not, were fulfilling a priestly task. 27 All Jewish activity, he  claimed,  be  it  secular  or  religious,  should  at this  crucial  time  be seen as "the light of the Messiah. "28 The settlers of the Second Aliyah had  believed  that  they  would  help  to  save  the  world  by  helping  to inaugurate the socialist millennium; at the same time, ignored by them, Mizrachi,  under  the  leadership  of Rabbi  Kook,  were  awaiting  the imminent  Messianic  redemption  foretold  by  the  prophets,  which would  bring  about a  new era of prosperity  and  peace  for the whole world. "All civilisations will be revived by the renaissance of our spirit," Kook wrote.  "All quarrels will be resolved and our revival will cause all life to be luminous with the joy of fresh  birth. "29 Kook's view of Eretz  Yisrael  was  close  to  that of Judah  Halevi,  the  twelfth-century religious  Zionist.  By  immersing  themselves  in "the  land's  towering holiness" the Jews would save themselves. In exile Judaism had become weak because  it had no Temple.  Without Temple worship on Mount Moriah in Jerusalem, the Torah could not be observed in its entirety, so  it was  not  possible  to  live  a fully Jewish  life.  The Torah  reflected the  conditions  of  daily  life  in  Palestine  and  the  very  different conditions-climatic, social, economic-that prevailed in the diaspora also meant that diaspora Jews were living a life that was alien to the spirit of the Bible in many ways.  Further, in the diaspora, Kook said, Jews  were  inevitably  infected  by  the  corrupt,  secular values  of the Gentiles: 

The  air  of the  gentile  lands  holds  the  Jews  back.  The  impure  soil that is  everywhere  outside  the  land of Israel  is  thus  suffused with the stench  of idolatry and the Jews there  are worshippers of idols 
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in  purity.  The  only  way  in which  we may  escape  the  disgrace  of 

idolatry is for the  Jewish  people to gather in the  land of Israel. 30 

It should not be a surprise to  see how close this  religious  Zionism was to the spirit not only ofJudah Halevi but also to a secular Zionist like A. B. Gordon, who was practicing the religion of Labor (aJJOdah) in  Kibbutz Degania  at  the same time as  the Mizrachi were making their Torah settlements. Gordon also saw Eretz Yisrael as imbued with a  power  that  was  unique:  only  there  could  a  Jew  be  truly  himself. Only in  Eretz Yisrael could a Jew liberate himself from  the shame of the  diaspora.  It  will  be  remembered  that  before  his  conversion  to Labor  Zionism Gordon  had  been  an  Orthodox  Jew.  Labor  Zionism had  been  a translation of old  religious  passions  into  a secular  idiom. Like  the Laborites, Mizrachi  settlers  were gripped  by  a  belief in  an approaching millennium and were  committed to  redeeming the  land and redeeming the Jewish people by means of arodah. The difference was that, for a secular Zionist like Gordon, arodah meant labor, work, but  for  Rabbi  Kook arodah meant  worship,  religious  observance;  it meant  keeping  the 6 1 3  commandments  of the  Torah  in  the  land  of the  Bible  and working for the  restoration of the Temple.31 

For  the  first  twenty  years  of the  history  of the  state  of Israel,  the religious  Zionists were content to  keep  a low profile  and the seculars scarcely  seemed  aware  of their  existence.  But  by 1 967 the  religious had  become  very  worried  indeed  and  felt  it was  time  to  take  drastic action  and  to  break  cover.  They  had  believed  that  the  powerful  ex

perience of acntally living in the land of their forefathers would impel Jews  back  to  the  Torah.  But  in  the  view  of the  religious  Zionists, instead of encouraging Jews  to return to  the  Bible the state of Israel was becoming more materialistic and more polluted with secular idol atry than some of the diaspora countries. Israelis were worshiping false gods  like  money,  pleasure  or even  man-made  ideologies  like  secular 

nationalism  in  place  of Yahweh.  They  were  therefore  polluting  the 

sacred  soil  of Israel.  During  the Hamtana period,  while  the  Israelis waited for the outbreak of the Six Day War, convinced that they were 

about to be  exterminated,  the  religious  Zionists  in  their settlements 

and  yeshivas  had  their own  interpretation  of the  forthcoming  catas

trophe.  Three  weeks  before  the  outbreak of war,  Rabbi  Kook's  son, Rabbi  Zvi  Yehuda Kook,  gave  his annual  address on the anniversary 

of the  creation  of the  state  of Israel  at  the  important Merkaz  Harav 

yeshiva  in  North  Jerusalem.  Usually  the  rabbi  praised  the  labors  of 

the state but this year his message was very different. "We have sinned!" he cried and the audience began to weep. 31 The nation had been guilty 292                     H O L Y  W A R  

of grave  infidelity.  How,  the  rabbi  asked,  could  a  truly  Jewish  state allow the Temple Mount to remain in the hands of the goyim ofJordan? How  could  the  chosen  people  be content to  settle  in  the  Negev  and in the coastal plain,  when the true Holy Land was in enemy territory? What kind of Jewish state allowed the holy cities of Hebron,  Shechem and Jericho to remain unliberated? When the IDF actually did liberate these  "holy''  cities  a  few  weeks  later,  Rabbi  Kook  was  hailed  by  his followers  as  a  true  prophet of Israel.  Like  some  of the  seculars,  they naturally  saw  the extraordinary victory as  an  act  of God;  for  them  it also heralded the approaching Messianic  redemption.33 After the war, therefore, the religious Zionists were no longer willing to take a back seat  in  the  state of Israel.  They  felt  that  God  had  done  his  part  and now  they  had  to  ensure  that  the  government  completed  his  work. They would have  agreed entirely with the view of Abraham  Hesche!, whom  I  quoted earlier:  "God  has  had  a  dream  and  it  is  the  task  of Israel  to  interpret  that  dream."  They  came  vociferously  out  in  the open,  determined to  interpret God's will into concrete  facts. 

The emergence of this passionate religious Zionism, which they had 

ignored  for  so  long,  was  a  terrible  shock  to  many of the  Laborites. Amos  Oz  recorded  an  early  meeting  between  left-wing  intellectuals and kibliutzniks and the religious Zionists at the Merkaz Harav yeshiva. The kibbutzniks were  dismayed  by the  shrill  nationalism  that seemed to  have  gripped  many  of their  fellow  countrymen,  who  were  deter mined to stay in the newly occupied territories whatever the cost. Like Ben-Gurion,  the  leftists  wanted  to  rid  Labor  Zionism  of a righteous triumphalism  which  they  felt  to  be  alien.  They  had, therefore, gone to  the  Merkaz  Harav  yeshiva  to  seek  the  advice  of the  scholars  and students  there,  hoping to  tap  the  rich, compassionate element in  the Jewish  religious  tradition. They fully expected to  explore the wisdom of the  prophets  and  sages  with  the  rabbis  in  order  to  remind  their fellow  countrymen  of these  ancient  Jewish  values.  Instead  they  had the  shock  of their  lives.  For  the  first  time  they  heard  the  unfamiliar rhetoric  of the  Jewish  "holy  war."  They heard, Oz recalls,  an  enthu siasm  that  was  alien  to  them:  "ecstasy  over  the  Wailing  Wall  and Biblical  sites  in  the  West  Bank, the  talk of victory and miracles,  Re demption and the Coming of the Messiah. "34 The Christian Crusaders would have understood this kind of language and ideology very well, for  it had  translated many of these  apocalyptic  ideas  and  the  passion for holy places into Christianity. In the twelfth century Judah Halcvi had  sensed  this  affinity.  But  for Oz and  his  fellow  Laborites this religious Zionism seemed heartless, fundamentalist and a contradiction 
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of values  that  were  essential  to  Judaism.  The  rabbinical  students seemed 

crude,  smug  and  arrogant,  power-drunk,  bursting  with  messianic 

rhetoric, ethnocentric, "redemptionist," apocalyptic-quite simply, 

inhuman. And  un-Jewish.  The  Arab human  beings under our do

minion might never have  been.  It was  not an affair of, as  it were, 

human distress,  but of signs  and  oracles, of tiQings of "the end of 

days" and of the beginning of Redemption. 35 

Even though these rabbis must at this point have seemed a very small minority and could have been dismissed by a contemptuous observer 

as  "the  lunatic  fringe,"  not  to  be  taken  seriously,  Laborites  like Oz instinctively saw them as a danger. 

But  the  rabbis  were  not  content  with  words  and  rhetoric.  They wanted  action,  which  once  again  took  an  essentially  Zionist  form. Immediately after the victory of 1967 Rabbi Moshe Levinger, a grad uate of Merkaz Harav and a disciple of Rabbi Kook, became a pioneer 

in  the  holy  land  of the  West  Bank.  He  went  straight  Hebron  and squatted for six months in the Park Hotel. Then he transferred himself and his followers to a nearby former Jordanian army camp, which was now empty.  He refused to leave until the government gave him per

mission  to  build  a  settlement  and  sent  soldiers  to  guard  the  settlers 

from the  Arabs of Hebron,  who naturally saw  this  as  a  provocative 

act. Together with Rabbi Eliezer Waldman, another graduate of Mer

kaz Harav, he built the settlement of Kiryat Arba, the ancient biblical name for Hebron. But this was not all: with tireless energy, Levinger went on to build one new colony after another on the West Bank and 

very quickly the  religious  settlers  had established the  Etzion  Bloc of 

religious colonies between Jerusalem and Hebron.  Despite UN Reso

lution  242,  these rabbis were making Jewish presence  an established 

fact in the heavily populated West Bank area. They had no intention 

of trading this territory for  peace;  nor  did  they see  it primarily as  a 

question of Israel's military security. They were redeeming the  Holy 

Land from the goyim by r . illg full Jewish lives in accordance with the 

Torah.  They also saw themselves as  fulfilling the  ancient  prophecies 

that  foretold  the  Jews'  return  to  their  land  immediately  before  the 

coming of the  Messiah. The early Zionists had not sat back passively 

to wait for  an  official,  political solution to  the Jewish  problem:  they 

had acted in order to make Jewish presence in Palestine an established 

fact.  Now the  rabbis were continuing this tradition,  but in religious 

terms.  They were  not going to  sit  back and  wait for the  prophecies 294                      H O L Y  W A R  

to be fulfilled.  They  would fulfill the  prophecies  themselves  by  re turning to the land of the Bible in order to hasten the coming of the Messiah. 36 The rabbis were quite aware that the government was em barrassed by their venture :  Israel was not supposed to  be colonizing these  occupied  territories.  Unlike  the  Allon  settlements,  which  the government  had  established  on  the  West  Bank,  these  could  not  be justified as an essential  security  measure  and a military necessity. Nor were these religious settlements like those of the Greater Land Move ment,  which  were all in  relatively uninhabited  territory.  This  new colonizing venture meant creating colonies in densely populated cities like Hebron and involved the confiscation of land from the Arabs. 

In their settlements the rabbis studied Torah. The important yeshiva 

Bar-Etzion was founded bv Rabbi Haim Drukman in the Etzion Bloc. Unlike other Orthodox  y�shivas,  whose  students  are  not obliged to do military service, much to the chagrin of many secular Zionists, the Bar-Etzion students  were intensely patriotic  and saw national service as  an  important  religious  duty.  This  was  quite  a  different  form  of religious orthodoxy and the Labor government were not at all certain how to deal with it. They were reluctant to give the rabbis land and permission to settle, because such a colonizing project was illegal and against  their own official  policy.  But the  rabbis  were  always  able to play one  political  leader off against  another,  so  that they  invariably got what they wanted. These settlements touched something very deep in the Zionist pioneering identity of some Laborites, just as the Greater Land  Movement  did.  A  Laborite  like  Shimon  Peres  was  very  sup portive of the  religious settlers. 37 In these early days some  Laborites thought that settlement in the West Bank  might actually help Arab Jewish relations : by living side by side with these settlers, people hoped that the  Arabs  might come to tolerate the  Jews. Thus Moshe Arens pointed  to  the  relatively  calm  atmosphere  in  towns  like  Haifa  and Acre,  which  had  a mixed Arab-Jewish population as compared with other places like Petah Tikvah or Nazareth where Jews and Arab lived separately  and  had  more extreme ideas  about one another. The  La borite Israel Galili thought that by sharing the harsher conditions that prevailed in Arab  areas  the  religious settlers were  living a  new form of socialist Zionism. 38 Indeed, it seemed to many Israelis that the rabbis had snatched the pioneering torch from the hands of Labor, and the rabbis encouraged this by proclaiming that they were the true heirs of the early  Zionist movement:  the  Labor leaders had got soft and their policies  smacked  of weakness  and  compromise.  God  had  given  an extraordinary opportunity to Israel and had dramatically increased her 
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territory overnight  but the Labor government had refused to make 

the most of it. 

ln fact  it became  apparent  that the  Laborite  leaders  were  looking 

at these religious colonies with rather rosy vision. They were not likely to improve Arab-Jewish  relations  because  they depended  upon  con

fiscation of Arab land,  which  narurally  caused  resentment.  Similarly, because these settlements were guarded by the ID F they were at once 

associated  with  the  military  aspects  of the  unpopular occupation  in the eyes of the Arabs  and resentment was  increased  by the different 

laws that applied to  Jews  and Arabs.  The Arabs were  subject to  the laws of the military occupation and these were often  harsh, whereas 

the Jewish settlers were subject only to the laws of the state of lsrael and were exempt from  curfews,  policing  and  military supervision. 39 

Relations between Arabs and Jews were also being ruined because of the provocative behavior of many of the settlers,  who had no interest 

in  appeasing  the goyim  and  who  flaunted  their  Jewish  religion  and their determination to stay and wrest the land from the Arabs.  When 

this  led  to  Arab  violence,  the  settlers  would  take  the  law  into  their 

own hands and retaliate in kind. They insisted that the Arabs respected 

this:  they could understand it much better than what the settlers saw as the mealymouthed sympathy of Laborites like Oz. 40 

But despite  the  problems  that were  obviously beginning  to  arise, the  Labor government could not quite abandon the  rabbis and their settlements. They gave them government grants and encouragement. 

Thus this very small  religious  minority was  able  to  attract  powerful 

support.  Not  only  did  the  rabbis  appeal  to  some  leftists,  their  ag

gressive territorial attirudes also appealed to the young secular Israelis 

in the  Greater  Land Movement.  Some  of these  joined  the  religious colonies, as did tough young soldiers in crack army units. They might 

not  share  the  religious  ideals  of the  rabbis  but  they  respected  their courage  and the clarity of their position. They seemed to  be in tune 

with  the  uncompromising  spirit  of a  leader  like  Moshe  Dayan.  The 

years  that  succeeded  the  Six  Day  War  were  years  of confidence  in 

Israel. True, Israelis were being appallingly harassed by international 

Arab terrorism,  such  as  the  tragic  incident  at  the  Munich  Olympic 

Games in 1972, but at home Israelis felt secure. The fedR.yeen in Ararat's 

new  PLO  were  inflicting  heavy  casualties on  the  army on  the  Sinai 

border but the IDF was confident that they could repel that threat. 

The  new territories  had created  a security area  around  Israel  which 

made it harder for Jedtt.yeen to make their raids, and the Black Septem
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Arab world.  As  for  the  Arab  states,  Israelis  believed  that  they  had learned  their  lesson  in 1 967. It  was  this  confidence  that led  Dayan,  a supporter of the settlement movement, to make his  provocative  state ment on Masada in 1 973 shortly before the Yom Kippur War. Despite the  cautious  policies  of the  Labor government,  Israel  seemed set  for expansion. 
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The October War was a salutary shock to this false confidence.  Israel 

felt  her  i1olation  in  the  area  keenly and  realized  that  she  could  not afford  to  relax  her  vigilance.  The Arabs seemed  intent on  destroying Israel  and  this  time  they  had  made  a  much  better  showing  on  the battlefield.  The  Arabs  could  afford  to  lose  war  after  war,  but  Israel could  not  afford  to  lose  a  single  war.  The  Crusaders  had  discovered the same  thing  at the  Battle of Hittin, when they had lost their king dom  in  a  single  day.  A  harder  attitude  set  in.  The  country was  still committed to a Labor government and in 197 4 Yitzhak Rabin became Prime Minister.  Rabin, like Dayan, could have been seen as a stirring example of the old  Labor  Zionism.  He had  been  raised on  a kibbutz and had been  intended  for farming but instead he joined the Palmach and had a  brilliant  military career.  Like Dayan, he had been a hero of the Six Day  War.  But  he  was  not  a  popular  Prime  Minister,  for  he seemed  grim  and  uncharismatic.  He believed  that the  Israelis should exchange  the territories for peace:  they should give back heavily  pop ulated areas on the West Bank and the Gaza Strip to Jordan and Egypt, thus  ridding themselves of the recalcitrant Arab population.  But Israel should  retain  certain  strategic  wnes  in  the  territories  for  her  own defense. 

This  was  anathema  to  the  pioneering  rabbis.  It  seemed  that  the 

Labor  government was determined to  resist God's plan for his people and  that  further  punishments  would  follow  it there  was  further  loss of faith. As Rabbi  Waldman explained: 

In 1967 God gave us a unique opportunity. But the Israelis did not seize it. They did not colonize the newly-conquered land. They left all the  options  open.  It's  as  if they  had  refused  the  offer  of the Almighty  while  at  the  same  time  thanking  him.  Therefore God inflicted  upon  Israel  the sufferings of the  Yom  Kippur  war.•• 

On  the  day  after  Rabin  became  Prime  Minister,  Rabbi  Levinger founded  the  Gush  Emunim,  the  Bloc  of the  Faithful.  Hitherto  the pioneering  rabbis  had  worked  within  the  confines  of the  National Religious  Party,  but  they  had  increasingly  found  that  the  NRP was too limited to satisfY their needs:  it was concerned with ensuring that the  secular government  rem:i.ined  true  to  important  Jewish  laws  like 
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the dietary proscriptions  and  Sabbath  observance.  They were  con cerned with banning public transport on  Saturday and ensuring that 

El AI, the Israeli airline, did not fly on the Sabbath. They were anxious to make restaurants kosher, to forbid pig fanning and to ensure that 

the marital laws  of Israel  remained  true  to  the  Torah.  The  radical rabbis ofMcrkaz Harav found the NRP lacking in political perspective and  by  founding  Gush  Emunim  they  were  declaring  independence. This was the first party of the newly emerging far  right. 

Gush Emunim is not a political party seeking scats in the Kncsset. It is a pressure group dedicated to making the nation understand the importance of retaining the Holy Land of the West Bank. Amana, its 

colonizing  branch,  is  dedicated  to  planning  new  settlements  on  the 

West  Bank and  to  urging  diaspora  Jews  to  make aliyah in  order  to man them. They were helped by the new religious mood in Israel after the Yom Kippur War.  This  shock had led many Israelis and diaspora 

Jews  to  return  to  their  religion  and to Torah  observance.  Some  of 

these found the ideology of the rabbis  inspiring and exciting and they 

did join Amana.  W c have  seen  that nearly  half a  minion  Israelis  left 

the  country  during  the  1970s.  This  was  serious  for  Israel,  which 

needed  more  people  to  make aliyah and  could  not  afford  to  lose 

citizens.  During  the  1970s  only  about  384,000 people made aliyah. This trend has continued during the  1980s. More Israelis continue to 

leave, and the number of new settlers fell to 185,000. Even the Russian 

Jews  prefer  in the  main  to  go  to  the  United  States when  they leave 

the  Soviet  Union.42  Rabbi  Lcvingcr  is  not  alone  in  his  concern  to 

encourage  Jewish  immigration.  He  and  his  colleagues  have  toured 

America,  to  encourage  the  Jews  to  return to Israel.  They  have  not 

proved  to  be  as  successful  as  they  had  hoped.  Lcvingcr's aim is  to increase the number of Jewish settlers on the West Bank to a million. 

At  present  it  has  been  estimated  that there arc only about  30,000 Jewish settlers in the occupied territories. Only about two percent of the population  of Israel  follows this form of Judaism. Some Israelis have been wining to move into the occupied territories because hous

ing  is cheaper  there:  of the  150 settlements  in  the territories at  the 

time of writing, only about 30 arc affiliated to Amana. 43 The rest have 

been installed by the government.  Gush  Emunim  is a small minority 

movement but, even though it is, numerically, no great threat, events 

have proved that it is a danger to the country, as we shall sec. 

In many of these settlements Amana settlers  live  a communal  life. 

They  have  established  themselves  at  places  of religious  interest  and 

importance.  Thus there arc settlements  at  Tekoa,  the  home  of the 

prophet Amos,  at Ofra, ncar Shcchcm,  and at Shiloh, the site of the 298                     H O L Y  W A R  

ancient sanctuary of Yahweh. That these are  populated  areas and that the Arabs  find  this  organized  Jewish  presence  threatening  and  pro vocative  does not worry members of the Gush, because the rights and interests  of the goyim must  take  second  place  to  God's  plan  for  his chosen  people  and  for  the  whole  world.  If anybody asks  Rabbi  Lev inger whether he  is concerned that  his movement is endangering the peace  process,  he  replies: 

No.  The  advance  of the  Jewish people,  the  fulfilment of the  Re demption  of the  Jewish  people  and  Eretz  Yisrael-these  are  more important  than  any  hypothetical  peace.  It  is  through all this  that the world  can  be  saved. 44 

He is  convinced  that his  sertlements  are  the  first signs of the coming of the Messiah and the  Kingdom of God and so he pursues  his course oblivious to its mundane political consequences. A religious movement on  the  far  right  despises  a  Zionist  who  rries  to  see  things  from  the Arabs'  point  of view. As Yisrael  Hare!,  chairman  of the  Council  of Jewish Sertlements, has said, there must be a return to "absolute rruth," which  admits of no valid "other sides. "45 The Arabs are merely a rrial, whereby  God  is  testing  his  people.  The  members  of Gush,  like  the other  members  of the  new  far  right,  are  implacably opposed  to  any peace  process.  Harriet,  an  American  Jew who made aJiyRh to join  the Tekoa  community,  told  Amos  Oz: 

"In  the  Six  Day War, and the Yom  Kippur War, too, we  should never  have  stopped.  We  should  have  gone  on,  brought  them  to total  surrender!  Smashed  their  capital  cities!  Who  cares  what  the goyim  were  yelling?"  After  some  thought,  she  adds,  "But  that wouldn't  have  brought  peace,  either.  Maybe  it  would  have  given us some quiet,  but not  peace.  Because this is a religious war! A holy war!  For them and for us! A war  against all of Islam.  And  against all the  goyim." 

If the  Israeli  leaders  are  cowardly enough to sign  a  peace rreaty with the  Arabs  that would hand  back  the  West Bank,  she  added,  then  the Gush  should  act  independently  to  provoke  a  new  war  and  preserve the  integrity  of }udaism.46 

This  kind  of talk in  a highly sensitive area  is  dangerous  and  it fills 

Israelis who are concerned with the peace process with dismay.  When people  become  familiar  with  inflammatory  rhetoric  they  get  used  to extreme  and  unrealistic  positions.  Israelis  on  the  left  who  are  still clinging to the old  high-minded  idealism insist that it is dangerous to 
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get into the habit of thinking that the Arabs don't matter. Of all people, the  Jews  cannot  afford  to  ignore the  identity and  rights  of others. 

Nevertheless,  if  the  Gush  Emunim  have  never  been  a  threat  in numerical terms, it must be remembered that they enjoyed the suppott of a large number of Israelis on left and right, as  we have seen.  Many of these would never consider actually joining Amana and moving to the West Bank:  Shimon Peres remained  at  a distance  and other sym pathizers  had even less connection with the  Gush  and found some of 

their  ideas  bizarre.  But  they  liked  them  for  insisting  on  the  Jewish right  to  stay  in  the  territories.  Many  people  admired  their  absolute cettainty.  Their  hard-line  position  had  been  conveyed  into  main stream thought and it represented a definite swing to the right during 

the  1970s.  This  became  clear  in  the  1977 elections,  when  Labor lost 

its  majority  for  the  first  time  and  Menachem  Begin,  the  old  Irgun 

extremist, who  had  been  in the wilderness since  1948,  became  Prime 

Minister. 

Begin headed the new  Likud Party, which had amalgamated  Herut and the Liberals.  Likud dropped the old "land for peace" ideal of the Laborites.  It will  be  recalled  that  Begin  was  a  passionate  admirer  of 

Vladimir Jabotinsky, and one of the first things he did on taking office was to arrange to have the remains of his hero brought to  Israel from 

the  diaspora.  Jabotinsky  had  pressed  for  a  land  on  both  sides  of the Jordan and Begin's Likud followed him in pressing for the old biblical 

definition  of the borders  of the Jewish state: 

That very day, the Lord made  a covenant with Abram and  he  said: 

"To  your  descendants  I  give  this  land  from  the  River  of Egypt  to 

the  great  River:  the  River  Euphrates,  the  territory  of the  Kenites, the  Kenizzites,  Kadmonites,  Hittites,  Perizzites,  Rephaim,  Arnor ites,  Canaanites,  Girgashites,  Hivites  and  Jebusites"  (Genesis 1 5 : 18-21). 

Begin  had  gone  to  the  polls  committed  to  exrending  the  territory  of 

the  Jewish  state  and to promoting  the  ideal  of the  Greater  Land  of 

Israel  on  both  sides  of the  Jordan.  Begin  was also a  survivor  of the unlike 

Holocaust  but,  many  other survivors,  he  had  no  guilt  about 

his survival.  He had arrived  in  Eretz Yisrael in  the  early  1940s  com

mitted to revenge.  He  had  quickly  developed  a  strong  hatred  and contempt of the Arabs and felt no compulsion to see things from their 

point of view. 

Neither  did his  main supporters,  the  oriental  Jews  who  had  been 

forced to flee the Arab countries in  1948. These  Sephardic  Jews  had 300                      H O L Y  W A R  

come to  hate  the  Labor  Party:  they  claimed  that  when  they  arrived in Eretz  Yisrael  the  Labor  Zionists  had  seen  them  as  "Arabs"  and made them into second-class citizens; that they had been given inferior housing  and  education;  that  their  traditions  had  been  scorned  and that  the  Laborites  had  tried  to  make  them  drop  their  old  oriental culture to become good  Zionists.  It is certainly true that the Laborites had made grave mistakes in their treatment of the Sephardim and their resentment  had  shocked  Golda Meir's government when the oriental Jews rioted violently in 1972. The hatred and resentment of Sephardim for  Ashkenazim  in  Israel  is  still  painful  and  obvious  at  the  time  of writing.  Like  Begin,  the  Sephardim  had  no  guilt  about  the  Arabs: they  had  experienced  the full brunt  of the  new  Arab  anti-Semitism which  had  developed  after the creation of the  state of Israel  and  the Arabs'  humiliating defeat in 1948. They had lived for centuries in the Arab  world  and  bitterly resented having  to  leave their  homes.  When they  got  to  Israel,  they  had  no  compunction  about  taking  the  place of the  Palestinians who had  fled.  Similarly,  they found  Begin's  Likud ideology  a  relief.  Zionism  wa�  a  complex  movement  born  out  of European preoccupations. The Sephardim had found it an  alien,  puz zling  ideology,  but  Begin's  appeal  to  biblical  values  made  sense  to these  oriental  Jews,  who  were  often  still  deeply  religious.  They  were also  delighted  to  get  rid  of the  Labor  government  and  hailed  Begin as  their champion  and  heroY 

"We were  granted  the  right  to  exist  by  the  God  of our  fathers," 

Begin  insisted,  "at  the  glimmer  of the  dawn  of human  civilization nearly 4,000 years  ago.  For  that  right,  which  has  been  sanctified  in Jewish  blood  from  generation  to  generation,  we  have  paid  a  price unexampled  in the annals of the nations. "•• This was music to the ears of the  Sephardim  and  naturally  Begin's  own  strong  religious  com mitment  was  welcome  to  the  religious  right.  Because Begin was com mitted  to establishing the largest state of lsrael that he possibly could, he  enthusiastically  established  government  settlements  in  the  territo ries.  But  precisely because he was committed to  a maximalist position as regards land, he was able to trade territory for security more blatantly than  any  Labor  Prime  Minister had dared to do. 49 In the next chapter I  shall  discuss  in  more  detail  the  Camp  David agreement that  Begin signed with  President Anwar Sadat of Egypt in 1 979. This meant that Israel lost the  Sinai but,  in return for  recognition of the state of Israel and security on her southern frontier, Begin was ready to give up land that  was  neither  included  within  the  borders of the  Promised  Land in  the  Bible,  nor  part  of  Jabotinsky's  vision  of  Greater  Israel.  But Begin was still committed to expansion: on the day that he announced 
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the  Camp  David  agreement  he also  announced  the  establishment  of 

twenty new government settlements in the West Bank.  Further, despite 

the  peace treaty,  Begin was filled with no friendly feelings toward the 

guyim, be they Arab or American.  His experience of anti-Semitism had 

left  an  indelible  impression  upon  him  and  he  always  viewed  Jews' 

relations with  Gentiles  in  the  light  of this  absolute  hostility.  In  fact 

he  called  Camp  David  itself in  the  Maryland  hills  "a  concentration 

camp  de  luxe."50 

Begin's  treaty with Egypt led  to  the formation  of two  new  move

ments in  Israel.  The first was founded when the negotiations  between 

Egypt  and  Israel  had  stalled  and  young  leftists  created  the  Shalom 

Akshav or  Peace  Now  movement.  This  was  not  a  political  party  but 

a pressure group,  whose  name  describes  its  objective  clearly:  peace  is 

a priority.  Somebody has to be ready to halt the escalation of violence, 

which will  inevitably get out of control if it is not brought to  an  end. 

For decades  Arabs  and  Jews  had  been  caught  in  a  spiral  of violence., 

of strike  and  counterstrike,  attack and  retaliation.  One side had  to be 

prepared  to  call  a  halt  and  seek  compromise.  Peace  Now  gained  a 

large following: after the Sabra and Shatilla massacres in Lebanon they 

were  able  to  mount  a  demonstration  of 400,000 people  in  Tel  Aviv 

in 1982. But  they  had  one  defect:  Arabs  were  not  allowed  to  be 
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members.  This  was  rectified  by  Uri  Avnery  when  he  founded  the 

Progressive  List  for  Peace,  which  is  a  political  party  seeking votes  in 

the  Knesset  and  which  has  both  Arabs  and  Jews  as  members.  In the 

1984 elections  the  PLP  gained  two  seats  in  the  Knesset, 1 .8 percent 

of the  vote. 

The  new  right,  however,  had  a  very  different  reaction  to  Camp 

David.  In protest  against this peace treaty with the  Arabs,  a group of 

well-known  Israelis,  religious  and  secular,  formed  the  Tehiya  or  Re

naissance  Party.  The  ideal  of tehiya had  been  very  important  in  the 

ideology  of the  Lehi  (the  Stem  Gang)  and  Tehiya  follows  closely  in 

the  footsteps  of this  earlier  extremist  group.  The  leaders  of Tehiya 

enunciated  three  important  principles.  First,  war  is  unfortunately  a 

fact of life in  Israel  and  if the  country is to  survive  Israelis  must  stop 

regarding war  as  a  dirty word.  Second,  Israel  must  never  withdraw 

ftom  any  of her  territories,  because  once  one  concession  is  made  to 

the  Arabs  it  would  be  seen  as  legitimizing  other  Arab  claims:  to 

withdraw ftom the West Bank would lead to the demand  to withdraw 

ftom Galilee, which is just as "Arab." Third, the Camp David accords 

must be rejected:  there must be nothing in  Israeli  policy to  feed Arab 

hopes,  no  "keeping  the  options  open." Annexation  of the  occupied 

territories must be made irreversible by settlement and colonization. 51 302                     H O L Y  W A R  

The  leaders  of Tehiya  had  no  guilt  about  the  Arabs  and  adopted 

attitudes  of notable  hostility.  Geula  Cohen,  for  example,  a  mystical believer  in  Judaism  but  not  an  observer of the Torah,  was  a  member of the Irgun and had published her autobiography, Woman ofViolenu, Memoirs  of a  Young  Terrorist, 1943-1948. Raphael  Eytan  would  be chief of staff in  the  IDF  during the  Lebanon war  and  would  be  cen sured  for  his  role  in  the  Sabra  and  Shatilla  massacres.  Rabbi  Eliezer W aidman  has maintained that the  kidnapping of three Israeli officers in  Beirut  was  God's  punishment of the  Israeli  government for  pun ishing acts of Jewish terrorism against Arabs. 52 The eminent physicist Professor Yuval Neeman, the founding father of the party, who comes from  a  Labor  background,  would  be  prepared  to  grant Arabs  Israeli citizenship,  provided  that  they  offered  absolutely  no  threat  to  the security of Greater  Israel. 

When  Neeman  announced the  formation  of the  party  in 1979, he 

confidently  expected  to  win  twenty  seats  in  the 198 1 elections.  This was  most  unrealistic:  it  would  have  been  an  unparalleled  feat for  an Israeli  political  party  to  achieve  such  success  in  the  first  two  years  of its existence.  In the event, Tehiya gained only three seats in 1981 (2.6 percent  of the  vote).  But Tehiya  remains  the  largest  and most  im portant party on  the  far  right.  At each election support for the  party has  steadily  grown,  another  indication  of the  hardening  of  Israeli public  opinion. 

The  early  1980s  were  overshadowed  by  the  Lebanon  war.  It was 

undertaken  ostensibly  in  order to  make Galilee safe from the raids of the Palestinian fedayeen in  Lebanon but the Israeli army did not with draw once it had achieved its objective of expelling the PLO from the country.  It  seemed  part  of Israel's  policy  of expansion  and  became most  unpopular  both  at  home  and  abroad.  The  Sabra  and  Shatilla massacres  damaged  Israel's  reputation  internationally,  the  long  war ruined  the  economy and the  loss of Israeli lives in what some consid ered  an  unjust  war  alienated  many  Israelis.  More  Israelis  joined  the peace movements. There was also a new movement in the army.  Israeli Jaw makes no provision for conscientious objection to military service, because  the  Israeli  people  have  never  wanted  it.  Until  the  Lebanon war,  Israelis  had  been  proud of their  army  and  had  seen  its  activities and  wars  as entirely necessary.  But during the  Lebanon  war  a  group of officers  formed  a movement called  Yesh  Gvul  (There  Is  a  Limit) : there  were  some  things  that  no  Israeli  soldier  should  be  required to do.  In 1984 members of Yesh Gvul encouraged  reservists  in the  IDF to refuse to serve in the occupied territories: many felt that the duties they were asked to perform in Gaza and the West Bank were inhumane 
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and deprived  the  Palestinians  of basic  human  rights.  Since that time 

a steadily increasing number of Israelis have been ready to go to prison 

rather  than to serve  in  the  territories,  and  as  some  of these are very 

distinguished  veterans  this has been  a  great  crisis  for  both  the  army and  the  government.  The  movement  was  supported  by  the  contro versial Professor Yeshayahu Liebowitz, who is also an Orthodox Jew. 

He shows  that religion does  not need to impel an  Israeli to violence 

and  extremity:  he  advocates  a  separation of religion  from politics  in 

Israel,  condemns the  current  aggressive  nationalism  as  idolatry  and 

accepts  the  idea  of  a  Palestinian  state.  He  insists  that  in  order  to 

maintain its  moral  integrity Israel  must  hand  back  the territories  and 

condemns  the  behavior of Israel  there  as fascism. 53 

Other  Israelis  were also insistent  that  Israel  must  withdraw  from 

the occupied territories, simply in order to ensure her survival. Notable 

among  these  was  Professor  Y.  Harkabi,  the  former  head  of military 

intelligence whose book, The Fateful Decisitm ( 1988), points to a wor

rying demographic argument. If Israel holds on to the territories, she 

will  include 2.2 million  Palestinians  in  her enlarged state.  These  Pal

estinians will have  to be  enfranchised  if Israel  is  going to retain  her 

commitment to democracy.  In fifteen years,  Harkabi  argues,  the  Pal

estinians,  whose  birth  rate  is  higher,  will  have  become  a  majority. They will be able to exercise their democratic right to reform the Law of Return, which promises instant citizenship to  any Jew who makes 

Rliyllh.  Once  they  are  a majority  in  the  country,  the  Palestinians  will 

be able  to  ensure that Palestinians are also allowed to  return to  their country and become citizens.  The Jews are not making Rliyllh but the 

Palestinians  will certainly come to Israel.  In effecr,  Israel will cease to 

be a Zionist state.  When  Harkabi  published his book in  1988 he was 

convinced that  Israelis  would  see  the  force  of that  argument.  When 

the book made very little impaa ·and no impression on  Israeli policy, 

Harkabi  was  given to saying  that  Israel  had committed  herself to  a 

certain death. 

But other Israelis condemned this peaceful trend in Israel. On June 

2, 1980, car-bomb explosions injured the rwo Arab mayors of Nablus 

and Ramallah: one  lost  a  foot  and  the  other  both  legs  and  it  was 

considered  certain  that the  culprits were  members  of the  Jewish  un

derground. Rabbi Eliezer Waldman ofTehiya was one of the suspecrs 

but he was  released owing to  lack of evidence.  Tehiya does  not con

demn terrorism:  its members may not commit terrorist acts precisely 

liS members  of their party because this would mean  that the govern

ment  could outlaw Tehiya  as  a  terrorist  group.  But  it  approves  of 

those ofits members who commit terrorist acts as private individuals. 54 304                     H O L Y  W A R  

I n  1984, as  I  have  already mentioned,  members of the  Jewish under ground  were  discovered to  have  plotted to  blow up  the  Dome of the Rock and ai-Aqsa.  Rabbis of the  right did not condemn this  attempt: the  Messiah  could  not  come  until  the  shrines  on  the  Temple  Mount had  gone.  This  aggressive  act was  also  pleasing to  members  of Gush Emunim.  It showed that the Jews were ready to cast worldly prudence aside  and  court  the  enmity of the  united Arab  world  as  well  as  dam aging Israel's international support. Only when the chosen people were prepared  to  throw  caution  to  the winds  would  God step  in  and  save his  people. 

Crusaders  had  also  believed in extreme policies  that  defied  human 

common  sense.  They  had  also  pursued  aggressive  and  deliberately provocative  religious  policies  and  in  doing  so  th�y  were  largely  re sponsible  for  the  fall  of the  Kingdom  of Jerusalem.  But  it  could  be argued  that  the far right  is  still only a  small minority  in  Israel.  In the 1984 elections  they secured  only six  seats  out  of a  total  of 120. The peace  parties  PLP  and  Civil  Rights  achieved  five  seats.  It  is  possible to  argue  that  the  two  extremes  of  right  and  left  are  pretty  evenly balanced.  But  the  danger  is  more  insidious  than  that.  This  became clear when the  late  Rabbi Meir Kahane managed to win a  seat in the 1 984 election even  though  his  party  Kach  was  denounced  by  all  po litical parties without exception, even those of the far right. The Gush Emunim, Tehiya and  Morasha  (a far  right party led  by  Rabbi  Haim Drukman,  which  is  also  committed  to colonizing  the  territories)  all found  Kahane  and  Kach  a  deep  embarrassment.  To  understand  the significance of Kahane's election, we need first to examine his  ideology and then to look at the way one of the most obnoxious of these policies has  spread  beyond  the  confines  of Kach.  The  real  danger  of the  far right  is  that  their  ideas  become  acceptable  to  people  who  would  not necessarily  accept  all  their  policies  but  who  might  be  prepared to include  one  or two  of these  in  a  less threatening  package. 

Meir Kahane arrived in Israel in 197 4 after a long history of religious 

zeal  which  had  often  expressed  itself in violence.  In America  he  had been  an  FBI  agent  and  had  penetrated  a  conservative  and  allegedly anti-Semitic  organization.  He  then  founded  the  Jewish  Defense League  in  New  York,  which  mounted  a  terrorist  campaign  against young  blacks  who  attacked  Jews  in  the  streets  and  also  against  the Soviet Union, because of its anti-Semitic policies. Then he made tdiyah and founded Kach (Thus It Is! ) .  Kahane was  clear that, like  the leaders of  Tehiya,  he  approved  of  terrorism  against  the  enemies  of  Jews, though he could not allow Kach's association with terrorism to become manifest. 55 But it is widely believed that TNT (Terror Against Terror), 
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a movement  in the Jewish  underground,  is the military arm of Kach. 

Kahane insisted on  a  solution  to  the  problems  of Israel  that  shocks 

some  Israelis  and  intrigues  others  because  of its  ruthless  simplicity: 

every single Palestinian in the country must be forcibly deported. This 

is a blatantly racist solution and Jews have suffered far too much from 

such  racism  to  encourage  it  among  themselves.  But  Kahane  was  ad

amant  that  there  is  no  other  solution  and  it  is  difficult  for  Israelis to 

counter  his  arguments. 56 

Kahane  pointed  to  the  demographic  problem,  described  by  Pro

fessor  Y.  Harkabi,  which  is  ISrael's  nightmare.  If Palestinians  are  al

lowed to  remain  in  the country and  in  the territories they will  artain 

a majority and destroy the  Jewish  state.  Kahane  suggested that  Arabs 

should be offered  financial  inducements  to  leave,  but  if that  failed, 

then  Israel would have  to use force:  "I  am  not  about  to  ask  them  to 

leave," he said, "I want to make them leave . . .  I want to scare them."57 

Kahane  had  no  interest  in  the peace  process:  when  he  would  arrive 

in  an Arab  town  like Umm al-Fahm  he  had  no  intention of trying  to 

win  Arabs  over.  He was  telling  them  to  leave.  When  there  were  riots 

against Arabs in Afula, Kahane visited the town and praised the towns

folk:  they  were  not  rabble-rousers,  he  cried,  they  were  "good,  loyal 

Jews."58  Whenever  he  turned  up  to  speak,  members  of the  left  also 

turned up to demonstrate their disapproval.  At Afula, people from the 

nearby kibbutzim blew whistles so that he could not be heard. At other 

rallies,  leftists  have  handed  out  pamphlets  to  the  Arabs,  apologizing 

to them.  But it is also true that whenever he spoke hundreds of young 

people  turned  up  and  cheered  him  enthusiastically.  This,  more  than 

anything  else,  worried,  and  continues  to  worry,  many  Israelis. 

As long as Kahane remained an outsider, he was no real threat.  But 

when  he  was  actually  elected  to  the  Knesset  in 1984 and  the  result 

revealed that Kach had 1 . 2  percent of the vote, people became alarmed. 

There was  widespread  disgust  and  dismay.  The  result  of the 1 984 

election showed that the Likud had lost its clear majority: the Lebanon 

war had been very damaging to its interests.  Labor secured 44 percent 

of the  votes  and  Likud 41 percent.  There  was  to  be  a  coalition  gov

ernment  between  Labor and  Likud.  But Kahane's  election,  as  well  as 

the  increase  in the  number  of seats  of the far right  parties,  revealed  a 

sinister trend that made  Likud the center party.  President Haim  Her

wg refused to receive Kahane;  the left called him a Jewish  Hitler and 

Yitzhak  Sharnir,  the  new  leader  of  Likud,  declared  him  "negative, 

detrimental  and  dangerous. "59  It  was  considered  shameful  that  he 

should  be a member of the Jewish parliament,  that he should  propose 

laws  similar  to  the  Nuremberg  laws  in  the  Knesset. 60 For  decades 306                     H O L Y  W A R  

Israelis had got used to  the Arabs calling Israel a racist state  but now a  member  of the  Knesset  was  saying  the  same  thing  loudly and  pub licly:  his argwnent was that the Law of Return was a racist law, which excludes Arabs because they do not have the right genetic inheritance. The  only  possible  justification  for  the  exclusion  of the  Arabs  was  a religious imperative. God had told Moses that the goyim must not live in the Promised Land: "God wants us to live in a country of our own, isolated,  so that we  live separately and have the least  possible  contact with  what  is  foreign,  and so  that  we  create  as  far as  possible  a  pure Jewish culture  based on the Torah.'"'1 

Kach is the most blatantly reductive,  monistic and crusading ·party 

in the far  right.  Instead of seeing Judaism as a rich, complex tradition that evolved  a whole  civilization  over the  centuries,  Kahane saw  the integrity of Judaism as  reduced to  one message: 

There are not several messages in Judaism. There is only one.  And this  message  is  to  do  what  God  wants.  Sometimes God wants  us to go to war, sometimes he wants us to live in peace . . . .  But there is  only  one  message:  God  wanted  us  to  come  to  this  country  and to  create  a Jewish  State.62 

Kahane  had  no time for  Western  humanism and  he  saw  democracy as against the Torah.  He wanted a Torah state.  Kahane also  believed that  the  Messiah  will  come  very  soon.  If the  Jews  deserve  him  and establish  themselves  in  Israel,  he  will  come  in  glory,  but  if the  Jews fail in this he will arrive in a terrible anti-Semitic catastrophe.63 Kahane was not  upset by the  thought that his policies may lead to  a  renewal of anti-Semitism.  He  thought  that  would  be  a  good  thing  because persecution would mean that the Jews would have to leave the diaspora and come  to  Israel. 64 

By 1987, however,  it  looked  as  though  Kahane  had  overreached 

himself. His racist diatribes had produced disgust and everyone seemed weary of him.  But in  July that year the  well-known  general  Rahavam Ze'evi  advocated  the  policy  of the  "transfer"  of  large  numbers  of Palestinians  from the  occupied  territories to  Jordan.  Ze'evi expressed the  plan  more  elegantly  and  euphemistically  than  Kahane:  the  word "transfer" seemed more  acceptable  than the word "deportation.'' The plan  was  roundly  condemned  by  both  Peres  and  Sharnir  but  Rabin pointed out that,  if Israel was going to stay in the territories, transfer was the only viable way of preserving the Zionist state. Ze'evi's transfer plan Rabin argued, proved the bankruptcy of the Greater Land Move ment.65 

But  Ze'evi  won  supporters.  Not  surprisingly,  he  found  support 
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among the far  right.  Both Tehiya  and  Morasha considered the plan feasible, though Tehiya preferred the use of the term "agreed removal" to transfer. Indeed Raphael Eytan shortly afterward founded his own 

Tzomet  Party,  based  on  the  transfer  plan.  More  alarming  was  the 

support  given  by Defense  Minister  Michael  Dekel,  who  declared  in 

his official capacity that "the Western  states  are politically and morally 

duty  bound  to  see  the transfer of the  Arab  population  from  Judaea and Samaria (the West Bank) to their own state, the Hashemite King dom  of Jordan."66 But most worrying of all  was  the  support  Ze'evi received from the general  public.  Nearly half the Jewish respondents 

to  opinion  polls  that  month  favored  the  idea  in  theory,  if not  in 

practice.  Kahane  had  made  the  idea  of the  transfer  or  deportation acceptable. The pollsters were particularly worried by the unashamedly racist and fascist views expressed by young people. Surveys have shown 

that  future  voters  hold  anti-democratic  views:  they  would  be  quite prepared to deny the Arabs free speech and to forbid them the freedom 

to furm political organizations.67 

On October 18, 1988, Kahane was forbidden by the Israeli Supreme 

Court to stand fur the 1988 elections, on the grounds that his policies were antidemocratic and an incitement to racism.  Kahane was unre

pentant.  After  the  Supreme  Court  decision  he  still  insisted  that  he wanted the Arabs out.  But he also contended that the greatest victory 

of  Kach  was  that  it  had  made  the  concept  and  policy  of transfer 

legitimate.  Israelis who would balk at many of Kahane's  policies,  like 

his plans  fur a Torah state or his rejection  of democracy,  have taken 

to the idea of transfer. One  pollster,  Dr.  Eliezer Katz, fuund that  19 percent of Israelis believed that transfer would "allow the Jewish and democratic nature of lsraeli society to be maintained." Until 1987 the 

whole  idea  of transfer  was  unmentionable,  a  taboo.  But,  Dr.  Katz 

argues,  it had now gained legitimacy,  become  a focus  of public  dis

cussion  and  swept through  the  right.68  Transfer or deportation  is  a crusading solution, as we have seen. Many Israelis have felt sympathy 

with  the  plight  of the  Palestinians  and  have  been  distressed  by  the 

Palestinian  exodus  of  1948.  Others  might  subconsciously  have  de

voutly wished fur the Arab problem to disappear but until very recently the idea of a planned deportation was considered too dangerous even 

to imagine.  Jews  had suffered  too  much  themselves  from  expulsion 

and  from  fantasies  of  elimination.  But  Kahane  made  the  idea  in 

some sense acceptable. In the  1988 elections the two transfer parties, 

Raphael Eytan's Tzomet and Rahavam Ze'evi's Moledet, each gained 

two  seats.  Kahane had gone  but  transfer was in, with 3.6 percent of 

the votes. 
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The legitimation of transfer shows the real dangers of the far  right 

policy. Most  Israelis  would  never vote for their parties  because  they would  find the  message  in  toto too  radical  or  unrealistic.  But  they may well accept  one  or  rwo  ideas,  even  if they  choose  the most  un acceptable of all. Further, the vociferous publicity that Kahane aroused made people familiar with his truly horrible ideas, and familiarity with ideas can  also  lead  to  a familiarity  with  the  realities  that  lie  behind them.  What  is  very  worrying is the  radicalization  of the  young. As they watch a parliament hamstrung by the failure of any one party to achieve  a clear majority,  they  seem to be turning to  the  clarity  of the far right  position and some seem to be indulging the fascist dream of a "strong man" who will overturn the present system and "make order in  this chaos."•• It may also  be  the case that the far right are  making young  people  in particular  accustomed  to  the  obnoxious  idea  that terrorism  against Arabs is a legitimate activity. 

In  the  account  of the  fall of Jerusalem we  noticed  that  a  radical 

minority could  endanger the  security of the  whole state. The settlers in  the  occupied  territories are  very  different  in  their methods  from Reynauld  of Chatillon  in  some  respects, but  it  is  also  the  case  that more moderate  Israelis  consider them a menace and a threat to Israeli security. They are also guilty of making the already intractable conflict 

the Arabs and Jews more ex treme : their provocative actions 

[image: ]

caused  an extreme  reaction on  both  sides  of the conflict.  It  is  a 

polarization that Israel cannot afford. The danger posed by the Jewish settlers  has  become  particularly clear during the  Palestinian uprising. 

The settlers had long got used to dealing summarily with Arabs in 

the territories.  If Arabs threw stones at the cars of settlers, the settlers themselves  would  take the  law  into  their  own  hands  and  smash car windows  in  Ramallah  or  Nablus.  Sometimes  there  was  violence  and b loodshed. The behavior of the settlers is considered one of the causes of the uprising. Thus the leftist writer Amnon Rubinstein has argued that Israel also has an occupation of sorts in South Lebanon but there has  been no uprising because  there are no Gush Emunim settlements there.70  Israel  presents  herself  as the  opponent  of terrorism  in  the region:  it  is  very  embarrassing for the  government  when  their  own citizens take the law violently into  their own hands and avenge  blood with  blood. It  is  descending to  the  same  level as the  Arab terrorists. During the uprising the settlers' behavior seemed to be uncontrollable. Thus in November 1987, in the very early days of the intijiuUJ, a group of schoolgirls from Gaza threw stones at the passing car of some settlers and the occupants promptly opened fire.  One seventeen-year-old girl was  killed and others  were  severely wounded.71  Incidents  like  this 
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naturally  filled the  Palestinians  with  greater  determination  and  the 

army found that they also had to  bear the  brunt of the Arab hostility aroused by the  settlers. 

On  April 6,  1988, the  evening  papers  described  a  tragic  incident on  the  West  Bank.  A  group  of teenagers  from  the  Gush  Emunim settlement ofElon Moreh had gone for a hike. They had been attacked 

by  the  Arabs  of the  nearby  village  of  Beita,  who  had  pelted  them 

cruelly  with  stones  and  one  sixteen-year-old  girl,  Tirza  Porat,  was 

stoned  to  death.  In  the  early  stages  there  was  outrage  and  horror 

among the  Israelis.  It revived  the  old  Jewish  nightmare  of a  young 

girl  set  upon  by  "pogromists  and  murderers."72  The  Israeli  Arabs 

waited  fearfully for  reprisals.  But  even  in  the  very  early  accounts  of the incident Israelis  and  Arabs  noted  some strange discrepancies  in the story. It appeared that two Palestinian youths had also been killed and that was puzzling, given that the young Jewish teenagers had been 

out on  a  nature  ramble  and  were,  presumably,  unarmed.  Further,  it seemed that the Arabs of Beita had sent for the Red Cross ambulance 

and that some  had hidden  the other children  in  their houses. 

Despite  these puzzles,  a  lynch-mob  fury  swept through  Israel.  At Tirza's funeral, which was attended by Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir, the crowds shouted: "Wipe Beita off the map!" The army had already moved into Beita and destroyed seventeen homes but the Israelis were clamoring for further vengeance. 

The army's investigation, however, produced quite a different story. 

It  appeared  that  the  children  had  been  accompanied  by  an  adult, 

Romain Aldubi, who was carrying an Ml6 machine gun. Aldubi was 

known  as  one  of the  most  lawless  settlers  in  the  area:  his  violent 

activities  had  caused  the  army  to  forbid  him  to  enter  Nablus,  for 

example.  Elon  Moreh  was  a  particularly  militant  settlement  and  the 

army  had  told  the  settlers  that  it  was  dangerous  for  them  to  walk 

around the area unaccompanied.  Despite  this,  the army had not been 

informed about the hike. It appeared that the hike itself had not exactly 

been  a  peaceful  ramble  of nature  lovers.  One  of the  teenagers  had 

artlessly told the TV reporters that they had decided to walk to Beita 

in order "to show the Arabs who was  master."73  It was  their way of 

proclaiming that they  had  the  right to  walk wherever they chose  on 

the West Bank and  that  neither the Arabs  nor the  army were  going 

to limit their activities. The forensic evidence, moreover, revealed that 

Tirza had not died of stoning but from the bullet of an M 16, like the 

one · carried by  Aldubi.  The  army made  a careful  inquiry and  insisted 

on  publishing  its  findings,  despite  the  near  hysterical  protests of the 

right.  The  army  discovered  that  the  confrontation  had  been  largely 3 1 0                                   H O L Y  W A R  

sparked  by  Aldubi,  who  had opened  fire  on  very  trivial  provocation and  killed a  Palestinian  youth.  He then seemed to  have gone  berserk and  started shooting in all directions,  killing Tirza and the other Pal estinian  boy  and  injuring others. The villagers  sheltered the children in  their  homes  and  called  the  ambulance,  while  some  of the  Arabs managed to wrest the gun away from Aldubi.  The military authorities were  deeply embarrassed  about their overhasty  response  and offered the  people of Beita  compensation  for  their lost  homes. 

The  revelation  of this far less  inflammatory version  of the tragedy 

stopped the wave of blood lust that had seemed in danger of sweeping through  Israel.  But  the  right  dung  to  the  original  story  and  it was bizarre  and somehow very disturbing to see  a girl from  Elon Moreh appearing on the  television  news inunediately after  a  spokesman  for the army had explained yet again what really seemed to have happened. The girl from Elon Moreh read a poem in memory of Tirza:  it called upon  the  Jewish  people  to  build  a  new  settlement  in  her  honor  on the  site  of the  village  of Beita,  the  home  of her  murderers.  There seemed  to  be  no  connection  between  the  rwo  versions,  which  were left schiwphrenically side by side. The politicians of the left denounced the  settlers  in  the  territories  for  continuing  to  spread  inflammatory tales  of Beita;  the  last  thing  that  Israel  needed  was  riots  against  the Arabs  in  Israel  itself.  The  radical  Jewish  peace  group End the  Occu pation  Committee  picketed  Mr.  Sharnir's  residence  and  when  they were  attacked  by  Kahane's  followers  they  fought  back.  The  tragedy of Beita had shown how very dangerous the settlers' provocative pres ence  could  be  in  the  territories.  It  meant  unnecessary  loss  of life  in which  Jews  as  well  as  Arabs  suffered;  it  led  to  an  escalation  of an already  nigh  impossible  situation  and  it  led  to  divisions  among  the Israelis  themselves. 

The  following week,  in an  article in Ha'aretz on April l4, Amnon 

Rubinstein  pointed  out  the  problem  of the  grave  security  burden which the settlements  are  imposing on the  Israeli  army: 

The  army's  limited  forces  are  obliged to  act  as  a  police  force  and an  escort  to  a  handful  of extremist settlers  instead  of doing  their real  job,  which  is  to  prepare  for  war,  fight  terrorism  and  guard our  borders.  Moreover  the  real  security  burden  is far heavier. Gush  Emunim's  policy  will  inevitably  light  a  fire  which can only end  with  an  apocalypse  of some  sort,  with  another  war,  a  civil war or an attempt to forcefully expel all Arabs from the country.  It is  irrelevant whether  this  is  the  group's conscious or  merely  sub conscious aim. 
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Rubinstein  is  quite  sure  that  the  settlers  did  not  originally  envisage 

any such terrible outcome:  he recalled the early idealism of the settle

ment  movement  and  the  hopes  that  people  like  Moshe  Arens  and 

Israel  Galili  had  placed  in  it.  But since  the  beginning  of the intifada 

the settlers had become an intolerable burden and the source of terrible 

danger. If Rubinstein is right, the settlers could prove to be dangerous, 

just as  Reynauld of Chatillon was dangerous to  the  Kingdom  of Je

rusalem.  1mpractical and overzealous extremists can very easily ignite 

an already  inflanunable situation. 

The frustrations aroused in the Israelis, among both the  army and 

the  civilians,  about  Israel's  inability to  end  the intifada, is  creating  a 

serious  problem.  Again,  it  seems  that the  young  are  turning  toward 

the  right.  Veteran  soldiers  of long  standing  come  home  from  their 

reserve  duty  in  the  territories  and  say:  "Never  again !"  Some  go  to 

prison  rather than  return.  This  is causing a collapse of morale  in  the 

army, which is becoming critical. But the young, inexperienced soldiers 

are  both  frustrated and  sickened  and  tend  to  turn  to  a  hard-line  so

lution. 74 Often they convert their  families  to  this  position.  The  frus

tration  in the country can easily  turn  to lynching and mob violence. The Beita incident might have sparked off some horrible violence had 

not the army, to its great credit, quenched it by insisting on publishing 

the  true  version  of the  events.  The  danger  is  that  violence  breeds 

violence  in a seemingly endless cycle.  Thus on July 6,  1989, a  Pales

tinian driver crashed the  bus  he  was  driving,  killing fourteen  Israeli 

passengers. According to police and Arab sources, Abdul Hadi Salman 

Rassem,  the  driver,  had  acted to avenge the  alleged  beating and  im

prisonment  of  his  brothers  during  the intifada by  Israeli  soldiers. 

Violence to Palestinians had  led to horrific violence against Jews. 

The tragedy sparked a series of riots which shocked the  Israeli gov

ernment. Throughout the country Jews took to  the  streets shouting: 

"Death  to  the  Arabs!"  It  was  the  most  violent  backlash  since  the 

beginning of the intifada. The Jewish crowds  stoned  Palestinian cars, 

wounded Arabs and killed at least one Palestinian. Jamal Nasser, ftom 

Gaza, was hit on the head with a stone while he was driving through 

the  Negev  Desert.  He  was  killed,  the  car  overturned  and  his  four 

passengers were injured. Most ominously, the home of Dedi Zucker, 

MK,  an  outspoken  critic  of army  excesses  in  the  territories,  was  at

tacked by the rioters.  Zucker was dismayed: 

The  real  damage  is  for  the  democratic  structure  of this  society, because it's the first time that the house of a member of the Knesset was  attacked so bitterly,  so strongly.  I'm afraid the  real damage  is 
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rhe fact  rhat  once  rhey  have  started  it  rhey  do  not  differentiate between  an Arab and a  Jew,  and  a  member  of rhe  Knesset. 75 

The  newspaper Ma'ariv spoke of "rhe  terrible  deterioration  of Israeli society"  and  rhe Jerusalem Post wrote sadly rhat "Jews, rhe victims of racist  prejudice rhroughout rhe  ages,  are  now committing  rhe worst kind of racism rhemselves and are meting out collective punishment. "76 Zionism had originally encouraged a high moral standard in rhe Jewish people but rhe violence of a long struggle had wrought grave damage to Israeli society. In escalating rhe violence in rhe territories, in fighting orhcr  Israelis  who  want  peace  and  in  getting  rhe  young accustomed to  rhe  rhetoric of hatred and violence, rhe  far  right groups must bear some  responsibility for rhe dangerous situation that exists  in Israel at the  time of writing. 

The intifada has  not  only  inspired  extremism;  it  has  also  inspired 

in many Israelis a new desire for peace. Since the uprising began, some forty-six  new  peace  groups  have  emerged.  Some  observers  say  that this  is  a  healthy  sign;  others  are concerned  that  these  many  groups are  splitting  the  opposition  to  the  right  into  too  many  factions  and would favor a more united stand. 77 There have been some impressive demonstrations.  On the day after the fortieth anniversary of the state of lsrael on Independence Day, 1988, there was a large demonstration of about  twenty  of these  groups,  reminding  the  nation  that,  despite the celebrations, there were urgent realities that had to  be addressed. On  July 4  that  year  a rally was  held  by military groups  to  mark the twenty-first anniversary of the occupation of the West Bank and Gaza. It was  attended  by  about 1 0,000 Israelis.  The  rally was  preceded  by a  procession  through Tel Aviv with banners calling fur an end to the occupation  and  for "Israel-Palestine  peace." The  marchers  also  used the old rallying cry that had been used during the Lebanon war: "Bring the  soldiers  home!" this  time,  of course,  referring  to  the  army's  in volvement in the territories. 

There are clearly people in  Israel who want peace. They know that 

somebody  has  to  compromise  in  order  to  call  a  halt  to  the  endless cycle of violence that could so easily get out of control,  as the events in July 1989 show so clearly. The presence of extremist groups at such a  time of tension  must  be  dangerous.  People  who  call  for  racist so lutions  and  advocate terrorism against Arabs  constitute  only  a  small minority  of the  Israeli  population.  But  their  presence  is  disedifying: it  pulls  down  the  general  moral  tone  of the  society  and  accustoms people to  unacceptable  solutions.  When a member of Gush Emunim is tried  by  an  Israeli  court fur killing  an  Arab,  is  let out on  bail  and 
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is  greeted  as  a  hero  by  his  far  right  supporters,  this  fills  many Israelis-members  of Likud  as  well  as  Laborites-with  dismay  and 

despair.  They feel that the situation is getting out of control and that the ethical values which were so important to early Zionism are being lost. At a time when the government finds it hard to gain an effective majority  and  seems  locked  in  internal  disputes  of a  complex  nature, the utter  simplicity  and certainty of the extremists  is attractive  to the 

ymmg  of Israel,  who  seem  at  the  time  of writing  to  be  turning  to 

undemocratic ideals, doubtless under the  influence of people  like  Ka

hane. 

On  November 14,  1988, Israel  held  its  elections.  On  November 

15, as  we  have seen,  Yasir Arafat  declared  Palestinian  independence 

and recognized the existence of a  Jewish  state.  On  July 31 that  year King Hussein of Jordan had relinquished any claim to the West Bank, 

thus  obviating  those  peace  plans  that  had  hoped  to  circumvent  ne gotiations  with  the  PLO,  like  that  proposed  by  American  Secretary 

of State  George  Shultz  and  the  peace  plan  of  Shimon  Peres;  both depended on  some  sort of Jordanian  solution  to  the  problem  of the 

West  Bank.78 There was  now only the  PLO to  talk to  and  in  Algiers on November 15 Arafat removed the  last obstacle to  negotiations by 

recognizing  the  right  of Israel  to  exist.  Arafat  began  to  receive  rec

ognition  for his proposed  state of Palestine and was congratulated on 

his  initiative.  The  former  terrorist,  as  Israelis  noticed  with  anguish, was becoming a hero of peace while Israel was seen desperately trying 

to come  to terms with  the  unpromising election  results. 

The  most  dramatic  feature  of these  elections  was  the  rise  of the 

religious parties, which gained a record number of sixteen seats in the 

Knesset. These parties tend to adopt hawkish policies toward the Arabs 

and to see  the  Arab-Israeli conflict  as  a  religious  holy  war.  Thus  the 

National Religious  Party,  which  gained  five seats, had originally been 

dovish  on  territorial  issues  but  today  maintains  close  links  with  its 

offspring  Gush  Emunim.  The  ultra-Orthodox  party  Degel  Hatorah, 

which  gained  two  seats,  is  inspired  by  a  Messianic  mysticism;  Shas, 

the Sephardic religious party, which won six seats, sees the passing of 

further religious legislation within Israel as its priority but had recently 

issued a series of rulings denying Gentile  rights  in  Israel.  One of the 

most disturbing results was the five seats gained by the Agudat Yisrael, backed by the Hasidic rabbis ofGur and Lubavitcher. This party seems 

not primarily interested in the problem of the Arabs; its main ambition 

is to pass a law which would accept as Jewish only those converts who 

have undergone the lengthy process of conversion to  Orthodoxy.  Its 
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whose  converts  would,  in  the  view  of Agudat  Yisrael,  no  longer  be considered true Jews. As Israel is so dependent upon support in Amer ica,  most  of whose  Jews  belong  to  Conservatives  or  to  Reform  Ju daism,  this  was  very distressing  to  the Jews of America  as  well  as  a blatant discounting of an  essential fact about Israel,  which would not survive  for one  day without the  United  States. 

Israel, which was founded by defiantly secular idealists, seems to be 

swinging toward religion. This, we have seen, can be highly dangerous. At  the  time of the  Crusades,  Christians  and  Muslims  could  relate  to one  another  positively  when  they  were  not  inspired  by  a  bellicose religiosity  to  see  the  other  as  the  enemy  of God and  the  conflict between  them  on  a  cosmic  plane.  A  certain  type  of religiosity  can encourage people to  view the enemy in  a special category,  depriving him of the  considerations  that  we  would  apply  to  a  normal  human being;  it  can  lose  touch  with  the  concrete  realities  on  the  ground because  it is too busy gazing  heavenward  and,  finally,  it can admit of no  compromise.  We  have  seen  that  the  far  right  groups  are  either highly religious or,  in  the case  of Tehiya,  an alliance of extreme  reli gious  people  with  fanatic  seculars.  Their  policies  are  absolutely  un compromising  and  do  not  apply  to  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict  the ordinary  ethical  and moral values that would pertain elsewhere. In the 1988 elections  the  far  right  achieved  seven  votes  and  within  the  far right  there  was  a  swing  toward  the  notion  of  transfer:  Tehiya  got three votes  and the two transfer parties, Twmet and Moledet,  as we have seen, got two each. The results show that almost one fifth of the members  of the  K.nesset  have extreme policies  that will  admit of no compromise  and most of these  are deeply religious  people. 

In these elections there was another hung  parliament:  Likud, with 

forty  MKs,  beat  Labor  by  one  seat.  Prime Minister  Yitzhak  Sharnir is  not a religious  man  but  he  is a former  member  of Lehi,  whose ideology is  not dead  but has recently seen  a "renaissance" in Tehiya, which  follows  in  its  footsteps.  Old  Lehi  members  like  Sharnir  have not  abandoned  their  party:  they  still  meet  and  talk.  Lehi,  we  have seen,  was  a secular party but advocated  an Israel with the boundaries promised by God in the Bible. One of its most extraordinary principles was  the  commitment  to  rebuilding  the  Temple.  We  do  not  know exactly  what  Mr.  Sharnir thinks of these  matters  today  but  recently he  met with  the  leader  of a sect which  is dedicated to the  rebuilding of the Temple  (which, of course,  would mean that the  great Muslim mosques would have to be demolished) .  The sect had even designed the  robes that would be worn by the High Priest.  Mr.  Sharnir is said to have given this group support and encouragement, and this in itself 
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does  not bode weD for  peace.  Immediately after the elections,  Shamir 

promised  the  country that  he  would  never  negotiate  with  the  PLO 

and  considered  forming  a government with  the  religious  parties.  At 

a  time  when  Arafat,  secular  leader  of a  secular  movement,  was  being 

congratulated  by  governments  on  his  peace  initiative,  Israelis  were 

watching  their  own  leader  courting  hawkish  religious  extremists. EventuaUy,  however,  Likud revived the coalition with  Labor. 

But  the  swing  toward  religion  in  Israel  was  even  more  marked  in 

the  1990 elections. The religious parties gained only a few  more seats 

(Agudat  Israel:  8;  Shas:  6;  National  Religious  Party: 4; Degel  Ha

torah:  2),  but this time  they  reaDy  did control  the formation  of the new  government.  For  three  months  the  world  watched  Peres  and 

Shamir running after the  rabbis  in  a  desperate  attempt to  gain  a  tiny 

majority.  It was a telling and  chilling demonstration of the growth of 

religious extremism in  Zionism,  which had once  been  a defiantly sec ular movement.  In June  1990 Shamir finaUy managed to puU together 

a right-wing coalition that was heavily  supported  by the far right and 

by the religious parties.  Commentators  gloomily agreed  that the pros pects for a Middle East peace had never looked so bleak.  Washington 

had  broken  off talks  with  the  PLO,  because  Arafat  had  refused  to 

condemn a failed attack on Israel by Palestinian extremists in late May 

1990.  But the United States stiU continued to  support  Shamir's gov

ernment,  even  though  it  seemed  an  enemy  to  ideals  of  liberty  and 

democracy that  had  once  thrilled  American  hearts.  Ministerial  posts 

had  been  given  to  representatives  of Tzomet  and  Tehiya:  in  his  new 

cabinet  Shamir,  a  former  terrorist  and  avowed  enemy  of the  peace 

process,  looked  like  a  moderate.  Moledet,  the  "transfer''  party,  was 

crucial  to  Shamir's  coalition  and,  even  though  it  had  no  seats  in  the 

cabinet,  the  party  pledged  continuing  support  for  the  new  govern

ment.  Shamir's  new  allies  considered  that  democracy  was  at  best  a 

questionable  concept;  they  were  not  committed  to  peace  but  to  ter

ritorial  expansion  and  racial  supremacy.  With  their  support,  Shamir 

set his face against any compromise for peace, even though this meant 

defying  the  United  States.  On  June  27,  1990,  he  sent  a  twelve-page 

overnight telegram  to  President  Bush,  speUing  out  a  brutal  and  cate

gorical "no" to  the proposals made  by  Secretary of State James  Baker 

for talks  between  Israel  and  the  Palestinians. 

There  are  stiU  people  in  Israel  who  are  committed  to  a  peaceful 

solution;  they  argue  that  Israel  must  negotiate  with  the  PLO  and watch the new wave of intransigence and hatred in their country with 

real anguish. There  is  a growing appreciation in Israel of the dangers 

of a  certain  type  of religion.  In  1988 the  Israeli  Institute  of Military 3 1 6                                   H O L Y  W A R  

Studies carried out a su!Vey to discover the reasons why Israeli youths were prepared to se!Ve  in the army. The researchers found that young secular  Israelis  saw  military  service  as  a way of seiVing the  state,  but that  hatred  of the  Arabs  was  the  prime  motive  for  young  religious Israelis. The researchers also discovered that hatred of Arabs was twice as  strong  in  the  Jewish  religious  schools  as  in  the  secular  schools:  in the  religious  schools,  5 1   percent  of the  boys  and  68  percent  of the girls  said  that  they  hated  all  Arabs,  while  in  the  secular schools  only 32 percent  of the  boys  and  28  percent  of the  girls  made  the  same declaration of hatred. In the religious vocational schools the percentage was  far  higher:  71  percent  of the  boys  and  78  percent  of the  girls were Arab-haters. 

This does not bode well for the future.  But intransigence is also on 

the increase among the adult Israeli Jewish population. In a symposium held  at  the  University of Haifa  in  June  1990,  Sammy Smooha,  pro fessor  of sociology  at  Haifa  and  world  authority on  the  analysis  of Israel's  Jewish  and  Palestinian  societies,  revealed  that religious chau venism  was  rising.  Even  in  1988,  59  percent  of the  adult  Israelis questioned in his su!Vey supported the project of''transfer"; 58 percent would  deny  all  Arabs  the  right  to  vote  in  parliamentary elections  in Israel; 74 percent  were  for  active  discrimination  against  the  Arab population  in  all  walks  of life.  In  an  article that  published  the results of all these su!Veys in June  1990 in a Western periodical, Israel Shahak argued that Western commentators must become more familiar with these disturbing trends. These painfully honest and commendably self critical  Israeli  su!Veys have been much  discussed  in the  Hebrew  press but tend to  be ignored outside  Israel. As a  result, the West has often misunderstood  Israeli  politics  and  has  seen  the  success  of the  Right as  the  result  of the  political  manipulation  of individuals  rather  than as  a  consequence  of deeper  and  more  worrying  tendencies.  Shahak also argued that Western commentators were quite right to condemn the new wave of anti-Semitism, which disturbingly surfaced in Europe during the late  1980s, but added that they must realize that hatred of Arabs  was  far  more  widespread  among  Israelis  than  was  hatred  of Jews among latter-day Europeans.19 

There is a further irony.  Sharnir's extreme government was able to 

come  to  power  after  the  extraordinary  migration  to  democracy  in Eastern  Europe  in  1989  and  at  a  time  when  the  Soviet  Union  was also making painful  steps  toward the  democratic  ideal.  Soviet  Jews were  at  last to  be  allowed to emigrate  to  Eretz Yisrael. The Western world  naturally  applauded  these  movements,  yet  Israel,  its  chief ally in  the  Middle  East,  seemed,  under  Sharnir,  to  be  retreating  from 
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democracy. There were signs that Israel sought to use the prospect of 

the forthcoming inunigration from the Soviet Union as a justification 

for further territorial expansion.  In response to  concern expressed by 

President  Bush,  Shamir  replied  in  June 1990 that  while  the  Israeli government would not settle Soviet inunigrants on the West Bank, it would not deter any new inunigrant from making a settlement in the 

occupied territories. A peace move  from  its old  anti-Semitic foe  had, 

in the climate of religious and  political  intransigence,  been translated 

into  a new act of war against the  Palestinian  population. 

Religion should be a force for mutual respect and compassion, but 

it  can  also  become  a  catalyst  of hatred.  This  danger  seems  to  be  as 

great  a  threat  in  the  Middle  East today  as  it  was  at  the  time  of the 

Battle  of Hittin. In Chapter 3 we  saw  that  Palestinians  feared  that their own cause might succumb to religious extremism and that Issam 

Satawi,  who  became  a  martyr  for  the  peace  process,  was  convinced 

that  some  solution  must  be  found  before  religious  radicals  replaced 

secular leaders on  both sides of the conflict.  It seems that it may now 

be too  late  for  Israeli  leaders  to seek a secular modus viJJendi with the 

Arab  world,  unless  the  moderates  in  the  country  are  able  to  attract 

more  support  from  their  Western  allies.  But  there  has  also  been  a 

religious revival of an  intransigent nature  in  the  Islamic countries  of 

the Middle East.  In the next chapter we shall see how this contributed to the tragedy of President Anwar Sadat of Egypt. 
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The  Death  of President Anwar 

Sadat:  Holy  War  and  Peace 

 

0 n  October 6,  198 1 ,  President Anwar Sadat was officiating at the victory parade celebrating the October War against Israel 

in  1973.  Suddenly one of the trucks  in the parade pulled out 

of line just in front of the presidential stand and when Sadat saw First Lieutenant  Khaled  Islambouli  jump  out  and run toward him , he  as sumed that the young man was going to  salute him and stood up to receive  the  tribute.  Then  a  second  officer  threw  a  hand grenade  and there  was  a  burst of machine-gun  fire  as  the  four  assassins  mounted a  formidably  efficient  attack.  Khaled shot round  afrer round into the body of Sadat, even afrer he had himself been wounded in the stomach, crying: "Give me that dog, that infidel!" After fifty seconds the security officers managed to stop the attack, but not before seven other people besides Sadat had been killed and twenty-eight others wounded. '  The assassination of Sadat shocked the world in much the same way as the assassinations  of  President  Kennedy  or  Martin  Luther  King.  Sadat was the first Muslim  leader in the Western world since Saladin to gain the  respect and  admiration  of the  West,  but where  Saladin  had  been a hero of the holy war, Sadat was a hero of peace.  His historic journey to Jerusalem in November  1977 had become a twentieth-century leg end of peace in an increasingly violent world, but the young men who shot  Sadat  did  not  see  him  as  a  hero  and  neither  did  millions  of his own people. The date of his death is significant:  it was the anniversary of his October War that had given  back to  the Arabs the  self-respect they had lost in  1967. In the Islamic calendar, Sadat died on the feast of the Eid el-Adha,  which commemorates Abraham's sacrifice, and he had  made  his  journey  of peace  in  1977 on  the  eve  of the  very  same feast. His assassins shot Sadat because he was an infidel ruler who had abandoned  the  sacred  duty  of the jihad and  made  a  shameful  peace with the enemies of God. 

The comparison with Saladin is fruitful. Until the twentieth century 
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Saladin  had  acrually  been  more  widely  revered  i n  the  West  than  he was in the East, even though he had been the sworn enemy of Western 

Christendom.  Sadat had  been  a  friend to  the West and  had  signed  a 

treaty with  the  vanguard  of the  West  in  the  Middle  East,  but  when 

he  died  his  own  people  did  not  mourn him. \\-'hen  Nasser  died  in 

1970 thousands of people had poured onto the streets of Cairo, weep ing and tearing their garments for  the Arab  hero who  had staunchly 

defied  Israel  and the West.  On the  night of Sadat's death,  the  streets of Cairo were eerily silent, even though he was already being mourned 

and  eulogized  on  news  programs  in  Europe  and  America. 2  At  his 

funeral  on  October  10  Western  leaders  flocked  to  pay  tribute  to  a 

great  man.  At their head were three  former  Presidents  of the  United States, Secretary of Srate Alexander Haig and Defense Minister Caspar Weinberger. Prime Minister Begin oflsrael was there, with his Interior Minister Yosef Burg and his Defense Minister Ariel Sharon, the ded icated hawk and Arab-hater. There were chancellors,  prime ministers 

and presidents from  Europe,  and  Prince  Charles represented Britain. But there were no dense crowds of Egyptian mourners and no other 

Arab leaders at the funeral:  after Sadat signed the Camp David treaty, 

Egypt  had  been  expelled  from  the  Arab  League.  It  seemed  that  his 

death could  not simply  be  ascribed  to  a  few  unbalanced  fanatics  but 

that  at  some  level  it  had  been  endorsed  by  the  whole  Arab  world. Why was this man of peace  so deeply hated  by  his own  people? The story of Sadat shows that, despite Camp David, there was no real will 

to peace  on  either  side  of the  conflict  and  it also  shows  how  deeply 

religion has inflamed the originally secular conflict in the Middle East. 

When Saladin and Richard signed their treaty in  1 192, it marked the 

beginning of a  detente  in  the  holy war,  but  religious  extremism  on 

both  sides  of the  conflict  has  made  peace  seem  dangerous  and  im

possible.  Sadat's tragedy shows that a man who has presented himself 

as  a religious president cannot safely become a president of peace. 

When  Sadat  came  to  power  in  1970  the  Egyptians  did  not  hate 

him but they did not really take him very seriously. He lacked Nasser's 

strength and stability, perhaps because of his traumatic childhood. His 

father  had  married  a  black  woman  and  had  five  children  by  her,  of 

whom Mohammad Anwar was the second.  But later, when he moved 

his family from the village of Mit Abu  ei-Qom  to  a four-room flat in 

Cairo,  he  married  a  white  Egyptian  girl  and  had  fifteen  children  by 

her. Sadat's mother was reduced to the level of a slave and moved into 

a  room  with  her five  dark-skinned children,  who  frequently  saw  her 

beaten and humiliated. Throughout his life Sadat was obsessed by his 

dark skin and always had a desperate need to be Liked and accepted.' 320                     H O L Y  W A R  

I n  addition  to  these  misfonunes,  he  seems  to  have  failed  to  get  into one  of the  better  schools,  as  his  elder  brother Taalat  had  done,  and so  he  clearly  lacked  Nasser's  intelligence.•  His  basic  insecurity  made him  enjoy  belonging  to  a  close  group  and  this  got  him  involved  in some dubious and  rather foolish cloak-and-dagger conspiracies before he  joined  Nasser's  group  of Free  Officers,  which  successfully  staged the  revolution  of  1952.5  Some  of the  members  of this  group  were opposed to Nasser's  recruiting Sadat, 6 because they felt he was a light weight, but Nasser seems to have been genuinely fond of him, though he was aware of his shortcomings. People do seem to have liked Sadat, and  his  eagerness  to  please  was  one  of his  endearing  characteristics. The  Free  Officers  probably  felt  that  their  reservations  about  Sadat were justified, however, on the night of the coup  in  1952. Sadat had been  ordered  to  come  to  Cairo  from Gaza, where  he  was  stationed, and  to  await  instructions,  but  instead  he  took  his  wife  Jihan  to  the cinema and when he got back to their aparnnent he found a stiff note from  Nasser to say that the coup had taken place and where was he?7 

During Nasser's rule Sadat was the Speaker in the Egyptian parliament his for ten  years,  largely  because of  histrionic  talents.  He always  had  his 

a love  of the theatrical and one of  earliest ambitions had been to 

become  an actor.  Nasser gave him the job  of Speaker because  he said that  Sadat  had  a  good  voice  and  could  orate  with  as  much  rhetoric as the Syrians.8 In  1969 Sadat became Vice-President because  Nasser felt that it was  his "turn"-all his colleagues had had a chance at the post and everybody enjoyed seeing Sadat's obvious delight in the job.9 Nobody thought to  remove him from office,  because the last year of Nasser's life was a very hectic and indeed tragic year in the Arab world. In any  case  Sadat  was  associated in  people's minds with  Nasser.  In the last years of his life, when Na.Sser was constantly depressed by the catastrophe of the Six Day War and was in failing  health,  he liked to spend  his  evenings  with  Sadat,  who  was  an  old  and  undemanding friend.  Sadat  himself always  seemed  devoted  to  Nasser  and  used  to call him mu'Rllan (teacher) . '" When Nasser died unexpectedly in  1970 Vice-President  Sadat  automatically  took  over  until  the  election  of a new President, and many people assumed that he was just a caretaker. In rather the  same way,  nobody had thought much of Saladin when he  became vizier of Egypt. 

But,  like  Saladin,  Sadat  managed  to  gain  the  political  support  of 

the Egyptian people and become a strong leader.  He won  the  presi dential election of October 1970 by presenting himself to the electorate as the  successor  of Nasser,  as  Saladin  had  presented  himself as  the successor  of  Nur  ad-Din.  Like  Saladin,  Sadat  had  to  put  down  a 
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revolution  in  the  army  after  coming  to  power  and  was  thus  able to demonstrate that he truly was  the master of Egypt. u Now he  had to 

justify  his  power  by  means  of his  achievements.  In  Western  democ

racies  a  leader  derives  his  legitimacy  ftom  the  institution  itself and 

ftom  the  state,  but  in  a  Third  World  country  a  leader  derives  his legitimacy ftom what he manages to  achieve.  Once Sadat had secured 

himself in power,  he had to  produce achievements  equal  to  Nasser's, 

but this was difficult. Nasser had been revered all over the Arab world and  was almost a legend.  What could  Sadat do that would not seem 

an  anticlimax? 

Despite Sadat's apparent love of Nasser during his life, he seems to 

have harbored a deep resentment of his leader and after Nasser's death 

this surfaced quite violently. The successor of Nasser began to tell his people that Nasser had made terrible mistakes and that he, Sadat, was the savior of Egypt. This was naturally very confusing to the people, 

who  had  been  told  that  everything  was  wonderful  during  Nasser's 

rule. t2 Sadat began to reverse Nasser's policies.  Nasser had sought to make the  Arab people proud  and  independent and  had  rejected the Western imperialists as the Arabs' enemies. Now Sadat sought to make 

Egypt  a  client of America  in  rather  the  same  way  as  Israel  and  Iran were: he was fond of calling Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi "my friend 

the Shah."13 In 1972 he expelled the 1 500 Russian advisers that Nasser 

had  installed in  the  country,  clearly  hoping to  endear  himself to  the 

United  States,  and  at  first  this  seemed  to  give  the  Egyptians  a  new 

power  and  independence.  His  high-handed  treatment  of the  Soviets 

made them  respect  and  fear  Sadat:  in  1973  they  gave  him far more 

arms than they had given Nasser in  1967. In the early years of Sadat's 

rule he began to  show the  Egyptian  people that he had a power and strength that they had not seen  in him before. 

