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Abstract

This thesis assesses the state of democracy in Jordan over a period of twenty years
(1990-2010), and revisits the claims of incompatibility between democracy and both
Islam and Islamism. It subjects the claims to theoretical and empirical tests. This is
possible through a case study of Jordan. The state was established by Britain, and is
ruled by a dynasty, which highlights its lineage to the Prophet of Islam, Muhammad.
Jordan also allowed the Muslim Brothers to take part in the process characterised by

King Hussein in 1989 as the ‘resumption of our democratic life.’

Incompatibility is taken to mean that Islamic teachings prohibit adopting democracy
as a system of government, as Qutb and Mawdudi have argued; and that democracy
cannot take root in a Muslim society because the state and church (mosque) are
inseparable, as argued by Lewis and others. The thesis outlines the procedure Muslim
jurists use to declare an act or a notion to be allowed (halal) or forbidden (haram). It
also engages with various democratic theories including the argument that democracy

is ‘an essentially contested concept.’

The thesis establishes that, theoretically, Islam is not incompatible with democracy,
whether as claimed by Qutb and Mawdudi, or Lewis and Huntington. Moreover, the
thesis posits that if the democratic audit establishes that Jordan is a democracy, the
compatibility of democracy and Islam is validated empirically. The audit revealed that
Jordan was not a democracy. The roles of Islam and Islamism in hindering the
development of democracy in Jordan were examined. The evidence indicated that they
did not. Therefore, other reasons were examined, such as rentierism, Arab-Israel
conflict, and Rustow’s modernisation theory. The latter offers the most plausible

explanation, as Jordan has not satisfied Rustow’s four antecedents to democracy.

The Islamist groups have not yet managed to be in power through democratic means.
It remains debatable whether they will adhere to democracy after it brings them to
power. The case of Jordan provides counter-evidence that the Islamists can hold the
belief that Islam provides a superior form of government, but can simultaneously play
by democratic rules. One could even argue that in Jordan there was a case of a

democratic paradox in reverse.
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Introduction

In October 1989, King Hussein of Jordan declared that the country would return to
‘democratic parliamentary life’. This thesis presents an assessment of the state of
democracy in Jordan since the resumption announced by the king. After a period of
twenty years (1990-2010), the case for an assessment is self-evident: neither early

nor late.

The appraisal is based on data provided by Jordanians who live in Jordan, through
two questionnaires and elite interviews. One questionnaire consists of fifteen
questions. The other has ninety. The interviews are with officials, activists, and
others—men and women. The backbone of the thesis is a democratic audit, which is

an empirical tool used to assess the state of democracy in a given country.

The assessment is presented and discussed after several hurdles are cleared. The first
is what is meant by democracy. The second is why democracy matters. The third
hurdle is whether Islam has something to say about democracy. Specifically, whether
Islam is a substitute for democracy, or offers alternative forms of it. The fourth

hurdle to be negotiated is whether Islamism is inimical to democracy.

Negotiating the third and fourth hurdles is important because the absence of
democracy in the Arab and Muslim worlds is attributed often to the incompatibility
of democracy and both Islam and Islamism. The incompatibility of democracy and
Islam is taken to mean two things. The first, as argued by some Muslims, is that
Islam’s teachings prohibit democracy as it does other things such as usury (riba) for
instance. The second meaning is as argued by some scholars of democracy who base
the claim of incompatibility on different grounds, such as secularism, which in their
view, cannot prevail in Muslim majority states because Islam is inseparable from the

state.

After the above-mentioned hurdles are cleared, a fifth set will arise in relation to the

democratic audit: whether democracy can be measured. If so, what shall be audited;



what criteria are used; and how the assessment is carried out. These questions will be

discussed as well.

Jordan’s case provides all the elements needed to achieve two goals. The first is an
assessment of the state of democracy. The second is to test empirically the validity of
the claims that democracy is incompatible with Islam and Islamism. The elements
needed to conduct the research on these two tracks are that (a) Jordan is a Muslim
majority state; (b) it is a modern state at least in the sense that it was created in the
twentieth century; (c) it is ruled by a dynasty which claims descent from Quraysh—
the tribe of the Prophet of Islam, Muhammad; (d) it has a Muslim Brothers (MB)
movement which was formed in the 1940s and operated legally since then; and (e)
unlike Syria, Tunisia, and Egypt, Jordan allowed the MB and its political party, the
Islamic Action Front (IAF), to take part in the parliamentary and municipal elections

which were held during the twenty years under assessment.

A conventional approach to argue that democracy and Islam/ism are incompatible is
theoretical. In this thesis, the task is approached theoretically and empirically. There
are Muslim jurists (fugahd’) and others who declare that democracy and Islam are
incompatible. They base their arguments on their interpretation of verses in the
Qur’an. Instead of choosing different verses to make the opposite argument, the
thesis outlines a procedure they use (or should use) to declare something
in/compatible with Islam. This procedure leads to the conclusion that democracy is
not incompatible with Islam. The claim of incompatibility is made by others,
Muslims and non-Muslims, either because of certain prerequisites for democracy, or
a certain exceptionalism that characterises Islam. These claims will be engaged with

according to the arguments on which they are based.

The empirical part will either support or undermine the conclusion of compatibility.
If the democratic audit finds Jordan to be a democratic state, then neither Islam nor
Islamism can be regarded as incompatible with democracy. If Jordan is not
democratic, all possible reasons must be identified, including Islam and Islamism. If
either has hindered democracy in Jordan, the claim of incompatibility will be
substantiated by empirical evidence. The empirical part on its own, however, is of
prime importance as it produces a detailed assessment of the state of affairs in Jordan

in relation to society, government, the media, and other institutions.



Aims of Thesis

The thesis has two major aims. The first is to conduct a democratic audit to assess the
state of democracy in Jordan. The second is to revisit and reexamine the claims of

democracy’s incompatibility with Islam and Islamism.

Research Questions
The research questions to be answered in this thesis are as follows:
(D) How democratic is Jordan?

2) Do the findings of the democratic audit confirm or undermine the

claims that Islam and Islamism are incompatible with democracy?