Sadat  knew that  he  must  find  a  popular power  base  to  rival  the 

popular  support  that  his  Nasseritc  or  Marxist  rivals  enjoyed,  so  he 

turned to religion.  Saladin had taken an Islamic identity as soon as he 

came to  power,  and Sadat also presented  himself to his people as  the 

Pious President. He liked to be photographed praying in the mosques, 

wearing traditional Muslim dress with the  ash  mark on his forehead, 

proving  that  he  was  a  good  Muslim  who  bowed  to  the  ground  in 

prayer  five times a  day. There is no reason to doubt  the sincerity of 

Sadat's piety, but it is also true that his new religious identity seemed 

certain to  be  popular  among  the  people  because  there  had  been  a 

religious revival in Egypt after the Six Day War in  1967, when many 

people had turned to religion in order to make sense of the catastrophic 

defeat.  We  have  seen  that there  was  a  rather similar  religious  revival 322                      H O L Y  W A R  

i n  Israel and in the Jewish diaspora after the near disaster of the  1973 October  War.  After 1967 people  in Egypt seemed to  think that the Jews must have won  because they had proved to have  been truer to their religion than the  Muslim  Arabs,  who had turned to  alien  ideol ogies  like  socialism.  We  have  seen  that  in  fact,  before  the  Six  Day War,  Israel  was  still  largely  secular  in  spirit  but  it  seemed  to  the Egyptians  that  the  Zionist  devotion  to  the  land  of  Israel  must be religiously  inspired. They sought to return to the religious traditions of Egypt that seemed  more  powerful  and  natural than the  imported Western  ideologies.  Many  young  Coptic  Christians  became  monks and Muslims joined Sufi  orders.  Between April and July  1968 many thousands  of  Copts  and  Muslims  claimed  to  have  seen  Mary,  the mother of Jesus, at Zeitoum in northern Cairo. Mary, who is revered in Islam as well as in Christianity, was believed to have come to comfort the  people  of Egypt  for the  loss of the  Holy City,  Jerusalem.  Many felt  that  the  apparitions  were  a  sign  that God had  relented  toward Egypt and would lead the Arabs to victory. '• The struggle with Israel was  becoming  a  religious  struggle  at  a  deep,  popular  level  and  the people  spontaneously  sought  a  visionary  comfort  in  their  distress, rather like  the  First  Crusaders.  So  when  Sadat  presented himself to his people as  the  Pious President this was seen as a hopeful sign but ultimately religion proved fatal to him. 

Sadat gave Egypt a more distinctive Islamic identity than it had had 

under Nasser. New mosques were built and the rich were encouraged by  tax cuts to  contribute  to  this  holy  building  project.  Islamic  laws were reintroduced: it became a capital offense to apostasize from Islam and there was  talk of punishing thieves  by  cutting off their  hands. The sale of alcohol was forbidden on the streets and confined to bars and clubs. An Islamic radio station presented recitations of the Koran and  Koranic  sermons all day  long  but  even  secular programs were interrupted  by  the  muezzin  sununoning the  faithful to by  encouraging  Islam,  Sadat  was  unleashing  a  very  powerful that  he  would  be  unable  to  control.  He  had  wanted  to  tether  the religion to  his  own  regime  but  in  fact  renewed contact with  Islam encouraged a new revolutionary radicalism in Egypt /The Egyptians, of course, were not the only people to discover the power of Islam at this time.  During the  1970s there was a vigorous  Islamic movement in  Iran  that  should  have  been  a  warning  to  Sadat.  He  was  a  great friend  of the  Shah  of Iran;  he  saw  Iran,  which  was  at  that  time  a progressive,  modernizing country,  as  a  model  for his  Egypt.  But in 1979,  the  same  year  as  the  Camp  David  treaty  between  Egypt  and 
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Israel,  an Islamic  revolution  overthrew  the  Shah's  powerful  regime and the exiled Shah Mohammad Reza  Pahlavi  took refuge in  Egypt. 

( Nasser had  understood  the  Islamic danger very  weU.  In 1954 a 

fUndamentalist group known  as  the  Muslim  Brotherhood  had  made an attempt against his life: Nasser had outlawed the Brotherhood and jailed  the  brethren.  He  was  a  sincere  Muslim  but  wanted  to  keep religion and politics separate, on the Western model. This was abhor rent  to  the  Muslim  Brothers  as  it  would  be  to  all  radical  Muslims. 

Sadat certainly wanted  a  secular,  not  an  Islamic  Sharia,  state  but  he wanted  also  to  make  religion  an  asset  to  his  regime  and  to  court religious  groups.  He thought  that  his  encouragement  would make these Muslim societies support his regime) In 1971 he began to release the Muslim Brothers whom Nasser had jailed.  It was meant to dem onstrate that he  was  a much  better friend  to  Islam  than  Nasser had been.  The  Brotherhood was  not allowed to  exist as  an  official body but it was permitted to publish its own magazine, al-Dawa (The Call) . Unfortunately for Sadat, it issued a call to radical revolutionary ideas that found many wiUing ears in  Egypt. 

The  revolutionary strain  had  been  present  in  Islam since  the  very beginning and it was not surprising that the Shiites of Iran and some of the  Sunni  Muslims  of Egypt should  apply this  to  their own  pre dicament.  The  Prophet  Mohammad  himself was  a  revolutionary  of sorts,  fighting the  corrupt  regime  of the  Qureish  in  Mecca(' his aim · had  been  to  build  a  society  that would  surrender  to  God's  wiU  and implement a new form of social justice. Religion and politics had been 

inseparable  in  his  vision.  His  immediate  successors  continued  this tradition and the revolutionary element in Islam continued even after Islam became a world power. The first four caliphs after Mohammad developed an ideal of the true  Muslim  leader that has been very im portant in Muslim history and it would prove fatal  to  both the  Shah and to Sadat. We must, therefore, examine it in some detaily 

After the death of the Prophet in 632, the people elected his friend 

Abu  Bakr as  his  first caliph  or successor.  But there  was  a  group  of Muslims who believed that Mohammad would have wanted his son

in-law and ward Ali ibn Talib to be the leader (Imam) of the Islamic community. Ali accepted the caliphate of Abu Bakr, but Ali's foUowers, 

who called themselves the Shi-ah-i Ali (the partisans of Ali), did not 

 

and they regarded the caliphs as unlawful rulers.  This was the begin � ning of the  Sunni-Shia conflict. t must  be stressed that  it  was  and 

remains  purely  political.  It is wrong to  compare  it to the Protestant

Catholic division in Christianity, which is a theological dispute. Shiites 324                     H O L Y  W A R  

and  Sunnis have no theological quarrel:  both accept the same Muslim 

 

creed  and  adhere  to  the  moral  teachings  of Islam,  though  both  tra-). ditions  have  developed  their own  particular emphases  and  pieties

Abu  Bakr was succeeded by the Caliphs Omar and  Uthman.  Fin:illy 

Ali became  the  Fourth  Caliph  but  the  Shiites  called  him  the  First Imam.!The first four caliphs were deeply pious men, even though they were  riot  all  politically  astute.  They  became  known  as  the  Rightly Guided  Caliphs (rashidun), setting a standard which later caliphs  and sultans  could  not match.  Abu  Bakr had shown  the  qualities of a true Muslim  ruler at his  accession  to  power when  he  told  the  people  that if they noted any un-Islamic traits  in him they must correct him with out fear:  the Caliph must be controlled  by  both  Islam and the umma (the community) .  Ali was especially insistent on the qualities of a good Muslim ruler and his sayings were much beloved by the revolutionaries of Iran.  He  taught  that  the  "common  people  of the umma are  the pillars of the religion, the power of the Muslims and the defence against enemies." The Muslim  ruler must not seclude himself from the people, must  not  live in splendor,  must  not  be  a dictator.  He  must  rule  by consultation. He must not create an elitist society and must take special responsibility for the poor, ensuring that wealth was fairly distributed. 

 

The  ruler, Ali taught,  must be merciful and compassionate, like Allah ) himself,  and  minister to  a  just  society. s 

The  caliphs  who succeeded the rashidun did not measure up to this 

 

ideal and henceforth Muslims called unworthy rulers mu"".fiffeen (hyp �

ocrites) . 1   A munafiq put  his  personal  political aims and  his  dynastic interests  before  his  Islamic  duties  and  so  he  was  a  Muslim  only  in 

name.  Both the  Shah and  Sadat were  regarded as mu"".fiffeen by  their ctS\ 

radical Muslim  subje Indeed,  one could say that the Muslim world 

has  had  its  share of despotic  rulers  living in the lap of luxury  but this does not mean that Muslims have forgotten the ideal. There is a similar anomaly  in  Christianity:  few  of its  rulers,  however  pious,  have  lived up to the principles ofJesus, who was even more radical in this respect than  either  Mohammad  or  the  Rightly  Guided  Caliphs.  He  taught that  wealth  must  be  abandoned  and  that  no  one  should  be  called "lord" in the  Christian community.17 But the failure of Christian rulers to live up to  this ideal does not mean that the radical message ofJesus was  forgotten.  Throughout Christian history there have been Chris tians  who  fought  the  establishment  in  the  name  of Christ.  Indeed, many  Crusaders  were  inspired  by  this  egalitarian  ideal.  Similarly  in Islam,  after  Ali  was  killed  in 661 and  the  Umayyads  seized  the  ca liphate, the ideal persisted, even though the Umayyads were regarded as mu"".fiffeen. The  caliphs  soon  lost  the  support  of the  masses  and 
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ceased to be a real power in Islam. In times of trouble Sunni Muslims 

looked  to  other  rulers,  who  enshrined  the  Islamic  ideal  more  accu

rately.  We  have  seen  that,  at  the  time  of the  Crusades,  Nur  ad-Din 

and  Saladin were  able  to  build empires  by  presenting  themselves  to the people as true Muslim rulers. Their qualities of piety, accessibility, austerity and concern for the people gave them a legitimacy that their 

rivals in  the  Near East could not command. (rn 

ide    The  Shiites  remained  true  to  the  descendants  of Ali and  con

al) the  Shia tradition especially,  revolution  has  been  an  important 

sidered  them  to  be  the  only legitimate  ruler  of the  Muslim  people 

until  the  line  finally expired  in  the  tenth  century.18 When the  eleven 

 

successors  of Ali assumed  the  title  of Imam,  this  was  essentially  a �

revolutionary act against the caliphate and indeed many of the Imams were murdered by the c �  hs. 19 They were ready to die for the Muslim values they  represented.  e  courage  and  piety of the  revolutionary 

Imams was  most  perfe  y manifest  in the  Third  Imam,  Husain,  the ') grandson of the Prophet Mohammad He was hounded  by the  Um mayad Caliph Y azid, who even tried to have him assassinated in Mecca, a sacrilege which shocked the whole Muslim world. In 680 the people of Kufa in modem Iraq offered Husain sanctuary and he set off with 

a small band of followers to build an alternative Islamic society there, according to the principles of his grandfather Mohammad. But he was surrounded by Y azid's army on the plain ofKarbala, seventy kilometers 

from  Kufa.  His fullowers  refused  to  leave  their  Imam,  even  though they had no chance of surviving the  encounter with  Y azid. They  be

lieved it was  their duty as devout Muslims  to  fight this tyranny unto death and accordingly they and Husain were slaughtered. 

(Shiites  and  Sunnis  all  look  back  in horror  at the  immoral  murder 

of the  grandson  of the  Prophet  and  Husain  has  been  a  hero  and  a 

saint in both traditions. We will see that Husain was a great inspiration 

to  the  Iranians  during  the  Islamic  revolution.  The  duty  of fighting tyranny and oppression would also inspire many Sunni extremists to oppose Sadat's regime and some of these were ready to die as martyrs} 

The  word "martyr"  in A. .llic  is shaheed, which,  like  the  Greek word nuJTtyrion  means  "wimess." These  modem  Muslim  martyrs  felt  that they were  bearing wimess to  important Islamic principles. 

This  is clearly a  noble tradition but it remains true  that we  in  the West feel very uneasy about Islamic radicalism. Quite understandably, we fail to see how the Ayatollah Khomeini resembled the ideal Islamic 

leader.  We  see  Muslim  extremism  as  irrational  and  as  opposed  to 

progress. We find it cruel, violent and ruthless. Some of our objections 

are valid but we should perhaps try to understand the positive power 326                     H O L Y  W A R  

of some of these Islamic ideals. It is difficult for us to see this militant Islam as a positive force but there is no doubt that it has given a new confidence to many thousands of people in the Middle  East.  Only by 

 

looking at the original ideals can we see how the Ayatollah was a great 4

aberration Radical Muslims claim that we in the Western world have damaged and  exploited  them;  it is  hard for us  to  appreciate this but we should try to make an imaginative efforr to understand what radical Islam was trying to do, in order to break the vicious cycle of hostility and  incomprehension that damages us alj 

The rise and progress of the Islamic revolution was a crucial element 

in  Middle  Eastern  politics  during Sadat's  presidency  so we  shall  ex amine  it  briefly  before  returning  to  Sadat's  story.  The  Iranian  holy war provided an ironic and tragically prophetic counterpoint to Sadat's peace  initiative  and  courting  of the  West.  It was  a  warning.  In the West we tend to  be  suspicious  of religious  people who get involved with politics.  We see Iran as an unholy example of the danger of such an  alliance  but  it  is  also  true  that  Christians who  have  piously said their  prayers  and  given  tacit  support  to  oppressive  governments  or who have encouraged poor people to accept their lot in the hope of a heavenly reward are also guilty of betraying essential Christian prin ciples.  In  England  today some Christians  claim  that the  Church  of England must separate itself from  Thatcher's  government, 
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which they see as unjust and  Islam, religion and politics 

had  been  inseparable  since  the  time  of the  Prophet,  because  of this Islamic  emphasis on social justice.  For centuries  people have  looked to the  clerics,  therefore, for political guidance and support against a corrupt  regim1  In  Shiite  Iran,  for  example,  the  Muslim  clergy  had established a tradition whereby they had become the guardians of the people  against  the oppressive government of the shahs.  Many of the mullahs lived and taught in the ancient city of Qum, about fifty kilo meters  from Teheran.  By the  beginning of this  century, Qum had  a position which was unique in the Muslim world;  it was the unofficial 

 

religious  capital  of Iran,  a  capital  of the  "Alternative  Iran"  which , protected the people against the shahs. It is against this long clerical 

tradition that we should see  the  Islamic  revolution  that toppled the regime of the  Pahlavi dynasty in 1979 
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It is, of course, ironic that the  ruler who should have suc

ceeded  the  Shah  that  year  was  the  Ayatollah  Ruhollah  Khomeini, whose  Islamic regime seems to have been even more cruel than that of  his  predecessor.  It  was  George  Orwell,  in Animal Farm, who pointed out that a revolution always seems to come full circle to create a new form of tyranny, equal to or even surpassing the one it replaced. 
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It is a sad fact of human  nature  that  when  we srmggle  heroically  to 

create a  better world, we keep  repeating the old mistakes. The French Revolution of 1 789 thrilled many young idealists  in  Europe with its 

dream of liberty, equality and fraternity, its heroic feats and astonishing success, against all the odds.  Then  these  same  idealists were  revolted 

by  the  reign  of terror  Jed  by  Robespierre.  The  Russian  Revolution against the tyranny of the tsars led to the bloody purges and produced 

Stalin.  It  seems  that  revolutions  are  often  regarded  with  horror  by 

his their contemporaries and create truly appalling leaders:  Khomeini and regime  in this  respect are  simply conforming to type. At the time 

of writing,  there  are  signs  that  Khomeini's  successor  Hojatolislam 

Hashemi  Rafsanjani  intends  to  inaugurate  a  more  moderate  regime, 

and  it  may  well  be  that  this  will  prove  to  be  the  point  when  the revolution becomes, to  some degree,  normalized. 

The  regime  of  Shah  Mohammad  Reza  Pahlavi,  which  had  been 

backed first by Great Britain and then by the United States, had seemed 

to be one of the  most  powerful  and  progressive  in  the  Middle  East. It had also seemed impregnable. There had  been various attempts to bring  it  down,  including  the  nationalist  revolution  of Mohammad Mossadeq in 1953, when the CIA had stepped in smartly, quelled the revolution in an organized countercoup and put the young Shah  back 

on  the  throne.  It was,  therefore,  very  disturbing when  the  whole  of 

Iran, fueled, as it seemed, solely by Islamic ideology,21 rose as one and 

managed  incredibly  to  overcome  the  Shah's  army,  forcing  the  Shah 

himself to flee on  January 16,  1979. During the previous year,  while the long peace discussions between Israel and Egypt were taking place 

at  Camp  David,  people  in  the  West  had  watched  the  rise  of an  ex naordinary Islamic holy war in Iran. Thousands of virtually unarmed 

Iranians  had  poured onto  the  streets,  challenging the  Shah's  soldiers 

to shoot  them;  hundreds  of  them  were  killed.  Massive  crowds  of 

workers  as  well  as  people  from  the  professional  and  middle  classes defied the curfew and charged the forces of SA V AK, the Shah's secret 

service;  they were fired  by  the  Islamic war cry "Allahu Akhbah [God 

is great] !" which echoed from loudspeakers on the rooftops.  Hundreds 

of Iranian civilians  had donned  the  white  robes  of the  martyr,  ready 

to die  in  this  new jihad for  Islam.  Iranian  women  threw  aside  their Western clothes and shrouded themselves in the all-concealing chadar 

as a revolutionary act; they too rushed out onto the streets with crude 

weapons  and  machine guns,  crying,  "Allah!  Koran!  Khomeini!" Re

ligious processions in honor of the Imam and martyr Husain paraded 

through the streets and the participants clenched their raised fists and 

shouted, "Down with the Shah!" in such vast numbers that the army 328                     H O L Y  W A R  

did  not  dare  to  shoot.(To  most  Western  people  it seemed  that  Iran had  been  gripped  by  a  mass  religious  insanity.  There  was  general ignorance  about  the  nature  of Islam,  which  seemed  a  primitive  and 

 

destructive  force  that hurled  individuals toward  suicide and  a whole � people to a fanatical,  backward-looking  regim

It was  particularly shocking  because  this  revolution  seemed  to  be 

directed  not  only  against  the  Shah,  whose  regime  had,  everybody acknowledged,  been  corrupt,  tyrannical  and  cruel.  It also seemed to be a jihad against "us"  in the West.  It was particularly disturbing for Americans to see  the  United States depicted as "the Great Satan." It seemed  that  the  Iranians  had  rejected  the  gift of progress  and  were deliberately  returning  Iran  to  the  Dark  Ages.  This  was  a  Western exaggeration:  the  revolution  is  not opposed to  progress  as  such  but Iranian hatred of the West makes it very difficult for us to look at the revolution objectively.  Hatred of the West continued after the revo lution  and  reached  a  horrifying  climax  under  Khomeini.  Rafsanjani has shown  signs  of seeking  to  normalize  relations  with  the outside world but this will take time. Whatever the West thought ofKhomeini, the people of Iran remained devoted to him. The grief and dismay of the crowds at his funeral showed that they would not easily abandon the  principles  of their beloved  Imam, and certainly no one wants to renege  on  the  revolution  itself. ('It  is  difficult  for  us  in  the  West  to believe that the Iranians prefer  an Islamic state to a secular state ded

 

icated  to  development  and  Western  democracy.  But  it  appears  that ) 

this is the case

Part of our problem  has  been our lack of understanding of Islam. 

This made it impossible for us  to  interpret the symbols of the  revo lution. Too often the media concentrated on the more negative aspects so  that  we  were  continually  shown  massed,  chanting  crowds  who seemed  merely  brainwashed.  After  the  revolution the  hostage  crisis understandably  dominated  any  discussion  of Iran,  especially  in  the United States. But there were commentators who did understand what was  happening.  Thus the French Marxist scholar Maxime Rodinson, an expert on  Islam  and the  Middle East,  was  adamant that this was not  a  fanatical  coup  but  a revolution with  a  coherent ideology that must be  taken seriously.  There were complex  issues  involved,  he ar gued, that must balance the hostage crisis if we were to see the situation as  it was.  More  was  involved  than  hatred of the  West and,  like  any revolution,  this  had  positive  elements. 22 The  Marxist revolution  of 1 9 1 7  had been inspired by nineteenth-century ideology. This ideology had also inspired the Chinese revolution of 1949. The Islamic revo lution of Iran was not a fundamentalist return to primitive barbarism, 
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even  though  it made  use of old Islamic  principles.  It was the  first  real 

twentieth-cenrury  revolution,  applying  the  revolutionary  principles 

inherent  in  Islam  to  a  contemporary  situation  in  a  quite  distinctive 

way.  It  will  be  a  long  time  before  most  people  in  either  Britain  or 

America  are  able  to  let old  wounds  heal  and  appreciate  this  point  of 

view. 

In Europe,  where  memories  of Hitler  are  still  fresh,  people tended 

to assume  that  Khomeini  exerted  the  same  hypnotic  effect  on  the 

 

chanting Iranian crowds  as  Hitler  had manifested during  the  Nurem ( berg rallies.  But this  does  not  seem  to  be  the  case. The  principles  of · 

the revolution had been explained to  the  people by the  mullahs  in the 

mosques and they addressed traditions and  emotions  that were  deeply 

embedded  in  their  Muslim  identity.  Previous  attempts  to  overthrow 

the  Shah had failed  because they had  depended on foreign  ideologies 

like  socialism or nationalism and these  were  alien to  the vast  majority 
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of the  Thus  Mossadeq,  for  example,  had  never  been  able  to 

get the  support  of the  masses.  But  when  the  duty  of rev

olution against the hated Shah was explained to  the people in  Islamic 

tenns, they not only understood  but were able  to develop and  apply 

its  principles  spontaneously,  without  being  directed  or  orchestrated 

from  above.  When  various  working-class  revolutionaries  were  asked 

during  the 1978 revolution  who  gave  them  instructions,  they  an

swered:  "No  one  in  particular.  Everyone  agrees.  There  is  really  no 

organisation . . . .  But  by  firing  on  us,  the  army  has  forced  us  to  or

ganise ourselves and even to arm  ourselves.  We listen to  Khomeini. "23 
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Khomeini was at this point thousands of miles away in  Paris:  the 

listened  to him on  tapes,  they  listened  to  the  sermons  of the 

mullahs and applied the principles of the Islamic revolution themselves, 

able to do so because  they  could  relate  to  them  at  a profound level) 

Fundamental to the  revolution  was  the  desire  to  find  themselves 

again  and to throw off the  alien Western lifestyle  and values  that had 

crept into  the country during the long years  of British  and American 

domination.  Again, this is  difficult  for  us  to  understand.  We  had 

genuinely  thought  that  we  were  helping  the  people  of Iran,  at  the 

same  time  as  we  were  ourselves  benefiting  from  her  resources,  by 

bringing progress and enlightened values to the country.  But, as I  said 

earlier,  we  must  try  to  understand  that  for  the  people  in  the  Third 

World  the  "culture  shock"  experienced  has  been  a  very  real  trauma. 

The mullahs of Iran had long been worried by the  Shahs' courting of 

Western  imperial  powers,  and indeed secular  Iranian writers  had  dis

cussed the disturbing effects of a  trend  which  they called  "West-tox

ication." They  described  Westernized  Iranians  as  particles  of  dust 330                     H O L Y  W A R  

suspended in the  air, in touch  with  neither  heaven  nor  earth.  The mullahs in particular saw that ideologies like socialism or nationalism, which  might  work  very  well  for  Western  people,  were  doomed  to disappoint Iranians because they touched nothing fundamental in their cultural experience:  they were "idols," false gods who promised more than they could fulfill . Indeed, many of those middle- and upper-class Iranians, who had been educated in the West, returned home strangely dissatisfied. They found it difficult to articulate this feeling of inchoate distress  but  they  felt  rootless  and  lost,  at  home  in  neither  East  nor West.  In their poetry and writings the frequency of themes like lone liness, nothingness, walls, fatigue and darkness show this malaise. They felt that they had lost their  identity.24  Once they had  lost that sense of excitement at the novel Western way of life, many younger Iranians felt caught between two worlds and in need of a clear identity. There fore, they as well as the working-class people, responded to Khomeini when he said:  "We have completely forgotten our own identity and have  replaced it with  a Western  identity." Muslims had "sold them selves  and  do  not  know  themselves,  becoming  enslaved  to  alien ideals."2� By returning to Islam, which had formed and shaped Iranian 
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culture for thirteen hundred years, the Iranians would find themselves �:) 

a have  seen  that  the  search  for  a  new  and  positive  identity  has 

been crucial  in the ideology of the holy war5 we have considered.  It is  part of the monotheistic  tradition  shared  by  all  three  religions  of Judaism, Christianiry and  We shall see that it was also central 

in the ideology of the Sunni  in Egypt at the time of Sadat. 

So was the concern for social justice and equality.  Iranians who were left cold  by  Marxist analyses of the  situation  in their country under the Shah could understand exactly why he was a bad ruler when the 

of Abu  Bakr  or the  Imam Ali were  applied  to  the  Shah's 
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regime.  had been unmoved by a nationalist explanation of why 
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they  throw off the shackles of the United States and take control 

of their own destinies. But the call to action was deeply embedded in the Islamic tradition l When Khomeini said that "Faith consists of this form  of belief that  impels  men  to  action, "26 they  could  understand exactly what he meant.  Islam had always championed the cause of the poor  and  had  encouraged  them  to  stand  up  for  their  own  rights. Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union had been a real friend to the poor, Khomeini argued. There was no reason why there should be  abject  poverty  in  Iran,  which  was  an  oil-rich  country,  but  the imperial powers had simply exploited this resource so that the people had never benefited from it themselves. Now they had a duty, as good 
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Muslims,  to  fight  oppression  an d  to  "seize  their  own  rights."  The people  had  enormous  power  and if they  united  together  and  formed a  solid  revolutionary  front  there  would  be  nothing  that  the  great powers could do  to  stop  them.  Filled  with the  apocalyptic  vision  that we  have  seen  inspiring  other  holy  war  ideologies,  Khomeini  argued that the poor must take their destiny into their own hands and initiate change  by  declaring  war  against  the mortakberin, the  ruling  classes. 

 

Muslims must lead the way and be a vanguard for all the poor people I

of the  world  who  had  been  damaged  by  the  imperialism  of the  su (

perpowers e  Islamic  revolutionary jihad would bring about a new . 
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world  order. 

The  way  ·s was  achieved seemed  very  bizarre  to  us  in  the  West; similarly the  way  that extremist Sunni  Muslims  behaved  in  Egypt  at the  time  of  Sadat  also  seemed  very  peculiar.  This  was,  of  course, because we did not understand the Islamic principles  behind many of these revolutionary themes. Thus the processions in honor of Husain, the  donning of the white  robes of the martyr and slogans like "There were  no  bystanders  at  Karbala"  seemed  incomprehensible.  Western commentators  often  described the  "lust  for martyrdom" that  seemed to have gripped Iran and blamed Shiism for this unhealthy, masochistic urge.  But the  Husain  story was  not extolling martyrdom  for  its  own 

sake:  it was a powerful expression of a revolutionary struggle  against (. 

tyranny In the  days  that  led  up  to  the  revolution,  the  people  had ' begun  to  plumb  the  depths of the  story of Husain  at  Karbala  and to see  it  in  a  revolutionary  light.  The  people  had  got  used  to  seeing Husain  as  a  patron  saint,  a distributor of benefits.28 When  they cele brated his death during the month of RShura in the traditional passion plays  and  processions  they  had  usually  sympathized  with  him  and empathized with his sufferings.  The  passion plays had over  the  years come to  be  a  form of folk  mysticism;  without these  popular celebra tions it is unlikely that Shiism would have survived among the people of Iran. The climax of the  cycle  of  passion  plays  comes  not  when Husain actually dies but when he  puts on the white shroud as  a sign that  he  is  ready  to  die  as  a martyr in  the  battle  against Y azid.  The people, who have throughout been empathizing with the story, at this point weep and groan. They seem during these  plays  to  have  broken through  a  barrier  in  rather  the  same  way  as  a  mystic  does  when  he 

achieves  an  alternative  state  of consciousness.'  During  the RShum 

celebrations  of 1978, which  coincided with  the climax of the  revo

lution,  it  became  clear  that  the  people  were  seeing  Husain  in  a  very 

different  way. Instead of the  patron  saint  and  the  pitiable  but  noble 

martyr , the  people  saw him as  an  intrepid  revolutionary who  fought 3 3 2                                       H O L Y  W A R  

to rhe dearh  against tyranny.  Now when he put on the white shroud in the plays, the audience responded by doing the same, declaring that rhey were ready to die in the struggle against the Shah. The emotional character  of the  plays  gave  this  decision  a  resounding  depth  and  its mystical element enabled people to break through their natural barrier of tear and  selfishness  and face the  possibility  of death  at  the  hands of the  Shah's  army.  A  few  days  before  the  1978 ashura, a  woman explained this fundamental change in the religious attitude among the ordinary Muslim of Iran: 

This ashura there'll be mourning but with a big difference. There'll be mourning with  victory.  Now we are more aware of the teachings of Husain.  Now everybody knows why Husain went to fight Yazid. Before  they  didn't  know.  Three  nights  ago I  went  to  a rauzeh [a formal  recitation of the  Kanbala  story]  and the rauzelth�m [reciter] called Husain rahbar-e enqelab [leader of revolution ]-and he wasn't an educated rauzekhan, just a simple one.  He'd never called Husain that  before.  Before  they  pitied  Husain  rather  than  admiring  his courage.  Now  people  are  more  aware  of the  whole  meaning  of religion.30 

To outsiders, this Husain cult seemed fanatical and strange.  We are 

used  to  more  abstract  and  intellectual  revolutionary  ideologies.  But the  Husain  imagery  touched  a very deep chord in  the  thousands  of simple Iranians who braved the guns of the soldiers. Even though the emphasis  on  Husain  as  revolutionary was  new,  it was  not an aberra tion.  It was  rather  a  return  to  the  original  spirit  of Karbala  and was in  line  with  a  strong  Islamic  tradition  that  provided  a very powerful impetus to action. Often outsiders misinterpreted this Islamic imagery. We in the West were particularly horrified to hear America called "the Great  Satan." Not  surprisingly,  we thought of the Christian  Satan,  a figure  of monstrous  evil.  But  actually  in  Islam,  as  in  Judaism,  Satan is  not  a  terrifYing  and  omnipotent monster;  he  is  the tempter,  who tries  to  lure  Adam  away  from  true  belief.  In  rather  the  same  way America  was seen to  have encouraged the  Shah to  try  and tempt the Iranians  away from Islam into secular, Western modes of thought. In popular  Shiism,  Shaitan  is  a  poor trivial creature  who  asks  Allah  for gifts  that  man  has  and  is  easily  fobbed  off with  frivolous,  secular trumpery. It was  a  triviality  that was  similar to  the casinos,  bars  and boutiques of the Shah's Westernized Teheran. 3iJn other words, when they called America "the  Great  Satan,"  Iranians were  not saying that America  was  monstrously  evil  but,  using  the  Islamic  figure of Satan, they were saying  something less threatening and more precise. Indeed 
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the depictions of America as the Great Satan showed a politician like 

Carter  or  Reagan  as  an  outsize  rabbit dressed  in  an  Uncle  Sam cos

tume.  It  was  funny  rather  than  terrifying.  Later,  of course,  under 

Khomeini,  the  hatred  of the  United  States  became  exaggerated and frightening but it would be wrong to think that this fanatical loathing was  inherent  in  the  ideology  of  the  revolution. As we  have  seen, Rafsanjani has a more balanced view of the West and also of the Soviet Union. ) 

Indeed,  the  Iranian  revolutionary ideology  could  be  exciting  and 

rather beautiful in the early days.  Thus the  teaching of the layman Dr. Ali Shariati was particularly inspiring to the Western-educated middle 

and upper classes. He also taught that the Iranian people had lost their 

true nature and had to return to their Islamic roots to be healed. Islam 

was  a  religion  of the  people;  it  was  a  revolutionary  active  faith. A 

return to Islam, he taught, did not have to mean a return to the world 

of the  seventh  century.  Iranians  should  follow  the  example  of the 

Prophet  himself,  who  had  grafted  the  new  monotheistic  faith  onto 

ancient Arabian  paganism, so that Islam grew creatively from the past. 

Shariati was helping his people to  rediscover themselves  in a creative 

encounter with their past.  Only by putting down  strong roots  in the 

past could a person grow healthily and face the future with confidence. 

Iranians did not need to tum to foreign ideologies:  in Islam they had 

the most dynamic ideology in the world.  Shariati pointed out that the 

very word umma (community)  came from  the  Arabic  root:  to go, to 

move.  He  discussed  the  important  Muslim  principle  of ijtihad  (in

dependent  reasoning), which  the  clerics  had  narrowed  to the inter

pretation  of the  Koran  and  the  Sharia.  Shariati  argued  that  ijtihad 

should encourage every single Muslim constantly to correct and change 

his ideas:  it was a call to perpetual revolution and, if followed sensibly, would not allow Muslim society to stagnate and get trapped in stale, 

outworn  habits.  Finally,  he  used  the  Muslim notion of hijm, which { we  have  seen  was  a  very  important  ideal  in  Islam. The  notion  of a 

migration  has  been  crucial  in  our  story  and  vital  in  the  holy  war 

ideology of all  three  religions.  Shariati  taught  that hijra could  be  a 

physical hijm like  Mohammad's  migration  to  Medina or  it could  be 

an  internal hijra that committed each  Muslim to  an  endless  "choice, 

struggle,  a constant  becoming."  Man  was committed to  a  migration 

within  himself,  "from  clay  to God; he  is  a  migrant  within  his  own 

soul,"  a  "being  in  the  process  of becoming,"  committed  to  endless 

 

quest."  We  shall  find  that  the hijra ideal  was also very  important  in 3? the ideology of the  Sunni extremists in Egypt. 

Shariati  was  against the  clerical domination of Iranian  Shiism, yet 
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before the revolution his picture was carried through the streets along side Khomeini's.  In 1973 he was captured by  SA V AK, tortured and deported.  He died  in 1977 in  his  apartment  outside  London  at the age of forty-four. At the time people  believed  that he had been mur dered  by  SA V AK agents, though the  latest view  is that he  probably died from the injuries he had sustained in prison. Either way, SA V AK killed him  and this  is ironic:  it is  not at all  clear  that Shariati would have  either approved of the Khomeini regime or that he would have survived in  it. 

The ten years of Khomeini's  rule  were  indeed  disastrous  for  Iran. 

Its cruelty and violence exceeded that of the Shah and it is impossible to  see  him  as  the  model  Islamic  ruler  as  propounded  by  the  four Rightly  Guided Caliphs.  Naturally,  this has called the legitimacy of the whole revolution  into question.  But to dismiss the  Islamic revo lution as wholly negative and atavistic would be  unbalanced.  It may well  be  that  a  more  moderate  era  is  beginning,  just  as  the  French Revolution saved itself from the excesses of Robespierre and returned to the original  spirit of liberty, equality and fraternity. We shall have to await developments. In any case, it will take the Americans and the British a very long time to  recover from the  hatred  and  cruelty  they have  experienced  at  the  hands  of Khomeini,  just  as  it  will  take  the Iranians  a  very  long  time  to  recover  from  the  injuries  they  feel  that they have sustained at the hands of the West(On both sides we must learn  to  beware  of the  tendency  to  demonize  and struggle  to  attain an objectivity that will ultimately heal the old wounds. But at the time of writing this may  be  impossible,  particularly  for the  people  of the United  StatesJ 

The  important  thing  for  us  to  bear  in  mind  is  that  the  Iranian 

Revolution formed the backdrop to the Camp David discussions. The 

jihad in Iran accompanied the slow progress toward a peace settlement. 

Not only that, it transpired that there was a similar Islamic enthusiasm at work in Egypt and that this proved fatal to Sadat himself. His peace treaty was not the main motive for his murder but it was one of the three motives listed by Khaled Islambouli at his trial. The Iranian jihad was  not  primarily concerned  with  Israel  but  in  Egypt  the  theme  of the  Holy Land became entwined inextricably  with  the  new  surge of Islamic radicalism. Thus it is more a part of our story than the Iranian Revolution. The radical Islamic groups that sprang up in Egypt during Sadat's period as  President often seem as bizarre in their practices as did certain aspects of the  Iranian  Revolution  but they were inspired by many of the same ideals and passions. This was not due to slavish imitation but because Islam, be it Sunni or Shiite, fosters a particular 
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revolutionary mentality. Sadat had not realized that when he presented 

himse lf to the Egyptians as the Pious President he was actually inviting 

a  comparison  of his  regime  and  rule  with  the  principles  adumbrared 

by  the  Four  Righteous  Caliphs.  He  had  hoped  to  promote  an  estab lishment Islam that would support his regime;  instead his encourage ment of Islamic groups  led to the development of various movements 

that rejected and,  finally,  killed  him.  Further,  the development of this 

powerful  religious extremism  made  it  not  only  difficult  but  also  ex tremely dangerous  for  any  future  Arab  leader  to  consider  signing  a 

peace  treaty  with  Israel. 

We  have  seen  that  in 1971 Sadat  had  offered  to  begin  peace  ne gotiations  with  Israel  but  that  this  initiative  was  scorned.  He  then 

began his period in office with a preparation for war. He rightly judged 

that  if he  wanted  the  Americans  to  take him  seriously  and  see  Egypt 

as  a  valuable  asset,  he  must  show  that  they  were  a  formidable  force 

on  the  battlefield.  In  any  serious  peace  negotiations  an  Arab  leader 

could only get good tertns for his country if he argued from a position 

of strength.  After  the  disaster  of the  Six  Day  War,  Egypt's  position 

was  one  of abject weakness.  Accordingly the  troops  were  intensively 

trained for a new offensive  against Israel,  which  began on  October 6, 

1973. This time  the  Egyptians made no dramatic warnings,  as  Nasser 

had  done,  and  the  combined  Syrian-Egyptian  assault  on  the  fast  of 

Yom  Kippur  was  a  terrible  shock  to  Israel.  Sadat,  probably  astute, 

realized that the Arabs were still  not strong enough to  beat Israel  but 

this  time  their  performance  was  astonishingly  improved.  Egyptians 

sailed  through  the  formidable  Bar  Lev  line,  which  Israel  had  consid

ered  impregnable,  as  easily  as  they  had  done  during  their  rehearsals 

and  it  was  days  before  Israel  was  able  to  repel  the  attack.  The  new 

religious  spirit in Egypt had affected the  October  War:  the code name 

for  the  operation  was  Badr,  after  the  Prophet's  first  victory  against V Mecca,  and  the  battle  cry  was ''Allahu Akhbah!" ust  as  the  Israelis 

call this the  Yom  Kippur War, the  Arabs call  it the  War of Ramadan. 

The  Egyptians naturally  saw  their  relative success  as  God's  endorse

ment  of their  cause,  in  the  time-honored  manner  of  the  holy  war. 

They turned more fervently  to  Islam  than  ever  before  because  it  had 

proved to  be  such  a  powerful  weapon) 

Now  Sadat  could  begin  to  consider  the  peace  option  once  more. 

He had avenged Arab honor, which had been so disastrously impaired 

in 1967, and  there  was  no  longer the same  need for the Egyptian.� to 

feel defensive  and instinctively hostile  and negative to  the thought of 

peace.  The  achievement  of the  October  War  also  enhanced  Sadat's 

prestige  in  his  own  country.  He  could  now  point  out  that  whereas 336                     H O L Y  W A R  

Nasser had disgraced the Arabs in 1973 he, Sadat, had made it possible tor  the Arab  nations  to  hold their heads  high once  more.  But Sadat wanted  to  go  one  stage  further.  He  wanted  to  be  able  to  say  that whereas Nasser had lost the Sinai Peninsula in 1967 he had recovered it f or Egypt. Now that he had vindicated the honor of the Arab nation on the  battlefield and  proved that Egypt was  a force  to  be reckoned with,  he  indicated  to  Henry  Kissinger  during  the  negotiations  after the war that he was seriously  thinking of renewing the peace offer he had  made  in 1971, which  Prime  Minister  Golda  Meir  and  Defense Minister Moshe  Dayan had so contemptuously rejected. 33 

In 1973 the  Arabs  seemed  set for a  new,  victorious  phase  in their 

history and it really looked as though they might be about to recover from  the  centuries  of colonial  humiliation.  They  had  distinguished themselves  on  the  battlefield  and  discovered  a  new weapon  in  their oil, which many religious Arabs saw as Allah's gift to his chosen people. When OPEC announced  its  embargo to  force the world to  take the plight of the  Palestinian  Arabs  seriously,  the  whole  world  suddenly seemed to be at their mercy:  the superpowers were rendered helpless, if enraged, and Western Europe was distraught. Old buried hatred of the  Arab  world,  which  had  been  firmly  embedded  in  the  Western consciousness  since  the  Crusades,  surfaced  again,  and  it  looked  as though  the  Arabs  still  wanted  to  take  over  the  world.  In  fact,  the Arabs were no more eager to do this in 1 973 than they had ever been. They simply wanted to take their destiny into their own hands, right the wrongs that they felt had been done to their people and force the world to respect them again. None of these hopes materialized, how ever, and for this failure Sadat and his peace policy must bear a good deal of responsibility. 

After the war Sadat told his people that they were at the beginning 

of a  new,  exciting  era  and  he  initiated  an  economic  policy  that  he promised  would  bring wealth  and  success  to  Egypt.  But  Sadat was no  economist. As the  Americans  would  discover  later,  he  had  no interest  in  or understanding of the  subject,  so  it was  not  really  sur prising  that  his  new  policy  turned out to  be  a disaster.  He called it infttah or Opening and it is one of the ironies of Sadat's tragedy that his plans for  peace and reconstruction often fell into the  pattern and idiom of the holy war, like an accidental but uncannily accurate parody. Infttah comes from the same Arabic roots as aJ-Fatah, the name given to Mohammad's conquest ofMecca.Al-Fatah had been the long climax of Mohammad's  struggle to  achieve  an  independent and  essentially Islamic  identity,  but  infttah  meant  a  new  foreign  invasion.  Infttah opened  Egypt up:  foreign currency,  foreign  investment  and  foreign 
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imports were encouraged and great tax  benefits  lured many Western (

investors Unfortunately this also meant that Egyptian businesses and goods went  to  the  wall,  and  Egypt  seemed  to  be  acquiring  a  new subservience  to the West and  a new Western appearance.  It was  here that  Sadat's  image  as  the  Pious  President  began  to  tarnish:  many 

 

Muslims started to see him as  a munafiq who had sold the honor and ), independence  of his people as no  true  Muslim  should.

A Muslim ruler must create a just and equal society,  but in Sadat's 

Egypt  there  was  an  unacceptable  amount  of corruption  and  a  new gap  between  rich  and  poor.  The  only  people  to  benefit  from injitah were  the  foreigners  and  the  Egyptian  millionaires,  not  the  smaller Egyptian businessmen. Only 4 percent of the young Egyptians would find well-paid employment and a successful future in this new Egypt. The rest faced a harsh alternative.  If they stayed in Egypt they faced unemployment or  miserably  paid  state  employment  and  permanent homelessness,  because even the smallest apartment was extremely ex

pensive. It became impossible for Egyptians to marry and start a family 

until they had acquired some capital, and people began to feel hopeless and despairing. The only way to improve their lot was emigration.  In the developing  and  wealthy Gulf states, young Egyptian  intellectuals 

and  skilled  laborers  were  able  to  earn  a  great  deal  of money,  and thousands of Egyptians left their country for long periods, sent money 

home  from  the  Gulf and  saved  for  their  own  future.  In  exile,  they joined the Palestinian refugees, who were also doing well in the Gulf, 

and  with  them  formed  a  new  elite  in  the  Arab  world that  was  often 

resented  and  feared.  Thousands  of peasants also left  Egypt  to  work in other Arab countries, where they could find just enough money to build  a house or buy a tractor when  they returned  home.  Sadat  was 

forcing  many  of his fellow  countrymen  to  make  a hijra from  their homeland because he had made  it impossible  for  them to live there. 

Clearly a policy like infitah did not look well, coming as it did from 

the Pious President.  Sadat's own lifestyle also belied his claim,  because 

he was living in grossly un-lslamic splendor:  he had 1 20 rest homes, many of which had been refurbished at a cost of millions of Egyptian 

pounds;  he  started  to  wear  clothes  of expensive  Western  designers; 

and  he  was  increasingly seen hobnobbing with capitalists  like  David Rockefeller. His wife Jihan dressed like a Western woman and adopted Western manners,  which  shocked  many  Egyptians.  She  went  down 

very well indeed in the West, and when state visitors arrived she would often kiss them on the cheek, which seemed frankly scandalous to the 

newly  pious  Egyptians.  A  true  Muslim  ruler  should  never  become 

isolated from his  people,  but Sadat led a very secluded,  luxurious  life. 
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H e  developed a strange  restlessness and was constantly on the  move from one  of his  rest  houses  to  another,  traveling  by  helicopter  and accompanied by only a few  cronies and his family.  If problems arose he would often take off alone to ponder in private, as though a solution would  drop  directly  from  heaven  instead  of arriving  during  a  con sultation with his colleagues. Sadat's isolation was not only un-Islamic but dangerous for any ruler. Mohammad Heikal points out that from a helicopter  Egypt  looks  a  particularly  peaceful  land,  but  Sadat  did not have his feet sufficiently on the ground to see the real dangers he faced in  his  own country.34 

In their distress many young Egyptians naturally turned to religion, 

and this continued the religious revival which had begun in 1967 and which might otherwise have died a natural death. They flocked into Islamic groups which the Pious President encouraged and protected. This was especially true in the universities, where the Islamic student associations (the jama'at islamiyya) began to control the campus after the October War, and Sadat encouraged this because they were prov ing  to  be  powerful  opponents  of the  Nasserite  and  Marxist unions. In 1975 he issued new decrees which enabled them to take over the student unions completely and by 1976 they had become the leaders of the students. 35 The campus took on an Islamic appearance.  Young men grew beards and wore the gallabiyah, and women shrouded them selves in the chador. They insisted on the segregation of the sexes, on separate  classes  and  buses  for  men  and  women,  and  began  to  hold huge  prayer  gatherings. All this  seemed  perverse  to  most  people  in the West.  It looked as though these students, who were often among the most intelligent, were throwing off the freedoms and humanism of the enlightened West and turning back to an outdated, puritanical religion which  subordinated women  to  men  and condemned sex  as impure,  shrouding the  bodies of these young men and women from view.  Something similar has also happened among the religious Jews in Israel. In recent years there has been a far greater emphasis on the separation ofJewish men and women there. A few years ago practicing Orthodox Jews of the religious parties would very often organize an outing which would  include  mixed bathing,  but now this would  be unthinkable.  Similarly more women are keeping their heads covered with  a  scarf and  refusing  to  wear  short  sleeves  than  was  common among religious Jewish women not long ago.36 We in the West tend to find this very  disturbing,  so  it is important to see what it means, 

, even though this will entail a digression from our story. 

(.People  who  come  from  the  Christian  tradition  assume  that  the 

segregation  of the  sexes  and  the  assumption  of concealing dress in 
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both Judaism and Islam springs from  a hatred of sex,  because Chris been 

tianity has  very negative about human sexuality throughout its 

history,  as  I  have  shown  at  length  elsewhere."  Despite  the  official teaching  that  sex  and  marriage  were  part  of God's  plan,  a  neurotic hatred of sex  grew  up  that was  quite  distina from  the  doarine  and 

which meant that marriage was regarded as a distinctly inferior Chris � tian vocation and that sex was a disgusting, unholy aaivi The hatred 

of sex survived the Reformation and Luther brought it firffily into the �

Protestant tradition. s distrust and fear of sex is unique among the . 

major  religions  of the  world  and  there  is  nothing  like  it  in  either ) 

Judaism or Islam Judaism has always stressed the holiness of married, family life, whicli is why it punishes adultery so severely.  Perhaps the Jewish  attitude  to  sexuality  can be best  understood  by  considering briefiy the co dments  that forbid a man and wife to  have  inter  mman

course while the woman is menstruating and for seven days afterward, when she takes a ritual bath. This "purification," as the Hebrew word is translated in English, suggests that the woman is dirty or "unclean," but  in  faa  this  is  not so. There  is  a  strong  rabbinical  tradition  that says that the period of abstinence is required in order that the couple will enjoy sex more afterward and that the man does not take his wife for granted as a sex objea: "Because a man may become overly familiar with his wife, and thus repelled by her, the Torah said that she should 

be a niddah [sexually unavailable] for seven days [after menses] so that him 

she will be as beloved to  [afterward] as on the day of her marriage" 

(Niddah  3lb).38  Before  going  to  the  synagogue on  Yom  Kippur  or not one  of the  major  festivals,  a  man  is  told  to  take  a  ritual  bath, because he is unclean, but in order to be more holy for the holy time during the  service.  Similarly menstrual blood  is  not dirty or a defile ment,  but after a period of separation  a woman  "purifies"  herself to make herself more  holy for  what  happens next:  sexual  relations with het  husband.  The  idea  that  sex  could be holy  in  this  way  is  quite foreign to the Christian world view.J9 

It is also true,  as  I  have  said earlier,  that Islam has a very positive seems been attitude to sexuality. The Prophet himself        to have       a highly sexed and passionate man, who saw no value at all in celibacy and is 

said  to  have  decreed  that  there  was  to  be  no  "monkery"  in  Islam. 40 think Yet in the West we tend today to  that Islam is a sexually repressive 

religion, because "we" are trying to free ourselves from the repressions of Christianity.  The  barbaric  practice  by same Muslims  of clitoridec tomy encourages this belief. 41 In the last century this disfiguring op eration was  performed on English Christian girls,  with  the  approval of society, but it was performed for quite different reasons. 42 A Muslim 340                      H O L Y  W A R  

may insist that his daughter have the operation because he owns her and is afraid that her normal sexual urge might lead her to wander off with other men before she is given to a husband. It comes from a primitive impulse that seems to  be common in many societies.  It made some of the Crusaders lock their wives into extremely painful and dangerous chastity belts while they were in the Holy Land.  In Victorian London, however, the girl usually had the operation because 

she had been found masturbating and enjoying her sexuality, which 43 would have horrified her parents because they were terrified of sex. The practice has not been upheld by a majority of either Muslims or Christians and it must be condemned for whatever reason it is per formed. But the difference is important. Clitoridectomy was originally an Mrican, not an Islamic custom: it is certainly not laid down in the Koran, any more than it is in the Gospels.� On the contrary, Moham mad is said to have told Muslim men that they have a positive duty to  satisfy their wives sexually;  some of the rabbis told the Jews the same. 44 This is quite contrary to the spirit of the Fathers of the Church, who told Christians that if a man enjoyed sleeping with his wife too much  he was cornrnirting 
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The second thing that distresses  people is that, at a time 

when the  progressive  West was promoting the ideal of the equality of the sexes, some Jews and Muslims today seem to be retreating to the old inequalities. It must be said  that no religion in the world as far as I know has in practice been very good news fur the position of women. Religions have until recently been male affairs like most other institutions. But people from the Christian tradition rather enjoy say ing that Judaism and Islam are particularly repressive of their women. Again,  this  needs qualification.  Judaism is a religion that proclaims the holiness of things by separating them. The Torah separates Sabbath from the rest of the week, milk from meat, and Jews from Gentiles. The "holiness" of the land of Israel should probably be considered in this context;  it is partly for this reason that the goyim are forbidden in the Torah to live there. The Torah also separates men from women; in Orthodox synagogues men and women sit separately and men and women have different religious duties. As one would expect, the wom en's duty centers on the home and the husband's on prayer and study. The Bible and the Halakah teach that women are blessed by God, but each morning in the synagogue a Jew must thank God for not making him a  Gentile,  a slave or a woman.Uewish feminists,  who want to preserve the ancient traditions, will argue that the Torah is not wrong to encourage a separation of the roles of men and women because this way it preserves and celebrates the holiness or identity of the sexes as 
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different and distinct.  But they still argue that Halakah must be de veloped so that women are no longer forced to take an inferior position 

in the 
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In the West  are particularly wedded to the idea that Muslims 

oppress their women  by divine command.  But in fact Mohammad's first converts were women, who found the  religion  liberatingY The 

Koran gives women divorce rights and inheritance rights, which are not the same as those of men, but which  women in the enlightened West would not receive for over a thousand years. In the early Muslim community Mohammad's wives were very powerful people, and after his death were consulted about religious matters, particularly Aisha, his favorite wife. There is nothing about the veiling or separation of 

women in the  Koran; this practice did not creep  into Islam until the third or fourth generation after the Prophet and it has been suggested 

that it came from  Christian  Byzantium,  which had always treated its 

women  in  this  way.48  Certainly  a  Muslim  feels  he  "owns"  his wife, 

but many Western men would feel the same. The Koran and the hadith 

both tell men to love their wives tenderly and live  with  them  happily 

(see, for example, Koran 30:22) . 

The  return to  traditional values  in  Judaism and in  Islam today  in 

the  Middle  East  has  been  for different reasons.  In Israel it has  been 

inspired  by  the  desire  to  establish  a stricdy religious  identity and  is 

just  part of a general  return to minute observance of the Torah.  Re

ligious women who now cover  their  heads will also forbid their chil

dren  to  watch  television,  because  of the  prohibition  of images  in 

Judaism.  In Sadat's Egypt, however, the young people of thejmna'at 

islamiyya who  returned  to  Islamic  dress  and  the  segregation  of the 

sexes had a rather different reason. The Muslim student unions were 

encouraging their members to improve their lot by their own practical 

efforts  instead  of waiting  for  the  government  to  help  them,  as  the 

Koran enjoined.  Egyptian  universities  are not like their counterparts 

in  Europe and America. They can be heardess,  mechanical factories. 

In Arabic they are called "universities of large numbers" and there is 

indeed vast overcrowding.49 Students  attending the compulsory lec

tures would often have to sit two or three to a seat. Only a few lucky 

people in the front rows would be able to follow a demonstration on 

a blackboard and if the loudspeakers broke down almost nobody could 

hear a word that was said. Because success in the examination meant 

regurgitating  these  lectures  accurately,  lecture  manuals  had to be 

bOught at some cost and learned by heart. There was litde intellectual 

freedom. The students who achieved the best grades when they grad

uated from high school were automatically placed in one of the "elite" 342                      H O L Y  W A R  

subjects like engineering, medicine or pharmacology.  If a bright stu dent wanted to study literature or law, which were not elite subjects, he  would  have  to  accept  the  fact  that  he  would  be  studying  with inferior  teachers  or  classmates  and  that  his  chance  of success  after university was even more remote than it was already. This was a relic of the  Nasser  period;  it was  modeled on  the  Soviet system  and  was designed to produce a nation of technicians, not scholars.  In addition to these other difficulties for the students, there was great overcrowd ing  in  the  dormitories,  which  made  studying  impossible  in  the  eve nings, and the students would be transported from these inhumanely huge student blocks on hideously overcrowded  buses. 

The success of the jama'at islamiyya was that its members addressed 

these  problems  effectively  and  practically,  as  good  Muslims  should. They used  to  hold revision sessions in  the  mosques  before  examina tions, where students could study in peace and quiet, and they issued cheap  versions of the  lecture  manuals.  Above  all  they tackled  a  par ticularly distressing aspect of the overcrowding. Because young Egyp tians could not afford to marry until very late and because the sexual revolution that happened in the West during the 1960s did not spread to Third World countries, one of the great problems of Sadat's Egypt was  sexual  frustration among the  young.  For young men and women to sit crammed together on the same seat during lectures or jammed together  on  buses  was  dearly  intolerable  for  both.  Women  found themselves  harassed  by  desperate  young  men,  who  found  that  they could  not  stand  this  tantalizing  promiscuity.  In  these  extremely  dif ficult  circumstances,  the  message  of the  Islamic  segregation  of the sexes was  music  in  the ears of many of these strained young people. Women  would  find  themselves  freed from  unwelcome attentions  in the chador and it seemed to make good sense for men and women to live and study apart. so 

But,  given  that  Islam values sex  so  highly, why  did  these young 

people  not  use  contraception?  Why  did  the  women  not  go  on  the pill?  Some certainly did,  but the members of the jama'at isla.miyya felt that  this  was  an  unacceptable  solution.  Contraception  and  the  per missive  society were Western products and therefore unacceptable for most of the  young people, who, with good  reason, felt that the West was not their  friend.  But it was not simply a negative rejection. These Egyptians wanted  to  keep  to  their awn  family  and  social  traditions, which would be undermined by this Western way of life. Muslims in the  Middle  East  were  not  as  enamored  as  Westerners  were  of this Western "freedom." The  way sex was  used to  sell  products  and was trivializ.ed  and  commercialized  seemed  to  denigrate  an  important 
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value. Iranians also had rejected the triviality of the Great Satan and had expressed their separation from it by  reverting to their own tra

ditional dress. In  the case  of women,  Egyptians  felt  that  Western clothes were not always liberating. They can reduce a woman's dignity by making her a mere sex object and it is undeniably true that, while we are rightly proud of the freedom and  respect that we have begun to give to women in Western countries, this liberation has not halted that  Western  habit  of enslaving  and  exploiting  women  through  a 

heartless advertisement and sex industry that pays very little attention to human dignity. Many Western feminists would agree with this. 

Clothes are, of course, extremely important in expressing one's iden

tity and it is interesting that in Israel, Egypt and Iran the assumption of a different costume has naturally symbolized the assertion of a new self.  Similarly the relations between men and women could be said to 

express most clearly the values of a society, so that  it is natural when 

one  society feels threatened  by  another that one  of the  first signs of 

a desire to resist this foreign coercion should center on issues of sexual 

morality  and  the  position  of women.  Yet  the  extreme  measures  to 

which  Muslim  men  and  women  have  been  willing  to  go  to  express 

their distance  from  the  Western  point of view  is  very disturbing to 

us.  This entire  rejection  of our way of life seems  unbalanced because 

our way of handling  the  relations  between  men  and  women  is  very 

crucial  to our sense  of self( No  society  has  as  yet found  a  really  sat

isfactory solution  to  these  problems.  In  Western  countries  we  have 

tended to swing from a period of sexual freedom to an extreme sexual 

repression.  This  phenomenon,  which  is  unique  to  Western  society, 

shows  that we  tend  to  be  particularly  sensitive  on  this  issue  and  to 

have ambiguous views. This may make us more stridently convinced 

that  our  current  way  is  the  "only"  way  of managing  these  matters. 

We should not condemn Muslim people for choosing to go their own 

way, rather than to follow us in our 
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But the return to  Islam did not  end  there.  traditional 

dress touched a deep chord in the  Islamic  identity of these students. 

Sadat  may  have  praised  and  encouraged  these  Muslim  groups  and thought that he was establishing a popular power base for his regime, 

but  he  was  actually  creating  a  Frankensteinian  monster  that  would 

devour  him:  Khaled  Islambouli,  his  assassin,  was  a  member  of the jtmUJ'at isltuniyya when he was at university.  One began by opting not 

to sit next to a woman and found that one was beginning to make a 

radical  break  from  the  regime.  During  Islamic  festivals  the jtmUJ'at 

islamiyya would  hold  "camps,"  like  the  similar  camps  held  by  their 

rivals,  the  Nasserites  and  the  Marxists.51  Here  they  did  not  simply 344                      H O L Y  W A R  

spend their time studying the Koran; there was also a great deal of sport and practice in self-defense. The camps were trying to recreate a perfect Muslim society lived according to the spirit and values of the rashidun, the  Righteous  Caliphs.  It was  a  retreat from the  un Islamic world of Sadat's Egypt and an experiment in the Islamic utopia, the  creation of a perfect  alternative  world.  Naturally this  involved discussion of the regime in Egypt, which seemed to have no concern whatever for the fate of these young people. There would be lectures criticizing the regime and condemning it as jahiliyya, the term used to  describe the  barbarous pre-Islamic period in Arabia, before  Mo hammad  gave  the  Arabs  power  and  a  new  identity.  Egyptians  had been told for years that their identity was anti-Western and now the Pious President seemed to be inviting the West to invade the country and drive out the  Egyptians  themselves\ By returning to their own Islamic,  un-Westem roots, the students were beginning to recover a sense of self-respect and a new source of personal 
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However radical the jtmUJ'at islamiyya was naturally  inevitably 

becoming, there were other young Muslims who sought an even more radical answer; a new Muslim underground was being formed, and it sought a more extreme solution than the Muslim Brotherhood, which now cooperated with the regime. Many Muslims had been profoundly influenced  by the writings of Sayyid  Qutb,  a Muslim Brother who had in his tum been influenced by the Pakistani Brother Abu el A' ala Mawdudi, who was also being eagerly read by young radicals in Iran. Qutb had been imprisoned by Nasser in 1954 and had read Mawdudi's book, The  Four Expressions, while in  prison.  It had a great effect on him. Mawdudi  told  Muslims  that they must refuse  to compromise with the corrupt regimes which oppressed Muslims throughout the Islamic world and which violated essential Koranic principles. Muslims must be ruled by God alone and must reject the idols of false ideology and values placed before them by the munafiqeen. 52 Sayyid Qutb him self wrote  several books which developed  Mawdudi's  ideas.  He re turned to  the old paradigm of the hijra-jihtui. In The Shtul,qw  of the Koran and Signposts on the Rmul he taught that there were two necessary stages in the struggle for a truly Islamic society/First was the period of weakness (istidhaj) when devout Muslims were in no position to fight the  regime effectively.  Instead they should withdraw from the corrupt  society  as  Mohammad  had  withdrawn  from  his  period  of weakness in Mecca and made the hijra to Medina where he gained a new power.  Once Muslims were truly separate from the un-lslamic world,  they should build  an  alternative  Islamic society where they 
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would recover the strength necessary to end the period of irridhaf and 

wage a jihad against the infidels. 5 } 
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The Egyptians who became  disciples of Qutb were divided about 

how to interpret his teachings.  Some formed the jama'at al-uzla al shu'uriayya (Spiritual Detachment Group). They secretly pronounced 

a decree of excommunication (tak.fir) on the corrupt sociery, but be cause they were still  in the period of weakness they would conceal 

their views and pray before an imam whom they actually condemned 

as an infidel because he supported the government. Thus concealed 

and spiritually separated from society, they would wait for the period 

of power when they could fight a jihad against the infidels with a good 

chance of success. 54 Others felt that this was not a sufficiently radical 

solution and followed Sheikh Ali Abduh Ismail into the small Society 

of Muslims,  but the group disintegrated in 1969 when  Sheikh Ali 

defected and the sect was left with only one member. 55 Shukri Mustafa 

was  a young,  poorly educated  Muslim  from  Middle  Egypt,  whose 

inhabitants are usually considered simple rustics by their fellow coun

trymen. He had been imprisoned by Nasser in 1965 but released in 

1971 as part of Sadat's new approach to Islam. This did not endear 

the regime to Shukri, however, and he was soon preaching with such 

success in the hamlets and villages that by 1972 the police were already 

watching him carefully. They called the group the Tak.fir w'al hijra 

(excommunication  and hijra) because  Shukri  declared  that  Sadat's 

regime was  an  infidel regime and  he condemned any Muslim who 

supported it. He urged his followers to withdraw from Sadat's Egypt 

and openly form an alternative Islamic society. For a time the members 

of his group lived in the desert, but later most lived a communal life 

in  apartments  in  the  poorest  areas  of the  cities,  which  necessarily 

associated the Society of Muslims with the poor and outcast people 

of Egypt.56 

Shukri preached a fundamental return to the Koran and denied that 

the later Islamic tradition  had  any  value:  imams  who  had  written 

learnedly about the Koran had idolatrously elevated their purely hu

man learning and made it an idol. Many imams had actually supported 

the infidel and hypocritical regimes of the muna.fiqeen. As examples 

he cited Sheikh Mahmud Shaltut of the al-Azhar Madrassa, who had 

in Nasser's time issued af atwa which declared banking interest to be 

legal, even though many Muslims condemned it as usury, or Sheikh 

Su'ad Jala, who had recently declared that Muslims were allowed to 
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drink beer. Shukri taught that no Muslim who was serious about his 

religion could continue to live in this regime; the state of Egypt, he 346                      H O L Y  W A R  

said, was as dangerous an enemy to the Muslim people as the state of Israel  and none of his foUowers  should contaminate  themselves  by joining the Egyptian army or taking any state employment. All contaa with  the  state  was  strictly  forbidden.  Many young  Egyptians  who were  confused  by the volte-face of Sadat's new Western Egypt and who found their lives miserable and hopeless took comfort from this absolute denial of the state and this return to old Islamic values. Shukri taught that the Muslims were too weak to stage a jihad against the regime and that when they were confronted with as powerful an enemy as the state of Egypt they should flee, as Mohammad had very wisely fled from Mecca when he had been persecuted there. In seclusion they would find new strength to fight the unbelievers. 

The young people who foUowed  Shukri and made the hijra into 

the communes were desperate with misery,  and in the new Islamic world that they tried to create they found their lives entirely changed. They had accommodation they could afford, they were able to marry young and the diplomas and certificates they had painfully acquired in the universities were condemned as worthless rubbish. There were many educated  people  in  the  movement,  even though  Shukri  con demned education as worthless. 57 This was not a purely negative po sition but a confused comment on the economy. Most state employees with  education  carried far  less  than  an  unskilled worker  and could only keep  their families at subsistence rate;  an illiterate country girl who became a lady's maid could earn more than an assistant professor. In these  circumstances,  Shukri  argued,  it  was  indeed  pointless  for Egyptians to  learn to read. There was a similar clumsy extremism in his  solution  to  the  marriage  problem,  which  shocked  many of his opponents. Shukri reintroduced the old village habit of arranged early marriages.  Members  of his group were married very young and the match was arranged by Shukri himself. Several young couples shared a room in curtained-off cubicles. The group supported itself by manual labor and by growing vegetables, but this was not enough, so Shukri sent his young men to  the  Gulf in tum in  a new hijra. There they joined  the  thousands  of their countrymen who had been forced to emigrate  and  sent  money home  to the community.  On their  return they were entitled to a wife. 58 Shukri's policies seemed eccentric and bizarre but he was implicitly pointing to serious abuses in society. The movement was a passionate rebellion of the poor and oppressed, which presented  an  alternative  Egypt  on  the  margins  of the  great  cities. Shukri's communities were aauaUy creating a distorted mirror image of Sadat's Egypt, where people could marry young instead of suffering frustration, could  rejea the  new secular values  and materialism the 
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regime was encouraging and return to Islam, and the men who made the hijra to the Gulf called attention to the fact that life was impossible 

for most people in Egypt. �

The hijra of Shukri and his many disciples was itself an aggressive act because it was making a powerful statement about the miseries of many Egyptians who found their lives  intolerable.  But the hijra ul timately led to a more direct jihad, even though Shukri insisted that 

lsi� his  followers  should flee from a confrontation with  the  enemies of The first indication of this new jihad against the state was an 

unsuccessful dress rehearsal for Khaled Islambouli's operation in 198 1 and it was carried out not by Shukri but by one of his rivals.  In 1974 Saleh Sarrieh, a young PhD student who belonged to a group called the Islamic Liberation Party, led a band of followers to the Military Technical College, where they collected arms and volunteers. Then they marched on to the government headquarters. Their aim was to assassinate Sadat and to establish an Islamic state, but the movement was hopelessly small and was very easily  crushed. 59 It demonstrated that  Muslims  were  indeed  too  weak  to  undertake  effective  action against Sadat and that Shukri and his followers had been quite correct when they confined themselves to the hijra and to creating an Islamic world  of their  own  where  the  values  of modem  Egypt  no  longer applied.  But Sarrieh's coup also proved  fatal to  Shukri.  One of the members of his party who was imprisoned afrer the attempt decided to become a member of the Society of Muslims but challenged Shukri's leadership. Another member who was released tried to lure some of Shukri's followers into a rival group of his own. There was a period of crisis in the community and Shukri decided to take action against the "apostates," as he called them, by attacking their homes on De cember 18 and 22, 1976.60 This was a fatal decision, because Shukri had now made  himself vulnerable to  the  law  by  attempting to  kill Egyptian citizens. The police stepped in and arrested fourteen of Shu
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kri's followers and a warrant was issued for Shukri's arrest. Until this point  the  Society of Muslims had  formulated  no very clear tactics about how to deal with the state but now they saw their movement condemned on the front page of the official Cairo newspaper al-Ahram 
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as "a group of fanatical criminals.'"'1 

During the  first six months of 1977 Shukri tried to  counter this 

attack peacefully and to  give  his group  a more  positive  image.  He 

ttied, without success, to publish a book called The Caliphate, to issue communiques which explained the true nature of his group, and to deliver statements on radio and television.  None of these  measures worked and Shukri felt his leadership in danger. In July members of 348                     H O L Y  W A R  

the movement kidnapped Sheikh Mohammad el-Dhahabi, a former minister of the religious endowment, and published a list of demands: they wanted the lies that had been published against them retracted, they demanded that their fourteen "martyrs" be released and that a "committee of experts" be set up to  examine major government in stitutions, something that was quite impossible in Sadat's Egypt. The Egyptian  government  refused to negotiate with these  terrorists  and when the sheikh's body was discovered on July 7 there was a public outcry.  This rype of religious  extremism was  quite  new  to  Egypt. What kind of Muslims would murder one of their coreligionists? Shu kri and a large number of his disciples were arrested and Sadat con vened a special military tribunal to tty the case. 62 

At the  same  time  that  Sadat  was  releasing the  Muslim  Brothers 

imprisoned  by Nasser, he found himself filling up the jails with new Muslim  prisoners  who declared themselves hostile to the regime of the Pious President. It was a delicate and uncomfortable position and as the  tribunal hearings  proceeded he  found that the establishment had declared war against Islam.  Abdul Halim Mahmoud, the sheikh of the al-Azhar mosque in Cairo, rejected Shukri's ideas but explained that, because Egypt had long been governed by people whose political philosophy was not rooted in the religious tradition of the country, many of the young people were muddled and disoriented. It was this that caused Shukri and his companions to see Sadat's Egypt as jllhiliyyR-. The  military  prosecutor  took quite  a different line.  On October 1 1  the military prosecutor explained the phenomenon as  being due  to the  spiritual vacuum in the country. The  ulema  of Egypt  had  failed in their duty to  instruct the youth in their religion and the root of the problem lay in al-Azhar's failings, not the government's. Naturally the ulema were furious and issued an angry reply; a new rift opened between  the  government and  the  religious establishment at  a most important  time.63  Shukri  was  hanged  with  four  other  companions shortly after the conclusion of the ttial in November 1977 and it is deeply significant that at that time the newspapers presented two main stories and  pictures to  their readers.  One  was of young, desperate bearded Muslim extremists who were being presented as the enemies of the  state;  the other was Sadat's historic journey to Jerusalem on November 8,  1 977. The Pious  President  was  about to become the President of Peace. 

Early in 1977 there had been another eruption which showed alarm

ingly how desperate the Egyptian people were becoming and this was causally linked to Sadat's decision to go to Jerusalem on a mission of peace.  Paul  M.  Dickie,  the American  director  of the  International 
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Monetary Fund in Egypt, had recently recommended drastic measures to rescue the economy, which included the devaluation of the Egyptian pound and a great reduction in the subsidies that the government paid every year on  staple  food  and clothes.64 Most of the  impoverished Egyptians depended on these subsidies  for  their livelihood and the members of parliament were horrified at the possible consequences of putting a fresh financial burden on the people. They also pointed out 

that there were wider political implications: if Egypt allowed her eco nomic policy to be dictated by the United States she would inevitably 

isolate herself from the rest of the Arab world and lose the leadership which Nasser had established. Sadat, who remained frighteningly im pervious to the plight of his own people, and who never fully appre ciated Egypt's uniquely important strategic position in  the  Middle East and North Africa, turned a deaf ear to these protests. On January 

17 the government announced that there would be a substantial rise 

in the price oftwenry-five essential goods and on January 18 the people 

went onto  the  streets;  the  police  could  not control them  and 160 people were killed.  Sadat himself was in Aswan that day and aston

ishingly  did  not  hear  about  the  riots  until  four  o'clock  in  the 

aftemoon65 (a telling indication of his isolation from the people) when 

the  crowd  charged  against  the  rest  house  in  Aswan.  Sadat  had  to escape by helicopter, and a plane stood by, ready to take the Sadats to Teheran. The next day, however, the army was brought in to quell 

the riots and Sadat restored the food subsidies. Clearly his credit was running low and he realized that he would have to regain the support of the people by doing something really dramatic, which would lead their minds to higher things. The answer was the peace process. 

During President Jimmy Carter's first year in office there was re newed effort in Washington to bring peace to the Middle East, but 

the Arabs were naturally suspicious of the interference of a great power friendly to Israel, and Israel had recently demonstrated that she was ready to make no concessions over the territories. In 1977 Menachem Begin had been elected Prime Minister and had dedicated himself to the establishment of Greater Israel on both sides of the Jordan. The prognosis fur peace was not good, but Carter manfully persevered and 

began a  preliminary  round of discussions with  individual Arab and 

Israeli  leaders.  He  favored  the  "comprehensivist"  approach,  which sought an overall agreement between Israel, the Palestinians and the 

Arab states, and did not want a series of separate peace treaties between 

individual states and Israel, which would almost certainly ignore the 

Palestinian  problem. 66 Carter was distressed to  find that Begin was 
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on Israel to evacuate the territories as an essential part of the peace process, and he found Sadat's eagerness for peace attractive  and im pressive. It was very worrying indeed to many Israelis when the U. S. State  Deparonent  issued  a  peremptory  public  statement,  which showed none of the usual deference to the Israeli position: 

The status of the Palestinians must be settled in a comprehensive Arab-Israeli agreement. This issue cannot be ignored if the others are to be solved.  Moreover, to be lasting, a peace agreement must be positively supported by all of the parties to the conflict, including the Palestinians. This means that the Palestinians must be involved in the peace-making process.  Their representatives . will have to be at Geneva for the Palestinian question to be solved. 67 

Israel's bogey of a Palestinian state seemed to be coming perilously near. 

Sadat rescued  Israel.  He had his own misgivings about a Geneva 

conference, which would be far too helpful to his rival President Assad of Syria.  First,  it  would  naturally  involve the  participation  of the Russians,  his protectors, and Sadat had tried to limit the role of the Soviets in the Middle East. A renewed Russian influence in the area was not in the interests of the United States, and Israel was able to make great capital out of this in her opposition to Geneva. Secondly, since Assad had intervened in the civil war in Lebanon and acquired power there, he had also made himself master of the PLO, who had their headquarters in Beirut and a power base in the south. Assad had probably refused to  allow Arafat to speak to  the Americans during the preliminary talks. He was noisily loyal to the Palestinian cause and would make  certain  that  before  the  conference  access to  the  PLO would have  to  come through  Assad  himself,  which  would  gready enhance his prestige.  It looked as though Assad would emerge as the 

q.I Arab  leader  of the  conference  and  Sadat  sought to  pre-empt  this. 68 e resolved his dilemma by reverting to the classic principle of a holy 

war: he would not wait for the Americans and Russians to bring peace to the Middle East but would do it himself. His peace policy would come to be called the "initiative," but this initiative was supposed to 

to a full and lasting peace.) be a prelude not to a holy war, as was the way of such initiatives, but 

On November 9,  1977, Sadat addressed the members of the Egyp

tian  parliament  and promised them that he was ready to go "to the ends of the earth for peace. Israel will  be astonished to hear me say now, before you, that I am prepared to go to their own house, to the 

1 9 8 1   3 5 1  

Knesset itself, to talk to them. "69 The delegates and Arafat, who hap pened to be present, all assumed that this was Sadatian rhetoric and 

applauded  loudly.70 Others  thought that,  because  Israel  would  cer tainly refuse, Sadat was unmasking "the true face of Israel, who pre

sents herself as a lover of peace,"71  as a broadcaster put it.  It is true that at first Begin's response to the offer was grudging but on No vember 1 5  he seemed to grasp its historic importance and invited the President of Egypt to come to  Jerusalem  the following week.  Sadat accepted, despite the  bitter opposition to  his plan among the Arab leaders. As Pious President, he might have claimed that he was bound by the Koran to respond to any overture for peace (Koran 8 :62) . 

When  Sadat equated  Israel with  "the  ends  of the  earth"  he  had 

pointed  to  the  immense  psychological  distance  that  had  developed between Israel and the Arab states since 1948. Ezer Weizmann, the 

Israeli Defense Minister at the time, has written that in the twentieth century there have been two great journeys:  the journey of the first men  to  the moon and  President  Sadat's journey to  Jerusalem.72  In emotional tertns it was one of the longest and bravest journeys that have been described in this book, but this time it was seen as a prelude to peace,  not war.  When  Sadat landed at  Ben-Gurion Airport, just after the end of the Jewish Sabbath, he made an almost magical impres

sion: tall, beautifully dressed and with a powerful presence, he seemed a dignified ambassador from a distant world, who was breaking down the wall  of hostility  and  arriving as  a vanguard of peace.  Glued to 

their television sets, Israelis and Egyptians watched their leaders talk 

together  with  apparent  cordiality. 'lt  seemed  that  an  unimaginable 

 

event had come to pass: the monsters had become human beings, who i could converse together and perhaps live together in peac

The theme of the peaceful pilgrimage continued the foil  ing day. By one of the holy coincidences that recur in the story of holy war, it happened to be the Eid al-Adha (which commemorates Abraham's offering of Isaac) and Sadat went first to the Temple Mount, the site of Abraham's sacrifice, and prayed in al-Aqsa. Then he visited places sacred to Christians and Jews: the Holy Sepulchre and Yad Vashem, 

the  Holocaust memorial.  He  began  his  speech  in  the  Knesset  that afternoon with a reference to the importance of the Holy Land to all 

three religions: "We all love this land, the land of God, we all, Muslims, Christians and Jews, all worship God."73 This set the deeply religious 

tone of his  appeal  for  peace.  Constantly  Sadat  called  for  religious coeXistence: the presence of the Christian and Muslim shrines in Je

rusalem showed that "politically, spiritually and inteUectually''74 Chris-352                     H O L Y  W A R  

tians and Muslims look to Jerusalem with reverence and see the "city of peace" as centrally important. He insisted that it was time to aban don  the  intolerance  of the  Crusades  and  to  rerum  to  the  spirit  of Caliph Omar and Saladin,'5 who had encouraged peaceful coexistence in the Holy City. 

The theme of coexistence was central to the speech and this meant 

that, as Sadat saw it, the Arabs were now prepared to live alongside the Jewish state. Many Knesset members wept when they heard Sadat's extraordinary words:  "You want to live with us, part of our world. In all sincerity I tell you we welcome you among us with full security and safety.  This  in itself is  a tremendous  rurning point,  one of the landmarks of a decisive historical change."76 Politically, his speech was pure comprehensivism. He insisted that he had not come to conclude a separate treaty between Egypt and Israel but to settle the problem of the Arabs and Jews. The Israelis must evacuate the occupied ter ritories and there could be no peace without a just settlement for the Palestinians, who were the crux of this problem.77 Even the United States,  Israel's  first  ally,  had  decided  to  face  up  to  the  Palestinian question: 

"If you  have found  the moral  and legal justification  to  set up  a national home on a land that did not all belong to you, it is incum bent upon you to show understanding of the insistence of the people of Palestine for establishment once again of a state on their land. When some extremists ask the Palestinians to give up this sublime objective, this in fact means asking them to renounce their identity and every hope for the furure."7B 

This would not be welcome to the ears of his  Jewish  listeners,  and yet Sadat asked them to recall, on this feast of al-Adha, their common ancester  Abraham,  who was  prepared for sacrifice, even the sacrifice of his own son.  It was a characteristically religious appeal but, given the increasingly religious nature of the Arab-Israeli conflict, a powerful one.  Abraham had given his descendants an example of the sacrifice that the Arabs were asking the Jews to make-a sacrifice of lands and ideals that were precious to them and central to their identity: "Abra ham went, with dedicated sentiments, not out of weakness but through a giant spirirual force  and a  free will to  sacrifice  his very own son, prompted by a firm and unshakeable belief in ideals that lend life  a profound significance. "79 Begin had no intention of making any such sacrifice, but in his reply to Sadat he was content himself to point to a connection between Arabs and Jews, which concentrated upon Sa dar's journey: 
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"The  flight  time  between  Cairo  and Jerusalem  is short,  but  the 

distance between Cairo and  Jerusalem was  until  last night  almost endless. President Sadat crossed this distance courageously. We, the Jews, know how to appreciate such courage, and we know how to appreciate it in our  guest,  because  it is  with  courage that we  are here and this is how we continue to exist, and we shall continue to exist."80 

There was a defiance in the last words that Sadat would probably have 

understood very well. Yet on November 20, 1977, Sadat was the star: 

by his dramatic journey he had attracted the attention and sympathy of the world away from Israel toward the Arabs. 

Yet the Arabs were not appreciative of this and events would very 

shortly prove that they were right to distrust the initiative. At  first, 

however, their rejection was muted. When President Assad of Syria 

fonned the Front of Steadfastness against Egypt, only three countries 

and the PLO responded.  Yet none of the Arab leaders went to  the conference Sadat summoned in Egypt on December 14. Sadat really 

thought that his initiative could achieve a comprehensive  peace,  but when the American and Israeli delegates met at the Mena House Hotel, 

the empty seats of the  Arab delegates showed  the  world  that only 

Eg-jpt  was interested  in  making  peace  with  Israel.  It soon  became 

apparent that, though Sadat may have been the first to take the ini

tiative,  he  would  not  be  able  to  retain  it.  Flags  of all  the  invited 

delegations were in position  all around the conference table; Eliahu Ben-Elissar, the head of the Israeli dekgation, insisted that the Pal

estinian flag be taken down, and Sadat was forced to obey. Despite 

his insistence in Jerusalem that the Palestinians were the crux of the 

matter, the Israelis were saying no to direct negotiations with the PLO 

and no to an independent Palestinian state.  Ben-Elissar then insisted 

that the Palestinian flag be taken  down outside the  hotel and  Sadat 

was forced to order that llll the flags be lowered so that his ditching 

of the Palestinians should not be so dramatically apparent to the out

side world. 81 

Sadat's next meeting with Prime Minister Begin on December 25 

showed even more strikingly that the  Israelis  had managed to take 

control of the peace initiative. Begin began by taking from his briefcase 

documents that purported to prove that, when a country had been 

provoked to attack, it was  lawful for the attacked country to  keep 

[image: ]

territory gained during the war. Nasser had attacked Israel and threat

ened to throw the Jews into the sea, and, Begin concluded: "So, Mr. 

President, you agree that this makes us legally justified in keeping the 354                     H O L Y  W A R  

territory  we  conquered."82  He  was  prepared,  however,  to  consider returning the Sinai, as long as the Israeli settlements remained, under armed guard. Sadat decided to bring this humiliating open session to a close, but it was now quite apparent that he had been maneuvered into making a separate peace with Israel, and that nothing was to be done  about the West Bank, or "Judaea  and  Samaria"  as  Begin  pro vocatively  called them in the open session. Then came a press con ference at which Begin made Sadat read out the conclusions of the meeting.  Never again would Israel and Egypt make war, and as for the West Bank:  "The position of Egypt is that in the West Bank and Gaza a Palestinian state should be established. The position of Israel is that Palestinian Arabs in Judaea and Samaria (namely the West Bank of the Jordan) and the Gaza Strip should enjoy self-rule. "83 Moham mad  Heikal recalled the devastating effect  that this had upon most Egyptians. To see their President, flanked by Begin and Dayan, talking about  "Judaea and Samaria" was profoundly disturbing and showed an  Egyptian  weakness  and  willingness  to  compromise  on  essential principles that were entirely new.84 

What Begin meant by "self-rule" for  the  Palestinians was shortly 

revealed in what became known as the Begin Plan.  In Gaza and the West Bank, Arabs should be given "autonomy''; this was not auton omy in the usual  sense  of the word,  but a  political  dependence  and subservience.  Israel would keep sovereignty of the region and asked that "for  the  sake  of agreement  and  peace"  the  problem  of these territories be shelved for the present. In the meantime the Palestinians would be able freely to elect their own "administrative council," but security and public order would stay in Israeli hands. In other words, the army and the police would remain in the West Bank. Next, the "Palestinians" should choose either Israeli or Jordanian nationality. 85 What "autonomy'' meant in effect was that there would be no "Pal estinians" left on the West Bank or in the Gaza Strip. It also meant that, to make good Israel's claim to these territories, more settlements would be established there. On the subject of Sinai, Begin remained suggestively silent. 86 

On January 4 Carter and Sadat had met at Aswan and jointly de

clared that there could be no peace in the region unless the Palestinians were given self-determination, and on January 18 Sadat withdrew his delegates from the peace talks.  It seemed that on the subject of the Palestinians he was too far in spirit from the Begin Plan to continue negotiations.  But  in  fact  Sadat was  moved to  withdraw by quite a different problem.  He had got wind of the secret Israeli decision to 
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"bolster"  the  Israeli  presence  in the  Sinai  by establishing six more settlements there.  Sadat had already shown that  he was prepared to 

lower the flags of Palestinian independence and go for a separate deal, 

but on the subject of the Sinai he remained immovable. He would let the West Bank go and leave the  Palestinians out of the discussions, 

but if there was to be peace the Sinai had to be returned whole and entire to Egypt. As he said to Ezer Weizmann: "I am ready to conclude 

a contractual peace treaty, with ambassadors,  with  freedom of nav

igation, everything.  But you are getting out of Sinai ! That includes 

all the settlements! They've got to go!" 

At this  point the  peace process  slumped.  The Arabs were unani mously agreed that the initiative simply meant another defeat at the hands of Israel,  who had no  intention of discussing the  Palestinian problem seriously and no intention of returning any territory. Many 

Israelis  simply did not want  peace  if that  meant  handing over  any 

land.  Seculars saw the  territories  as  necessary to  the  security  of the 

state, but most people felt with the religious right that the West Bank 

and Gaza "belonged" to  the  Jews  and  were  essential  to  the  Jewish identity. Ezer Weizmann  noticed  in the eyes of many of his fellow 

countrymen "a strange glint of satisfaction" that the peace process had 

failed. 87 But other Israelis were ashamed that their country was lagging 

behind on the road to  peace and it was during this period that the 

Peace Now movement was founded. 

Yet America was  determined  to  push  the  peace  process through 

somehow, although only one leader in the whole of the Middle East 

felt that peace was either possible or desirable. When Sadat made his 

visit to America in 1978 he got a hero's welcome, but Begin, who 

followed him, got a very chilly reception. Israel seemed grudging and 

ungenerous beside Sadat, and Carter found it hard that Begin, whom 

he respected as a religious and sincere man, should be so unwilling 

to make peace.  A period of tension between Israel and the  United 

States is always uncomfortable for both parties; and it was dear that 

a compromise must be found. Finally Moshe Dayan and Cyrus Vance 

discovered a way to break the deadlock.  Instead of going all out for 

a comprehensive solution that seemed  impossible  to  achieve at this 

point, there should be a separate peace treaty between Israel and Egypt 

which could be negotiated now, and later further negotiations would 

settle the problem of the W est Bank and the question of the Palestinian 

inhabitants. In the meantime the Begin Plan should be accepted as a 

.frtimewtwk of principles  that would govern  the  interim,  transitional 
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for a separate peace and this was also less threatening to Israel, because it shelved the  problem of the West  Bank  in a way favorable to the Jewish state. 88 

From September 5 to 18,  1978, Begin, Carter and Sadat and their 

officials conferred at Camp David in the Maryland hiUs and finally, after a great deal of tension, Begin and Sadat signed the Camp David accords. These would be ratified by the full treaty the following year. They stated that there would now be peace between Israel and Egypt and that Egypt would take back the Sinai. Israel would withdraw her troops and evacuate the settlements in stages and would be allowed free passage through the Straits of Tiran and the Suez Canal. Besides the peace treaty between Israel and Egypt, there was a "Framework for Peace," which looked forward to future hypothetical negotiations between Israel, Egypt, Jordan and the "representatives of the Pales tinian people," who were clearly not going to be members of the PLO. These discussions would decide the fate of Gaza and the West Bank and the fate  of the "inhabitants" of the country, who would in the meantime choose between Israeli or Jordanian citizenship. The Frame work foresaw a transitional period of five years, when the territories would be governed according to the principles of the Begin Plan, with the inhabitants of the land enjoying "administrative autonomy." The land itself would still belong to Israel.89 

To  Begin's credit, he had always made his position perfectly clear. 

He had  no  intention of giving up the  holy lands of the Jews,  and when he announced on the day that the treaty was signed that the government  was going  to  establish twenty new  settlements  on  the West Bank, nobody could accuse him of being inconsistent.90 He knew very well that none of the Arab states would accept the Framework for  Peace,  that there  would  be  no  future  negotiations with  Egypt, Jordan and Palestinians and that things would continue as they were for a long time to come. In the meantime, settlements would establish the  fact of Israeli  occupation  and  make  it very difficult to tum the territories back to  the Arabs at any future  date.  When all the other Arab  states,  including  Jordan,  joined  Syria's  Front of Steadfasmess after the  signing of the treaty, he must have been delighted. Yet we know that other Israelis saw this hard line as a betrayal of the Jewish people.  After Camp David, the far right Tehiya Party was founded and members of the  Gush Emunim would never forgive  Begin for forcibly evacuating the Jewish settlers in the Sinai. They had seen the settlements there as the  front line of the chosen people in the holy war against Islam. The peace treaty with the goyim was a sinful treaty with the enemies of God . 
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Had Sadat simply gone for a separate peace treaty, he might have suffered less from his Arab brothers, who denounced the Framework for Peace as a betrayal of the Arab people.  It had sold out the  Pal estinians, betrayed the PLO, who all the Arabs had decided were the only valid representatives of the Palestinian people, and had betrayed essential principles of Arab unity by colluding with the United States 

and  Israel,  the enemies  of the Arab  people.  They  pointed out  that Israel was daily saying that the Jews would never withdraw from the West Bank and Gaza and that the Framework for Peace was, therefore, a farce. Camp David had given  Israel the chance to  build more set tlements and continue  the  draconian  occupation of the  West Bank and Gaza. As President Assad said: 

To us, peace means that Arab flags should fly over the liberated 

territories.  Under the Camp David accords, peace means that the 

Israeli flag should be hoisted in an official ceremony in Cairo, while 

Israel is still occupying Egyptian, Syrian and Palestinian territory and is still adamantly denying Palestinian rights.91 

On March 31,  1979, the Arab summit issued a communique which threw Egypt out of the Arab League, severed all diplomatic relations 

between Egypt and the other Arab countries and transferred the head quarters of the League from Cairo to Tunis.  Egypt was  now quite 

isolated from the rest of the Arab world. Instead of being its leader, 

she had become a pariah. Arab unity had been gravely damaged and 

the position of the Arab  people consequently weakened. 92 

The  Egyptians  themselves  became  increasingly  unhappy  about 

Camp David. Many people were as distressed as their Arab brethren 

about the implications of the Framework for Peace. When Sadat tried 

to encourage Egyptians to visit Israel as tourists to help the process 

of "normalization," the Egyptians voted with their feet and refused 

to visit a country which was mistreating their fellow Arabs. They were 

also distressed by their isolation from the rest of the Arab world. 93 

Egypt was now forced away from her Arab identity and the isolation 

of the country meant that ,;1e was inevitably thrown under the shadow 

of the West. This was very disturbing to a people who had seen their 

Arab identity as  essentially  anti-Western  and  they  resented  the  in

creased W estemization of their country after Camp David. They were 

disturbed  by the  procession  of Western  superstars  through  Egypt. 

When Frank Sinatra gave a concert at the foot of the Pyramids, many 

felt that this cheapened Egypt, which seemed to  be  abandoning its 

ancient dignity and becoming the playground of the West.94 When 
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Sadat greeted her as the Queen of Egypt because she had once played Cleopatra,  and  the  army  officers  who  were  guarding  her  hotel  and escorting  her  around  the  country  felt  degraded.  "My God," one  of them  said.  ''What  are  we  doing  here,  guarding  an  actress?"95  Sadat himself seemed  to  have  become  a  Western  superstar,  jet-setting  with wealthy capitalists and playboys. The adulation he received in the West started  to  go  to  his  head:  he  became  overconcemed  with  his  own personality  cult,  treated  the  nation  to  long,  rambling  talks  about  his life,  spent  as  much  time  discussing  the  filming  of his  autobiography with a director as he spent on affairs of state and had himself constantly, obsessively photographed. 96 Opposition  to  Sadat and disillusion with Camp  David grew in  Egypt,  but none  of his  opponents  watched the Pious  President of Peace  more  critically  than  the  religious. 

The Muslim Brotherhood had not opposed the regime but had tried 

to  enter  the  centers  of power  themselves  and  effect  a  reform  from within.  Thus  their  magazine  al-Dawa  had  not  criticized  Sadat  or  his policies.  But  the  Camp  David  accords broke this  tradition  abruptly. On  September 20,  1 978, an  article  bitterly  attacked the  Framework for  Peace  for  the  same  political  reason  as  the other Arab  leaders,  but the  prime  cause  of the  Brothers'  disapproval  was  that  such  a  treaty was  a  violation  of the  Sharia.  Israel  was  now  part  of the  House  of War  and  no  regime  that  claimed  to  be  Muslim  could  make  such  a peace.  "If the Muslims renounce the effort to recover any part of their alienated  land  when  it is  possible  for  them  to  do  so,  they  are  all  in  a state  of sin,"  the  author  declared  absolutely.  "History  will  judge  the present  generation  harshly,  rulers and ruled alike, for having preferred material  well-being  to  honour  and  religion."97  Camp  David  was  in compatible  with  Islam  and  the jihad  was  essential  to  true  Muslim integrity.  Al-Dawa's  cover  for  May 198 1 depicted  the  Dome  of the Rock, chained with a padlock stamped with the Star of David.  A hand clutching a hatchet was about to smash the lock. 98�The Egyptian state might have  signed  a  peace  treaty with  the  Jews,  but for  Muslims  the old problem remained:  the  third  most holy shrine in  Islam was under the  control of the enemies of God. Sadat could  be  a  Pious  President in 1973 when  he was fighting a jihad against Israel,  but not when  he wanted  to  make  peace.  The  Koran  did not countenance  a  peace  that harmed  Islam  and  continued  the  oppression  of the  Muslims  of Pal

estine. �  ( In 

1979-80 al-Dawa published a series of articles on the children's 

page  entitled  "The  Four  Horsemen  of the  Apocalypse"  which  iden tified the  four enemies of the Muslims and suggested, by implication, that the Muslim lands faced an apocalyptic siruation and that the Last 
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Judgment was approaching.  This feeling is shared by most Muslim extremists and naturally this gives a new edge to the jihad effort today, as it has done throughout the history of the holy war. The first of these four horsemen was the Crusader  (the Christian or the Western imperialist--the two, for obvious reasons, are one) . Not all Christians are Crusaders, the author points out, but many of them invade the lands oflslam and poison the minds of Muslims with alien ideas. Some of them assume a pious disguise and come as missionaries, evangelists or ecumenists; the orientalists spread doubt and confusion and dis credit the  name  of the  Prophet  and  of Islam with  lying tales;  and above all the imperialists seek to subjugate and persecute the Muslim people.99 The second horseman  is the Jew and  he  is quite different from the Crusader because all Jews are essentially evil. The author asks his readers if they have ever wondered why God cursed the Jews, when he had once preferred them to all other peoples)Quoting heavily from the Koran, the author answers his question: 

His preference was met with ingratitude and denial of divine power. 

The Jews say:  "God's hand is chained. " May their own hands be chained! 

May  they  be  cursed for what  they say (5:64).  It may  happen  that a 

man li�s or falls into error, but for a people to build their society 

on lies, that is the specialty of the children of Israel alone! The Jews 

who listen to the lies o f theirs and pay no heed to you ( 5:41 ) . They listen 

to falsehoods and practise what is unlawfol (5:42). Such are the Jews, 

my brother, your enemies and the enemies of God. 100 

Instead of making peace with the Jews, Muslims should "annihilate their existence." In the new, religious Egypt the Muslim fantasies about Jews that had surfaced in the very early days of the conflict were being revived. This Islamic anti-Semitism was a distortion of Islam itself as much as it was a distorted picture of the Jewish people, and by quoting the  Koran out of context, Mohammad's early vision of coexistence with  the  People  of the  Book had  been  lost.  In this  view,  Muslim 

as it depends upon a fight for  the holy city of al-Quds. { integrity depends on a pious extermination of the enemies of God just This hatred 

of the Jews also surfaces in the portrait of the last two horsemen of the apocalypse: the Marxist and the Secularist. The author points out that Karl Marx was a Jew and that Marxism is therefore part of the 

Jewish  conspiracy  to  take  over  the  world.  The  first  Secularist  was Kemal Ataturk and the author argues that he was a secret Jew who 

to the Zionists. l0 } overthrew the Ottoman sultans to punish them for not giving Palestine A President who had not only made peace with the 

diabolical Jews but who was also courting the  Crusaders  could  not 360                     H O L Y  W A R  

be a true Muslim. In the Crusader Kingdom during the 1 1 80s religious extremists had found peace treaties with the enemies of God intolerable and had insisted on war, and in Sadat's Egypt as in Begin's Israel new religious  extremists adamantly rejected the possibility of peaceful co existence, which they saw as  a fundamental threat to their religious 

integrity. {

Sadat had preached peace in the Knesset by evoking the old Islamic 

ideal of coexistence but the Egyptian Muslims saw the President of Peace as the enemy of lslam and Sadat perversely went out of his way to reinforce this impression. The peace process was from start to finish accompanied by a new offensive against Egyptian Muslims) His jour ney to Jerusalem had coincided with the execution of Shukri and the attack on the  ulema.  When he got back from Camp David in  1 978 he started to curtail the power of the jama'at  islamiyya, denouncing its  members  and  suppressing their achievements such  as  the  cheap lecture manuals. The srudents simply hardened their opposition to the regime.  In  1979, at the end of Ramadan,  they staged a  formidable demonstration which showed t.'te government that they were still very much  alive  and  the  neo-Muslim  Brother  Yusuf al-Quwardi made  a passionate plea for an  Islamic identity for Egypt: 

[image: ]

Egypt is  Muslim, not pharaonic; it is the land of Amr Ibn al-As [the Arab commander who conquered Egypt in  640]  and not of Ramses  . . .  the youth of the jama'at  islamiyya are the true repre sentatives of Egypt and not the Avenue of the Pyramids, the theatre performances,  and the films. . . .  Egypt is not naked women,  but veiled women  who adhere to  the prescriptions of divine law . . . .  Egypt is young men who let their beards grow . . .  it is the land of al-Azhar! 102 

The srudents did not want the West and they made sure that it would not penetrate the campus, which from 1979 to 1 98 1  became an Islamic oasis  in  the desert of Sadatian Egypt,  as  Shukri's communities  had tried to be. Films, theater and art ofW estern origin or which presented the Jews sympathetically were forbidden; couples who violated Islamic law were physically attacked. The jama'at islamiyya fought against the West defensively by withdrawing from the world in a hijra and fighting 

 

against the alien values that besieged them. In 1 980 this jihrul became 103 a more direct offensive against Sadat.  On the feast of al-Fitah which 

ends Ramadan, the students held a huge prayer rally outside the Pres ident's house, exhorting him to rule as a good Muslim.  On the Eid al-Adha they were forbidden to hold a camp on the Cairo campus, so they left the university, marched over the Nile and occupied the Saladin 
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mosque for twenty-four hours. In the mosque built by the truly devout Muslim hero of the holy war, they denounced Camp  David and con demned Sadat as a Tartar because, like the Mongols who had converted 

to  Islam in the  thirteenth century,  he was  a Muslim only in name. 

The Islamic opposition was not confined  to the students  but was spreading to the common  people.104 As in  Iran, the mosques  played 

a  crucial  role  and  did  what  the  newspapers  had  been  able  to  do  in times of greater freedom. Certain sheikhs like Sheikh Mahalawi, Sheikh 

Eid  and  Sheikh  Kishk  became  noted,  popular  critics  of the  regime and in their Friday sermons they regularly preached to huge audiences 

on  forbidden  topics  like  the  Shah,  corruption,  Camp  David  and  the 

iniquities  of the  Jewish  people.  Cassettes  of their  sermons  sold  like 

hotcakes  and were  suddenly ubiquitous:  they would  blare  from  tape 

recorders all over  Egypt,  in  the  fruit juice  stores,  in  restaurants  and 

in garages.  Egyptians drank in these fiery denunciations of the regime 

as eagerly as the  Iranians  had imbibed the message of Ayatollah  Kho

meini.  The  cassette  recorder  had  become  a  powerful  weapon  in  the 

holy war. As they listened obses.�ively to these militant sheikhs,  Egyp tians were learning to see  Sadat,  the Jews and the Western Crusaders 

as essential enemies. 

In his book The Hidden Pillar, which was privately circulated, Abed 

al-Salem Faraj takes this new belligerent Islam to its logical conclusion 

in a way that is quite new. 105 He argues that the jihad was one of the 

"pillars"  of Islam  and  was  central  to  it.  This  was  an  extraordinary innovation that, in those days of heightened tension, many Egyptians 

were  prepared  to  accept.  A  Muslim's  first  duty  was  the  war  against 

the  Jews  for the  recovery of ai-Quds,  but  first Muslims  must  fight  a 

jihad against their Tartar rulers,  who were all "apostates from  Islam, 

nourished  at  the  table  of colonialism,  be  it Crusader,  communist or 

Zionist."106 Once  they had  Islamized  their countries,  Muslims could 

ful1ill their sacred duty of fighting a jihad against the rest of the world. Where the  Islamic students' union and Shukri's followers  had begun by tackling their own acute problems and had become enemies of the 

 

regime at a later, secondary stage, Faraj's starting point was not hijra (

butjihad He  thus  limited  Islam  to  one  aggressive  doctrine  and  ex cluded many other more complex traditions, in the same way as Cru

saders and religious Zionists had produced caricatures of their religion. 

Faraj's  militancy  was  closer  to  the  postrevolutionary  militancy  of Khomeini  in  its focus on  the jihad.  Saladin  certainly  saw  the jihad 

against  the Franks as  central  to  the  Islamic  identity but he was  quite prepared eventually to sign a peace treaty with Richard. His jihad had 

been inspired  by  the  aggression  of the  Franks,  but Faraj's book was 362                      H O L Y  W A R  

a reaction  against the new peace h Before  1977 the "Tartars" had  at least been committed to the struggle  against  Zionism,  he explained, but  now  that  Sadat  had  betrayed  Islam  the  people  must  take  the initiative and make war themselves. 

The members of the Jihad Group to which Khaled Islambouli be

longed had Faraj as their spiritual guide and dedicated themselves to the jihad. The organization of the  movement was  both compact and loose. Members belonged to cells and each cell was  called an anqud, a bunch of grapes. 107 If one anqud were plucked from the vine, the others  could  continue  to  thrive.  Secrecy  was  now essential,  for  be longing  to  any  controversial  organization  was  extremely  perilous. Sadat had become obsessed with the need to uproot all the opposition that was building up against him in Egypt, and in  1 978, during the peace process, he declared war against thousands of his own people by issuing what he called the Law of Shame. Any deviation in thought, word or deed from the establishment line was punished with loss of civil  rights,  withdrawal of passports  and  sequestration  of property. Citizens were forbidden to criticize Islam, the state or its policies. (In Sadat's eyes "Islam," of course, meant something very different from the  way extremists saw religion.) Egyptians were also forbidden to join organizations, rake part in broadcasts or issue  publications that threatened "national  unity or social peace." Private criticism of the regime was also forbidden and anybody who gave "a bad example to the young'' in word or deed was subject to the Law of Shame. This was  naturally  as  repugnant  to the  Islamists  as Camp  David  and  in creased the determination of men like Khaled Islambouli to rid Egypt of the tyrant.108 

In the last months of his life  Sadat's  iron-fist  policy tightened  its 

grip.  On  September  5,  1981, he  arrested  1536  of his  opponents: cabinet ministers, politicians, journalists, judges, intellectuals, sheikhs and members of Islamic groups were rounded up and thrown into prison without trial.  Sadat seemed to be out of controL At a press conference he announced that his security forces were still rounding up the last of his enemies. When an American journalist asked him if he had cleared his action with President Reagan during his visit to the United States the week before, Sadat completely lost his temper: "If this was not a free country," he said, "I would have you shot."109 Realizing that he had made a dreadful impression,  he tried again on September  1 5  in a televised  fireside  chat to the nation which lasted 

the  last hour he attacked his four and a half hours and which became an incoherent rant. During Islamic opponents  in  a way that gave 

grave offense.  He sneered at the girls in their "black tents" and the 
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bearded  young  men; 110  he  attacked  Sheikh  Mahalawi  viciously  and concluded: "Now this lousy Sheikh finds himself thrown into a prison

cell, like a  dog."111  One  of the  Islamists  in prison  was  Mohammad 

Islambouli,  the  brother of Sadat's  assassin. 

his On  September 23 First Lieutenant Khaled  Islambouli  was told  by commanding officer  that  he  had  been  chosen  to take  part  in  the 

victory parade commemorating the October War of 1973. At first he 

protested:  it was the Eid al-Adha and he had been going to spend the his 

his day  with  family.  After some  more  argument  the  officer  repeated 

order  and  Khaled  said:  "Very  well;  I  accept. Let God's  will  be 

done. "1 12  He  had  taken  up  the  duty  of the jihad. First  he  went  to 

consult  Faraj, who issued a fotwa ordering the assassination.  Next  he 

consulted  Colonel  Zumr,  the  military  head  of  his anqud, but  the colonel opposed the plan:  killing the  President was not enough. The 

jihad  group  was  dedicated  to  overthrowing  the  whole  regime  and 

would  be  unable  to  do  that  before  1984  at  the  earliest.  The fatwiJ took  precedence  over  Zumt's  judgment,  however,  and  Khaled  and 

Faraj  went ahead with  their  plans.  Faraj  produced three companions 

for  him  and on  the  day of the  parade  Khaled  managed  to  send  the 

officers who were supposed to be in the procession with him on leave, his 

replace  them  with  fellow  conspirators,  hide  the  grenades  under 

the seat of the truck and carry the guns through the inspection points 

into  the  procession  without  removing  the  strikers.  The  four  young men then rode forward to kill the President of Peace  and achieve  the crown of martyrdom. 113 

At his trial Khaled gave three reasons for murdering Sadat. tfhe first was the suffering of Muslims under Sadat's regime of oppression and 

tyranny;  second  was  the  Camp  David  agreement  with  Israel;  third, the imprisonment of the Muslim clergy and faithful on September 5. When he was asked if he had considered the  effect  his action would 

have  on his parents,  he  replied,  "I thought only of God. "1 11 Khaled, Faraj  and the other three  assassins were executed and eighteen other members of his anqud were sentenced to seventeen years' hard labor. 

The religious  passion for the jihad is still not dead,  however:  during the summer of 1987 three leading members of the government were 

assassinated by members of jihad groups like  Khaled's. There are  fre

quent violent Islamic rallies at which the demonstrators bum the Israeli 

flag and call for a resumption of the jihad. 115 

When Anwar  Sadat signed the Camp David treaty he was signing 

taking. On July 20, his own death warrant.  He must have been  aware of the  risk he was 195 1, King Abdullah ofJordan was murdered on 

the steps of the al-Aqsa mosque in Jerusalem by Palestinian nationalists 364                     H O L Y  W A R  

and  supporters  of Hajji Amin .  As  a  boy,  the  present  King  Hussein saw his grandfather die, and he has always shown a very healthy respect 

for  the  delicacies  of the peace process between  Israel  and  the  Arab (

countries. But Sadat's  death was different from  King Abdullah's  be cause it was inspired not solely by Arab nationalism but by religion, and the death of the Pious President has now set a precedent that no future  Arab  leader  can  ignore.  In  all  Arab  countries  there  are  cells dedicated to the jihad, and their members will pennit no peace with the  enemies  of God. Sadat's  death  shows  how  thoroughly  the  old secular struggle has become a religious conflict and it also shows that the holy war mentality is stronger in the  1980s than it was in 1 192, 

when Richard the Lionheart and Saladin could make peace with each ) other and still  be honored by their contemporaries.

{On  both  sides of the conflict,  the  radical  religious  movements are 

remarkably similar. The Israeli right focuses on the ideal of the Holy Land,  while  the new jihad concentrates on the  Islamic ideal of a just society, but both Jewish and Muslim enthusiasts want to replace their secular governments by  a religious polity, governed by the Torah or the Sharia; both believe in an imminent apocalypse; both are anxious to shake off Western patronage in order to return to the rule of God; both  regard  the destruction  of the enemy as  a prime religious  duty and  are  ready  to  throw  caution  to  the  winds  to  achieve  their aims. There are obvious similarities with the extremism of the Crusaders in the  Middle  Ages,  but even the most zealous Crusaders were content to live under a relatively secular style of government in the Holy Land) 

The new  religious  enthusiasts  in the Middle East give the  political 

struggle an absolute quality that will admit of no compromise. It now seems that the spirit of the holy war is so deeply ingrained in the area that even a peace initiative can be a prelude to a new holy war.  Sadat's peaceful  pilgrimage  to  Jerusalem  led  inexorably  to  the  formation  of the  New  Jihad  Group  and  to  the jihad of Faraj  and  Khaled.  It  also seems  to  have  been  a  prelude  to  the  Israeli  invasion  of Lebanon  in 1982: it  seems  unlikely  that  Israel  would  have  mounted  such  a massive  offensive  in the north without the Camp David treaty, since this would  have left the  Egyptian border undefended. n• The  Israelis originally claimed that their invasion of Lebanon was purely defensive: Ariel Sharon called it Operation Peace for Galilee. Its avowed aim was to  protect  Israelis  from  PLO  terrorist  attacks.l17 But this  so-called peace  operation  led  to  an  escalation  of the  conflict:  the  Israelis' ag gressive  and  brutal  behavior  in Lebanon also provoked a new  Shiite offensive in the area that was reminiscent of the jihad of the medieval Shiite Assassins in its terrifying suicide bombings. In the Middle Ages 
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we have seen that one holy war led to  another,  but  today  it seems that even peace initiatives have acquired an aggressive dimension and lead to new holy offensives. 

Indeed, at the time of writing the prospectS of a peaceful settlement in the Middle East seem more remote than ever. No leader can ignore the  new  wave  of religious  extremism,  which  has  helped  to  create  a climate  that makes  peace  impossible.  President Hosni  Mubarak still has  to  be  extremely careful  of Islamic  radicals  in  Egypt,  who  watch him  like  hawks  to  make  sure  that  he  does  not  go  the  way  of his predecessor. Nevertheless, Mubarak has tried to remain true to Camp 

David,  despite  Israel's  behavior  in  Lebanon  and  the  savage  Israeli 

attempts to put down the intiftula in  the occupied territories.  It was 

in  the  spirit of Camp  David  that  Mubarak made  his  cautious  peace initiative in September  1990. He offered to host talks between Israel and the Palestinians in Cairo and proposed a ten-point plan to ensure that the  Palestinians in the  territories would  be  able to choose their 

representatives  in  free  elections.  Israelis  in  the  peace  parties  and  on the left welcomed these  proposals  with enthusiasm, but the  religious 

parties and the far right insisted that Israel must not accept Mubarak's conditions.  Geula  Cohen  of Tehiya  warned  that  Egypt's  initiative 

foreshadowed  a  further  Israeli  capitulation,  which  she  attributed  to the primordial sin of the Camp David Accords. 1 18 In the United States, James  Baker  based  his  own  proposals  for  Middle  East  peace  talks between Israel and the Palestinians on Mubarak's plan. We have seen 

that  Shamir rejeaed  this  plan  outright on June 27, 1990, just three weeks after he had formed his coalition government with the religious 

and the far  right parties. 

It also seemed extremely unlikely that the Arab world would have accepted Mubarak's  proposals.  For years  after  Camp  David,  Egypt 

was  in disgrace and  was isolated from the  Arab  world,  to the great detriment of the region as a whole. Mubarak has performed the delicate 

feat of bringing Egypt  back  into  the  Arab  family, without reneging 

on  Camp  David.  But his  task  seems  impossibly  difficult.  He  has  to 

satisfy his colleagues  in the Arab league and the Muslim extremists  in Egypt  while  forging  his  own  special  relationship  with  the  United 

States. IRelations  between  the  Muslim world  and  the  West have  be come increasingly strained since  the Islamic revolution  in  Iran.  The 

assassination of Sadat  was  provoked  by  his  Westernizing  policies  as 

much as by his peace initiative with Israel.p 

Ii: is important to note that Islam is a universal religion and is not opposed to the West per se. But the stories of both Shah Mohammad Reza  Pahlavi  and  President  Anwar  Sadat  show  that  many  Muslims 366                     H O L Y  W A R  

now  consider  the  West  to  be  their  enemy.  The  creation  of the  state of lsrael  seems,  as we have seen,  to  be yet another assault of Western imperialism  to  the  people  of the  Middle  East.  Years  of humiliation and exploitation have resulted in an enmity and distrust of the western world which is quite new in Islamic history.  Indeed, relations berween Islam and  the  West have deteriorated to  such  an  extent that  it seems horribly  possible  that  by  the  end  of this  century,  the  cold  war  that existed  berween  the  West  and  the  Communist  world  will  have  been replaced  by  a  cold  war  with  Islam.  It was  intoxicating for  the  West to  watch  the  peoples  of Eastern  Europe  throwing off their  shackles to embrace the democratic ideal in the last months of 1989. But there is unlikely to be such a dramatic reversal in the Muslim worldl Western support for the  oppressive  regime  of the  Shah  in  Iran,  to  name  just 

one example,  has made the ideals of Western freedom and democracy j a  bad joke  in  the Middle East

It is  no  accident  that Muslim  extremists  in  Egypt call  Western  im

perialism aJ-SaJibiyya,  the Crusade:  during the Crusades, the Muslim world suffered  its  first  gratuitous Western invasion.  In Chapter 1 1 , we  shall  look  at  the  way  the  West  has  unconsciously  continued  to cultivate  crusading  attitudes  toward  the  people  of the  Middle  East. We find it very difficult to accept this Muslim view ofWestern behavior in the Middle East, because we naturally have our own prejudice that can make us blind to realities that seem crystal clear to outsiders. Thus President Jimmy  Carter  did  not  see  himself as  a  Crusader  or  an  im perialist when he organized the Camp David meetings.  He is a devout Christian  Baptist  and has  continued to  be committed to  the  cause of peace in the  Middle  East:  he must have  been  horrified  by the  tragedy of Sadat.  Indeed, he personally preferred Sadat to  Begin, rather to the latter's  chagrin.  But  in  his  public  addresses  in  Israel,  Carter  made  it very clear where  his own sympathies  lay.  In 1978, at the  time of the accords, he showed that his Baptist reading of the Bible had indelibly colored his outlook:  "Israel  is  a  return  at  last  to  the Bible  land  from which  the  Jews  were  driven  so  many  hundred  years  ago,  the  estab lishment of the nation of Israel is the  fulfillment of Biblical prophecy 

and the very essence of fulfillment."119 These words  could  easily  have \ been  spoken  by  a  member  of Gush  Emunim. Carter  could  only  see Palestine as the land of the Bible, and so he completely ignored some rwelve  hundred  years  of Arab  and  Muslim  history  in Fala.stin. He could not attain  to  tl1e  perspective that I  have called "triple vision," because he could only see the Middle East from  the Judaeo-Christian point of view.1 

1 9 8 1   367 

But Carter's successor,  Ronald Reagan,  proved to be even blinder 

to  the  perspective  of the  Arab  and  the  Muslim  world.  Like  Carter, 

Reagan  liked  to  describe  himself as  a  man  of peace,  but  his  peace

keeping contribution included the  brutal bombing of Libya in April his 

1986 as part of  Crusade against international  terrorism. The raid, 

which  killed  seventy-one  Libyans,  civilians  as  well  as  soldiers,  was 

intended  as  a  reprisal  for  a  recent wave  of Arab  terrorism,  which 

Reagan assumed to have been masterminded by Colonel Qadaffi.. ln 

fact it seems that he may have been overly hasty,  since the  terrorists 

concerned were most probably backed by Syria. Reagan's most serious 

mistake was the Irangate affair, when his government made overtures 

to  what  it  was  pleased  to  call  "Iranian  moderates";  this  led  to  the scandal of the Iranian arms deal with the consequent deflection of the 

money  to  the  Contra  terrorists  of Nicaragua.  Reagan  made  it quite clear  that  he  could  not  countenance  an  independent  Palestinian 

state110:  after the outbreak of the intifada, he  and  Secretary of State George Shultz preferred what was called the Jordanian option for the 

occupied  territories,  an  option  that  was  aborted  on  July  3 1 ,   1988, when King Hussein relinquished all claim to the West Bank. The last thing Hussein needed were two million highly politicized Palestinians in his Bedouin Kingdom. 

At  the  time  of writing,  it  is  still  too  early  to  see  how  President George Bush will compare with his predecessors. At first it seemed as though there was a possibility of a significant change.  The  Bush ad

ministration responded  to  Arafat's  recognition of the  state  of Israel 

by setting up talks with  PLO  officials.  On May 22, 1989, Secretary 

of State  James  Baker  addressed  the  formidable  American  Israeli  Po

litical Action Committee and delivered the toughest words that Israel 

had heard from Washington since the Suez crisis.  He told his highly partial audience that the status quo could not continue: 

Now is the time to lay aside, once and for all, the unrealistic vision of a  Greater  Israel.  Israeli  interests  in  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza, security and otherwise, can be accommodated on a settlement based on 242. Forswear  annexation.  Stop  settlement  activity.  Allow schools  to  reopen.  Reach  out  to  Palestinians  as  neighbors  who deserve  political  rights. 

Baker  also  spoke  sternly to  the  Palestinians,  urging  them  to  speak 

"with  one  voice  for  peace,"  to  amend  the  PLO  charter  to  meet the 
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new Palestinian position and to abjure violence: "Reach out to Israelis 

and convince them of your peaceful intentions. You have the most to 368                      H O L Y  W A R  

gain  from  doing  so,  and  no  one  else  can  or  will  do  it  for  you."121 Baker's words created a sensation in Israel: it seemed clear that America did  not want to see  Israel on the West Bank. 

Baker's speech to AlP AC did seem to mark a new direction and to 

approach  the  perspective  of triple  vision.  He was  not  siding  blindly with Israel and was trying to admit the Palestinian point of view.  But by June  1990 the Middle East peace process had stagnated, the talks with  the  PLO  had become a  farce  and finally collapsed,  and  Shamir showed  more chutzpah toward  the  United  States  than  any  previous Israeli Prime Minister when he categorically and totally rejected Baker's peace  proposals.  It  remains  to  be  seen  how  the  United  States  will respond to the Shamir coalition, which is committed to policies which Baker  had  described  as  unrealistic  and  unproductive  in  his  AlP AC speech  a  year  earlier:  Shamir and  his  new  allies  are  absolutely com mined  to  the  vision  of the  Greater  Israel;  they  have  made  it  quite clear that they have  no  intention  of reaching out to  the  Palestinians as neighbors.  Indeed, important members of Shamir's cabinet would be quite  happy to  deprive the Arabs under their rule of their political rights.  If the  United States continues to support the Shamir govern ment,  this will  not  merely  betray those more moderate Israelis who deplore what is happening in their country,  but it will also convince many  Arabs  and  Muslims  that  Western  ideals  of freedom  and  de mocracy are indeed  a bad joke. 

We have now examined the new religious movements in  Israel and 

the  Muslim world today.  We  have looked at  their  strengths,  weak nesses,  and  dangers.  It  is  now  time to  examine  in more detail  the Western contribution to the problems of the Middle  East.  In the next two  chapters  I  return  to  the  story  of the  medieval  Crusades.  The Crusades of the thirteenth centuries showed that crusading was chang ing  radically  and dramatically and this would have  important impli cations  for the  Western  there was  a detente  between 
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Muslims and Christians in the  East after Richard the Lionheart 

and  the  Third  Crusaders  failed  to  recover  Jerusalem,  crusading  had become  firmly  embedded  in  the  Western  identity  and  sought  new channels  and  new  outlets.  It has remained  an  important  part of our Western  view  of the  world.  Politicians  like  Reagan  still  tend  to use the  word  "Crusade"  very  readily  to  describe  their  policies,  with  no sense of shame and apparently very little appreciation of the dubious and cruel nature of the whole crusading enterprise.  Indeed, the word and concept of "crusading" has been drained of its horror and we do not find it strange to use it to describe any idealistic campaign, even 
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peaceful ones. In order to understand why the notion of crusading 

became central to  the Western  identity and how  the  term came to 

describe  projectS  and  ideals  that had nothing whatever to do with  a 

war  for the Holy Land, we need to  go  right back to the thirteenth 

century, when this attitude first appeared in Europe) 




PART THREE 
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Crusades  Against  Christians 

and  a  New  Christian  Peace 

 

tT he central thesis of this book is that there is a strong connection• between the medieval Crusades in the Holy Land and the con
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flict between Arabs and Jews in the Middle East today)Indeed, 

we have already seen that since the conflict began Arab historians have 

developed an entirely new interest in crusading and that they see the 

Crusaders as the  first Western  imperialists and the  Zionists as  either 

new Crusaders or as tools of Western imperialism. Similarly crusading 

studies flourish in the Hebrew University of Jerusalem:  wherever Is

raelis travel in their small country they see the great castles, churches 

and cities built by the Crusaders some nine hundred years ago. These 

ruins are eloquent reminders of another colonizing movement which 

had  powerful Western  backing and which tried  to  establish  itself in 

the hostile  Muslim  world of the  Near  East.  In  particular,  the  Battle 

of Hittin  between the  Christian  army of the  Kingdom of Jerusalem 

and Saladin has been seen as significant by both Jews and Arabs. The 

Arabs naturally see  this  as  an encouragement:  poets  and leaders call 

for a new Saladin to rise up and fight these latter-day "Crusaders." In 

their tum, some  Israelis see an almost uncanny resemblance between 

their  own  situation  today  and  that  of the  Christians  on  the  eve  of 

Hittin.  They  see  that  Israeli  society  is  riven  by  deep,  passionately 

maintained  divisions,  just as  the  Christians were  in the  Kingdom of 

Jerusalem.  They  also  see  that  a  minority of religious  extremists  has 

risen in their own midst and fear that this could be just as dangerous 

as  a  similar  fanatical  Christian  minority  had  been  to  the  Crusader 

Kingdom. In the  last two  chapters we have  examined the  revival of 

the holy war mentality on both sides of the Arab-Israeli conflict.  We 

have  seen  that on  both  sides Jews  and  Arabs  have  been  inspired  by 

passions and enthusiasms that are very similar to the crusading emo

tions of the Christians and the Muslim jihruJ of Saladin. 

But I have argued that there is more than an analogical link between 374                      H O L Y  W A R  

crusading and the  modern conflict:  there is also a causal connection. Before Pope Urban II sununoned the First Crusade at the Council of Clermont  in 1095 there  had  been  relative  harmony  between  Jews, Christians and Muslims.  Jews and Muslims  had  been quite prepared to  live  alongside  Christians  in  peace.  Christians  had  formed  good relations with the Jews of Europe during the Dark Ages and, although they  had  been  awed  by  the  mighty  Islamic  empire,  they  were  both incurious  and  ignorant  about the religious beliefs and status of Mus lims.  But  all  this  changed  forever when  the  armies  of the  Cross  re sponded  to  Urban's  sununons  and  marched  eastward  to  liberate  the Holy  Sepulchre of Christ  in  Jerusalem.  At  the  start  of their  journey the first Crusaders massacred the Jewish communities in the first Eu ropean pogroms. At their journey's end they had massacred the Mus lim  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem  with  horrible  savagery  when  they conquered  the  city  in 1099. !'From  the  time  of the  First  Crusade, Western  Christians  would  never  again  regard  Jews  and  Muslims  as normal human beings. They saw them as  inhuman monsters and de veloped fantasies about them which bore no relation to the truth but which actually reflected the insecurities of the people of Europe. Every time a Crusade was sununoned against the  Muslims  there was a new outbreak of anti-Semitism in Europe, which became an indelible West ern  habit.  Today  the  two  victims  of the  Crusaders  are  locked  in  a deadly conflict,  which  in  important ways has also involved the Chris tian Wesq 

The  crusading  habit  of anti-Semitism  continued  unabated  in  Eu

rope, as we shall see, and found its fullest and most hideous expression in the Nazi crusade of Adolf Hitler. Without Western anti-Semitism, it is unlikely that there would have been a Jewish state in the Middle East today.  But the  habit of Western hostility toward Muslims also continued unabated in Europe and today some Muslims in the Middle East call  Western  imperialism al-Salibiyya, the  Crusade,  seeing colo nialism and Western intervention in their affairs  as  performed in the same spirit of aggressive righteousness as had inspired the first Western offensive against them. Up to this point we have considered the view point of both Jews and Arabs in some detail, but we have not yet put the West under the  microscope.  Are there really a connection  and  a tradition  that  link  our current  Western  policies  and  prejudices  with the Crusades? This is the question I want to consider in the third and final part of this  book. 

To do this, we need to look in some detail  at the development of 

the  crusading  ethos  in  Europe  after  the  disaster  of Hittin  and  the failure of the Third Crusade.  It will be recalled that the First Crusade 
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of 1 095-99 had been the first cooperative and self-conscious aa of the newly emerging Ewope, which was beginning to crawl out of the period of obscurity and impotence known as the Dark Ages. Crusading had made life impossible for the Jews of Europe and the Muslims of the Near East. But it had also been a bid to put Europe back on the map and to make Christendom a world power.  In this it had been a 

brilliant success,  and that was  considered infinitely more  important than Muslim or Jewish casualties. It was during the Middle Ages that the particular Western spirit was created that animates Europeans and neo-Europeans alike. As the Italian scholar and novelist Umberto Eco 

persuasively argues, all our major preoccupations  and passions were 

forged  at this time. •  But crusading was  inextricably  entwined  with these new  Crusades were not a minority cult but 
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were central to the  Western identity and I wish to argue 

that this continued to be the case long after expeditions stopped going to the Holy Land and that crusading is still important to us today at 

a very deep  level.  If it were deprived of old outlets,  crusading just found new forms: we have already seen how it was  involved with courtly love,  which would  ultimately  become  our cult of romantic 

Muslims was also central to the Western identity} love. But this meant that a powerful and irrational hatred of Jews and In the next three 

chapters  we  shall  be looking at this  in more  detail,  examining  the development of crusading after Hittin and the strong Western com mitment to crusading that developed, enduring in buried and distorted 

forms to the present day. 

Given the importance of the crusading ideal to medieval Europe, the Christian defeat at the hands of Saladin was an absolute catastro

phe.  It was  far  more than  a mere  military and  political  disaster.  It raised terrible  doubts  and  unanswerable  questions.  Why  had God 

allowed his enenlies to triumph?  Could it be that God had deserted 

his new  chosen  people  as  he  had  formerly,  so  Christians  believed, deserted his old chosen people, the Jews? Even more terrible to con template was the loss of Jerusalem, which was no ordinary ciry but a center of holiness and spiritual power which was now in the hands 

of the  heinous  infidel.  In 1 190 hopes  were  high  when  the  Third Crusade sailed to the Middle East to fight Saladin but even the heroic Richard the Lionheart had been unable to recover Jerusalem for Chris tendom. The Christians in the Middle East had now only a precarious toehold in the Holy Land in  their long thin state  along the coast, 

stretChing from Beirut to Jaffa. In Europe, Crusaders began to consider 

a new campaign: it was unthinkable that Jerusalem and the Holy Land 

should remain a part of Saladin's Muslim empire. 
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But  i t  will  also  be  recalled  that  in  the  Near  East  itself enthusiasm 

for the holy war had waned on both sides.  The disaster of Hittin had taught  the  Franks  of Palestine  a  much-needed  lesson.  They  realized too late that their own religious extremism had been largely responsible for their defeat. They were now very anxious to appease the Muslims, because  they  knew  full  well  that  they  would  never  sustain  a  new Muslim attack.  On the Muslim side,  too, enthusiasm for the jihad did not  survive  Saladin,  who  died  in 1 193. When  his  brother  ai-Adil eventually succeeded him, he was keen to normalize relations with the Christians.  The jihad had  not  had  time  to  put down  strong  roots  in the Muslim world of the Near East.!rhe practice of the holy war had been  dead  for  centuries  and  Nur  ad-Din  and  Saladin  had  revived  it only with considerable effort.  Once the Franks were  no longer a real threat to  the  people of the area,  the  new  passion  for  the jihad died  a natural  death.  It was  simply  not as  important  to  the Muslims as  cru sading  was  to  Western  Europe.  In  Christendom  at  the  end  of the twelfth  century  Crusaders  were  sharpening  their  swords  but  in  the Middle East there was a new detente:  Muslims and Christians settled down  to  live  alongside one  another in  peace.  After Hittin, therefore, crusading was  only  important  in  Europe] 
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I want to emphasize this point. One of the fantasies that Christians 

created  about  Islam  at  the  time  of the  Crusades  was  that  it  was  an essentially  violent,  intolerant  religion.  This  was  not  true.  The jihad was  a  forgotten  practice  that  was  revived  only  in  response  to  the Western  crusading  initiative:  in  our own  day  a  new jihad has  arisen, caused  at least in  part by what has  been perceived as Western aggres sion  and  interference.  Crusading,  which  was  so  crucial  to  the  devel opment  of  Europe,  made  scarcely  a  ripple  in  the  Muslim  world. Certainly it had obsessed Nur ad-Din and Saladin and their supporters in the Near East, who were the unfortunate neighbors of the Crusader states.  But in the  rest of the vast Muslim empire the Crusades seemed like  unimportant  border  incidents.  The  Islamic  empire  had  much greater  problems,  which  troubled  most  Muslims  far  more  than  the Crusaders did. These were major  internal  upheavals that transformed Muslim and  Arab life  in  the  House of Islam during the eleventh  and twelfth centuries.  First,  it will be recalled that in the eleventh century the  Seljuk Turks,  new converts to  Islam in Central Asia,  had  invaded the  Arab  Middle  East  and  Byzantine  Anatolia.  They  had  ousted  the old Arab leaders  in that part of the  Islamic  empire  and  in effect taken control:  the  main  opponents of the Crusaders were Turks,  not Arabs. Next  Arab  Bedouin  tribes  ftom  Upper Egypt invaded what  is  now Libya  and  Tunisia,  causing  immense  devastation,  and  during  the 
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twelfth cenrury fanatical,  fundamentalist  Berber Muslims had seized 

power  for  a  period  in  Morocco  and  al-Andalus  in  Spain.  Hitherto North Africa had been prosperous  and a major center of civilization but it never recovered from  these disasters. As the great fourteenth cenrury Arab historian Ibn Khaldun wrote: "all the plains were ruined; whereas formerly from the Negro-lands to the Mediterranean all was cultivated, as is proved by the traces remaining there of monuments, 

buildings, farms and villages."2 

{Thus the eleventh and twelfth centuries were a time of grave  crisis 

in 'the Islamic empire that had nothing whatever to do with the Cru

sades.  The  Turkish  sultans,  atabegs  and  emirs  in  the  Middle  East 

created a feudal system in place of the old Arab monetary system: fiefs 

were  given  to  chieftains of the  armies  to  ensure  loyalty  and  service. The system prevailed until our own century when it was replaced first 

by  the Western protectorates  and  then  by  the  Arab  national  states. Landowners suffered because of these nonresident landlords and there 

was  widespread  consternation  at  this  social  and economic transfor

mation of society.  This brought a new desire  for security:  during  the 

twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries  the  first  madrassas  were  established, first in Baghdad and then in other places of the empire. These Muslim 

colleges  became bastions  of orthodoxy.  Hitherto  Islam  had  encour

aged a free spirit of inquiry  and  Muslim  scholars  had  been  in  the 

intellectual vanguard of the world. It would take a long time for the 

new  traditionalism  to  take root  but this marked the  first  step  in  a 

process which ended the speculative, rationalist era.  The process was 

naturally  accelerated  when,  as  we  shall  see  in  the  next  chapter,  the 

Mongol  hordes  attacked  the  House  of Islam  during  the  thirteenth 

cenrury, devastating major cities like Baghdad and destroying libraries, 

manuscripts  and  universities  as  well  as  slaughtering  the  population. The Mongol disaster was far  more destructive in the long term than 

the  invasions of the  Crusaders.  Henceforth  Muslim  scholars  became 

anxious  to  recover what had  been  so  tragically  lost  and to  conserve 

what  remained  instead  of experimenting with  new  ideas.  This  con

servatism, which Western observers often scorned, was not endemic 3 to Islam,  which saw  learning and discovery  as  religious duties, but 

was due to major historical catastrophes. While the West was soaring 

ahead to new achievements, the Arab and Muslim world was looking 

back to the  past,  gradually entering  into  what  could  be  called  their 

own Dark Age. Muslims were told that the gates of ijtihad (indepen

dent reasoning) had been closed and that they should practice taqlid, l emulation of the experts in Islamic  holy  law.

With all this going on, it was not surprising that most Muslims saw 3 78                            H O L Y  W A R  

crusading  as  a  minor  problem.  Not  until  a  new  wave  of Western colonialism occurred did the Crusades became important in the Arab world,  as  we  have  seen.  Neither  was  there  any hatred  of Christians and Jews comparable  to the Western hostility toward Jews and Mus lims. Again, this needs to be emphasized. The Christians of the West were fascinated by Muslims once the crusading project had got under way.  We  have seen that European scholars translated the  Koran and wrote  treatises  on  "Mohammadanism"  that bore little relation to the truth  but were  almost  fanatically  intent  on the  rival  religion.  In  Pal estine  the historian William  of Tyre wrote a  history of Islam which has  unfortunately  been  lost.  But  during the  Middle  Ages  there  was absolutely no Muslim  interest in either Western Christianity or West em  culture.  Of the  many  prolific  Arab  writers  of the  Middle  Ages, only three give Western  Christians  a mention. 

This is not very surprising.  The Franks were a great military threat 

to  the  people  of the  Near  East  but  in  cultural  terms  they  were  no match for the Muslims, who regarded them as barbarians. Usama Ibn Mundiqh, the Syrian diplomat who spent some time in the Crusader Kingdom of Jerusalem, regarded the Franks as poor primitives, with good  reason.  Some of them had adopted a Muslim lifestyle,  he con ceded, and had therefore greatly improved.  But in general they were extraordinarily  ignorant and  superstitious. • The  Arabs regarded Eu rope as a poor, savage backwater that had nothing to offer them. We see  this  clearly  in  Usama's horror and embarrassment when  a  Frank offered to  have  his  son  educated  at his  expense  in  Europe:  "A truly cultivated  man  would  never  be  guilty of such  a  suggestion,"  Usama commented; "my son might as well be taken prisoner as go off into the land of the Franks."5 Even though Europe had made huge strides since  the  First Crusade and was in the process of creating a new and exciting  culture,  she  was  still  far  behind  Islam  in  the  late  twelfth century. The great Arab traveler Ibn Jubayr, who was writing at about the time of the Third Crusade, described a visit to  Frankish Acre:  "a land of unbelief and impiety, swarming with pigs and crosses, full of filth and ordure, all of it filled with uncleanness and excrement.'"' Some of the Franks were learning about hygiene from their Muslim neigh bors  but  it  took  a  long  time  before  they  discovered  the  virtues  of cleanliness  and reached the standard of the Arab worl� Even though Islam was going through a period of great crisis, Western culture was assumed  to  be  of no  conceivable  interest and this superior  attitude 

persisted  in the  Muslim world  long afrer Europe  had in fact caught J

up  with  the  Arabs. Thus  even  as  late  as  the  fourteenth  century  we find  Ibn  Khaldun  remarking doubtfully: "We have heard of late  that 
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in the  lands  of the  Franks,  that  is, the  country of Rome  and  its  de pendencies on  the  northern  shore  of the  Mediterranean,  the  philo sophic sciences flourish . . .  and their students are plentiful.  But God 

knows best what goes on in those parts."7 There was no feeling that A this new information should be followed up At the time of the Cru-· sades this lofty indifference was undetstandable but later it would be 

dangerous  and mean  that  the  Arabs would  fall  behind  in the  march J 

of progress

It will be recalled that the Muslims only felt contemptuous of West

ern Christianity:  they had a great respect for  the Christian  empire  of 

Byzantium,  which  had  not  fallen  into  a  Dark  Age  as  the  Western province of the  Roman Empire had.  Similarly,  Islam had a policy of coexistence: Jews and Christians, the People of the Book, were allowed 

full religious  liberty  in  the  Islamic  empire.  It is  true  that  they  were 

second-class  citizens  but  as  the  orientalist  Bernard  Lewis  insistently points out, this was not the unacceptable state of affairs that it would 

be today.8 At that time in  the Middle East, one's first loyalty was to one's religious grouping; the secondary loyalty was to the state or the 

ruling dynasty. There was as yet no idea of a  nation-state  with equal rights for all citizens in either Islam or Christendom. Further, Muslims had less complex, tortured feelings about other religions than Western 

Christianity.  The  Middle  East  had  always  been  an  area  of religious 

pluralism. The Dar Ill-Islam, the House of Islam, the official term for 

Muslim  polity,  contained  people  of many  different  races  and  many 

different  religions:  there  were  Arabs,  Egyptians,  Indians,  Persians, Syrians, Phoenicians, Berbers, Turks and Kurds; there were also Chris tians, Jews, Buddhists and Hindus as well as Muslims. This was seen 

as  a normal state of affairs,  and  by contrast the  uniformity  of faith and belief for which Western Christendom increasingly yearned would have seemed alien and monotonous to a Muslim. 

It was also true that, because Islam regarded the two older Peoples of the Book as faiths which had partially revealed truth but which had been superseded in  favor of Islam,  she  found  them  less  threatening. Western  Christians,  on  the  other hand,  could  only reject  Islam  as  a 

false  religion  because  there  andd  be  no  subsequent  revelation  after Christ.9 Islam  also  had  a  simpler  approach  to  Judaism:  Muslims,  of course, did not see the Jews as God-slayers. In contrast, the developing Christian fantasies about Jews showed deep complexity:  the horrible images of the Jews  devouring little children  have  been  seen,  in  the modern idiom of psychoanalysis, as oedipal fantasies about the parent 

faith, and this modern interpretation puts an interesting interpretation on the crusading pogrorns.10 However that may be, Muslims had no 380                     H O L Y  W A R  

such neurotic fantasies about Jews. We have seen that when he con quered Jerusalem from the Christians Saladin invited the Jews to return to the city from which they had been excluded by the Crusaders.  In the old medieval system the state did not have to be your enemy: it could  be  your  best  friend.  In the  twelfth  century Jews  said public prayers  for  Islamic  rulers.  Jews were  not unruly subjects:  after the destruction of the Temple, survival was seen as an important Jewish duty, and that meant that inflammatory revolutionary activities were frowned upon.  In their turn Muslims responded favorably to  Jews, seeing them as exceptionally law-abiding and also,  because of their financial ability, as wealth-producing citizens who were an asset to a city. " We shall see that, despite the constant persecution Jews endured in  Europe,  individual  rulers  were  usually  prepared to give  them  a home for the same reason. 

The Crusades were making life intolerable for Jews in Europe. But 

we must remember that in the Middle Ages the vast majority of Jews lived in Muslim countries: in Spain, in North Africa and in the Middle East. European Jewry did not become a majority in the Jewish world until the end of the nineteenth century. 12 Thus, while the Ashkenazic Jews of Europe  were quite understandably regarding Gentiles with fear and  distrust,  the Crusades had made no real impression on the majority of Jews, who were Sephardim living peacefully in the House of Islam. It is important to make this clear because we have just been considering the modem conflict in which Muslims and Jews in the Middle East are deadly foes. In 1 1 70 the Jewish traveler Benjamin of Tudela visited  Baghdad and found 40,000 Jews living there in full security with twenty-eight synagogues and ten yeshil'Oth.13 In the West it was increasingly the case that the Jews were forced into the profes sion  of moneylending,  which  was  forbidden  by  Christianity.  This profession inevitably made people hate them even more. But in Islam many different professions were open to Jews. They were frequently doctors and civil servants. They were also traders and merchants and were in this capacity often middlemen between East and West, Muslim and Christian. Thus Kairouan in Tunisia, an important Islamic center, was  also  a  great  center  of Jewish  scholarship  as  well  as  being  an important link in East-West trade}• 

Jews certainly suffered at the hands of fanatical, fundamentalist Mus

lims.  In Spain,  for example, the fanatical Berber sects that overran Morocco and al-Andalus for brief periods during the twelfth century persecuted Jews.  But Jews who fl.ed this persecution usually moved to another part of the Islamic empire and did not consider the option of anti-Semitic  Christendom.  Thus  the  great  Maimonides  had  left 
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Cordova at the age of thirteen in 1 148 and had eventually settled in Egypt.  In  the classical period of Islam there was  nothing to equal the 

anti-Semitic diatribes uttered by religious leaders and philosophers of Christendom;  nor were  there anti-Semitic portraits  of Jews  in Arab literature  until our  own  century.  The  Jews  of Islam  were  not  sur rounded by an aura of dread. They were often indeed seen as rather unimportant  politically.15  Unlike  the  Christians,  they  had  no  great empire behind them, as the Christian dhimmis had in Byzantium. Like the Christian dhimmis, they were not allowed to bear arms: defending Islam was seen as an exclusively Muslim privilege. Muslims knew that there were Christian armies  in other  parts of the world but that there were no Jewish armies.Un the main Jews were treated with the lofty condescension that we have seen characterizing the Muslim approach to the Franks.  But, as Bernard Lewis points out, this was considered normal: quite different ftom the dehumanizing myths that surrounded Jews in Christendom.'� At the time of the Crusades, Jewry throve in the  House  of  Islam:  there  were  substantial  and  prosperous  Jewish communities in  forty-four towns of Muslim Spain, for example, and many had their own yeshiPOth.17 Apart ftom the period of Berber per secution in  the twelfth century,  Spain gave  the  Jews the  best home they had ever had in the diaspora. 

Thus, despite the cruelty that Crusaders  had shown  to  both Jews and Muslims, at the end of the twelfth century most Jews and Muslims were uninterested in crusading. They were not smoldering with hatred of the Franks; they were not obsessed with a holy war ideology. Both had problems and preoccupations of their own. The great project of crusading, which had  been  so crucial to Western Christendom,  left the vast majority ofJews and Muslims in the Islamic empire unmoved. Indeed, even Saladin's successors had abandoned the jihad and were beginning to normalize relations with the Westerners in the crusading states.  From this point,  trade with the West was far  more important to the Muslims and Jews of the Middle East than a holy war against it. Traders and merchants either traded directly with European mer

cantile  cities  that  were  beginning  to  develop or  else  they  conveyed goods ftom Europe to the Far East and vice  versa.  The Middle  East 

was  at the  center of a mercantile  nexus;  it provided at this date the 

only  path  to  India  and  it  depended  socially,  intellectually  and  eco nomically on the contacts with the outside world that trade demanded. 

Trade was important to  Europeans too. At the end of the twelfth century the maritime cities of Venice, Genoa and Pisa depended upon Muslim markets, ports and caravans. They had always found the cru

sading states useful in this respect and had established their own quar-382                    H O L Y  W A R  

ters  in the main ports in  Outremer,  the name by which Christendom referred  to  her  colonies  "overseas." lThey  certainly  did  not  share  the religious  visions of the Crusaders,  however.  They saw the Muslims as normal colleagues who  were  essential  business  partners.  We  shall  see that this  secular  attitude would have fateful consequences  in  the next crusading  venrurel 

But crusading was far  from dead in Europe.  Pope Innocent III  had 

come to power and was about to lead the Western Church into a new era of might.  He was  a  fervent  Crusader  and was  already planning a new Crusade to win Jerusalem  back from the Muslims.  But although the ideology of crusading was still central to the Western identity, the failure  of  Richard  the  Lionheart's  Third  Crusade  had  been  deeply discouraging. The lure ofJerusalem had always been important: thou sands of Crusaders  had felt the  pull of the  powerful attraction of the Holy Land and had risked their lives  for the  Holy City.  But the loss of Jerusalem  and  the  difficulty  that  even  the  great  Richard  had  ex perienced against Saladin had deprived crusading of a lot of its glam our.  Richard  had  suggested  that the  next Crusade should be  fought in Egypt:  Christians  should  establish  a  base  there  from  which  to  re cover the Holy Land. But somehow the thought of fighting for Egypt, even  though  this  was  regarded  as  only  a  stage  in  the  liberation  of Palestine,  was just  not  the  same  as  setting out directly for  the  Holy Land itself. In the thirteenth century,  we shall see,  people continued to go on  Crusades  in  the old way:  there were five major expeditions in just under seventy years.  But crusading was changing. We shall see that  none  of the  Crusades  discussed  in this chapter got  to  the  Holy Land.  Crusading was finding new forms. Some of these directly con tradicted the old ideals of the First Crusaders. But Europe was chang ing and growing and crusading changed to meet her new needs in the thirteenth century. So deeply embedded was crusading in the Western identity that,  when the old crusading expeditions  became less viable, crusading  simply  found  new  and  sometimes  very  surprising  forms indeed. We shall discover what some of these new forms of crusading were like in this chapter. 

In  1 199  a  group  of French  and  Flemish  barons  decided  to  lead  a 

Fourth  Crusade.  They  felt  that  the  lbird  Crusade,  which  had  been led by the three greatest rulers in Europe-Richard, Philip Augustus of  France  and  the  Emperor  Frederick  Barbacossa-had been  too worldly.  They wanted to take  crusading  back to  the  vintage  days  of the  First  Crusade,  which  had been led  by  barons.  Their  leader  ap proached Innocent III with the idea. The Pope was delighted, feeling that a baronial  Crusade would be  more  amenable to his control.  He 
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dispatched two popular preachers to sununon the soldiers of God into the crusading army but the  numbers of laymen who  responded  were disappointing. In 1201 Boniface of Montferrat took command of the project. He was of good Crusader stock.  His father had settled in the 
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Holy  Land  at  the  end  of his  life;  his  brother  William  had  fathered the little King Baldwin V of Jerusalem,  who had died shortly before 

the Battle of Hittin.  His  other  brother  Conrad  had led the Christian 

resistance at Tyre after Hittin.  In August 120 1  Boniface held a con ference which decided that the  Fourth  Crusade  would  attack Cairo, according to Richard the Lionheart's plan. This was a very ambitious 

and expensive project: a fleet would be necessary to take the Crusaders across the Mediterranean and already negotiations with Enrico Dan dolo, the  blind Doge of Venice, had begun in the hope that Venice would provide such a fleet. 

After the meeting Boniface went to  Germany to  stay with his old friend Philip of Swabia, who was the son of former Crusader Frederick Barbarossa and the brother of the  Emperor Henry Vl. '8  Henry had 

died  in  1 197 but  Philip  shared  many  of his  ambitions  and  now  he made a suggestion to  Boniface  that would  ultimately change dte di rection of the Crusade. 

When  Henry VI had conquered  Sicily from  the  Norman  dynasty in 1 195, one of his prisoners of war was Irene Angelina, the daughter of the Emperor of Byzantium, who was also the widow of Roger, the 

dispossessed  Crown  Prince.  Henry  had  married  Irene  to  Philip  and 

the arranged marriage developed  into  a love  match,  which  naturally involved Philip  in the  affairs of the  Emperor Isaac Angelus of Con

stantinople.  The  sons  of Barbarossa  were  deeply  hostile  to  the  rival dynasty in the  East,  and Henry had  long planned to  lead a Crusade against Constantinople so that  he could be the  Emperor of the  East 

and  the  West.  In  1201  a  new  opporrunity  presented  itself.  A  few months after the marriage of Philip and Irene, the inept Emperor Isaac had been unseated in a coup led by his brother, who became Emperor 

Alexius Ill. The  ex-Emperor  Isaac  was  blinded and  he  and  his  son, also called Alexius, were thrown into prison. In 1201, however, Prince Alexius managed to escape and he sought the protection of his brother

in-law in Germany.  Philip introduced Alexius to  Boniface at the end of the year and made  a very interesting suggestion.  He was  anxious 

to  help Alexius  to  recover  the  throne,  because  this  would  make  the 

Eastern Emperor a client to his rival in the West. He pointed out that 

Byzantium could  be  a valuable detour on  his way  to  Egypt.  By  un

seating  the  Emperor  Alexius  Ill  and  installing  the  young  Prince 

Alexius,  he  would have  a grateful  Emperor  obliged  to  support  the 384                     H O L Y  W A R  

crusading effort. Boniface did not immediately commit himself. There were too  many other necessary plans to be made before the Crusade got off the ground. 

In April 1 202 the Crusaders made a treaty with the Venetians, who 

hoped to make a considerable profit out of the holy enterprise. Enrico Dandolo agreed that for the sum of 85,000 marks he would provide transport and food  for 4500 knights, 9000 squires and 20,000 infan try. Innocent  was  not  happy  about  this  arrangement,  which  let  the entirely secular and materialistic Venetians  play such a key role in the Crusade,  and he deeply  distrusted  Dandolo. He was quite  right to do so:  Dandolo  had  no  intention  of fighting  any  Muslims  because  this would ruin his profitable markets in the East.  At the very time he was making  his  treaty  with  the  Crusaders,  his  agents  had  been  making another treaty with the Sultan al-Adil, who had not retained his broth er's  enthusiasm  for  the jihad and  preferred  a  profitable  peace  with Christians.  Dandolo promised the Sultan that he would  not counte nance any attack on Cairo:  he hoped to use the Crusade for  his own nefarious  purposes. An opportunity  soon  presented  itself.  By  June 1202 the Crusaders had assembled in Venice, but unfortunately only half the number they had expected had taken the Cross and only two thirds  of the  money  they owed  Dandolo  had  been  collected.  When Dandolo found that they could not pay him in full, he took control. He cranuned the Crusaders onto the tiny island of St. Niccolo di Lido and  threatened  to  cut off their  food  supplies  unless  they paid up or else helped him in a project of his own before they went to the East. Venice had recently been in conflict with Hungary for  the control of the  Dalmatian  trade  routes,  and the  Hungarians  had  just  seized the key port of Zara in modem Yugoslavia. Dandolo wanted the Crusaders to capture  Zara for him with their huge  army. To their credit, some of the  Crusaders  were  disgusted  by  the  idea of attacking  a  perfectly innocent Christian city and they left the Crusade, but those who stayed on  to  cooperate  with  Dandolo  were  probably  more  confused  than wicked.  Like  many  modem  Crusaders,  they  would  have  felt,  when they turned their  Crusade  into a Crusade against Christians, that the end justified the means. 

On November 8, 1202, the Crusade sailed out of Venice and arrived 

in  front  of  Zara  three  days  later.  There  was  a  battle  and  the  city surrendered on  November  15  and was sacked by  the Crusaders and Venetians.  Innocent was very distressed and at  first  excommunicated the  whole  Crusade-an  unprecedented  disgrace-but  then  he  re lented,  realizing that the Crusaders had  been exploited.  Dandolo re mained under the ban but was entirely unperturbed, especially as Philip 
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of Swabia had approached the Crusaders again with a very interesting 

offer. If the Crusaders put Prince Alexius back on his father's throne, Alexius would pay the money to  the Venetians,  would send  10,000 imperial troops to Cairo with the  Crusaders  and supply them with food and money. Finally he promised to make the Greeks submit to the Pope and the Latin rite. This was a very attractive idea: to restore the Greeks to the true faith would justify an attack on Constantinople and would be a great victory for the Crusade, which was now definitely under a cloud.  Dandolo was delighted with the scheme, not because 

he cared  a jot about the heresy of the  Greeks,  but because  he saw  a great opportunity for Venice. He hated Byzantium, which offered him very poor trading terms, and could never forget that it was during a 

brawl  in  Constantinople  that  he  had  lost  his  sight.  The  Crusaders approached Innocent and, though the Pope was very doubtful about any project managed by Dandolo and Philip of Swabia, he could not 

resist the idea of a newly united Christendom with himself at its helm. The First Crusade had been summoned partly to heal the rift with the Greek Orthodox, and if Alexius did force them to submit to the papacy 

the Crusade would at last have ful1illed this important objective. 

After  spending  the  winter  in  Zara,  the  Crusaders  and  Venetians sailed eastward  in  April  1203, occupying some  important  ports  on their way to  Constantinople.  They  found the country  largely  unde

fended,  for  the  position  of the  usurping  Emperor  was  very  weak 

indeed. The imperial army now consisted mainly of mercenaries, many 

of whom were  Franks  whose  loyalty clearly could  not  be  trusted  in 

this  instance.  The  Emperor was  not  a man  to  inspire  great  personal loyalty and, when he saw the crusading fleer sailing up the Bosphorus, 

he realized that all  was  over  and  fled  from the  city with  his  family. The young Prince Alexius had assured the Crusaders, most unrealis

tically, that the  Byzantines  would greet  them  as  liberators,  but  the 

Byzantines had bad memories of Crusaders and were outraged by this 

new Western interference in their affairs. They firmly closed their gates 

to the Crusaders and brought the blind former Emperor Isaac out of 

prison and reinstalled him as Emperor.  Now that his father was back on the throne, they told Alc:xius, there need be no more trouble.  Up to this point Alexius had behaved as though his father did not exist, 

but he could not very well quarrel with this.  But the Crusaders were 

not satisfied because they needed Alexius to be in a position of power 

to accomplish  their grand  design.  They  insisted  that Alexius  should 

be  a  coernperor  and  on  August  1,  1203,  Alexius  was  solemnly  en

throned in St.  Sophia as his father's colleague. 

But once  he was on  the  throne  Alexius  discovered  that  he  could 386                     H O L Y  W A R  

not  keep  the  promises  he  had made to  the  Crusaders.  Narurally the Greeks  refused to  submit  to  Rome  and the  Latin  rite.  Neither could Alexius pay the Venetians: his father had been a very extravagant ruler 

and the  Empire was in financial straits. He also found that he needed his the Crusaders to stay on in Constantinople simply to keep him on throne,  so the Crusade was grounded again. An intolerable situation developed in Constantinople that winter. The Greeks hated to see the Franks strolling arrogantly through their city as though they owned it;  drunken  Crusaders  often  pillaged  the villages  of the  suburbs and there was a very dangerous fire in the city when the Crusaders piously set fire to a mosque which had been built for visiting Muslim traders. The  new  Emperors  proved  to  be  quite  inadequate  and  were  hated because of their connection with the Franks. Finally in February 1204 there was a palace revolution: Alexius was strangled and Isaac died of grief a few days later, helped on, no doubt, by ill treatment in prison. Alexius Musuphlus,  the son-in-law  of Alexius  III,  ascended the im perial throne as Alexius V. 

The  revolution was  a direct challenge to  the Crusaders.  For some 

time  Dandolo  had  been  trying  to  persuade  them  that  the  only  way out of the mess was a full-scale assault on the city and now they decided to  follow  this  advice  and  put  a  Frankish  Emperor  on  the  imperial throne. Any pretense that this Crusade was going to get back on course and fight Muslims in Egypt was abandoned, and the Fourth Crusade became a holy war against Greek Orthodox Christians, who had been the  first  official  "enemy"  of the  West  ever  since  the  distant days  of Charlemagne. 

The Crusaders attacked the city on April 6. At first the Greeks fought 

back energetically but they were demoralized by the years of internal revolution  within  their  empire  and  the  mercenaries  quickly  became exhausted  and  could  fight  no  more.  Within  ten  days  the  city  had submitted to the Crusaders, who entered the city in triumph. Boniface and  the  Doge  were  installed  in  the  imperial  palace  and  gave  their troops  pettnission to loot and pillage Constantinople, which for cen turies  had  filled  the  Christians  of Europe  with  envy  and  a  burning sense of inferiority. The sack of Constantinople was one of the great crimes of history.  For three days the Venetians  and Crusaders  rushed through  the  streets,  raping,  killing and  pillaging with  a  horrible  ea gerness. Women and children lay dying in the streets and nuns were raped in their convents. The Venetians knew the value of the treasures that they carefully purloined to  adorn their own  cities,  churches  and palaces,  but the Crusaders ftom northern Europe simply went on the rampage.  In  the  great  basilica  of St.  Sophia  drunken  soldiers  tore 
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down  the  silk  hangings  and trampled  the  sacred books and  icons 

underfoot, and a prostitute sat on the Patriarch's throne singing bawdy songs. Palaces and hovels alike were vandalized. The chronicler Geof

frey  Villehardouin  wrote  that  never  since  the  creation  of the  world 

had  so  much  booty  been  taken  from  a  city:  no  one  could  possibly 

count  the  piles  of gold,  silver  and  jewels  or  the  bales  of  precious 

materials. 19  Nothing  could  have  better  illustrated  the  deep  hatred which had always filled Crusaders when they confronted the magnif icent capital of the Eastern empire that belonged to the Greeks, whom they had so ofren accused of treachery, effeminacy and cowardice, but 

who  had  really  made  them  feel  their  own  weakness  too  acutely  for comfort. 

After  the  carnage  the  Crusaders  and  Venetians  appointed  Count Baldwin IX of Flanders  and  Hainault  (a compromise  choice)  to  be the Latin Emperor of Byzantium and he was crowned with great pomp 

in the pillaged St.  Sophia.  For fifry-seven  miserable  years there was a Western Emperor in Constantinople and a Western empire in the East which the Latins called Romania. It seemed to the exultant Crusaders that the whole of the East was about to submit to the Roman Church and  that the  power of Western Christendom had  been  dramatically enlarged. With such a magnificent new power base in Byzantium, the reconquest of Jerusalem  and the Holy  Land would surely be only a 

matter  of time.  The  Crusaders  had  always  coveted  the  great  relic collection in Constantinople and had considered the Greeks unworthy 

of this  spiritual  treasure,  but  now  the  Crusaders  had  captured  this holy power for the West and many priceless relics were taken back to Europe. The Crusade seemed to have enriched Christendom spiritually 

and  materially.  Pope Innocent  III, who  had  been horrified when  he 

heard  about  the  sack  of Constantinople,  stiU  could  not  conceal  his satisfaction when he contemplated this victory over the Eastern Church which had for so long refused to submit to  the  ever more  powerful Western Pope.20 Now the Greeks had been brought to heel and their humiliation would surely hasten their conversion. For a hundred and 

fifry years there  had  been  tension  and  hostility between the  Eastern and Western Churches, but now there would be a newly united Chris tendom.21 But later, when he heard that his papal legate had absolved the Crusaders of their vow to journey to the Holy Land, he began to 

have  serious  misgivings. 22  The  Crusaders  now  wanted  to  divide  up 

their new territories among themselves into fat fiefs, on the European 

model. They wanted to enjoy the spoils that they had stolen and take 

the  relics  home  to  their  grateful  feUow  Christians,  who  would  be 

spiritually  enriched  by  their  powerful  presence.  The  Crusade  had 388                     H O L Y  W A R  

shown itself to  be  an  expedition  whose  only aim was  to  conquer Christian territory and would do nothing to win back Jerusalem. 

As Innocent realized only too well subliminally, the Fourth Crusade 

was a  travesty  and  a  crime,  which  completely  negated all  the  old idealism.  Its  leaders had wanted to  return to  the spirit of the  First Crusade but had  in fact flouted some of the most essential aims of Pope  Urban,  when  he  had sununoned that  first  expedition.  Urban had told the Franks that it was criminal and shameful for Christians to  fight other  Christians.  This  had  always  been  Christian  teaching from  the  time of St.  Augustine.  Urban  had wanted the knights  of Europe  to  stop  fighting  one  another  and  expend  their  murderous energies on the Muslims.  Further, the Crusade was to have been an act of love:  the Crusaders were going to help the Greeks to  recover their land from the infidel and to liberate these fellow Christians from the Muslim scourge. Now this Crusade had killed Christians, robbed them and destroyed the Greek Empire.  It was, therefore, a dramatic abandonment of the early crusading idealism, similar to the moral and religious reversals we have seen in the new holy wars today. 

The Latin empire of Romania did not survive the century. In 1261 

the  Greeks  managed to fight the  Latins,  drive them out and put a Greek Emperor on the throne of Byzantium once more. But the ancient empire  had  been  fatally wounded during this alien  occupation.  By parceling up portions of the great united state into fiefs as they would have done in Europe, they undennined the strength of the country in  such  a way that it was very difficult  for the  Greeks  to  recover  it later.23 Further, during their occupation the Europeans were just not sophisticated enough to understand the complex role that the Greeks had been playing for years in fending off the Muslim  advance.  Cru saders had always been angered and scandalized by the way the Byz antine emperors played off one Muslim ruler against another and had preferred to negotiate when war could be  avoided.  But in this way the Byzantines had been able to conserve their internal strength instead of indulging  in  bloody  and  wasteful  wars,  as  well  as  weaken  the strength of the various Muslim empires. They had thus been a bulwark between Islam and Western Christendom. This subtlety was quite lost on  the  Latins  and  it may  be that  their  conquest  of Constantinople gravely weakened the Greek Empire and hastened her final defeat by the Ottoman Turks in 1453. If this is so,24 the Crusade would have actually helped the cause of Islam and in this it certainly reflected the feelings of some  past Crusaders who had often hated "the  Greeks" more than the Muslims. 

[image: ]

Byzantium can be seen as one of the greatest casualties of the Cru-
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sades.25 The Crusaders had helped to destroy a great and noble empire, 

which  had  remained  far  truer  to  the  spirit  of the  gospels  than  the Western Church. The Greeks had never abandoned the ideals of pac

ifism, had never indulged a cult of war and, though they had sometimes 

made  serious mistakes,  they  had survived  for centuries  living side  by 

side with other great cultures in the  East.  Byzantium had lived along

side the  Zoroastrian pre-Islamic Sassanid empire of Persia,  beside the 

ancient  non-Christian  cultures  of the  Near  East  and  had  finally  co existed in relative harmony beside Islam, as a respected and powerful 

neighbor.  The Greeks had been enriched  by these contacts with other 

cultures  and  had  developed  a  tradition  of learning,  art,  scholarship 

and  love  of the  intellect  that  was  peculiarly  their  own.  During  the 

long and bloody history of the  Crusades  it is often refreshing to  read of the forbearance and good sense of the Greek Emperors in not only 

putting up with but actually trying to help the churlish Crusaders from 

Europe.  Now  the  Latins  had  deprived  themselves  of all  this  Greek 

wisdom.  Instead of living  side  by  side  with  other  cultures,  the  Cru

saders  had  opted  for  a  far  narrower  perspective  and  demonstrated 

graphically that they not only wanted no contact or coexistence with 

Islam;  they  did  not  even  want  to  live  side  by  side  with  their  fellow 

Christians.  The  sack  of Constantinople,  of course,  put  paid  to  any 

hopes  of unity  between  the  Eastern  and  Western  Churches,  which 

both sides had confidently expected until this date, whatever the  ten

sion. The Greeks could never forgive the Fourth Crusade and the West 

had  caused  the  scandal  of a  permanently  divided  Christendom.  The 

hatred  of the  Latins  for  the  Greeks  still  survives  in  our  use  of the 

adjective "byzantine" to  describe  a frame of mind or type of behavior 

that prefers pointless and arcane subtlety for  its  own sake  to  plainer, 

more  straightforward  dealings.  This  is  clearly  a  distortion  that  has 

come down to us from the Crusaders themselves. 

The next  Crusade was  an even more  shocking flouting of the  rule 

that Christians should not kill other Christians.  It is as though Chris

tian aggression was frustrated, now that the new Muslim power made 

crusading Jess desirable,  · �•d  so needed new outlets, nearer to home. 

It was another example of the way that a holy war mentality tends to 
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tum inward  upon itself and create either a civil war or serious religious 

conflict and division. This new type of Crusade was instigated by Pope 

Innocent III, and here we see a new type ofWestern leader, who turns 

a blind eye to inconvenient realities and manipulates events to further 

his ·own projects.  Innocent uses language that is  perhaps  alien to  us, 

who may not be so familiar with Catholic or biblical imagery.  But he 

is also a very familiar figure indeed in his organization of this infamous 390                     H O L Y  W A R  

diversion of crusading from Jerusalem to Europe. This Crusade was called to fight not the Muslims in the Near East but Christians in the south of France. It has been suggested that Innocent continued to feel very guilty about the sack of Constantinople and that this prompted him to summon the new Crusade in 1209 against "heretics,"26 who lived  a devout  Christian  life but who held different beliefs from the Catholics.  However  strongly  Innocent  felt  about  this  heresy,  two wrongs do not make a right. He could not absolve his own conscience for the  crimes  done  to  the  Greeks  by this new  crusading initiative which slaughtered hundreds of other Christians and also Jed to a long and painful civil war in which many orthodox Catholics were killed. 

From the middle of the twelfth cenrury27 missionaries had traveled 

from Eastern Europe and had preached to Westerners a different form of Christianity which they claimed to  be  the true  religion of Jesus. They found a particularly receptive audience in the region ofToulouse and  Languedoc  and  there  was  soon  a thriving rival  Church  down there, which continually attracted new converts. Languedoc had never been much affected by the Cluniac reform and the clergy there tended to be too complacent to encourage spiriruaJ fervor in the laity.28 The courtly  culrure  of the  south  had  developed  independently  of the Church and had made the region more secular in spirit, but the south erners were a deeply religious people and the new religion satisfied a strong spirirual hunger. 

These  new  Christians  called  themselves  the  Cathari or  the Pure 

Ones. None of their writings survived the Crusade, so our only source of knowledge about their faith is the polemic of their Catholic enemies, who may have distorted their teaching. 29 It seems that Catharism was another form of a dualistic religion that went back to the very first days  of Christianity.  It had  inspired  the  Gnostic  Christians  of the second and third centuries and also the Manichaeans, who had come from Persia and converted many Christians during the fifth and sixth centuries. St. Augustine had been a Manichaean before his conversion and had fought the religion bitterly for the rest of his life. The Church has always tried to suppress this religion but has never succeeded in stamping it out entirely: there are still Manichaeans in parts of Eastern Europe  today.  Like  the  Gnostics  and Manichaeans,  the  Catharists believed that God was engaged in a constant battle with an Evil Prin ciple who was not divine himself but who had created the world. The world was, therefore, essentially evil, but God had sent Jesus to save mankind from the world of evil matter. The Cathars did not believe that Jesus was God. He was an angelic figure who had not really taken a tainted human body, of course,  but had only appeared to do so. 
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Because he could not therefore suffer and die, he had only seemed to die on the Cross and had redeemed the world not by his Crucifixion but by being a spiritual teacher or missionary from above. 