Time Frame

The thesis is concerned with a period of twenty years, beginning with King
Hussein’s announcement in 1989 that elections will be held in Jordan, the first of
their kind since 1967. The period ends with the elections of a new House of Deputies
(HoD) in November 2010. Events outside this time span will be referred to where
necessary for contextual purposes. It is noteworthy at the outset that towards the end
of 2010, the Arab states, including Jordan, saw waves of protests to demand change.
In some countries, the protests sought the removal of the head of state. In other
countries, such as Jordan, the demands were for reforms. Upon reflection on the
impact of these events on my thesis, I have decided to adhere to my original plan.
Although I followed the events in Jordan with a great deal of interest, the data have
been gathered before the protests broke out. In other words, the data were not

influenced by being collected during a volatile period.

Moreover, not limiting the period of the assessment entails the risk of derailing the
thesis and diverting it towards dealing with current affairs. It is unrealistic to expect a
PhD thesis which had started five years earlier to deal in depth with fast-moving
events that happen to erupt while the writing of the thesis is in final stages.
Therefore, limiting the assessment to the specified period is dictated by the
requirements of scholarly research, and may offer insights into the events that

erupted afterwards.



Clarification of Some Terms

The thesis dos not use the term ‘methodology’ in the section which outlines how the
research was conducted. As van Wagenen (1991, p. 66) explains, ‘Methodology
refers to the general study of methods’. In contrast, method ‘refers to the particular
method,” used. As defined by Brewer (2000, p. 2), methodology is ‘the broad
theoretical and philosophical framework within which methods operate and which
give them their intellectual authority and legitimacy’. Therefore, the accurate term to

use is method/s.

The second term to clarify is ‘theoretical framework’. The theories that inform the
thesis, and constitute its theoretical framework, are those which I found to be better
at explaining and resolving the research problems. That they inform the thesis does

not mean that I have adopted them uncritically, as will be shown later.

The third term that needs clarification is ‘literature review’. As to be expected, I refer
throughout the thesis to what other people have written (literature). The purpose is
different from that of the section labelled as literature review. In this section, the
purpose is to situate my research in relation to other literature on democracy, Islam,
Islamism, and Jordan. In other sections, references to literature have other purposes,

such as to support an argument, criticise one, or illustrate a point.

Throughout the thesis, I use Islamism and Islamist for reasons explained in the

chapter on the compatibility of democracy with both Islam and Islamism.

Structure of Thesis

The thesis is divided into ten chapters and an epilogue. The first chapter consists of
three parts. The first outlines the methods and procedures used in pursuing the
research. It explains why they were adopted. In the second part, I discuss the
democratic theories that inform the thesis. The literature pertaining to Jordan,

democracy and Islam/ism is reviewed in the third part.

The second chapter focuses on the theoretical issues pertaining to democracy and
both Islam and Islamism. In addition to the need to engage with these important
theoretical issues, it is also necessary to discuss them because they are considered by

some scholars as responsible for the absence of democracy in the Muslim world. The



chapter has two parts. The first seeks to identify whether Islam has something to say
about democracy. It outlines the claims of incompatibility between democracy and
Islam. Additionally, the link, if any, between democracy and Islam, is approached
from two perspectives: (a) whether Islam itself is an alternative to democracy; and
(b) whether Islam offers alternative forms of democracy, such as shura. The second

part discusses Islamism and democracy, and the claims that they are incompatible.

In the third chapter, I set the ground for the empirical part of the thesis. I address
issues that can prompt scepticism, such as whether it is possible to measure
democracy. If it can be, how it is measured; what is measured; and what standards
are used. In addition to these important theoretical issues, examples of assessments
of democracy in Jordan are provided. Of interest in these examples are their methods

and criteria. Therefore, the advantages of the democratic audit become clearer.

The fourth chapter provides the necessary background which contextualises issues
that will be raised in the democratic audit. This chapter covers the modern history of
Jordan: how it became a nation-state and the kings who have ruled over it so far. The
second part briefly outlines the political system in Jordan. In the third part, the role of
Islam in Jordan is discussed—including the suggestion that linage to Prophet
Muhammad provides a basis of legitimacy to govern. The fourth part focuses on the
economy, which is classified by some scholars as a ‘rentier economy’. This aspect is
relevant because there are arguments which associate lack of democracy with
rentierism. The fifth part discusses the connection between Jordan and Palestine,
owing to the entanglement of the history and politics of both, and the fact that nearly
half of Jordan’s population are of Palestinian origin. This, too, has implications for

the democratic audit.

The fifth chapter also provides the background that contextualises the discussion of
whether Islamism is inimical to democracy. Therefore, a brief history of the Muslim
Brothers Society in Egypt is provided, because some scholars suggest Islamism
started with its emergence. It also has organic links with other MB organisations in
the Arab world, including Jordan. The bulk of the chapter, however, will focus on the

MB/IAF and their attitude towards democracy in Jordan.



The empirical part of the thesis begins with chapter six. A macro-analysis approach,
which covers the fifteen overarching questions of the democratic audit, is taken in
this, the seventh and eighth chapters. In all three chapters, the question is stated and
then the marks collected from the questionnaires are provided in tabular forms. After
that, the topic of the question is discussed in light of the data to illustrate the possible

reasons for giving high or low marks.

In the ninth chapter, a microanalysis approach is taken. This chapter examines in
further detail the state of democracy in Jordan by presenting and discussing data
collected through the full questionnaire of the democratic audit. The two questions
with highest and lowest marks in each sub-category are selected. In the event of a tie,
both questions are included. More than thirty questions not covered in the previous

chapters are discussed in this one.

The tenth and final chapter summarises the conclusions of the research. I examine
why democracy has failed to take root in Jordan to date. The reasons cited by
scholars and others for this failure are outlined. Their plausibility and limitations are
discussed. The conclusion of the thesis is that Rustow’s antecedents of democracy
are best at explaining the failure. Due to the dramatic events that erupted in the Arab
world during 2011, the thesis ends with an epilogue to discuss briefly their potential

impact on the arguments and conclusions made in the thesis.
Theory, Practice, and Ideology

Hoffman (1988, pp. 3-10) discusses two issues which scholars have debated. The
first is whether it is possible for political theory to ‘exist as a purely academic
enterprise’ if it is connected to ‘practical politics’. The second issue is that ideology
must stay away from political theory, as ideology prevents one from exercising
‘critical judgement and rational justification’ (p. 7). Hoffman disagrees with the

proponents of both ideas.

In recognition of the importance of this debate, I have decided to mention at the
outset of this thesis that I am inclined to agree with Hoffman. As far as I am
concerned, I will identify issues I am aware of, so that any marks of ideology or

judgemental values are identified.