The Catharists spent their lives trying to purify themselves from the physical and seeking the spiritual world. They were not baptized be cause water was matter and evil, but they had a sacrament which they 

 

called the consolamentum, which severed a man or woman absolutely 30 

from the world. Once you had received this sacrament you had to 

live a life of such exceptional  purity that most Catharists  received  it only on their deathbeds. There were, therefore, two ranks in the Cath

 

arist Church. First there were the elite, who had received the sacrament 31 and who were called the Perfect. They lived lives of complete chastity, .great austerity and strict evangelical poverty.  Because food  was evil, 

endura. 32 many of them were said to  fast to death in a martyrdom called the The Perfect did not lock themselves away in rich monasteries 

but  toured  the  countryside  in  pairs,  begging  their  bread,  like  the 

aposdes. Even those southerners who were not converted by the Ca

 

tharist missionaries were most impressed by their holy lives, which 33 certainly put the orthodox Catholic clergymen to shame. Less her oism was demanded of the Followers, who formed the second rank 

and  the  majority.  They  worshiped  with  the Perfect in  a  liturgy of repentance and lived according to the moral precepts of the Catharist Church, preparing for death and the final purification. They were not expected to be celibate, but marriage was forbidden as it was felt to give a hypocritical holy veneer to something inherendy evil. 34 

Despite their obvious differences,  the  Catharist and the  Catholic Churches were very much alike. The Catholics also believed in a strug gle between God and a very powerful evil spirit, whom they called Satan or the Devil. They renounced the world and the flesh, like the Catharists. The Church may have preached that marriage was a holy state but most Catholics felt that sex was evil, whatever the dogma. Heloise's letters to Abelard deplored their marriage as  being worse than their previous fornication for reasons that were pure Catharism. 

In the Catholic Church ascetics were encouraged to fast themselves into a dangerous emaciation and some women saints actually ruined their heath and died owing to this fasting. The orthodox also divided 

themselves into two ranks, with monks and nuns living the full Chris

tian life and the laity living a diluted version. 

Yet in very important ways Catharism opposed the whole ethos of 

crusading Christianity. Crusading was based on the cult of the Cross 

and the Holy Sepulchre, but the Catharists did not believe that Jesus 

had died on the Cross. Pilgrimage to the tombs of saints and veneration 392                      H O L Y  W A R  

of relics had been crucial to Crusader piety, but a Catharist would not venerate either a tomb or a relic, because the dead body was a shameful husk, which the purified spirit had left behind.  Because the world was evil, the idea of a holy land or a holy city were contradictions in terms. But even more basically than this, Catharists were strictly pacifist and nonviolent.  They  were  also  very  tolerant  people  and  seemed  to  have enjoyed  disputing with  the  Catholics  in open  debate,  and  instead  of spreading their religion by the sword they relied on peaceful mission ary work.35 

The Catharists  were not the only heretics  in  Europe.  In the north 

of France  there was  a  similar  return to  basic  Christian principles  and a denial of the rich, powerful Church of lnnocent III. The W aldensians and  the  Poor  Men  of Lyons  also  practiced  strict  evangelical  poverty and  roamed  the  countryside  preaching  to  the  common  people.  The particular  danger  of Catharism  was  that,  unlike  these  northern "her etics," Catharism was not a disorganized, popular movement but had actually succeeded in  creating  an  alternative Church  in  the south of France.  Catharists  had  their  own  bishops  and  dioceses  and  their  re ligion was  not confined to poor people on the margins of society but had  penetrated  many  of the  great  southern  families  and  households and was  accepted and even respected by the  Catholic  nobility.36 This state of affairs could not be allowed to  continue and at first Innocent tried to fight it by sending the Cistercians to preach against the heretics, but the Cistercians had changed since the vintage days of St. Bernard; having abandoned their  former  austerity, they had  become very rich and were now identified with the establishment. The southerners were simply  not  impressed  and  thought that  the  Catharists  were far more Christlike.  Then  Innocent  tried  to  provide  a  Catholic  alternative  to the Catharists. A young Spaniard called Dominic Guzman had recently founded  an  order  to  fight  against  heresy  by  peacefully  preaching  to the  people,  instructing  them  in  the  truths  of the  faith  so  that  they would  be  proof against  the  blandishments  of the  heretics.  Dominic and  his  followers  lived  lives  of evangelical  poverty as  the  Catharists did  and  his  Dominicans  toured  the  countryside  as  mendicants,  bare foot  and  begging  for  bread.  This  was  the  new  Christian  ideal of the thirteenth  century,  which  would  replace the old  Cistercian  elite.  The Dominican  was  a  new  kind  of monk  who  called  himself a  friar,  a brother.  Instead of seeing  himself as  part of an elite  that was separate from  the  people,  he  saw  himself as  one  with  them  and  his  way  of fulfilling  the  gospel  precepts  was  quite  different  from  the  way  that monks  had  traditionally  followed.  Instead  of making an exodus into a  monastery or into  the  wilderness  to  pray,  the  friar went out to  the 
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people. Instead of taking a vow of stability and living in one monastery 

all his life  like  the  Cluniac  or the  Cistercian,  the  friar was  constantly 

on  the  road,  sharing  the  lot  of the  poor  laymen.  The  Dominicans showed  a  new  thirteenth-cenrury  desire  to  imitate  the  life  of Christ more closely and  literally than  the  Cluniacs  had  done,  and  it was  this 

desire  that  was also attracting  people  to  the W aldensians,  the  Poor Men of Lyons and the Catharists.  Dominic seemed the perfect answer 

to the  Catharists,  but though  his  Order of Preachers was  accepted  in 

Languedoc  more  readily  than  the  Cistercians  had  been,  and  though 

the  Dominicans were  able  to  put  up  a good  fight  against the  heretics 

in  public  debate,  they  actually  made  little  impression. 37  There  were 

very few  converts  from  Catharism  to  orthodoxy,  and  the  heresy  con

tinued to spread. 

Innocent now  felt that there was  no  other solution  to  the  problem 

but the  sword,  and on  November 1 7,  1207, he wrote  to  King  Philip 

Augustus urging him to take an army to fight the heretics in the region 

of Languedoc,  offering him indulgences  that  were  similar  to  those 

given to people  who  went  on  a  Crusade  to  the  Holy  Land  to  fight 

the  Muslims.38 For the  first time  in  Europe,  a Pope  was  calling  upon 

Christians  to kill other  Christians:  Innocent  was  setting  a  precedent 

for a new  kind  of holy  war  that  would  become  an  incurable  disease 

in  Europe.  It looked forward to  the  wars  and persecutions waged  by 

Catholics  and  Protestants  against  one  another, to  the  wars  of religion 

in the seventeenth cenrury and to the bitter, endless struggle in North

em  Ireland  today.  It  is  important  to  understand  how  Innocent  tried 

to justify  his  Crusade  against  Christians. 

The letter to Philip is not a calculated, rational response to a political 

threat.  but  Innocent  had recourse to  the  same  imagery that  we  have 

seen  used by  Arab  writers  to  describe  the  state  of Israel  today:  the Catharist Church  in  the  region  of Toulouse  was  an  abomination  of narure and a rampant cancer in the  body of Christendom. The heresy 

ofCatharism, he wrote, "gives birth continually to a monstrous brood, 

by  means  of which  its  corruption  is  vigorously  renewed,  after  that 

offspring  has passed on  to others the  canker  of its  own  madness  and 

a  detestable  succession  of  criminals  emerges."39  This  hysterical  de

scription bore no relation at all to the devout Catharists, but Innocent seemed unable to be rational.  He responded to  them in language that 

others have  used later to describe an alien presence in their own lands 

that is threatening and traumatic in a way that defies  rational analysis. 

Innocent could  not  see  that  the heretics had  a  point of view  of their 

own.  Even  the  Catharists'  virtuous  lives  and  wise  arguments  were 

satanic traps to entice  the  hapless  Christians  into  a  pit  of bottomless 394                      H O L Y  W A R  
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evil.40 This alien growth, gnawing away at the body of Christendom, he explained,  could  not  be  cured  by means of a  poultice  but only  by the knife,  so  Philip  must  arm  himself  strongly  and  "eliminate  such hannful filth. "41 The great difference berween the Arab polemic against Israel  and  Innocent's polemic against the  Catharists  is  that  Innocent is writing not about people who belong to a different race or religion but  against  his  own  fellow  Europeans  who  profess  to  be  Christians. Hitherto in crusading jargon "tilth" had meant only Muslims:  in 1207 other  Christians  had  become "tilth," meet only  for  extermination.  A new  paranoia was surfacing in thirteenth-century Europe, which  nar rowed the  circle  of what was acceptable and which  introduced a new level of intolerance  against coreligionists. 

Philip  Augusrus  was  a  hardheaded  man  who  was  not likely to  be 

moved  by such  fantasies,  but  he  was  not  averse  to  strengthening  his hold over his  vassals  in  Languedoc  by a show of force.  Many of his barons, however, were very responsive to this rhetoric  and, at a time when the  enthusiasm  for  a Crusade  against the Muslims  in  the  Holy Land  seemed  to  be  on  the  wane, frustrated Crusaders  were  eager  to exterminate  the  heretics  of Languedoc.  Chief among  these  was  Earl Simon of Montfort,  who had joined the Fourth Crusade but had left when  Boniface  decided  to  attack Zara,  disgusted  by  the  prospect  of Crusaders killing other Christians. Yet he had no doubt that the Chris tians of Languedoc were  inhuman filth.  Despite this eagerness, there was  no  holy  war  in 1207. Philip  asked  the  Pope  for  guarantees  that the  Pope  was  in  no  position  to  give,  so  the  campaign  was  deferred for the  time  being. 

At the same  time  the  Pope  also  instructed Count Raymund  VI of 

Toulouse and Count Raymund-Roger of Beziers and Carcassonne to root out the  heretics  in their lands, but to his horror both  refused to do  so.  Neither  of them  was  a  Catharist  himself,  but  they  respected the  devotion  of their  fellow  countrymen  and certainly they were  not going  to  slaughter  them  to  satisfY  some  whim  of Pope  Innocent. Southern  integrity  seemed  to  be  at  stake,  and  when  the  rwo  super powers of the  papacy and the King of France seemed to unite against the Catharists of Languedoc, many Catholic southerners rallied behind their leaders.  Feelings ran very high and the holy war was precipitated by an act of terrorism. On January 1 3,  1208, Count Raymund invited Peter of Castelnau,  the  papal  legate,  to Toulouse  for discussions.  At first  he  seemed  to  waver  but  then  adamantly  refused  to  accede  to Innocent's  demands  and  he  threatened Peter and  his  colleagues  with death as long as  they remained in  his lands.  The next day one of his supporters  stabbed  Peter  in  the  back  after  Mass  and  the  legate  died 
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of his wounds.  It was a clear warning to the papacy, and naturally Innocent saw this as a sign of the growing cancer in the south. 

It is at this point that Innocent reminds us forcibly of modem leaders and statesmen denouncing "terrorists" as inhuman monsters who are a peril to humanity and must be annihilated, but completely ignoring 

the part that they or their clients have played in producing the situation that made some people desperate enough to resort to terrorism. On 

March 28,  1208, Innocent wrote to the faithful Catholics of the south, 

telling them the story of Peter's death and presenting him as a martyr.42 Raymund, he said, had quite clearly colluded with this murder.  He had not only threatened the legate publicly but had also received the murderer with great warmth. This was very flimsy and circumstantial evidence on which to build such a serious charge, which had fateful consequences. •• Innocent blithely drew the conclusion that the Cathars were not simply a threat to truth but were also a direct threat to the 
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peace of the region. "For if pestiferous men of this sort are trying not 

only to ravage our possessions but also to annihilate us ourselves," he explained, "they are not only sharpening  their tongues to  crush  our 

souls but they are also in reality stretching out their hands to kill our bodies:  the  perverters  of our souls have also become the destroyers of our flesh." .. Yet if anybody was perverting truth here it was not the Cathars but Innocent himself. The Cathars, we know, had no such murderous intentions but were strict pacifists.  Yet this did not seem 

to matter to  Innocent,  which  reveals  another flaw  in  his  position: either he did not think truth mattered "in a good cause" and that the end justified the means if it stirred up hatted against the Cathars in the south, or he did not know much about the Cathar  doctrines.  If 

this latter was the case,  then the only "heresy" he could legitimately 

accuse  them  of was  a  failure  to  submit  to  Rome  and  not,  strictly 

speaking, a matter of"truth" at all. Either way, Innocent was cynically 

manipulating the realities of the situation to suit his own ends. Having 

"proved"  that  the  Cathars  were  a  danger  to  the  faithful,  Innocent summoned his Crusade for Peace: clearly it was his duty to annihilate this enemy, because the Catholics were going about in terror of their lives. The Church would move in to defend the faithful and, as a first step, he would excommunicate Count Raymund and his supporters, which meant that the Catholics were now released from their feudal oaths to him . But if this mild sanction failed, Innocent warned, "we will make it our business to take more serious action against him. "45 

It is quite true that the assassination of Peter of Castelnau was an immoral and dangerously provocative act. But the Pope was patently ignoring the obvious fact that he had himself threatened the peace of 396                      H O L Y  W A R  

rht: region  four  months  before,  when  he  wrote  to  Philip  Augustus urging  him  to  invade  the  south.  The  terrorist  may  have  killed  one man, but  the  Pope  had  earlier  urged  Raymund  to  kill  hundreds  of southerners.  Again  one  cannot  help  comparing  this  myopia  of  In nocent's with the one-sided  view of participants in today's holy wars. Further, in Innocent  we  see  the  new,  coldly manipulative Crusader, who is the first great aggressive "peacemaker" of the West. In his letter he  mounts  a  ruthless,  lying attack  on  the Cathars,  who  are  about  to "annihilate"  his  powerful Catholic Church: 

Since  the  Church  in  that  region  sits  in  sadness and  grief with  no one  to  comfort  her  after  the  death  of that  just  man  and  it  is  said that  the  faith  has  disappeared,  that  peace  has  perished,  that  the plague  of heresy  and  the  fury  of the  enemy  have  grown  stronger and stronger and that,  unless  she is strongly supported  against such a new attack,  the ship of the Church will seem to have been wrecked in that place almost completely, we advise all of you most urgently, encourage you  fervently and  in  so  great a  crisis  of need enjoin you confidently in the strength of Christ, granting you remission of sins, not to delay in making haste to combat so many evils  and  to  make it  your  business to  bring peace to  those  people  in the name of him who  is the God ofpeRCe and ltrPe.46 

The  new  paranoia in  the  West  caused the most  powerful  institution in  Europe  to feel  deeply threatened by  a sect of men and women who refused to touch a sword.  These people, Innocent declared, were now "worse  than  the  Muslims,"  and  must  be  treated  as  ruthlessly.47  In nocent  prepared  his violent reprisal. 

In 1 209 the  Crusade  was ready.  Philip Augustus, who  was  having 

difficulties  with  the  English  at  this  point,  was  unable  to  lead  the Crusade  so  Arnauld-Amalric,  the  Abbot of Citeaux,  rode  at  the  head of the large  army  of Crusaders.  The  south  watched  the  advance  with dread and  Count Raymund tried to free  himself from the catastrophe at  the  last  minute  by  submitting  to  the  Pope,  but  the  Pope  was  un forgiving.  "Once  he  is  isolated  and  dependent  on  his  own  forces alone,"  he  said  to  Arnauld-Amalric,  "we  can  deal  with  him  last of all and strike him down without much difficulty.""' On July 22 the army surrounded  the  city  of Beziers  and  demonstrated  the  deadly  deter mination  of these new Crusaders, who were prepared to wipe out this southern  vermin as cruelly as  they had exterminated the Muslims  and the  Jews.  When  the  city  surrendered  and the  Crusaders went to  deal out  the  judgment of God,  it  is  said  that the  soldiers  asked  the  abbot how  they  could  distinguish  the  heretics  from  the  Catholics  and  that 
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Arnauld  replied:  "Kill  them all; God will  know  his  own."••  Every 

single  inhabitant  of the  city was  massacred.  The  terror  this  inspired meant that the Crusade met with no further resistance until it reached Carcassonne  in August.  To  save  his  people  Count  Raymund-Roger gave himself up to the Crusaders, was thrown into prison and his fief was given to Simon of Montfort. In November Raymund-Roger con

veniently died  in prison,  and  in  a letter Innocent hinted that he  had been murdered. 50 Simon, who was clearly anxious to establish himself 

as a legitimate ruler, exhibited the body to the people and had it buried with great ceremony. He then continued the Crusade, capturing one 

Catharist center after another, burning the heretics, and  replacing the local aristocracy with a northern nobility. The Crusade was becoming 

an efficient army of occupation and when in  1 2 1 2  it began to  attack the area north ofToulouse the southerners appealed to Peter of Aragon 

to  come  to  their  aid,  preferring  his  rule  to  the  rule  of these  cruel, 

ruthless northerners. 

Simon had become one of the richest and most powerful landowners 

in  France  during  the  Crusade.  Every  time  he  conquered  a  city  he 

automatically became  its overlord  and  gave  it  as  a fief to  one of his dependents. Yet it would be a mistake to see him as a secular Crusader, who made use of the Crusade to further his own worldly ambitions. He was a Crusader of the old type who certainly considered this war against French Christians to be just as holy as a war against the Mus lims.  Before he fought and defeated Peter of Aragon at the Battle of Muret, the chronicler Pierre des Vaux-de-Cernay described him pray

ing with real crusading piety: 

Having prayed at length and with great devotion, he grasped the 

sword hanging by his side and laid it on the altar, saying "0 good 

Lord, 0 Gentle Jesus!  You  have  chosen me  to  wage your wars  in spite  of my  unworthiness.  It  is  from your  altar  that  I  receive  my arms today,  so  that  in the  moment  of fighting your  battles  I  may receive  my weapons from you."51 

But however  holy  Simon's  motivation, the southerners  increasingly 

saw him as an invader who was taking their land away ftom them and 

threatening  their own peculiarly southern  identity. There had always 

been some tension  between  northern  and southern France; southern

ers  had  always  prized  their  own  sophisticated  courtly  culture  and tended to see the northerners as crude and uncivilized. After Simon's 

victory over Peter of Aragon at the Battle of Muret the southerners 

began to fight back on their own behalf. To talk about nationalism is 

anachronistic, but there was certainly an element of a nationalistic war 398                      H O L Y  W A R  

here. 5 2  I t  could be argued that the first spontaneous nationalistic move ment in  Europe  arose  in  response  to  the  new  Crusade.  For  nearly twenty years  southerners  fought  against  the  northern  representatives of their  King,  even  though their struggle was  hopeless.  It  would  be 1 229 before a later Crusader  brought  "peace"  to  France  and rook the Crusade  against  Christians  into  a  frightening  new  phase. 

Innocent's  dealings  with  the  Catharists  had  shown  the  hidden  in

security  of the  thirteenth-century  Church,  which  was  at  the  zenith of  its  power  during  his  pontificate.  This  neurosis  meant  casualties and  the  Catharists  had  shown  how dangerous  pacifism  and  nonvio lence  could  be  in  a  world  dominated  by  the  habit  and  paranoia  of a holy  war.  But  the  Catharists  were  not  the  only  poor  people  raking to  the  road  during  these  years.  At  the  beginning  of the  thirteenth century  Europe  was  undergoing  economic  and  agrarian  upheavals which were bringing her into  a new period of prosperity and  power, bur  this  inevitably  meant  that  some  weaker  people  went  to  the wall.  In  some  parts  of northern  France and  Germany  many  poorer peasants  could  no  longer  make  their  farms  sufficiently  productive or  else  found  that  they  lacked  the  capital  to  bring  them  up  to  the working  standards  of  this  newly  efficient  Europe.  Many  of  these were forced to sell their farms to better-off peasants and found them selves  homeless  and  reduced  to  beggary.  During  these  years  a  new class  appeared.  Whole  families  of men,  women  and  children  were forced to live wandering, mendicant lives on the margins of society. 53 Often  they  would  be  drawn  to  the  new  heretical  sects  that  stressed the  value  of holy  poverty,  which  told  these  poor  people  that  their suffering had a value:  it was they who were truly  imitating  Christ,  not the  rich  monks  and  clerics  of Innocent's  Church.  From  this  point, sects  like  this  mushroomed  throughout  Europe,  often  becoming  in creasingly belligerent toward the establishment,  which was indifferent to  their plight. 54 

When  they  first took to  the  roads,  these  wandering  bands  of poor 

people  were  often  called  the pueri (the  children)  in  rather  the  same spirit as  black  servants  are often called "boy'' by white  South Africans, and  in  the  year 1212 the pueri  formed  a  religious  protest  movement of their own. 55 A  young  French puer called  Stephen  had  a  vision  of Jesus,  who  appeared  to  him  in  the  guise  of a  poor  pilgrim  begging for bread.  He gave  Stephen a letter for  Philip Augustus,  in which he pleaded the  case of the  poor. There was  a sudden surge of hope and excitement: it seemed that Christ had not forgotten the poor after all. He had shown that he was a poor man too  and  identified  with  them; he  was  ready  to  plead  their  cause  against the  rich  and the  powerful. 
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At about the same rime a similar movement sprang up sponraneously 

in Germany,  led  by  a puer  called  Nicholas.  ln  each  countty  about 

30,000 pueri formed massive processions, carried large wooden crosses and  tramped  through  the  counttyside  and  through  the  towns  and villages. They transformed their enforced wandering into a holy jour

ney, following the Cross of the poor and suffering Jesus. These proces sions  were also a powerful demonstration of the  plight of the pueri 

and  a dramatic way  of pointing  to  their  identification  with  Christ, his who had had nowhere to lay  head. The chroniclers of the rime tell 

us that as they marched they sang:  "Lord God, raise  up the Christian 

people  and  give  us  back  the  True  Cross. "56 But these  holy journeys were not a prelude to a holy war. At the end of the summer the pueri disbanded  peacefully  and  seemed  to  disappear  from  history.  Many doubdess joined some of the new and more belligerent heretical sects like the Waldensians who also preached a rerum to apostolic poverty, 

and  as a distina class the pueri disappeared. 57 

Yet they rose to a posthumous new life thirty years later when they 

became  Crusaders.  When  later  chroniclers  read  about  these  strange 

processions,  they  narurally  translated  the  word pueri  as  "children," without understanding its special social significance,  and the strange 

story of the Children's Crusade was  born. 58 In these later versions of 

their story,  Nicholas  and  Stephen  were  children  whom  Jesus  had  in spired to lead Crusades to the Holy Land:  they would succeed where 

their elders had failed, because Christ  preferred their weakness to the arrogant, worldly strength of the older Crusaders who seemed unable to recover the Holy Land.  Nicholas promised that he would conquer Islam by a peaceful missionary campaign. The children should march 

through  Europe,  cross  the  Alps  and  continue until  they  reached  the Mediterranean.  Then  the  waters  of the  sea  would  open  for them  as 

they had opened for the Israelites,  and they would cross  the sea dry shod, conquering the Holy Land miraculously by divine power alone. Of course it didn't work out like that. The children suffered  tremen dous hardship on the journey, the later chroniclers related. Many died and  many dropped out.  Only about  a third  of the  children survived 

and,  when  they  rushed down to  the  Mediterranean,  the  sea did  not open  for them.  The  German  children  began  their miserable journey back from Genoa  but most died  during their rerum home.  Some of 

the  French  children  stayed on  in  Marseilles,  still desperate  to  get to the Holy Land. They were picked up by unscrupulous merchants who 

promised to  transport them to Acre  but aaually sold  them  as  slaves 

to  the Muslims  in  North  Africa and  Egypt.  Years  later one  of them 

returned home to tell their sad story. 59 
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The  tale  of the  Children's  Crusade  is  probably  one  of the  most 

fascinating and  popular  of  all  the  crusading  stories  and  this  recent explanation  does  make  very  good  sense.  Perhaps  the  creation  of the myth is as interesting as the story itself. It shows how deeply embedded crusading was in the consciousness of Europe. When the later chron iclers  read  about  the  great  processions  of pueri  who  carried  crosses and  prayed  for  the  return  of the  True  Cross,  which  had  been  lost  at the  Battle  of Hittin,  they automatically  assumed  that they must  have been  Crusaders  who  were  marching to  Jerusalem.  In  some  respects, the chroniclers saw these "children" as fundamentalist Crusaders who were  returning crusading to  the  pious days of Peter the  Hermit.  Ste phen  and  Nicholas  both  presented themselves  as  prophets  who  had been  divinely  inspired,  and  Stephen  actually had  a  letter from  Christ as  Peter was said to  have  had.  Like  Peter the  Hermit's Crusaders, the "children"  had  a  tragic  fate.  But  in  other  ways  this  myth  showed  a longing  for  a  Crusade  that depended  upon  God,  as earlier Crusaders had done. There was also a new pacifism in this myth of the children: Nicholas wanted to convert the Muslims by preaching to them, which was quite a novel idea in  1 2 1 2.60 The miraculous journey to the  Holy Land would be a prelude not to a holy war but to a peaceful preaching campaign.  At  a  time  when  people  were  becoming  more  and  more disillusioned with conventional crusading, they were still not prepared to  abandon  the  holy  war  but  were  seeking  an  alternative  Crusade, which  would  bring  God  back  as  the  focus  and  which  made  peace instead of war.  But the fate  the chroniclers dreamed up for their child Crusaders  in  the  1 250s showed  that there  was  little  thought then  of any  such  alternative  being really  viable. 

There  had  been  a  similar  dissatisfaction  and  frustration  with  cru

sading  in  1 2 1 2  and  people  had  tried  to  imagine  a  different  kind  of holy  war.  The  Crusade  against  the  Catharists  had  been  one  of these new  alternatives,  but  other  Christians  were  imagining  peaceful  Cru sades  instead  of a  Crusade  for  Peace.  Peter  of Blois,  the  secretary  of Eleanor of Aquitaine, wrote of the great hope and enthusiasm he had felt when the Third Crusaders  left  Europe.  It seemed  impossible  that this  mighty show  of Christian  force  could  fail  to  conquer  Islam  and regain  the  Holy  Land.  But  when  he  heard  of the  disaster  that  had befallen  Barbarossa's  army  and  of the  military stalemate  that  made  it impossible  for  Richard  to  recover Jerusalem,  he had  been  convinced that a new solution must be found :  in the future it would be the poor people,  not  the  rich  and  powerful  kings  and  emperors,  who  would conquer  Jerusalem.  They would  rely on  the  power of God  instead of their own worldly power.61 At this time also the preacher Alan of Lille 
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argued that in furore a Crusade would only succeed if it were inspired by poor people, who like Jesus had nowhere to lay their heads.62 Alan and Peter both thought that the new Crusades would somehow take Jerusalem peacefully and not by the sword. There was a link between 

this kind  of thinking  and  the  peaceful  demonstrations  of the pueri, who had instinctivdy rumed to  the imagery of the pilgrimage  and the Crusade to express their plight.  Originally crusading had been a poor man's movement and had given the poor their first real sense of power during the First Crusade. The pueri would not be the last poor people 

to seek to change their lot in the context of a Crusade.  The transfor

mation  of the  story  of the pueri  into  the  legend  of the  Children's 

Crusade  shows  that  people  were  beginning to dream  of a  peaceful 

Crusade  and  to  seek  an  alternative  Christianity  which  was  closer  to life 

the  Jesus  had  lived  on  earth  than  the  powerful  Church  of Pope 

Innocent. 

There may have been no child Crusaders in Germany in 12 12, but in that year Europe did witness the  almost miraculous  journey  of an eighteen-year-old  boy  who  quickly  became  known  as  Puer  Apuliae 

(the  Boy  of  Apulia)  or  simply  Puer  Noster  (Our  Boy) .  Frederick Hohenstaufen, the only son of the Emperor Henry VI, had been born 

in  the  south  of Italy  to  Queen  Constance,  the  Norman  heiress  of 

Sicily,  on  December 26,  1 194. From  the  very  beginning  this  child had been a controversial figure. The poet Geoffrey of Viterbo proph esied that the  boy was destined to  be the  Last Emperor, who would 

unite the  East  and  the  West  and  establish  a  lasting  peace,63  but  the 

Cistercian  prophet  Abbot  Joachim  of Fiore  foretold  that  Frederick 

would prove to be Antichrist, who would wage war upon the  Chris his tians  and  be  the  scourge of the world. 64 Yet for the  first years of 

life  Frederick lived  in danger and obscurity.  His father died  in 1 197 

and Philip of Swabia rode south to collect the little Emperor and bring 

him back  to  Germany,  but  there  was  a  revolution  in  northern  Italy 

against the hated German rule which made him rum back, and Fred his 

erick  passed  childhood  as  the  King  of Sicily,  protected by  Pope 

Innocent III. In Germany Philip of Swabia fought with Otto the Welf for the throne of Germany and the Germans forgot about Frederick; though the Pope had promised to protect Sicily, he did not push his 

ward's  imperial claims. 

But in 1210 some Germans remembered Sicily to further their own ambitions  and  Kaiser Otto  IV, who  had  managed  to  gain  the  as cendancy, set off to conquer the kingdom  for the house  of Welf. As he watched the imperial anny march  through  northern Italy  and  ap
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he  was  finished.  He had neither the  army  nor the support necessary to sustain  such  an  attack  but  suddenly,  at the  eleventh  hour,  he  ex perienced a salvation.  Pope Innocent, who had been watching Otto's progress with considerable anxiety, suddenly excommunicated the Kai ser who was attacking his ward and gave encouragement to the anti Welf faction  in  Germany.  In  September 1 2 1 1  the  German  nobles, egged on by Philip Augustus, deposed the excommunicated Emperor and  elected  Frederick  in his stead.  When  Otto  heard  the  news  he panicked and, instead of pressing ahead to destroy his rival, he turned back and rushed home to Germany to save his throne.65 

Frederick was saved.  Within a matter of days he had been rescued 

from  certain  destruction and elevated to the  pinnacle of power.  Not surprisingly, he regarded this salvation as a miracle, which proved that he was the chosen one of God, and to the end of his life he remained convinced  that  he  had  a  special  divine  destiny.66  His  advisers  urged him  to refuse the  imperial  title;  he could realistically rely only on the papacy for  support  and  most  of the  Germans  still  supported  Otto. Naturally Frederick waved aside such human fears and in mid-March 1 2 1 2  he set out on a journey to Aachen, accompanied by a small band of retainers and trusting only in the power of God . 67 Europe watched the  progress  of this  sunburned  and raggedly dressed  youth  with  as tonishment.  In April  he arrived in  Rome, where  Innocent solemnly blessed his young ward, and then he set off for the dangerous imperial land in the north of ltaly. At Pavia,  the story goes, the Milanese tried to  assassinate  the  young  Emperor,  but  he  simply  jumped  onto  his horse  and  swam  across  the  river.  The  people  of Cremona  saw  his survival as miraculous and greeted him ecstatically as the Angel of the Lord.•• From that moment his safety in Italy was assured but the real test lay in  Germany.  Otto had journeyed southward to meet his rival, and his servants, who had ridden ahead of him, were actually preparing a meal for him in Constance when suddenly Frederick appeared before them  and  demanded  their support.  His  dramatic  arrival  seemed  an other miracle, 69 and when Otto arrived three  hours  later he found the city barred against him. By this time the people of southern and central Germany were  ecstatic  about  this  astonishing child,  who  seemed  to be  able  to  defeat  the  rich  and  powerful  by trusting only  in the  Lord, and in December 1212 he was crowned King of the Germans in Mainz. Innocent himself called him a David, who had defeated the giant Otto the  Welf,  and  the  people  of Germany  were  convinced of his  divine 

 

election. "The child has conquered the Welfwith heavenly rather than "70 

with earthly might,  one poet wrote,  and another troubadour sang 

"Behold the power of the child" in his rhymed chronicle: 
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Now comes  the  Pulian Child along The  Kaiser's sword  is twice  as  strong, Whom yet the  Child did overthrow Without a single  swordsman's  blow: The people's love towards him did flow.71 

It  was  certainly true that the  people  of Germany took the  child  to 

their hearts; he had an  irresistible glamour and yet at the same  time 

his he  seemed  one  of themselves. 72  His  homely  face  and  clothing  offset foreignness,  which  could  have  been  a fatal disadvantage,  and  the 

people remembered that, despite his southern blood, he was the grand

son of the great Frederick  Barbarossa. 

It was this connection that finally persuaded the  people of the  im

perial city of Aachen to open their gates to Frederick in mid-July 1 2 1 5  

and th e  young Boy o f  Apulia was solemnly crowned in the cathedral 

and  sat  on  the  great  throne  of Charlemagne.  He  then  amazed  his 

people  again:  immediately after he had  received  the  imperial diadem 

from  the  Archbishop,  Emperor  Frederick II suddenly and  unexpect

edly took the Cross.73 The effect was magical. The child's miraculous 

rise to power,  his  apparent  divine  election  and  his  relationship  to 

Barbarossa, who had lost his life during a Crusade,  raised everybody's 

hopes. Frederick was already a young David who had cast the mighty from their thrones: would he now become King David who conquered Jerusalem?" 

Yet in fact it proved more difficult to draw a Fifth Crusade together 

than anybody had expected.  After the great Lateran Council in 1215, 

Innocent  had  sent  traveling  preachers  all  over  Europe  to  preach  a 

Crusade  and had  been  quite  confident of a success.  He  had actually 

written  to  ai-Adil to warn him of the  wrath  to  come  and  to  advise 

him to  hand  over  Jerusalem  peaceably.75  But  though  the  common 

people  were  eager to take  the  Cross,  the  nobles  seemed  even  more 

reluctant to sail to the East than they had in 1202. It really did seem 

as  though  conventional  crusading  was  a  dying  enthusiasm  and  an 

anachronism.  When  Innocent  died  in  May 1216 his  successor  Pope 

Honorius III found it very difficult to organize a Crusade:  only a few 

nobles  set  out  that  year with  King  Andrew  of  Hungary.  Honorius 

was  also  disrurbed  by  a  report  he  had  recently  received  from  the 

Kingdom of Acre, which seemed very worrying. 

The  popular preacher James of Vitry had recently  become  Bishop 

of Acre  and  he  was dismayed by what  he  found  in  the  Holy  Land. The Franks did not want a Crusade, he told the Pope. They were wary 

of endangering the security of their  tiny state  and  were  afraid that  a 404                     H O L Y  W A R  

holy war would destroy the excellent trading arrangements they were currently enjoying with the Muslims.76 The Muslims were also enjoy ing the new trade with the West,  and their passion for the jihad had died a  natural  death  after  Saladin's  death  in  1 193.  Al-Adil  had  no desire to call for a holy war, though he was taunted for this by a few of the officers  in  his army, and his son al-Malik al-Kamil, the viceroy of Egypt,  fully shared  his  views:  he  had  excellent  relations  with  the 3000 Pisan,  Venetian  and  Genoan  merchants  and  traders  who  lived and  worked  in Cairo.77  It seemed  that this  secular  contact  had made it  possible  for  Christians  and  Muslims  to  live  together  in  peace  to their mutual advantage, but it seemed quite immoral to the newcomer, Bishop James of Vitry.  He was also disturbed by the Franks' oriental lifestyle and  seemed  to  equate  the  Franks' abandoning of a  Western cultural  identity with a denial of the Christian faith itself. The Franks had  gone  native,  he  wrote  in  disgust:  they  were  fitter  for the  baths than  for  battle;  they did  not let their wives go to church more than once a year but would send them to the baths three times a week; the knights  had  love  affairs  with  Muslim  women,  wore  soft,  effeminate clothes  and  were  completely  given  over  to  lust  and idleness. 78 They were  very worried that  a  provocative Crusade  from  the  West  would ruin all this. 

At first there seemed little danger. In 1 2 1 7  Duke Leopold of Austria 

brought an army to the East to join the Hungarians, but nothing was achieved beyond a  few  desultory  raids  in  Galilee. Most of the  time the Crusaders wandered around collecting relics, and early the follow ing year the Hungarians went home. Muslims and Franks both relaxed. But  in 1 2 1 8  three  fleets  from  Frisia,  France  and  England arrived in Acre  and decided to  revive the old plan of capturing Egypt.  In May they sailed for Darnietta, taking the Muslims there quite by surprise, and  in  August they actually managed to capture the city. The shock of the loss of Darnietta was too much for the aging Sultan, who died a  few  hours  afterward of a heart attack.  To  try to prevent  a quarrel about  the  succession,  he  had  arranged  for  the  Ayyubid  Empire  of Saladin  to  be  divided  among  his  three  older  sons:  al-Kamil  was  to take Egypt, al-Ashraf was to have  Gezira and al-Mu'azam would take Damascus and Jerusalem. But there was still dissatisfaction, and while al-Kamil was away defending Egypt from the Franks, some Cairenes took advantage of his absence to put one of his younger brothers on the throne.  Al-Kamil  had to abandon the defense of the country and rush back to Cairo to put down the coup. The Crusaders had arrived in Egypt at an opportune moment and there was panic in the Muslim 
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world. Sultan al-Mu'azam sent a message to Baghdad asking the Caliph 

for help and a vast army was  promised,  though  it never arrived. 

In September  the  Spaniard  Cardinal  Pelagius  arrived  in  Damietta 

as  the  papal legate  and  he  provided the  leadership  that  the  Crusade desperately needed. He found that morale was low despite their initial 

success:  the  Crusaders  were  dying  of an  epidemic  that  rurned  their 

skins  black and  killed one sixth of the  soldiers.  Pelagius  insisted that action was  the  best remedy, and  in  February the Crusaders  managed 

to  occupy  the  city  of al-Adilya.  The  Muslims  were  now  becoming desperate. They had heard that the Emperor Frederick was on his way 

to the  East,  once  he  had  settled  his affairs in  Germany.  Al-Mu'azam 

began  dismantling  the walls of Jerusalem  and other forts  in  Palestine in case he was forced to hand them over to the Christians, but in fact 

morale was still low in the Christian camp. After the Battle of al-Adilya 

there was  a military stalemate and the epidemic continued to  rage  in 

both  armies. 

When Pelagius addressed the troops before  the victory at al-Adilya he had made a suggestion that was quite new to crusading.  Once they 

had conquered the  Muslims,  he  said,  it might  be  possible  to  convert 

the  "perfidious  and worthless people" to the true faith. 79 Hitherto  no 

Crusader  had  ever  thought  of trying  to  convert  Muslims;  they  had previously thought that the only solution was massacre, as St. Bernard 

of Clairvaux had written a hundred years earlier in his treatise on the Templars.  But we have  seen  that in the  thirteenth  cenrury there was quite a new enthusiasm for preaching in Europe. This was largely due 

to  the  heretics  like  the  Cathars.  The  Cathars  had  traveled  around preaching to the ordinary people, who were still so ignorant that they were very vulnerable to the heretics.  They narurally saw these Cathar or Waldensian preachers, who preached a rerum to poverty, as much more concerned with them than the official Church, which had been content to leave them in ignorance, and it had been to counteract this 

that  Pope  Innocent  encouraged  St.  Dominic  to  found  his  Order  of 

Preachers, to instruct the poor laymen as the heretics were doing. But not all the preachers went to the poor. Some started preaching to the 

rich  and  to  the  middle  classes  and  gained  quite  a  following.  One  of 

the  most  popular  of these  charismatic  preachers  was  James  of Vitry, 

who  had  now  come  out  to  Acre,  with  the  idea  of preaching  to  the 

Muslims.  It  was  an  advenrurous  idea  but,  as  we  have  seen  already, 

James  did  not  see  this  as  a  substirute  for the  Crusade,  which  he  re

garded as essential,  as did  Pelagius.  Preaching could only be enforced 

by the sword.  James  had,  however,  managed  to  convert  two Muslims 406                     H O L Y  W A R  

and, though  he had never been  permitted to  enter Muslim territory, he used to preach sometimes on the borders of the Christian Kingdom, taking the word of God to the front line of the holy war. Occasionally he sent  letters  in  Arabic  over  the  border,  to  explain  the  Christian religion to  Muslims,  and  when children had  been taken as  hostages in the  raids  made  by  the  Crusaders  in  Galilee  in 1 2 1 7, James  had baptized them  and sent them home over the  border:  by  filling  them with the life of Christ  by means of the  sacrament  he had made them Christian infiltrators in enemy territory. 80 

[image: ]

Preaching  and conversion  were  in the  air,  therefore,  but  suddenly 

a new arrival in Damiena took a much more radical approach. During the  stalemate  after  the  Battle  of al-Adilya one  of the  most  famous popular  preachers  in  Europe  asked  Pelagius  for  permission  to  cross the enemy lines and preach to the Sultan al-Kamil. Most people would probably  consider  Francis of Assisi, who made this startling sugges tion, as one of the most perfect Christians who ever lived. The gentle saint  who  wandered  around  Italy  wedded  to  absolute  poverry  and preaching  to  birds  and  trees  seemed  to  have  broken  through  the hatreds of instirutional religion and made peace with the whole world. He would seem to be far  in spirit from the violence of crusading and yet it was no accident that he happened to be present in Damietta in 12 19.  Francis was  devoted  to the Church, unlike most of the  other European Christians who were  reruming to  the  practice of absolute poverry and an exact imitation of Christ.  This had enabled  Pope  In nocent to make Francis' Friars Minor an official religious order, bring ing the poverry movement within the established Church.  Francis had made  the  "heresy"  legitimate  and  when  the  greatest  Poor  Man  of Europe  had  joined  the  Crusade  in  Egypt,  he  had  been  a  powerful reminder that crusading should really be a poor man's movement. Like King Tafur,  Francis had voluntarily renounced his wealth and joined the  ranks  of the  poor.  Like  the very first Hospitalers and Templars, Francis and his disciples devoted themselves to the service of the poor, while  they  practiced  a  strict  poverry  themselves.  Francis  was  simply the  most  recent  expression  of the  reverence  for  holy  poverry  which had  inspired  the  most  fervent  Crusades  and  there  is  no  reason  to suppose that he disapproved of the  Crusades.  Indeed there is a story that records his praise of the "holy martyrs" Roland and Oliver, who had died in Charlemagne's wars against the Saracens. 81 Like any fervent Templar, Francis dreamed of conquering "all peoples, races, tribes and tongues, all nations and men of all countries."82 He intended his friars to do  this by preaching and missionary work and he  had devoted  a whole  chapter  of his  rule  to  the  mission  to  Islam,  but  he  probably 
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saw the Crusade as having a useful role to play in this offensive. The first major Christian missionary approach  to  the Muslims took place 

in  the  context  of a  Crusade,  and  Francis  seems  to  have  found  this quite appropriate. 

Once  he  had  been  given  permission  for  his  brave  peace  initiative, Francis went into the enemy territory quite unarmed,  but "strong in 

possession  of the  buckler  of his  faith," wrote  James  of Vitry.83  The Muslims seized him on his way to the Sultan's tent and seem to have been rather impressed by this ragged and dirty fellow who had come 

on this impossibly brave mission.  Provided that Francis did not insult 

Mohammad  or  Islam,  al-Kamil  would  have  had  no  objection  to  lis

tening  to him expound  the  gospel  message,  and  it  seems  that  he 

listened to Francis for three days and offered him precious gifts at the 

end of his visit. Francis naturally refused, even when the Sultan urged him to give them to the churches and the poor Christians, and he told 

the  Sultan  that God would  look  after  the  needs  of the  poor.  When 

Francis  left,  al-Kamil is reported to have said:  "Pray for me, that God 

may  deign to  show  me  the  law  and  the  faith  that  are  most  pleasing to him." Then he sent Francis back to the Christian camp, ''with every mark of respect and in complete safety."84 Needless to say, the Sultan 

was  not  converted,  but  the  story  does  make  a  peaceful  oasis  in  the 

story of the holy war. 

The  Fifth  Crusade  dragged  on  and  al-Kamil  was  ready  to  make 

peace.  Egypt  was  threatened  with  famine  that  year  and  could  not withstand a long campaign,  and both  al-Kamil  and al-Mu'azam were 

worried about the activities of their brother al-Ashraf in the far north. At the end of October the Sultan sent two Frankish prisoners of war to Pelagius with extraordinary generous terms: if the Crusaders would leave Egypt, he would return Jerusalem, all central Palestine and Gal

ilee. 85 It is a sign of how very dead the lust for jihad was at this point. 

Al-Kamil saw Jerusalem purely in  political  terms,  not  as  a holy city. 

Naturally  King  John  of Acre  urged  Pelagius  to  accept these terms, 

but just  as  naturally Pelagius refused . At  a  time  when Christians  in 

Europe  had  begun  to  hound other  Christians  to death,  it  was  not 

likely that they would make peace with the infidel. The military orders 

agreed with Pelagius for strategic reasons:  the forts in  Jerusalem  and 

Galilee  had  all  been  dismantled  and  it  would  be  impossible  for  the 

Christians  to  maintain  them once the  Crusaders  had gone.  The  holy 

war  was  resumed  and  Pelagius  waited  confidently  for  the  arrival  of the· Emperor Frederick. 

Yet the  Emperor never arrived.  He  fully intended  to  leave  for the 

East but was  not prepared to leave  Europe  until his empire  was  ab-408                     H O L Y  W A R  

solutely secure.  Pope  Honorius, who had once  been  his tutor,  began to  wonder  whether this  former papal client was  really going to  be  as amenable as  lru10cent had  hoped.  Meanwhile the  Crusader  army was grounded  in  Damietta;  bored  Crusaders  began  to  return  home  and there were bitter disputes  between  Pelagius and King John about the management  of the  campaign.  In February 1 220 John  and  his  army returned  to  Acre and spent the  rest of the year fending off Sultan  al Mu'azam, who had invaded the Christian  Kingdom:  the new Crusade had put an end to the peaceful coexistence of Muslims and Christians in the Middle East.  In Egypt, none of the troops would fight without John,  because  he  was  the  only  leader  whom  all  nationalities  would obey.  By July 1221 Pelagius could not wait any longer for  Frederick and planned an  attack on Cairo.  King John arrived with troops from Acre, full of gloom  but  not  wishing  to be accused of cowardice.  On July 12 the  Crusaders  set  out  with 630 ships, 5000 knights, 4000 archers  and 40,000 infantrymen.86 

The Egyptian army had come to meet the Christians but when they 

saw the size of their army they hastily retreated and many of the citizens tried to escape from Cairo. But al-Karnil was now very confident. Both his  brothers had sent armies to help him , and they blocked the  Cru saders' line of retreat to Damietta. As he watched the Crusaders march ever nearer to Cairo, the Sultan smiled to himself, hardlv able to believe his  luck.  The  Westerners  did  not  notice  that  the  waters  of the  Nile were  rising.  By  mid-August  the  ground  was  so  soggy  and  slippery that the Crusaders had to halt their advance and finally make a retreat. As soon  as  the  retreat  began,  the  Muslim  soldiers  demolished  the dikes, troops moved to cut off the exit routes  and within  a  few  hours the  Christian  army  was  ignominiously  imprisoned  on  an  island  of mud. 87 Pelagius had to sue for peace to save his army from annihilation, and  naturally  this  time  al-Kamil's  terms  were  far  less  generous.  The Crusaders  must  sign  a  truce  for  eight  years  and  leave  Egypt  imme diately;  in return they could sail home unmolested. 

The  Fifrh Crusade  had been a humiliating failure and the  prospect 

of the  reconquest of Jerusalem  seemed even  further out of reach than it had thirty years earlier. In the same way the Crusade at home against the Catharists was proving ineffective:  even though heretics were still burned  in large numbers,  the heresy continued to  spread and seemed ineradicable. Indeed by making the heretics into marryrs for their cause (and  in  some  sense  for  their  country)  the  Crusaders  were  actually encouraging  the  heresy.  Crusading  did  not  seem  to  work  anymore but this did  not mean that the idea could  be abandoned,  because the habit was now  an  indelible  parr of the  Western  identity.  In fact the 
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holy war had diversified and discovered new forms and outlets. In the Middle East today, the Jewish and  Islamic  holy wars began as offen sives against the  Godless enemy,  but then diversified  so  that today 

Jews are fighting holy wars against other Jews as well as against Muslim Arabs, and Muslims are fighting other devout Muslims as well as Jews and munlltiljeen. This is precisely what happened in the Middle Ages in Europe, where a new habit of internal  holy war had  been created which would  prove to  be  incurable.  Nor could  people  abandon the 

conventional Crusade:  after  the  failure  of the  Fifth  Crusade,  people looked for a scapegoat and found one ready to  hand in the  Emperor 

Frederick,  who  would  be  pressured  to  lead  a  Sixth  Crusade  to  the 

Holy Land eight years later. 

At  the  time  of the  Fifth  Crusade  a  new  movement  toward  the 

Muslim  world  had  begun  that  at  first  sounds  very  positive.  Before 

Francis  of Assisi  left Europe for Egypt,  he had  sent  a party of Friars Minor to preach to the Muslims in Spain and Mrica. After the Fifth 

Crusade other  Franciscans  went  to  the  Holy  Land to  preach  to  the Muslims there. More encounters like the meeting between Francis and al-Kamil would probably have  been  a very good  idea and we  are  so accustomed to the notion of spreading the faith by means of missionary 

activity that  it seems incredible that nobody thought of this  before. 

A  missionary  campaign  which  seeks  to  explain  and share the  truth 

sounds  the  obverse  of the  military  campaign  that  seeks  to  conquer 

and kill.  Yet in fact this peaceful project proved to  be a new type of Crusade. The Franciscans went into Islamic lands not to save the souls of the Muslims but to achieve martyrdom. As soon as the first group 

of friars arrived in  Seville, they resorted to the tactics of the Martyrs of Cordova. They tried to break into a mosque during Friday prayers, 

and when they were driven away they stood outside the Emir's palace 

and  shouted  abuse  against  Mohammad  and  Islam.  They  were  not 

reaching  out  to  the  Muslims  in  peace  and  love  but  mounting  an aggressive assault. The Muslim authorities were forced to arrest them, 

even though they were  reluctant  to  do  so.  To  avoid  publicity,  they 

moved the  friars  around  from  one  prison  to  another and  eventually 

had them deported to  Morocco.  Here the  Franciscans  went straight 

into  a  new  offensive,  behaving  in  exactly  the  same  way,  and  were 

deported  from  one  area  to  another  on  two  more  occasions  by  tht: 

embarrassed  authorities.  On  one  occasion  the  local  Christian  com

munity  pressured the  Muslims  to  get  rid  of the  friars,  because  they 

did' not want to be associated with these fanatics and naturally feared 

that  this  might  cause  trouble  for  them.  Finally  the  authorities  were 
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law of the land. They tortured the friars and offered them wealth and honor  if they  would  repent of their  behavior  and  convert to  Islam. Finally they were executed.88  When  Francis  heard  of their  "martyr

dom" he is said to have cried:  "Praise  be to  Christ!  I know now that his I  have  five  Friars  Minor!"89  It seems  that even  though  peaceful 

embassy to  ai-Kamil  had not  been aggressive he  did  not disapprove of this other violent missionary offensive. This would prove to be the way the Franciscans would continue to preach to the Muslims. James of Vitry noticed these methods in the Holy Land: 

The  Saracens  listen  willingly to the  Friars  Minor  when they speak of the  faith  of Christ  and  the  teaching of the  Gospels.  But when their  words  openly  contradict  Mohammad,  who  appears  in  their sermons  as  a perfidious liar, they strike them without respect,  and if God  did  not  protect  them  marvellously,  would  almost  murder them and drive them from their cities.90 

It  was,  therefore,  wholly  appropriate  that  the  first  mission  to the Muslims occurred in the context of a Crusade, for missionary activity was  a child of crusading  and part of the war of the West against the East. 

It seems  that  the  aggression  that  inspired these missionaries was 

not  always  confined  to  a  moral  assault  on  the Muslims.  Instead  of seeking  to  save  the  souls  of the  Muslims  they  "preached"  to,  the Franciscans  actually sought  to  compound  their  damnation.  In  1227 a group of seven Franciscans who had preached their way into prison in Ceuta,  Morocco, wrote home to say that the main object of their mission had  been  "the death and damnation  of the  infidels.''91  Jesus had  said  that  anyone  who  rejected  the  faith  would  be  damned: "He  who  believes  and  is  baptised will  be  saved;  he  who  does  not believe will be condemned" (Mark  16: 16). By ensuring that the Mus lims  were  not  only  forced  to  reject  the  faith  that  was  presented to them  so  insultingly  but  also  to  imprison,  torture  and  kill  Christ's ambassadors, the missionaries saw to it that they were damned indeed. None of the first missionaries seems to have been concerned with real conversion. 

The Dominicans followed the Franciscans in preaching missions to 

Muslim  countries,  but they did  not go  there  to seek voluntary mar tyrdom, did not insult Mohammad and confined themselves to preach ing the word of God.  Yet it seems that actually converting Muslims was  not  their  first  object.  When  Raymund  of  Peiiafort,  the  great thirteenth-century Dominican missionary, was asked to justify his mis-
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sionary initiative by churclunen in Europe, he gave five benefits that 

could accrue from his work. Missionaries, he said, can take care of the spiritual welfare of the knights engaged in a Crusade; they can preach 

to  the  oriental  Christians;  they can  reform  Christian  apostates;  the} 

can prove to  the  Muslims  that  Christians  do  not  worship  idols  and so improve their position in the Muslim world.  Finally, very much at 

the  bottom of the list and almost as  an  afterthought,  Raymund  sug gests that his preaching might make a good impression on the Muslims and there just might be one or two conversions.92 In other words, his 

mission was not for the Muslims but for the Christians. It is interesting 

that  Raymund  should  have  been  asked  to  "justify''  going  into  the House of Islam. Today most Christians would  assume  that this was 

a laudable enterprise but, as  I  shall show in the next chapter, during the late twelfth and throughout  the thirteenth century Christians  in Europe were being told to have no contact at all with  either Jews or Muslims and this was being enshrined in rigid Church legislation.  In 

this  climate,  Raymund's  missionary  initiative  could  only  be  viewed with suspicion because it brought him into dubious and perhaps un

necessary proximity to  the infidel. 

This very strange, aggressive and exclusive attitude was  obviously 

born of the Crusades and it is therefore fitting that the most spectacular crusading venture-that of St. Francis-should have happened in the 

context of a military campaign  against  Islam.  It is surely one of the ways that crusading has survived right up to the present day. We have seen that radical Egyptian Muslims call Western imperialism al-Sali

biyya, the  Crusade.  They also give this name to  Christian  missionary work. The connection is obvious.  When Europeans  began their col onizing ventures during the eighteenth, nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries,  missionaries  followed  in  their  train  and  were  encouraged 

by the colonialists, some of whom had no religious beliefs, as a valuable 

part of the  Westernizing  process.  I  am  not  decrying the  work of all these missionaries,  of course.  Many were  brave  and committed men 

and women, but it must be said that trying to impose Western Chris

tianity and morality on people who had quite different religious and 

cultural traditions was impertinent in that it often showed very little 

respect for  local  traditions.  The  missionaries  believed that they were 

bringing "the truth" to these lost  people;  they saw their way as  right 

and the religions and traditions of the people they were evangelizing 

as wrong.  This  meant  that  they  were  "saving"  them.  There  is  an 

arrogance  in this assumption  and  even  an  aggression  when  one  re
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for the "natives." There is in this view much of the spirit of the first Franciscan and Dominican missionaries. European colonialists tended to  force  their cultural wares on  the  "natives" whether they wanted them or not,  rather like the  Franciscans,  and were as indifferent to their real needs as the Dominicans, seeking only to advance the cause of their own country and its traditions. The French call the secular version of this spreading of the good news of Western values mission civilisatrice and we have seen that in the Middle East today many people have been traumatized and put into cultural shock by this spreading of Western "progress" among people who had venerable and distin guished civilizations of their own. The United States has taken on the "mission" of spreading the gospel of Western culture today, and backs it up by bribes of"aid" and "arms," rather as the religious missionaries offered the benighted natives beads, medical aid and education. In the West we  have  shown  a missionary zeal to  force our way of life  on other people whether they want it or not and have often shown great insensitivity when we have done so. 

The early years of the thirteenth century, therefore, reveal quite a 

new trend in crusading. At a time when the conventional Crusade to the Holy Land seemed difficult to achieve, crusading took new forms: it was deeply bound up with many other movements and enthusiasms that had nothing whatever to do with liberating the Holy Sepulchre from the Muslims. It informed the struggle of poor against the rich, as it had done from the very earliest days of the First Crusade. From this point, it would be quite hard sometimes to distinguish a Peasants' Revolt from a Crusade because the poor instinctively expressed their struggle in the idiom of crusading.  It inspired what might be called the first spontaneous nationalist uprising in Europe, which took the form of a counter-Crusade.  It even informed apparently benevolent activities like missionary work, and peace movements expressed them selves  in  the  imagery and ideology of a  Crusade.  As  I have already said, this habit is still with us:  we still talk about crusades for justice or even, a supreme irony, a crusade for peace. We know intellectually that the Crusades were ruthless and cruel activities:  there is no way that we can justify the bloodshed and intolerance that they caused. But at another level we use the word "crusade" quite happily to de scribe a benevolent and noble campaign based on principle and ideal ism.  We  ought to  pause and examine this  habit  because  in itself it could indicate that somewhere, somehow, we still endorse a crusading spirit and that, way below the conscious rational self, there lurks a potential Crusader in each one of us. 

The Crusades of the early thirteenth century also show a new tragic 
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intolerance  of Christians  against  other  Christians.  Neither  Jews  nor 

Muslims  have  ever  persecuted  their  coreligionists  to  this  degree  and 

they are  quite  understandably  shocked  at  this  Christian  habit.  Such 

persecution  and  intolerance  were,  of course,  not  a  completely  new 

departure.  Christians  had  fought what they  call  heresy  bitterly,  ever 

since the early fourth century. Indeed, Christian discomfort about this 

sad  trait  has  manifested  itself  in  some  remarkable  projections  and 

denials.  Thus it is commonly  believed that in the seventh century the Caliph Omar ordered the  Muslims  to  burn down the great library of 

Alexandria  but in fact this was one of the myths developed  by Chris

tians  in  the  crusading  period  about  Islam.  The  library was  actually burned down generations earlier in the course of a violent snuggle in 

the city between factions of warring Christians.  Christians  have long 

had a sttange yearning for  ideological conformity: maybe it is because the Christian creed is so complex.  Jews and Muslims hold that beliefs 

about God are  private affairs and  would  condenm  the  very  concept 

of "heresy'' as  idolatry,  because it raises essentially  man-made  beliefs 

to  an  unacceptably  high  level.  But  the  commitment  to  intellectual conformity and uniformity has continued in the West in purely secular ways: an obvious example is McCarthy's crusade against Communism 

in  the  1950s.  This  habit was  burned  into  the  Western  spirit  at  the 

time  of the  Crusades;  intolerance  of other  Christians  reached  new 

heights  in  the  sack  of Constantinople  and  the  Crusade  against  the Cathars. Western Christendom was closing its doors to outside influ

ence  and  to  anything  that  challenged  orthodoxy.  From  this  point Westerners would develop a horror of foreign  influence:  they would renew themselves not by contact with other cultures but by revolutions and reformations from within. At the same time as these new Crusades against other Christians, we  have seen that Muslims were  beginning to retreat from their former openness and take refuge in conservatism: a process hastened by the Mongol invasions that I shall discuss in the next chapter.  Similarly,  the persecution of the  Jews  in  Europe made them cut themselves off more  firmly and decidedly than  ever  before 

from Gentile influence. All three faiths, therefore, which were so deeply 

related and  had  so  much  to  offer  one  another, were  retreating into 

intellectual  ghettoes,  into  worlds  hermetically  sealed  off from  one 

another. 

But despite this new type of crusading, the old notion of a campaign for the Holy Land was by no means dead. The last three Crusades of 

the · thirteenth century returned to the old ideal of the recovery of the Holy Sepulchre.  Yet we shall also see that because of major changes in the Middle East the old kind of Crusade no longer worked. These 414                    H O L Y  W A R  

last  Crusades  to  the  Holy  Land  actually  tell us more  about Europe, however, and its  new crusading morality. They were led by two very different men who presented Europe with a choice. Was Christendom to commit itself to the crusading spirit or would it adopt a more open attitude  and reach out to Muslims and Jews? 




· 10 . 
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The      of the  Crusades? End 

 

W southern  Italy  in August 1227 there  was  a man  in Europe hen the annies  of the Sixth  Crusade  began to assemble  in who was  a committed Christian  but who  also  spoke fluent Arabic,  corresponded with Muslim  scholars  and  made  it clear  all  his life that some of his best friends were Muslims. Through his Muslim 

friends abroad, he  brought the  first giraffe  into  Europe  and sent the 

first  polar  bear  into  the Middle  East.  At  a  time  when  most  people spoke at best only three languages, he spoke nine and wrote in seven. When to be a layman was, almost by definition, to  be unlearned, this layman was a student of mathematics, jurisprudence, philosophy and natural history. When most Christians were encouraged to accept the 

"Truth" blindly, he never stopped asking difficult and disturbing ques

tions.  Yet this man was not an obscure intellectual eccentric.  He was 

Frederick  II,  the  Boy of Apulia,  who  had  become  the  Holy  Roman 

Emperor of the  West  and  ruler of Sicily  and  Germany.  His contem

poraries,  who  had  been  stunned  by  him  as  soon  as  he  appeared  on 

the international scene, called him Stupor Mundi, the Wonder of the 

World.1 It was on Frederick that all the hopes ofEurope were centered 

in 1227 when he finally fulfilled his crusading vow  and set off to the 

East to  win  back Jerusalem from  his  friend,  the  Sultan a!-Kamil. 

Frederick was a man  born out of his time  and  in the wrong place. 

In Europe people were quite unable to understand him, because they 

had no category in which  to place him. He seemed prodigious to his 

contemporaries,  even  monstrous.  Some  people  saw  his  exceptional 

linguistic talent  as  a mark of the  inspiration of the  Holy Spirit, who 

had descended upon the aposdes in tongues of fire and enabled them 

to speak strange languages, but others saw this gift as a mark of Satan, 

who had inspired the confusion of languages at the Tower of Babel.1 

Terrible  stories  circulated about Frederick's  behavior which seemed 

scarcely human,  let alone  Christian.  It was said that on one occasion, 4 1 6                                   H O L Y  W A R  

when he was having an  argument with a priest about the immortality of the soul, to prove his point he had nailed one of the priest's disciples into a barrel.  When the  unfortunate man died,  Frederick pointed out that  his  spirit  must  have  died  with  him,  because  it  could  not  have escaped from the vat. One of the most distressing aspects of this story, for a medieval, would have been the fact that Frederick could question the  idea  of the  immortality  of the  soul  at  all,  which  was  believed implicitly as  absolute trutlt by  the  vast majority of Europeans.  Fred erick's insatiable curiosity was thought to be very threatening. Another story said that  Frederick  had once wanted to  prove whether Hebrew, Greek,  Latin or  Arabic  had  been  the original tongue  given  by  God to  Adam  and  Eve  in  the  Garden  of Eden.  This  was  a  question  that would  have  had  grave  theological  implications  if Arabic,  the  sacred tongue  of Islam,  should  have  proved  to  be  the  original  tongue.  He had  a  number of children  brought  up in absolute solitude  by nurses who were  forbidden to speak to them,  because he was  curious  to see if and  when  the  children  did  speak  they  would  use  the  language  of their parents or the original tongue. The experiment failed because all the children died;  as the contemporary historian Adam of Salimbene said,  they were starved of affection. • 

These  stories  may  or  may  not  have  been  true,  but  they do  tell  us 

important  things  about  Frederick.  First,  he  was  a  man who  inspired these  kinds  of tales  because  he  confounded  basic  assumptions  and seemed a law unto himself. Second, although Frederick has often been hailed, quite rightly, as the first man of the Renaisssance and although his learning was astounding by the  usual standards  in  Europe at that time,  in  fact  he  was  a  crude,  amateur  scholar.  Certainly  the  Muslim scholars he consulted considered him so, though they were impressed by  his  open,  inquiring  mind.  Third,  Frederick  was  ready  to  exploit anybody.  It  is  important  not  to  sentimentalize  his  friendship  with Muslims:  Frederick  would exploit Muslims  as  he  would  exploit  any body else. The story of his "experiment" with the children shows that his  interest  was entirely self-indulgent and often  ruthless.  But that he was able to see Muslims  as normal and often admirable human beings was  a great achievement,  for he  was  living  in a  period of great intol erance. 

For the  past fifty years  European  Christians  had  been commanded 

by the Church to have nothing whatever to do with Muslims or Jews, the two victims of the Crusades, and legislation was made which linked the  two  together  explicitly  as  a  common  foe.  In  the  next  chapter  I shall  show  how  important  this  artitude  would  continue  to  be.  The Lateran Councils of 1 1 79 and 1216 issued  directives  which cut people 
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off from Muslims and Jews and forbade normal contact or coexistence. Any  Christian who took service  in the  house  of a Muslim or a Jew was  to  be excommunicated,  as  was  anybody who  looked  after their children; anybody who traded with Muslims, who took merchandise 

to  Islamic  countries  and  sailed  in  their  "piratical"  ships  was  to  be excommunicated  and  his  property  confiscated.  Only  missionariu, whose activities we have seen to be regarded suspiciously, were allowed 

to  eat with  Muslims  and  Jews.  Pope  Gregory IX, the  cousin  of In

nocent  III, who succeeded  to  the papacy  in  1227,  issued  decretals 

which  added  some  new  prohibitions  and  reissued  the  old  Lateran decrees. Muslims and Jews living in Christian countries were to wear 

distinctive  clothing  to  distinguish  them  clearly  from  the  Christian population. It was a way of isolating and stigmatizing the enemy and looked forward to the yellow star that Jews were forced to wear during the  Nazi  regime.  On Christian holidays Muslims and  Jews were not to appear in the street lest they contaminate the holy day and offend 

the  faithful;  they  must  not  hold  public office  in  a Christian country and Muslims were not allowed to assail the ears of the faithful by the 

call of the muezzin. • 

But not everybody had  succumbed  to  this  group  view.  By an  ac cident of history, Frederick had been brought up in the Mediterranean 

world,  where  a  very  different  attitude  prevailed.  The  merchants  of 

Venice,  Genoa  and  Pisa,  for  example,  had  no  intention  of obeying the Lateran decrees; for a long time they had been trading with Mus

lims and making treaties and agreements with them. In cities like Cairo, Muslims and European merchants enjoyed excellent relations to their mutual profit. Frederick had been brought up in Sicily where Muslims, Greeks,  Normans and Germans lived side  by side  in reasonable  har mony. The Norman conquerors of Sicily had actually encouraged the 

Muslims and made great use of their superior intellectual talents. Many 

Muslims  held  important  positions  at  court.  The  court  Arabs  were 

allowed  to  pray  in  the  direction  of Mecca  at  the  proper  times  and keep the Ramadan fast, even though the Normans had destroyed the 

most  important  mosque  in  Palermo.  The  policy  had  been  to  make war against Islam but to live in peace with Muslims. Muslim presence 

naturally meant that many scholars had come to Sicily during the late 

twelfth century and a good deal of useful translation work had  been 

done.  Frederick had grown up in a cosmopolitan atmosphere, there

fore, which made  it impossible for him to  believe  in only one  point 

of view.  Most royal children in Europe  had  a strictly monastic  edu

cation, but Frederick was left very much to his own devices. Wandering 

around Palermo as a child, he came into contact with Arab and  Byz-4 1 8                                    H O L Y  W A R  

amine scholars, who opened his naturally inquiring mind to ideas and concepts  that  were  quite  alien  to  the  narrow  scholastic  intellectual world  of the  rest  of Europe.  Frederick  was  always  convinced  that ultimately  Christianity  was  the  true  religion,  but that did  not mean that he hated the Muslims or the Byzantines nor did he consider them infidels  and  heretics.  When  he  had  left Sicily  in  1212 for Germany, he encountered  an  intolerance  and  ignorance there  that  were  quite alien to him and which he would despise all his life. This would make him  feel  more  at  home  in  the  Muslim  East  than  in  Christendom, because the Muslims valued learning and scientific inquiry as  he did, and  his  difference  from  the  vast majority of his  fellow Christians  in Europe would  naturally  increase  his  sense  of being  specially  singled out by God. 

But  there were signs that paranoid  intolerance was about to take 

hold  of Sicily.  Toward  the end of the  twelfth  century  the  great  Arab traveler  Ibn  Jubayr  had  noticed  that,  although Muslims  were  very successful in the court of Palermo, they seemed frightened and uneasy. 5 They had good  reason.  At the beginning of the thirteenth century the Sicilian  population declared open war on the  Muslims:  they expelled them from the cities and settlements,  and then drove them from the fertile plains into the mountains where they lived as virtual outlaws.6 When  Frederick returned to  Sicily from Germany in  1221, he  knew that  he  had  to  deal  with  these  enemies  of the  state,  who were  now waging  guerrilla  warfare  from  their  mountain  strongholds,  and  his solution  was  brilliant  but callous.  Frederick wanted the Muslims out of Sicily  but he also wanted to use them for his own purposes, so he would not wage a war of extermination against them, although in the end that was what his policy would ultimately mean for the Arabs of Sicily.  He  began  to  force  them  down  from  the  mountains,  and  by 1223  he  wrote  that  most  of the  Muslims  of Sicily had  been  forced into  internment  camps  on  the  plains,'  though  in  fact  the  fighting continued  until  1 245.  From  the  camps  the  Muslims  were  shipped across  to  the  mainland  and  were  interned  in the  old  fortress  city of Lucera  in Apulia.  Here  they  were  allowed  to  build  their  own  inde pendent city-state. They had their own amir, their own qadis, sheikhs and imams. They built mosques and the muezzin sounded loudly and freely.  Within  the  city,  Frederick  built  a  scientific  institute  for  the study of all  branches of speculative science, and he made the Muslims ofLucera his favored court officials. "Most of his officials and courtiers were  Muslims,"  wrote  the  Arab  historian  Jamal  ad-Din  Ibn  Wasil, "and  in  his  camp  the  call  to  prayer  and  even  the  canonic  prayers 

1 2 2 0 - 1 2 9 1   419 

themselves were openly heard. "8 The Arabs themselves were fanatically 

loyal to Frederick and called him their sultan. 

Lucera and Frederick's private Muslim army were a scandal in Eu rope; they seemed a blot of godlessness on the face of Christendom. Yet though Frederick certainly enjoyed Lucera and his  Arab  friends 

there,  this was  a policy not of toleration  but of exploitation.  Lucera 

was certainly a city where Islam was tolerated and protected: Frederick would not allow papal missionaries there to harass the Muslims.  But Lucera was also a refugee camp and a reservation. The Muslims had 

to live there and had no  choice but to  be  loyal to  Frederick because he was their only protector. Events proved that, by concentrating his 

Muslims in one place,  Frederick had taken the first step to their final extermination.• They were safe during his reign and during the reign 

of his son  Manfred,  but when  his territories were  taken  over by  the French King Charles of Anjou at the end of the century they did not survive. When Charles spoke of Lucera, he used the imagery that we 

have seen used in our own day to describe an intolerable alien presence: 

it was  "a nest  of pestilence  .  .  .  lurid  in  pollution  . . .  the  stubborn plague and filthy infection of Apulia."10 In 1301 the French attacked the city, massacred its Muslim inhabitants, turned the mosque into a church and  renamed Lucera the City of St.  Mary. 

Most people found  Frederick's  association  with  Muslims  blasphe mous and disturbing, but others found this breaking of a strong taboo 

fascinating and even liberating.  Frederick  inspired a great devotion all 

over  Europe  in  people  who  felt  that  all  was  not well  there.  The  es tablishment  of Muslim Lucera and the blasphemous tales of his  in tellectual and scientific experiments made him a living legend and put him above ordinary mortals  in the imagination of many people. But nothing excited such awe and fascination as the great processions of his imperial court that followed Frederick around Europe as he trav eled from one of his castles to another. Nobody in Europe had ever 

seen  anything  like  this  unbelievably opulent  and exotic spectacle.  It was far more like the cortege of the oriental caliphs and sultans, who were denounced  as munafiqeen by devout Muslims  because  of their un-Islamic splendor. Poets and chroniclers in Europe wrote of these 

processions in a state of stupefaction, unable to believe their eyes. First there was  Frederick's  famous  menagerie,  a collection  of strange  and 

exotic beasts that always traveled with him. This was not just a publicity 

stunt:  Frederick  was  passionately  interested  in  natural  history  and indc:Cd once wrote a  book on the  Arabic  sport of falconry.  Lynxes, leopards and lions were borne through the streets in gilded cages or 420                     l-! O L Y  W A R  

were  led  by  slaves  on  silken  ropes.  Then  came  the  famous  giraffe, which  must  have  been  a  shocking sight to  people who  had  never conceived  of such a peculiar animal.  Brunetto Latini,  the Florentine politician and  man of learning,  wrote  in  astonishment of the  huge elephant that he saw picking up an ass in its trunk and dashing it to pieces. 1 1  People stared in fascination at this monstrous beast, waiting for its bones to change to ivory before their very eyes. u  This spectacular and,  perhaps,  frightening procession of animals naturally stirred the imagination of the  awed crowds.  Some  people  said that these  were the sttange  beasts that were prophesied to accompany Antichrist, for many of his contemporaries thought that Frederick was a man of such evil that he must be Antichrist. It seemed the only explanation for this extraordinary  man.  But other people claimed that these  beasts rep resented  the first sign of the  messianic era, foretold by the  prophet Isaiah when all manner of strange animals would live together in peace, the wolf lying next to the kid. 13 In this view, Frederick was a Messiah figure and a savior.  He seemed lifted above the common human lot onto a plane between God and man. People also convinced themselves that he must be the Last Emperor, who would arrive at the End of Days  and  establish  God's  Kingdom  on  earth.  When  Frederick  an nounced  his  intention  of going to  Jerusalem  in 1227, it is easy to imagine  the  excitement  that  must  have  prevailed.  His  presence  in Jerusalem, be he Messiah or Antichrist, would  surely  be an event of profound significance for the whole world. 

There was a second aspect of these imperial processions that con

tributed to Frederick's myth. The elephant had come to Frederick as a gift from the  Sultan ai-Kamil and  indeed the whole  court had an oriental appearance. This brazen display of coexistence with the infidel was disturbing but also obscurely thrilling to many people because it flirted with the forbidden. In particular the veiled Muslim girls aroused avid speculation.  Did Frederick keep a harem?•• The popes certainly believed that he did and so did many of his supporters. Frederick, on the other hand,  always insisted that these girls were just kept in the court because they worked as domestic slaves; their skills in needlework or dancing and singing were useful and entertaining, in the same way as the rope dancers, jugglers and snake charmers who were also part of the court. The fact that nobody ever knew for certain whether this harem existed made the idea of it even more tantalizing. Other mem bers of the household were eunuchs and Arab male slaves, exquisitely and splendidly dressed, leading camels, laden with treasures and riches. This was an emperor whom many Europeans could be proud of. At last they had a ruler who was the equal of the sophisticated Muslim 
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rulers or of the Greek Byzantine emperors, who had scorned European Christians for so long. The procession was also a sign that Islam could be dealt with  and controlled.  These Muslims were  Frederick's  slaves and his Arab army was under his control. At a time when the Muslims seemed  frighteningly  powerful,  Frederick's  court  seemed  somehow reassuring to his supporters. 

It was also true, as we have seen, that many people at this time were far from happy with Innocent III's powerful Church, and those who did not want to go so far as to join one of the heretical sects that were springing  up  at  that  time  hailed  Frederick  with  enthusiasm  because he was offering an alternative. Innocent III had taught that the fullness of power (plenitudo potestatis) resided in the papacy and that kings and emperors  received  their power  from  God  through  the  mediation  of the Pope. That was the meaning of the symbolic imperial coronation, when the  Pope or his delegate placed the crown on the head of the new Holy Roman  Emperor.  This meant that the Pope was the tem poral  and  spiritual  head  of Christendom  and  could  remove  a  ruler from  power  if that king or emperor behaved  in  a way that was dis pleasing or detrimental to the Church. Frederick would have none of this. We have seen that he believed that he had a special divine mission; that meant that he received his power straight from God and certainly did not need the mediation of the Church. He had made this clear at his coronation, even though he had  been the ward of Innocent  Ill. It will be remembered that he caused great excitement in 1215 when, after receiving the crown,  he  had unexpectedly taken the  Cross  and sununoned  a  new  Crusade.  This  was  actually  a  direct  challenge  to Innocent, because hitherto the only people who could officially sum mon a Crusade were the popes, but Frederick had made his Crusade 

[image: ]

not only a  lay enterprise but  a  lay initiative.  Throughout his  life  he 

continued to challenge  the  Pope  and  many  people  all  over  Europe supported Frederick, however awesome and bewildering his behavior. Pope Honorius had already found that he could not control the young Emperor and one of the most flagrant signs of Frederick's cool refusal to obey the Church was  ... tat the Pope could not force  Frederick to fulfill his crusading vow and join the Fifth Crusade. When Honorius died in 1227 he was succeeded by Pope Gregory IX, who would issue the legislation ostracizing Muslims  and Jews. Clearly he would have found Frederick's consorting with Muslims frankly blasphemous.  He was very much of the same mind as his cousin Innocent III, and was 

determined  to  quash  Frederick's claint to  be  the  temporal  head  of 

Christendom, leaving the Pope as ruler only in spiritual affairs. 15 He decided to use Frederick's unfulfilled Crusader vow as a weapon and 422                     H O L Y  W A R  

said  that  if the  Emperor  did  not  take  an  army  to  the  Holy  Land forthwith he would be excommunicated and this meant that his sub jects could withdraw their allegiance from him. 

In fact  Frederick was  himself eager to go  to  the  East,  for his own 

reasons. He wanted to be the new Alexander the Great, who had made himself lord of the  world  by gaining an empire  in  the  East  and  the West.  It was  for  this  that he had  been called by God,  he  believed. 16 This  motive  marks  Frederick  out  at  once  from  previous  Crusaders, because there was not a shred of the usual religious desire to liberate Jerusalem.  Even  as  secular a Crusader as  Richard  the  Lionheart had been  convinced  that  Jerusalem  belonged  by  right  to  the  Christians, but Frederick did not see Muslim presence in  the Holy City as con taminating. His desire to go to the East was simply part of his own, divinely inspired career.  It must be  remembered that,  if his contem poraries could only explain  Frederick in  terms that were larger than life, it was equally difficult for Frederick to explain to himself why he was  so  very  different  from  anyone  else  in  Europe:  his  isolation  led him to  see himself as God's chosen one. 

Frederick had already been making preparations for his Crusade for 

some  rime.  He  had  rewritten  the  constitutions  of  the  Teutonic Knights, the German military order founded by Barbarossa.17 Where other  military  orders  were  directly  dependent  upon  the  Pope,  the Teutonic  Knights  were  now  dependent  only  upon  the  Emperor,  as befitted Frederick's imperial theory. In 1226 he sent them into pagan Prussia to  conquer it for Christendom and wrote a constitution that would  put  the  country  under  the  direct  control  of the  knights  and hence of the Emperor. This again was a direct challenge to the Pope, who  was  planning  a  papal  state  in  Prussia  and  to  this  end  had sent the Cistercians to make settlements there for some years.18 Frederick's Crusade,  manned  by his Teutonic  Knights,  would  be  an  Emperor's Crusade, not a papal Crusade. 

The year  before,  Frederick had made  another move that naturally 

thrilled crusading Europe and that gave him once again a legendary aura.  He had married Princess  Yolanda,  the heiress to  the  throne of Acre and Jerusalem. The fate of this poor sixteen-year-old girl shows Frederick's  cool,  ruthless  cruelty.  Yolanda  left  Syria  for  the  strange world of the  West,  weeping bitterly,  and was married to  her fright ening  husband  at  Brindisi  on  November 9, 1225. On  the  wedding night Frederick seduced Yolanda's cousin, and eventually sent the girl off to  Palermo, where she lived pining for her home in the East until on November 25,  1228 (while Frederick was in the  East), she gave birth to  a son,  Conrad,  who became  heir  to the throne of Jerusalem 
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and the light of his father's life. Having done her duty, Yolanda died six days after the birth.  Most people in Europe, however, would have 

shed  few  tears  for Yolanda,  who,  as  a  member  of the despised caste 

of women, did not merit much attention. But the marriage itself greatly 

enhanced  Frederick's  status.l9 When  he  went  to  the  East,  he  would go as the King ofJerusalem, so many people believed that this proved 

his he was the long-awaited Last Emperor.  But  Frederick's conviction of divine vocation did not blind him to practical reality: he knew that 

no  Crusade  had  been  successful  since 1099 and  that  his  chances  of 

conquering  Jerusalem  militarily  were  slim.  Then,  however,  shortly his 

after  marriage to Yolanda it appeared that there was another way 

he could proceed. 

During the  Fifth  Crusade  the  Sultan  al-Kamil  had  heard  a  lot  of talk about  the  powerful  Emperor  from  the  West  who  was  hourly 

expected  to  arrive  in  Egypt,  and  naturally  he  was  anxious  to  know how serious a threat Frederick presented.  The reports he was getting 

back  from  his  informants  in  Sicily  seemed  astonishing:  here  was  a Christian Emperor who allowed the muezzin to summon Muslims to prayer, whose most powerful officers and coutt officials were Muslims, and who spoke fluent Arabic. When he heard of Frederick's marriage 

to Yolanda, he felt that it was time to look into the matter more closely and he sent the learned Emir Fakhr ad-Din al-Shaykh to Palermo. The 

Emir  reponed  back  in  astonishment  that  all  the  rumors  were  true. 

Frederick spoke Arabic fluently, his courtiers and bodyguards were all Arabs, and the muezzin sounded freely in Palermo. The Emperor was 

full of contempt for the barbarous Europeans, especially for the Pope 

of Rome.  This  sounded  very  reassuring  and  al-Kamil  began  to  cor respond with  Frederick. They discussed Aristotle, jurisprudence, the immottality of the  soul  and astronomy, and the  Sultan sent animals 

as gifts for the menagerie. It transpired that neither Frederick nor the 

Sultan had any time for the  useless  and fanatical practice of the holy 

war and in 1227 the  Sultan  suggested  that Frederick come out to the 

East.  He had recently quarreled with his brother al-Mu'azam, ruler of 

Damascus  and Jerusalem,  and  told  Frederick that he would  be  very 

happy  to  help  him  conquer  Jerusalem  from  his  brother. A friendly 

buffer state between al-Kamil's Egypt and al-Mu'azam's Syria seemed 

highly desirable. AI-Kamil had no passionate feelings about the Holy unlike his 

City,  uncle  Saladin.  Provided  that it did  not affect  public  20 

opinion, al-Quds was only of military or political importance. This 

was · excellent  news  to  Frederick,  who  had  just  been  threatened  by fulfill his Gregory with excommunication for failing to  crusading vow. 

The conquest of Jerusalem  would  be  a  pure  formality,  he  thought, 424                     H O L Y  W A R  

but his coronation as King of Jerusalem would give him a prestige in the West that would greatly enhance his position against the Pope. 

These arrangements were kept a closely guarded secret, of course, 

and  when  the  crusading  army  gathered  together  in  August  it  was assumed  that  this  was  a  perfectly  conventional  Crusade.  Of course when people saw that Frederick was taking some of his Muslim soldiers from Lucera to fight alongside his Teutonic Knights, many people clerics and  laymen-were scandalized  and it increased their fear that Frederick  must  be  Antichrist:  there  were  ancient  prophecies  which said that the Muslims would be the attendants of Antichrist when he enthroned himself in Jerusalem.  It also seemed to make a mockery out of the whole idea of a Crusade and was yet another example of Fred erick's  prodigious  behavior  that  nod  mercilessly  on  people's  most cherished  beliefs and prejudices. 