I have no ideology in the sense that I am not a Marxist, capitalist or follower of
another type of ideology. However, I do subscribe to a number of principles,
including social justice, freedom, equality, and universality of rights. I understand
secularism to be a mere separation of state and religion, not as anti-religion. It

respects an individual’s right to believe and practise his or her religion freely.

I am not an Islamic or Islamist. Therefore, my research is not concerned with
extoling Islam or Islamism. I believe democracy is the best form of government
despite the fact that it can be manipulated in relation to the outcome of elections, and
that it has been used as a tool to justify military interventions. However, I do not
subscribe to the notion of the end of history. It is easy to make claims and
predictions. As shall be seen in the thesis, some scholars have made various

predictions. They have been proved unfounded.

I opted to drop honorific titles such as pasha and sir, because in my view, they
perpetuate the aura of inequality and imperialism. My research was self-funded at all
stages. All expenses related to field trips were also self-funded. Therefore, I owe no
individual, research institution, or government any favour or debt that may have an

influence on the conduct of the research.



Chapter 1

Methods, Theoretical Framework, and Literature Review

This chapter consists of three parts. The first outlines the methods used in the
research project. In the second, various democratic theories are cited to illustrate the
debates about what democracy means and to identify the theories that inform this
thesis. In the third part, literature pertaining to democracy and Islam/ism in Jordan is

reviewed and critically evaluated to identify the gaps that this thesis fills.

PART 1: RESEARCH METHODS

The research project uses mixed methods. The overarching method is qualitative,
narrowed down and applied to a case study. The main element of the case study is a
democratic audit to assess the state of democracy in Jordan after twenty years of
initiating a process that has been referred to as a democratic one. The democratic
audit is based on two questionnaires: a short one for macro-analysis, and a long one
for microanalysis. The questionnaires have been supplemented with elite interviews.
Moreover, the methods are based on ‘grounded theory’. Each element will be
outlined below, but the question to be answered at the outset is why the mixed

methods approach is used.

Broadly speaking, research methods fall into two categories: qualitative and
quantitative. Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004, pp. 14-26) point out that proponents
of each category ‘engaged in an ardent dispute’ for more than a hundred years, and
that ‘purists emerged on both side’. They define the mixed methods research as

follows:

the class of research where the researcher mixes or combines quantitative
and qualitative research technique, methods approaches, concepts or
language into a single study [their emphasis].

Johnson and Onwuegbuzie explain that mixed methods research ‘rejects dogmatism,’
which places restrictions on a researcher’s choice (p. 17). Although they advocate

mixed methods research, Johnson and Onwuegbuzie accept that it has ‘weaknesses’,



such as being ‘more expensive’ and ‘more time consuming’. It also places on the
researcher the burdens of carrying out qualitative and quantitative research (p. 21).
Such ‘weaknesses’ are neutralised by several advantages, which include enabling a
researcher to ‘answer a broader and more complete range of research questions’ (p.

24).

In explaining the merits of qualitative research, Strauss and Corbin (1998, pp. 10-11)
assert that ‘the nature of the research problem’ dictates the choice of method. This
reason, I suggest, applies to this thesis. The democratic audit of the state of
democracy in Jordan makes it unavoidable to use mixed methods. It should be
stressed however that the mixed methods in this research project are applied in a
coherent, logical way, not in a disjointed, aimless one. A better description is

‘integrative research’ which is also suggested by the same two authors.

As explained by Strauss and Corbin (1998, pp. 10-11), qualitative research is ‘any
type of research that produces findings not arrived at by statistical procedures or
other means of quantification’. They indicate that even if part of the data is
quantitative, what matters is that ‘the bulk of the analysis is interpretive’. The
purpose, they argue, is to carry out a ‘qualitative analysis’ which they define as ‘a

nonmathematical process of interpretation’.

Furthermore, Strauss and Corbin (pp. 10-11) identify three components of qualitative
research: (1) the data; (2) the procedure used to interpret the data, and (3) the written

and verbal report (this thesis and the viva, in my case).

My research project has used questionnaires to collect data. However, it remains
within the boundaries of qualitative research. Although I use some basic
mathematical procedures when analysing the data, the purpose is not to make
generalisations based on the results of the mathematical operations. For example,
when I calculate the average of marks given by the respondents, I do not use it to
conclude that an x% of Jordanians believe, agree, disagree, prefer, or reject. Instead,
I use the marks to explore the reasons that prompted the respondents to give high or

low marks.

As defined by Yin (1994), case study research method is ‘an empirical inquiry that

investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when
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the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident’ (p. 13).
Therefore, as a research method, case study is an effective approach when dealing
with a complex and broad issue such as democracy and its incompatibility with

Islam/ism.

Eisenhardt (1989, p. 534) defines case study as ‘a research strategy which focuses on
understanding the dynamics present within single settings’. Furthermore, she points
out that case study research mixes data collection methods such as archives,

interviews, questionnaires, and observations’ (p. 534).

Flyvbjerg (2006, p. 221) lists five misunderstandings surrounding case study
research.’ The first is of a general nature and suggests that ‘theoretical (context-
independent) knowledge is more valuable than concrete, practical (context-
dependent) knowledge’. The second is that it is not possible to ‘generalize on the
basis of an individual case; therefore, the case study cannot contribute to scientific
development’. The third misunderstanding identified by Flyvbjerg is that case study
approach ‘is most useful for generating hypotheses; that is, in the first stage of a total
research process, whereas other methods are more suitable for hypotheses testing and
theory building’. The fourth misunderstanding is based on a perception that the case
study method ‘contains a bias toward verification, that is, a tendency to confirm the
researcher’s preconceived notions’. The final misunderstanding leads sceptics to
believe that it is not possible through the case study approach to summarise and

develop general propositions and theories on the basis of specific case studies.

Case study is an established method. Some researchers have used it to study not only
a country, but narrowed it down to an individual such as Rachid al-Ghannouchi,
Hassan al-Turabi, and Bernard Lewis—to name but a few. Again, the nature of the
research problem points to which method is appropriate and valid. Van Wagenen
(1991) argues that the best justification for research is that ‘it allows us to
understand’, and he warns against justifying research on the basis that ‘it has
practical applications’ (p. 114). The corollary of this warning is that research should

not be justified by the need to make generalisations, as these are inherently flawed.

"' encountered scepticism about case study approach during the stages of discussing my proposal and
reports regarding the progress of my research.
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The interviews I conducted during the course of the research fall within the category
of ‘elite interviews’. As defined by Dexter (1970) an elite interview is one ‘with any
interviewee [...] who in terms of the current purposes of the interviewer is given
special, non-standardized treatment’ (p. 5). Although Dexter is aware that ‘elite’
connotes superiority and he is unhappy about that, he argues that alternative terms
are not more satisfactory. He further argues that ‘out of necessity,’ elite interviews
have ‘been adopted much more often with the influential, the prominent, and the

well-informed than with the rank-and-file of a population’ (p. 6).

I interviewed twenty-three people in Jordan; I endeavoured to have a cross-section of
political views. The list of interviewees includes former high ranking officials,
activists, women, Muslims and Christians. The interviews I conducted were semi-
structured. I would prepare core questions for every interviewee. The questions
would cover common themes, but would also seek unique information from the
individual interviewee, in relation to his/her position and perspective. This formula
allowed me to ask follow-up questions that seek out further information or
explanations for what would otherwise be brief or unclear answers. The interviewees
chose the venue and time. Some of them preferred their offices; others their homes.
In securing an appointment, I sought the help of various individuals either to provide

me with a contact number, or to help in getting the appointment.

A democratic audit, as defined by Beetham (1994, p. 25), ‘is the simple but
ambitious project of assessing the state of democracy in a single country’. It is
accurate to suggest that it is ‘ambitious’; it is not simple. However, the democratic

audit and related issues will be outlined and discussed separately.

To conclude this section, it is necessary to restate that the methods adopted in the
thesis are the reflection of the nature of the problem being researched, and that mixed

methods are used integratively, not discreetly.

Research Resources

The data used in this thesis consist of interviews, two questionnaires, primary
sources, secondary sources, and online sources. As regards primary sources, the
research has sought to use as many primary sources as possible, such as policy

documents and campaign manifestos. It is inevitable to use secondary sources. These
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include books, periodicals, newspapers, magazines and reliable websites, namely,
official websites and/or those that are well-established and the individuals/parties
behind them are known. Moreover, several field trips were made; one coincided with
the tenth anniversary of the accession to the throne by King ‘Abdullah II; another
during the elections of November 2010; and a third took place after waves of weekly

of protests to demand reforms (April 2011).

Constraints and Limitations

Arrangements to set up interviews require time. An introduction by a local who
personally knows the interviewee facilitates making an appointment. During the
interview itself, some interviewees prefer to speak in generalised terms, instead of

addressing the specifics of the question.

It is known that the Jordanian authorities prosecute individuals who make critical
remarks of the regime, especially of the king and the ruling family. Therefore, one
should not expect the interviewees to express frank views to someone they are
meeting for the first time, and where the interviewer is using a tape recorder.
Moreover, it is known that books can be banned if they are considered to contain
critical views of Jordan. The authorities may initiate legal proceedings if an author

lives in Jordan.

The implications of these constraints and limitation for the thesis are minimal. The
number of interviewees and the diversity of their backgrounds and affiliations

produced a clear and balanced picture of the state of affairs in Jordan.

A Note on Using The Qur’anic Verses

When a discussion requires referring to a certain verse in the Qur’an, I have provided
the verse in Arabic and then an English translation. Initially, I wrote a footnote to
indicate that relying on the English translation would be problematic. At the latest

stage in writing this thesis, I chose to write this note because the point it raises is

12



very important. It does not matter how a certain word, such as shura, is translated in
the various translations of the Qur’an, whether consultation or deliberation. My

discussion is based on the Arabic text, not the translation.

I have chosen to rely on the translation by Tarif Khalidi (2009). I switched to
Khalidi’s translation because he used ‘measured modern English’. Another reason is
that he has chosen not to ‘force a meaning’ on ambiguous verses. He has also sought
to achieve a ‘balance between the familiarly modern and the alienating archaic, while
preferring at all times as literal a rendering as possible’ (p. xxi). This may help make
the translation more accessible. However, relying on a translation of the Qur’an
carries the risk of basing a discussion on meanings and connotations in a foreign

language. Therefore, I reiterate that my discussion is based on the verses in Arabic.

PART 2: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

‘A theory,” as defined by Brewer (2000, 192), ‘is a set of interrelated abstract
propositions about human affairs and the social world that explain their regularities
and properties’. He also explains that theories are not ‘descriptive statements’ (p.
192). Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 18) note that the role of the theoretical
framework is to explain ‘the main things to be studied—the key factors, constructs or

variables—and the presumed relationship among them’.

Back in the 1950s, Dahl (1956) observed that ‘there is no democratic theory but
democratic theories’ (p. 1). One can easily imagine that they must have multiplied
fifty years later. The first challenge to face a researcher is the definition of
democracy, one that goes beyond the denotation of the Greek term which means rule
of people. Before that, however, 1 shall outline arguments about democracy,
beginning with the one that contests the notion itself, then different arguments that
contest models, conceptualisations, cultural compatibility, and prerequisites for

democracy. After that, I shall refer to the arguments that define democracy.
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Democracy: Contesting the Concept

Haynes (2001) states ‘defining democracy is a tricky task’ (p. 8). Keane (1991)
acknowledges that ‘the concept of democracy is currently dogged by confusion’ (p.
168). Hoffman (1988, p. 131) emphatically states: ‘Democracy is without doubt the
most contested and controversial concept in political theory’. Similarly, Saikal
(2003) suggests that ‘democracy is an overloaded concept. Historically, it meant
different things to different people’. He further explains that ‘there is no consensus
[in Western countries] as to precisely what the concept means and how best to
express the idea’. He also points out that there is no ‘widespread agreement among
theorists and practitioners as to whether democracy is a form of government, a

method of choosing a government, or a term applied to a whole society’ (p. 111).

One finds that scholars approach the definition of democracy with some hesitation.
Reference is often made to Gallie ([1956] 1968) who argued that democracy is an
‘essentially contested concept’. Therefore, the logical start for this discussion is

Gallie’s argument.

According to Gallie (1968), there are concepts that are essentially contested, such as
religion, art, science, democracy and social justice (p. 168; my emphasis). To fit the

classification, a concept must meet five conditions (pp. 161-168):

(I) The concept in question must be appraisive in the sense that it signifies or
accredits some kind of valued achievement. [Emphasis in original].

(IT) This achievement must be of an internally complex character, for all that
its worth is attributed to it as a whole.

(ITII) Any explanation of its worth must therefore include reference to the
prescriptive contributions of its various parts or features [...] the accredited
achievement is initially variously describable. [Emphasis in original].