The  Crusade  set  sail  with  3000  knights and  10,000 pilgrims  but 

the heat and the press of crowds led to an outbreak of malaria.  Fred erick himself became ill and was forced to disembark at Otranto, while the rest of the Crusade sailed on to Acre without him.  Pope Gregory was  furious  when  he  heard  that  Frederick  had  left  the  Crusade  and was convinced that this  illness was simply a ruse and another delaying tactic. He promptly excommunicated Frederick and prepared to invade his lands  in the  south of Italy in  a  "Crusade"-a  disgraceful  debase ment  of the  ideal  and  one  which  put  the  people  of southern  Italy firmly  behind  Frederick.  Frederick,  however,  remained  untroubled. He assumed that the excommunication was just a routine matter and apologized humbly, offering to do penance.  But  Gregory  was deter mined to  press  his advantage.  He would  lift the  ban  of excommuni cation only if Frederick accepted him as overlord of Sicily and southern Italy.  This  Frederick  naturally  refused  to  consider,  but  he  was  in  a difficult dilemma. As an  excommunicate, he was technically forbidden to go on a Crusade, but if he delayed any longer he would look absurd and  lose  face.  He  decided  to  put  Gregory  very  subtly  in  the  wrong and  wrote  a calm  and  dignified  circular letter to  the  rulers of Chris tendom,  apologizing  for  the  delay  and  hinting-with  the  greatest possible  respect-that  Gregory  was  holding  up  the  Crusade  by  re fusing  to  lift the  ban  of excommunication  simply  to  further his own territorial ambitions.  It was imperative, he concluded, that he join his army in Acre and not hold up the work of God, so he would set sail immediately,  trusting confidently  that the Pope would lift the  ban. Early  in  1228  he  set  sail  from  Brindisi,  putting  Gregory  in  a  very embarrassing position. "We have just left Brindisi for Syria," he wrote piously  to  the  kings  of Europe,  "and  are  speeding  along  before  a 
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favourable  wind with Christ for  our  leader."11  Gregory  reacted  fu riously by excommunicating the Emperor again-a pointless act, be cause it was like sentencing  a  man to death twice.  He also actually 

invaded his Italian lands, a move which aroused a great deal of support for Frederick all over Europe, even though he was in the unique and grotesque position of leading a Crusade as an excommunicate. 

When he arrived in Acre, Frederick expected the recovery of Jeru salem to be a mere formality, but the situation had changed since he had made his arrangement with Sultan  al-Kamil, who was now very 

embarrassed  by  Frederick's  arrival.  While  Frederick  had  been  ill,  al Mu'azam had died, leaving Damascus to his very young and  inexpe rienced son al-Nasir. It now looked as though al-Kamil would be able to conquer the whole of Palestine  and  Syria without making an un popular treaty that would give al-Quds back to the Christians.  But he was a man of honor and  continued  to  feel obliged to  keep his word 

to Frederick if he possibly could. Frederick, for his part, was desperate. His lands at home were in danger and he  badly needed the coup of recovering Jerusalem to give him popular support in his struggle with 

the  Pope.  But he  had  arrived  in  Palestine  with  a  modest  army  that 

was  quite  insufficient to  liberate  Jerusalem  by  force  of arms. "I  am 

your  friend,"  he  wrote  to  al-Kamil.  "It  was  you  who  urged  me  to make this trip. The Pope and all the kings of the West  now know  of 

my mission. lf l return empty-handed, I will  lose  much prestige."11 It 

was a very frank expression of Frederick's uniquely selfish reasons for wanting to conquer Jerusalem. 

The Sultan, however, was touched by Frederick's letter and realized the justice of Frederick's  claim  upon  him. He sent Fakhr ad-Din to the Emperor with gifts and a message:  he too had to take account of 

public opinion,  he  explained.  To  give  up Jerusalem  without  a  fight would be politically dangerous, because of the devotion the Muslims 

felt for the Holy City.13  But he did not want to fight a wasteful war his 

with  friend, which in terms of loss of life would be damaging to 

both  of them and would delay  his own  conquest of his  nephew al

Nasir's  territory.  Like  Frederick,  al-Kamil  had  his  own  selfish  and 

entirely unreligious reasons for wanting to make a settlement.  Fakhr 

ad-Din hinted that if it could  be made to appear that a  treaty  con

cerning Jerusalem would stave off a  bloody war between  Christians 

and Muslims, that might solve everybody's problems. Frederick smiled 

and took the hint,  thanking his friend for the good advice."' At the 

end of November 1228 he  and the Christian army of Acre marched 

down the coast toward Jaffa. It was not a very threatening force and 

the army was ludicrously vulnerable.  Because  Frederick had been ex-426                     H O L Y  W A R  

communicated, the Templars of Acre could not ride with him, so they took a  parallel  route:  they  were  not really following  Frederick,  they just happened to be riding in the same direction. Al-Kamil, however, played  his  part  with  great  conviction  and  warned  the  Muslims  to prepare  for a long and terrible war with the Christians. When, there fore, Frederick asked the Sultan for peace talks, al-Kamil was naturally bound  by  the  principles  of the  Koran to  negotiate  for peace,  if that was  possible.  Negotiations  began  in  stria  privacy,  a  privacy  which was  highly  offensive  to  the  Franks  of Acre  because  they  felt  that Frederick should  consult  them  instead of autocratically  aaing on  his own  initiative.  Frederick  and  Fakhr  ad-Din  took  no  notice  of this Christian  objection and worked out the terms of a treaty, which they signed  on  February  29,  1229. 

The  treaty  must  be  one  of  the  most  extraordinary  diplomatic 

achievements of all time. Without fighting a single Muslim, Frederick had managed to win back Jerusalem; by means of peaceful cooperation he  had achieved what no other Western Crusader had managed with mighty armies. There would be a truce  between Muslims and Chris tians  for  ten  years  and  the  Christians  would  take  back  Jerusalem, Bethlehem and  Nazareth, together with  the  western  part of Galilee that adjoined Acre. The Muslims would evacuate Jerusalem, but they would keep the Dome of the  Rock and al-Aqsa and a small group of imams and ulema would remain there. Muslims would be able to pray at these shrines and visit the city as unarmed pilgrims.25 Frederick and al-Kamil  were  offering  the  solution  of peaceful  coexistence.  Instead of fighting a series of pointless, destructive wars, Christians and Mus lims should share the Holy City. Yet the howl of protest on both sides showed that they had gone to the limits of what was possible, as we have  found  in  our  own  day.  The  Franks  of Acre  had  not  wanted  a holy war with the Muslims  at the time of the  Fifth Crusade and had learned  to form normal relations with their  Muslim  neighbors in sec ular matters.  But  once they were within reach of the Holy City, old, intolerant mechanisms at once went to work. The idea of a Christian monarch  on  a  Crusade  making  friends  with  Muslims-and  indeed feeling  more  obviously  at  home  with  them  than  with  his  own coreligionists-and allowing the Muslim filth to pollute the Holy City with  their  presence  seemed  an  obscenity.  In  vain  did  the  master of the  Teutonic  Knights point out that the Muslims  who remained  be hind were a few old men who were closely surrounded by the imperial guard. The Franks replied that it was abominable that a holy Christian shrine should be contaminated by a pagan presence.  Nobody seemed to  understand  that  the  two  mosques  had  never  had  any  Christian 
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significance. It was generally believed that the Dome of the Rock was 

the old Jewish Temple, where Jesus had been presented to God and 

blessed by Simeon and where he had taught every day during the last 

week  of  his  life.  When  the  Christians  had  owned  Jerusalem,  the 

mosque  had  been  a church  called the Temple  of the  Lord,  and  had 

been  the  seat of a Christian  patriarch.  Now  it  was  the  seat  of Mo

hammad, and Christian ears would have to listen to the sound of the 

muezzin  and to  the  chanting of Muslim  prayers  without  being able 

to  object.26  Muslims  and  Christians  might  be  able  to  live  together 

anywhere  else  and  make  compromises  about  any  other  matter,  but 

not about the Holy City. 

AI-Kamil had an even more clifficult time. AI; soon as the treaty was 

announced, says Ibn Wasil, "the lands of Islam were swept by a ver

itable storm. "27 The people poured onto the streets in Baghdad, Mosul 

and Aleppo and at meetings in the mosques denounced al-Kamil as a 

traitor to Islam. The Sultan explained to the people that this was only 

a temporary  measure. All they had  given  to  the  Franks  were  "some 

churches and some ruined houses" but the mosques remained in Mus

lim hands. Once he had sorted out the political situation in  Palestine 

and  Syria, he could easily "purify Jerusalem of the Franks  and chase 

them out."28 These rational justifications were of no avail and in  Da

mascus al-Kamil's nephew and rival al-Nasir made political capital out 

of the  general  clismay  and  ordered  Sheikh  Sibt  al-J auzi  to  preach  a 

sermon  in  the  Great  Mosque  lamenting  the  Joss  of Jerusalem.  The 

whole population of the city crammed into the mosque and the crowd 

wept and groaned aloud. "On that day one saw nothing but weeping 

men  and  women,"29  wrote  Ibn  Wasil.  In  his  prolix  history Mir'at 

azZaman  (The Mirrur  of  the  Times), Sheikh  al-Jauzi  wrote  that  his 

sermon dwelled on the grief and shame that al-Kamil had inflicted on 

the Muslim people: "0 shame upon the Muslim rulers !" he cried, as 

the  sobbing  in  the  mosque  rose  to  a  crescendo.  "At  such  an  event 

tears  fall, hearts  break with  sighs,  grief rises on  high!"30  Some  forty 

years earlier, Richard and al-Adil  had been  able  to  sit  down  together 

to  negotiate  and  both  had  been  honored  by  their  contemporaries. 

Saladin  had  not  been  castigated  for  signing  a  treaty  with  Richard 

because that treaty had not sullied the integrity of al-Quds.  It seems 

that once the habit of the holy war has been established it is impossible 

for either  side  to  make  any concession  at  all  about  a  holy  city or  a 

holy land. That is a sobering thought for us today. 

Unclismayed by these lamentations, Frederick marched to Jerusalem 

for his coronation,  accompanied  by  the  Teutonic  Knights  and  the largely Arab imperial guard. More absurclities ensued. The Bishop of 428                     H O L Y  W A R  

Caesarea  was  horrified  that  Jerusalem  should  open  its  gates  to  an excommunicate emperor, so he rushed there in  Frederick's  wake and put the holiest city in the world under an interdia.  Frederick marched straight to the Holy Sepulchre Church and, because no priest or prelate would crown him, strode to the high altar, seized the crown and placed it on  his  own  head. 31 It was  a  superb  affirmation of his position:  he received  his  power  from God and did not need the mediation of the Church.  But  the coronation  of a Western  emperor  in  Jerusalem  was an event  that  was  surrounded  with  a  nimbus  of hopes,  fears  and yearnings. WllS Frederick really the  Last Emperor and  had  he  suc ceeded  in establishing the  Kingdom of God,  as he claimed when he cried : "Behold, now is the day of salvation!"32 in his coronation speech? Or was  Frederick the Antichrist, who had allowed  Islam,  the  abom ination of desolation,  to  establish  itself in the Temple  and who  had made a mockery of the  Pope of Rome?  Nobody could decide. 

Muslims were just as  puzzled  by  Frederick as Christians were and 

this again tells us something important about the holy-war mentality. Tolerance  is not prized or appreciated, even if this means the enemy treating the true religion with respea. Afrer the coronation, Frederick went to the Temple Mount to visit the Muslim shrines, an event that was as shocking to the  sensibilities of both sides as if President Sadat had  prayed  at  the  Wailing Wall  during  his  visit  to  Jerusalem,  or if Prime  Minister Begin had joined  him in  prayer at al-Aqsa.  Frederick seemed to feel no tension at all and assumed that these Muslims were as wannly disposed to him as his friends Fakhr ad-Din or the Luceran Muslims.  He jested  with  them  in  Arabic  and spent a  long time  ad miring  the  mosques,  being  particularly  delighted  with  the  pulpit  in the Dome of the  Rock,  which he climbed to the very top.  When he came down, he affectionately took the hand of Shams al-Din, the Qadi of Nablus, who was aaing as the official guide, and walked with him toward  al-Aqsa.  When  he  saw  a  priest  entering  the  mosque  with  a New Testament,  Frederick beat him up:  "By-God, if one of you dares to step  in  here  again without permission, I will pluck out his eyes!"33 That night the Qadi had ordered the muezzin to be silent as a mark of respect for the Christian Emperor, and Frederick was bitterly dis appointed. The only reason he had wanted to sleep in Jerusalem, he said  sadly  the  next  morning,  was  to  hear  the  muezzin  in  the  Holy City.34 This was neither appreciated nor understood by the Muslims. In  a  society  in  the throes  of a holy war, toleration  is not respected. Sheikh  Ibn  al-Jauzi,  who  had  preached  the  inflammatory sermon  in Damascus and who  deeply  disapproved of the treaty, had a very low opinion  of Frederick  during  this  visit.  He was  red-faced  and  undis-
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tinguished to look at, he wrote disdainfully. "Had he been a slave he 

would  not  have  been  worth 200 dirham."35 The  only  way  that  the 

Sheikh could explain his attirude was by deciding that he was a cynic: 

"his  Christianity  was  merely  a game to  him."36  A secularly  minded 

political Muslim like al-Kamil could appreciate an exchange of views 

and could respect and like Frederick. But these Muslim clergymen on 

the  Temple  Mount,  whose  lives  were  dominated  by  religion  in  the 

Holy City liberated by Saladin, could find toleration only incompatible 

with  true  religion.  The  question  of Jerusalem  was  such  a  sensitive 

religious issue that on both sides most Christians and Muslims believed 

that  their  religious  integrity  demanded  an  absolute  rejection  of the 

enemy, who became the "other." 

Frederick and al-Kamil had offered the Franks in Palestine their last 

chance; but on neither side was there any real will to peace, once the 

identity of Jerusalem was  in question,  an issue made fraught by one 

hundred  and  forty  years  of holy  war.  Where  secular  interests  could 

unite  Muslims  and  Christians,  religious  obsessions  convinced  both 

sides that it was impossible for them to share a society. Like President 

Sadat  in  our  own  day,  Frederick  learned  how  dangerous  it  was  to make peace with the enemy and to meddle with religious issues. While 

he  was  making  a  private  visit  to  the  Jordan  Valley,  the  Templars 

contacted  al-Kamil, told him that the Emperor would be unguarded 

and suggested that he have him assassinated.  Al-Kamil was absolutely 

disgusted and warned Frederick, who decided that he should go home 

as  soon  as  possible.  He  rerurned to Acre  and  tried to  leave  the  city 

early in the morning before anybody was about. But the butchers were 

already in the market cleaning the meat and they followed the Emperor 

down to the harbor,  pelting him with entrails  and  excrement.37 The 

peace treaty that he had made had revived the old religious chauvinism 

that had helped to destroy the Kingdom of Jerusalem in 1 187. This 

would prove suicidal, and when Frederick sailed away from the Holy 

Land, rejected and covered in filth,  the fall of the  Kingdom of Acre 

was only a matter of time. 

Yet Frederick was not rejected by everybody in Europe, even though 

he remained a deeply controversial figure until he died in 1250 at the 

age of fifty-seven. To his supporters, his coronation in Jerusalem nat

urally added to his glamour, even though Frederick never rerumed to 

the  East,  and when  his son  Conrad came of age he preferred to stay 

and rule under his father in Germany.  Frederick managed to sort out 

his difficulties with Pope  Gregory when he  rerurned  to  Europe,  and 

signed the Treaty of San Germano with him in 1230. But he continued 
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for th e  secular  leadership.  H e  was  seen  by  discontented  Christians who hated the popes as a liberator and their champion against Rome, which  was unnaturally refusing to  admit the  supremacy of this  new Caesar.  His struggle with the popes assumed almost cosmic  propor tions, and he was hailed by prophetic poets as an  apocalyptic figure: 

Fate is still as the  night.  There are portents and wars In the course of the stars, and the birds in their flight. I am Frederick, the Hammer, the Doom of the World. Rome, tottering long since, to confusion is hurled, Shall shiver to atoms and never again be  Lord of the World. 38 

The  passion that Frederick  inspired  meant that, even though he ful filled  none  of these  hopes,  shortly  after  his  death  in 1 250 a  belief developed that he would  return  and  save the  world.  He would  be  a Christian Messiah, who would fight in the name of the poor, cast the mighty from their thrones and overthrow the Pope and the rich clergy who  were  a  scandal  to  Christendom,  because  they  oppressed  poor Christians.  People  in  the  Holy  Roman  Empire  prayed  to  him  after his  death  as  though  he  were  indeed  an  almost  divine  figure:  "Our forefathers looked no more eagerly for the coming of Christ than we do for thine," wrote a governor whose troops were in danger. "Come to free and to rejoice us.  Show us thy countenance and we shall find salvation!"39 Frederick had stirred the imagination of Europe so deeply that the belief in his Second Coming became very popular among the disenchanted people in Europe, who wanted a different kind of Chris tian identity. They made him the symbol of their own longings and, inevitably, produced a  highly  idealized portrait of this difficult and frequently cruel man.40 Frederick had been as ready to exploit the poor as he was everybody else and would have put down any revolution in his  own  territory  very  brutally.  But  to  his  devotees  he  became  the champion of the poor and  in the next  chapter  I  shall show that  this belief in  the  Second Coming of Frederick  was one  of the  ways that crusading  was  kept  alive  long  after  Crusades  had  stopped  going  to the Holy Land; it produced ideas of which  Frederick would not have approved,  but which  had sinister repercussions in the  twentieth  cen tury. 

It is important not to idealize  and sentimentalize  Frederick,  as  his 

supporters  did.  But it is important, as we leave him, to notice that he offered  an  alternative  that could  have  involved more  than  throwing off papal  and  Church supremacy in  Europe.  He showed that it was possible to respect and live with Muslims. Admittedly he was willing to exploit  them  when  it  suited  him , but  while  Europe  was  grimly 
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shwming  all  contact with  Islam,  Frederick  saw  Muslims  as  ordinary human beings with whom he frequently felt more at home than with his  narrow-minded,  fanatical  fellow Christians back home.  This was not because he was a freethinker. Frederick was a convinced Christian, and when he  heard of al-Kamil's death  in 1238 he  mourned that his 

friend had  never been converted to the  true faith.  He  scoffed  at reli

gious superstition, but  as  a  despot he would  not allow heresy in  his 

empire  and  persecuted  heretics  fiercely  for  their heterodox  beliefs. •1 He understood the relation between heresy and revolution very well. But he could see the nobility and beauty of Islam and had no time at all for the  absurd  fantasies of "Mohammadanism" that were believed implicitly by his contemporaries. Neither was he an anti-Semite. Fred erick once wanted to carry out a survey to prove that the anti-Semitic myths of cannibalism, the blood libel, ritual murder and the like were 

all false. He  thought  that  Jews  who  had  converted  to  Christianity should be questioned about these matters. They would have no reason to lie,  because they had now  abjured Judaism,  and the myths would be scotched once and for all." Frederick was as cruel as the popes and 

their crusading Church, but at least he was free of the terror that made Europeans conceive of Muslims and Jews as the enemies of God. Had 

this view prevailed  in  the West and the  cold light of rationality been allowed to  fall  on  the emotional mythologies  surrounding Jews  and Muslims, much tragedy might have been spared, not only in the Mid

dle Ages but also today,  as I want to  argue in the following chapter. 

But by this time most people were already staunchly committed to 

a  deep  loathing  of both  Jews  and  Muslims,  and  Frederick's  extraor dinary Crusade filled the popes and their supporters, who constituted the majority, with disgust.  Frederick had been regarded as Antichrist 

for years,  but his contact  and treaty with  Muslims  gave  a  new  force to this belief. He was now surrounded with much of the aura of horror that surrounded  "Mohammadans." In 1239 Pope  Gregory wrote  to 

the  Archbishop  of Canterbury,  quoting  Revelation:  "A  beast  arose 

out of the  sea,  filled  with  the  names  of blasphemy  . . .  it opened  its 

mouth to utter blasphemies against God. "  This specter of evil lurking 

in the depths of the Christian subconscious which would emerge and 

destroy  the  world  was  now  seen  to  be  Frederick_.3  Matthew  Paris, 

who  had  once  been  the  English  secretary  of Eleanor  of Aquitaine, 

wrote that Frederick felt closer to Islam than to Christianity.  He wrote 

in horror of Lucera,  of Frederick's  "harem," and  in 1247 wrote that 

he  had made  a  treaty with  the  Sultan,  who  was  his  close  friend,  "to 

the confusion of all  Christendom."" This was  not true of course  but 

people were not ready for Ftederick's vision of coexistence with Islam. 432                     H O L Y  W A R  

They were already irrationally convinced that Islam was poised ready to  wipe out Christian Europe. 

In the years that followed his death Frederick's supporters became 

heretics  and  rebels,  but  his  enemies  became  the  establishment  and intolerance  of Muslims  became  an  indelible  habit  in  Europe.  More scholars wrote  about  Islam and  the  Prophet Mohammad during the thirteenth  century,  which drove this hatred home. They  built on the work of the twelfth-century Cluniac authors and Peter the Venerable, to produce ideas that would be considered self-evident facts well into the nineteenth century and which many people in the West would not find  strange  today.  They  claimed  to  be  accurate  and  authoritative experts  on  Islam.  Thus the thirteenth-century  Spanish  scholar Mark of Toledo  produced  a  translation  of the  Koran  that  was  indeed  a considerable improvement on  the  work of Robert of Kerton.  Other scholars,  like  Roderick  of Toledo,  who  wrote Hirturia Arabum and the Cronica de Espagna, and the Dominican Ramon Marti, who wrote the Fourfold Condemnation, also claimed to be serious, objective works of scholarship.  But the  title  of Ramon  Marti's  work shows their at titude:  they were  not writing to understand but to condemn.•• They wanted  to  induce  a  certain  emotional  response  in  their  readers  and create  a state of mind  which  would lead Christians to see  Islam  as an absolute  evil  and an unmanageable  danger. 
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These new works on the religion that they insisted on calling "Mo

hammadanism" repeated all the old myths and added some  of their own. They often relied on Christian and Muslim legends which bathed the  Prophet and  his  religion  in a  bizarre and disreputable  light.  The picture  of Islam  that  they  created  bore  no  relation to the  reality  but was  a  purely Western  fantasy, which had already  acquired  the  status of absolute truth. Thus at the end of the century the Dominican scholar Riccoldo da Monte Croce traveled in Muslim countries and was  im pressed and edified by the devotion and sincerity with which Muslims prayed and conducted their lives.  They put Christians  to  shame,  he wrote.  But when  he  carne  to write his Disputatio  contra  Saracenos et Alchoranum, 46 he simply repeated the old myths recounted by Ramon Marti years earlier. The Christian image of lslarn had an authority that easily overcame  any objective  contact  with  real  Muslims.  Riccoldo's absurdly  prejudiced  and  inaccurate  account of Islam  would  be  used and implicitly  believed  by Western  scholars  until  the very end of the seventeenth century. 

The Christian scholars were at a loss to understand how Mohammad 

had managed to inspire such a loyal following in the Arab world, and so they presented him as an impostor or a fraudulent magician, who 
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concocted false "miracles" that took in the simple-minded Arabs. Thus 

there  was  a  story  about  the  Koran  miraculously  appearing  between the horns of an ox or a cow, straight from heaven. Again, Mohammad 

was  said to  have  trained  a dove to  sit on  his  shoulder  and  pick peas 

from his  ear.  To  his  poor deluded countrymen,  it looked as  though 

the  dove  was  whispering  in  his  ear  and  they  thought  that  the  dove 

was  the  Holy  Ghost.  The  scholars  explained  Mohammad's  ecstasies during his revelations by claiming that he was an epileptic, which was at that time tantamount to saying that he was possessed by the Devil. He was also presented as a sexually obsessed pervert who attracted his 

followers into a religious cult that pandered to man's basest instincts. 47 The  Muslim practice of polygamy was  held  to  be purely bestial  and 

was said to have reduced all Muslims to the level of animals,'8 and the 

Koranic  description  of  paradise  as  a  place  of  sensual  delights  was 

claimed  to  prove  definitively  that  the  religion  was  a  cult  of licensed 

self-indulgence. 49 It was by now  implicitly believed to  be an absolute 

truth  that  Mohammad  had  set himself up  as  a  prophet  in  order to conquer the world and that most of his  closest friends  and followers had known that he was an impostor but had kept quiet about it because of their own base ambition. 50 This meant therefore that every Muslim 

was essentially a hypocritical, untrustworthy aggressor and sexual per vert, and somebody like Frederick who had serious and friendly deal

ings  with  them  was  tainted  by  the  same  evil  and  suspected  of the 

ultimate  betrayal. 

These  new critics  of Islam  simply could  not  break free  from  their 

Christian limitations and view the religion objectively. They could not 

see,  for example,  that  it would  be  very  easy  for  somebody who  was 

anti-Christian to see Jesus  as  an  impostor and to view his miracles as fakes. They could not see that to accuse "Mohammadanism" of being 

essentially  violent  and  aggressive  laid  Christians open  to a charge of hypocrisy and bad faith  during the  period of the Crusades. The thir

teenth-century  scholars  were  quite  unable  to  see  Islam  outside  the 

Western  Christian  context.  They  were  still  convinced,  for  example, 

that  Mohammad  was  a  Christian  heretic  who  had  founded  a  new 

Christian sect. They  recounted  a  legend  of a  heretic  called  Sergius, 

who had fled orthodox Rome in the early years of the seventh century 

and had taken  refuge  in  the  Arabian  desert.  There  he  had  met  Mo

hammad, instructed him in his faith and coached him to be a prophet. 51 

In  this  view,  pre-Islamic  Arabia  was  not  a  place  in  the  Middle  East 

[image: ]

with  its  own  problems  and  preoccupations.  In  this  imaginary geog

raphy, the Arabian Peninsula was seen as  a region in the outskirts of 
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and  heretics  who  had  to  flee  from  the  center  of Christendom. So immersed were these scholars in Christian history that they were com pelled to see Mohammad as a part of this history. They knew about the great heresies that had flourished in the Eastern empire in places like Alexandria and  Ephesus.  They had met the descendants of some of these heretics in  the Middle  East.  From the third to the fifth cen turies  the  orthodox  Church  had  been  involved  in  a  series  of bitter political and theological disputes with the Arians, the Monophysites, the Monothelites and the Nestorians, and when scholars encountered Islam, whose teaching about Jesus, for example, was not dissimilar to that  of a heretic like Arius,  they  assumed that  it was  the last of these heresies. 52 They called it after its founder, just as they had in the case of Arianism,  and  ignored  the  name  that  Mohammad  and  Muslims used. Indeed, even though Muslims find it offensive, it is still common for people in the Western world to call Islam "Mohammadanism." 

At the same time there was a development in the European hatred 

of the  Jews  during  the  thirteenth  century.  In 1243 near  Berlin,  the Jews  were  for  the  first  time  accused  of stealing  the  Eucharist  from churches and tearing the  wafer to shreds. At once this became another standard charge against the Jews, and came up with the same regularity as the charges of child murder and cannibalism. The Jews were accused of a dedicated and murderous desire to wound Christ anew. To have crucified  him once in  Jerusalem had not been enough for them;  they had  constantly  to  lacerate  his  body again  in  the  Eucharist.  Nobody was  able  to  reflect  rationally  that,  since  the  Jews  certainly  did  not believe that Jesus was present in the Eucharist, they would have very little  interest  in  breaking  into churches  and  desecrating the  Host. 53 The devotion to the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist was new, and so automatically did people consider the Jews to  be the enemies of Christ  and  of religion  that  they  spontaneously  made  them  the enemies of this new devotion. The accusation also expressed the Chris tian  conviction that the  Jews  really "knew'' perfectly  well  that Jesus was God and was present in the Eucharist,  but that they maliciously and perversely refused to submit to the truth. This made them worthy of persecution,  and pogroms sprang up all over Europe when Chris tians believed that the Jews had committed this new eucharistic crime. Pope  Gregory  did  not  approve  of the  pogroms  but  we  have  seen already that he had no love of the Jews and put them on  a par with the  Muslims.  In 1240 he condemned the Talmud, a book as heinous to the Christians as the Koran. On the first Sunday of Lent he sent a letter to all the  kings  of Europe,  telling them  to  seize  the copies  of the Talmud, which was now a forbidden book in Christendom, while 
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the  Jews were  in  the  synagogue on the Sabbath. The books should 

be put in the custody of"our dear sons, the Dominican and Franciscan 

friars." There was  not  much  response to  this  appeal.  The  Emperor 

Frederick,  as one might expect, completely ignored it.  But the  King 

of France sprang to the task zealously.  He ordered a certain Nicholas 

Donin,  who  was  a  convert  from  Judaism  and  was  now  a  fervent 

Franciscan, to interrogate  Rabbi  Jehiel,  a  learned  rabbi  who was to 

represent the Talmud  and the  Jews  in  a  public "debate," which  was 

really a trial of Judaism. This was a horrible perversion of Frederick's 

plan  to  use  the  Jewish  converts  to  Christianity  in  order  to help the 

Jews.  But  Frederick  had  reckoned without  the  irrational  nature  of 

Christianity,  which could  so  powerfully affect the  imagination  as  to 

convince even converted Jews of the evil of their former faith. Because 

Donin knew the Talmud well, he was able to take the rabbi through 

all those passages which were insulting to Christians, even though he knew that they represented only a tiny portion of the whole and could 

not possibly be said to  be  representative of Talmudic  Judaism.  Thus he managed to produce a distorted picture of the Talmud, as a work 

that  was  wholly  intent  on  a  dedicated  hatred  of Jesus  and  his  fol lowers. 54 In 1 242 the Talmud  was  condemned and the books were burned in the presence of the King. This action of the King of France was typical of the man who was to be the last great Crusader. 

King Louis IX of France could not be a greater contrast to Frederick. He was considered by the vast majority of people in  Europe to  be a 

perfect type of Christian king and was an example of the ideal Christian 

of the thirteenth century.  It is significant that, while Frederick's sup

porters  became  heretics  and  outcasts  after his  death,  Louis was  re garded as a saint by popular acclaim and was canonized by the official established Church. Even though he often behaved in a cruel, simple minded, petty way, he is still called "St. Louis" today. He has a feast day on August 25 each year when a special Mass  is celebrated in his 

honor.  The  readings from  Scripture that  have  been  chosen  for  this Mass include a reading from the Book of Wisdom ( 10: 10- 14) in the 

Old Testament,  which  is  usually  read  on  the  feast day  of a  martyr, 

and  we  shall  see  that  Louis  did  indeed  die  a  pointless  death  on  an 

extremely  ill-conceived  Crusade.  The  gospel  reading  (Luke 19: 12-

26)  is  the long  parable  of the  talents  where  Jesus  explains  how  a his 

Christian should use     gifts fruitfully in this life, and the final prayer after the communion still celebrates Louis as a Christian soldier: "0 � You gave Your blessed confessor Louis renown on  earth  and 

glory  in  heaven;  we  pray  You,  appoint him a  defender  of  Your this Church."55  Other  prayers  during  Mass  recall  St.  Louis's  utter  436                     H O L Y  W A R  

dedication to the values of heaven, his holy contempt of this life and his  love  of Christ.  My missal  quotes  with  approval the  praise  of the seventeenth-century  Catholic  writer  Jacques  Bossuet:  "He  was  the holiest and most just king who ever wore the crown. "56 Louis therefore is  still  venerated  by  millions  of Catholics  all  over  the  world  as  an example to all kings and  rulers,  and also as a man who made the best possible use of his life and who clied a holy death.  Yet Louis was an ami-Semite and a cruel persecutor of heretics, and he was so consumed with loathing of Muslims that he led not one Crusade but two. There could scarcely  be a more telling example of the way crusading values are still  upheld  subliminally  by the official Church. 

Where  Frederick had presented himself as  a  rich  and exotic ruler, 

Louis had a much simpler style.  He used to sit cross-legged under a tree  in  his  court  at  Vincennes,  with  his  advisers  around  him, and encourage the people to bring their problems and clifficulties to him. 57 In fact,  even  though  he  hated Jews,  he thought of himself as one of the old kings of Israel.  He judged his people like Solomon and, like Solomon, he was also a great builder. Churches and monasteries built in the new Gothic style sprang up all over France. The most spectacular of his building achievements was La Sainte Chapelle in the royal palace, which  he  began  to  build  during  the  early  1240s  when  he  was also organizing  his campaign  against the Talmud. As in King Solomon's day,  building  went  hand  in  hand  with  warfare.  La  Sainte  Chapelle was very much like Solomon's Temple in that it was built to enshrine the  holiness  of God.  Louis  had  bought  the  important  relic  of the Crown of Thorns from  the Latin Emperor of Constantinople, along with a large piece of the True Cross, some fragments of the holy spear, the  robe worn by  Christ,  the holy sponge  and the holy shroud.  The Emperor  of Constantinople  could  not  manage  the  economy  of the empire he had seized from the Greeks during the Fourth Crusade and so had to sell these priceless relics which the West had long coveted. Louis  was  able  to  profit  from  the  crime of the Fourth  Crusade  and build  a  new  holy  place  in  the  West.58  The  Crusades  had  violently wrested the "holiness" of the East and carried it in triumph to Europe, making a new holy place there. When we look at the almost miraculous beauty of La Sainte Chapelle, which was actually built to look rather like a reliquary and a crown, we should remember that it is one result of the  Crusades.  Without the bloodshed, violence and destruction of a Crusade, the chapel would never have been built. 

Here it is important to recall the importance of relics  in the  piety 

of Western laymen. They were a physical contact with heaven and a source  of valuable  power.  Holiness  was  still  locally  conceived  and 
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bound  up with the physical and tangible,  rather than a spiritual and pious state of soul. A good  Christian  king was not expected to have 

Solomon's  proverbial  wisdom  and  religious  insight,  but  he  was  ex

pected to build beautiful churches to enshrine relics. When a Christian like Louis went to  pray at  La  Sainte  Chapelle,  he  was  probably not 

engaging in contemplative, internal prayer of the sort we automatically 

associate with Christian devotion today. That type of interior devotion or  mysticism  would  not  become  common  among  laymen  until  the 

fourteenth  century,  the  age  of Julian  of Norwich,  Richard  Rolle  of Hampole and Walter Hilton. Christians of the period of the Crusades 

went  into  churches  to  encounter  the  holy  power  of the  relics  and expose themselves to the presence of God that was concentrated in a 

special place.  It is in this light that we should view the new devotion 

to the Eucharist. At a time when the Christian possession of}erusalem p

was roblematic,  it was  important to  have holy places at home, and the new celebration of the  Real  Presence made  each church  as holy as Solomon's Temple had been. 

Louis's friend and biographer John of}oinville gives us some insight 

into what it meant to be a Christian in Louis's court. Since the Cluniac reform in the eleventh century, the religious experience of the layman 

had been shaped by performing certain external rites, like the pilgrim

age  or  indeed  the  Crusade,  which  were  supposed  to  form  certain attitudes and values.  By the middle of the thirteenth century we see 

in Joinville's account that these values had "taken," especially the value 

of poverty.  He records long  debates  in  the  court about the  type  of clothes a Christian should wear, the merit of washing the feet of the 

poor  and  the  importance  of almsgiving. 59  When Joinville describes Louis's daily Christian regime, he simply lists the number of monastic offices he attended throughout the  day.60 Laymen were still  encour

aged to live  the  monastic  life  as  far  as  they  could.  But  this  piety 

remained an external  matter.  Joinville does  not show  the  Christians 

of Louis's court as being at all concerned with spirituality or with an 

inner attitude. Religion was still a matter of performing certain external 

gestures and rites in honor of Christ. 

During our story we have seen that some religious orders had been making Christianity an inner mystical quest. The Cistercians had given 

the lead here in the early twelfth century and the Franciscans had also 

introduced a more affective, interior religious life, where the practice 

of holy poverty went hand in hand with an intensive prayer life. This 

was ·also the case with some of the heretical sects that were springing 

up  in  Europe during the thirteenth century.  But to  read  Joinville's 
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with most laymen,  and  I think that this will give us  some  idea of the mentality  of many  of  the  Crusaders.  When  Joinville  writes  about Louis's "charity" we see very clearly that he is not talking about a state of mind whereby Louis was filled with affective love toward his fellow man,  nor  was  he  engaged  in  a  struggle  to  suppress  "uncharitable thoughts." For Joinville and Louis "charity" meant practical almsgiv ing and care for the poor. He always had "six score poor persons fed in his house with  bread and· wine and meat and  fish,''61 wherever he traveled.  Every day he had some "old and decrepit men"62 dine with him at his table, and he daily gave "countless generous alms"63 to poor religious, hospitals,  fallen women and distressed gentlefolk. This is all very  laudable,  of course,  but when Christians today talk of "charity" they usually mean more than generosity to the poor; they mean a state of mind, which must be cultivated by constant interior attention. Louis and  his  court  do  not  seem  to  have  arrived  at  this  degree  of moral sophistication.  Indeed the moral discussions in the court are at a very basic  level:  Louis  will  spend  some  time  explaining  to  Joinville  that Christians  must  learn  to  repent  and  set  their  lives  in  order,  because otherwise they will not gain such a great reward in heaven ... Although monks  and  friars  were  clearly  aware  of the  interior  implications  of Christianity, this  was  not  yet  the  case  for the  layman.  His  religious emotions and "mystical experiences" were very clearly tied to  a  visit to  important places like La  Sainte  Chapelle  or,  pre-eminently,  Jeru salem.  They  were  not  cultivated  by  a  daily  regimen  of disciplined contemplation. Mystical vision was often experienced in emergencies, as we have  seen.  But a layman's daily Christian life was still largely a matter of exterior practice. 

Indeed, serious thought of an independent nature was actually dis

couraged. This was because one of the most severe battles a Christian had to fight was a war against Satan, who constantly tried to destroy his faith. Louis told his men that they must suppress any doubts they had very violently,  because these came from the Devil. One must cry: "Be offi You shall not tempt me from my firm belief in all the articles of the  faith,  even  though  you  were  to  have  all  my  limbs  cut  offi''65 Faith was often  a fearful  struggle  in which  a man  sometimes  had to do violence upon  himself because he saw his own natural  thoughts  as satanic  if they questioned  articles of faith.  In this  battle for the faith, a Christian could  come to distrust and  fear  his  own  mind.  Judaism and  Islam  are also religions of practice but  they  have  simple  creeds and Muslims and Jews do not have to do themselves such violence to believe them.  But Christians were  asked to accept very irrational dog mas,  as, for  example,  that  Christ  was  truly,  physically  present  in  a 
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piece of bread.  Joinville  teUs  us of a knight who went in  despair to 

his the Bishop of Paris, unable to control his tears because he was losing faith.  Try as he would, he said to the bishop, "I cannot force my 

heart to believe in the Sacrament of the altar as Holy Church teaches. "66 

He  knew this was  a  temptation  from  the  Devil  and  it  made  him 

absolutely miserable.  It is not surprising that he  found  it difficult to believe that the body of Christ was truly present on the altar.  Such a 

belief throws  all  rationality  aside;  it is  contrary  to  the  way we  learn to understand the world and the laws of nature. It is noteworthy that the  bishop did not attempt to convince the knight inteUecrually.  He simply told him that, whereas he  personally had  no doubts at all on 

the matter  (a faa which is a teUing indication of the simplicity of the bishop's own state of mind), the knight's struggle was more pleasing 

to God. Interestingly, he illustrated this by means of a military simile. It was as though, during a war, he, the bishop, were defending a safe casde, while  the knight was defending a casde on the front line that 

was continuously under assault. Holding on to the faith was, therefore, "a woeful struggle. ""7 Christians who "forced" their minds to submit 

to  these  irrational doarines  had  to  do  so  on  very  flimsy  grounds. 

Joinville teUs a story of Louis's somewhat simplistic advice: 

He asked me a question: "What was my father's name?" I told him, 

"Simon." He then asked me how I knew. I answered that I thought 

I  could  be certain  of it  and  believe  it,  since  my  mother  had  been 

my  wimess.  ''Then," he said, ''you should  believe no less firmly in 

all the  articles of the faith, of which the aposdes  are  your wimess, 

as you hear sung every Sunday in the Creed."68 

Louis also liked to teU the story of Simon of Montfort, the crusading hero who fought the Catharists. When he also encountered people of 

southern France who did not believe in the Eucharist, the count replied 

that,  because  he  believed  implicidy,  he  would  have  a  richer  crown than the angels when he got to heaven,  because they did not need to 

have faith; they saw everything for themselves. 69 

Joinville gives quite a lot of space to the problem of faith; he shows 

that it was a difficulty and that people were, not unnaturally, finding 

it  a  struggle.  I  think  that  this  teUs  us  two  important  things.  First, Christians who  forced  their minds to accept, without question,  ba

sically irrational  and incredible  doarines were doing their minds  no good  at all. A person who accepted without a qualm  that the  bread 

of the Eucharist was the body of Christ was denying the evidence of his 

senses and the ordinary laws of nature. He was putting his religion 
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doubt  violently,  he  was  also  learning  not  to  relate  the  natural  with the  supernatural  or  to  make  potentially  dangerous  connections  and comparisons.  When,  therefore, he heard in the gospel that Jesus  told him to love his enemies, a Christian like Louis would not connect this with  the  Church's  view  that  he  should kill them.  Such  lack of con nection was part of his Christian makeup. The second important lesson we  learn  about this  view of faith  was that  it was  a very fragile state of mind.  We  have  seen  that  such  insecurity  very  ofren  leads  into  a holy war. 

Louis himself gives us an insight into the way this insecurity led to 

an instinctive belligerence. He liked to tell a story about a debate that had  been planned at Cluny between Jews and Christians. Staying in the monastery as a guest was a knight who had recently been wounded. He asked the abbot if he might open the debate, and the abbot agreed, with  some  misgivings.  The  knight  then  asked  the  chief rabbi  if he believed that the Virgin  Mary  was the Mother of God.  Not surpris ingly, the  rabbi  replied  that  he  did  not.  The knight then  simply hit him on the head with his crutch and knocked him out. That was the end  of the  debate.  In  terror,  the  Jews  picked  up  their  unconscious leader  and  fled,  much  to  the  annoyance of the  abbot,  who  rebuked the knight, telling him that he had been extremely foolish. The knight replied  that  in  his  view  the  abbot  had  been  a  much  bigger  fool  for arranging the debate  in  the first place.  Many  good  Christians might have  been  deceived  by  the  Jews'  lying  arguments.70  Louis  entirely agreed:  "No one  who  is  not  a very learned  clerk  should argue with Jews,"  he  commented.  "A layman,  as  soon as  he  hears  the Christian faith maligned should defend  it by the sword, with a good thrust in the belly as far as the sword will go."71 The kind of faith that requires an unnatural suppression of normal reasoning processes is inherently fragile. If a Christian hears doubt cast on essential but unnatural doc trines like the Incarnation, he may well feel the "dread" that we have seen in our story to arise from a deep threat to personal integrity and identity.  We  have  seen  in  other  circumstances  that  a  person  feeling this threat cannot understand the "other" point of view.  A Crusader like Louis, whose mother had seen that he was brought up surrounded only by  religious men,72 would respond to Jews with  violent aggres sion,  as  a  reflex.  It  would  also  lead  him  to  be  prepared  to  fight the specter of "Moharnmadanism." 

In  1244 Christendom heard the dreadful news that the Christians 

had  lost  the  Kingdom  of Jerusalem  once  again.  The  Khwarazmian Turkish dynasty had been dislodged from Central Asia by the Mongol hordes and ran amok, fleeing westward to get as far as possible from 
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the  terrifying Mongols,  destroying  cities in their  panic.  When  they arrived in Syria, 10,000 of them attacked Damascus and then rushed 

on to Jerusalem, occupied the city and  drove out the  Franks,  before 

sweeping  on to Gaza where,  together  with  an  Egyptian  army,  they 

defeated  the  Christians of Palestine  in  a  decisive  battle.  The  loss  of Jerusalem was the usual trauma and threat to  the  integrity of Chris

tendom.  That year  Louis  fell  ill  in  Paris,  and  Joinville  relates  that 

he was  so  bad  that one  of his nurses  thought  that he  had  died  and 

wanted  to  cover  his  face,  but  the  other  stopped  her,  certain  that 

the  King's  soul  had  not  yet  left  his  body.  At  that  moment,  wrote Joinville, God intervened:  "Our  Lord worked  in  him and soon  sent 

him back his  health.  He had  lost  the  power of speech,  but  as  soon 

as he was  again fit to speak he asked  for the  Cross to be given  him, 

which  was  done. "73  He  had  been  reprieved  ftom  death  in  order  to 

recover Jerusalem. 

Hopes were high and Louis's three brothers and most of the nobles 

also took  the  Cross.  With  an  accredited saint  at  the  head  of God's 

army,  it  was  felt  that  the  Seventh  Crusade  could  not  possibly  fail. 

Louis  wanted  to  take  crusading  right  back  to  its  fundamental  prin

his ciples. There would certainly be no fraternization with the infidel and army would be as pious as the First Crusaders. Frederick watched 

the organization of this new crusading initiative with deep  cynicism 

and  wrote  to  Louis,  warning him that  the  enterprise  was  hopeless, 

but  of course  Louis  completely ignored this  advice.  Frederick  then his 

wrote to  friend,  Sultan  as-Salih  Najm  ad-Din  Ayyub,  who  had 

succeeded  al-Kamil as  Sultan of Egypt,  warning  him to  prepare  for 

this Seventh Crusade. 74 

Yet  though  Louis  was  a  fundamentalist  Crusader,  returning  cru

sading to its roots, his would also be a modem Crusade making use 

of the  latest technology.  It would  be  another  four years  before  the 

Crusade was ready to  leave  because  of all the  elaborate  preparations. 

He began  by building a great  harbor in  the previously uninhabited 

bay at Aigues Mortes, where  he  gathered  an enormous fleet.  In  his 

army were skilled engineers and bridge builders, who played a crucially 

important part in some of the battles,  so that this Crusade has  been 

called the Engineers' Crusade. 75 At Cyprus Louis began to collect huge 

supplies  of wheat  to  ensure  that  the  Crusade  would  be  adequately 

provisioned, and Joinville described the towering wheat mountain that 

had been grassed over on top.76 In this sense too Louis was returning 

to the spirit of the First Crusaders, who had prayed as though every

thing depended upon God, but had  fought and  planned  with every 

human skill they could muster. Eventually the preparations were com-442                     H O L Y  W A R  

plete and the fleet sailed for Egypt on August 28, 1248. Louis put in at Cyprus  on  September 18 and  was  advised  by the  barons  of Acre to  spend  the  winter  there  to  avoid  the  storms  and  the  treacherous winter  conditions  in  Egypt.  They  also  hoped  to  persuade  Louis  to take advantage of the quarrels among the Muslims to try to negotiate the return of Jerusalem. As one might expect, Louis would have noth ing to  do  with  any diplomatic  initiative  with  the  infidel,  and  urged the  Templars,  who  had  begun  negotiations,  to  break  them  off im mediately. 

Yet  Louis  was  quite  prepared to consider another diplomatic ini

tiative to the murderous Mongols, who were threatening the Muslims in the East. Already in 1245 Pope Innocent IV had sent two missions to the Khan, trying to ward off the coming destruction by suggesting that  they  convert  to  Christianity.  He  had  heard  that  some  of them were  Nestorian  Christians.  The  first  embassy  had  returned  discour aged,  and  told  the  Pope  that  the  Mongols  were  not  interested  in conversion but only in  conquest.  But the second returned with Nes torian envoys from the Mongol general Baichu, who was planning to attack Baghdad and was quite happy to encourage the Christian Cru sade  to  distract  the  Muslims  of Syria.  But  no  permanent  alliance seemed forthcoming and the two envoys were sent back to Baichu in November 1248. A  month  later  another  two  Nestorians  arrived  in Cyprus,  as  envoys of another Mongol general,  Aljighidai.  They told Louis  that  the  Mongols  were  deeply  interested  in  Christianity,  and Louis was delighted.77 He sent two  Dominicans on  a mission to the Khan,  bearing  gifts.  One of these presents was a little  portable  altar, with  relics/8  decorated  with  pictures  that  illustrated  gospel  scenes. Louis was bitterly disappointed three years later when the Dominicans returned  with  the  sad  news  that  the  Mongols  showed  no  signs  of sympathy  for  Western Christianity,  but  that  they  were  prepared to consider an alliance with the French King.  Louis should send further gifts as tribute."' 

At first this strange episode seems rather refreshing. At last crusading 

Europe was  reaching out sympathetically toward another culture-a culture which was entirely alien to Christians because it did not derive from  any of the  three  religions  of Abraham.  In  fact  the  Dominican and Franciscan envoys were very interested and excited by what they saw of the Mongols and seemed able to describe these strange people quite objectively, without any of the solipsistic fantasies that distorted the  Christian  view  of Judaism  and  Islam. 80 Yet this new  quest for contact  was  really  inspired  by  the  desperate  needs  of the  holy  war against Islam. At the time of the Crusade the Mongols were drawing 
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nearer and nearer to the Islamic empire. Muslims had seen and suffered 

from  the  panic  of the  Khwarazmian  Turks,  in their headlong  flight from these terrifying foes,  who  massacred  and devastated wherever they conquered. With the Mongols to the East and Louis's Crusaders to the West,  the Muslims felt caught between  Scylla and Charybdis, 

and Louis's missionary initiative was,  as  usual, part of a deadly  war 

against Islam. 

Louis and the Pope were both so cheered by the thought of a new way of getting rid of Islam that they could not see that the Mongols were far more of a threat to Christendom than the Muslims had ever been. So deeply ingrained was the Western paranoia that the revelation 

of a far more ferocious race of Orientals did nothing to modifY Western fantasies about "Mohammadanism," which people seemed to need as emotional ballast for their own view of themselves.  In the eighteenth century we  shall  see  that  a  similar revelation of a  new  Orient made absolutely no difference to the way people saw Islam. The old medieval prejudice flourished unchanged, while people enthusiastically and ap

preciatively  studied  an  Orient  that  was  far  more  challenging  to  the Christian world view. 

ln May Louis's beautifully equipped, modern army sailed from Cy

prus to Damietta in  Egypt. As soon  as  the  banner of St.  Denis had 

been carried  ashore,  Louis  pushed past the  papal  legate,  leaped  into 

the  water,  which  came  up  to  his  armpits,  and  waded  to  the  beach, lance in hand. When he saw a host of Saracens on the beach, J oinville recalled, "he couched his lance under his arm and put his shield before 

him, and  would  have  flung  himself upon  them  had  not  his  wiser companions  held  him  back."81 Instinctively Louis  presented himself in a posture of unthinking aggression toward Muslims, just as he had with Jews. It was exactly the same response. But this gesture was also a deliberate harking back to the days of vintage crusading in The Song 

of Rolmul, and  there  would  be  a  good  deal  of this  dangerous  and irresponsible chivalry during this Crusade, which might work all right in an eleventh-century poem but was impossible in the real world of 

the  thirteenth  century.  Yet  a  Crusader  like  Louis,  like  many  holy 

warriors  today,  could  deliberately  close  his  eyes  to  rationality  and common sense  in  an  absurd  and dangerous gesture.  In fact  he  had 

his arrived in  Egypt  at a favorable moment.  The Sultan was  dying  and son and heir Turanshah was far away in Gezira.  There was a very 

good chance, therefOre, of a palace revolution and this could be very 

beneficial to the Crusaders. The Muslims were so lacking in confidence 

at this bad period that the citizens and the garrison simply fled Dam
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news of the loss ofDamietta spread fear and consternation throughout the  Muslim  world;  their  position seemed  hopeless.  The dying  Sultan made the same offer as his father al-Kamil had made thirty years earlier: he would give Jerusalem back to the Christians if Louis would evacuate Egypt.  Naturally Louis refused to deal with the infidel and confidently waited  for  the  Nile  waters  to  subside  before  he  continued  his  cam paign.  Yet this  confidence  would prove to be as ill founded in reality as  the  heroic  gesture  of flinging  himself upon  the  Muslims  single handed. 

Their  new  desperation  gave  the  Muslims  a  grim  determination, 

realism  and  political  astuteness that would ultimately prove  superior to  the  rather  old-fashioned  crusading  heroics.  This  was  a  terrifying new world for the Muslims and they could no longer afford the chiv alrous generosity of Saladin in  their fight for survival.  When a strong detachment  of Crusaders  marched  on  Mansurah  on  November 20, the Muslims braced themselves for the coming struggle, and when the Sultan  finally died three  days  later,  the  Sultana  Shajar  ad-Durr  acted swiftly and efficiently and kept his death a secret. By the time the news leaked out Fakhr ad-Din was finnly in control of events and Turanshah was already on his way to Egypt.  Louis still hoped that a government led by a woman and an old man would shortly collapse and began to plan  an  offensive.  On  the  night of February 8,  1 250, the  Crusaders managed  to  ford  the  canal  that  separated  them  from  the  Egyptian camp, make a surprise attack and put the enemy to flight. They were now in a strong position to take the city but threw away their victory in  one  of those  anachronistic  acts  of foolish chivalry.  The  attack had been  made  by  a  vanguard,  led  by  Louis's  brother  Robert of Artois and a contingent of Templars, and the Grand Master of the Templars strongly  advised  Robert  not  to  attack  the  city  until  Louis  and  the main  army  had  managed  to  ford  the  canal.  But  Robert  would  not wait and  charged once  more through the fleeing  Egyptians  and into 

the city, followed reluctantly by the Templars. Fakhr ad-Din, who had his been  in  his  bath,  had  rushed out into the  streets without  armor 

and was set upon by the Templars and killed. But the Turkish Mamluk troops led by the slave officer Rukn ad-Din Baibars quickly organized them'IClves and caught the small crusading force in an ambush. Robert and  the  Templars  were  massacred:  there  were  only  five  survivors.82 Louis  and  the  main  army  managed  to  hold  back  the  Muslims  and establish themselves in the former Egyptian camp but were not strong enough to take the city, which was equipped with better war engines than  their  own.  The  Crusaders  sat for a  further eight weeks  outside Mansurah and the campaign seemed to be falling into the same pattern 
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as·the Fifth Crusade. On February 1 1  the Muslims attacked the camp 

and  inflicted  grave  casualties;  Turanshah  arrived  and there was  no 

palace revolution; an Egyptian fleet cut off the food supplies and there 

was  famine  in  the  Crusader  camp  which  was  quickly  followed  by disease. The glamorous  expedition  had become a nightmare.83 

Now that he had come  face to face  with  reality,  Louis offered  to 

negotiate  with  Sultan  Turanshah,  but  it  was  too  late  because  the Egyptians knew very well how precarious his position really was. The 

situation  was  hopeless  and  at the  beginning of April  Louis  and  his officers decided to  retreat. The sick were sent by ship up the Nile to 

Damietta  and  the  anny  began  to return along  the  road  they  had traveled so hopefully a few  weeks earlier.  But the Muslims  followed 

the  anny,  harassing  them  on  all  sides,  and  the  Crusaders  were  too 

exhausted and ill even to resist them.  When Louis himself succumbed 

to the sickness, his officers took the responsibility and surrendered to the Muslims. The whole anny was taken into captivity. 

It was a unique and difficult situation for both Muslims  and Cru saders. The Egyptians were embarrassed by the vast numbers of pris oners, whom they could not afford to feed, and every day a hundred 

of the weaker soldiers were killed off. Yet, while both sides negotiated 

for the  conditions of the  ransom,  they had  a chance  to  look  at one 

another at close  quarters.  To Joinville the Muslims seem to have  be come human beings. He recalled the kindness of an old Muslim soldier who used to carry one of the sick Crusaders to the latrines every day on  his  back;114  he  remembered the  kindness of the emir with  whom 

he  was  billeted:  Joinville  had  eaten  meat on  Friday by mistake  and the emir was at pains to reassure him that God would not punish him 

for this  accident. 85  For  their part  the  Muslims were  impressed  with the behavior of many of their prisoners and especially by the bearing 

of Louis himself. They even suggested, no doubt in jest, that he should 

be  their next sultan.  Louis seemed to  have taken this seriously  and 

told  Joinville  that  he  would  have  accepted  the  position.86  Joinville wrote that the emirs said 

that the King was the most steadfast Christian you could find. They gave  as  an  example of this that when  he  came out of his lodging 

he  used to  lie on  the  ground in the form of a cross  and so made his the sign of the Cross with  whole body. They said too that had 

Mahomet allowed such misfortunes to befall them they would never have kept their faith in him; and that if their people made him their Sultan, either they would have to  become  Christians  or he would put them to death. 87 
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If this really is accurate, it would seem that the emirs had summed up Louis's Christianity rather well-a religion of gesture and simple acts of devotion, which  had very little to do with the love and pacifism of Christ.  Louis most certainly would have forced  any  Saracen subjects to convert at swordpoint. 

Eventually terms were agreed:  Louis's wife Queen Margaret  (who 

had remained with the garrison at Damietta)  and the Templars man aged to raise a million besants for the release of the King  and  most of the  prisoners.  But on May 2 there was a setback,  when the  palace revolution  that the  Crusaders  had longed for actually happened. The Turkish Mamluks or former slaves, who had played such an important part in the defense of Mansurah, now demanded a greater say in the government,  and when this  was refused they assassinated Turanshah and took control. From this point the Mamluks would be the principal enemy of the Crusaders in the Holy Land. After the assassination, the emirs rushed to their Christian prisoners with the blood still on their hands  and  swords  and  threatened  to  put  them  to  death. 88 In  fact, however, the Mamluks had absolutely no intention of losing the enor mous ransom and on May 6 Damietta was handed back to the Muslims and the sick and weary Crusaders sailed back to Acre.  For two more years Louis and a number of the French barons remained in the Holy Land,  building  and  repairing  fortifications.  The  Crusade  of the  En gineers  had  ended  as  a  building  project;  the  complete  fiasco  of the Seventh  Crusade  made it clear to many people that it was impossible to conquer Jerusalem from Islam and that crusading should be aban doned. Joinville was one of these: after 1250 crusading seemed to him a  useless,  self-indulgent  exercise,  actually  damaging the kingdom  of France,  which had been gravely weakened by the absence of the King and  most  of the  knights.  But  one  knight  of Christ  never  gave  up. After his return from the Holy Land in 1254 Louis led a devout life of penance, so that never again would he wear fine  clothes and  he was always  very  moderate  at  table.  The  failure  of his  Crusade,  he  was convinced,  could  only  be  explained  by  God's  wishing to teach  him humility,89  a  characteristically  simple-minded explanation of a  disas trous campaign which had cost thousands of Christian lives.  He was determined to lead an army to the East again, even if he waited another twenty  years.  It  was his duty to fight  the  Muslims,  who  were  an absolute danger to  the  Christian  people. 

But  in  fact  the  Muslims  of the  Middle  East were  at  that  time  in 

very great danger themselves. In 1257 the Mongol army led by Hu legu, the grandson of Genghis Khan, began to march toward Baghdad. Before this vast army Caliph al-Mustasi'un had no choice but to sur-
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render on  February 10,  1258, but the city was sacked and the pop ulation exterminated.  It seemed as though  Louis's hopes were to be realized and that the Mongols really would destroy  Islam;  there was 

great  rejoicing  in  the  Crusader  states.  In  January 1260 Aleppo  was destroyed, Damascus was taken and occupied and in March the Mon gols swept into Palestine and took Nablus and Gaza. As the horrified Muslims watched the destruction of one city after another, they nat urally associated  these  destroyers  with  the  Christian  menace,  which had attacked them relentlessly for nearly two hundred years.  Hulegu himself had Nestorian Christian connections and Damascus was now 

ruled  by three Christian Mongols.  But the  Christian  rejoicings were 

entirely  misplaced  and  were  based  on  a  quite  fictitious  view  of the Mongols. The Mongolian conquests were always accompanied by total 

devastation  and  extermination,  unless  the  cities  surrendered  imme diately and unconditionally;  Hulegu would have made short work of Acre  and Antioch  and might even have gone  on  to  invade Europe. Instead of neurotically inventing fantasies of Muslim conspiracies to conquer Europe, the Europeans should have been worrying about a far more dangerous enemy. 

After the Mongols had conquered Gaza, they naturally looked to ward  Egypt and an  envoy was  dispatched  to  the  Mamluk  Sultan  to 

order  his  capitulation.  After  the  envoy  had  finished  speaking,  the 

Sultan simply  struck  off his  head.90 There  was  now  a new  harshness 

in  the  Muslim  spirit  and  throughout  the  devastated  Islamic  empire people began to look to the tough Mamluks as their only hope. Sultan Saif ad-Din Qutuz seized the first chance that offered. Hulegu had to return to Persia after the death of his brother Mongke, the Supreme Khan, in order to cope with the inevitable problems of the succession, leaving only a few thousand horsemen in the country under the com mand of his lieutenant K.itbuga. In July 1260 Qutuz invaded Palestine, 

realizing  that this  was  Islam's  last chance.  By this time  some of the 

barons  in  Acre,  though  not  in  Antioch,  were  becoming thoroughly alarmed by the Mongols' ruthless brutality, and although they would 

not  fight  alongside  a  Muslim  army  they  agreed  not  to  attack  the Mamluks from the rear. When a revolt broke out in Damascus at the end of August, Qutuz had time to deploy his troops very carefully at 

Ain Jalut in  Galilee,  and on  September 3 the  two  armies  met.  By a brilliant ambush tactic, the Mamluks defeated and massacred the whole 

Mongol  army,  and  this  battle,  which  truly  changed  history,  marked 

the end of Mongol  supremacy. 91 It was  an  ironic  reversal of Louis's hopes. Instead of the Mongols saving Christianity from Islam, it was the Muslims who saved Christendom from the Mongols, and instead 448                      H O L Y  W A R  

of the Mongols converting to Christianity they would finally settle in Persia and  Palestine and become Muslims. 

Only two months after the great victory at Ain Jalut,  Baibars, the 

hero  of the  Battle  of Mansurah,  assassinated Qutuz  and  became  the Mamluk Sultan.  It seems  a sad  reflection on the Mamluks, but many of them  had  always  considered  Baibars  to  be  their  natural  leader. Baibars  could  not  forgive  the  Franks at Antioch  for colluding with the  Mongols  and  in 1265 when  Hulegu  died  he  took advantage of Mongol quarrels to invade their territory in Palestine and establish a new base there.  In 1268 he conquered Beaufort Castle near Acre and on May 1 he rode on to Tripolis. The ruler Count Bohemund, who was  also  Prince  of Antioch,  prepared  for  a  long  siege.  But  instead Baibars traveled swiftly northward and on May 14 his army surprised the city of Antioch, massacred the  population and reduced the great and  ancient city to  ruins.  He then sent a letter to  Bohemund,  telling him what had happened: "Be glad that you have not seen your knights lying  prostrate  under the  hooves  of horses,  your  palaces  plundered, your  ladies  sold  in  the  quarters  of the  city,  fetching  a  mere  dinar apiece-a dinar taken, moreover, from your own hoard!""2 This was quite  a  new  Islam.  The  trauma of recent years  had produced  a new cool  ruthlessness  and  desperate  determination  to  survive.  Now  that he had effectively destroyed Bohemund's power, Baibars was prepared to make  a treaty with him.  But still the Franks did not seem fully to have understood the precariousness of their position. Baibars had sent his chronicler Abd-al-Zahir to Acre to draw up the treaty. During the negotiations, when the Mamluks were proving to be quite inflexible, the King of Acre told Abd-al-Zahir to tum around. When he did so, he  saw  the  whole  Frankish  army  drawn  up  in  battle  array.  Unper turbed, he said to the interpreter: "Tell the king that there are fewer soldiers in his army than there are Frankish captives in the prisons of Cairo." The  King  nearly  choked  and  the  terms  of the  treaty  were quickly agreed_.3 

Yet Baibars was not simply a destroyer. The Battle of Ain Jalut had 

made him master of Damascus, Aleppo and Cairo, which meant that for the first time since Saladin the Ayyubid empire was united under a single ruler, and it represented a rebirth and a new power after the Mongol  trauma.  Like  Louis,  Baibars was  a  great  builder,  and  there was a cultural renaissance under the Mamluks so that Egypt and Syria became centers of art and learning once more. 94 But to  preserve the security of this  revived Mi.Jslim  empire  required  constant  vigilance. Baibars knew that he had nothing to fear from the Franks in Palestine 
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any  longer,  but  there  was  always  the  possibility  of a  new  Crusade 

from  the  West.  Indeed  shortly  after  the  destruction  of Antioch  he heard some terrible news.  King Louis of France had set out for  the East at the head of a huge army. This time, to the Muslims' astonish ment, he had made for Tunisia, an entirely new location for Crusaders. The  Sultan Abu Abdullah Muhammad  al-Mustansir  bi-Ilah,  ruler of Tunisia, prepared to meet this Christian attack and offered 8000 dinar for  peace:  his whole country was  at this point weakened  by  plague 

and  famine.95  Baibars waited in Palestine with  trepidation.  If Louis 

succeeded  in  establishing  a  base  in  Tunisia,  he  was  certain that he would then attack the Mamluks in the Near East, who were themselves 

also  weakened  by  their  long  struggle,  caught  in  a  frightening  vise between East and West.  Anxiously Baibars watched  the  progress  of the Crusade from Palestine. The Christians took the money the Sultan offered them but did not make peace and started their Crusade. They 

had,  the  Egyptian historian  Taqi  ad-Din  al-Maqrizi  tells  us, 6000 

cavalry and 30,000 infantry.  "The Muslims  kept  up  the  fight until mid-Muhartam, the end of August, with violent battles in which many 

of both  sides  died.-. The  Muslims  of Tunis  were  almost  defeated, 

when  God suddenly seemed  to  step  in  and  liberate  them,  and  the 

Mamluks  and  the  Tunisians  could  breathe  again.  Louis's  army  suc

cumbed  to  the  plague  that  was  rife  in  Tunisia  and  on  August 25, 

1270, King Louis himself died. The  King of France, wrote Maqrizi, 

as an epitaph, "was an intelligent man, cunning and deceitful."'" That was one Muslim view of the most Christian King. 

We have noted that in fact intelligence was not Louis's strong point 

and nowhere do we see his simple-minded irresponsibility more clearly 

than in the story of this last Crusade. When he had set off from Paris, 

against the advice of many of his barons like Joinville who were furious about this last Crusade, he was a very sick man. He was indeed so ill 

that Joinville  had  to  carry  him  on  the  first leg  of his journey  in  his 

arms.98 Joinville himself had refused to take the Cross this time because 

he  knew  that he,  like  the  King, was  badly  needed  in  France.99 Had 

Louis stayed at  home  he  might  have  lived  a  few  years  to  do  much 

useful work but, with an obstinate, almost pathological refusal to face 

reality that  we  have  so often  seen during the Crusades, he  set  out  to 

endure  the rigors of a hard  campaign in an unhealthy climate, where 

there was already a major pestilence. It must have been obvious, even 

to Louis, that he would not live long, but it seems that he wanted to 

fight. the Muslims  to  his very last gasp.  Nothing,  I  think,  illustrates 

his fanatical  hatred  of the  Muslims  more  clearly  than  this  suicidal 450                     H O L Y  W A R  

expedition. The fall  of Antioch must have filled Louis with such sick ening  dread  that he was  ready to make  himself in effect a voluntary martyr to ward off the horror of an encroaching Islam. 

Certainly Western Christians  at once acclaimed Louis as a martyr 

and he was deeply lamented and revered as a Crusader, even though both  his  Crusades  had been such dreadful failures.  It was impossible for the crusading army to survive  in Tunisia, once  it had been deci mated  by the plague, which appears to  have  been a chronic form of dysentery.  Scarcely able to believe their luck, the Muslims of Tunisia watched  the  Christians  making  their  preparations  to  go  home,  and sent  the  good  news  to  Baibars,  who  could  also  relax.  Yet the  local people were charitable enough to erect a small shrine in Louis's mem ory,  for they  could  see  that,  even though he  hated  them  to  his  last breath,  he was  a genuinely religious man.  Louis would not have  re ciprocated this gesture.  He was not of course  buried in  Muslim ter ritory,  and  Louis,  who  had  brought  so  many  relics  home  from  the East, now returned from the House of lslam as a relic himself. Because the Crusaders were afraid that the body would decompose, they boiled the flesh off the  bones, which they enshrined  in a casket which they buried  as  soon  as  they  arrived  in  Christendom.  By a  strange  irony, this meant that Louis was buried in the same Church of Monreale in Palermo  as Frederick, his crusading predecessor. 

That was the last Crusade. Small armies did cross the Mediterranean, 

as  we  shall  see,  to  try  to  save  the  Kingdom of Acre,  but  as  a  mass movement the project was now dead and seen to be impractical. This Christian failure called into question the whole integrity of the faith and we can see some of this fear and dread in a poem written at about this time  by a Templar in Acre: 

Rage and sorrow are seated in my heart, so firmly that I scarce dare stay  alive.  It seems  that  God  wishes  to  support  the  Turks  to  our loss . . . . Ah, Lord God! Alas the realm of the East has lost so much that it will never rise up again . . . .  Anyone who wishes to fight the Turks is mad, for Jesus  Christ does not fight them any more. They have  conquered,  they  will  conquer.  For  every  day  they  drive  us down,  knowing  that God,  who  was  awake,  sleeps  now,  and  Mo hammad waxes powerful. 100 

Had God deserted his chosen  people? The success of the  early Cru saders had been a glorious affirmation of the faith,  and it had led to Christians regarding Muslims as polluting filth, who could be exter minated like vermin.  But what did their new success mean? Muslims 
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began to pose a terrible unanswered question to  Europeans and were surrounded with a new aura of dread. 

Yet  ultimately  the  Christians  in  the  East  proved to be  their  own 

worst  enemies.  In 1271 Baibars  had  conquered  the  great  Krak  des Chevaliers in Syria, which not even Saladin had been able to overcome. The  little  Christian  Kingdom  of Acre  and County of Tripolis  now 

consisted of only a  few  cities  along the  coast and  their  position  was 

obviously  precarious.  But  when  Baibars  died,  Sultan  Qalawun,  his 

successor,  seemed to go  out of his way to  befriend the  Franks. 101  In 

1 183 he renewed the treaty that Baibars  had  made with the  Franks, and Acre, Athlit and Sidon were at peace with their Muslim neighbors. But Tripolis stood aloof and still preferred to side with the Mongols, who were themselves trying to make a comeback during these years. Hulegu's  grandson  11-Khan  Arghun  approached  the  Pope  and  the rulers of Europe in 1287 with a new offer of an alliance and proposed 

a joint offensive  against the  Marnluks  in  January 129 1 .  When  news 

of this reached Qalawun,  he  realized that the presence of the  Franks 

was  a  permanent  threat  to  Muslim  security,  but  he  still  refused  to 

break  the truce.  Instead he decided to  make  an example of Tripolis, which paraded its Mongol sympathies, 102  and  which  he  besieged  in 

March 1 289; he  took  the  city  by  storm  on  April 27. The  historian 

Abu 1-Fida described the events tersely: the civilians fled to the harbor and a few managed to take refuge on a small island just off the coast, "but most of the men were killed and the children taken captive."103 The city was looted and razed to the ground and the Muslim  troops then swam out to the island on horseback to kill those who had taken refuge  there.  For months it was impossible to  land there, because of 

the stench of putrefying corpses. 1114 The whirligig of time had brought 

its  revenge.  Desperation had  reproduced  in  the  Muslim  soldiers  the ruthless spirit of the Crusaders who conquered Jerusalem in 1 099. 

Yet even though many of his officers urged Qalawun to attack Acre, the Sultan refused to dishonor the truce. He urged Muslims to make use of Acre as a trading pott and the city had never been so busy and even prosperous.  Everybody had been able to benefit by this secular 

cooperation,  and  many of the  more  realistic  barons  were  delighted with this tum of events.  Perhaps Acre would be able to survive after 

all.  But there was an aggressive party of religious chauvinists in Acre 

in 1289 as there  had  been  in the  Kingdom  of Jerusalem  a  hundred years earlier and they urged King Henry to ask the Pope for  another Crusade.  In the summer of 1290 a crusading fleet from  Italy  sailed 

into the  pott of Acre.  The  Crusaders were  feted in  an extremely  al-452                     H O L Y  W A R  

coholic banquet and  then  they rushed drunkenly through the streets of the city, attacking  merchants  from  Damascus  and  any  man  who wore  a  beard,  which  meant that  some Christians were  killed. 105 Qal awun was appalled by this fresh assault, yet he was still unwilling to destroy the city and offered to make a new treaty.  But Acre had been overtaken  by  a  crusading  madness  and  refused  to  make  peace,  so Qalawun, driven beyond further endurance, swore on the Koran that he would not lay down his arms until he had thrown the Franks into the sea. 

As the Christians watched the huge army assembling in Cairo, they 

woke up to the reality of their position. But it was too late. The army left Cairo on November 4,  1 290, but on the following day Qalawun, who was now an old man of seventy-seven, died and the army had to turn back  and  deal  with  the  succession. Qalawun was  succeeded  by his son al-AshrafKhalil, who continued his father's offensive. In March 1291 the  army  set  out  again  and  this  time  reached  Acre,  camping outside the  city walls at the  beginning of May. There was a siege of a  few  weeks  but  finally  on  June 1 7  the  Muslims  broke  into  the  city and once again Christians experienced the Muslim intransigence that they  seemed  to  have  gone  out  of their  way  to  create.  There  were terrible  scenes  in  the  city.  Prisoners  who  had  surrendered  in  good faith  were  mercilessly  beheaded;  the  men  were all killed  and,  in  the light  of the  burning  buildings,  women  could be seen  running  and weeping through the streets. The Muslim soldiers killed babies at their mothers'  breasts  and  slaughtered  pregnant women.  During  a  truce, some Muslims rounded up  a group of women and massacred them like vermin. 106 

The  contemporary Muslim historians  saw a vicious circle in these 

events, which they interprered as a manifestation of the justice of God. Abu 1-Mahasin ibn Taghribirdi points out that, according to the Mus

lim calendar, the Franks had conquered Acre from Saladin on Friday 587. 17 Junada II at  the  third  hour of the  day in  the Muslim year 

After tenns had been agreed,  Richard  the  Lionheart had massacred the Muslim prisoners whom he had undertaken to spare.  By a strange coincidence the Muslims had conquered Acre from the Christians on 1 7  Junada II, and  the  Sultan  al-Ashraf also  massacred the  prisoners he  had  undertaken  to  spare.  wrhus Almighty God was revenged on their descendants,"107 he concludes.  There  was  a  coincidence  too  in the Christian calendar, for the Franks at Acre were defeated almost a hundred years to the day since they had defeated Saladin at the siege of Acre.  We  have  noticed the uncanny coincidences about the dates of events during the story of the holy war. If this coincidence means 
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anything  it  must  surely  throw  up  the  frightening  cycle  of religious violence, which eventually in the Middle Ages came round full circle. The Franks had invaded Palestine in 1099 and there they had slaugh tered thousands of Muslims  who  had  done  nothing to  harm  them, 

except that they were living in Jerusalem. So aggressive was the Frank

ish assault that eventually the jihad of Nur  ad-Din  and  Saladin arose as  a response to  this Christian holy war.  One holy war continuously 

led  to  another for a  hundred years,  until  finally it looked as though the Christians had reproduced the murderous cruelty and hatred that they had felt for the Muslims in the hearts of the Muslims themselves. This was perhaps one of the most tragic consequences of the Crusades. The  Crusaders' violence  in 1099 had  horrified the  Muslim world  in the Near East; now at Acre the Christians experienced the new Muslim violence that they had implanted in the area. 

Yet another Muslim chronicler puts a slightly different emphasis on 

the events of 129 1 .  Abu 1-Fida writes: 

With these conquests the whole of Palestine was  now in  Muslim 

hands,  a  result that no  one  would  have dared to  hope  for  or  to 

desire. Thus the whole of Syria and the coastal zones were purified 

of the Franks, who had once been on the point of conquering Egypt 

and subduing Damascus and other cities.  Praise be to God! '08 

ln this  view,  the  Muslim  purging of Palestine  was  not  a mechanical 

cycle but a matter of cause and effect. The Koran, we have seen, teaches that a war of self-defense is a Muslim duty when faced with oppression and aggression. The Franks had wanted to throw the Muslims out of their cities and conquer their  lands.  Therefore the  Muslims had had to fight them back until the peril was eliminated. ln rather the same 

way Western aggression  in  our  own  day  has  also  produced  a  fresh round of Muslim intransigence and some religious Muslims have used 

the  most  desperate  means  of ejecting  the  current  Western  invaders 

from their lands. This is not just because "history repeats itself' in  a 

deterministic cycle of fate. It is because there has been a similar Western 

aggression  which  has  produced  a  similar  effect  in  Muslims  of the Middle East in our own times. 

The Crusades also had an effect on the Jews, which is likewise very 

familiar to us  today. They had made  life  intolerable for the  Jews  in 

Europe and we have seen that this led some Jews to dream of a return 

to  Zion.  Ever  since  Saladin  had  invited  the  Jews  to  come  back  to Jeru5alem there  had been large Jewish migrations there from Europe. 

These people did not just see themselves as refugees, but they regarded 

their return  as a  positive  religious  duty.  Throughout  the  thirteenth 454                     H O L Y  W A R  

century there  had  been  mass  migrations,  from  Normandy,  England, Provence and Languedoc. 109 One group from Paris led by Rabbi Jehiel at the time of Louis's Crusade had intended to rebuild the Temple in Jerusalem.uo In 1268  Rabbi  Meir of Rothenburg was moved by the dramatic  failure of the  Crusades  to reclaim the land for the Jews and tried to  lead a great exodus from Germany but he was captured and imprisoned by Rudolph of Habsburg: at this time the Germans were finding the Jews too  useful to their economy to allow them to leave. Rabbi Meir died in prison in  1293, an early martyr for the return to Zion. l l 1 We get some idea of what these Jews were feeling and thinking in the writings of the great Rabbi Nachmanides, who made the Rliyah in  1267, afrer he had been exiled from Spain. He wrote that settlement in Eretz Yisrael was an absolute religious duty "incumbent upon each generation,  binding  upon every one  of us,  even  in  time  of exile."m The land, he wrote, was beautiful but was now a desert: the Christians and  Muslims  had  devastated  it  in  their  brutal  wars.  Eretz  Yisrael, therefore, would not accept any other people but her rightful owners, the Jews:  "For ever since we departed from  it,  it had not accepted a single nation. They all try to settle it but it is beyond their power."113 It might even be the case that to fight a holy war for this land would 

 

also become  an  absolute  religious duty and the  Gentiles would only u• be  allowed  to  stay  on  in  Eretz Yisrael  on  carefully defined  terms. One of Nachmanides' disciples  saw  the  fall  of Christian Acre  as  the birth  pangs  of the  Messiah  but was  convinced  that the  redemption could not occur while there were any guyim lefr in Eretz Yisrael:  "Let no man think that the  King Messiah will  appear in  an  impure  land; and let him not be deluded either into imagining that he will appear in the Land oflsrael among Gentiles. "l iS It is obvious that this religious Zionism  is  identical  to  the  current extremist fervor for  Eretz  Yisrael today.  In the  next  chapter  I  want to  suggest that,  like  the  medieval version,  modem  Zionism  might also be  a  response  to  a  crusading West. 

The  great crusading  adventure  was  over.  The dream  took a  long 

time  to  die  and  for another two  hundred years there would  be cru sading projects. The  last Crusader was  Pope Pius  II in  1464. l l6 But none of these projects came to anything and there would be no West em hegemony in Jerusalem until the establishment of the British man date in  1920.  For almost two hundred years,  as the West found her soul, crusading had been a central passion. Millions ofJews, Christians and Muslims  had  died  in  these savage holy wars;  it is  probably im possible to estimate  exact  numbers.  Crusaders  had  massacred  and driven Jews and Muslims from their homes, had carved themselves an 
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empire  in the  Islamic wilderness, but were eventually ejected through their own fanaticism. The Muslims now owned the whole of the Near East and  a  significant  part of Anatolia  had  been  conquered from the Christians  of Antioch. ln 1261 the  Greeks  had  managed  to  oust the Latins from  Byzantium  and  so  Constantinople  was  now  in  Greek hands, but Byzantium had been severely wounded in the struggle with the  West.  In  Europe  there  were  still some  Muslims  left.  In  Spain  the Christian  wars  of reconquest  had  proved  very  successful  during  the thirteenth  century:  the  Christians  took  Cordova  in 1236 and  Seville in 1248, but  there  was  still  a  small  Muslim kingdom  in  Granada.  ln 1301, as we have seen, Charles of Anjou would exterminate the Mus lims  of  Lucera.  Christendom  was  now  striving  to  purge  herself of Muslims as Muslims had striven to purge Syria and  Palestine  of Chris tians  and  was  making life  so  unbearable  for  Jews  that  some  of them were trying to leave Christendom too. 

During the thirteenth century it seems that Europe made a decisive choice and the two last important Crusaders give us some idea of what that  choice  involved.  There  was  the  path  offered  by  the  Emperor Frederick that  envisaged  an  acceptance  of Jews  and  Muslims  and  the setting  up  of normal  relations  with  them.  Sometimes  these  relations 

might  be  exploitative  or  even  antagonistic,  but  they  were  governed 

by the ordinary rules  that shape human relations.  There could also  be 

a possibility of great friendship. The other way was the way epitomized 

by  "Saint"  Louis:  this  saw  Jews  and  Muslims  in  a manner  that  was 

quite  different  from  the  way  Western  Christians  judged  every  other people (even one as savage as the Mongols)  and put them in a separate category.  Louis  saw  Jews  and  Muslims  as  the  essential  enemies  of religion  and  civilization  and  could  only  approach  them  in  a  spirit  of 

absolute  antagonism.  Neither  Frederick  nor  Louis  was  perfect  and 

neither  were  their  methods:  both  were  cruel,  ruthless  men.  But  the story of the  last three  Crusades makes  it  clear that  Europe  had opted 

for Louis's way and violently rejected  Frederick's.  Even though  Fred erick had many supporters,  these people were more truly in sympathy 

with  his  struggle  against  the  papacy  than  with  his  policies  of coexis

tence,  though  some  may  have  been  stirred  by  them  on  the  level  of 

fantasy.  But  Europe  had  committed  herself to  Louis's  way  since  the 

First Crusaders responded to the call of Pope Urban  and two hundred years of holy war had burned  an absolute hatred ofJews and Muslims 

into the Western identity.  In the last chapter I want to  argue that this 

abnormal way of regarding Muslims  and  Jews  is still  a Western habit 

and  is  a legacy from the  Crusades. 
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followed  the  path  of "Saint"  Louis,  even  when  Europeans  became more sophisticated and more spiritually aware. A single example makes this  clear.  Most  of us  would  agree  that  one  of the  most  evil  of all Christian  institutions  was  the  Inquisition,  which  was  an  instrument of terror  in  the  Catholic  Church  until  the  end  of the  seventeenth century.  Its methods were also used  by Protestants  to persecute  and control  the  Catholics  in  their  countries.  These  methods  were  that "heretics" should be hunted out by a panel of inquisitors, who in the Catholic  Church  were  usually  Dominicans.  This  gave  them  a  new nickname, for they were called Domini canes, the  hounds of the Lord. These bloodhounds of orthodoxy sniffed out the heretics in the com munity and  people who  held unacceptable views or were accused of "unchristian" practices were arrested and flung into prison. There they would  be  tortured  with  unbelievable  cruelty  and made  to "confess" their crimes.  Frequently they were also accused of far more than het erodox opinions: they were forced to confess that they worshiped the Devil  or took  part  in  monstrous  sexual  orgies;  once  they  had  been tortured beyond endurance, they had no further strength to deny the charges.  The  inquisitors  themselves  were  genuinely  convinced  that these  abominable  practices  really were  committed  by  "heretics"  and this  shows that  Europe was still haunted  by the  same  inner demons as had inspired  Christians to make the Muslims and Jews monsters of evil  in the  Middle  Ages.  Four hundred  years  after the Crusades, so phisticated Europeans felt a sickening dread when they contemplated a challenge to their faith which impelled them to annihilate this threat. Once  the  heretic  had  confessed his  error  he  might  be  released,  but that was not always the case. After confession, the heretics were handed over to the secular authorities and were then either hanged or burned at  the  stake.  Sometimes  they  were  so  badly  injured  that  they  could not walk to the pyre and the executioners tried to hide their dreadful wounds from  the spectators. 1 1 7  

This obscene institution was the creation o f  that most saintly Chris

tian  king,  "Saint"  Louis.  In 1229, when  he  was  only  fifteen,  Louis organized the first Inquisition to eliminate the heresy of Catharism in the south of France. The  military Crusade of Simon of Montfort had not  proved  as  effective as  had been hoped  and the  heresy continued to  flourish,  so  Louis  instructed the  Dominicans,  who had originally been  created  to  preach  peacefully to the heretics,  to  persecute them instead by inquisitorial methods. 1 18 The Inquisition continued to op erate in the south until 1247 when Louis and his army massacred the last  remaining  Catharists  in  cold  blood  at  Montsegur.  But  once Catharism  had  been  wiped  out,  there  were  many  other  heresies  to 
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extinguish and the Inq uisition continued, as we have seen. It was not 

surprising that this noxious offspring of the Crusades was eventually 

used to persecute Muslims and Jews living in Christian territory, who 

had been forced  to  convert to Christianity. In the  early part of the 

next chapter  we  shall  examine  this next  phase  of crusading activity 

against Jews and Muslims in the Christian West. 