(IV) The accredited achievement must be of a kind that admits of
considerable modification in the light of changing circumstances; any such
modification cannot be prescribed or predicted in advance [...] any such
achievement [is] ‘open’ in character.

(V) [E]ach party recognises the fact that its own use of it is contested by those
of other parties.
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In order to distinguish an essentially contested concept from those which are
‘radically confused’, Gallie has two more conditions (p. 168):

(VD) [T]he derivation of any such concept from an original exemplar whose
authority is acknowledged by all the contestant users of the concept.

(VID) [T]he probability or plausibility, in appropriate senses of these terms, of
the claim that the continuous competition for acknowledgment as between the
contestant users of the concept enables the original exemplar’s achievement
to be sustained or developed in optimum fashion.

Gallie characterises democracy as a term which is ‘complicated, highly emotionally
charged and confusing’. He rejects the temptation to clarify the confusion. He
proceeds to explain how the term, democracy, meets those seven conditions, and

therefore validates the argument that democracy is an essentially contested concept

(p. 178).

Gray (1977) speculates that such concepts ‘occur characteristically in social contexts
which are recognizably those of an ideological dispute’ (p. 333). Gray is sceptical
about Gallie’s characterisation of essentially contested concepts, and considers
Gallie’s to be essentially contested itself (p. 339). Birch (1993), however, points out
that concepts and their contestability change, and what might have been contested

before may eventually cease to be (pp. 8-9).

Contesting the notion of democracy and what it means takes different forms. One
way is to argue that there is more than one model of democracy. Scholars have
referred to models of democracy in broad and limited senses of the term. According
to Macpherson (1977), a ‘model’ means ‘a theoretical construction intended to
exhibit and explain the real relations, underlying the appearances, between or within
the phenomenon under study’ (pp. 2-3). Held (1995, p. 5), on the other hand, is more
specific in his use of the term ‘model’. He identifies three models for democracy: (1)
direct or participatory democracy; (2) liberal or representative democracy; and (3)

one-party democracy.

Macpherson’s definition of a model is theoretical and seems close to the next
argument to be outlined below, namely, different conceptualisations of democracy.

Held’s use of the term, model, is more descriptive of how democracy is practised. He
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also indicates that as regards the third model, ‘some may doubt whether it is a form
of democracy at all’ (p. 5). The two uses of model suggest that the talk about ‘models
of democracy’ is vague, and it can be understood only when the individuals using it

explain what they means by it.

Connolly (1995) notes that ‘Macpherson’s explorations of the democratic ideal
occurred in the context of several debates’, such as the ‘pluralist-elitist debate, [...]
the clash between participatory and representationist ideals of democracy, the
relation between economic equality and democratic citizenship, [and] the
comparative superiority of capitalism or socialism’. However, Connolly concedes

that these debates ‘have now been displaced’ (p. 76).

In the discussion above, Held identified ‘liberal or representative democracy’ as a
model, but there are two elements in need of clarification: representative democracy

and the link between democracy and liberalism.

‘Is direct democracy preferable? Is it still possible?’ Asks Sartori (1962, p. 253). If it
was possible for the people of a Greek city-state to meet in one place, it is no longer
possible to accommodate the people of a nation-state in one venue. Consequently,
direct democracy is usually seen in smaller bodies, clubs for instance, or on certain
occasions, such as referenda. The more practical form of democracy is representative
democracy, where voters choose people to represent them in parliament or similar
bodies empowered to enact laws and hold the executive branch of government
accountable. Sartori points out that all modern democracies are indirect, namely,

people are governed by the representatives they elect (p. 252).

The relationship between liberalism and democracy is a more complex issue, and
arouses debates between the supporters of both, especially with regard to the right
balance between the two. As Bobbio (1990, p. 25) correctly points out: ‘As a theory
of state [...] liberalism is modern, whereas democracy as a form of government is
ancient’. Gray (1995) explains that ‘liberalism is no older than the seventeenth
century’. He notes that the first use of the term ‘liberal’ to describe ‘a political
movement’ occurred in 1812 by a Spanish party, the Liberales. Before that, it was
used by ‘Adam Smith when he referred to “the liberal plan of equality, liberty and

29

justice”.” (p. xi).
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As Dworkin (1983) explains, one aspect of liberalism is concerned with government
and the individual. In this respect, liberalism requires that the ‘government must be
neutral on matters of personal morality, [and] that it must leave people free to live as
they think best so long as they do not harm others’. The other aspect of liberalism,
according to Dworkin, is concerned with economics. In this regard, liberalism
requires the government °‘to reduce economic inequality, both through the
management of the economy and through the welfare programmes that redistribute

wealth to soften the impact of poverty’.

Zakaria (2004, p. 20) notes that most of the European countries by 1940 ‘adopted
important aspects of constitutional liberalism—the rule of law, private property
rights, and increasingly, separated powers and free speech and assembly’. He further
notes that before the twentieth century, ‘most countries in Western Europe were
liberal autocracies or, at best, semi-democracies. The franchise was tightly restricted,

and elected legislatures had little power’ (p. 20).

In view of the above, one often finds the adjective illiberal added to democracy to
suggest that it is an inadequate form of democracy, which lacks the personal
freedoms and elements of the capitalist system—primarily the market economy. For
instance, although Iran holds regular elections, and its people have elected several
presidents since the creation of the Islamic Republic in Iran in 1979, Iran is referred

to as illiberal democracy (Zakaria 2004).

Liberalism nonetheless is preferred by some to democracy. Sartori (1962) refers to
Kant’s ‘blunt rejection of democracy as being a form of tyranny rule’ (p. 262).
Sartori also indicates that Madison and Hamilton, two of the Founding Fathers of the
United States, ‘did not think different from Kant on the subject’ (p. 288). Such a
view is not extinct. As Held points out, Hayek distinguishes ‘between liberalism and
democracy,” and that Hayek has stated that ‘if democracy means “the unrestricted
will of the majority” he is “not a democrat’’.” (Hayek 1982, p. 39 in Held 1987, p.
2438).

The idea that democracy is an unrestricted, irrational rule of the majority is out-
dated. Sartori (1962, pp. 460-461) has argued that ‘without liberty, democracy has no
meaning’. Fifty years later, Beetham (2004, pp. 61-75) echoes the same argument:
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democracy and freedom are inseparable. ‘Without freedom,” Beetham asserts, ‘there
can be no democracy’ (p. 61). Bobbio (1990, p. 37) summarises the debate about
liberalism and democracy by saying that ‘democracy can be seen as the natural
development of liberalism’. This conclusion, however, is not contradictory because it
does not imply that democracy has continued since the Greek city-state. It
specifically applies to the re-emergence of democracy in modern times, and the

debates that surrounded liberalism and democracy.