.  11 . 

 

1 3 00 to  the  Present Day 

 

New Crusaders  in  the  West 

 

T beginning of the modem period. That year three very important he  year things  happened  in  Spain.  In  January,  King  Ferdinand  and 1492 i s  often  seen  as  a  symbolic  watershed-as  the Queen Isabella brought the  Christian  wars of reconquest  to  a trium phant conclusion when they conquered the Muslim kingdom of Gra nada,  the  last stronghold of Islam  in  Europe.  With  deep  emotion, crowds  watched  the  Christian  banner  being  ceremonially  raised on the  ciry  walls,  and  throughout  Europe  church  bells  pealed  joyfully. For four hundred years  Europeans had  been engaged  in  a desperate struggle against Islam and now they had finally purged Christendom of this "filth," as they called the Muslims. Three months later the Jews of Spain were  given  a terrible  choice:  they had to convert to  Chris tianity or leave the country. Many were so artached to Spain that they chose baptism but about 100,000 Spanish Jews began a new  period of exile  and  the  Jews  of Europe mourned  the  loss of Spanish Jewry as the greatest disaster to have befallen their people since the destruc tion of the Temple.  But the year 1492 is primarily famous for another reason.  Present at the liberation of Granada was a man whose name was Christopher Columbus. It seems that he may well have come from a family of ]ewish origin: the name Colon was common among Italian Jews, he used to  boast of his connection with King David, observed Jewish superstitions and sought out the company of Spanish Jews. In August 1492 he sailed across the Adantic, hoping to arrive in India, but accidentally discovered the New World instead. In India Columbus had hoped to establish a Christian base from which Christendom could launch a new Crusade against Islam: his diaries show that years later he was still preoccupied with the conquest of ]erusalem. '  As Europe sailed  into  the  modem  period,  she  was  still  motivated  by  the  old crusading enthusiasms and the dreams and fears of crusading were to 
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be entangled with those  of the modem West. With Columbus  they crossed the Atlantic and took root in America. 

In this last chapter I want to trace the survival of crusading habits in the modem period, examining in particular the convoluted Western view of Islam and Judaism.  But it will also be important,  from  time to time,  to tum to  the  experience  of Jews  and  Muslims  to  see  how 

they were affected by this strange Western hostility.  Spain's  purge of Jews  and Muslims at  the  very  beginning of the  modem  era  is most significant.  We  have  seen  that  for  a  long  time  the  popes  had  been trying to  force  the  Christians  of Europe  to  sever  all  relations  with Muslims  and  Jews,  the  two  victims  of the  Crusaders  who  seemed somehow fused in the  European mind.  But Muslim  Spain  had  been the one place in Europe where Jews, Christians and Muslims had been 

able to  live  side  by side  and  to  build  a  rich  culture  together,  which 

had transformed the intellectual experience ofEurope. It will be recalled that during the latter half of the twelfth century scholars had congre gated in Toledo from  all over Europe to  enjoy the  fruits of Spanish scholarship and that Jews and MusJ.irros had cooperated with Christian scholars in a translation project which restored to Europe the learning she  had  lost  during  the  Dark  Ages.  But  in 1492 Spain  had  been "purified"  of the  contamination  of Jews  and  infidels  and  from  this point the Spanish Inquisition would become an iniquitous byword of orthodoxy: it was as if Spain wished somehow to atone for her former tolerance, which she now regarded as unchristian. 

Anti-Semitism  had  been  growing  in  Spain  since  the  end  of the fourteenth century. Virulent preaching and punitive government mea sures had pressured the Jews of Spain to convert to Christianity. The rabbis had warned their people  against conversion:  they would find no rest among the Christians. They proved to  be right.  Many of the converted Jews, who were called mMTMUJS, became sincere Christians 

but others probably remained true to their old faith in secret and this caused a fresh terror among the  Christians. They developed a horror of the very notion of crypto-Jews, lurking unseen and spreading their poison throughout society.  In 1483 Ferdinand  and  Isabella  had es tablished the Spanish National  Inquisition  to  hunt out these secret Jews.  Dominican  and  Franciscan  inquisitors  rounded  up  suspects among the mammos, tortured them and forced them to confess  their 

adherence  to  Judaism  and  to  denounce  other  secret  Jews.  Within twelve years 1 3,000 people, most of them Jews,  had died as victims of the Inquisition. The expulsion of the Jews,  as  might be expected, provoked  a  new  terror  of crypto-Jews  and  the  new  converts  were 460                     H O L Y  W A R  
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arrested and watched keenly for signs of deviance. U p  to this time the Inquisition had  been unable to lay a finger on  Muslims:  its  business was  solely with  faithless  Christians.  But  in  1499  the  Muslims  who had stayed on in Spain  after the conquest of Granada were given the same choice as the  Jews  seven  years  earlier:  baptism  or  expulsion. Many  left  Christendom  for  the  House  of Islam  but  some  were  so attached to Spain, which had been their home for nearly eight hundred years,  that they were  baptized.  Because these Muslim converts, who were known as muriscos, were given absolutely no instruction in their new  faith,  many  of them  remained  true  to  Islam  in  secret  and  this naturally gave rise  to  a  new  Christian  fear  of crypto-Muslims.  The Inquisition now began to hound and persecute muriscos together with marranm. 

This  new  persecution  was  no  longer,  strictly  speaking,  based  on 

religion.  The  hatred  of Jews  and Muslims  had acquired  a  racial ele ment:  these muriscos and marranm were Christians and some of them were sincere Christians but they were always regarded with suspicion. As early as 1449 the Strictures of the Purity of Blood had been pro mulgated  in  Spain  to  define  exactly  who  was  a  racially  pure  "Old" Christian and who was a tainted, suspect "New" Christian of Moorish or Jewish extraction.  Centuries  before  a racist attitude  became com mon  in  Europe,  it  had  become  part  of the  oudook  of the  Spanish people.  New  Christians remained suspect and  vulnerable  to  the  In quisition for centuries.  Many of the problems of St. Teresa of Avila, the  sixteenth-century Carmelite mystic who was  in constant trouble with  the  authorities,  may  have  sprung fi:om  the  fact  that her family were  New  Christians  of Jewish origin.  As  late  as  1628  we  find  the Spanish inquisitor Juan Escobar de Caro explaining: "By convmo (con vert)  we  commonly understand  any person descended fi:om  Jews or Saracens be it in the most distant degree . . . .  Similarly a New Christian is thus designated not because he has recendy been converted to the Christian faith but rather because he is a descendant of those who first adopted the correct faith. "1 

The  long survival of this murderous suspicion and hostility shows 

how deeply the old crusading  habit had penetrated the world view of Christendom,  especially in Spain.  It is also important to  notice  how hatred  of Jews  and  Muslims  was  connected  and  followed  the  same pattern:  the two victims  of the Crusaders were  still fused together  in people's minds. Marranos and muriscos could both be rounded up for practices that had no religious significance whatever but which made them immediately suspect.  Both, for example, could be denounced to the  Inquisition  for  refusing  to  eat  pork-a  habit  that  is  commonly 
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retained after conversion or assimilation. Marranos would be arrested for lighting a candle on Sabbath eve and muriscos were burned to death for refusing to drink wine, for throwing sweets at a wedding or using henna. The smallest sign of a connection with Jewish or Muslim culture 

or  religion,  however  neutral,  was  extremely  dangerous. 3  Spaniards were deeply, fiercely resistant to the notion of assimilating people of 

Jewish  or  Moorish  stock  into  their  society:  like  the  rest  of Europe, they had discovered that they could not live alongside people of other 

religions and were taking this aversion to  a fanatical extreme. 

But the  rest of Europe  was  no  more  tolerant than  Spain.  Indeed, 

the  end of the  crusading  period  marked  a new era of intransigence. During the  Black Death,  which  had  struck  Europe  in 1348, people instinctively turned against the Jews and blamed them for this catas

trophe.  They  were  rounded  up,  tortured  and  made  to  confess  that 

they had  poisoned the  wells  and caused this terrible plague  in order 

to  wipe out  the  people  of Christendom.  The  Pope  and  the  bishops tried to stop the pogroms: they could see that the Jews were suffering from the Black Death as badly as everybody else. But the masses were 

quite  beyond logic  and  reason.  Killing  Jews  seemed  to  be  the  only 

way that they could cope with their fear and grief. By the end of 1 349 there were  hardly  any Jews  left  in Germany or the  Low  Countries. The persecutions continued during the fifteenth century: one city after 

another found that  it could  not  bear the  presence of the  Jews.  Paul Johnson lists the shameful and constant expulsions and deponations of Jews  "from  Vienna  and  Linz  in 1421, from  Cologne  in 1424, Augsburg  in 1439, Bavaria  in 1442 (and again in 1450) and  from the crown cities of Moravia in 1454. They were thrown out ofPerugia in 1485, Vicenza in 1486, Parma in 1488, Milan and Lucca in 1489 

. . . and  all  Tuscany  in 1494."4 The expulsion  from Spain  must be seen in the context of this larger European trend. 

Granada had been the last Muslim city in Europe and it is possible that when Muslims ceased to be a constant physical presence the people 

of Europe  might  have  felt  their  fanatical  hatred  of Islam  abating 

slightly.qBut it is also tn _ that the failure of the Crusades had made "Mohammadanism"  frightening  in  a  new  way  because  the  Muslim victory had threatened the integrity of Christendom: the very thought 

of Islam  had  evoked  a terrible  dread  that  God might have  desened 

his people) In 1453 this terror was compounded when the Ottoman Turks conquered Byzantium and brought  Islam to the very gates of 
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Europe. Without the rampan of Christian Byzantium, the people of 
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Christendom seemed more vulnerable than ever. It seemed as though 

the old medieval nightmare was about to come true:  Islam was about 462                        H O L Y  W A R  

to swallow  up  poor  little  Europe.  I n  this climate  there  could  be  no new understanding of Islam, and the monstrous  Muslim  was known henceforth as "the unspeakable Turk." "Mohammadanism" now posed a threat and evoked a fear that were too dreadful to be voiced aloud. 5 For  over a hundred years  the  frontiers  of Europe  moved  alarmingly backward  and  forward  while  the  Europeans  grappled  with  the  Ot tomans until the Christian victory of Lepanto in 1571 put a stop to further  Turkish  conquests.  But  the  shadow  of this  mighry  Muslim empire still  hung over Europe.  A cool political look at the Ottoman regime would have shown Christians that it had grave internal ftaws: for all  its imposing military strength,  there was no way that it could have conquered the whole of Europe.  But faced with the Islamic peril, Europeans were incapable of this kind of detachment. Their vision of Muslims  as  the  absolute enemies  of Christendom  had  had too  long to  sink  in;  it  had  become  an  essential  part of the  way they  saw  the world. 

Afrer the crusading period, therefore, Jews and Muslims were both 

objects of irrational dread:  both were seen to be capable of destroying Europe.  They  could  not  be  seen  as  normal  foreigners  or  ordinary military enemies  but  were  synonymous  with  evil  itself.  During  the Middle  Ages  the Western world had established  its  unique  identity; by  the  end  of the  fifreenth  century  it  was  on  the  brink  of future formidable achievements. But this Western mentality was not healthy: it was haunted by inner demons and by bogeys that it had created as images  of its  worst  anxieties.  The  West  would  learn  to  control  the world more successfully perhaps than any other culture but this fearful instability  shows  a  central  weakness.  Crusading  had  been  integral  to the  building  of the  new  Western self during the Middle Ages  but  it had demanded a massive psychological denial, for right up to the very end of the crusading period nobody had ever seriously questioned the morality of these wars of extermination.  Crusaders  had sincerely  be lieved  that  crusading was an  act of the love of God . This  must have involved  serious  repressions  which,  in tum, must  have  helped  that process of projection  whereby Jews and Muslims  became everything that Christendom thought it was not (or, perhaps, feared that it wm) . In this chapter I want to show how this habit of projection continued. At each stage of Europe's development, as  the West redefined itself, the images of "the Jew'' and "the Muslim" were adjusted so that they could once again become the exact opposite of "us." 

This characteristic was at first unique to Christianity:  the people of 

Western Europe had become obsessively interested  in their enemies -or rather with  the  images of these enemies  that they had created. 
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But the  Jews  and Muslims  themselves  seemed  quite  uninterested  in 

their powerful enemy, Western Christendom. This lack of interest was 

not  always  healthy either  but  it  would  be a mistake  to  imagine  that Jews and Muslims were  busily building their own  unhappy and dis

torted stereotype of "the Christian" or "the Frank." In fact the people of all three faiths were walled off from one another. At the same time 

as Christians were sometimes quite literally pushing Jews and Muslims 

away from  them, they,  in  their very  different ways, were  retreating from Western Christendom. 

The  Arabs,  for  their  part,  continued  to  be  quite  uninterested  in 

Western Christendom.  It will  be  recalled that  during  the  crusading 

period the Franks of Europe had nothing to offer the Islamic world, which was far more advanced.  But by the time Columbus discovered 

America,  Christendom  had  more  than  caught  up  and  was  about  to 

conquer whole  new worlds. i To consider,  as the  Arabs  seem  to  have done, that nothing had changed in Europe since the Crusades was a serious misconception. But we have to remember that so far the West 

had  made  little  impression  on  the  Muslim  world  as  a  whole.  The Crusaders  had affected only those  people of the  Near  East who  had 

the misfortune to  live  in the vicinity of the  Crusader states. The  rest of the Islamic empire was not troubled by the Crusades and had other 

serious  problems  that had nothing whatever  to  do  with  the  Franks. Within the Islamic empire, Christianity was regarded as a superseded 

religion:  the Christian dhimmis, like the Jews, were second-class citi zens. They were tolerated and accepted as part of the Arab family but the religion was inevirably regarded as imperfect and incomplete, and 

the inferior status of Christian Arabs emphasized this point.  It seems 

that the  Arabs  identified  the  West entirely with  inferior Christianity 

and  therefore  may  have  rejected  its  Christian  culture  in  advance  as 

inherently unsatisfactory.  Indeed even in the early eighteenth century we find the famous Ottoman scholar Naima comparing the European states of his day to the medieval Crusaders and concluding that they 

were not worth his attention.6 (Jh

ere was nothing in Islam which encouraged this dosed attitude. 

We  have seen that in the early days Muslims had eagerly assimilated 

other cultural traditions  and  had  been  willing  to  learn from people who were more advanced than they were.  But the Mongol invasions 

had  brought  about  a  new  conservatism  and  in  the  early  sixteenth 

century  two  new disasters struck the Arab world.  First, on  May 1 7, 

1498, the  Portuguese  Vasco  da Gama had  followed  up  Columbus' triumph by sailing around Cape Hom and landing in India. Columbus 

had  hoped  to  found  a  new  crusading  base  in  the  subcontinent  but 464                      H O L Y  W A R  

Vasco da Gama's  achievement  inflicted  a  far more crippling  blow on the Middle East as a whole than any of the Crusaders' initiatives. This new  sea  route  to  the  Far  East  was  much  cheaper  and  safer for  Eu ropeans,  who could  now  bypass the  Middle  East altogether.  The old trade  routes  to  the  Far East had  been  vital  to  the  Muslim  economy, and  from  this  point  the  Middle  East,  which  had  been  outflanked, became rather a backwater. This was compounded when the Ottomans conquered  the  Mamluk  empire  in 1 5 1 7  and  absorbed  Syria,  Egypt, Tunis and Algiers into their vast empire. The Arabs were now insulated by  the  Ottoman  wall,  which  had  much  the  same  effect  as  an  iron curtain. Cut off from profitable trading contacts with the outside world and transformed  into  a subjugated  people,  the Arabs suffered a crisis of confidence.  In their  new  siruation  it  was  narural that they should be  more  preoccupied with  the  Ottoman Turks than  with  the  distant West. 

In  one  sense  there  was  nothing  new  about  the  Ottoman  regime: 

we  have  seen  that  Arabs  had  been  led  by  the  Turks  ever  since  the eleventh  cenrury.  But  this  was  in effect a  completely  new  deparrure: instead of the old confederation of Seljuk or Mamluk sultans and emirs, the Ottomans  had created a  highly centralized state,  ruled  from  afar in Constantinople (which now became Istanbul) .  Increasingly, Turkish replaced Arabic  as  the official  language  and  Arabic was  retained only for  worship,  in  rather the  same way as  Latin  and  Hebrew  were used by Catholics  and Jews.  Arabs felt that they were losing their identity, and  to  this  day  the  real  triumphs  of the  Ottoman  Muslims  are  not important  to  Muslim  Arabs.7  Harvard  professor  Wilfred  Canrwell Smith,  an  expert on  Islam  and  comparative  religion,  points  out  that the Arabs' sense of shame was increased by their sense of past greatness: 

The  Arab  sense  of bygone  splendour  is superb.  One cannot  begin to  understand  the  modern  Arab  if one  lacks  a  perspective  feeling for  this.  In  the  gulf berween  him  and,  for  instance,  the  modern American, a matter of prime significance has been precisely the deep difference  berween a  society  with  a  memory of past  greatness  and one with  a sense  of present greatness.• 
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This is something, perhaps, that a British person can understand more easily  than  an  American,  because  today  the  British  also  have  a  sense of  a  great  past  which  is  gone  forever.  It  is  not  easy  to  adjust  to permanent  second-class starus. 

Today Arabs feel a rwofold resentment about the Ottoman period, 

which  they  see  as  their  Dark Age.  First,  the  Ottoman Empire was  a military autocracy  that had a  decaying  feudal  social  system:  Its  initial 

1 3 00 T O  T H E  P R E S E N T  D A Y   465 

strength inevitably gave way to a long miserable decline, and the Arabs 

inevitably declined  within  it.  Second,  when  the  Empire  finally  col 1918, 

lapsed in  the Arabs came under Western non-Muslim rule. This 

was  not  a sudden  coup:  a new kind  of Western  invasion  had  begun 

as  early  as  the  sixteenth  century  when  the  Ottomans  gave  Britain, 

France  and  Holland  special  concessions  that allowed them  the  same 

rights in  the Middle East as  the  native Christian dhimmis (or millets 

as the Turks called the protected minorities) .  The Europeans instantly 

established  a  network  of trading posts  and  consular  missions  which proved to be the Trojan horse that brought Western cultural and social 

influence  into  the  area. 9 These  foreigners  lined  their  pockets  at  the expense of local trade and at the same time established the West ever 

more firmly in the region so that it was not difficult for them to take 

over when  the  Empire  finally  collapsed.  The  Arabs  were  having  to 

adjust  to  a  painful  political  and  social  change;  Ottoman  supremacy 

hastened  the  process of  decline  that  had  begun  after  the  Mongol 

invasions, and for the first time in Islamic history the Arabs had dosed their minds somewhat to foreign influence  in order to  preserve what 

they could:  It was,  for  these  complex  reasons,  not  easy  for  them  to 

form  any  opinion  of the  West  from  the  Ottoman  ghetto.  They  had too many problems  nearer  home. 

The  Jews  of Europe,  of course,  were also ghetto-bound  and this 

was as  much  by  their  own  desire  as  because  of the  intolerance  of 

Europe.  Sometimes  Jews  protested,  as  the  Venetian  Jews  protested 

about  the  building  of the  new  ghetto  during  the  sixteenth  century, which  they  felt  combined minimum social  contact  with guyim  and maximum economic exploitation.  But in general the Jews felt that the 

ghetto was expressive of reality: it afforded some measure of protection 

and also made  it  easier  for  them  to  observe  the  Torah.  During  the Dark Ages, Jews had made a separate quarter,  surrounded by a wall, 

a  condition  of their  settlement  in  a  town.  Within  the  ghetto  Jews studied their own Scriptures and writings and were not interested in 

the culture of their Christian neighbors.  It was this enclosed life  that helped them to preserve their own unique identity. Many of the rabbis 

of the sixteenth century would have liked the ghetto walls to be higher, 

so that  no  Gentile  ideas  penetrated  Jewry. 10  Again,  there  was,  of 

course, nothing intrinsic in  Judaism  that demanded  such self-absorp

tion.  It  is true that God had  said  that  his  chosen  people  was  to  be 

holy,_ like himself; that is, set  apart,  separated.  It is also true  that the Torah's strict dietary  and  other laws  imposed  some  degree of segre gation.  But this has not always meant that Jews have shut themselves off from the Gentiles in this extreme: way. We have seen that Philo of 466                       H O L Y  W A R  

Alexandria was influenced by Gentile ideas and that during the first century c.E. the diaspora Jews were very accepting of thegoyim. Sim ilarly in Muslim Spain, Jews had cooperated with Muslim and Chris tian scholars in the great translation project and in the Islamic world generally they had lived more integrated lives. They were regarded as part of the Arab people and took part in  business,  government and administration. The harsher conditions of Europe doubtless led to a closing of the doors of the ghetto against the murderous goyim. 

But  it  is  also  true  that,  since  the  loss  of the  Temple,  Jews  had 

confined their scholastic and intellectual endeavors to the study of the Torah:  they  had  stopped  writing  narrative  and  history-and  this makes  it  difficult  for  us  to  find  out  much  about  Jewish  attitudes. Maimonides, for example, had firmly opposed the writing of history: it was held that history had stopped when the Temple was destroyed and would be resumed when the Messiah came.u 

Nevertheless Solomon  Ibn Verga (d. 1525), a Spanish exile,  did 

write the  first Jewish  work of history since Josephus  had described the fall of Jerusalem.  His Shwet Tehuda (The Rod of Judah) attacked the ghetto mentality of the Jews. Self-criticism had been a remarkable characteristic of Jewish historical writing since biblical times and Ibn Verga concluded that the Jews were partly responsible for their own misfortunes. They were  brought up to hate and were educated too narrowly.  Because they  had neither political nor military  education, they  were  very  vulnerable  in  Europe.  Jews  should  learn  a  greater balance and preach toleration of the goyim, who were not all bad. 12 He has a wise man say: 

I have never seen a man of reason hate the Jews and there is none who  hates  them  except  the  common  people.  For  this  there  is  a reason-the  Jew is arrogant and always seeks to rule:  you would never think that they are exiles and slaves, driven from people to people.  Rather  they  seek  to  show  themselves  lords  and  masters. Therefore the masses envy them. 13 

No Christian writer would have been capable of such objectivity about his own people's failing toward his enemies at that time; nor would he have preached toleration of the "other." But Ibn Verga was most unusual:  most Jews retained their hostility and refused to take  any interest in the goyim.  Ibn Verga was right when he claimed that the Jews had some friends in Christian Europe. Individual rulers had been happy to have Jews in their cities ever since the Dark Ages because they were such efficient producers of wealth. Their constant enforced wanderings had made them expert settlers and financially mobile, and 
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from the sixteenth cenrury onward the Jews contributed greatly to the 

growing  capitalist identity  of Europe. This debt is  insufficiently ac

knowledged  and capitalism  is  usually seen as  an  achievement of the 

Protestant ethic but there is no  doubt that the Jews' contribution to 

the Western economy has proved to  be crucial  and  formative to the 

present day. 

The Jews' expulsion from Spain naturally encouraged their separatist 

spirit.  We  have  seen  that  the  distress  endured  by  Jews  during  the 
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crusading period led many to  the  Zionist solution.  During  the  thir teenth cenrury hundreds had made aliyah to Palestine. But the loss of 

Spain  led to  a  different  development  that  is  most  important  in  our story: there was a new and popular enthusiasm for the mysticism and 

ideology of Kabala.  Hitherto  Kabala  had  been  esoteric,  a  mystical 

discipline  for the  chosen  few,  but after the  expulsion  from  Spain  it became a folk mythology and gradually became a central Jewish ideal. 

It provided  an answer to the agonized  questions:  why did  God not his 

help     people? what did the endless exile mean? 

Enthusiasm for Kabala was largely due to the charismatic and holy Spanish exile Isaac ben Solomon Luria (d. 15 76) . He taught a method of gaining access to God by meditating on  the  letters of the  Divine Name,  but more important for our  purposes  was  his  theory  of the exile of the Shekinah. He taught that God himself had gone into exile when he created the world: he had vacated a space which had formerly been 611ed by his Presence  (the Shekinah) in order to make room for the world.  He had continued to dwell in certain parts of the cosmos but the vessels of the divine Presence had been unable to contain him. They had collapsed, the sparks of divine light had fallen to the earth and the whole cosmos was breaking down. The Jews' exile was a most important symbol of this universal and divine exile. But the Jews had a mission: by meticulous observance of the Torah they could release 

the  sparks  of divine light from  the matter in  which  it was  trapped. When this process had been completed, the exile of the Shekinah would end and the Messiah would return to achieve the redemption of the Jews. This idea gave the  Jews  hope  and consolation:  it encouraged 

them to feel that they could themselves help to end their exile. 14 After 

the loss of Spain, Luria taught that the exile of the Shekinah was nearly 

at an end and the coming of the Messiah was nigh. These apocalyptic 

hopes flared high, particularly afret an  anti-Semitic  disaster.  But  Lu

rianic mysticism, which soon became widespread throughout Europe, 

mearit  that in the future Jews  no  longer  believed  that  they  would hasten the redemption by settling in Palestine. They envisaged a more mystical process  and believed that they must wait until  the Messiah 468                     H O L Y  W A R  

appeared  before  they  returned  to  Eretz Yisrael  to  end  the exile. This view  prevailed  until  it  was  challenged  by  the  secular  Zionists  at  the end of the  nineteenth  century. 

Thus  during the  sixteenth century the  Jews  and  Arabs  were  both, 

in very different ways,  turning away from the  intellectual rationalism that  had  previously  characterized  both  the  Jewish  and  the  Islamic tradition.  Hitherto,  the  Christians had  been  the ones who were  prey to  emotional  and  irrational  mysticism  on  the  one  hand  and  to  an insecure conservatism on the other. But now the position was reversed. The  Arabs  were  succumbing  to  an  intellectual  Dark  Age,  born  like the  Dark Age  in Europe of destructive invasions and social upheaval. The  Jews were  beginning to  abandon  the pragmatic rationalism and intellectual austerity  of Maimonides.  Instead  they were turning  to  a more  emotive  and  unrational  faith.  Neither had any interest at  all  in the ideas of the Christian West, which was at one of the most important turning  points of its  history. 

The  Protestant  Reformation,  which  was  fOllowed  by  the  Catholic 

Counter-Reformation,  was  not  just  a  theological  dispute.  The  new ideas  about  religion  were  symptoms  of a  far  deeper  change  in  the consciousness  of Europe.  It  was  a  period  when  the  West  was  re forming or reshaping its  identity  and transfonning the way it looked 

at the world.  This was chiefly marked by a greater individualism: each his Christian  was  now  exhorted to  be  responsible  for  own  salvation 

and  to  interiorize  his  or  her  religious  beliefs  at  a  deeper  level.  It  is easy  to  see  that  this  would  unleash  a  new  type  of dynamism  in  the West,  one  which  would  be characterized by greater  efficiency  and  by private  initiative.  In both the Reformation and the Renaissance, man came  to  the  center  of the  picture  and  that  would encourage greater confidence  in  human  potential. 

But though this new Western consciousness would make the West 

more  fonnidable and successful than befOre, it would be  a mistake to think that  Christianity was  about to  become  a  humane  and  tolerant religion.  It  was  certainly  true  that  Protestantism  opposed  practices which  had  been  crucial  to  crusading,  such  as  relics,  pilgrimage  and devotion  to  saints  and  holy  places.  But  Protestantism  had  its  own aggression.  Luther,  for example,  believed  that all  rebellious  peasants should  be  massacred  and  that the  Pope was  Antichrist.15 Protestants would organize their own Crusades of great cruelty against Catholics and nonconfonnists. Further, Luther and the reformers saw "Moham

madanism" as  a  power that was  as evil as the papacy:  Rome was the his head of Antichrist and "Mohammadanism" was  body. Zwingli and 

other reformers put fOrward similar ideas. 16 This fantasy of an alliance 
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between  Islam  and  the  Catholic  Church  contradicted  the  whole 

history  of the  Middle  Ages  but  that  did  not  worry  the  reformers 

because they did not really see "Islam" as a religious, social or political entity but  more  as  a  state  of absolute  evil.  The  dehwnanization of "Mohammadanism" had evenrually been interiorized in the Western 

mind  and  become  a  symbol  of absolute  evil  in  people's  emotional landscape. As Norman Daniel explains, the reformers "introduced the idea of lslam as an interior state which may be imputed to the enemies 

of pure doctrine (however the writer may define it) .  In doing so they 

in effect admitted the  interiorization of Islam  as  the 'enemy'  (undif ferentiated)  which it had been for  so long in the European imagina

tion."17 Although  Protestantism  was  striving  for  a  less  superstitious 

form of religion, it was still haunted irrationally by inner demons. 

Luther was just as  hostile  to  Jews.  He told  the  Jews of Germany 

that,  because  he  had  reformed  Christianity  and  made  the  Scriprures centtal, they could now become Christians: they would find their own Scriprures venerated, free  of Romish error.  This monstrous  piece of impertinence showed absolutely no appreciation of the strong objec tions Jews have to the main Christian message. It arrogantly continued 

the old tradition of seeing Judaism as a mere prelude to and subsection 

of the  "higher" religion of Christianity.  When  the  Jews  replied that they found a closer approximation to their Scriprures in the Talmud, 

Luther became aggressive. In his pamphlet On the Jews and Their Lies 

( 1 524)  he  looked  forward to  Hitler:  Jews  should  be  absolutely seg

regated from  Christians,  their  homes  must  be  demolished  and  they must live under one roof and do forced labor. Synagogues and prayer 

books  should  be  burned.  In  1537 Luther had  already had the  Jews expelled from Lutheran cities and they were also thrown out of Cal vinist cities, even though Calvin sometimes spoke positively of Jews. 

It is significant that the Lutherans used this apparent appreciation of 

Judaism to discredit their Calvinist rivals and called them "Judaizers," 

associating them automatically with the "other."18 

This is important. Europe was redefining itself and both Catholics 

and  Protestants  identified  Jews  and  Muslims  with  the  "other  side." 

Lutherans linked Rome with Islam and Calvinism with Judaism. Cath

olics blamed the Jews, particularly the marrano converts, for secretly 

aiding  and  abetting  the  reformers:  how else,  they  asked,  could one 

explain the Protestant encouragement of Hebrew in the schools? 19 The 

tendency to seek culprits in enemies hidden in society had entered the 

West via crusading in the  thirteenth  cenrury  and was now  an estab

lished habit that is still with us. Jews, for example, have always been 

linked with the current enemy of society:  with Anabaptists, noncon-470                     H O L Y  W A R  

formists, revolutionaries,  homosexuals  and  Communists.  Muslims were also brought in to discredit the "other side." Thus in the sev enteenth century we find the Catholic missionary M. Febvre describing Muslims as "Moharnmadan Protestants," who believed in justification by faith:  "they hope for the remission of all their sins, provided they believe in Mahomet. "20 Just as absurd was the attempt of the Protestant travel writer L. Rauwolff to describe Muslims as "Mahommedan Cath olics"  believing  in justification  by  works:  "they  go  after  their own invented devotion to good works,  alms, prayers, fasting, redeeming of captives etc., to make satisfaction to God."21 Ir is natural to explain another culture in terms of one's own but these ludicrous remarks are not so dissimilar in spirit from the popular distortions of "Islam" that are current in our own day, which tell us rather more about our own Western  preoccupations,  prejudices  and  anxietie�  than  they  tell  us about Islam itself. It is common in the media or the popular press to see "Islam" stigmatized for being an excessively and essentially violent religion or for being inherently opposed to rationality and progress. If challenged, it is not unusual for  people to look rather puzzled or bemused because accuracy is still not exactly the point at issue when talking about "Islam." It is still to some degree an interiorized symbol that reflects a Western state of mind and an image of everything that we in the tolerant and progressive West believe (or hope) that we are not.  Western women,  for  instance,  seem to want to  believe  that in Islamic  law a man "owns" his wife and remain incoherently uncon vinced, even after chapter and verse are quoted to them in refutation by angry Muslim women, who have been brought up in the West and who find this attitude prejudiced and offensive. This is an entrenched cultural habit, well established in the medieval Catholic tradition, that survived the  upheaval of the  Reformation  period  intact.  From that time it became common to compare the Shiite-Sunni division in terms of the Catholic-Protestant split,22 with  approval or disapproval,  de pending on the writer's own bias. Shiites are usually seen to be "like" Catholics, with their cult of saints, and the severer Sunnis are held to be more "like" Protestants. 

But in the early sixteenth century older and more traditional cru

sading myths were also circulating and would  resurface  horribly in the twentieth century. For years German Catholics had expected Fred erick II to return as the Last Emperor and during the fifteenth century the belief in the Second Corning of Frederick was seen as a dangerous heresy. In the early years of the Reformation a Catholic known as the Revolutionary of the Upper Rhine produced a book called The Book of 11 Hundred ChiiJJtm. It is important not for the influence it exerted 
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directly but for the influences  it had absorbed and which persisted as 

part of the Gennan  sense of self until the Nazi era. The Revolutionary 

was  a  racist:  he rewrote  history  and claimed,  like the  Crusaders,  that 

his people, not the Jews, were the chosen people:  the Jews had misled 

the world and robbed the Gennans of the  respect that was their due. The Gennans,  he claimed,  had long ago "lived together like brothers 

on this earth,  holding all things  in common." They were the  descen

dants of Noah's son Japheth and had settled in Europe after the flood, 

founding  an  empire  with  Trier  as  their  capital.  They  had  ruled  the 

whole of Europe  in a golden age but their  empire had been destroyed 

by  the  Romans.  To  this  day the  Latins  (the  Italians  and the  French) 

had continued  to oppress the  Gennan  people.  Fortunately Frederick would soon return. He would subjugate the Latins and purge Europe of the wicked in huge massacres, riding at the head of an anny of the 

poor. Then he would re-establish the Gennan Reich at Mainz, which would last a thousand years and usher in the Last Days. Once he had 

achieved  this,  Frederick would  ride  east,  crush the  Ottoman  Empire and march to the Holy Land.  He would destroy "the society of Mus lims" and liberate Jerusalem, in further purges and massacres. Thence

forward  the  Gennans would  rule  the  world,  re-establish  their  pure culture and everybody would acknowledge that they were the chosen 

race.13 This was a direct continuation of a crusading tradition that first manifested itself in the twelfth century, when the Emperor Frederick 

Barbarossa  rode  east,  p resenting  himself to  his  people  as  the  Last Emperor. In fact the  real Frederick II would have  been astounded at 

the  role  he  was  expected  to  play,  but  historical  accuracy  was  not 

important to his fifteenth- and sixteenth-century  followers:  whatever he had been in reality, he had become for them an interior symbol of 

the Gennan spirit that was struggling to achieve its destiny. It is surely 

not  accidental  that  the  most  exuberantly  enthusiastic  biography  of Frederick  was  written  by  Ernst  Kantorowicz,  a  patriotic  Gennan 

scholar who  published  his Frederick the Second in 193 1 .  

But during the seventeenth century an entirely new attitude toward 

the  chosen  people  and  the  Promised  Land  appeared  which  would 

prove to be extremely  important.  In this respect  Protestantism  really 

did  refonn  old  crusading  notions.  This  new  tendency  appeared  first 

in England, where some Protestants wanted to  abolish  the ritual and hierarchy of the Anglican Church and  return to a simpler religion of 

direct  intimacy  with God, without  the  intervention  of priests  and 

ritual.  They  were  called "Puritans" by  their  Anglican  and  Catholic 

opponents,  because  of their  concern  for moral  and  religious  purity. 
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to conform to the established Church, because i t  is the Word of God, the  chief way  in  which  he  has  communicated with man,  and  people usually interpret it quite literally. The Puritans were particularly drawn to the stern ethics of the Old Testament and took St. Paul very seriously when he wrote that Christians were the New Israel. Like the Crusaders before  them,  they  insisted  that they  were  God's  new elect,  the  new chosen  people.  Unlike  the  Crusaders,  the  Puritans  felt  not that they had  to  slaughter  Jews  but  that  it  was  their  duty  that  God's  dearly expressed wishes for them in the Old Testament be carried out. They also  applied  to  their  own  experience  the  lessons that God had  given to  the  Jews  in  the days  of the  Old Covenant.  Christians had  always done  this,  but the  Puritans  took the  logical  step of identifying with the Jews of the past and gave themselves a rather Jewish identity: they gave their children Jewish names like Samuel, Amos, Sarah or Judith. Further  they  believed  that they were  living in the  Last Days and  St. Paul  had  said  that  before  the  Second  Coming the Jews  would  be converted.  The  Jews  would,  therefore,  not  be  Jews  for  very  much longer. 
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During the  seventeenth  century  it became  increasingly dangerous 

to  be  a  Puritan  in  England.  They  rejected  the  authority  of bishops, so the establishment feared that this made them a political threat: soon they  might  also  rebel  against  temporal  authority.  King  James  and Archbishop Laud became very hostile indeed, and James vowed that he would harry the Puritans from the land.  It seemed to the Puritans that James  and Archbishop  Laud would shortly reintroduce  Cathol icism in England.  In 1618, for example, James issued a Declaration of Sports which encouraged revels when planting and harvesting was over, instead  of honoring  the  Sabbath  and  enforcing  church  attendance. This shocked the  Puritans, who saw such revels as godless and many attacked  the government angrily.  Some were  imprisoned and others were threatened with persecution. One of these was Thomas Shepard, who recorded a meeting with Laud in 1618 that gives some  idea of the intensity of feeling. 

(Laud] looked as though blood would have gushed out of his face and  did  shake  as  if he  had  been  haunted  with  an  ague  fit,  to  my apprehension by reason  of his extteme malice  and  secret venom.  I desired him to excuse  me.  He fell  then  to  threaten me  and withal to  bitter railing, calling me all to naught, saying, You prating cox comb! Do you think all the learning is in your brain? He pronounced his sentence thus: I charge you that you neither preach, read, marry, bury, or exercise any ministerial function in any part of my diocese, 
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for if you do,  and I hear of it, I will be upon your back and follow 

you  wherever  you  go,  in  any  part  of the  Kingdom,  and  so  ever

lastingly disenable you.24 

There was naturally a good deal of debate among the Puritans about what  they should do.  Some Puritans  had  already  fled  the  contami nation of England and taken themselves off to Amsterdam where they formed a tight community,  living according to  their  own  ideals.  But this  seemed  a  cowardly  solution  to  many:  "Shall  we  leave  [God's] subjects  and  children,"  asked  the  great  Puritan  preacher  Richard Sibbes, "for this or that fear?  Let our condition  be  never so  uncom fortable,  he  can  make  it  comfortable."25  But  Puritans  were  getting more  and  more  angry  and  increasingly  articulate.  "To  suffer impris

onment and disgraces for good causes, this is a good work," said John his 

Preston in     sermons on The Breast-Plate of Faith and Love. But he also made  it clear that Puritans  should  not just  sit  back and wait for deliverance from on high. They would have to take their destiny into their own hands and rebel against this oppression. "Let us not say we must  be  moderate  . . .  we  must  be  men of contention."26 

\As so often in Christian history,  this experience of ttauma led most 

Puritans in England into a new holy war. They formed a fighting force called the New Model Army under Oliver Cromwell,  which was also 

a  spiritual  way  of life  and  a  means  of disciplining  the  self.27  In  this 

army the soldiers of God began to prepare their hearts for the reception of grace Even though Cromwell would have condemned the Catholic , 

Crusaders, it is clear that he and his new soldiers of God had a good deal  in  common  with  them.  The  Crusade  had  also  originally  been designed to create a new  self and,  ultimately,  to  fight the enemies of God. During the  1640s  the  army was strong enough to fight against the monarchy in the Civil War and the conduct of the army was again 

similar to the  Crusades.  There was  much  public  reading of Scripture 

and prayer; Cromwell was also very careful to listen attentively to the 

seers  and  prophets  who  believed  themselves  inspired  by  God  with 

political  or  military  messages,  for  Puritanism  was  an  exalted  faith, encouraging extreme  visionary  states  not  dissimilar  to  those  of the medieval holy wars. 28 

fsut  a  minority  felt  that this was  not  the  answer  and  instead  of 

joining  the  army  took  a  decision  that  would  change  the  course  of 

history  and also have  important  consequences  in  the  conflict  in  the 
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Middle  East         As early  as  1620  the  first  band  of  Puritans  left 

England  in  the  and  sailed  to  the  New  World;  from  that 

date more and  more settlers joined  them  in  the  new  settlement  that 474                     H O L Y  W A R  

they called the Plymouth Plantation. Every year Americans remember this crucial moment in their history at Thanksgiving and the story and experience  of the  Pilgrim  Fathers  has  been  crucial  in  shaping  the American identity !The very fact that they called themselves "Pilgrims" like  the  Crusaders  and  the early  Zionist settlers shows how closely allied  the  Puritan  migrations  were  to  the  spirit  of other  religious migrations that we have considered in this book. It also shows that a crusading enthusiasm is not only embedded deeply in the American identity and crucially formative in American history but also that there 

 

is a natural American affinity with Zionism. Let us examine this more ) 

closelv

Fir�t, it is important to say that, like the Zionists, the Pilgrim Fathers 

were fleeing oppression in  Europe.  Familiarity with the story of the Mayflower can lead us to see this as a rather romantic episode, perhaps not dissimilar to  the glamorous way in which some  people see the Crusades. But the emigration was painful and dangerous. The voyage was long,  perilous  and acutely uncomfortable.  Some people actually died on the long journey across the Adantic and when they arrived many  more  died  of disease  and  hunger.  It was  in  its  own  way  as traumatic as crusading. The country seemed inhospitable and the set ders  spoke of it as "a vast and empty chaos. "19 They were more im pressed by the desolation of the New World than by the beauties of which Americans are now so righrly proud. The whole experience was a struggle to achieve a new, independent identity in a new world, not at all dissimilar to the aims of the early Zionists. Like other emigres that we have met in this book, the Pilgrim Fathers would have denied that they were merely fleeing persecution and would have stressed their positive hopes. They were very sensitive to the charge leveled against them by their English brethren that they were  running away.30  But the  fact remains  that  had they not  been  persecuted  by the  English establishment  none of them would have considered this drastic up rooting. John Winthrop, the governor of the colony, wrote a list of reasons  for "the  Plantation  in  New  England" ( 1629) in which  the second was this: 

All the other churches of Europe are  brought to desolation,  and our sins,  for which the Lord begins already to frown upon us, do threaten us fearfully, and who knows but that God hath provided this place to be a refuge for many whom he means to save out of the general calamity; and seeing the church hath no place to fly into but the wilderness, what better work can there be than to go before 
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and  provide  tabernacles,  and  food  for  her,  against  she  cometh thither.3' 

trhe  corruption  they had  seen  and the dangers  they had  endured  in 

England had given them an apocalyptic sense of an impending catas

trophe,  not unlike that experienced by Herzl, who rightly sensed an 

imminent anti-Semitic  calamity.  This sense of extremity and fear and 

desperate search for a refuge was as strongly felt by the �ew England > settlers as all their more positive hopes for the country. America has 

prided itself on being a nation of refugees and for  providing a haven 

for immigrants who have fled oppression and persecution in Europe. 

The giant Statue of Liberty in New York Harbor must have  b.:en  a 

moving sight to all the persecuted, downtrodden Europeans who later ('(\m made the dangerous and uncomfortable voyage over the Atlantic er

ica,  like  Israel  later,  was a country born out of suffering in Europe� 

Yet  there  are  closer  similarities.  Like  the  Crusaders,  the  Pilgrim 

Fathers and their followers turned spontaneously to the experience of 

the  old  chosen  people,  the  Jews,  when  they  were  setting  up  their 

colony,  and  as was  their wont they interpreted their struggle  in the 

light of the ancient Jewish experience.  Indeed they called their colony 

the  "English  Canaan"32  and  gave  their  settlements  in  the  American 

wilderness biblical  names:  Hebron,  Salem,  Bethlehem,  Zion and Ju

dea. The Zionists too, secular as they were, turned back to the Bible 

in their colonizing effott.  In making a Christian presence an "estab

lished fact" in the New World, the Americans also had to grapple with 

the problem of the native American Indians, whose land they proposed 

to take away. They came up with the same justification that the Zionists 

would make use of later when defending their claim against the Pal

estinians: America was an "empty" country, a barren wilderness, which 

the natives were too primitive to develop properly. As early as 1622 

Robert Cushman, the business agent of the colony, wrote of the Indian 

problem, significantly referring to the Old Testament. 

[They]  do  but run over  the grass, as  do  also  the  foxes  and  wild beasts. They are not industrious,  neither have art,  science,  skill or faculty to use either the land or the commodities of it, but all spoils, rots and is matred for want of manuring, gathering, ordering, etc. As the ancient patriarchs therefore removed from straiter places into more roomy, where the land lay idle and waste, and  none used  it, though there dwelt inhabitants by them  (as Genesis 1 3 : 6,  1 1 ,  12, and 34:2 1  and 4 1 : 20) so it is lawful now to take a land which none useth to make use of it. 33 
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When they found that gentle persuasion was insufficient to allay Indian hostility, the  Puritans  turned their migration  into  a holy war, on the ancient  Jewish  paradigm  in  the  early books of the  Bible.  Like  the Crusaders and like  the  Zionists, they resorted to extreme and ruthless methods  in  their  holy  war  against  the  Pequot  Indians  during  the 1640s.  They  naturally  compared  these  enemies  with  the  Amalekites and  the  Philistines  "that  did confederate  against  Israel, "34 and  mas sacred  the  Pequots  with  a  truly  Joshuan  zeal.  Yet  ironically  some eminent  sertlers  like  John  Eliot,  Thomas  Thorowgood  and  Samuel Sewall took the  opposite  view:  they believed that the  Indians  were of Jewish origin and that their conversion would be a step toward Christ's Second  Coming. 35 

Puritans were generally convinced that they were living in the Last 

Days and many of the sertlers saw their migration as  a prelude to the Second  Coming.  In this they were obviously very much  of the  same mind as  the early Crusaders, when they migrated to Jerusalem at the end of the eleventh century, and also of the early Labor Zionists, who confidently  expected  the  socialist  millennium  and looked forward to creating a model society in Palestine, which  would  be a light unto the Gentiles.  In  1654 the  Puritan  sertler  Edward  Johnson  published  his Wonder-Working Prwidence ofSion's S11:Pior in New England, a history of the  colony,  and expressed a common feeling  among the Puritans, who were living in what they called the "new" world for a very special reason: 

Know this is the place where the Lord will create a new heaven and new  earth  in,  new  churches,  and  a  new  commonwealth  together. Verily  if the  Lord  be  pleased  to  open  your eyes,  you  may see the beginning  of the  fight,  and  what  success  the  armies  of our  Lord 

Jesus  Christ  have  hitherto  had . . . .  Further know these are but the his beginning  of Christ's  glorious  reformation  and  restoration  of churches  to  a more glorious splendor than ever.  He hath therefore caused  the  dazzling  brighmess  of his  presence  to  be  contracted  in the  burning  glass of these  his people's zeal,  from whence  it begins to  be  left upon many parts of the world. 36 

In 1654 it seemed very unlikely that the struggling lirtle colony would one day be the center of Christianity but today, even though Johnson's fervent apocalyptic hopes have come to nothing, it is perhaps true that the  leadership of the Christian world has  passed from Europe to the pioneers  in  America. 

When Johnson wrote  his  book it would  have  seemed to most Pu

ritans that the  first fruits of the  millennium  had been manifested  not 
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in  America  but  in  England,  for  Cromwell  had led  his  New  Model 

Army  to  victory  against  the  royalists  in  1649,  had  beheaded  King 

Charles  I  and  established  a Puritan  republic in England with himself 

as  "Lord  Protector."  He  did  not  think  that  New  England  was  im

portant in the least and wrote of America as a "poor, cold and useless"37 place.  But in Cromwell's Puritan England there were two events that showed the shape of things to come.  In the heady days of his victory 

in  1649  Cromwell  had  received a  petition  from  the  Puritan  colony that  had  been established in  Amsterdam,  headed  by Anne  and  Ebe nezer Cartwright, urging him to hasten the Second Coming of Christ. 

In  the  Bible  it was  prophesied that the Jews would be  scattered "to the ends of the earth" (Deuteronomy 28:64; Daniel 12: 1 7)  but that prophecy had not been fulfilled, for there had been no Jews in England 

(a country  that  Jews  at  that  time  called  Kezar  ha-Aretz:  the  end  of the earth)38 since  King Edward I had expelled them from the country. Cromwell, the Cartwrights urged, should hasten the coming redemp tion by bringing the Jews back to England. In the new Puritan republic 

the  Jews  would  surely  be  converted  to  Christianity  and  this  would also hasten the  Second Coming of Christ.  Secondly,  the  Cartwrights asked 

That this nation ofEngland, with the inhabitants of the Netherlands, 

shall be the first and readiest to transport Israel's sons and daughters 

on  their ships  to  the  land  promised  to  their forefathers  Abraham, 

Isaac  and Jacob for an everlasting inheritance.'9 

The  Cartwrights'  petition  shows  how  dose  the  Puritans  were  in 

spirit to the Crusaders and to extreme religious Zionists today. Instead 

of waiting  passively  for  the  redemption,  the  Puritans  believed  that 

they should hasten  it by fulfilling the  prophecies themselves. 

The  prospect  of being  conveyed  to  Eretz  Yisrael  by  the  British 

government would prove to  be  very  attractive  to  many  Jews  at  the 

time of the Balfour Declaration.  But in  1649 the Jews did  not want 

to  go:  Kabalistic messianism was now nonnative  and most Jews  felt 

that they should wait until the Messiah summoned them to the Prom

ised  Land.  But  many  were  very  interested  in  the  first  part  of the 

petition:  that  the  Jews  be  allowed  to  settle  in  England.  Apocalyptic 

hopes were as high among Jews as among Puritans at this time. They 

often flared up after a catastrophe and in  1648 there had been dteadful 

pogroms  and massacres of Jews  in the Ukraine. This was  a particular 

disappointment:  the Jews had become very numerous in Poland and, 

as  expert  settlers,  they  had  proved  invaluable  as  middlemen  to  the 

Polish  government  who  were  attempting  to  colonize  the  Ukraine : 478                     H O L Y  W A R  

they  acted  as  tax  coUectors,  bailiffs  and  stewards,  and  it  seemed  as though  they had found a new home.  But they were also dangerously exposed  and  precisely because  they were middlemen they became the focus  of Ukrainian  and  peasant  hatred  of the  Poles. In 1648  as  part of their revolt against the Polish government, the Ukrainian Cossacks massacred  about  100,000  Jews,  destroyed  their  homes  and  forcibly deported the  rest. As usual, the  Jews  searched their souls  to  discover the meaning of this  crisis  and some were  convinced  that the Messiah was  at hand. Like the Puritans, the Jews considered the year 1666 an apocalyptic  year  and  many  waited  confidently  for  the  imminent  re demption. 

Many of the refugees from the Ukraine had settled with the Jewish 

community in Amsterdam, the home also of the Cartwrights and their Puritan  sect.  The  Dutch government had  been  happy  to welcome a colony  of Jews  because  they  knew  they  would  be  valuable to the economy  but this new influx was too much:  a sudden increase in the Jewish  population  of a  city  very  often  inspired  a  new  bout  of anti Semitism  and  this  was  greatly  feared  by  Manasseh  ben  Israel,  an Amsterdam  Jew  whose  family had  come  from  Spain.  Manasseh was anxious to  reach  out to  the goyim.  He  wanted to win acceptance for the  Jews  and  he  wrote books for  Christian  readers,  showing  that Christianity and Judaism had more in common than people thought. He was in this respect a most unusual Jew, who insisted that the goyim could  become  friends of the  Jewish  people: 

Hence it may be seen that God hath not left us; for if one persecutes us, another treats us civilly and courteously; and if this prince treats us ill, another treats us weU;  if one banisheth us out of his country, another  invites  us with  a thousand privileges,  as  diverse  princes  of Italy have done, the most eminent King of Denmark and the mighty Duke of Savoy in Nissa. And do we not see that those Republiques do flourish  and  much  increase  in  trade who admit the  Israelites.40 

When the Ukrainian refugees arrived in Amsterdam, Manasseh sought help  from  the  Puritan  community.  He  agreed  with  them  that  the redemption  of 1666  could  not occur unless  the  Jews were  settled  in the  Kezar  ha-Aretz  and  he also saw this  as  a  solution to the  current problem:  let the surplus of ]ews leave HoUand and settle in England. In 1650  he  published Spes Ismeli  (The Hope of lsrul), which  argued his case  and was  read  by  many  Puritans  with  enthusiasm.  Manasseh himself presented  a  petition  to  CromweU  and  had  discussions  with him about the  feasibility of the  Jews  coming  to  England.  CromweU 
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had not responded to  the  Cartwright  petition  but  he  was  interested 

in developing a British  Jewry  because  he could see that it would help the  ailing economy of the country,  which  had  been  badly  damaged 

by  the  Civil  War.  But nothing  seemed  to  come  of these  discussions 

and  in  1655 Manasseh  died,  a disappointed  man.  But the  following year some London Jews who had been living incognito declared their true Jewish identity and asked permission to build a synagogue. Crom

well was  happy to agree and the Jews  in  England  became  the  first in 

Europe to  receive full citizenship.  Jewish  immigrants  began to  arrive 

in the  Kezar ha-Aretz.•l 

This  started  a  tradition  in Protestant  Britain,  which  proved to be 

prepared  to use the  Jews  for  its  own  convenience:  Cromwell  was 

interested in  their economic  value  and the  Cartwrights  saw  the Jews 

as  part of the plan for a Christian redemption.  We shall see that from 

this date  there  were  constant calls  from  English  Protestants  that  the 

Jews  be  returned  to  Zion.  They  had  been  brought  up  on  a  diet  of 

Bible  stories  and saw Palestine as a Jewish country. They were usually 

totally unaware  of the  centuries  of Arab  Palestine  and left  the  Arabs 

out of their vision.  They  also  seemed  to  see  Judaism  as  a subsection 

of Christianity, the higher religion, and to see Jews as tools of British 

and Christian aims. This attitude, we know, had fateful consequences 

and culminated  in the  Balfour Declaration of 1 9 1 7. 

But Cromwell's admission of the  Jews  as  full  citizens  also  had  an

other most important corollary. In 1654 the first Jewish settlers arrived 

in America on the  French privateer St.  Catherine. They settled in  the 

Dutch colonial town of New Amsterdam but the Dutch did not allow 

them to build a synagogue, forced them to live separately from Gentiles 

and gave them no rights. But when the town fell to the English Puritan 

settlers  of New  England  in  1664  and  became  New  York,  the  Jews 

were  given  the full citizenship  that  they  had  in  England.  American 

Jewry  had  been  born.  The  Jews  were  deeply  compatible  with  the 

Puritans and fitted perfectly into the American congregational system. 

They  had,  after  all,  been  congregationalists  for  centuries!  Like  the 

Puritans, the Jews had also long  renounced clericalism and  preferred 

religious  government  by  the  congregation:  Jews  had  maintained  the 

primacy  of the  individual  conscience  for  over  a  thousand  years.  In 

America the Jews were just  another congregation  rather than a special 

and  exotic  community.  They  went  to  their  particular,  chosen  syn

agogue as a Protestant went to his chosen church. Without abandoning 

their faith, the Jews would achieve full integration in America. America would replace the home they had lost in Muslim Spain and from this 480                     H O L Y  W A R  

point there was another Jewish center in their vision of the world:  it was no longer divided into Eret:z Yisrael and the herut, the exile. There were Eret:z Yisrael,  the diaspora and America. 42 

When  the  apocalyptic  year 1666 finally arrived,  the  Jewish  world 

in  Europe  as  well  as  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  was  shaken  when  a Messiah did appear  in  Palestine  and  summoned  the  tribes  of Israel. Shabbtai  Zvi,  an unbalanced young man,  had  long been  convinced that he was the Messiah and in 1666 his claim was supported by the influential and charismatic Kabalist Nathan of Gaza and  by the local rabbis. The Jews were urged to hasten Zvi's success by means of prayer and scrupulous observance of the Torah,  as  Lurianic messianism en joined.  There  was  immense  excitement;  in Turkey  enthusiastic  riots broke  out  when  it  was  known  that  Zvi  was  coming  to  Turkey  to convert  the  Sultan.  The  Ottoman  authorities  became  alarmed  and when Zvi arrived he was arrested and taken into the Sultan's presence. There  he  was  given  the  choice  of death  or conversion to  Islam.  To the  immense  scandal  and  distress  of  all  the  Jewish  communities throughout the world which  had  supported  him, Zvi denied that he was the Messiah and converted to Islam. From this point Jews in both East  and  West  became  most suspicious  of anybody who claimed  to be  the  Messiah;  the  idea  of a  physical  interpretation  of messianism, including settlement in  Eret:z Yisrael, became even more discredited. A  more  spiritual  observance  of Kabalistic  messianism  became  nor mative:  it  was  observance  of Torah  and  prayer  alone  which  would end both the exile of the Shekinah and the exile of the Jews. 

The Shabbtai Zvi affair shows how far the Jews had diverged from 

the  old  medieval Jewish rationalism: Maimonides had  been  very wary indeed about how Jewish belief in  the Messiah should be interpreted. Lurianic ideas, which stressed the inadequacy of reason and a mystical transcendent prayer, were  now central  in Jewish life.  Previously,  an cient superstitions and belief in magical legends had been kept firmly in check but now they were rife in the ghetto. Particularly widespread was the enthusiasm for the golem. 43 The golem story had many varia tions  but  always  followed  the  same  pattern.  Certain  very  holy  men were believed to have the power to breathe life into an artificial man, the golem, who thus acquired a life of his own.  He avenged the Jews by attacking the Gentiles, eye for eye, tooth for tooth.  But always, in the end, the golem  became a  Frankenstinian monster who got out of control and ran amok. The legend could be seen as a telling indication, perhaps, of what Jews might like to do  to  the goyim if they had the chance.  He was  an  objectified projection of Jewish hostility.  But the story also revealed the dangers of Jewish  retaliation: it could get out 
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of hand and rebound on the Jews themselves.  In the  intensely emo tional world of the ghettos by the late seventeenth cenrury, the goyim were associated with the  "other," just as Jews  and Muslims were in 

Christian  thought.  They  were  linked  with  what  was  known  as  the demonic "Otm Sitra" or the "other side," which was everything God 

was not.  But, unlike the Christians, the Jews  did not create detailed 

stereotypical fantasies of the guyim:  they preferred to leave them well 

alone. 

At about the  same  time  as  the  Shabbtai  Zvi  fiasco  another  event had made just  as painful an impression on  European  Jewry  and this 

had confirmed Jews in  their  policy of avoidance of all  aspects  of the Gentile world. In 1656 the brilliant philosopher Baruch  Spinoza  had 

been excommunicated,  cast out of the synagogue of Amsterdam  and sent over to the "other side." While the edict of excommunication was 

read out, the lights of the synagogue were gradually extinguished until 

the  congregation was  left  in  total  darkness,  experiencing themselves 

the darkness in Spinoza's soul: 

Let him be accursed by day and accursed by night; accursed in his lying down and his rising up, in going out and in coming in.  May the Lord never more pardon or acknowledge him!  May the wrath and displeasure of the Lord bum against this man henceforth, load him with  all  the curses  written  in the  book of the  Law,  and  raze out his name from under the sky . . . .  Hereby,  then, are aU admon ished  that  none  hold  converse  with  him  by  word  of mouth,  or communication by writing, that no one do him any service, abide under the same roof with him, approach within four cubits' length of him , or  read  any document  dictated  by  him or written  by  his hand." 

The terrifying words  remind us  that  by this date Judaism could  be 

just as fiercely aggressive as Christianity in  abhorring heresy and de

viation; they also reveal the huge gulf that existed between the nation 

of  Israel  and  the  world outside  the  safe  orthodoxy  of the  ghetto. 

Spinoza,  who  was  then  aged  twenty-four,  was  also  cast  out  of his 

father's house and from Amsterdam. Until his death in 1677 he lived 

among the goyim  but never became a  Christian. As a young srudent 

he had become dissatisfied with the srudv of the Torah and the Talmud 

and had joined a circle of Gentile Freethinkers. This had led him into 

a philosophical position that bordered on atheism. A cenrury later his 

view of religion based on reason and the rejection of the concept of 

revelation would be commonplace during the Enlightenment, but in 

his own day Spinoza was a revolutionary thinker. 
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During  the  eighteenth  century  Gentile  philosophers  like  Voltaire 

looked back to  Spinoza with admiration but the rabbis saw him  as a terrible  example  of what could happen  to a Jew who toyed with the ideas  of the guyim:  the  Gentile  world  could  lead  to  the  loss  of the 

 

Jewish faith. This confirmed many in the policy of ignoring and avoid •5( ing  the  Gentiles  and  also  in  the  trend  away  from  rationalism.  A 

reaction against  rationalism also led to the Jewish religious revolution or reformation that is known as Hasidism. Like the Christian sects of the American  Great Awakening on the Methodism of John Wesley in England,  this  was  a  successful  attempt  to  wrest Judaism away  from the  control  of the establislunent.  It was a people's  religion,  teaching that  even  simple  people  could  experience  direct  contact  with  God without the rabbis or the scholars.  Its great apostle, Israel ben Eliezer, who is most often known as the Baal Shem Tov  (Master of the Good Name)  taught  a method of prayer  based  on  Lurianic  contemplation of the  letters  of the  Divine  Name  which  led  to  the  Hasidim  being possessed by a form of the divine spirit. Hasidic meetings were noisy, charismatic affairs: the Hasidim shouted aloud, danced and sang, hor rifying the  Orthodox establislunent.  In addition, the Baal  Shem Tov replaced  the discredited cult of an imminent Messiah  with the figure of the zaddick, the holy man whose piety and charisma could lead the masses  to  God.  The  Hasidim  may  have  shared  many of the  charac teristics of charismatic Christian movements of the eighteenth century, but they were quite uninterested in the Christians.  After the death of the Baal Shem Tov in 1 760, the movement continued and thrives to the  present day.  Hasidim continue to live as though the surrounding world of theguyim did not exist and they are not interested in the cult of Eretz  Yisrael:  they  already  meet  God  in  Torah  observance  and mystical  prayer.  Even  though  it  began  as  an  anti-intellectual  move

 

ment, Hasidism has attracted the admiration of eminent Jewish schol � ars like Martin Buber, Gershon Scholem and Louis Jacob

During the eighteenth century there was also a religious revolution 

in which we can see the first stirrings of the Arab Awakening. By this time  the  essential  weaknesses  of the  Ottomans  had  led  to  misrule, corruption,  anarchy and stagnation throughout the  Empire.  The in tellectual  decline  meant  that  Muslims  still  studied  according to  the principles  established  in  the  great  medieval  universities.  The  medi ocrity and  conservatism  of the  Middle  East would lead Western ob servers to  blame !slant for encouraging obscurantism and intellectual conformity but,  as we know, that was another inaccuracy.  Islam had a  strong  rationalistic  and  speculative  tradition  and Muslim  scholars had once been in the intellectual vanguard of the world.  But in most 
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of the Middle East there was now an inward-looking attitude that was ( still  unable  to  take  in  the  new  achievements  of Western  Europe. In the Arabian Peninsula the Arabs  produced  their own  Puritan  revo lution.  Mohammad  ibn Abd  al-Wahhab  (d. 1 792), a jurist of Najd, founded  a  sect  that  claimed  to  return  to  the  original  spirit  of the Prophet Mohammad.  Like  Luther,  he  wanted  to  strip  away all later accretions,  particularly those introduced by  the  Sufis,  the mystics of Islam, and restore Islam to  the splendor of purity that it had enjoyed in  Medina  in  the  seventh  century.  He condemned  popular  belief in the power of saints as intercessors and the Shiite cult of the tombs of the imams. He refused to accept the authority of any of the classical schools of Muslim  law  and  declared  that  the  gates  of ijtihad (inde pendent reasoning) had been reopened. Taqlid (emulation of the mas ters of the Sharia) was 
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Wahhabism tended to  be  like  English  Puritanism.  In 

1 744  Ibn Abd al-Wahhab  had infuriated the Muslim establishment by attacking local shrines  and  was given asylum  by  Mohammad  ibn Sa'ud, ruler of the small principality of Diriya in Central Arabia.  The two men then formed a coalition  and  Ibn Sa'ud accepted the respon

sibility of becoming a true  Islamic  ruler,  under  the guidance  of Ibn (

Abd al-Wahhab They began a reform that centered on the same issues as  those of the  Prophet Mohammad's  revolution  against  the  estab lishment of Mecca. They attacked the oppression of the  poor,  indif ference to the plight of widows and orphans, immorality and idolatry. W ahhabism  emphasized  the  brotherhood  and  equality  that  should prevail  among  all  Muslims,  irrespective  of tribe  or  rank.  They  also insisted  that  the  Arabs,  not  the  Turks,  should  control  the  Muslim umma and  Ibn Sa'ud called  a jihad against those Arab sharifs  who ruled in the  Hejaz  in  the  name  of the  Ottoman Turks) Again,  this Arab revival had nothing to  say as yet about the  West:  it was a rev olution  against the Turks and the  religious establishment.  It was ex tremely successful, for the W ahhabis managed to wrest a large portion of Central  Arabia  away  from  the  Ottomans.  The  sect also proved enduring. The Wahhabis threatened the provinces of Syria and Iraq: in  1 803 they attacked the shrine of Imam Husain at  Karbala,  on the grounds that this cult was  superstitious  idolatry.  In  1 8 1 3  a Turkish Egyptian alliance defeated the W ahhabis but the sect revived during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries and is the form of Islam prac

ticed today in the kingdom of Saudi Arabia, which was established in ,

1932 Later Arab movements,  as we shall see, would be inspired by their contact with the West at the very end of the eighteenth century. New Western ideas would prove to be a revelation. But many of them 484                    H O L Y  W A R  

also looked back to the spirit of Wahhabism, which had been the first sign that the Arabs were about to shake off the stagnation of their Ottoman Dark Age and attempt to take their destiny into their own hands) 

(Since the Reformation a new phenomenon had appeared in Western 

Christianity, which consisted of violent reactions against religion, suc ceeded by an intense return to fundamentalist belief and practice. These periods also coincided with another phenomenon which is unique in world  history:  periods  of religiosity  coincided  with  extreme  sexual repression and these were succeeded by frenetic pennissiveness during the more secular periods.  This lurching to and from religious belief suggests a certain imbalance that is not evident in other cultures]I'hus the intense religiosity of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was followed by the reaction of the skepticism of the Enlightenment. We can  learn  a  lot  from  the  Enlightenment  because  our  own  century claimed  that man had  outgrown  religion,  rather  as  the  eighteenth century philosophers had done. This proved to be an inaccurate fore cast then and has been a false prediction today. The eighteenth-century Age of Reason was a reaction to the extremism of the Reformation period, when thousands of people had been persecuted for their beliefs. But the Enlightenment proved that people needed more than reason and science:  it led to the revival of a charismatic and fundamentalist form of Christianity in the nineteenth century on both sides of the Atlantic.  In our own day a period of secularism and skepticism has been succeeded by a new type of Christian fundamentalism in Europe and America that is usually dependent upon a literal interpretation of Scripture  and  is  often  very  aggressive  toward  other  religions.  It  is unrealistic to try to batten down the religious need and expect it to disappear.�The  religious  instinct is  as  impossible to  suppress as the sexual instinct;  indeed in both cases repression is likely to lead to a more extreme and uncontrollable form of passion. It is also true that during an  age  of unbelief people continue to  be influenced by the habits of faith. The old religious  prejudices and myths continue to 

bigoted and irrationaf.' assert themselves,  even though  our  minds  know that  we  arc being The eighteenth century shows this clearly, es

pecially as regards the view of Jews and Muslims. 

In  1 704, for example, Nathaniel Crouch edited and published a 

volume of essays called Two Journeys to Jerusalem. The contributors are not Pilgrims; there is a new coolness toward the Holy Land which is discussed as objectively and scientifically as though it were any other country. They comment on population and on flora and fauna. Again, the old crusading hatred ofJudaism seems to have vanished: there are 
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accounts of Manasseh ben Israel and the Shabbtai Zvi fiasco that take 

an intelligent and detached interest in these events.  Crouch, using the pseudonym Robert Burton, wrote one of the travel diaries in the book. 

Again, it is clear that he is not a religious man but it is also clear that he had been influenced by the Bible to see Palestine as the country of 

the Jews. Here his scientific objectivity seems to desert him.  His Bible reading had suggested to him that Palestine was a populous, thriving place and he was shocked to see that the country did not live up to his idea of a land flowing with milk and honey. It was from Burton 

that the English people first heard that Palestine was a barren desert. Without considering any other option, Burton irrationally concluded 

that the past fertility of the country was due entirely to the Israelites, who, he said, had terraced and fertilized the land and wasted none of 

it.46  He did not seem to recall that the land had been flowing with 

milk and honey before the Israelites conquered it,  as the  Bible itself makes clear, nor did he reflea that he had personally seen only a very small  bit of the country: the land between Jaffa and Jerusalem has never been very fertile. 

But there was one objection to Burton's thesis that only the Jews had been able to make Palestine prosper that was staring him in the 

face. Jerusalem is full of the architeaural relics of civilizations that had been established in the country after the fall of Jewish Jerusalem in c.E. 70. The Romans, Byzantines, Arabs, Mamluks and Crusaders had all established  societies there and some had  been very prosperous. They had left many imposing buildings and works of art behind them. Burton ignored all this and narrowed the entire history of the country 

to the relatively short period of Jewish occupation.  In particular, he 

failed to  see the  significance of the  Dome of the  Rock,  which  still 

dominates  the  Old  City.  It  did  not  seem  to  remind  him  that  the Muslims had been established in Palestine for over a thousand years and had made their own unique contribution to its beauty at a time when the British had been primitive  barbarians.  Burton ignored all 

this and decided that if the prosperity of the country was entirely due to  the  industrious Jews its  decay had been caused  by the ''want of 

culture  and  tillage  among  the  barbarous  Infidels  . . .  who  by their continuous wars and ravages have made it almost desolate and like a desert . . .  a place forsaken by God."47 Even the new man of reason 

could not interpret the facts before him without referring to a biblical tradition that, in his more rational moments, he might dismiss as an obsolete myth. 
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There was clearly a very great change in the artitude toward Islam. What had happened to the "unspeakable Turk"  and the monstrous 486                     H O L Y  W A R  

Muslim who sought the overthrow of Christendom? By the eighteenth century Europe was far more confident and rising to new power. The eighteenth century marked a new period of expansion and broadening horizons,  as  France and  Britain  fought each other for  the conrrol of India until Britain established hegemony in  1 767. The Ottoman Em pire, on the other hand, was obviously in decline: "Mohammadanism" seemed to  be  a  spent fire  and no longer haunted the imagination of Europe.  Muslims  could  easily  be  dismissed  now  as  the  "barbarous infidel" and the former achievements of Islam were no longer a threat and could be ignored. But it is a mistake to imagine that, because we think something is no longer a problem because we don't see it, it no longer  Arabs had failed to "see" Christianity and imagined 
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that Europe  developed little since the period of the Crusades:  at 

the  end  of the  century  they  would  get  a  severe  shock  when  they encountered the new West.  In our own century we in the West were shocked  by  the  new  outbreak  of revolutionary  Islamic  activity  and realized belatedly that Islam had been alive and well all along but we 

 

had  not  "seen"  it.  The  eighteenth-century  Wahhabi  revolution  was ' just one sign of its continued survival

Burton was developing the  "double" vision that we shall see to be 

characteristic of British  Zionism, which saw the Jews and ignored the Arabs. We see this again in a prayer of Joseph Priestley, the Unitarian minister and distinguished chemist. Priestley urged the Jews to convert to  Christianity  because  he saw  the  two  religions  as  complementary. Again,  Priestley was not taking Judaism  seriously  as  an  independent religion  and was  failing to  apply to  this  religious  issue the  scientific virtues of detachment that he needed in his work.  He urged the Jews to acknowledge Jesus as Messiah:  that 

the God of Heaven, the God of Abraham,  Isaac and Jacob whom we Christians as well as you worship, may be graciously pleased to put an end to your suffering, gathering you from all nations, resettle you  in your own counrry,  the  land of Canaan, and make  you  the most illustrious of all nations on the earth. 48 

Priestley cannot seem to see that although he graciously acknowledges the Jewish patriarchs the Jews are not going to be able to acknowledge Jesus  as  the  Messiah.  He  does  not  appear  to  realize  that,  though Christians  need the Jewish Scriptures, the Jews have  no  need of the New Testament.  Priestley's  Christianity  demands  the  conversion  of the  Jews  but  we  know that  the  Jews  themselves  had  very  different religious aspirations at the time. Priestley's attitude is an improvement on the old habit of seeing unbaptized Jews as worthy of annihilation 
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but he does wipe out the Jewish view of religion.  Similarly he appears 

to  have  no vision of Islam at all.  The  Islamic experience  is  completely 

ignored. Muslims also venerate the Jewish patriarchs and acknowledge 

that Jesus was  the Messiah  but for Priestley they are  not worth  a  plea 

or  a  prayer.  They seem  not to  exist.  Like  Burton,  he  left  Islam  out of 

the  picture  and  saw  only  two  religions  in  the  tradition  of historical monotheism. 

Later  in  the  eighteenth  century  other  British  Zionists  called  for  a 

return  of the  Jews  to  Palestine.  Nobody  considered  the  fact  that  the 

Jews  themselves  at this  point  had  quite  different  religious  aspirations 

and would not wish to  be deported to  Palestine.  The  existence of the Arab Muslims was ignored as was the  Islamic claim to Jerusalem.  But 

the  British  were  begirming to  look greedily  at  the  decaying Ottoman 

Empire  and  were  ready  to use the  Jews  for  their  own  political  con venience. Thus in 1 790 James Beere,  Rector of Sandbrook, submitted 

a petition to William Pitt asking him to assist in hastening the Second 

Coming  by  bringing  about  the  "final  restoration  of the  Jews  to  the 

Holy  Land."  Beere also shrewdly  pointed  out  that  this  would  be 

economically advantageous to the  British.  Once the Jews were settled, 

they  would  "stand  in  need  of  many  manufactured  articles,  of  the (r necessities  of life  . . .  especially woollens  and  linens. "49 he  return  of 

the Jews would be of benefit to the British trade outposts in the Middle 

East and would also make the British  an important political presence 

in               In 1800 James  Bicheno  published The Restoration o f the 
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Jews-The       o f the Nt#ions, which also argued  that  the  return  of the  Jews  would  not  only  hasten  the  millennium  but  would also 

strengthen the  British  claim  to  Palestine. 

In the  eighteenth  century,  therefore,  people  were  trying  to  be  fair 

and  objective.  But  the  old  received  ideas  of  Europe  continued  to 

infiuence them. In some ways it is certainly true that the Age of Reason did broaden the outlook of Christendom.  Previously the whole of the 

Orient had been equated with  Islam in the popular  mind.  But during 

the  Age  of Reason  a  far  more  venerable  and  challenging  Orient  was 

discovered.  In 1 759 the  French  orientalist  Abraham-Hyacinthe  An

quetil-Duperon  translated  the Amta, the  Zoroastrian  Scriptures  of 

ancient  Persia,  and  followed  this  with  a  translation  of the  Hindu 

Uptmishtuls. A  new  religious  world  was  opening  up  which  was  quite 

outside  the  experience  of the  three  religions  of Abraham.  Surely  this 

would  mean  that  the  threat  of Islam  would  be  neutralized  and  seen 

more· objectively in this wider context?  Indeed, the eighteenth century 

fostered a new "love" of the Orient. Orientalists like Sir William Jones 

made this new  world  available  to  the  general  reader,  and  painters, 488                     H O L Y  W A R  

composers  and writers started  to meditate on  the exotic,  mysterious East. This, of course, was no more accurate than the old hostile image of "Islam" had  been.  It was a similar expression of Western dreams: the "exotic East" bore no relation to the real Orient and travelers there often  felt  disappointed  and  cheated  when  they  discovered  this.  The new  cult  of the  Orient  was  simply  another  projection,  this  time  of Western longings for commodities not available at home{lt was also a way of taming the challenge of the  East and  making it a  province of the  Western  imaginatio�  Egotism always  rears  its  ugly head:  we have seen that selfish political and religious dreams influenced the way people  saw  Palestine.  Similarly,  when  they  contemplated  the  newly discovered  Orient  they were  dominated  by fantasies that completely lacked the objectivity of the ideal of reason. 

It may well be impossible to understand another culture fully. Our 

thoughts  are  shaped  by  language  and institutions that color our at titudes  at a very deep level,  and  perhaps  this makes  it  impossible to 

appreci01-te something founded on quite different cultural and linguistic ( 
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norms It may also be impossible to  rid ourselves of inherited habits 

 

of prejudice. The least we can do is to make ourselves aware that these � 

exis At  the  very  beginning  of the  period  one  important  scientific 

study proved  that old habits died hard.  In 1697 the Bibliotheque uri entaie of Barthelmy  d'Herbelot  was  published  posthumously.  It  re mained an important and authoritative reference book in Europe and Britain until the beginning of the nineteenth century and was a major source of Western knowledge about the  Orient.  D'Herbelot seemed to  have  made  a  great  effort  to  break  out  of the  old  prejudices  of Christian scholarship. He had actually used Arabic, Turkish and Per sian sources and presented his reader with a history of the world that took in the traditions of non-Christian religions.  He gave alternative accounts of the  creation of the  world,  for example,  in  an  attempt at objectivity. It is rightly claimed that there is a certain  arrogance in this attempt to reduce the vast and alien complexity of the East into a neat, alphabetical Western scheme50 but it could be argued that at the outset we need some kind of familiar system when we approach an entirely foreign culture.  Despite this objective and scientific outlook, and de spite the  use  of sources that would certainly have contradicted him, D'Herbelot simply reproduced the old medieval picture of lslam. Un der the section "M" we find "Mohammad" described as "the famous imposter"  and  "founder  of  a  heresy  which  has  taken  the  name  of religion, which we  call Mohammadan.  See entty under Islam. "51  Al though D'Herbelot was aware of the real  name  of the religion, the important thing was that we prefer to call it "Mohammadan." D'Her-
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helot      compared this "heresy" to other Christian heresies like Ar also 

ianism.  It was  a faithful repetition of the medieval  view.  Despite his 

massive and impressive researches, D'Herbelot simply transmitted the 

old received  opinion about  Islam  and, as he  was  such an  authority, 

he  impressed it indelibly on the  minds  of most orientalists  until  the 

early nineteenth  century.  He was not  being deliberately  perverse:  he 

probably could not look- at Islam in any other way. But this confident 

Western intellectual had codified,  defined and cut the  Prophet down \I to size  according to the  European  scheme  of things. slam was  pre

sented  as  an  eccentric  deviation  from  mainstream  Western which had no power to challenge or threaten "our" point of 
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In  the  same  year  the  English  orientalist  Humphry Prideaux pub

lished Mllhumet: the True Nature  of Imposture. The  title  alone shows 

that he had unquestioningly accepted the medieval prejudice.  Indeed, 

he  cited  Riccoldo  da Monti:  Croce  as  his  major  source.  But the  im

portant thing is  that  Prideaux  presented  himself as  a  man  of reason him and  one could  therefore  have  expected  to  take  a more  objective 

view.  He claimed that not only was  Islam a mere  imitation of Chris

tianity,  it  was  a  clear  example  of the  idiocy to which all religions, 
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Christianity  could sink if they were not based firmly on the  rock 

of reason.  effect,  Prideaux  was  doing  here  what  Europeans 

had always done:  he  was  using  a  fictional  image  of "Islam"  as  a  foil 

against which the new,  rational Europe could measure itself. The Age 

of Reason was attempting to break free of the religious prejudice which j had oppressed the people of the West for so long But Prideaux makes 

no  attempt to free  himself from  the  old  prejudice  against  Islam  but 

swallows the whole medieval tradition without a qualm.  The strength 

of received ideas is even more strikingly manifest in the Vie deMahomed 

by Henri, Comte de Boulainvilliers  (Paris,  1 730; London,  1 73 1 ) .  The also 

count  repeated  all  the  medieval  fantasies  but  turned  the  whole 

tradition  on  its  head.  The  medievals  claimed  that  Mohammad  had 

made up his religion to make  himself master of the  world:  the  count 

agreed that this was so and found it admirable. Unlike irrational Chris

tianity,  Islam was a natural,  not  a revealed, religion and  the  Prophet 

a great  military  hero like Caesar  or Alexander the  Great.  The  count 

must have  been one  of the  first  Europeans  to  speak  positively  about 

 

Islam but his natural religion of reason is a travesty and based on the .{ 

same  old  lies However  rational  or  unbiased  people  claim to be,  re� 

ceived ideas are stronger than our more  consciously sought views and 

if accepted uncritically can make nonsense of our liberal  theori� 

So entrenched  was  the  old  medieval  view  that  it  appeared  even 
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the received opinion. As early as  1708 Simon Ocldey distressed many of his readers when he published the first volume of his History o f the Saracens because he  did  not  reflexively present Islam as  a religion  of the sword  but  tried to see  the  seventh-century Islamic jihad from the Muslims'  point  of view.  Yet  even  though  Ockley  was  striving  for accuracy and  was meticulous in his research (Volume II  did not appear until  ten  years  later)  he  was  still  subject  to  the  ancient  prejudice. Mohammad, he said, was "a very subtle and crafty man, who put on the  appearance only of those  good  qualities,  while  the  principles  of his soul  were  ambition  and lust. "52 It would be  hard to find a more succinct  summary  of the  medieval  view.  What  is  perhaps  more  sig nificant  is  that  the  introduction  to  the Cambridge History  of Islam ( 1970) hailed Ockley's work together with D'Herbelot's Bibliotheque as "highly important''  in broadening "the  new  understanding of Is lam. "53  If Islamic  scholars  in  our  own  day  praise  D'Herbelot  and Ockley,  who  had  no  hesitation  about  denouncing  "Islam"  as  a  de praved heresy, it is no wonder that many of us lesser mortals are still so confused. 

A more distinguished and influential historian of Islam also seemed 

to praise and understand the religion and yet at the same time reverted to the old hostile  prejudice.  In his fiftieth chapter of The Dedine and Fall o f the Roman Empire, Edward Gibbon sonorously praised the "lofty monotheism" of Islam  but also wrote  that Mohammad was  either  a fraud or an enthusiast  (a  bad word in Enlightenment rationalism), a religious fanatic beyond the reach of reason, who was able to convert the barbarous Arabs by the most unworthy means: 

From all sides  the  roving  Arabs  were  allured  by  the  standard  of religion and plunder; the apostle sanctioned the licence of embracing female  captives  as  their wives  and concubines;  and the  enjoyment of wealth  and  beauty  was  a  feeble  type  of the  joys  of Paradise prepared for  the valiant martyrs of the faith. 54 

Gibbon allowed that, despite this unfortunate start, Muslims did man age to attain to a certain nobility in their religion;  sometimes, he felt, it was a little too stark in its lack of understanding of human failings (unlike  Christianity,  is  the  implied  comparison) .  But  Gibbon  really showed his colors when he dealt with the Koran. He began by referring to the Muslim belief that the beauty of the Koran shows that it came from God: 

This  argument is most powerfully  addressed to a devout Arabian whose mind is attuned to faith and rapture, whose ear is delighted 
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by the music of sounds, and whose ignorance is  incapable of com paring the productions of human genius. The  harmony  and  copi ousness of style will not reach,  in a version, the European infidel; he will peruse with impatience the endless incoherent rhapsody of fable and precept and declamation, which seldom excites a sentiment or an idea, which sometimes crawls in the dust,  and  is sometimes lost in the clouds. 55 

This is self-congratulation indeed: "we" are discerning, civilized and 

rational enough to see through the preposterous claim of the Prophet, 

but "they" are incapable of any such insight, because they are childish 

barbarians. Writing at the end of the century, Gibbon had absorbed 

the Western self-confidence and sense of superiority that brought with 

it an arrogant blindness:  because he cannot understand the Koran, he 

assumes that there is nothing in it and that the "devout Arabian" does so because he is an inferior human being. It would seem from reading Gibbon's chapter that the old irrational terror of "Mohammadanism" 

was  well  and  ttuly  dead  and  had  been  replaced  by  a  calm,  slightly 

amused contempt  for  a  religion  that cannot  be  taken  too  seriously. 

This  new  Christian  superiority  is  not  at  all  dissimilar  to  the  Arab 

attitude toward the poor benighted Franks at the time of the Crusades. 

Some fifty years later Thomas Carlyle wrote one of the first European eulogies of Mohammad in  his essay "The Hero as  Prophet" and for 

the first time  denounced the old  medieval lies,  but  even he  balked at 

the  Koran,  which  he  described  as  "a  wearisome,  confused  jumble, crude, incondite; endless iterations,  long-windedness,  entanglement; 

most crude, incondite, insupportable stupidity in short. "56 Apart from the obvious comment that Carlyle's own style in  this sentence  is not 

above  criticism,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  Koran  does  present  a problem to Westerners. 

For centuries  Europeans  had  relied  upon  the  old  medieval  trans

lations of the Koran, which had really been translations of Christian 

prejudice,  as we have  seen.  But in 1 734 George Sale had  published 

his translation of the Koran which gave readers like Gibbon and Carlyle 

an accurate English translation for the very first time. This translation 

is one of the finest achievements of the Age of Reason and represented 

a considerable advance. It must be said, alas, that Sale was not perfect. 

He wrote an introduction  which  aired  old  medieval  prejudice:  "It  is 

certainly one  of the  most convincing proofs  that Mohammadanism 
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was no other than a human invention, that it owed its progress and 

establishment almost entirely to the sword." He does  follow this by 
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against the  Meccans  "may  perhaps  be  allowed."57 There  was  still  a deep need to  belittle or explain away the  strongly compelling  power of the religion. But despite this ingrained prejudice, Sale's acrual trans lation  was an enormous  improvement on  the old versions of the cru sading period.  He  used  proper  Muslim  and  Arabic  commentators instead of  prejudiced  Christian  sources,  and  if people  criticize  the translation today  it  is  not  because  they  consider  it  inaccurate  but because  they  find  the  style  rather  heavy.  Nevertheless  giving  people in Europe an accurate translation should have meant that people would have  had  no  excuse  for  propagating  the  old  fantasies  about  Islam  as a  depraved  religion,  particularly  the  scholars  of the  Enlightenment. The  translation  should  have  aroused a  new  interest.  Yet this did not happen. 

However  technically  accurate  Sale's  version  of the  Koran  was,  it 

suffered  from one unavoidable  defect:  it was  not in Arabic.  Had  he been able to achieve a livelier style, this insurmountable problem would stiU  have  remained.  Muslims  claim  that  the  Koran  is  untranslatable, for the  beauty of the Arabic  is  an  essential  part of its  meaning. They point to this  beauty  as  proof of its  divine  origin.  Indeed  the  beauty of the  Koran  is  one  of the  reasons  for  the  spreading  of the  Arabic language from the Arabian Peninsula throughout the Middle East and North Mrica. When people in these countries converted to Islam they had  to  learn  the  Koran  in  Arabic  and  they  then  went  on  to  change their  language.  That even  the  ordinary,  uneducated  people  were  in spired to make this linguistic change  is a tribute to the extraordinary emotional  and intellecrual attraction of the sacred book of Islam.  It is very  striking  to  watch  even  unreligious Arabs listening to  the  Koran when  it  is  broadcast  on  the  radio,  sung  to  a  special  chant.  They are clearly enthralled and find it very difficult to express exactly why these words  give  them  such  pleasure.  Perhaps  the  Koran  is  comparable  to some of Shakespeare's songs or to certain well-known  passages of the King  James  Bible  in  English.  The  language  has  an  absolute  beauty that is enhanced by emotional associations.  Obviously nothing of this can come out in  translation. 

For  a  non-Arabic  speaker,  the  Koran  is  not  very  accessible.  It  is 

always  true  that other  people's  holy books  are  difficult to  penetrate; it is an indication of the great difficulty of truly understanding another culture.  Anglicans who are loyal to the King James Bible would prob ably not  be  so  moved  by the  Hebrew words  if they could  read them because,  beautiful  as  the  English  is,  it  has  transformed  the  Hebrew into  something  very  different  and  quintessentially  English.  Hebrew versions of the  psalms,  for example,  are  a lot less sonorous and mel-
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lifluous and more brutal and direct than a King James devotee might expect. To attach ourselves to the Jewish Scriptures, we have had to translate them into another idiom  and have turned  them into some

thing else.  It is possible that some great stylist might be able to do something similar with the Koran, but then it would not be the Koran 

anymore. Part of the difficulty is that Arabic has a different logic from European languages  and  words have a far wider and  more  complex range of meaning and association, which makes a translation an im

poverishment.  Without  the  beauty,  the  complexity  and  associative power of the Arabic, an English translation of the main "sense" of the 

words,  however careful  and  accurate,  is bound to  be a distortion. I myself have found that constant reading of the Koran in an English translation does familiarize one with a certain dynamic  and  beauty, 

but I am quite aware that this is probably entirely different from the experience of reading the Arabic original.  Even though I am in the 

early stages of learning Arabic, I have to recognize that I shall probably never be proficient enough to appreciate the beauty and the complexity of the Koran as a native speaker does. 

Therefore, though Sale's version was undoubtedly an important and essential contribution to Western knowledge of lslam, the Koran still remained a very difficult book for English people to read and under stand. It was not likely to make people suddenly aware of the power of the book and the religion. In the West today we have a number of 

accurate and more attractive translations of the Koran but this has not 

helped us to approach the religion more sympathetically. The power 

of received ideas about Islam still tends to be stronger than the Muslim holy book, which few people have actually read. Unlike the people of the eighteenth century, we  are living at  a time when  Muslims feel great hostility toward the West and this makes it more difficult to be 

objective in our judgments. But since we pride ourselves on our liberal Western  traditions  (and often  blame modern Muslims  for their  in tolerance) it is surely important that we do not descend to the level of the Muslims we criticize and that we try to  live up to  our own 

values. 

Reason therefore  proved inadequate as  a  means  of acquiring  an objective and balanced understanding of Islam in the eighteenth cen

tury.  The philosiJJlbes of the  French  Enlightenment  show this most 

clearly. They were rightly critical of the religious prejudices which had terrorized so many of the people of Europe and had encouraged vicious 


perseeution of so-called heretics. But in their own writings they tacitly condone prejudice toward both Jews and Muslims. Voltaire, for ex

ample,  wrote  in the Diaionnaire philosiJJlhique that the  Jews were  a 494                     H O L Y  W A R  

"totally  ignorant  nation,  who  for  many  years  have  combined  con temptible miserliness and the most revolting superstition with a violent hatred  of all those  nations  which  have tolerated  them."58 This  judg ment,  uttered  by  the  apostle  of pure  reason,  discounts  centuries  of Jewish intellectual history but he was simply repeating the old Chris tian inherited prejudice he professed to  despise.  For centuries people had  accustomed themselves to  seeing the Jews as the murderous ene mies of Christians and of every Western aspiration, which meant that they had suffered from religious persecution more than anybody else in Europe. Voltaire vehemently condemned prejudice and persecution yet never questions  his own  anti-Semitism.  But there was one major difference between Voltaire's image of the Jew and the old Christian prejudice:  Christians had always claimed that the Jews were the ene mies  of religion  but,  since  Voltaire  believed  that  religion  was  a  bad thing,  he  turned  the  old  stereotype on  its  head  and  denounced  the Jews because they  were  slaves  to  superstition  and  religion.  Taking  it at  some  deep  and  subrational  level  for  granted  that  the  Jews  were against "us," he had simply adjusted the stereotype to make it conform to  the  paradigm.  Now  that  Europeans  were  assuming  a  rationalist identity,  the Jews were accused of being irrational. 

He was  also prejudiced against  Islam.  Voltaire wrote a tragedy on 

the  life  of Mohammad  which  he  called Fanaticism ( 1 742) .  The  title itself  indicates  his  attitude.  Voltaire  differed  from  the  medievals  in that he found their fantasies about the Prophet insufficiently scurrilous, so  he  made  up  some  more  of his  own.  Mohammad  was  a  common impostor,  like  the  founders  of all  other  religions.  Like  them,  he  had resorted to common conjuring tricks which  his followers preferred to see  as miracles. Much was  made of Mohammad's passionate and erotic nature.  We  have  seen  that  writers  like  Prideaux  and  Boulainvilliers had used  their distorted version of "Islam"  to  denigrate Christianity, and Voltaire also used the Prophet to denigrate religion, showing that he had  been  a cynical impostor who yet managed  to  lead  his  people to a glorious victory by means of these fairy tales.  Like Gibbon, Vol taire  looked  at  the  early  Arabians  with  disdain  and  found  some  ex tenuating circumstances for Mohammad's  behavior:  living, as he did, among  such  barbarous  and  crude  people,  Mohammad  had  had  to resort to these  tricks  to  make  any impression on  them.  Again,  when Voltaire  wanted  to  show  how  tolerant he was  and  how  intolerant Christianity was  in  his Essai sur les moeun, he  praised  Islam  for  its toleration. But  his  conclusion  there  remained  that  its  founder  had been "regarded  as  a great man even by those who knew that he was an impostor and revered as a prophet by all the rest.  The medievals  "59 
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had presented Mohammad in  a disreputable  light because it was  the 

only way that they could  understand and  interpret the  extraordinary his 

power of  religious thought:  to acknowledge this would have been 

too threatening. Voltaire made use of the medieval prejudices that he was committed  to  despise  because  he was  similarly unable  to  accept the  compelling religious  vision  of Islam,  religion  in  his  book  being an execrable and outmoded activity. 

The  old  hysterical  view  of Islam  prevailed,  however.  Right  at  the end  of the  eighteenth  century,  in 1 799, a  life  of Mohammad  was published  in  England  which  seems  scarcely  sane:  Mohammad  was worse  than  Caligula,  Domitian  or Judas  Iscariot.  "Many millions  of rational  human  beings,"  the  author  cried  in  anguish, "are degraded to  the rank of brutes  by the consummate  artifice  and  wickedness"  of the Prophet.60 The very idea that Muslims believe that their "religious farrago" is a valid form of ritual and spiritual experience seems to drive the  author  into  a state  of frenzy.61  These  absurd  distortions  reveal  a deep  dread  lurking  beneath  the  skeptical,  rational  facade  of society. Similarly,  the  celebrated  French  philosoph�r  of the  Enlightenment Baron  Paul  Henri  Holbach wrote  in  his L'Esprit du juda&sme  ( 1770) that Moses had founded a bloodthirsty religion, which had corrupted Christian  society  and  made  the  Jews  "the  enemies  of  the  human race . . . .  The  Jews  have  always  displayed  contempt  for  the  clearest dictates of morality and the law of nations . . . .  They were ordered to be cruel,  inhuman, intolerant, thieves, traitors and betrayers of trust. All these are regarded as deeds pleasing to God."62 A cursory reading of the  Bible  would have contradicted this view but the  Jewish  Scrip tures were no more able to counter Holbach's prejudice than the Koran had  been  able  to  counter Voltaire's. [The  Enlightenment  had  been  a great intelleaual adventure and had produced important results.  But Europe was no more rational or healthy than she had ever been. People were  still  haunted  by  inner  demons  that  reason  was  powerless  to control  and  by  a  fear  which  it  could  not  assuage.  The  imbalance revealed irself in  the  violent  reaction  against  the Enlightenment that sprang up on both sides of the Adantic during the nineteenth century and  which  took  the  form  of a  fundamentalist  Christianity  that  was plagued with sexual terror and repression. In our own century, despite our cool,  secular rationalism, we are well aware  that Western society is still afHiaed by irrational fears that exist far below the cerebral self and  whiclt  emerge  in  enthusiastic religion,  violence,  drug  addiction 

and nihilism.\ 

Nevertheless, for all its inadequacy, the Enlightenment did seem at the time to  herald  a  brave  new  world  and  this  had  important conse-496                     H O L Y  W A R  

quences for the Jews of Western Europe. After the French Revolution of  1 789, during  which  the  Goddess  of Reason  had  been  enthroned in  Notre  Dame,  the  Jews  of France  were  given full citizenship  and equal  rights;  other  countries  followed  suit  and  from this  point  Jews began  to  leave  the  ghettos  and  to  take  a  greater  part  in  the  life  of Europe.! The  anti-Semitic  and antireligious tenor  of the  French  En lightenment  had  made  it  unattractive  to  Jews  but  the  German  En lightenment seemed to attempt a new understanding of the religious experience.  It was  in  Germany that the haskalah, the  Jewish enlight enment, was  born,  and sadly this gave  many Jews the  idea that there was a deep affinity between Jewish and German culture) The leading light  of the haskalah was  Moses  Mendelssohn  (d. 1 786), who  was introduced  to  the  salons  by  Gotthold  Lessing.  Mendelssohn  had  a much more  positive  idea of the goyim than most of his fellow Jews at that time. He wanted to win  acceptance for Jews and he fought anti Semitism  but he also attacked the conservatism and intolerance of the ghettos,  which were still haunted by the shade of Spinoza. He wanted Jews  and  Germans  to  share  a  society,  for  in  his  view  religion  was  a matter  of private  conviction.  He saw  Judaism  as  an  ethical,  rational religion that was free of some of the worst irrational excesses of Chris tianity but which had not been revealed :  he denied that the Jews were a  chosen  people  and  that  Eretz  Yisrael  had  a  sacred  character.  But most Jews could not accept this  idea because Mendelssohn's  rational religion was simply not Judaism.63 

But  increasingly  young Jews left the orthodoxy of the ghetto and 

tried to  assimilate with Western culture. These maskiiim, as they were called,  were  unsatisfied  with  an  intellectual  diet that consisted solely of Torah.  They  made  a  great  impact  in  letters,  art,  politics  and  phi losophy.  One could say  that the twentieth  century  has  in some  im

portant respects  bee�  the  creation  of the three great maskilim Marx, \

Freud and  Einstein. The maskiiim wanted  to  identify  with Western culture but often  found that the only way to  achieve full  assimilation and preferment was  to  accept  baptism.  Most of these maskilim were, in  the  spirit of the  Enlightenment,  hostile  to  all religion  so  they did not all see this as a religious betrayal. The German Jewish poet Hein rich  Heine  called  baptism "the entrance ticket  to  Western culture but he showed that he had great ambivalence about his own  baptism when  he  attacked  friends  for  being  baptized.  The maskilim tried  to accept baptism in the spirit in which many people learn English today 

 

as  a  way  of participating  in  mainstream  culture.  But  it was  not  sur ) prising  that they  felt  ambiguous  about this  very  complex  step They assumed,  as  we  saw  in  Chapter 3, that residual  anti-Semitism  would 
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gradually wither away but with hindsight we can see the necessity of 

baptism as a sign that anti-Semitic values, though muted in expression, were still alive  and  well.  They  had  simply  gone  underground  for  a time  and,  like  the  religious  impulse,  would  erupt  again  even  more fiercdy for this period of repression. 

We  have seen that throughout the eighteenth century  people  had been gathering information about the Orient and in 1798 Napoleon's famous expedition to Egypt showed the start of a new  phase:  Europe would  now  use this knowledge to control  and  dominate  the  East. 

Napoleon wanted to  challenge  the  British  hegemony  in India by es his 

tablishing  own Eastern empire and  he  revived  the old crusading 

project of founding a  base  in  Egypt  from  which  to  launch  an  attack on the Muslim lands of Palestine and Syria. The expedition, therefore, caused  great  excitement  because  it  tapped  a  powerful  old  Western dream. With  the  fleet  sailed  scores  of orientalist  scholars  from  the Institut d'Egypte, founded by Napoleon,  as advisers to the occupying forces. As soon  as  the fleet landed,  Napoleon sent them  off on what we  should  call  a  fact-finding  mission  and  he  gave  his  officers  strict instructions to follow their advice.  For the first time the Arabs of the Middle East were presented with the new, powerful Europe, of which they  were ignorant  but  which  seemed  to  know all about  them.  At Alexandria, Napoleon had announced to the people: "Nous sommes les 

mlis musulmans.""5 He  had  the  sixty  sheikhs  of  ai-Azhar  in  Cairo his 

brought  into      quarters  with full military  honors,  whereupon  he praised the  Prophet, discussed Voltaire's Fanaticism and seemed able to hold  his own.  Nobody took  Napoleon  very seriously as  a Muslim 

 

but the scholars had been  right:  this sympathetic knowledge of Islam t did  allay  the  hostility  of the  people  to  a  degree From  henceforth, Europeans would use their knowledge not  primarily for the purposes of understanding but for  power and control of the  East.  But this ex pedition was not only a landmark for Europe: it had a profound effect 

on  the  Arab  world.  Arabs  looked  at  this  new,  knowledgeable  and technically advanced West and wondered how these former Crusaders had got so  far  ahead.  Where  had the Muslim countries gone wrong�; 

Napoleon also courted the Jews of Africa and Asia, urging them to 

rise up against the Turks to gain possession of their ancient homeland. They were the "Rightful Heirs of Palestine," he declared in the spring of l799. 

Israelites, unique nation, whom, in thousands of years, lust of con

quest and tyranny were able to deprive of ancestral lands only,  but 

not of name and  national existence! 
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Attentive and impartial observers of the destinies of nations, even 

though  not  endowed  with  the  gifts  of seers  like  Isaiah  and  Joel, have  also  felt  long since what  these, with beautiful and  uplifting faith, foretold when they saw the approaching destruction of their kingdom and fatherland: that the ransomed of the Lord shall return, and come with singing unto Zion, and the enjoyment of henceforth undisturbed possession of their heritage will send an everlasting joy upon their heads  (Isaiah 35 : 10). 

Arise,  then, with gladness ye exiled!66 

Although he was more flattering to both Jews and Muslims than the Crusaders, Napoleon shared the essential crusading attitude of seeking 

his own Western fulfilhnent in the Middle East and making the Jews {H and  Muslims  subordinate  to  that  vision.  is  plan  was  to  conquer 

Palestine from the Ottomans, establish himself in Jerusalem and hand the  country  over  to  the Jews,  who,  he  was  sure,  would guard it for him  against all  comers.  He would go on to  establish  his own  capital 

in  Damascus.  But  a  month  after  this  dramatic  proclamation  he  was t defeated by a combined  army of British  and Turks Napoleon's army sailed  back to Europe but not before it had sown the seeds ofWestern revolutionary ideas  in the Middle East. 

The  Egyptian historian al-J abarti  was  an  eyewitness  of the  Napo

leonic invasion.  He tells  us  that  the French fleet had  been  preceded by the arrival of the English fleet in the port of Alexandria. The British told the  notables of the  city  that they would help them to  drive the French  away,  but the notables replied:  "This  is the sultan's country; neither the  French  nor any other people have any rights in  it.  Please go away."67 They had not answered the British as Egyptian nationalists but as loyal members of the Ottoman Empire. But Napoleon's invasion was an eye-opener for many thoughtful Arabs of the Near East. They were  not  much  impressed by the  French claim to  be "true Muslims" but  they  were  very  impressed  by  the  free,  confident  bearing  of the French soldiers of this post-Revolutionary army.  It was a chink in the great wall that the Ottomans had ereaed around their empire through 

(which Western ideas could penetrate. 68 Many Arabs responded eagerly. In  the  early  days  of the  Islamic  empire  Arabs  had  responded  gladly to  the  challenge  of the  ideas  of other cultures,  and  this  first contaa with  the  West was  a  very creative encounter.  Many asked  what they could  take  from  Western  culture to  revitalize  the  countries  of Islam. This  was  highly displeasing to  the Ottoman ruling  class  but,  aware 

that the watchful eye of the powerful West was upon them, they could � not  prevent  the  spread of these  radical,  modernizing  ideas For  cen-
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turies the Arabs had dismissed Western culture as essentially beneath 

their notice and the period ofTurkish rule had encouraged an inward

looking mentality in  the  Ottoman ghetto.  But  many  were  quick  to 

see that things had changed drastically, once they were exposed to the 

new Europe. 

One  of the  first young  Arabs  to  praise  European  culture was  the 

Egyptian writer Rifa al-Tahtawi  (d.  1873). He lived for years in Paris 

and  became a  Francophile,  writing enthusiastically of the cleanliness, 

industry and intellectual curiosity of French society.  But he was  also 

aware that the Arab  people themselves  had once had  a  similar  dyna

mism:  they should go back to the golden age of Arab civilization.  In { particular, al-Tahtawi saw the importance of education He had been 

much  impressed  by the  French concern to  educate  their  children,  so 

he urged the  people  of the Middle  East  to  return  to  the  study of the 

rational sciences and  insisted  that  everybody  should  receive  a political 

education  so  that  they  could  criticize  social  abuses  constructivelj 

These had once  been  important Arab values  but  the  people  had  for

gotten them and fallen into a dark age of ignorance and passivity.  Al

Tahtawi's ideas were revolutionary at this particular point in time.  But 

there is a leisurely, relaxed quality in his work. The necessity for change 

did  not  seem  urgent.69  But as  time  passed,  the  West  showed  that  it was not just a neutral power from whom the Arabs could learn.  Nor 

would future  Western  invaders  be  as  easy to  repel  as  Napoleon  had 

been. 

During  the  nineteenth  century Western  presence  increased  in  the Middle East as the Ottoman Empire, "the sick man of Europe," sank 

wearily toward its inevitable demise. From the sixteenth century, trad

ing  posts  and  consular  missions  had  been  established  but  now  Eu ropeans  were  concerned  no  longer  solely  with  trade  but  with development  and  control.  The  activity  seemed  benevolent:  Europe was  bringing  the  good  news  of  technical  progress  and  building hundreds of miles of roads and  railways;  these  ribbons of communi

cation actually had little impact on the people of the countries through which they passed but did make European presence more mobile and 

efficient. The most specracular of these engineering feats was the build ing of the Suez Canal in which French engineers cooperated with the Pasha and people of Egypt.  But this Western involvement simply led 

to  increased Western control:  in  1875  Britain  took advantage of the 

financial  troubles  of the  Pasha  to  buy 44 percent  of the  shares  and 
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thus  became  part  owner  of the  canal. As we  know,  this  became  a symbol of unjust colonial exploitation At the beginning of the nine- · ( teenth century the Romantic movement had stressed religious themes 500                      H O L Y  W A R  

like  liberation,  redemption  and  salvation  and  there  is  no  doubt  that the  Westerners  presented themselves as  bringing salvation and liber

 

ation of sorts.  It was  a  message that was  underlined  by the influx of � missions and missionary schools into the are These inevitably tended 

to undermine Middle  Eastern culture at the same time as they offered "salvation." As in India,  the Western colonialists encouraged this mis sionary activity, seeing that it would back up their own work.  But in fact these missionary schools had  another effect  that would help the new Arab awakening. They translated textbooks and tracts into Arabic; these  were  intended  for  their Arab  Christian  students  but were  read by  Muslims  too.  Unwittingly  the  missionaries  had  helped the Arabs to  revive  their own  language for more  widespread  daily use. 

But  we  know  too  that during  the  nineteenth century  Europe  es

tablished colonies right across North Africa.  It began as early as  1 830 when the French colonized Algiers and the British colonized Aden in 1839 in  what  is  now  the  Yemen.  The  countries  of Western  Europe then  colonized  between  them  Tunisia  in  1881,  Egypt  in  1 882  and the  Sudan  in 1 898. In 1 9 1 2  Libya and  Morocco would  be occupied and then the  great powers turned their attention to  the Middle East. The  colonialists  would have argued that they were bringing progress into  the  region  at  the  same  time  as  they  were  increasing  their  own power  and  that  this  justified  their  venture.  But  it  must  also  be  re membered that this benevolent activity was accompanied by a certain amount of force  and violence.  It may be  instructive here to  recall the pacification  of Algeria,  which  took  many  years  because  the  French aimed  at total  control  of the  country.  Any  retaliation  was  put down brutally  in  reprisal  raids,  maste1minded  by  the  celebrated  General T. R. Bugeaud.  The  contemporary  French  historian  M.  Baudricourt gives  us an idea of what one of those  raids was  like: 

Our  soldiers  returning  from  the  expedition  were  themselves ashamed  . . .  about  18,000 trees had been  burnt;  women, children and old men  had been killed. The  unfortunate women particularly excited  cupidity  by  the  habit  of wearing  silver  ear-rings,  leg-rings and  arm-rings.  These  rings  have  no  catch  like  French  bracelets. Fastened  in  youth  to  the  limbs  of girls  they  cannot  be  removed when they  are grown  up.  To get them off our soldiers  used to  cut off their  limbs  and  leave  them  alive  in  this  mutilated  condition. 70 

Algeria was  a  particularly  obnoxious  occupation.  Except for the col onization of Libya by the Italians, no other colonial power attempted such total  domination.  Later  imperialism  became more  sophisticated 
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and gave way to quasi-colonialism, whereby the West retained the real 

power and control  but left native  institutions  intact in such a way as 

to ensure the  physical domination of the country.  Nevertheless,  there 

were  shameful  incidents  in  British  Egypt,  for  example,  just  as  there (

were in  British  India. Colonialism is a form of violation or even rape 

because  it  is  usually carried out  by  a stronger  power against the  will 

of the weaker indigenous population.  However benevolently it is pre

sented, colonialism  shows  itself in  its  true  colors  in  such  violent  in

cidents and it is not surprising that the colonialists have left bitterness 
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But  West managed  to  maintain  the  high-minded view of their 

mission civiJisatri&e, as  we  see  in  the writings of the  French  Christian 

apologist, Franc;ois Rene de Chateaubriand.  Chateaubriand had been 

enormously  impressed  by  Napoleon's  expedition.  He  saw  him  as  a 

Crusader-pilgrim, ''the  last Frenchman who left his country to  travel 

in  the  Holy  Land  with  the  ideas,  the  goals  and  the  sentiments  of a 

pilgrim  of former  times. "71  Chateaubriand  also  bathed  the  Crusades 

in  a glamorous  light.  The  nineteenth century tended  to  look back at 

the Middle Ages in a most  idealized way:  in the poems of Tennyson 

or the novels of Walter Scott medieval stories become quite different 

from the grim reality. Throughout this book we have seen how people 

return to the  past to find  inspiration for the  present,  and at the start 

of the  colonial  venture  Chateaubriand  had already seen  the creation 

of the  first  French  colonies  in  the  Middle  East  as  a  liberation.  The 

Crusaders,  he  argued,  had  tried  to  bring  Christianity  to  the  East,  a 

cult "which  had caused to  reawaken  in modem  people the genius of 

a sage antiquity and had abolished base  servitude."72  Of all religions, 

Christianity was the one "most favourable to  freedom." But the Cru

saders had clashed with  Islam,  "a  cult that was  civilization's  enemy, 

lIn systematically favourable to ignorance, to despotism and to slavery."73 the early nineteenth century the crusading venture had become a 

benevolent spreading of the  gospel of freedom;  it had  been  drained 

of its violence and horror and become a liberation movement.  In the 

process  Islam  had become once  again the  opposite  of everything the 

new West  stood  for  in  the  heady  days  after  the  French  Revolution. In 

the  hierarchical  Middle  Ages,  Islam  had  been  stigmatized  as  an 

antinomian  religion,  which  gave  too  much  liberty  to  menials.  Now 

the image of"Islam" had been completely reversed in order to become 

the opposite of "us.1 

This view of a despotic and  unenlightened  Islam justified the cru

sading venture.  It is not surprising that, when Chateaubriand visited 502                      H O L Y  W A R  

Palestine  himself,  he  applied  his  crusading  fantasy  to  the  reality  in front of him. In his best-seller , Journey from Paris to Jerusalem and from Jerusalem to  Paris ( 1 810- 1 1 ), he  wrote  that  the  Arabs  "have  the  air of soldiers  without a  leader,  citizens  without  legislators,  and  a family without a father." They were crying out for  the benevolent  interven tion  of the civilized West because they were an example of "civilised man fallen again into a savage state."74 We have seen that the Ottoman period  had been a  Dark Age for the Arabs but we have also seen that they  had  themselves  been  impressed  with  Napoleon  and  were  about to  try  to  apply  Western  ideas  to  their  own  traditions.  But Chateau briand waved aside the idea that the Arabs were able to redeem them selves.  In the Koran there was "neither a principle for  civilisation nor a mandate that can elevate character." Islam preaches "neither hatted of tyranny  nor  love  of liberty''75-another  Western  myth  about  the Muslim holy book. When Chateaubriand entered the Holy Sepulchre, at  the  climax  of his pilgrimage,  he  saw  himself as  the  representative of God's  new chosen  people,  rather as  the  Crusaders had done,  who had  been  anointed  with  the  task  of saving  the  world.  At  about  the same  time  Alphonse  de  Lamartine  saw  the  Orient  yearning  for  the colonial  intervention  of Europe  during  his  trip  to  the  Middle  East. He saw it as  a place of "nations without territory, patTie, rights, laws on  security  . . .  waiting  anxiously  for  the  shelter"  of Western  colo nialism: 

This  sort of suzerainty thus defined and  consecrated  as  a European right will consist principally in the  right to occupy one or another territory,  as  well  as  the  coasts,  in  order  to  found  there  either  free cities of European colonies or commercial  ports  of call.76 

 

When the  French  looked  back  on  the  period  of the Crusades  they lr highlighted  its  benevolent  aspects.  oday,  however,  when the  Arabs 

call  Western  imperialism al-Salibiyya (the Crusade)  they are  recalling ) of the more  ruthless and violent aspects of colonialism
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of the  most  interesting  visitors  to  Palestine  during  the  nine

teenth cenrury was  Benjamin  Disraeli,  the furore Jewish  Prime Min ister of Britain.  It was he who would acquire  part ownership  of the Suez.  Canal  in  1875.  Disraeli  had  been  baptized  as  an  infant  and brought  up as a Christian but he  remained  true to  his  Jewish origins and  liked  to  see  himself as "the  missing  page  between  the  Old Tes tament  and  the  New."77  He  blamed  Christians  for  not  recognizing their debt to Judaism and Jews for not realizing that Christianity was "completed  Judaism."  In  1 829  he  made  a  passionate  speech  in  the House of Commons: 
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What is your Christianity  if you do not believe  in  Judaism?  On 

every altar we find the table of the Jewish law. All the early Christians were Jews,  every man  in  the  early ages  of the  Church  by whose power or genius the Christian faith was propagated was a Jew.  If you had not forgotten what you owe to this people, you as Chris tians  would  be only too  ready  to  seize  the  first  opportunity  of meeting the claims of those who profess the religion.78 

He was deeply moved by a visit to Palestine and, like Chateaubriand., he also returned to the Middle Ages. He at once began work on his novel Alroy, which tells the story of the  revolution of David Alroy, the twelfth-century Iraqi Jew, against the Muslim Caliph. At one point 

in the novel it seems as though Disraeli, whose perspective is clearly 

different  from  Chateaubriand's,  is  envisaging  the  Zionist  solution. Alroy's Jewish mentor gives voice to his secret dream: 

You ask me what I wish:  my answer is, national existence, which 

we have not. You ask me what I wish: my answer is Jerusalem. You 

ask me what I wish:  my answer is the Temple.79 

At  this  point  it  must  be  recalled  that  there  were  as  yet  no Jewish 

Zionists: Zionism would not become a factor in Jewish life for another fifty years. The Jews of Europe were either seeking assimilation, like Disraeli himself, or were holding firm to the Kabalistic messianism of 

the ghettos. Disraeli was himself far more committed to the unperialist policy of Great Britain, as we see in Tancred  ( 1 847), another novel set in the Middle East but during the contemporary period. Interest

ingly, in that novel Disraeli sees the Arabs as the people who will help 

the British to found their colonies."' 

Other  British  travelers  returned  to  the  principles  of non-Jewish 

Zionism, which seemed firmly established. A few years after Disraeli's trip, Lord Lindsey published his Letters from Egypt,  Edam and the Holy Land and  revived the old idea that the decay into which the land had fallen was due to the departure of the Jews. The land would be renewed 

by the "return of her banished children and the application of industry commensurate with her agricultural capacities to burst once more into 

universal luxuriance and be all she was in the days of Solomon."•• In 

1844 Eliot Warburton  published his popular The  Crescent  and  the 

Cross, which also  saw  the  Crusades as a paradigm for the  new  colo

nialism,  even  if he  expressed  this  less  exquisitely  and  more  blundy 

than· Chateaubriand.  He discovered in himself a "sort of patriotism 

for Palestine. "12 As he wandered around the Holy Land, visiting places 

that had become so familiar to him in the  Bible,  he reflected that it 504                     H O L Y  W A R  

was  Britain's duty to  take possession of Egypt and Palestine,  which were already really hers by right. Thus she would secure her right of way to India, and to this end there must be a new and more successful crusading effort: "the interests oflndia may obtain what the Sepulchre of Christ has been denied."•• Wherever he went, he managed to con vince himself that the  people were expecting the  British to  liberate them and bring them into that happy state enjoyed by the Indians of the subcontinent. Egotistic and selfish visions can easily blur our view of the reality in front of us. None of these writers was bothering to look at the Arabs clearly, nor were they at all heedful of what the Jews themselves really wanted at that moment in time. The same year the Reverend A. Bradshaw published A TrRCt for  the Times,  being a Plea for the Jews, urging  the  government  to grant  the  Jews  four million pounds to hasten their return to the Promised Land, while Dr. Thomas Clarke lumped Jewish  interests together with those of Great Britain in India and Palestine: Or the Restoration of the Jews Viewed in Relation to  the Nearest Route  to  India. The Jews, he argued,  were  people  like "us":  "brave,  independent and  spiritual  people, deeply imbued with the  sentiment  of nationality."84  Shortly  afterward  a  commirtee  was convened in London to work for the return to Zion and the inaugural address given by one Reverend Tully Crybbace called for a state that 

 

stretched "from the Euphrates to the Nile and from the Mediterranean !/f

to the Desert."85 hese dreams and images of the Jews and a Jewish 

homeland were as much projections as the old  anti-Semitic fantasies 

 

had  been. This time,  instead of being  images of Western  fears  and ) anxiety,  they  were  crude  projections of what the British wanted

But  the  return  to  Zion  was  not  just  the  pipe  dream  of pnvate 

individuals. Thus in 1 838, the year before the British colonized Aden, Prime Minister Lord Palmerston had decided to establish a new vice consular mission in Jerusalem and sent William Young to fill the post. His  instructions  were  to  afford  protection  to  the  Jews.  The  Jews had not asked for  this: colonies of devout religious Jews had, as we have  seen,  lived  for  centuries  in  Eretz  Yisrael,  either  in  Jerusalem or Safed.  They  were millets of the  Ortomans  and  needed  no  extra protection. Advisers warned Palmerston that he had no business set ting himself up as the champion of the Jews in this way, but Palmerston saw this as a new means of establishing  a strong British  presence in the Middle East. The colonial  powers  were  making  great  use of the millets precisely for this  purpose:  the French were claiming to be the "protectors" of the Catholics and the Russians were zealously defend ing the "rights" of the  Orthodox  Christians.  Britain  had  no natural 
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clients among the millets: there were no native Arab or Turkish Prot

estants, so the Jews seemed an obvious choice, given the British interest 

in Zionism. 

This initiative had been suggested to Pahnerston by the great phil

anthropist Ashley, Lord  Shaftesbury, who was  his stepfather-in-law 

and also the mentor of William Young. Shaftesbury had more tradi tional apocalyptic hopes. He had long been interested in the project 

of converting the Jews to Christianity, not out of loving concern for 

their salvation (he was actually rather anti-Semitic and voted against 

Jewish  emancipation  in 1 86 1 )  but  in  order  to  hasten  the  Second 

Coming. He was also convinced that rerurning the Jews to Zion was 

an  important  step  toward  the  millennium  and  considered  Young's 

consular mission had brought the fu.lfilhnent of that hope a little nearer. 

In his diary he wrote: ''What a wonderful event it is. The ancient city 

of the people of God is about to resume a place among the nations 

and England is the first of the Gentile Kingdoms that ceases to tread 

her down."116 

Two years later, again under the influence of Shaftesbury, Pahner

ston wrote an extraordinary lerter to John, Viscount Ponsonby, his 

ambassador in Istanbul, telling him to work for the rerum of the Jews 

to Palestine. 

There exists at present among the Jews dispersed over Europe  a strong notion that the time is approaching when their nation is to rerum to Palestine . . . .  Consequently their wish  to go thither has become more keen, and their thoughts have been bent more intently than before upon the means of realizing that wish. It is well known that the Jews of Europe possess great wealth; and it is manifest that any country in which a considerable number of them might choose to settle would derive great benefit from the riches they would bring into it.87 

6t is important to stress once again that this was a complete fantasy, 

because the Jews of 1840 were either seeking to assimilate or would 

have considered a rerum to Eretz Yisrael without the Messiah as an 

impious aping of redemption. But the Jews' real wants and needs were 

a matter of total indifference to Pahnerston, who saw a colonial op

portunity for Great Britain in the Zionist  a week later, 
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on August 1 7,  1 840, Lord  Shaftesbury got      editor of The Times 

to publish a leading article which disclosed a plan "to plant the Jewish 

people  in the land of their fathers," which was  now under "serious 

political consideration." It hoped that the Turkish Sultan would con-506                     H O L Y  W A R  

sent to receive the Jews into Palestine and would assure them of law, justice and safety, which would be secured to them under the protec tion  of a  European  power.  The  editorial  caused  a  great  stir.  "The newspapers  teem  with documents  about the  Jews,"  Shaftesbury  re corded in his  diary.  "What a chaos of schemes and disputes on the horizon.  . . .  What  violence,  what  hatred,  what  combination,  what discussion.  What  stir  of every  passion  and  every  feeling  in  men's hearts."•• 

( Perhaps  the  most  remarkable  of these  British  Zionist  visions  is 

George Eliot's Daniel Derrmda, which was published in 1 879 on the eve of the First Aliyah.  Deronda, the hero, shows some of the com plications in this British vision. He is fortunate enough not to discover his  Jewish  blood  until  he  is  quite  grown  up  and  has  received  an impeccable education as an English gentleman. He is, therefore, really 

 

one of "us" and in a perfect position to carry out the Zionist project } 

on  Britain's  behalf. Throughout  the  novel  Daniel  is  described  in Christlike terms and as a redemptive presence, who is constantly res cuing the other characters from failure,  despair or temptation.  As a savior  and  redeemer,  Deronda  will  rescue the Middle  East.  Daniel's mentor Mordechai discusses the Zionist idea most fully. He is a Jewish Zionist, whose vision looks forward to the imperialistic Zionism of Herzl. The Jews, Mordechai argues, will "redeem the soil from de bauched and paupered conquerors"; the polity of the Jewish state will be "grand,  simple, just like the old" Jewish Kingdom, which at the time of the Bible had established 

more than the brightness of Western freedom amid the despotisms of the East.  And the world will gain as Israel gains. For there will be a community in the van of the East which carries the culture and the sympathies of every great nation in its  bosom;  there will be a land  set  for  a  halting  place of enmities,  a neutral ground  for the East as  Belgium is for the West.89 

There is  no  hope  that the  East will  be  able  to  reform  and redeem itself:  it needs Daniel as the  representative of Great Britain. 

Yet there are hints in the novel of that latent anti-Semitism which 

was often inherent in the  British Zionist vision, as we saw in Lord Shaftesbury. Daniel is really more of an Englishman than a Jew; Mor dechai, the real Jewish visionary, cannot possibly be the representative of Britain:  he is suffering from  an incurable disease and this makes 

archaic biblical style. \ him physically repellent.  He is also made to speak throughout in an The implication is that Judaism is a moribund, 

anachronistic faith that needs a healthy infusion of life from Britainf 
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Mordechai's sister Mira, who eventually marries Daniel, is portrayed with a sentimentality which the mature Eliot does not usually allow 

herself with  her  heroines.  Mira's  diminutive  size  and  her  exquisite 

singing voice, which is too soft to fill a concert hall, also seem to cut 

Judaism down to size and belittle it. Her father is as classically evil as 

Dickens'  evil Jew Fagin,  and when  Deronda is searching for Mira's family he has many worrying hours rehearsing over and over again in his mind what he will do if the family turns out to be as common and 

vulgarly Jewish as he fears. (

But Eliot's vision was  not  a  total  fantasy.  Not  only  was Jewish Zionism (as opposed to Gentile forms of Zionism) about to begin its complex history but in his civilized urbanity Deronda looks forward 

to  Herzl, whom  he  even  resembles  physically.  Further,  as  we  have seen, many Jews at this period were willing to throw in their lot and 

identify with the new, liberal Europe. They felt that she had a mission to civilize the  world.  Thus at the time Daniel Deronda was written, French Jews were praying in the synagogues for France as the new chosen natio tj 

Almighty Protector of Israel and humanity, if of all religions ours 

is the most dear to you, because it is your handiwork, France is of 

all countries the one which you seem to prefer because it is the most 

worthy of you . . . .  Let France not keep this monopoly of tolerance 

and justice for all, a monopoly as humiliating for other states as it 

is glorious for her. Let her find many imitators and as she imposes 

on the world her tastes and her language, the products of her lit

erature and her arts, let her also impose her principles, which it goes 

without saying, are more important and more necessary."" 

The ambivalence that Eliot displays toward Judaism was also felt by many assimilated Jews  themselves.  We  have  already considered  the complex feelings of the German Jewish poet Heinrich Heine (d. 1 856) . Throughout his life he was contemptuous of Orthodoxy and the Tal mud but at the end of his life he suffered a debilitating disease that kept him almost bedridden for ten years. At that time he returned to Judaism and used to say that he was no longer a liberated and assim ilated Hellene but "a poor, deathly-sick Jew."'" It is a perception of 

Judaism  that  reminds  us of Eliot's  Mordechai.  But  Heine,  the  poet 

offreedom, also praised France and, by implication, Christianity. Free dom was 
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the new religion, the religion of our time.  If Christ is not the god 

of this new religion, he is nevertheless a high priest of it, and his 508                    H O L Y  W A R  

name  gleams  beautifically  into  the  hearts  of the  apostles.  But the French  are  the  Chosen  People  of the  new  religion,  their  language records  its  first  gospels  and  dogmas.  Paris  is  the  New  Jem,alem, the  Rhine  is the Jordan that separates the consecrated  land of free dom from the  land of the  Philistines."2 

'For  many  assimilated  Jews,  Europe  had  replaced  Eretz  Yisrael  and many of them would not have found Chateaubriand's idealistic vision of the  new colonial  French Crusaders at all exaggerated.  It is sad to recall these hopes. Theodor Herzl remained committed to the colonial ideal but he had been a  passionate  assimilationist before he was con verted to  Zionism at the court-martial of Captain 
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But  not all maskiJim endorsed the  colonial  ideal.  hated 

the British policy in India but even he was ambivalent. He sympathized with the suffering of the native Indians but had a deterministic view of history which  meant that everything was tending toward the  so cialist millennium. It was a deeply Jewish vision (although Marx hated religion), being reminiscent of the  providential  view of history that culminated  in  the  messianic  redemption:  in  Chapter 3 we  saw how swiftly  the  Labor  Zionists  of the  Second  Aliyah  were  able  to fuse Marxism  with  the  Zionist  ideal.  Marx  felt,  therefore,  that  in  imple menting her repulsive colonial  policies Britain could  be "the uncon scious tool of history.""' The ruthlessness of imperialism could force the Indian communities to save themselves, do a good Marxist analysis of their siruation and join in the revolutionary struggle. 

(Marx was attempting an entirely new vision of the world and was 

redefining mankind. Still, even though he was Jewish himself, he saw "the  Jew"  as  the  enemy of progress  according  to  the  old  paradigm.) The  problem  was economic,  he wrote  in  his two  anti-Semitic essays of 1 844. "Let us consider the  real Jew," he  urged.  "Not  the Sllbbllth Jew . . .  but the e"llerJday Jew." This was not religious Judaism: "What is the worldly cult  of the Jew? Huckstering. What is his  worldly  god? Money.1 Jewish commercial ability had enabled many Jews to survive in anti-Semitic Europe but jealousy ofJewish success had led theg� to see  a conspiracy behind it and,  in  a  vicious  circle,  this had led to new hatred and paranoia. Marx believed that the Jews had corrupted all  mankind  by  making  money the God of the  world  and  infecting Christianity with this poiso�  In order "to  make  the Jew  impossible" therefore, Marx concluded,  the  whole  economic  order  had  to be changed.  Once that had happened, all "religious consciousness would evaporate  like some  insipid vapour in the real,  life-giving air of soci ety ..... By getting rid of the money-Jew the world would save  itself. 
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In A  Histury  of  the Jews, Paul Johnson has argued that Marx's anti

Semitism gave birth to his later militant socialism. 

His mature theory was a superstition, and the most dangerous kind 

of superstition, belief in a conspiracy of evil. But whereas originally 

it was based on the oldest form of conspiracy-theory, anti-Semitism, 

in the late  1840s and  1850s this was not so much abandoned as 

extended to embrace a world conspiracy-theory of the entire bour

geois class.(Marx retained the original superstition that the making, 

of money through trade and finance is essentially a parasitical and 

anti-social activity, but he now placed it on a basis not of race and religion, but of class. 7 

Even while Marx was struggling to get away from  religion,  he was 

still impelled by the old religious prejudice to make the Jews the enemy 

of the world. 

This is also the case with Ernest Renan, the influential French phil ologist, who conformed more completely to the old prejudiced cru sading paradigm by fusing Jews and Arabs together as the obverse of all ''we" stand for. Both Renan and Marx were rewriting history and 

offering  a new  interpretation  of the  past which claimed to  liberate man from religion by means of science. Philology was not an obscure outmoded academic discipline in the nineteenth century. It offered a new, alternative vision of world history to replace the old history of salvation. Instead of seeing language as a gift that God had given to man in the  Garden  of Eden, as the medievals had imagined, philol ogists saw it as  a  human invention.  In place of the original sacred 

tongue that fascinated the medievals, the philologists posited an orig inal Indo-European language which had been developed by the Aryans of Asia and Europe and which gave birth to the later Aryan languages. 

They  believed  that  they  could  reconstruct  this  original  tongue  by applying their scientific rules.  In fact they created some new myths. Renan turned to philology when he lost his Christian faith, and later he would reinterpret the early Christian past in the new "scientific" way, writing the lives of Jesus and St. Paul and explaining them in human, natural terms instead of theologically. He wanted to show the natural basis of religion. These widely read books caused great con

sternation.  When Renan became a philologist,  he had turned to the study of Hebrew and Arabic, the Semitic languages. He argued that Hebrew and Arabic were degraded forms, which had deviated from the Aryan tradition and become irredeemably flawed. The languages could only be studied as an example of arrested development because 

they  lacked  the  progressive  and  developmental  qualities  that  were 5 1 0                                  H O L Y  W A R  

inherent in "our" Aryan linguistic systems. I t  will be obvious to the reader how this complemented the current colonial vision. For Renan, too,  Jews  and  Arabs  were "une  combinaison  inferieure de la nature humaine." 

Therefore we refuse to allow that the Semitic languages have the capacity to regenerate themselves, even while recognising that they do  not  escape-any  more  than  other  products  of  human consciousness-the  necessity of change or of successive  modifica tions.96 

From this philological fantasy developed the new racial theory which opposed Semites to Aryans. 

Renan translated the old religious prejudice with uncanny accuracy 

into  a  secular,  scientific  idiom.  The  concept of the  inferior  Semitic languages made Jews and Arabs once again a distorted mirror image of the enlightened and progressive West. Because their languages could not develop as "ours" could, Jews and Arabs themselves were flawed human beings. 

One sees that in all things the Semitic race appears to us to be an incomplete race, by virtue of its simplicity. This race-if I dare use the analogy-is to the Indo-European family what a pencil sketch is to a painting; it lacks that variety, that amplitude, that abundance of life which is the condition of perfectibility. Like those individuals who possess so little fecundity that, after a gracious childhood, they attain only the most mediocre virility, the Semitic nations experi enced their fullest flowering in their first age and have never been able to achieve true maturity.97 

ribe old religious fantasies had been tranlated into a new racial myth which had been scientifically "prove4" 

(These dangerous theories of race became crucial at the end of the 

nineteenth century when, as I pointed out in Chapter 3, nationalism became  a  new  enthusiasm  and  people  started  to  define  themselves anew in national or racial terms.  In Germany the cult of the V oJk was 

had such a profound influence on Hitler and his perhaps most fully seen in the operas of Richard Wagner, which later followers. The pure, 

noble German race, the source of all goodness and beauty, was cele brated in a musical form that made it larger than life? This cult of the Aryan race went hand in hand with a virulent anti-Semitism. As Wag ner wrote in  188 1 :  

I regard the Jewish race as the born enemy of pure humanity and everything that is noble in it; it is certain that we Germans will go 
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under before them, and perhaps I am the last German who knows 

how to stand up as an  art-loving man against the  Judaism  that is 

already getting control of everything. 98 

Friedrich Niet:uche hated Christianity. In Antichrist he argued that it had "waged a war to the death against every feeling of reverence and  distance between man  and man." He urged Germans to  throw off its  puling  values  and  return  to  the  pagan  Aryan  values:  pride, severity, strength,  hatred,  revenge.  Christianity  had  corrupted  the world but this was the fault of the Jews, because the Christian was "that ultimR ratio of the lie, is the Jew once more, even thrice more." 

One cannot read these Gospels too warily . . . .  One is among Jews: 

firrt consideration if one is not to lose the thread completely-Paul 

and  Christ were  little  superlative  Jews . . . .  One  would  no  more 

associate  with  the  first  Christians  than  one  would  with  Polish 

Jews-they both do not smell good . . . .  There is only one solitary 

figure one is obliged to  respect:  Pilate, the Roman governor. To 

take a Jewish affair seriously-he cannot persuade himself to do that. One Jew more or less-what does it marter?99 

Nietzsche became mad in 1889, the year that Adolf Hitler was born, and his ideas, which were widely disseminated in Germany, were ready to hand when Hitler began to shape the Aryan identity once more. In Chapter 3 we discussed the different reactions among the Jews to this new late nineteenth-century explosion of anti-Semitism. 

But the Arab Semites were also being discussed at the same time. Expert orientalists began to produce an equally racist fantasy of the "Arab mind." Unlike the Jews, who were present in Europe, the Arabs were a distant and unthreatening reality. As Europe prepared to col onize the Middle  East it was consoling to hear the  scholarly  myths present  the  Arabs  as  primitives  desperately  in need of Western  re demption. These theories were different from Chateaubriand's poetic musings earlier in the century because they claimed to be objective, scientific studies. In 1881, for example, the orientalist William Rob ertson Smith toured the Hejaz during the course of his research into early Islam. His basic assumption was that nothing had changed since the time of Mohammad and that it was, therefore, perfectly possible to see what the first umma was like by looking at modem is an uncanny similarity between this nineteenth-century Western view and the old Arab view of the West, which had assumed that nothing had changed since the Crusades. The difference was that, where the Arab theory remained a tacit assumption, the new Western view of 5 1 2                                   H O L Y  W A R  
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the Arab world was documented and dogmatically expounded as sci entific truthl Robertson Smith concluded that the problem with Islam was that it was too Arab; it was, therefore, constitutionally incapable of development. 

The prejudices of the Arab have their roots in a conservatism which lies deeper than his belief in Islam. It is, indeed, a great fault of the religion of the Prophet that it lends itself so easily to the prejudices of the race among whom it was first promulgated, and that it has taken  under its protection so many barbarous and obsolete ideas, which even Mohammad must have seen to have no religious worth, but which he carried over into his system in order to facilitate the propagation of his reformed doctrines. 100 

Robertson Smith did not consider the historical reasons why the Arabs might have become so conservative; a student of Islam,  he does not compare past dynamism with the present situation nor does he con sider the movements for Arab reform  which were eagerly being de bated  throughout  the  Muslim  world.  He  simply  makes  them  the opposite of the dynamic, progressive West. 

In his important book Orienta/ism: Western Conceptions of the Orient, 

Edward W.  Said points out:  "Smith's  vision of the world  is binary, as is evident in such passages as the following: 

The Arabian traveller is quite different from ourselves. The labour of moving from place to place is a mere nuisance to him, he has no enjoyment in effort [as 'we' do], and grumbles at hunger or fatigue with  all  his  might  [as 'we' do  not]. You  will  never persuade  the Oriental that, when you get off your camel, you can have any other wish than immediately to squat on a rug and take your rest (isterih), smoking  and  drinking.  Moreover  the  Arab  is little  impressed  by scenery [but 'we' are]."IO' 

Robertson Smith has no respect for what he chooses to call "the jejune, practical and . . .  constitutionally irreligious Arabic mind, "102 without reflecting that this might be just as fictional a portrait as his image of "us," who never cease striving purposefully onward to even greater heights  of achievement.  Said  goes  on  later  in  the  same  chapter to discuss the work of another  famous orientalist,  Duncan Black Mac donald, who  was  often sought out by colonialists for advice about how to manage the OrientalstMacdonald was committed to the old medieval view  that Islam was  a Christian  heresy rather than  an  in dependent faith, which instantly makes the Muslim Arab a failed ver-
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sion o f  "us.? I n  The  Religious Attitude  and L ife  in  Islam  ( 1 909) he 

gives what he sees as the self-evident definition of the oriental mind. 

He begins by saying that "it is plain" that the conception of the Unseen 

is much more real to the Oriental than to Western people: the "large 

modifying elements which seem, from time to time,  almost to upset 

the general law" do not upset this apprehension of the Unseen.  But 

"the essential difference  in the  Oriental  mind  is  not credulity a�  to 

unseen things but inability to construct a system as to seen things."103 The Oriental has "no sense of law'' and therefore the  implication  is 

that he cannot fruitfully organize his existence in the way that Western 

people  can.  The  oriental  mind  is  so  lawless  that "it is  evident  that 

anything is possible to the Oriental." 

 

�nability, then, to see life steadily, and see it whole, to understand i:hat  a  theory  of life  must  cover  all  the  facts,  and liability to  be 

stampeded by a single idea and blinded to everything else-therein, I believe, is the difference between East and West .")' 

(rhis hopeless  creature,  lost  in  a  metaphysical  fog  (quite  unlike  the 

practical, level-headed British), was clearly not capable of taking com

mand for his own         It was, therefore, up to "us." 
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But not all travelers in  Middle East came to these conclusions. 

In 1884, Denis de Rivoyre, a Frenchman, who traveled from one end 

of the Arab-speaking world to the other, wrote: 

Everywhere I came upon the same abiding and universal sentiment: 

hatred of the Turks . . . .  The notion of concerted action to throw off the detested yoke is gradually shaping itself . . . .  An Arab move

ment,  newly-risen,  is  looking  in  the  distance  and  a  race  hitherto downtrodden will presently claim its due place in the destinies of Islam.105 

In fact the Arab world was not sitting back fatalistically but was trying 

to  mobilize  itself,  first against the  dead  hand of the  Ottomans  and 

secondly against the West, which was increasingly revealing its naked 

colonial ambitions. But this did not mean that the Muslim reformists 

were rabidly anti-Western and rejecting of Western culture. '"t On the• 

contrary, they knew that they needed Western progress and particu

larly Western science but they also knew that they could not become 

Westerners themselves.  If they were to fight the colonial West, they 

must graft this European expertise onto their own traditions. All the 

nineti:cnth-century reformists were concerned to return to their own 
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to mobilize the resources of lslam effectively, and all tended to look back in various ways to the principles of the eighteenth-century Wah habi revoluti01). 

Perhaps the most important of these reformers was Jamal ad-Din 

a!-Mghani (d. 1 897) . Most of the Muslim movements of the twentieth century  look  back  to  his  theories.  Born  a  Persian  Shiite,  he  called himself"the Mghan," claiming to be a Sunni so that he could address the  majority.  In  fact,  throughout  his  remarkable  career  ai-Mghani showed  an extraordinary ability to become all  things  to all men.  He toured Iran, Mghanistan, Egypt and India, presenting himself in dif ferent guises as circumstances required. At different times he presented himself as a revolutionary, a secular freethinker, a Shiite martyr and a parliamentarian.  He seems to have been a skeptic  but as a boy he had been a "talabeh," a seeker, and student in a mtldrRSSa, and he had 

Sufis. tf also been trained in the mystical discipline of erfan practiced by the his early training proved crucial. In particular erfan teaches the 

mystic to transcend himself and become one with the world in front of him;  he  experiences  a  liberating  loss  of the  normal  boundaries around the self. In the West this kind of mysticism tends to be quietist but the Sufis have a long tradition of political commitment. The Sufi's love of the umma is central to his religion and if he sees it threatened he will fight a jihad: thus Sufis fought with Saladin's army against the Crusaders. Eifan teaches  the  adept fearlessness  and  indifference  to death.  In particular, he  should  have no fear of the political powers that-be. It has been suggested that ai-Mghani's own recklessness and adoption  of different  roles  was  influenced  by  the  mystical  habit  of erfan, with its enlarged concept of self. 11' 

Al-Mghani wanted the Muslims to band together to face the threat {

of the West and to take their destiny into their own hands. His early contact with the ulema had convinced him that they would be worthy leaders of the Muslims but he wanted the new Islam to be a civilization and an allegiance rather than a religious faith. It was ai-Mghani who introduced,  as  a  revolutionary  idea,  the  Western  notion  of secular politics into the region. Though many Muslims would quite under standably  see  this  as  an  unacceptable innovation  in  Islam,  it was  a remarkable  achievement.  Al-Mghani  knew  that  the Muslims would have to use Western ideas if they were to prevail against the He  was  adamantly  opposed  to  any  collaboration  with  the authorities and urged the ulema to stand up against them but the task was impossible to implement in a short time. Al-Mghani underesti mated the immense amount of internal work and rethinking that would be  necessary before  the  people would  be  ready to strip Islam of its 
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corruptions  an d  build  a  new  Islamic  civilization  on  classical  Arab 

foundations. It was certainly too great a task for the demoralized ulema of the period.  But ai-Mghani was also possessed by a realistic sense 

of urgency: if the Muslims were to close their doors against the colonial 

domination of the West, there was very little time left. 

His disciple, Mohammad Abduh (d. 1905 ), had a different outlook, even though he was basically in sympathy with ai-Mghani. Instead of his mentor's  broad  theater  of operations,  Abduh  concentrated  his activities in his native Egypt. Indeed, the word watan (homeland), a 

word  not  previously  used  in  political  Muslim  or  Arabic  discourse, occurred more and more  frequently in his  writing.  Abduh  had  also 

had  some  mystical  training  and was  committed  to  his  own  Islamic culture but he was also a great admirer of the  West.  He  had  been deeply influenced by Tolstoy and Herbert Spencer, whom he knew personally. Abduh never adopted a Western lifestyle but he frequently 

visited  Europe  to  refresh  himself spiritually.  His  ideas  were  more realistic in some respects than those of ai-Mghani: he was convinced 

that the latter's policy of concerted opposition to the colonialists would simply anger them to  no good  purpose.  In 1 888 he  had made the 

decision to return to British Egypt and work under Lord Cromer. He was appointed Mufti, the interpreter of Islamic law in the courts. lHe 

was committed to the liberating principles of mas/aha (public interest), which allows the law to be modified to meet modern conditions, and also to  ijtihad (independent  reasoning). He  knew  that  Arabs  must have intellectual fteedom if they were to catch up with the West and 

take their place  beside the  European  nations  in  the  modern  world. 

Hence  he was  opposed  to  the  practice  of tiUjlid (emulation  of au thority) which, as we have seen, had prevailed since the Mongol in vasions. The power of the West was largely due to its overwhelming scientific and technological superiority and Abduh founded nonreli gious schools in Egypt, where Arabs could study the secular sciences.; 

But,  like any reformer, Abduh wanted to  return to fundamentals. 
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He was convinced that the rot had set in after the Muslims submitted 

to Turkish authorities in the Middle Ages. Arabs must return to the 

spirit of the Prophet and the Rightly Guided Caliphs, the golden age 

when Arabs had been their own masters and had made Islam a world 

power.  Accordingly, he applied the principle of tal.fiq (literally, "piec

ing together'') :  rulings could be formulated by looking at the teaching 

of all four Islamic schools of jurisprudence in an attempt to grasp the 

the hadith and the Rightly Guided Caliphs. 10'(_ basic principle; then the matter could be referred back to the Koran, But though Abduh was 

a fundamentalist, he was certainly not opposed to progress. He simply 
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felt that the Arabs could only make true progress if their journey into the  modem  world  was  undertaken  in  the  spirit  of their  great  past. Abduh was convinced that there was no opposition between religion and science, between God's word in the Koran and God's word uttered in  nature } 

But,  again, other Muslims would disagree.  Indeed during the nine

teenth  century  many  Europeans  had  found  great difficulty  in  recon ciling  the  discoveries  of Lyall  and  Darwin  with  the  Bible.  In  Islam the problem was accentuated by the faa that God had revealed himself precisely in a tt:a:(some Muslims would see  any criticism of the text as  a refleaion on the integrity of lslam.  But  Muslims  did not need to apply the  principles of the new biblical science  that was helping some Christians with this problem. There was a long and perfealy reputable Islamic  tradition  of interpreting  the  Scriptures  The  ra
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tionalist philosophers had led the way as had the great theosophist  Ibn  al-Arabi.  Some  of the  esoteric batini sects  like  the Druzes and  the  Alawis had long used the natural sciences as  a means of meditating upon God's work in the world and had used mathematics as  a  discipline  which weaned the  mind  away  from  the  concrete. (In terestingly,  the batinis have  been  able  to  adjust  more  easily  to  new scientific  developments  than  any  other  Muslim  group. )   But  not  all Muslims  would  agree.  Henceforth  in  Arab  countries  there  would sometimes  be  a  split  between orthodox,  traditional  Muslims  and sec ular  Arabs  educated  in  the  new  schools  founded  by  Abduh  and his followers  in  other  countries.  The  West  had  got  used  to  the  ideal  of the secular by slow degrees but it was an immense-and in some ways an  unavoidable-upheaval  in  the  Middle  East  and  has  probably  still not  been  wholly  assimilated.  There  was also the  problem .of how  to interpret the  legislation given  in the Koran. It is important to be clear that this constitutes  only  about 10 percent  of the  whole  Koran:  the other 90 percent is about God's  work  in nature and  history.  But such as it was, it applied to the conditions of seventh-century Arabia. Could a  Muslim,  for  example,  drink  alcohol  and  remain  true  to  his  faith? There were difficult problems to be addressed that could not be solved by  one  or  two  men  but  would  take  time.  To  accept  the  superficial trappings ofWestem culture without relating them to Arab experience would  be  dangerous.  It  was  unfortunate  that  their  colonial masters were  in  general  not  disposed  to  understand  or  appreciate this Arab desire  for a deep reform. 

The great Syrian journalist Rashid Rida (d. 1935 ), who was Abduh's 

disciple, was also concerned to make that creative journey to the past in order to  move fotward into the future. This has, of course, been a 
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major theme in our story. Rida was aJso convinced that the acceptance of the Turks as leaders had been disastrous for the Arab Muslims. He was very dose in spirit to many of the ideas of the Wahhabis: he was a devoutly  religious  man who lived according to  ascetic ideals.  He was more concerned with the revival oflslam than with the emergence 

of Arab nationality, as were all these early reformers: Rida even wanted to restore the Arab caliphate.  He was also mystically inclined and a member of the  Naqshbandi  Sufi order,  which  believes  that a good Muslim should be active in the world rather than retreat into contem plative withdrawal. A Naqshbandi is duty-bound to be politically ac tive if he sees disorders in the umma: if necessary, he can cooperate with the authorities but sometimes he also has a duty to rebel.  Rida was a product of the radical strain in Islam, whereas Abduh was a fine example of a more conservative Muslim who was ready to work with the status quo. But Rida and his followers were also helping to raise Arab consciousness. None of these reformers wanted to break up the Muslim empire; though they all wanted to  be rid of the Ottomans, they certainly had not envisaged the Western vision of nation-states. 

�evertheless future Arab nationalists, in the new Arab states, would . 
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later draw on these earlier Pan-Islamic ideas of a return to Arab roots. 

During the  1950s  and  1960s  the  Nasserites  and  the  Syrian Ba'ath 

(Renaissance)  Party  took  this  old  ideal and developed the Pan-Arab idea. They wanted to preserve the old unity of the umma in the new diversity.  Religion and politics were separate on the Western model 

but they saw Islam as a great civilization as well as a religion that was coextensive with the Arab peoples. This vision of Arabism was not racist: people of very many ethnic groups belong to the Arab nation 

just  as  they  had  been  since  the  Middle  Ages.  Pan-Arabism  was  a reversed mirror image of our Western nationalism. The colonial pow ers had created the modern nation-states and had divided the unity of the old umma: Pan-Arabism sought to discover the values that all these Arab states had in common.  In Europe,  nationalism had been the breaking down of a community into smaller groups who felt bound together by a shared experience} 

We have seen that the Jews had been considered part of the Arab family for centuries, just as the Berbers and Egyptians had been and in rather the same way as somebody can consider himself Jewish and American today. The dhimmisl millets had been  protected minorities 

but during the nineteenth century their second-class citizenship had become unacceptable. We have seen that the Western nations were exploiting their position in order to increase their own power in the region. To meet this pressure from the West, in 1857 the Ottomans 5 1 8                                   H O L Y  W A R  

dc:clarc:d Jews and Christians to  be the: equals of the: Muslim subjects of the: Empire:. As one:  might imagine:, there: was rejoicing among the: former millets and  a  certain  amount  of grumbling  among  Muslims. But the: move: was welcomed in some of the Arab provinces  because they  felt  that  this  would  give  the  Arabs  greater  strength and  unity. But there were problems : the foreign traders and consuls in the: region tended to favor the: former Christian millets over the Mus lims and this caused rc:senttnc:nt; to deflect Muslim  hostility away from themselves, the:  Turkish  and Arab Christians often  stirred  up anti-Jewish  feeling. There  was  as  yet  no  racist  clement  in  this.  It was  a hostility based entirely on the  relative strengths and weaknesses of the three groups within  the  Ottoman  polity  and  economy.  The resident  Europeans, however,  began  to  import dangerous Western ideas into the  region. Thus in 1 840 the first European-style pogroms broke out in Damascus where:  reportS  of the  old  Western  myth  of the blood libel  had  been spread  by  a  Capuchin  monk  and  fanned  by  an anti-Semitic  French consul.  This  set  an  important  trend:  the  anti-Semitic ideas  were  in troduced by the  European  or Russian residents,  especially those who belonged to  religious communities or churches. 
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In 1 869 the first anti-Semitic text was published in the Middle East: 

it was a translation into Arabic of a very popular forgery purporting to be the confessions of a former Moldavian rabbi who had converted to Christianity,  which  had been influential in Europe.  The  Ottoman authorities stopped  the  circulation  of this  tract.  During  the  1 890s there were translations by Arab Christians of three French and German anti-Semitic tracts; they made little impact and were in fact denounced by many Turkish  and  Arabic journalists.  These  translations had been promoted by the: resident French, whose anti-Semitism had flared high after  the  Dreyfus scandal.  Some:  of the  Arabs  were  sympathetic to Dreyfus and others were: delig hted to  have the opportunity to jeer at the enlightened Europeans who had presented themselves to the Mid dle East in such a liberal guise.  In particular Rashid Rida pointed out that this new anti-Semitism was racist rather than religious: the French, as anybody could sec:, were not religious people. The accusations they were at present hurling against the Jewish captain could just as easily be leveled against the people of the Middle East. Before  1948 and the Arabs' humiliation by the  Israeli  army, there was no  anti-Semitism  in the  Middle  East comparable  to  the  European mania.  But two of the texts  published in the  1 890s, which had a small readership and much criticism when they first appeared, were reprinted in Egypt during the 

1960s  and  became  very  popular:  a  sad  comment  on  the  growth  of 0!l{ Western anti-Semitism in the Middle East. 1 In the early days of the 
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Arab-Israeli conflict, however, the Arabs were not influenced by anti

Semitism. Before the creation of the state of Israel they could distin guish very clearly between the former Jewish millets and the Russian 

Zionists, who were their political 

The  new  Arab Awakening  in  the  East  had  little  chance 

against the colonialists, who preferred the new racist, scientific theories 

which justified their taking control and which  insisted that the Arabs were incapable of regenerating their own society. Thus Lord Cromer contemptuously dismissed Abduh's  ideas:  Islam,  he declared, could 

not reform itself. He insisted that the Arabs were irredeemably illogical and too childish to know what was good for them. Cromer had worked in Egypt and India and in his view "Orientals," be they Egyptian or Indian, were really all the same. In his magisterial two-volume work, Modern Egypt, Cromer fell into the long-established habit of putting "the Oriental"  in complete  opposition  to  "us":  "somehow or other 

the Oriental generally acts, speaks, and thinks in a manner exactly the opposite to the European."110 

Sir Alfred  Lyall  once  said to me:  "Accuracy  is  abhorrent  to  the 
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Oriental mind.  Every Anglo-Indian should always  remember that 
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maxim." Want of accuracy, which easily degenerates into untruth

fulness, is in fact the main characteristic of the Oriental mind. 

The European is a close reasoner; his statements offact are devoid 

of any ambiguity;  he is a natural logician,  albeit he may not have 

studied logic; he is by nature sceptical and requires proof before he 

can  accept  the  truth  of any  proposition;  his  trained  intelligence 

works like a piece of mechanism. The mind of the Oriental, on the 

other  hand,  like  his  picturesque  streets,  is  eminently  wanting  in 

symmetry.  His reasoning is of the most  slipshod  description.  Al

though the  ancient  Arabs  acquired  in  a somewhat  higher  degree 

the science of dialectics,  their descendants  are  singularly  deficient 

in the logical faculty. They are often incapabie of drawing the most obvious conclusions from any simple premises of which they may admit the truth.m 

With this view of the Arab mind (which is identical to the "Indian mind"), Britain was unlikely to respect the Arabs' desire for indepen

dence and self-reformation. Nor would she feel bound to keep any of 

the promises or pledges she had made the Arabs about their political 

independence. 

European conrempt for both Arabs and Jews was demonstrated in 

the  series of secret  pacts  and agreements made  between  1915 and 

1918. Perhaps  the  clearest proof of that contempt was the  British 520                     H O L Y  W A R  

hijacking of the Arab revolt against the Turks, via T. E. Lawrence of Arabia.  Lawrence  himself  shows  a  racist  contempt  fo r  the  Arabs throughout The Seven PiUan of  Wisdom but  was  ashamed when the British  broke  their  pledge  to  the  Arabs  and  took control after their conquest  of Damascus.  But  the  McMahon-Hussein correspondence of 1 9 1 5  was,  of course,  followed  by  the  Sykes- Picot agreement in 1 9 16, the modification of Sykes-Picot by the British and the Balfour Declaration in 1 9 1 7, and the Anglo-French Joint Declaration of l918. All  these  secret agreements  made  contradictory p ledges to Jews and Arabs  and,  as Lord  Balfour  himself made clear in the cynical remark I  quoted  earlier,  as  regarded  Palestine  the  powers  did not intend to keep  a  single  one  of their promises.  The  other Arab states  got their independence but found that their freedom was constantly neutralized by the great powers by means of treaties and countertreaties; in recent years  the  British  and    e  French  have been  replaced by the  United rp

States  and  the  USSR. {fhe orientalist Bernard Lewis comments that three invaders have successfully penetrated the Arab world-the Cru saders,  the  Mongols  and  the  Western  powers;  of these the  last has proved to be the most humiliating and the most e nduring. T 

But given  this fundamental contempt fo r both Jews and Arabs dur

ing the First World  War,  what made the British, against all the odds, stand  by  the  Balfour  Declaration  during those  crucial  years  of 1 920-28? The  answer  must  surely  lie  in the long and complex tra dition of British Zionism, which touched a deep nerve in the English Protestant  identity.  In 1 9 1 7, of course, Lord Balfour could be seen as  a  typically manipulative politician : he hoped that the Declaration would  win  international Jewish support for Britain during the  First World War and he was conscious  of the strategic importance of Pal estine. But he was also inspired by the Christian Protestant tradition. He had been brought up in the Scottish Church and the biblical image of a Jewish Palestine affected him powe rfully:  he imagined that there would be a cultural renaissance in the n ew Israel that would be a light unto the Gentiles. 1 1 3  Like aU Zionists, he was completely indifferent to the claim of the Palestinian Arabs, who had long been regarded by the British  as  barbarous  and  unworthy caretakers. As he  said  with astonishing  bluntness  in his Memorandum Respecting Syria,  Palestine and Mesopotamia: 
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For in Palestine  we do not propose even to go through the form of consulting the wishes of the present inhabitants of the country, though the American Commission has been going through the form of asking what they are. The  Four Great Powers are  committed to 
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Zionism. And Zionism, be it right or wrong, good or bad, is rooted in age-long  traditions,  in  present  needs,  in  furure  hopes,  of far profounder import than the desires and  prejudices of the  700,000 Arabs who now inhabit that ancient land. u• 

Like a true Crusader, Balfour was convinced that "our" view of the 

Land  put him above  ordinary  moral  considerations.  Zionism 

was  by now so firmly established as  self-evidently right that it was 

impossible for Balfour to see that the Arabs had any claim at all to 

the land they had inhabited for twelve hundred years.} 
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Balfour was also a typical  Zionist in an uneasy anti-Semitism.  In 
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1905 he had introduced the Aliens Bill in Parliament in order to limit 

Jewish immigration. He may have wanted Jews to be in Palestine, but 

he  did  not  want them  in  his  own  country,  and  these  anti-Semitic 

feelings disturbed him.U5 He was aware of the shameful tradition of 

persecution  in  Europe  and  may well  have  felt  that the  enthusiastic 

support he gave to Zionism in some way atoned for his  instinctive 

anti-Semitism. It is significant that his strongest opponents in England 

were  Jewish.  Lord  Montagu,  one  of the  leaders  of British  Jewry, 

opposed Zionism from the beginning and he accused Balfour and his 

colleagues of promoting a Jewish homeland in Palestine simply to get 

the Jews out of England.  During the discussions  leading up to  the 

Balfour Declaration, he submitted a memorandum stating that "the 

policy of His Majesty's Government is anti-Semitic in result and will 

prove  a  rallying  ground  for  anti-Semites  in  every country  of the 

world."H6 But his Gentile colleagues were as blind to Jewish objections 

as they were to Arab objections. As had always been the case, what 

mattered was what Europeans wanted in the Holy Land. 

Balfour could rely on the support of a generation of Zionist poli

ticians who included Prime Minister David Lloyd George, Mark Sykes, 

Leopold Amery, Lord Milner, Lord Harlech, Robert Cecil and C. P. 

Scott. (They could all see the political advantages of the Zionist idea, 

but they were also compelled by the old Protestant view of a strictly 

Jewish  Lloyd George,  for example,  had been  brought up  by his 
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uncle,  had  been  a  preacher  in  a  fundamentalist  Welsh 

Baptist sect with a tradition of interpreting the  Bible  quite literally. 

When Lloyd George listened to Weizmann talking about Palestine he 

was narurally stirred and excited by these very early associations: the 

places that Weizmann mentioned were more familiar to him, he said, 

than places on the Western front. ' 17 He could only see Palestine in 

Jewish  terms,  as  he  explained  in  a  speech  to  the  Jewish  Historical 

Society in 1925 : 
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I was  brought u p  in  a  school  where  I  was  taught  far  more  about the  history of the  Jews  than  about the  history of my own  land.  I could tell  you  all  the  kings of Israel.  But  I  doubt  whether  I  could have  named half a dozen of the kings of England,  and not more of the kings ofWales . . . .  We were thoroughly imbued with the history of your race in the days of its greatest glory, when it founded that great  literarure  which  will  echo  to  the  very  last  days  of this  old 

j world,(influencing,  moulding,  fashioning human charaaer,  inspir

ing and sustaining human motive� for not only Jews, but Gentiles as well.  We absorbed it and made it part of the best of the Gentile character. 1 1 8 

There could hardly be a clearer statement about the Western habit of interiorizing Judaism, absorbing it and making it part of the Christian, European self.  A Jewish Palestine was  in  an important way a  British Protestant projection in the Middle East.  But Lloyd George was well known for making anti-Semitic remarks, despite his love of the Jewish Scriprures u•  Although  British  Zionism  seemed  to  deny  crusading anti-Semitism, there was really no fundamental change. Such Zionists, in  a  convoluted  way,  still  wanted  Palestine  for  themselves  and were still  either  anti-Semitic  or  blind  to  the  real  power  and  independent integrity of Judaism. 
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British  Catholics  responded  differently.  Mark Sykes,  for  example, 
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who  had  had  a  Catholic  upbringing,  confessed  that he had  a strong "distaste tor Jews" and at first opposed the Zionist project for precisely this  reason.  He  was,  however,  an  ardent  nationalist  and  colonialist and  one of the  architects  of the  notorious  1 9 1 6  Sykes-Picot agree ment. When  the full colonial implications of Zionism were explained to  him,  he  became  an  enthusiastic  convert.  He  would  now  see  the "Jew"  as  "our"  representative in the  barbarous  Middle  East who was taking  possession  of Palestine  in  "our"  name.  He also saw  Zionism as a solution  to the Jewish  problem.  Instead of a hybrid, assimilating Jew living disrurbingly in the heart of Christian Europe, there would be a new Hebrew nationalist in his own country, reassuringly distant and distinct. 120  Zionists  like  Balfour and Sykes were still opposed to the idea of absorbing and assimilating Jews into European society, in much the  same way as  fifteenth-cenrury  Spanish  Catholics  had  been. Zionism  was  a  way of deporting Jews without giving way to  overt 

anti-Semitism  and  banishing  them  from  Europe  by offensive  perse \ 

cution. Gentile  support  for the  state of Israel  in the  West was  from the beginning complex  and  neurotic, molded  not  simply by political and  humanitarian  reasons,  but  by  millennia!  Protestant  and  biblical 
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ideas, crusading colonialism and crusading anti-Semitism. Non-Jewish Zionists were in a very real sense nco-Crusaders, even if they were no longer inspired by the old passion for  the tomb of Christ) 

This becomes very  clear  when  we  consider  the  Gentile  Zionists' attitude to  the "Arabs."lYet again the  old prejudice came  into  play, , and because the Arabs really were, quite  understandably,  opposed to the  Zionist scheme, they were made into the distorted enemy of true 

civilization yet again. But this time they were juxtaposed and measured , against "our" new representative, the "Jew. Richard Meinertzhagen, chief political officer for Palestine and Syria on General Allenby's staff, was deeply anti-Semitic. He confessed in his diary that he was "imbued with anti-Semitic feelings."121  He feared  Jewish  presence  in  his own country as a threat to the British identity; the Jews could, he thought, easily gain too much influence "in professions, in trades, in universities and  museums, in finance  and as landowners. "m He was  ready for  a radical if not for a final solution.  If the Jews became too powerful,  he decided, "then of course we shall have to act against them,  but it will not take the form of a concentration camp. "123 But the Zionist solution, which  proposed  a  convenient way of getting  rid of this  threat,  was attractive  in other ways.  Meinertzhagen  felt  a "great  sentimental  at traction" to the idea of the persecuted Jews returning to their ancient land.124 The old biblical vision was linked to the new colonial vision: "Jewish  brains  and money" would redeem the barren wilderness that was Palestine. 125 A friendly Palestine was ''vital" for the future strategic security of the British government and Meinertzhagen was convinced that this would be impossible if it was in Arab hands.126 As had long been a  British  habit,  Meinertzhagen was ready to  split  his anti-Sem itism and make the "Arab" the opposite of the "Jew." This mythical bifurcation appears constandy in his diary.  "Intelligence was a Jewish virtue,"  he  wrote  antithetically,  "and  intrigue  was  an  Arab  vice."127 The  Jews  were  "virile,  brave,  determined  and  intelligent"  while  the Arabs were "decadent,  stupid,  dishonest  and  producing  litde beyond eccentrics  influenced  by the  romance and  silence  of the desert."128  If the  Jews  took  over  in  Palestine  there  would  be "progress"  and  the "up-setting of modem government," but an Arab government would mean  "stagnation,  immorality,  rotten  government,  corrupt  and  dis honest  society."129 These  new  fictional  stereotypes  now  set  the  two old crusading enemies off against one another: 

The Palestine Arab will never reach the  Jewish  standard  of ability 

in  any sense.  The  Jew will always be  on  top  and  he  means  to  be 

there. He looks forward to a Jewish state in Palestine with sovereign 524                      H O L Y  W A R  

rights, a real National Home and not a sham Jewish-Arab confed eration. ""       The Jew,  however  small  his  voice,  however mild his . . .  

manner, will  in the end be heard and he will succeed. The Arab will trumpet  and  bluster,  others  in  Europe  and  America  will  sing his praises  if the local orchestra breaks down, but he will remain where he is and  has  for  ever  been,  an  inhabitant  of the east,  nurturing stagnant ideas  and  seeing no  further than  the narrow doctrines of Mohammed [sic] . 131 

The old blind prejudice against "Islam" had modulated into the new secular  prejudice  against  the "Arab,"  who  was  the  obverse  of every thing  "we" stood  for.  But Meinertzhagen's  ineradicable Jewish  anti Semitism is  also revealed in this paragraph, not least in his use of the reductive term the "Jew." Like the "Arab," the "Jew" is  a monolithic 

fantasy  created  by  "us."(There  is no such thing  as the "Jew"  or the are "Arab"  and  it  is  dangerous to  suppose that there  is. There  rather 

millions of Jewish and Arab individuals with an infinitely varied com bination of talents, enthusiasms, hopes, fears, faults, neuroses, defects and  ambitions.  But  since  the time  of the  Crusades  fantasies  were created  that  had no reality outside  European people's  views  of them selves.  The "Jew'' that Meinertzhagen contemplated was simply a flat

tering  portrait  of "us" in endless opposition  to  his  and  our  equally )

fantaJ;tic  enemy  the "Arab. ' The antithesis  is  a  rhetorical  ploy  that gives  the  conflict  an  elegant logical  and  literary  but  not  objective reality. 

It was because of the fantasy of the "Jew" that six million Jews were az

exterminated by  the N   is  in  the  ultimate secular Crusade.  This  has naturally given people a very healthy fear of Jewish anti-Semitism and has led to an  increased  support for the state of lsrael in the West.  But it  would, I fear,  be  to  think  that  there  is  no  longer  any 
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European  Gentile  support  for  Zionism was  from  the 

start  bound  up  with a  stubborn  anti-Semitism  or,  at  least,  with  a willingness  to  annihilate the  Jews'  plans  and  religious vision in favor of the Christian  Europeans are still filled with complex feelings 
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about  their  history  anti-Semitism which culminated  in  the  Holo

to  make  amen ds . caust. Support f or  Israel  has  often  been  inspired  by  a  natural  desire Very often,  in  Europe  and  Britain,  it  has  made  a 

scapegoat of the Palestinians. It is certainly true that many Palestinians today feel that they have been made to suffer for the crimes committed 

by  Europeans  against  Jews.  There  is,  on  the  other  hand,  absolutely seems no squeamishness about Arab anti-Semitism, which sometimes 
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to be the one form of acceptable racism left in a country like Britain. Biased  and  prejudiced  remarks  are bandied about in  public  and  in private, and people look genuinely astonished if it is pointed out that they would quite properly be  shocked  if the same  remarks were di rected against blacks or Jews. 