I subscribe to the views of Sartori, Beetham, and Bobbio. This, however, does not

conclude the discussion about democracy.

Another way of contesting the notion of democracy is to suggest that there are other
conceptualisations in non-Western cultures which reconcile democracy with cultural
identities. Esposito and Voll (1996) accept Gallie’s argument that democracy is a
contested concept, and go on to say that other cultures have something to offer. To
engage with this view, I shall refer to Philip Hitti (1948, p. 15) who suggests that the

Arab clan is run along democratic lines:

In judicial, military and other affairs of common concern the sheikh is not an
absolute authority; he must consult with the tribal council composed of the
heads of component families. His tenure of office lasts during the good-will
of his constituency.

To avoid giving the impression that the above interpretation stretches the comparison

with democracy, it is necessary to show that Hitti refers to the Arab as democrat (p.

15):

The Arabian in general and the Bedouin in particular is a born democrat. He
meets his sheikh on an equal footing. The society in which he lives levels
everything down. The Arabian almost never uses the title malik (king) except
in referring to foreign rulers.

Esposito and Voll (1996, p. 23) also suggest that al-Mawdudi has developed an
Islamic concept of democracy. I shall discuss their suggestion and the concept in the
chapter about democracy and Islam/ism. I will limit myself here to pointing out that
in making the argument that other cultures have different conceptualisations of
democracy, Esposito and Voll disagree with the next argument in this discussion,

namely, that democracy cannot take root in all cultures.
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Democracy and Cultures

The idea that democracy can only prosper in specific cultural or religious settings
belongs to Max Weber who has argued that capitalism and democracy required
Christian Protestant ethics. As regards Islam, Weber compared it to Judaism and
concluded that it ‘lacked the requirement of a comprehensive knowledge of the law
and lacked the intellectual training in casuistry which nurtured the rationalism of
Judaism’ (in Hunter and Malik 2005: pp. 11-12). Weber was not an orientalist who
had immersed himself in studying Arabic and Islam. Therefore, his conclusion

should be met with scepticism.

Rodinson (1977, p. 91) contradicts Weber and reaches the conclusion that ‘the Koran
accords a much larger place to reason than the scared books of Judaism and
Christianity’. In addition, Francis Fukuyama (1992, pp. 220-221) disagrees with
Weber:

Weber’s account of democracy is, as usual, historically rich and insightful.
But he portrays democracy as something that could only have arisen in the
specific cultural and social milieu of a small corner of the Western
civilization.

Fukuyama is dismissive of the arguments that there are ‘cultural “prerequisites” for
democracy’ and calls for treating them ‘with some scepticism,” because ‘cultures are
not static phenomena like the laws of nature; they are human creations that undergo
continuous process of evolution’ (p. 222). However, as shall be seen in another

chapter, Fukuyama contradicts himself when it comes to Islam and democracy.

Prerequisites for Democracy

There is a variety of other prerequisites which scholars argue should be satisfied
before democracy can work as a system of government. Huntington (1991)
summarises factors that are supposed to ‘explain democratization’ (pp. 37-38). The
list includes factors such as being ‘a British colony’ and ‘occupation by a
prodemocratic foreign power’. If the latter factor was true, it would have produced
democratic states in the Arab world, whose regions were occupied by Britain and

France.

19



Lipset (1959) identifies a relationship between democracy and development by
looking at indices related to ‘industrialization, urbanization, wealth, and education’.
However, he warns against concluding that ‘an increase in wealth, in the size of the
middle class, in education, and other related factors will necessarily mean the spread
of democracy or the stabilizing of democracy’ (p. 103). His warning is sound as the
wealth acquired by the oil-producing countries in the Arab world did not lead to
democracy, despite the fact that the wealth also led to an increase in education,

industrialisation, and urbanisation.

In Przeworski’s studies of the link between democracy, dictatorship, and per capita
income, he points out that ‘democracies survive in wealthy countries’ because ‘the
potential increase in income that would result from establishing their dictatorship is
not worth the sacrifice of freedom’ (2005, p. 8). Furthermore, Przeworski notes:
‘Democracy can survive in poor countries but only under special conditions, namely,

when the distribution of income is very egalitarian’ (p. 9).

Rustow (1967, p. 228) identifies four ‘antecedents of democracy’. They are:

(1) A history anywhere from 40 to 130 years of administrative and
educational modernization.

(2) A stable geographic context for the political system throughout the
same period.

(3) A tradition, dating back at least one, two or three generations of
parties [...] that provided some organic link between rulers and subjects, and
that were able to involve progressively larger groups in the political process.

(4)  [Tlenacious and bitter conflicts between major social or political
groups over issues of profound concern to them (pp. 228-229).

I shall first clarify the difference between modernisation and modernity. The former,
as explained by Charlton and Andras (2003), is a ‘process’ not a ‘state’, and it ‘can
be seen as the general mechanism by which the social transformation from
agricultural dominance to domination by trade and industry takes place and the
permanent continuation of this process’ (p. 5). They further explain that ‘almost all
societies are at least partially modernized’ [...] and that ‘no society is “completely”

modernized’ (p. 5).
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In contrast, modernity, as defined by Berger (1979, p. 101), is ‘the transformation of
the world brought about by the technological innovations of the last few centuries,
first in Europe and then with increasing rapidity all over the worlds’. As defined by
Giddens (1991, p. 1), modernity is based on ‘modes of social life or organisation
which emerged in Europe from about the seventeenth century onwards and which
subsequently became more or less worldwide in their influence’. However,
modernity is not limited to technology. As Berger notes, it had ‘economic, social and
political dimensions, all immense in scope’. One of its consequences on
‘consciousness’ was ‘fundamentally uprooting beliefs, values, and even emotional
texture of life’ (p. 101). ‘Modernity,” Giddens (1991) argues, ‘is universalising’. He
asks whether modernity is ‘distinctively Western’. His answer is yes, because
modernity rests on ‘the nation-state and systematic capitalist production’, which,
according to Giddens, ‘have their roots in specific characteristics of European

history’ (p. 174; italics in original).

It is interesting to note that states in Europe, even those who are members of the EU,
do not agree that there is a pan-European identity, and each state insists on its own
national identity. Even in some states, such as the UK and Belgium, there are
national identities that make a British and Belgian identity more of an official
construct. However, all this is ignored in the discussion of notions such as democracy
and modernity. The West and Europe become something specific, which Giddens

uses to make generalisations in order to contrast the West with the East.

Other scholars are less interested in whether modernity is European or not. They
have concerns about the impact of modernity where it has prevailed in the West. For
instance, Berger (1979, pp. 102-110) identifies five dilemmas brought about by
modernity: (a) abstraction (e.g. capitalist markets, bureaucratised state, and large
cities); (b) futurity (the future is the primary orientation); (c) individuation
(separation of individual from collective entities); (d) liberation (not determined by

fate); and (e) secularization (a threat to the plausibility of religious beliefs).
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However, I suggest that the religious revival movements of the 1970s and 1980s

undermined the assumptions regarding religious beliefs and secularization.’

Of the people who theorised about modernity, I find Rustow (1967) to be the most
satisfactory. He suggests that modernisation ‘transforms both man and society, but
most of all man’s mind,’3 and ‘implies an intellectual, a technological and social
revolution’ (p. 3). I suggest that this provides a better approach to looking at

modernity and its impact on non-Western, non-European peoples.

Muslims generally have no problem with the technological aspect of modernity:
whether it is cars, TVs, telephones, computers or other technological equipment.”
The social impact of modernisation is a more complex issue. People take time to
adjust. For example, the education of women was considered unnecessary because a
woman would most likely get married, and thus stay at home. This attitude however
has changed. Parents care about education of their daughters and sons. Moreover, the
social transformation does not necessarily follow the Western route. People have
adopted and adapted selectively. This, in my view, undermines the unwarranted
concern about modernity being Westernisation. However, the process of
modernisation does bring with it the some aspects that cause concern even in the

West, such as the abstraction and individuation.

The third transformation, the intellectual, is the hardest, and the slowest. When one is
brought up to believe that Islam has all the answers, it is hard to accept that there are
answers in other notions, such as democracy. I suggest that the intellectual

transformation in the Muslim and Arab world not only has begun, but has taken root.

A final point made by Rustow which needs to be brought into this discussion is that
modernisation is ‘a continuing process, [...] and no society can claim to be

completely or definitively modern’ (p. 16). This, in my view, is a valid conclusion,

% In 1999, Berger acknowledged that he and others who wrote on ‘secularisation theory’ were wrong:
‘The world today, with some exceptions [...], is as furiously religious as ever was and in some places
even more’ (p. 2).

? Throughout the book, Rustow uses man. This will make him liable to a feminist critique.
Modernisation affects men and women.

* Only a tiny minority would oppose the technological aspects. In Saudi Arabia, some people opposed
TV broadcasting; so did Taliban in Afghanistan. However, the rejection of technology is selective, as
these people may oppose TV broadcasting, but do not mind radios or cars.
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and it deprives Giddens and others of the basis on which to say that modernity is
Western or European. ‘Modernization,” Rustow suggests, ‘as an analytical concept
has the advantage of being ethically neutral’ (p. 8). Having examined other analytical
concepts (in this chapter and others), I am inclined to agree with him, even though a
completely ‘ethically neutral’ position is impossible. However, to endeavour to be
ethically neutral is necessary. Moreover, it is a better approach than using analytical
concepts that are laden with ideological, religious, and cultural prejudices, not in
terms of being a personal preference, but in terms of validity of conclusions reached

when a particular analytical concept is used.

Before I conclude my discussion of modernity and Rustow’s modernisation theory, I
propose to elaborate on why I have found it preferable to other theories in relation to

Jordan, despite being considered evolutionary and deterministic.

In the methods section of the thesis, I have quoted Strauss and Corbin (1998, pp. 10-
11) who argue that ‘the nature of the research problem’ influences the selection of
method. The same applies to choice of theory. I have approached the assessment of
the state of democracy in Jordan with an open mind, and the democratic audit itself is
not based on a prejudgment about the state of democracy in Jordan. As can be seen in
the concluding chapter, other theories were outlined and engaged with, but they were
not as plausible at explaining the state of democracy revealed by the audit. The
modernisation theory is not dead. It can be found in different forms in many studies,
such as those by Przeworski who argues that there is a link between democracy and
per capita incomes. Therefore, choosing the modernisation theory is objectively

justified.

Moreover, although I find Rustow’s reasoning more convincing, I do not uncritically
adopt his theory. He is wrong to consider modernisation ‘tantamount to
Westernization® in the cases of Egypt and the Ottoman Empire (p. 11). He is also
wrong to have considered Lebanon a democracy and its ‘religious denominations’ a
substitute for political parties in his four antecedents (p. 228). The Lebanese Civil
War, which erupted in the 1970s and continued to the 1990s, has demonstrated that
Lebanon was not a democracy, and that some members of the various ‘religious

denominations’ were capable of committing unspeakable crimes against members of
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other communities. The Lebanese example negates the argument that religious

denominations can be a suitable substitute for political parties.

The different theories about what democracy means, its models, and
conceptualisations lead some scholars, such as Mouffe (2000), to note that there is no
agreement on how to characterise the ‘type of democracy established in the West in
the course of the last two centuries’ (p. 1). Amongst the names used in this regard:
‘modern democracy, pluralist democracy, constitutional democracies [and] liberal
democracy’. Mouffe, however, has contributed to the confusion by theorising about
‘radical democracy’ which she describes as ‘the only alternative’ and urges ‘the Left’
to ‘adopt a different attitude towards liberal democracy’ (1995, p. 1). This makes it

clear that the confusion is not real.

Whitehead (2000) acknowledges the diverse connotations of democracy in different
cultures, and that it is not possible to ‘assume some underlying continuity of meaning
for the term’ since the Greek city-state (p. 8). However, he pleads for some

agreement on the meaning (p. 8):

Even those who regard ‘democracy’ as an inherently normative label may
have good reason to favour clear and impartial procedures for evaluating the
status of claimants to the title. And even those who regard a ‘minimalist’ or
‘procedural’ definition as incomplete or culturally biased must consider what
may be lost if this consensual language is replaced not by universal
commitment to a more ambitious definition but by an inability to agree on a
standard meaning, with the resulting licence for subjectivity and arbitrariness.