In  Britain  we  have  had  particular  difficulties  in  coming  to  terms with  the  Arabs  which  do  not  apply  in  the  United  States.  At  a  time when our British economy seems incurably sick and there is increasing hardship and  unemployment,  it has been  very hard to see the  newly rich Arabs  from  the Gulf states  pour into  London and  virtually take over districts like Park Lane or Earls Court. The resentment we used to feel about rich Jews now seems to have been transferred in toto to the rich Arabs. In the 1970s anti-Semitic Arab jokes  became common: there was talk of stewed goat being served at the Hilton and camels being parked outside  the  Playboy  Club.  Arabs  were  buying  up our stately homes! There was an ugly and belligerent edge to the delivery of these  not  so  amusing  jokes.  It  seemed  as  though  this  new  Arab invasion had revived the old  buried phobia of the Arab jihad:  Arabs seemed all  set once again to take over the world.  It is, however, also true  that there  has  been  a dramatic change  since the  Palestinian up rising in the occupied territories. The intifada has won the Palestinian Arabs many supporters in  Britain and alienated many people against 

Israel.  The  more  positive approach to the  Arab  people  is to  be wel

comed: what is not so good is the threat of a new bout of anti-Semitism { as  a consequence of Israeli  policy It  is  essential  that  the  people  of Europe stop lurching from one exaggerated and  irrational extreme to another.  It has been an entrenched habit ever since the Crusades and a  recognition  of this  unhealthy  trait  could  be  a  first  step toward  de mythologizing  our  response  toward Arabs and  Jews  today} 

The  leadership  of the  Christian  world  has,  however,  passed  from 

Europe to  the  United  States.  America's  approach toward Arabs  and tA Jews  is  bound  to  be  different.  any  of the  old  crusading  attitudes 

certainly passed to  America  together with the  immigrants  from  Eu

rope. We have seen that, : Jr example, there is a gulf between America's experience of present greamess  and the Arab sense of past splendor. American  attitude  to  Arab  oil  wealth  has  been  different  from  the 

British  reaction.  Edward  Said  comments  that  in  American  eyes  the 

 

Arabs  have  none  of the  moral  qualifications  that  justify  this wealth, n) which seems an affront to decent values and civilizatio   At the time of the OPEC oil crisis of 1973, he recalled cartoons and posters which 

depicted Arabs  leering  beside  petrol pumps: 
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These Arabs, however, were clearly "Semitic": their sharply hooked noses,  the  evil,  mustachioed  leer  on  their  faces,  were  obvious  re minders  (to a largely non-Semitic  population)  that "Semites" were at the bottom of all "our'' troubles, which in this case was principally a gasoline shortage. The transference of a popular anti-Semitic an imus from a Jewish to an Arab target was made smoothly, since the figure was essentially the same. 1 32 

This  is  a  precisely  observed  example  of the  old  crusading  habit  of linking Arabs and Jews as a common threat to society. There has been anti-Semitism in the United States, though it never reached anything like the severity of European hostility to Jews. 

tBut America has also developed quite a different attitude. From the 

days  of the Mayflower, Americans  actually  identified  with  Jews  and gave  the  new Canaan  a quasi-Jewish  identity.  America has provided a refuge  for millions of Jews who fled persecution in Europe. Today 

American  Jews  maintain  that  America  has  replaced  the  home  they 1 

found in Muslim Spai Emma Lazarus, the Jewish-American poetess, 

was  inspired  by  the  sight  of the  Ashkenazic  refugees  from  Russia flooding into New York in 1883 to  write these  lines that have ever since been associated with the Statue of Liberty: 

Give me  your tired,  your poor, 

Your huddled masses  yearning  to  breathe  free, The wretched refuse of your teeming shore, Send these, the homeless, tempest-toss't, to me: l lift my lamp  beside  the golden door. 

This identification of Jewish and American interests and idealism has persisted. Today some American Jews argue either that New York is the  new  capital  of Judaism  or  that,  together  with  Israel,  American Jewry  "will  create  something  new  for  themselves  and  the  world," 

( which  will  replace  the  Jewish  culture  that  was  lost  in  Europe.133 Americans  can  rightly  be  proud of this achievement. They  have  es tablished a strong emotional bond  and  even  an identification with a 

people  whom  Europeans  have  persecuted  and  massacred  ever  since } 

the Crusades

This  American  identification  with  the  Jewish  people  was  shown 

very early in the history of Zionism�The Balfour Declaration was most enthusiastically received. President Woodrow Wilson gave it unqual ified  support,  even  though  it was  against  the  spirit of his  famous Fourteen Points, which condemned private agreements about territory and proclaimed the  principle  of the  self-determination  of peoples1 
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Point 12 had even  insisted that the non-Turkish  nationalities  of the Ottoman  Empire  should  be  assured  an  unmolested  opportunity  for autonomous development.  But Wilson, who had been brought up in 

the  American  Protestant tradit_ion,  was a natural  Zionist.134 The Jews were a special case. Many congressmen thought so too. Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, for example, made a classic Zionist statement which he worded very  strongly. 

It seems to me that it was entirely becoming and commendable that 

the Jewish people in all portions of the world should desire to have 

a national home for such members of their race as wished to return 

to the  country  which  was  the  cradle  of their  race  and  where  they 

lived and laboured for several thousand years [sic] . . . .  I never could 

accept  in  patience  the  thought  that Jerusalem and  Palestine  should be  under  the control of the Mohammedans  . . .  that Jerusalem and Palestine,  sacred to  the  Jews  . . .  a land profoundly holy  to  all the great Christian nations of the West, should remain permanently in the hands of the Turks, has seemed to  me  for  many years one  of the great blots on the face of civilization that ought to be erased. 135 

His identification  with the Jews  made  Jewish  Palestine  sacred to his own identity and blinded him to  the claim of the  "Mohammedans." 

He had  a  double  but could  not  achieve  a  triple  vision,  like so many Gentile Zionists before  him.  Non-Jewish  Zionism is  a form of Prot estant crusading and Senator Lodge felt as great a sense of outrage at the thought of Muslim occupation ofJerusalem as any medieval Cath olic Crusader. Americans have continued to feel strongly about Israel 

and this fervor has increased with the rise of a new wave of American 

Christian  fundamentalism  which  is  aggressively  Zionist.  Fundamen

talists  have  become very powerful in  America;  Jerry  Falwell's  Moral 

Majority has  had to  be courted  as  a  power bloc  during presidential elections. They have given strong support to the Jewish lobby, though 

they do not feel the same sense of identification with the Jews as the 

more  secular American  Zionists.  Like the  Puritans,  they  believe  that 

the  Last  Days  are  at  hand  and  that  the  Jews  will  either  have  to  be 

converted or suffer in hell.  But they also passionately believe that the 

Jews must live in Israel to fulfill biblical prophecy. They have returned 

to a classical and extreme religious crusading.136 

For those millions of Americans who are not fundamentalists, how

ever, there  is  another reason for this  identification with the  Zionists, 

which  I  have  already  referred  to.  From  the  earliest  days  of  Labor 
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jewish pioneers.  In  1 929 the Protestant minister John Haynes spon taneously made this connection when he met the chalutzim during a visit ro  Palestine : 

As  I mer  and  talked  with these toilers on the  land,  I  could  think of nothing but the early  English settlers who came to the bleak shores of Massachusetts,  and  there  amid  winter's cold  in an  untilled soil, among an unfriendly native population, laid firm and sure the foun dations of our American  Republic.  For this  reason  I  was  not sur prised  later,  when  I  read  Josiah  Wedgewood's  "The  Seventh Dominion,"  to  find  this  distinguished  Gentile  Zionist  of Britain speaking  of these Jewish  pioneers  as  "the  Pilgrim  Fathers  of Pal estine."137 

Pioneering Zionism was praised in glowing terms during the congres sional debate at the time of the Balfour Declaration. Thomas J. Lane, Representative for  Massachusetts  (the  home of the  Pilgrim  Fathers), spoke in words which at once recall the words of the Founding Fathers of America: 

To  build  the  Kingdom  of God,  the  Jews  must  not  be  dissipated among other nations. Always ineffective as minorities, as the Proph ets preached, they must have their own nation-there to work and develop the  ideal  social  order, as a model and example from which other nations may leam . ' 3" 

He  was  a  religious  Zionist before most Jews  were.  In  1 937 Senator Alben  W.  Barkley  visited  Palestine and  proclaimed  that  there  was  a "natural link" between the Jews and their land,  which was responding and flowering at their hands. He sounds not dissimilar to Nachmanides in the  twelfrh  century.  At  the  same  time  Senator Champ Clark pro duced  the  old  argument  about  the  Jews  making  the  desert  bloom: "Their coming converted  a  barren  land  into  a  literal  Biblical  land  of 'milk  and  honey.'  . . .  "  A  barren  country,  desolate  and  forsaken  for cenn1ries.'''-'9 

But there is another important aspect of this pioneering attachment, 

which President Jinuny Carter touched upon when he made his speech before  the  Knesset in  1979: 

Seven  Presidents  have  believed  and  demonstrated  that  America's relationship  with  Israel  is more  than just a  special  relationship.  It has  been  and  it  is  a  unique  relationship.  And  it is  a  relationship which  is  indestructible,  because  it  is  rooted  in  the  consciousness and  the  morals  and  the  religion  and  the  beliefs  of the  American people themselves . . . .  
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is  a nation of immigrants  and  refugees-by  peoples gathered 

also Israel and the United States were shaped by pioneers-my nation 

in both nations from many lands.140 

Like the Jewish Zionists, the American sertlers were not just pioneers but refugees who fled oppression in Europe. Both America and Israel are in this sense creations of Europe.  For Americans and Isradis the bond is strong because each recognizes the other at a deep level. People 

who have suffered oppression have a strong bond  and empathy that this others,  who  have  not  suffered  in  way,  cannot  understand.  Yet 

this does  not mean that either of these countries of refugees should be able to oppress other people and drive them into permanent exile. 

lJ\ strong identification, such as America feels for  Israel, means that 

objectivity can be very difficult.  A threat to  Israel could be seen as a threat to the identity of America itself and as a wound in her integri� Certainly the United States sees  Israel  as her alter ego  in the Middle East.  On  October 3,  1987, Congressman  Gerry  Sikorski  wrote  an open letter to the  editor of the  Jerusalem Post defending the massive 

amount of aid given to  Israel, which in his view is cheap at the price. In the past United States aid to Israel was a "feel good," sentimental item in the budget.  Not any more: 

The  Pentagon classifies  Israel as  a "major non-Nato ally." Our re

lationship is one of strategic cooperation that cannot be exaggerated. 

The American Sixth Fleet now makes regular port visits to Haifa. 

The US carrier-based aircraft practise on Israeli firing ranges in the 

Negev desert. Joint anti-submarine exercises have become a matter 

of routine. US and Israeli military planners meet every few months, 

and US material is now being pre-positioned  in Israel. 

Israel  aids  us  in  our  intelligence-gathering  operations,  and  re

cently initiated special participation in the development of an Anti

Tactical Ballistic Missile system. 

Israel and America are, therefore, fighting a war together.  Doubtless Congressman Sikorski would describe all this activity as "peace�eep ing" but it has often taken aggressive forms. The American bombing 

of Tripoli  in  Libya  in  April 1986, for  example,  in  the  war  against 

"international  terrorism"  caused  considerable  revulsion  throughout Europe  and  actually  occasioned  some  Arab  sympathy  for  Qaddafi, 

who had hitherto been  seen  as  rather a  maverick  in the  Arab world 

and had not been taken very seriously.  When moderate Arab leaders 

like President Mubarak of Egypt and  King Hussein of Jordan heard 

that America had been selling arms to Iran, the archterrorist state  in 530                     H O L Y  W A R  

the region,  they felt outraged and insulted. They had put themselves in some  danger  in their own  countries  by  trying  to curb extremism and  supporting  American  policies  and felt this dubious Irangate  ini tiative as a slap in the face, though it must be said that their response was restrained and controlled.  On July 3,  1 988, Iran Air Flight 655, a  civilian  flight, was by mistake  shot  down  by  the  American  peace keeping fleet in the Gulf. It is, perhaps, not surprising if the Arab and Muslim population of the Middle East sometimes feel that the Amer ican  peace mission in the area is double-edged and aggressive. 

Congressman Sikorski summarized the values that America saw in 

Israel  in  his  letter to the Jerusalem Post. Israel  "provides  a model for democratic  developments  in  an  area  of the  world  that  is  not  very familiar with the concept of democracy. It aids us in deterring Soviet backed  radicalism  in  the  Middle East.  It helps  us  in our continuous battle  against terrorism." We  have,  however, seen  that some  Israelis fear for the future of democracy in their country and are embarrassed by the terrorism undertaken by members of the Israeli far right. Israel has  long been the  alter ego of the United States in the Middle East, but we have also seen that there are signs, at the time of writing, that the Bush administration will work more than previous administrations for the  principle of triple  vision,  seeing the point of view of all  three participants in the  conflict:  the West,  Israel and the Arabs. 

(Throughout our story we have seen wars and battles being fought 

for  feelings  that  are  so  deeply  entwined  with  our  sense  of self that logic and reason cease to function. The wars in the Middle East today are  becoming  more like the Crusades in this respect,  especially in the religious  escalation on both sides of the conflict. They are "holy" wars because they are fought on issues that are felt to be sacred by all three participants  and  they  could  be  seen  as  the  last  round  in  a  long  and bitter  process  which  began  when  the  European  Crusaders  attacked Muslims and  Jews  at the  period when the West was  finding its soul. The issues are complicated for Arabs and Jews, but we must not forget that they are frequendy tortuous and difficult for "us" in the West in both Europe and the United States. If there is to be a peaceful solution, it  is  not  only  Arabs  and  Jews  who  must sort  out  their  feelings  and demythologize the struggle.  We in the West must come to terms with 

our own inner demons of prejudice, chauvinism and anxiety, and strive l 

for  a greater objectivity
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Triple  Vision 

 

watching their flocks there today, just as they did on the first Christmas T ceases to  astonish me.  It shows  an "artistic" shot of the  Shep herds' Field outside Bethlehem and there are real live shepherds, here is a popular postcard on sale everywhere in Israel that never 

night.  They  look  very  biblical  shepherds,  for  they  are  wearing  the 

traditional headdress that all Christians have seen in countless Nativity 

plays. These keffiyehs hide the men's faces, which is just as well because 

these  are  Arab  shepherds  of the  West  Bank,  posing  as  first-century 

Jewish  shepherds  in  the  Christian  story.  There  could  scarcely  be  a 

more  ironic  and  distorted  expression  of triple  vision.  It  shows  the confused and troubled bond that links Jews, Christians and Muslims 

together and completely ignores the frightening realities of the present conflia. The card is obviously designed for Christian pilgrims to send home to show their friends that everything in the Holy Land is "just 

the same" as it was in the time of Christ.  But, as we know, things are 

very different. In the first century the Jews  were struggling against an unwanted occupation which resulted in a holy war that lost them their land. Today it is the Jews who are the brutal occupiers of Bethlehem 

and  the other towns  in  the occupied territories,  and  some  of their methods would have shocked even the Romans. But Christian pilgrims do not want to see this and they buy the card as  intended. The Holy 

Land  is  still  a  mythical  land  to  many  of them,  who  show  a  ready 

willingness to suspend their disbelief as they tour the country in their air-conditioned buses, insulated from the troubling contemporary real

ities.  When they visit Kfar Kana in Galilee they look with reverence 

at the large water jugs which Jesus is supposed to have used when he worked his first miracle and turned the water into wine at the wedding 

in Cana. There is a postcard of these too. If the pilgrims aaually notice 

that Kfar Kana is an Arab town, they probably see the Arabs in their 5 32                             H O L Y  W A R  

kcl]i_vehs as  merely providing local color and ignore the complexity of their position as Arabs in the Jewish state. 
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Of course not all pilgrims swallow everything they are told so gul

libly but the very fact that in the twentieth century the mythical reality of that  small  strip  of land between Egypt and Syria  is  more real to dtousands of Christian pilgrims than the political reality is an impor tant reminder. The people who make these pilgrimages are educated men  and  women,  who  do  not  believe  in  Father  Christmas  but who are  prepared  to  kiss  the  gold  star  in  the  Church  of the  Nativity  in Bethlehem  which  marks  the spot of Christ's  birth. When they go to the  Holy  Sepulchre  Church  in  Jerusalem,  they  want  to  pray  at  the slab  of stone  on  which  Jesus is said to  have  been  laid  after the Cru cifixion and at the ornate tomb of Christ, whence Jesus rose from the dead. The physical connection with Jesus makes these places in some way "holy"  and people want to  believe in  their  authenticity. 

Religious faith is not an obsolete passion. Nor is it a delusion which 

people  cannot help  because  they lack the brains or the education to disprove the articles of the creed. People choose to believe what cannot be  rationally  proved  one  way  or  the  other,  because  they  need this larger mythical  dimension  in  their  lives.  We are now in a position to see that religion is not something that we can get rid of once we have progressed to a more "enlightened" state. The eighteenth-century Age of  Reason  gave  way  to  a  strong  and  fundamentalist  resurgence  of Christianity in the nineteenth century. Similarly, the secularism of the 

twentieth century has given way to a renewed religious passion. 'People life need to  teU  themselves  stories about the world and their      in it, so that they have a sense of meaning and purpose.  It is very hard to live according to the bleak light of the atheistic or agnostic day, which has rationally  disposed  of  religious  faith.  In  Judaism,  Christianity  and Islan1,  which  all  insist  that  their  myths  are  historically  true,  people have a religious geography which gives them a sense of their place in the world and a tangible connection with the unseen. So strong is this desire to  believe  in the holy place that the  political reality under the pilgrim's nose  inevitably fades  from view. 

Throughout  this  book  we  have  seen  that  a  devotion  to  the  holy 

place  can  make  people  act  in  a  violent  and  irrational  way. I am re minded of an occasion on which I filmed in the Holy Sepulchre Church during  the  production  of a  television  series.  It  was  a dark, gusty evening and while the electricians and the cameramen were setting up the lights around the tomb of Christ, I was standing outside the church with  some  members  of the  Israeli  crew.  Opposite  us  was the small mosque which was built to commemorate the spot on which the Caliph 
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Omar prayed when he conquered Jerusalem for Islam in 637. It will 

be  remembered  that  he  had  been  invited  by  the  Greek  Patriarch to 

pray inside the Holy Sepulchre, but he declined so that the Christian 

holy place could be preserved intact. The mosque was lit brightly and 

in the surrounding darkness it looked far more dramatic than it does 

during  the  day.  The  only  other  lights  were  in  the  Holy  Sepulchre: 

Christianity and Islam faced each other. Suddenly the conversation I 

was enjoying with  the  crew was  shattered  by  the  earsplitting call of 

the muezzin, summoning the faithful to  prayer. The call to  prayer is 

a long and  passionate-sounding chant and  I  found  it particularly ex

hilarating that  night.  In the dark, with no modem  buildings visible, we could have been back in Jerusalem at the time of Saladin. 

But my Israeli colleagues had a very different reaction. My rational 

and kindly companions of a few  minutes ago were transformed into crude boors, who made  obscene gestures  at the  mosque,  gave  exag

gerated  imitations  of the  muezzin  with  distorted,  angry  faces,  and 

jeered at the Arabic sounds.  I had seen this before during the filming. 

Sometimes we had had to stop shooting and wait for several minutes 

until the call to prayer was over, and this seemed to reduce the Israeli crew to particular fury. As I watched them I could not but be reminded 

of the medieval  decrees  that  forbade  the  muezzin  to give the call  to 

prayer  in  Europe  because  this  strident  reminder  of the  presence  of 

Islam was too disturbing to  be permitted.  My Israeli friends seemed to  be affiiaed  by the "dread"  that we have seen impelling people to 

irrational violence  throughout our long story.  I could see why it was 

disturbing  for them.  The  muezzin  in  Israel  today  is  far  louder  than 

he was in medieval times, because his voice is recorded and amplified 

to great-sometimes excessive-volume.  It sometimes  seems  delib

erately aggressive:  a reminder to the Israelis that Islam and the Arabs 

are still a strong presence in their Jewish state and that they will not 

go  away.  When  Israelis  are  awakened at dawn  by the  muezzin,  have 

their conversations interrupted, or are forced to suspend their activities 

until  the  sometimes  deafening call  to  prayer  is  over,  they  are  being regularly reminded of a fact which many would prefer to forget.  It is 

right that they have this  incessant  reminder.  Problems  will  not dis appear  just  because  we  choose  to  forget about them. The muezzin 

pierces  the  Holy  Sepulchre  too  and  I  watched  a  passing  Franciscan 

friar shaking his head impatiently at the sound as he left the  church. 

It is  important  that  Christians  and  Jews  should  be  reminded of the 

Mi.Jslim presence  in  a  land  where  Arabs  are  treated  as  second-class 

citizens.  But it is saddening  if the  muezzin  had  in faa  issued a war 
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to peace  and  benevolence;  all  three  have,  at  different  times  of their history, been committed to the ideal of toleration.  But it is particularly sad  that  the Mosque of Omar, which was built in memory of Omar's courteous act and his vision of the continued coexistence of the three religions in  Jerusalem, should  now  make the call to  prayer a  defiant reminder. It is a symbol of the bad relations that have existed between the three  religions  ever since  the Crusades. 
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Once  the  last  echoes of the  muezzin  faded  away,  my  Israeli  com

panions became  recognizable  human  beings  once  more.  The  reason we  were standing  outside  the  church  was  that  very  soon  we  were going to be locked up in it for  several hours and we wanted to enjoy the fresh air beforehand. Ever since the Ottoman rime, the key to the church  has been in  the keeping of a Muslim. The Turks were  driven to  this measure, not because they wanted to control the Christians  in Jerusalem, but because the  different Christian sects who had chapels in the huge complex of the Holy Sepulchre Church were in a constant state of war.  One  sect  was  continually  locking  the  others  out,  and eventually the Turks decided that this intolerable state of affairs must cease: none of the Christian sects should have the key; instead a neutral Muslim would supervise the locking of the church.  Because we wanted to have the church to ourselves while we were filming, we went inside at seven o'clock, when  it was  closed  to  the  public.  We  watched  the great doors swing to and heard the Muslim custodian tum the key in the  lock.  Until  he  came  back  at  midnight  there  was  no  way  to  get out. 

Because of the terrible acrimony that still exists between the different 

Christian denominations, each sect has a rime during the night when it  has exclusive control  of the  church,  on  a  rota  basis.  We  always preferred  to  film when  the  Greek Orthodox were having their tum, because  they were  far  more tolerant than the  Latins, who were  rep resented  by  the  Franciscans.  In  this  respect  things  have  not  really changed much since the rime of the Crusades, except that the Greeks now truly loathe the Latins, instead of merely despising them. There had already been a collision earlier in the evening, when a Franciscan brusquely told our locations manager that the Greeks had had no right to give  us permission to  film:  he  was clearly very suspicious indeed about this production, which he sensed would be critical of the Cath olic Church.  Fortunately, after a sharp exchange, the  Franciscan  was worsted and he stomped away muttering and shaking his head. That the holiest shrine in the Christian world should be the scene of such bitter hostility between Eastern and Western Christians is an indication that the irrationality and hatreds of crusading are far from dead. 
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We finished fihning at ten o'clock and then had two hours to wait before we were let out. I prowled around the vast church, which looked 

extremely sinister in the dim light.  Indeed,  though I am not usually 

sensitive to "vibrations" of this kind, I always have a strong sense of evil in the Holy Sepulchre, probably because I am so conscious of the 

blood that has been shed for the sake of this building. Occasionally I came across the slumbering forms of the Israeli crew, who had chosen to sleep the last two hours away. 

Eventually at midnight I  went  upstairs  to  the  Golgotha  chapel, which overlooks the front doors, to get a good view of the unlocking. As soon as they heard the knocking on the door, the Israelis woke up 

and waited to be liberated by a Muslim from this Christian insanity. The sensible Greek Orthodox priest, who had been looking after us 

that night and who told me that he considered this ceremony a sacred duty,  passed a ladder through a hole in the door that had been cut 

precisely for this  purpose.  The Muslim took it, placed it against the door on the outside,  climbed up it to the lock  (which  is high up in the door) and with deep and grateful joy we heard the key tum. Slowly 

the great doors swung open and it was an immense relief to sec the outside world again: the dark square, the starry sky with the crescent moon-and the Mosque of Omar opposite. 

It seems extraordinary that such a ridiculous and cumbersome ar

rangement should still be necessary in the twentieth century. The fact 

that a group of well-educated, religious men cannot sit around a table 

and find some reasonable modus viPendi in the Holy Sepulchre shows 

the depth and power of this crusading hatred. A holy place inspires 

a frightening irrationality and intransigence, and  if Christians, who 

all believe that this is the holiest place in the world, cannot find it in 

them to live together in peace, then there is little hope that Muslims 

and Jews will find a means of peaceful coexistence in the holy city and 

the Holy Land.  It is no usc expecting a rational and logical solution. 

People arc blinded by fierce religious vision, which locks them into 

old exclusive prejudice. 

When President Jimmy Carter, Prime  Minister Mcnachcm  Begin 

and President Anwar Sadat signed the Camp David treaty in  1979, many of us thought with relief that the Arab-Israeli problem might 

be solved. Now we realize how wrong we were. President Carter lost 

office because he could not force the Ayatollah Khomcini's regime to 

return the American hostages. President Anwar Sadat was assassinated 

by Muslim extremists in his own country, largely because of the Camp 

David treaty.  Mcnachcm  Begin,  a  religious  man  himself,  was  con
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Sinai Peninsula to Egypt. The problem cannot be solved by ordinary territorial agreements. Too many deep religious emotions are involved and they make  the  idea of sharing  a country  impossible. We  are not wholly  rational  beings.  We are illogical, emotional creatures, clinging to myths that are fundamentally sacred to our identity. We can make compromises on all kinds of pragmatic matters, but once these beliefs are threatened we close our eyes entirely to reason and common sense; they  no  longer apply.  We  cannot  even  see  facts  that stare  us  in the face, nor can we see how illogically we are behaving. 

What  will  happen  in  the  future?  It would  be  a  mistake  to  make 

ordinary  political  predictions,  because  too many unpredictable  emo tional  factors  are  involved.  Just  how  unpredictable  was  shown  dra matically  in  February  1 989  while  I  was  preparing  this book for publication  in  the  United States.  In  recent months relations between Britain and Iran had been steadily improving: diplomatic relations had been  re-established  and  it  seemed  as  though  we  could  confidently expect the  release of Roger Cooper, a  Briton  imprisoned in Teheran on  spying  charges.  The  Islamic  revolutionary  fervor  seemed to have burned  itself out and  people  were  predicting that there would soon be  a  more  moderate  government  in  Iran.  But  on  February 14 the world was shocked to hear that the Ayatollah  Khomeini had issued a 

fatwR which sentenced to death the British novelist  Salman  Rushdie, 

together with  his  publishers,  Viking Penguin,  because his novel The SRtRnic Verses was  "against  Islam,  the  Prophet  and  the  Koran."  At once  Mr.  Rushdie  went  into  hiding,  the fatwa was  condemned  all over the West for its illegality in threatening the life of a British subject and  for  its denial of freedom of speech,  and later in the month dip lomatic relations between Britain and Iran were broken off again. At the  time  of writing,  it  is  impossible  to  see  how  this  crisis  can  be re.solved. 

The  affair of The SRtanic  Verses is a frightening warning:  we must 

not take these religious passions lightly or dismiss them as the crazed fantasies  of  an  eccentric  minority  that  cannot  long  survive  in  our enlightened world. There is no purely rational explanation or solution to  this  problem.  It appears that the Ayatollah was not acting purely from theological zeal but that he recognized that the novel had aroused an extemity of emotion in the Muslim world that he could exploit for his own purposes in  his political struggle with  the  moderates  in  Iran. The book had already been ceremonially burned for  its alleged blas phemy by the Muslim community of Bradford in England and people had  actually died  in  riots which had exploded in protest against the novel in India and Pakistan. Mr.  Rushdie could not have foreseen the 
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violence of this reaction.  Indeed,  his stated  political stance is one  of opposition to Western imperialism  and  to  Zionism,  two  issues  that were paramount in the Ayatollah's own world view. Even though Mr. Rushdie is no longer a believing or practicing Muslim,  he is known 

to  have  been  disturbed  by  Western  prejudice  against  Islam.  Never

theless,  his novel has touched a  raw  nerve.  The  pain and  distress of 

the Muslims who are protesting against its publication erupted spon

taneously and is undoubtedly a reality which  we  ignore at our peril. There has long been a tendency in the West to deny the presence or 

the integrity of Islam and it is now clearly dangerous for us to do so. 

We are absolutely right to defend the principle of liberty of expression. 

This is precious to us and an essential part of our Western identity at 

the present time. We had to fight for it during centuries of oppressive 

bigotry and we must not lose it now. But it would be wrong to dismiss 

this Muslim anger loftily and patronizingly:  this will only exacerbate 

the situation.  Instead we have to respect it as a fact of life-however 

bizarre and inexplicable it may seem to "us" -and realize that we are 

partly responsible for this  unhappy mess. 

Indeed, the crisis  of The  Satanic  V mes appears  to  be  yet  another 

distorted instance of "triple vision":  some of the Muslim demonstra

tors have emphasized the fact that Mr. Peter Mayer, the head ofViking 

Penguin,  is  Jewish.  In  this  view,  Judaism  and  the  West  have  once more teamed up to humiliate the Islamic world; it is another instance 

of the paranoid stereotyping that has poisoned relations between Jews, 

Christians and Muslims ever since the Crusades. But we must remem

ber that The Satanic V mes is  only the  latest of a long line  of books 

written  in  the  West,  supported  and,  indeed,  even  promoted  by  the 

establishment,  which  have  presented  Islam  and  its  Prophet in  a dis

torted light. Throughout the world Muslims are  now telling us that 

they will not accept this tradition of prejudice any longer. They will 

not be soothed by rational arguments, as, for example, that the book 

is "only" a work of fiction and that the views expressed by its characters 

are not necessarily Mr.  Rushdie's own. The emotions aroused are too 

deep to be assuaged by logical arguments and the fact that Mr. Rushdie 

was born a Muslim himself is simply, in their view, another cruel twist 

in this long history ofhatred. True, few of these protesters have actually 

read The Satanic  V mes, any  more  than  they  read  the  learned tomes 

of those Western writers who have attacked Islam ever since the Cru

sades.  Latterly,  as  we  have  seen,  some  of these  writers  have  been 

advisers on colonial and foreign policy and the Western contempt for 

Islam has been transmitted to them through their experience of West

ern colonialism and Western fore-ign policy in the Middle East. 
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Crusading Christianity developed as a response to a long period of 

humiliation and impotence during the Dark Ages. It was a radical new departure,  having  nothing  whatever  to do  with  the pacifist religion of Jesus, but it  provided  the people of Europe with an ideology that restored  their  self-respect  and  made the  West a world  power.  The Iranian  Revolution,  with  its  theme of hatred of the  Western  world, was born of the  humiliation  and impotence  of the colonial  period, when  Britain  and  America were  felt to have exploited the people of Iran and to have s upported the tyrannical regime of the Shah.  Like crusading  in  some  ways,  the Iranian  experience  has  been  a  radical departure  from  established  Muslim  tradition:  In January 1988 the Ayatollah Khomeini had issued afatwa which shocked the mullahs of Qum: he claimed that his regime had the same authority as the Prophet Mohammad and that it had the power to stop "any religious law if it feels  that  it is cortect to  do  so," even religious practices like prayer, fasting  or  the  hajj  pilgrimage. 1  No Muslim  leader has ever claimed parity with  the  Prophet or claimed the power to abolish any of the five "pillars" of Islam.  Like the Crusaders, the Ayatollah had departed dramatically from the  spirit  of the religion for which he had fought. When the  Rushdie affair broke out, it was noticeable that the official Muslim response in the Arab world was far more restrained and had more in common with the c autious policies of Saladin. Saudi Arabia's state-approved theologians asked that Mr. Rushdie be brought to trial: this might take the form of a sh ow trial in absentia in a Muslim country or a  lawsuit in  Britain to  press  for  the  application of the blasphemy laws to Islam. Clerics of al-Azhar in Cairo den ied the Ayatollah's right to apply  Islamic  law  outside  the:  Muslim  world. It seems, therefore, that in the Arab  Sunni world Muslims were anxious to confine their response  to  gestures of disapproval and did not wish to incite illegal violence. In  some  ways  the  Ayatollah's fonn of Islam  had over the years of his  rule acquired a tendency that had more in common with the Crusaders  than with  mainstream Islam. This is an irony that we should not be too  swift to deride. 

Obviously the  religious passions of the Middle East are no longer 

always amenable to  rational control. The area has become a tinderbox that could ignite  into a nuclear holocaust,  if this extreme spirit were allowed  t o  get  out  of control. It appears  that  Israel  might  have  a 

could also nuclear bomb and experts have predicted that some of the Arab states acquire bombs within the next ten years.2 Peace in the area 

is an urgent priority and we in the West must ensure that we personally do nothing to precipitate this ultimate catastrophe. Feeling against us runs high in the region; it sometimes assumes horrible fonns. Never-
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theless we have a responsibility to remain calm and perhaps to be more 

careful of attitudes of prejudice or carelessness, which, as the Rushdie affair shows, we can no longer afford. 

The Jews and the Arabs have their own problems with each other and they both have a long way to go before a peaceful solution becomes 

a real possibility.  It is not sufficient for us in the West to support or 

condemn either side.  We  are  also involved in the  conflict  and  must make our own attitudes our prime  responsibility.  Over the years our relations with both peoples have been influenced by powerful myths and enthusiasms that have been written deeply into our identity. Cru

sading  is  not  a  lost  medieval  tradition:  it  has  survived  in  different forms in both Europe and the United States and we must accept that 

our own views  are  as likely to  be  blinkered  and  prejudiced  as either 

the  Arabs'  or the  Jews'.  It  is  probably  impossible  for  us  to  change 

these old crusading attitudes overnight.  The  prophets  of Israel,  the parent of the two younger faiths, proclaimed the necessity of creating 

a  new  heart  and  a  new  soul,  which  was  far  more  important  than 

external conformity. So too today. External political solutions are not 

enough. All three  of the  participants  in  the  struggle  must  create  a 

different  attitude,  a  new  heart  and  spirit.  In the  Christian  West we must tty to make the painful migration from our old aggressions and embark on the long journey toward a new understanding and a new 

self. 'i 
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GLOSSARY  OF  TERMS 

 

Alem. See Ulema. 

Aliyah (Hebrew:  ascension, immigration. )  Originally the word was used to 

describe the ascent of the Temple Mount by Jewish pilgrims to Jerusalem, and thus by extension it meant "pilgrimage." The word has also acquired connotations of rising  to  a more  exalted  spiritual state  and to  a higher level of being. The  Zionists chose to describe immigration into the land of Israel  as  an aliyah and  it  is  still  used  today  to  denote  the  act  of emigrating from the  diaspora  ( q. v.) and becoming a citizen  of the state of Israel. The word  "Aliyah"  is  also used  in  Zionist  history  to  describe the  five  great  waves  of Jewish  immigration  into  Palestine  before  the Second World  War.  Thus: 

First Aliyah:  1 882- 1903 

Second Aliyah:  1904- 14 

Third Aliyah:  1919-23 

Fourth Aliyah:  1924-28 

Fifth Aliyah:  1929-39 

These Aliyahs  correspond with new waves  of anti·Semitic  persecution in Europe. 

Amir (Arabic:  one who commands.) This came to describe either a military 

commander or a prince.  In Turkish,  the word  became emir. 

Antichrist This  was  a figure which  haunted  the  imagination  of European 

Christians. From certain prophecies in the New Testament, they evolved a belief in a  figure  who would  rise  to  power  at  the  end  of rime.  His coming would herald the Last Days. He was the opposite of a Messiah, because he was the enemy of Christ and of all Christians. (See Messiah, Last Emperor,  Hidden  Imam.) Antichrist would deceive  many  people and  artract  a  large  following,  but  he  would also persecute the  faithful and  fight  God's  champions.  Eventually  he  would  be  crowned in Jeru salem (q.v.) and establish himself on the site of the Jewish Temple. He would appear to rule in triumph but eventually God would send down 584              G L O S S A R Y  O F  T E R M S  
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the  Archangel  Michael  to  fight  him  and Christians would  flock to join the  last terrible battle. Then the Second C..oming of Christ would occur and  an  era  of peace  and  glory  would  begin.  It  was  generally believed that  Antichrist  would  be an  ordinary  human  being,  though a person of absolute  evil.  The  Protestant  reformers  did  not  jettison  the  belief in Antichrist but added fantasies of their own.  Instead of seeing Antichrist as  an  individual, they tended to sec him as  a whole evil  institution,  like the  Church of Rome  or Islam. 

Apocalypse  (Greek:  revelation. )  All three religions have developed an apoc

alyptic tradition, relating to the events that will occur at the end of time, when God's power and justice will be  finally revealed. In each tradition the  ciry  of Jerusalem  (q.v.)  plays  a  crucial  part.  In  Jewish  apocalyptic writing, the Messiah will appear on the Mount of Olives to fight a terrible battle  with  the  enemies of the  Jewish  people,  after which he  will reign triumphantly from  Jerusalem  and  bring peace  to  the whole world.  The Gentile  nations  will  pay  tribute  to  God's  chosen  people. (See Messiah, Redemption. )  In Christianity, Antichrist will be crowned in the Temple, will  fight  the  Christians  there  and  a  New  Jerusalem  will descend from heaven,  ushering  in  a  new  world  order,  where  suffering  and  injustice are no more. (See Antichrist,  Last Emperor. )  In Islam, God's Last Judg ment  will  finally  punish  the  evildoers  and  Islam  will  triumph  over the world. Mohammad will descend from heaven onto the Mount of Olives and lead the  faithful into the city,  walking on a giant sword that acts as a bridge,  and the Prophet Jesus will  descend from heaven into the Great Mosque of Damascus.  All three traditions envisage a final world victory for the  true  religion.  People  still  believe in these future events today in all three religions, and this  naturally affects their attitude to the political status of Jerusalem. 

Ark of the Covenant This was a portable shrine which the ancient Israelites 

carried with them during their forty years' wandering in the Sinai Pen insula.  It contained the tablets of the law and also localized the Presence of Yahweh  (q.v. ), which  rested upon it in  the  form  of a cloud. 

Ashkenazim Originally  a corruption of the German Rlkmaene,  it was used 

to describe the Jews of Germany, but later was extended to refer to the Jews  of Eastern,  Central  and  Western  Europe,  as  opposed  to  the Se phardim  (q.v. ) .  

Atabcg (Turkish: literally prince-father.) Originally an atabeg w as  a guardian 

appointed to act as a regent and protector to minor princes in the Seljuk dan;  later  atabegs became de foao rulers  in their own  right,  even gov ernors and  founders of dynasties. 

AyatoUah (Persian:  Miraculous  Sign of God.) In  Iran  it  is  a rcrm used to 

describe those  scholars  of  Islamic  law  who  have  attained  a  sufficient knowledge and  authority to give  rulings on matters of Islamic practice. This  authority  has  not,  until  recently, extended to  matters of belief or 
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theological opinion. The faithful choose an ayatollah on whom they can model  themsc:lves  and so feel  confident  that they  arc  keeping  the  holy law of Islam. They consult him or his more learned followers about finer points or  abstruse  matters,  to  make  sure  that  they are living  a  truly Muslim life. They also follow their ayatollah in political matters, because they trust that his knowledge of Islamic law will guide them to make a correct assessment of a given situation and show them how true Muslims should act, if they face oppression and persecution for  example. 

Ba'ath (Arabi':  renaissance. )  This is the name given to the socialist party of 

President Hafez  ai-Assad of Syria. 

Benedictine This is a religious order that follows the rule of St. Benedict of 

Nursia.  It  became  the dominant form  of Western monasticism  during the Dark Ages and was a major force in the Christianization and recovery of  European  culture  and  power  after  the  destruction  of the  Roman Empire.  The  Cluniacs  and  the  Cistercians  were  eleventh- and  twelfth century  forms  of Benedictine  monasticism.  Even  though  they  differed from one another sharply, both would  have argued  that they were living according to the spirit of St. Benedict and living lives of poverty, stability and celibacy, and both centered their lives on the  singing of the  divine office (a daily service of psalms and readings from  Scripture)  which they called the  Opus Dei, the work of God. 

Detar (an acronym for the Hebrew Brit Trumpeldor: the Covenant ofTrum

peldor.) An activist and military youth movement of Revisionist Zionism (q.v.), founded by Vladimir Jabotinsky and Joseph Trumpeldor, a one armed Jewish hero of the  Russo-Japanese War. 

Black September Refers originally to September  1971, when King Hussein 

of Jordan  turned  against  the  Palestine  Liberation  Organization  ( q. v.) and expelled them from the country. A Palestinian terrorist group calling itself Black September was  responsible for  the  killing  of eleven  Israeli athletes at the Olympic Games of 1972. 

Blood Libel A Christian anti-Semitic myth dating from the twelfth century, 

which claimed that Jews needed to consume Christian  blood each year and so were  impelled to murder Christian children by means of a  blas phemous crucifixion and  to  use their blood to  make  Passover bread. 

Caliph (Arabic: successor, deputy.) The caliph was the successor and deputy 

of the Prophet Mohammad and was recognized as the supreme authority of the Muslims by the Sunni (q.v. ) until the Mongolian invasions in the late  thirteenth century.  According to the Sharia  (q.v. ), the caliph exer cised full authority in both spiritual and political matters, but in fact his position was weak. After the period of the ra.shidun, the first four Rightly Guided Caliphs, and the rise of the sultans and amirs  ( q. v.)  throughout the  huge  Islamic  empire,  the  caliph  lost  credibility  and  became  a  fig urehead. When Saladin and Shirkuh occupied Egypt in  1 169, the Shiite caliph  ruling there was believed to be  a descendant of Ali and his wife 5 86                  G L O S S A R Y  O F  T E R M S  
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l'arima,  the  daughter of the  Prophet Mohammad.  He too  was  a  mere cipher and the  real  power had passed to the vizier  (q.v. ) .  

Chalutz  (Hebrew:  pioneer;  plural: chlllutzim.) Literally  the  word  means 

"vanguard"  and the  Zionist  settlers who called  themselves chlllutzim in the  first  years  of the  twentieth  cenrury  saw  themselves  as  vanguards  of a  new  socialist  era.  The  biblical  term chlllutz had  connotations  of lib eration,  rescue and exaltation  and also had an  aggressive dimension.  Ir meant "to pass over  armed  before  the Lord  into the land of Canaan" (Numbers 32: 32)  (Amos Elon, The Israelis,  Founder.r and Suns, 2nd ed. (London  and Tel Aviv,  1 98 1,  1 983), pp.  1 1 1 - 1 2 ) .  

Chansons d e  Geste ( French:  the  Songs o f  Deeds.)  Refers  to  those  songs 

which  began  to  be  composed  at  about  the  rime  of the  First  Crusade, celebrating the glorious achievements and heroism of the age  of Char lemagne  and  exalting  the  military  prowess  of the  Franks.  The  most famous of these was The Sung of Roland. 

 

Chivalry ( from the  French chevlllier, horseman,  knight. )  The word expressed ./ different values  at different  rimes  and different places� Basically,  it de

noted the knightly code or the manner in which knights were supposed ro fight and         The Song of Roland chivalry is seen as very aggressive and  brutally  The knight was meant ro  be a fierce warrior of 

absolute  courage  and  massive  physical  strength,  and  was  not expected to  be  wise  or  spirirual.  The  Church  tried  to  reform  this  chivalry  and Christianize  it  during  the eleventh  cenrury,  and  churchmen  taught the knights  that  they  must  protect  the  poor  and  destirute,  according  to 

/ biblical  values.  This  Christian  chivalry was  important during the  Cru-

! , sades. Finally, the courtly love tradition tried ro civilize Western chivalry. A  knight  was  supposed  ro  be  engaged  in  a  quest  for  virtue -and  for beautiful, courtly behavior, inspired by  a lady whom he  loved from  afar. 
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The Muslims also had a chivalric code, which shared most of the values } 

[image: ]

of Christian  chivalry

Cluny,  Cluniac The  Benedictine monastery at Cluny in Burgundy initiated 

a reform which attempted to Christianize Europe and reach the people true Christian values. At the end of the tenth and throughout the eleventh cenrury Cluny and the other Benedictine houses which joined this reform movement constiruted the  most  powerful  and  influential  instirution in Europe. 

Covenant (translation of the Hebrew brit. ) This is a viral concept in Judaism. 

When God called  Abraham  he  made  a  covenant agreement with  him and as a sign of this covenant Abraham circumcized himself and all the male  members  of his  household.  At  eight  days  old  each  Jewish  male undergoes circumcision  (brit)  and enters  into  this covenant agreement between God and  the  descendants  of Abraham,  who  are  his  chosen people:. By this covenant, God promises that the Jews will be his people: above all others, provided that they obey him and keep the Torah (q.v.), 
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the law of Moses. They must not worship any other God but him and must obey his commandments absolutely. 

Dhimmi From the Arabic Dhimma, which was  a pact between the  Muslim 

state and, in Europe, the Jews and Christians living under Muslim rule and, in the Middle  East and  Asia,  the  Hindus,  Zoroastrians  and  Bud dhists. They were afforded full religious liberty and were given military and civil protection, on condition that they respected the supremacy of Islam. The people who came under the Dhimma were known as dhimmis, which by extension came  to  mean "protected minorities." 

Diaspora This  is  the  name  given  to  the  dispersal  of  the  Jewish  people 

throughout the world  and  to those Jews who live outside the  Land of Israel. 

Dinar (Greek:  denarion.) The unit of gold currency used by  Muslims. 

Dirham (from <;Jreek: drllkme.) The unit of silver currency used by Muslims 

until the Mongol conquests. 

Emir (Turkish.) See Amir. 

Faqih (Arabic. )  A Muslim jurisprudent, who is  deemed capable and suffi

ciendy knowledgeable to give a flltiPa  (q.v. ) .  

Fatah (Arabic:  opening.)  Refers  to the conquest o f  Mecca b y  Mohammad 

and  to  the  Islamization of any city or country.  Yasir  Arafat  has  called his party Farah, even though it is a secular party. It seems that he wanted to reassure the religious Arab states of the Gulf that he would not adopt foreign ideologies like communism or socialism in his struggle to return the  Palestinian  people to  their homeland.  Farah  is  the  largest  party  in the Palestine Liberation Organization  ( q. v.). 

Fatwa (Arabic.) An opinion  or a  ruling  given  by an  appropriate  Islamic 

authority  that  interprets  a  point  of holy  law  in  a  way  which  wiU  be binding on those  Muslims  who accept him as their guide. 

Fedayeen. See Fida'i. 

Feudalism A defensive  network of dependent loyalties that grew up in Eu

rope during the Dark Ages.  A man would bind himself to his lord and both would mutually swear to be loyal to one  another:  the vassal (q.v.) promised to fight for his lord's rights and to protect his patrimony and honor,  and  in  his  tum  the  lord  promised  to dc;fend  his  vassal  from  a mutual enemy.  In his tum, the lord would have a more powerful over lord, and so on. At the head of this feudal pyramid was the  King. 

Fida'i (Arabic plural: fedayeen.) Literally "one who sacrifices himself" and by 

extension a freedom fighter, who is prepared to risk his life for the sake of the  people. 

Fief This was  the  name  given  to  the  land owned  as  patrimony  and  which 

·  was at the heart of feudalism  ( q. v.) .  A vassal held his  patrimony or fief 

from his lord, who was duty-bound to come to his aid if it was attacked, just as the vassal was bound to fight for  the fief of his lord. 
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Fundamentalism  This  word  is  generally  applied  to  any  extreme  religious 

,         movement,  bur I  think that this is misleading.(When  Christians use the 
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term  "fundamentalism"  they  mean  a  movement  that  is  going  back  to the  fundamentals  of the  faith  and  to  what  they  see  as  the  spirit of the gospelsj Such Christian  movements  tend to be very  literal-minded  and aggressive in their  interpretation of the Bible. This aggressive literalness is certainly manifest in some extreme Jewish movements today.(_Christian 

•         fundamentalists tend  to be backward-looking  and to cast off what they 
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see  as  later  accretions  of the  faith,  and  this  too  could be true  of some Jewish "fundamentalists" in Israel) But it is not true of modem extreme Islamic  groups  and  to  use  the  word  "fundamentalist''  of the  Iranian revolution raises certain expectations in a Western environment that are nor applicable. 

Gospels  These  are  four documents that were chosen  by the Church  to be 

authentic  accounts of the life and teachings of Jesus Christ. The earliest, that  attributed to  St.  Mark, was  written  about c.E. 70, some fifty years after the death of Christ. The gospels of Matthew and Luke were written during  the  80s  and  that  of  St.  John  in  about C.E. lOO. (The  gospels reflect  the  teaching  of St.  Paul,  which  was  radically  different  from  the 
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reaching  of the  apostles,  who  had  intended  to  remain  fully  observant } jews  and  saw Christianiry as  a  Jewish  sect

Goyim  (Hebrew:  singular, goy. ) The  name  gtven  by  Jews  to  denote  non

Jews  or Gentiles. 

Gush  Emunim  (Hebrew:  the  Bloc  of the  Faithful.) A religious-political 

group  formed  in  Israel  in 1 974 to  Judaize  the  occupied territories  by means of illegal settlement there and by encouraging Jews in the diaspora (q.v.) to  emigrate to  Israel  and join them  in Gaza or the West Bank. 

Hadith (Arabic.) A tradition handed down orally through a reliable train of 

sources  relating  a  saying  or  deed  of the Prophet  Mohammad  for  the guidance  of Muslims.  These  were  gathered  together  during  the  ninth century.  The whole corpus  of the htMtith is one of the major sources of Islamic law. 

Haganah (Hebrew:  defense.) The Jewish Defense Force formed in Palestine 

to  protect  Zionist  interests  under  the  British  mandate,  which  became the  base  of the  Israeli  army  after  the  state  of Israel  was  established  in 1948. 

Hajj, hajji (Arabic:  pilgrimage.)hhe pilgrimage to Mecca, Arafat and Mina 

which  was originally  made  by  pagan  Arabs  to pagan  shrines  there  in pre-Islamic Arabia.)Mohammad  reinterpreted these ancient pagan rites and made the hajj one of the five pillars of Islam,  an obligatory practice for  all  Muslims.  Every  Muslim  is  required  to  make  the  pilgrimage  to Mecca  at  least  once  in  his  or  her  lifetime  if circumstances  permit. A Muslim who has  made  the hajj is given  the title hajji. 

Hajji. See Hajj. 
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Ha1akah (Hebrew.) The part of the  Talmud  (q.v. )  concerned  with  legal 

matters, as opposed to the Haggadah, which comprises tales and folklore. 

Hanif (Arabic: infidel. )  This was the derisive name given by the pagan Arabs 

in pre-Islamic Arabia to the Arabs who had become monotheists, wor shiping only Allah, and  who claimed  that he was the  God of the Jews and the Christians. 

Hcrut (Hebrew:  freedom.) A political party founded in  1948 by Menachem 

Begin and the Irgun to perpetuate the ideals of Vladimir J abotinsky and the  Revisionist  Zionists  (q.v. ).  Herut  is  the  major  party  in the  right

wing bloc that was formed later and which is called the  Likud. �

Hidden Imam In what is known as  Twelver  Shiism,  e  Hidden  Imam is , 

an  Islamic  Messiah  figure.  The  Shiites  would  not  accept  the  political authority of the caliphs  (q.v.) but took as their leader (imam) the direct 

descendants of Ali, the cousin and son-in-law of the  Prophet Moham � 

ma There were twelve of these imams and because they set up a rival dynasty they were often murdered by the caliphs of the Sunni tradition (q.v.) .  Eventually the Twelfth Imam went into  hiding  in 874 and died in 920. After that there were no more direct descendants of Ali and the Shiites claim that there can be no more legitimate authority in the absence of this Hidden Imam, who they say is in a state of "occultation." They believe  that  one  day  the  Twelfth  Imam  will  return  and  inaugurate  a golden  age. 

Hijra (Arabic:  migration.) Often  misspelled hegira. The  migration  of Mo

hammad from Mecca to Medina in 622. It has been used by later Muslims to describe  a  migration  from  the  community  in  order  to  live  a  more truly Islamic life.  Such a hijr11  is seen  as  a positive protest and  a move for revolution and reform. 

Holy, holiness This is a crucial term. When we use the word "holy" today 

we  usually  refer  to  a  state  of spiritual  purity,  but  the  word  has  more concrete  meanings  in all three traditions. 

( 1 )  In Judaism,  the  notion of holiness  is bound up with the  notion 

of a  physical  separation:  the  holiness  of things  is  celebrated  by setting them  apart from one  another:  Sabbath  from  the rest of the  week, milk from  meat  and  Jews  from  Gentiles.  The  Holy Land is the place where the Jews must live as a holy or consecrated people, set apart (Exodus 19:6). Today radical religious Jews in Israel claim that the Jews must be a nation ''which dwells alone" and some even want to purge the land of Gentile  presence. 

(2) In medieval  Christianity  holiness  was  popularly  conceived  as  a 

tangible power inherent in certain physical objectS and was, there fore,  intensely localized.  Relics of the saints provided a physical link· with heaven. The Holy Land was the most holy relic of all because  it  was  saturated  with this holy  force  by  means  of its physical connection with J csus. 
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( 3) In  Islam  there would be no such  veneration  of anything  physical, 

because  this would  be considered idolatry.  But the "sanctuary" of Mecca is a consecrated area and, as in Judaism, this means that it  is  set  apan.  Cenain  things  are  forbidden  (Arabic: haram) ,  notably  violence, and there  must  be  no non-Muslims  in  Mecca and  its environs. 

House of Islam (translation of the Arabic: Dar 111-Islllm. ) This  is the name 

given to Muslim territory in the Islamic holy  law. 

House of War (translation of the Arabic: Dar 111-Harb. ) In the Islamic holy 

law  this  describes the  non-Muslim world beyond the  Islamic  frontiers. In Islamic legal theory, there must be  a  perpetual state  of war until  all the world submits to the supremacy of lslam and the true religion.  Until that  time  the  state  of war  may  be  suspended  by  truces  but  cannot be ended by a permanent peace.  In practice, Muslims  abandoned this notion in the eighth century, accepted that Islam had reached its territorial limits and had  normal trading and political connections with the non-Muslim countries. 

Ijtihad (Arabic.)  Literally,  like  many  Muslim  terms,  this  means  "exening 

oneself."  Later  it came  to  mean  "individual Teasoning"  about the  reve lation of God to  Mohammad.  One who was expen enough  to develop Islamic tradition by means of individual reasoning was called a mujtllhid (q.v.)  (one  who  exercises  ijtiheul) .  Many Muslims  believe  that  only  the great  masters  of early  Islam  had  the  right  to  use  ijtihtlli and  that  after the  ninth century the gates of ijtihtlli had  been dosed.  Muslim  scholars could only reason by analogy when applying Islamic law to contemporary conditions.  In  Iran,  however,  another  Muslim  tradition does allow mujtahidr of sufficient standing  to  exercise  individual  reasoning and  to make  a contribution to the  Islamic tradition. 

Imam (Arabic:  leader.) Generally the word is used to describe any leader of 

the Muslim community or a Muslim who leads the prayers in the mosque. In  the  Shiah  (q.v.)  the  word  was  applied  to  the  descendants  of Ali, whom Shiites believed to be the only legitimate rulers of Muslims; Shiites also expect the Hidden  Imam  (q.v.) to rerum as an  Islamic Messiah to inaugurate  a  golden  age.  Consequently  the  word "imam" has  much greater force  and authority. 

Indulgence This  is a  complex Catholic practice that was imponant during 

the Crusades. By performing cenain actions, the popes granted Catholics a  means  of remitting  the  temporal  punishment  they  must  endure  for their  sins  in  this world  and also in  purgatory,  where  they  purge  them selves of their sins before getting into heaven. A pilgrimage to Jerusalem or Compostela or, later, a Crusade ensured that a Christian was absolved of all the  punishment  that was  awaiting  him,  and  if he  died  during  it he would go  straight to  heaven. 

Irgun The  underground  military  and terrorist wing of the  Revisionist  Zi-
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onists  (q.v.)  which  operated  in  Palestine  and  in  Israel  from  193 1   to 1949,  led  by  Menachem  Begin,  who  became  Prime  Minister of Israel in 1 977. 

Islam The correct name for the religion of Muslims. It means submission to 

God and a Muslim is "one who  submits." 

Jerusalem This city is holy to  all three  religions: 

( 1 )  When  King  David  conquered  this  Jebusite  city  in  about  1000 

B.C. E. he  wanted to  make  it  the  center  of his  kingdom  and  of Judaism;  to  house  the  Presence of God, David's  son  Solomon built a temple,  which  was destroyed  by the  Babylonians  in 589. But Jews continued to pray facing Jerusalem, wherever they hap pened to  be, and  the city became central to  the  Jewish  identity. 

(2) The  city  was  holy  to  Christians  because  it  was  the  scene  of the 

death  and  resurrection of Christ and  housed  the  holiest  relic of all, the tomb of Christ (see Holy) . Although Jerusalem was always venerated by the Greek Orthodox and by oriental Christians, the Western  Christians  had  the  most  fanatical  devotion  to  the  holy city  because  of their physical  interpretation  of holiness.  Protes tants abolished practices like pilgrimages to shrines and relics and would  regard  excessive  devotion  to  Jerusalem,  as  expressed  by the Crusaders,  to be idolatry. 

(3)  In  Islam,  Jerusalem  is  holy  because  Muslims  believe  that  in  the 

early days of his prophetic period Mohammad traveled there  by night in a mystical  flight.  He alighted on the Temple  Mount and thence  ascended  to  heaven, where  he  spoke to  Jesus  and Moses. The vision expresses the connection between Islam and the two older  religions,  and  the  two  mosques  that  commemorate  this event are built on the site of the Jewish Temple, which is regarded by  Muslims as the  third  holiest  place  in the  Islamic  world,  after Mecca and Medina. 

Jihad (Arabic: striving, effort. ) Usually used in this book to mean "holy war" 

against unbelievers or against Christians, who oppressed and persecuted Muslims in their Crusades. 

Ka'aba (Arabic.) The most holy shrine in Islam.  It is a small square building 

in the center of the Great Mosque  in Mecca, which Muslims believe to have been built by Abraham and his son Ishmael to the one God. From Ka'aba we  get our word "cube." 

Kabala (Hebrew.) The system of Jewish mysticism. 

Kibbutz (from the Hebrew ltibbush: conquest.) A Jewish agricultural settle

ment where property is owned in common. 

Koran (Arabic: recitation.) The name given to the holy book oflslam, which 

Muslims believe was dictated to Mohammad by God himself.  Moham mad, who could not write, was told to recite the words after the divine 592               G L O S S A R Y  O F  T E R M S  

voice. These utterances were written down by those of his disciples who were  literate  and  were  collected  by  his  disciples  by  the  middle  of the seventh  cenrury.  As the revelations came to Mohammad,  he passed them on to the Muslims, who had to learn them by  heart and place each new revelation  in the  place that the  Prophet  prescribed. 

Labor Zionism This  is  the  school  of Zionists  led  by  David  Ben-Gurion, 

who  became  the  first  Prime  Minister  of  Israel  in  1948.  Labor  held undisputed sway in Israel until l977, when the right-wing Zionists led by  Menachem  Begin  came  to  power.  Labor  Zionists  were  secular  so cialists  who  originally  believed  that  they  would  create  a  model,  equal society  in  Palestine.  They  also  believed  that labor (avodah) on the  land of Israel  would  save  the  Jews  from  the  weakness  they  had  acquired  in the diaspora and that this labor would give the Jews a claim to Palestine. Hence they called  their colonizing effort  the  "(',onquest of Labor." 

Last Emperor This was the Emperor whose  coming was predicted  by the 

Sibylline prophets (q.v.) and who was eagerly expected by lay Christians in Europe during the Middle Ages. This Emperor was expected to unite the East and West, slaughter the enemies of Christ, march to Jerusalem to be crowned, inspire the coming of Antichrist ( q. v.) and so inaugurate the  Last Days and the glorious era of the Second (',oming of Christ.  In effect  this  hoped-for  Emperor was  a  Christian  Messiah. (See Messiah and  Hidden  Imam.) 

Lehi (Hebrew; an acronym for Lohana Herut Israel: Fighters for the Freedom 

of Israel.) This was a terrorist,  militant  Zionist organization that fought the  British  and  the  Arabs  in  Palestine  before  the  establishment  of the state  of Israel.  It  was  founded  by  Avraham  Stem  and  was  called  the "Stem  Gang"  by  the  British.  Later  it  was  led  by  Yitzhak  Shamir,  who became  Prime Minister of Israel  in  1986. 

Madrassa (Arabic. )  A seminary or college of lslan1ic learning, which is often, 

though  not always, attached to  a mosque. 

Mamluk (Arabic:  literally "owned.") The word was at first used to describe 

a white slave who had  been trained to  be  a soldier. This was a way for slaves  to  acquire  freedom  and  eminence  in  the  Muslim  world.  Some Mamluks, who convened to Islam and won  their  freedom,  even  became military commanders and founded dynasties. The most famous of these Mamluk dynasties was that founded in Egypt in  1250 at the rime of the Seventh  Crusade,  which evenrually drove  the  Christians  from the  Cru sader states.  The Mamluk dynasty survived until 1 5 1 7. 

Marranos The name given to the Spanish Jews who convened to Christianity 

under pressure and who many Spaniards believed were  practicing their old religion secretly. 

Martyr (Greek: witness. )  In the early Church a martyr was seen as witnessing 

to Christ in a pagan world by dying for hinl. The Arabic shRheed (martyr) also  has this connotation  of witnessing  to  the  truth  and  power of the 
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faith.  In all three religions of Judaism,  Christianity  and  Islam, martyrs who voluntarily expose themselves to the dangers of death for the sake of their  religion are venerated.  In  the  holy  wars  of all  three  religions, people  who  die  in  the  struggle  are venerated as  martyrs,  even  though they have met their deaths  by fighting other people aggressively. 

Messiah (Hebrew:  anointed one.) The Messiah foretold by the prophets was 

expected to deliver the Jewish people from their suffering and oppression at the hands of the Gentiles.  He would also ensure the final triumph of the chosen people, establish them gloriously in Jerusalem and vanquish their foes. All the Gentile nations would be forced to  pay tribute to the Jewish  people  and  a  golden  age  of cosmic  peace  and  harmony would begin. It must be emphasized that there was no thought of the Messiah's being  a divine  being.  St.  Paul  taught  his converts that  Jesus  had  been the  Messiah  (Christ  is simply a Greek translation of the  Hebrew: Mes shiR&h), and  later  Christians  developed  the  belief  that  Jesus  had  been God and assumed that the Jews had expected him to be the Son of God. But in the Jewish Scriptures the phrase "Son of God" means a perfectly normal human being, who is very close to God. Such  a man  was  King David, whom God had anointed  as  king.  Many Jews  believed that the Messiah  would  be  a  descendant  of King  David  at  the  time  of Christ. Today the Jews who are expecting the imminent advent of the Messiah and  the  redemption  (q.v.)  are  not  expecting  a  divine  being  to  arrive, though some of them are expecting catastrophic  and  miraculous  events to  accompany him. 

Mi7zachi (abbreviation  of Hebrew Mercaz Ruh�mi: spiritual  center.)  This 

was  a  religious  Zionist  movement  whose  members  wanted  to  form a religious  state  in  Israel,  rebuild  the  Temple  and  rule  according to the Torah  (q.v.). They  did  not  want  a  sccular  democracy run on  modem lines. 

Mohammadanism This is the name that Christians and Western people often 

incorrectly give to Islam.  Similarly they call Muslims "Mohammadans." This habit is  offensive to  Muslims,  because  it implies that Mohammad is the equivalent of Christ in Christianity.  Medieval  Christians  believed that Muslims thought that Mohammad was  pretending  to  be God, like Christ,  but this idea would have been considered  blasphemous  by Mo hammad, who never claimed  to be  anything  other than a  normal,  albeit privileged  human being.  Further, the word "Mohammadan" was orig inally  always used in  a  pejorative  sense  in  the  polemic  against  Islam, which  produced  a  very  distorted  image  of the  religion  in  the  West. Consequendy, it has the same offensive connotations for Muslims as Yid or Zhid has for  Jews. 

Monotheism The worship of only  one God, the  central tenet  of Judaism, 

Christianity and  Islam. 

Moriscos The name given to the Spanish Muslims  (Moors) who converted 594               G L O S S A R Y  O F  T E R M S  

to Christianity and were  believed to  be  practicing their former religion in secret. 

Mortal sin This  is  a Catholic concept.  Catholics have  traditionally  believed 

that  there  are  two  types  of sins  committed  by  Christians:  morral  and venial.  A venial  sin is a lesser sin,  like telling a lie,  and it can be forgiven by means of a prayer of contrition. A mortal sin is a major sin like murder or  adultery.  As  its  name  suggests,  it  causes  the  death  of grace  in  the soul, because it severs a Christian from God absolutely and can only be forgiven  by  means  of the  sacrament  of penance,  when  a  Catholic  con fesses  it to  a  priest  and receives absolution from God. If a  person  dies with unconfessed mortal sin on his soul, he or she will go to hell for all eternity. To qualifY as  mortal,  the  sin  must be a grave one and must be committed  knowingly  and  deliberately  and  with  a  clear  knowledge  of the  spiritual consequences. 

Mufti (Arabic.) An expert in  Islamic law.  Unlike the Qadi  (q.v.), his status 

is  usually  private  and  voluntary  rather  than an  official  appointment.  It is  bestowed  on  a  Muslim  who  is  renowned  for  his  scholarship  and personal reputation. That is what was scandalous about the British pro motion of Hajji  al-Husseini during the  mandate. 

Mujahid (Arabic,  plural: mujahideen. )  A  freedom fighter who takes part in 

a jihad or  struggle  for  the  liberation  of his  people  from  tyranny  and persecution.  Nor to  be confused with: 

Mujtahid (Arabic,  plural: mujtahideen.) An Islamic  scholar  qualified  to  ex

ercise ijtihad (q.v.)  or  independent judgment  in  all  matters  pertaining to  Islamic  practice.  This  means  he  can  issue authoritative opinions on the basis of his knowledge of Islamic law and this can also be a political judgment.  A mujtahid is  not  supposed  to  issue  judgments  relating  to doctrine  or  rheological  belief,  which  is considered  a  private  matter  for each Muslim, provided, of course,  that he acknowledges the two articles of the  Muslim  creed:  There  is  only one  God  and  Mohammad  was  his Prophet. 

Mullah (Arabic.) An Islamic preacher. Munafiq (Arabic:  hypocrite;  plural: munafiqeen. )  In  the  Koran  (q.v.)  the 

word refers  to people in Medina who had converted to  Islam  but were nor  totally  committed  to  the faith  and  worked  to  undermine Moham mad's political supremacy.  It has since been applied to people who only pretend to believe in Islam, or who pay lip service to Islam while denying essential  principles  like  justice  and equality.  Hence  too,  by  extension, the term can mean any bad ruler who denies Muslims human rights that are  their due  and who is cruel and oppressive. 

Muslim  calendar This  is  strictly  lunar  and  each  year consists of 354 days. 

The months do  not therefore correspond to fixed seasons. The  Muslim era  began  on  the  first  day  of the year in  which  Mohammad  migrated from Mecca to  Medina,  in our year 622. 
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Oley (Hebrew: pilgrim; plural: olim.) This is the word applied by  Zionists 

to  Jews  who  emigrated  to  the  land  of Israel  and  it  is  stiU  used  of im migrants today. The word olim is a near mystic term supercharged with emotion,  ancient  faith  and  historical  associations.  Besides  meaning "those  who  ascend,"  referring to  the  ascension  of the  Temple  Mount, it also means  to  rise  above  earthly  desire  to  a  nobler  state  of mind. Compare AliyRh, Chlllutz (q.v. ). 

O riginal  s in  This  is a  doctrine  peculiar  to  Christianity  and  is not  part  of 

either the  Jewish or the  Muslim  faith.  It teaches  that  when  Adam  and Eve  sinned  in  the  Garden  of Eden aU their  descendants  were  doomed to  heU  and  perpetual  estrangement  from  God.  Furthermore,  man  had "fallen"  from  a  state  of primeval  innocence  and  was  permanently  im paired, spiritually and even physically.  Fortunately God promised that he would send  a  redeemer,  who  was  of course Jesus  Christ.  Jesus  res cued  men  from  this  separation  from  God,  provided  that  they  entered into  his death  and resurrection  by  means of the  sacrament of baptism. But even  after baptism Christians feel the  effects  of Original  Sin.  They stiU  get  sick  and  die,  which  was  not  part  of God's  original  intention, and,  however  hard  they  try,  they  stiU  have  a  tendency  to  go  on  com mitting sins.  The state of Original  Sin,  therefore, means a displacement from  one's  best  self,  an  exile  from  God  and  a  state  of weakness  and disability. 

Orthodox (Greek: the right opinion.) During the first five centuries of Chris

tianity there were  many disputes about doctrine,  particularly about the very difficult question of how Jesus could have been both God and man. In the  Greek world particularly,  which  had always loved debating this kind  of philosophical  nicety,  the  argument  was  very  acrimonious  and many teachers  and their foUowers were  branded as  "heretics,"  who be lieved a false doctrine, as opposed to the Christians, who remained loyal to the teaching of the official Church, which alone had the "right opin ion." The Greek Church today stiU calls itself the Orthodox Church, to distinguish  it  from  those Churches which  have abandoned the  correct interpretation  of the  faith.  In  Judaism  the  term  is  used  to  distinguish those Jews who practice a strict and literal interpretation of the Torah (q.v.), as compared to Conservative or Reform Judaism which have both modified the law to meet modem conditions.  It must be stressed, how ever, that Orthodox Jews distinguish themselves from  the Conservative and Reform Jews solely in matters of practice and not, like the Christians, in matters of belief. 

Palestine Liberation Organization, the PLO This  is  the  organization  led 

by Y asir Arafat to restore the  Palestinian  people  to  their  homeland.  It is  an  alliance  of several  parties,  the  largest  of which  is  Arafat's  Fatah. The  PLO has a charter which declares that Judaism is  not a nation but a  religion  and  that  the  enemy  of the  Palestinians  is  not  Judaism  but 596               G L O S S A R Y  O F  T E R M S  

Zionism. The PLO is a secular movement, which is working to establish an independent  Palestinian  secular state  in which Jews,  Christians  and Muslims will all enjoy equal rights. Some extreme members of the PLO have formed terrorist groups. 

Pentateuch  (Greek. )  The  first  five  books  of the  Bible  (Genesis,  Exodus, 

Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy), which Jews also call the Torah (q.v. ) ,  because  it contains the  law of Moses. 

Pillars  (translation of Arabic rukn. )  These are the five practices which every 

Muslim  must  perform.  First  he  or she  has  to  make  profession  of the Muslim  faith,  which  is  expressed  in  the  simple  proclamation:  There  is only one God and Mohammad was his Prophet. The other "pillars" are prayer  at  the  appointed  rimes,  ahnsgiving,  fasting  during  the  Muslim month of Ramadan (q.v. ) and the hajj (q.v.), or the pilgrimage co Mecca. It will be clear that, like Judaism, Islam is  a  religion of practice  rather than a religion of theological orthodoxy, like Christianity, which requires assent co many quire abstruse doctrines but does nor have a codified law that is  comparable  to  either the Torah or the  Sharia  (q.v.). 

Pogrom  ( Russian :  destruction. )  An organized  massacre  which  is directed 

toward the annihilation of any one body or class of people, particularly Jewish  communities. 

Polytheism The worship of many gods. Prophet ( Latin:  to  speak on  behalf of. )  We often use this word to mean a 

person  who  foretells  the  future.  Bur  in  all  three  religions  of Judaism, Christianity and Islam that is not a prophet's first task, though predicting future  events  may be  one  of his  functions. A prophet  is  a  person  who speaks on behalf of God; God has communicated his will to him directly. He  is  an  intermediary  between  God  and  man,  who will correct,  guide and lead a  community  to  a closer approximation of God's will. 

Qadi  (Arabic.) A judge who officially administers the Sharia (q.v.) .  Rabbi (Hebrew :  master.) A Jewish religious  teacher. Ramadan (Arabic. )  During this month in the Muslim calendar (q.v.) Mus

lims fast, and keeping Ramadan is one of the five pillars of lslam (q.v. ). It is equivalent  to  the  Christian  Lent,  but  with one  crucial difference. In Lent, the emphasis is on suffering and penance. A Christian who fasts during the  six  weeks  leading up to Easter is  particularly mindful of the suffering  of Christ  on  Good  Friday  and  often  wants  to  suffer "with" him.  Bur  Ramadan  is not meant to  be a suffering experience.  Muslims rise  before  dawn  and  ear  a  large  meal  that will  get  them through  the day.  After  sundown  they eat another large meal.  Sometimes  people put on weight during Ramadan! The  point of the fast is not penance but a means of remembering  God  in a special way each year. 

Redemption Christians  call  the  death  and  resurrection  of Christ  their  re-
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demption  because  they  believe  that by this  means  he  saved the world. When  Jewish  people  speak  of redemption,  they  usually  refer  to  the coming  of the  Messiah  (q.v.)  and  the  dawning  of a  new  era  of peace and harmony, when God's chosen people wiU live in their land according to the Torah  (q.v.), and the whole world wiU acknowledge the truth of Judaism and  be  redeemed through this recognition. 

R.cfonn Judaism has  modified  the  law  or  Torah  (q.v.)  to  meet  modem 

conditions . 

.l.lcvisionist Zionism This  was  an  ideology  propounded  by  Vladimir Jabo tinsky, 

which broke away from Labor Zionism (q.v. ) .  Revisionists de

nied that peaceful colonizing would be sufficient to obtain Palestine for the  Jews  and  advocated  a  military  struggle.  Revisionists  also  tended toward an extreme nationalism and were affected by the racial chauvinism that had filled  Europe  at the  end of the  nineteenth century.  J abotinsky believed that Jews could only fulfiU themselves if they had a land of their own and kept their race pure  by not mixing with other  nations.  Mena chetn Begin, who became Prime Minister in 1977, was an ardent disciple of Jabotinsky;  and President Yitzhak Shamir, who became Prime Min ister in  1 986, was also a  Revisionist. 

R.um (Arabic:  Rome.) Commonly used by Muslims in the crusading period 

to  refer  to  Christian  Byzantium,  which  was  the  eastern  part of the old Roman  Empire.  It was also the name given to the territory in Anatolia and Asia Minor which the Scljuk Turks had conquered from Byzantium during the late eleventh century,  and the Turkish  Sultan was called  the Sultan of Rum. 

Sabra (Hebrew.) The name given to Jewish Israelis who  born in the land  are 

of Israel.  Literally  it is the  name of an  Israeli fruit,  which  is tough  and prickly on the outside but soft and sweet inside, and this is meant to be an  image of the  Sabra personaliry. 

Salvation This word has  been used in this book to  describe those events in are 

which  God's  elect  rescued  from  an  impending and  apparently  in

evitable destruction by a sudden reversal of fortune that seems miraculous and  can  only  be  explained  by  positing  divine  intervention.  This  expe rience has  befallen Jews,  Christians  and Muslims throughout the  story of the  holy wars. 

Saracen (Greek S11mkenoi and  Latin SIITIIU1IUS: the  people  that dweUs  in 

tents.) This was  the  word used  by Greeks and  Romans and  by Greek and Latin Christians  to  describe  the  people  of the Arabian Peninsula, who lived in tents that were much the same as those stiU used by Bedouins today.  The  "Saracens"  never  referred  to  themselves  like  this:  they just called  themselves  "Arabs,"  but  in  the  Christian  world  the  name  stuck, long after the  "Saracens"  had  stopped  living  in tents.  The  word  came to be used by Western people to describe all  Muslim people, no matter 598               G L O S S A R Y   OF  T E R M S  

what rheir erhnic origin,  until  relatively recenrly.  Arabs,  Berbers, Turks and  Kurds were  all  called "Saracens." 

Sephardim A jewish  tradition  rhat originated in Spain.  In  Israel  today  rhe 

term  is  usually  used  to  describe  rhe  Jews  who came  to  Israel  from rhe Arab countries after 1948. The Ashkenazim ( q. v.) tended to look down on rhe Sephardic jews and reduced rhem in effect to rhe srarus of second class citizens,  which  rhe  Sephardim  bitterly  resent. 

Sharia  (Arabic). The  Holy  Law of Islam,  which  was compiled  and  codified 

by rhe great Muslim jurists of rhe eighth and ninrh centuries, who applied rhe  principles  of rhe  Koran and rhe hlldith ( q. v.) to  the  smallest derails of everyday life, and which was flexible enough to give a distinct identiry to Muslims all over rhe Islamic empire. Where rhe West inherited Roman law as  a  secular  legal  system,  Islam  developed  irs own code of religious law, so rhat rhere is no equivalent of either rhe Sharia or the Torah (q.v. ) in Christianity. The word "Sharia" means the road or way to a watering hole,  which  must  always  be  foUowed.  In  a  desert  society  such  a  parh would be a literal lifeline, and deviation from it was possibly dangerou1 

Sheikh  (Arabic:  old  man,  elder. )  The  word  used  in  a  number  of contexu 

A sheikh  can  be  a  religious,  a  chief or  a  tribe  or  a  man  who  has  w01 respect and  renown  in  rhe  community. 

Shiah  (Arabic, Shiah i-Aii: rhe partisans of Ali.) Originally this was a political 

movement  of a  minority  of Muslims  in  rhe  community,  who  believed rhar rhe  Prophet Mohammad  had wanted Ali  ibn Talid, his cousin and son-in-law,  to  succeed  him  instead of Abu  Bakr,  rhe  first  Caliph.  After rhe  period of rhe  four Righrly Guided Caliphs (see Caliph) ,  the descen dants  of Ali offered  an  alternative to the  rule  of the  caliphs,  who  had ceased  to  govern  according to  Islamic  principles.  In claiming to  be  rhe imam  (leader)  of rhe  Muslims  rhey  were  accepting  a  revolutionary  re sponsibility.  After  Ali's  line  died  our,  most  Shiites  declared  rhar  rhe twelfth  and  last  imam  would  rerum  as  a  Messiah. (See Hidden  Imam.) Shiites  developed  different  devotions  and religious  practices  from  the Sunni  Muslims  (q.v. )  bur rhere  is no  difference  in  the  essentials of rhe fairh  in rhe two traditions:  Shiites and Sunnis all uphold rhe  five pillars of Islam  (q.v. ) .  

Shtctl A small  jewish town o r  setrlement  in  Russia  and Eastern Europe. Sibylline oracles HeUenistic Judaism  produced  books, preserved in  Rome, 

which  claimed  to  be  rhe  utterances  of inspired  prophetesses.  Christian Sibylline texts began to  appear in rhe  fourth cenrury and were  believed by  many  Christians  in  Europe  to  be  gospel  trurh.  They  foretold  rhe coming  of an  emperor who  would  unite  rhe  East and  West,  slaughter rhe enemies of God and be crowned in Jerusalem (q.v. ) .  Antichrist (q.v. ) would rhen appear, the Archangel Michael would desrroy him and Christ would rerum in glory. 

Sultan  (Arabic:  originally  government. )   The  Sultan  wielded  military  and 
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political  authority over  a  group  of Muslims,  but  theoretically  he  was subservient to the  Caliph  (q.v. ) .  

Sunna, Sunni (Arabic, Sunn��: the way.) The Sunna i s  the way o f  the Prophet 

Mohammad  and  includes  everything  he  said,  did,  caused,  ordered  or allowed to happen.  A  Sunni  is  a  Muslim who  foUows  this  way.  The word  is,  however,  most  commonly  used  to  distinguish the  majority  of Muslims  from  the  Shiite  minority. See Shiah. 

Suzerain A medieval  feudal overlord. See Feudalism,  Fief. 

Talmud The  body  of Jewish  civil,  ceremonial  and  traditional  law,  which 

developed  from  the Torah  (q.v.)  and  from  the  oral  and  written  com mentary upon  it by  the great rabbis. 

Taqlid (Arabic:  emulation. )   This  Muslim  practice  teaches  the  faithful  to 

emulate the mujtllhideen in  their observance of the Holy Law of Islam, because  they are not  equipped  to  do  this  themselves.  They  are  not professionally  intent on  the  study  of the  law  and cannot  appredate all the  complexities  involved.  There  are  Muslims  who  object to this  and say  that  it is  an  un-Islamic  practice  because  it  creates  an elite. See Aya toUah, Ijtihlld, Mujtahid. 

Tcfillin SmaU  leather boxes containing words  from  the  Torah  (q.v. )  which 

proclaim  the  essence  of the  Jewish  faith:  "Hear, 0 Israel,  the  Lord  is our God, the Lord is  one."  In the Torah, Jews are commanded to bind these words to  themselves,  and during prayer a Jewish man  wiU attach the tefillin to  his arm and  forehead with  leather thongs (Deuteronomy 6:4-9). 

Torah (Hebrew:  the  Law.)  The  whole  of the  Torah  comprises  the  613 

commandments that bind observant Jews. The commandments regulate the  conduct  of everyday life, yet they  are  felt  not  as  a  burden  but  as  a privilege and a joy. Jews believe that the Torah enables people to live a rich and healthy life, because it is the expression of the wiU of God. On Simchat Torah, which celebrates the gift of the law to the Jewish people, Orthodox  Jews  dance  joyfully,  holding  the  Torah  seroUs  aloft.  The Psalms  in  particular  dweU  on  the  precious  gift of the  Torah.  There is no equivalent to the Torah in Christianity. 

U1ema (Arabic,  singular: lllem.) The  learned men  who devote their lives to 

the study of the  Holy  Law of Islam. 

Umma (Arabic.) The community of Islam. 

Vassal In the feudal system, the term referred to one who held his land from 

his lord  on  condition  that  he  remained  faithful  to  his  lord's  interests. (See Fie£)  A vassal was  bound to  his  lord  in a relationship that was  as strong as his relationship with his kin. 

VIZier (From the Arabic W�Wr: minister. ) Under the Shiite dynasty in Egypt, 

conquered  by  Saladin  and  Shirkuh,  the  Vizier  was  in  charge  of  the administration of the realm, under the nominal authority of the Caliph 600               G L O S S A R Y  O F  T E R M S  

(q.v. ) .  When  Saladin  abolished  the  caliphate,  the  Vizier  became  the supreme  power in Egypt. 

Yahweh This is the name that God gives to himself in the Jewish Scriptures. 

When  Moses  asks  him  for  his  name, God replies: "Ehyeh esher ehyeh: I am what I am" (Exodus 3: 14). God is refusing to reveal his name because he can never be defined or summed up by man. On this principle, devout Jews never mention this nam� of God. In English versions of the Bible, Christians often translate  Yahweh  as "Jehovah." 

Yeshiva An institute for  Talmudic learning. Yishuv The Jewish community in Palestine, before the creation of the state 

of lsracl in 1948. 

Yom Kippur The Jewish Day of Atonement. Zion Zion was the  name of the ancient citadel of the Jebusites in Jerusalem 

(q.v.), which  King  David  conquered  from  them  in  about 1000 B.C.E. It is often used as a synonym for Jerusalem. The Zionists, who wanted to return the Jewish people to the land of their fathers, naturally looked back to the old  religious dream of a  Jewish rerum  to Zion. 

Zcmiros Religious  Hebrew  songs  sung  at meals on  feast  days  and  on the 

Sabbath. 

Zoroastrianism The  official  religion of the Persians before  they converted 

to  Islam.  It was  a  dualistic  religion, in which  a  good  spirit  fought  an evil  spirit in a constant  battle. 
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