Moreover, as Ottaway (2007) suggests: ‘There is no reason to challenge at the
theoretical level the idea that democracy is a political system superior to all others’
(p. 604). 1 agree with second part of her statement. Theoretical challenges are
abound. However, unless and until a better system of government emerges and
proves itself to be superior to democracy, liberal democracy is the best model

available, despite its defects and the arguments that it is a Eurocentric notion.

That democracy is not a ‘perfect’ notion and system of government is not in dispute.
Lefort (1988) acknowledges that ‘democratic institutions have constantly been used
to restrict means of access to power, knowledge and the enjoyments of rights to a
minority’ (p. 19). However, he stresses that ‘democracy is instituted and sustained

by the dissolution of the makers of certainty. It inaugurates a history of which people
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experience a fundamental indeterminacy as to the basis of power, law and
knowledge’ (p. 19; italics in original). He goes further and suggests that ‘philosophy

owes [a great deal] to the democratic experience’ (p. 20).
Evolution of Definitions of Democracy

Lipset (1959) defines democracy as ‘a political system which supplies regular
constitutional opportunities for changing the governing officials’ (p. 71). In Finer’s
definition (1970) ‘democracy is government which is derived from public opinion
and is accountable to it’. He further explains that the public opinion’ should be
‘overtly and freely expressed’. The third pillar of the Finer’s definition of democracy

is that the will of the ‘majority prevails’ (p. 63).

There is a problematic element in Finer’s definition: the ‘public opinion’. One reason
is that he uses it as a substitute for the ‘people’ when they are different. Another
reason is that there is a need to measure public opinion.5 This is usually done in
polls, whose accuracy and reliability are never certain. In a democracy, however, the
tangible public opinion (of the majority) is known only after the results of the

elections are declared.

Rustow (1967) also offers a definition in which he characterises democracy as ‘a
modern political system and an egalitarian device,” and ‘a method of popular
government; it presupposes the existence of a government and of a people’ (p. 230-

231).

Schumpeter ([1942] 1976, p. 269) explains that what he calls the ‘classical’ theory of
democracy envisages a ‘common good’, which is achieved by the people through
electing individuals who represent them. The classical theory assumes that people
have ‘a definite and rational opinion about every individual question,” and, on that
basis, they elect the individuals who will represent them and ‘who will see to it that
that opinion is carried out’. However, the decisions that can be made through
democracy must not be contrary to some values and ideals. For instance, it will not
be acceptable through democratic means to allow ‘the persecution of Christians, the

burning of witches and the slaughtering of the Jews’ (p.242).

> Even the public is hard to define, and there are multiple publics in a state. Also, the broadest possible
public hold more than one opinion at a time, and can change opinion overnight.
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Democracy, Schumpeter argues, is ‘a political method,” and ‘an institutional
arrangement,” whose aim is to reach decisions, ‘legislative and administrative’
(p.242). He challenges the basic assumptions of the classical theory of democracy.
His definition of the ‘the democratic method’ is the ‘institutional arrangement for
arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by

means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote’ (p. 269).

In relation to democracy in South Africa, Deegan (1999) adopted the Schumpeterian
‘general model of the competitive theory’ because ‘Schumpeter defined democracy
not as a utopian concept concerned with ideal societies, but rather as a descriptive,
realistic and empirically accurate process (p. 3). She points out that ‘pluralism is
identified with liberalism and the acceptance of certain values’, such as ‘freedom of
speech, freedom of association, freedom of the press and freedom of assembly,

which a government would be unable to violate’ (p. 3).

Brynen, Korany, and Noble (1995) warn against ‘the ethnocentric dangers of reading
processes derived from one set of historical and political circumstances into other,
very different, contexts’. However, they also warn against considering democracy to
be dependent on ‘the eye of the beholder’. Therefore, they argue convincingly that
‘some conceptual rigour is necessary if the notion of democracy is not debased to
mean all things to all people’ (p. 4). Moreover, O’Donnell (2007) contends that
‘there is agreement in most of the contemporary world that, whatever it means,
democracy is a normatively preferable type of rule’ (p. 3). Sadiki (2004) seems to
agree partly with O’Donnell, but argues that ‘a normative standpoint should not

mean overlooking, for instance, cultural specificity’ (p. 54).

As Huntington (1991) explains, there have been three approaches to democracy since
the middle of last century. As a form of government, Huntington writes, ‘democracy
has been defined in terms of authority of government, purposes served by the
government, and procedures for constituting a government’. The debate continued
from the 1940s until the 1970s, when Schumpeter won the argument. Huntington

notes that there are issues of ‘ambiguity and imprecision when democracy is defined
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in terms of either source or authority and purposes’. Consequently, he adopts the
procedural definition of democracy advanced by Schumpeter (p. 6). The advantage
of the procedural definition of democracy, Huntington (1991) explains, is that ‘it
provides a number of bench-marks [...] that make it possible to judge to what extent
political systems are democratic, to compare systems, and to analyse whether

systems are becoming more or less democratic’ (p. 7).

Dahl (1989) has developed some benchmarks. He also uses the term ‘polyarchy’ and
considers it the highest level of democracy. According to Dahl, polyarchy has two
main characteristics: (a) citizenship is extended to a relatively high proportion of
adults, and (b) the rights of citizenship include the opportunity to oppose and vote
out the highest officials in government. Furthermore, seven institutions are required
to attain polyarchy: (1) elected officials; (2) free and fair elections; (3) inclusive
suffrage; (4) right to run for office; (5) freedom of expression; (6) alternative

information; (7) and associational autonomy (p. 220).

‘Democracy,” as succinctly stated by Keane (1991), ‘is best understood as a system
of procedural rules with normative implications’ (p. 168). The rules are about
making decisions, and ‘through which procedures such decisions are made’. The
normative implications, according to Keane, must include: ‘equal and universal adult
suffrage; majority rule and guarantees of minority rights [...]; the rule of law; and
constitutional guarantees of freedom of assembly and expression and other liberties’

(pp. 168-169; italics are in original).

Interestingly, al-Ghannouchi’s (1993) view of democracy is similar to Keane’s. He
argues that democracy has shakl wa madmiin (a form and content/implication). The
madmiin recognises the value of the human and gives him rights such as equality. He
emphasises that a system which is based on the recognition of dignity of the human

being is the best (1993, p. 77).
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Keane’s definition of democracy is the one adopted in this thesis.® Nonetheless, the
principle of rule of law requires a cautionary note. It is a very important principle.
However, even dictators use the law as a tool of oppression. Therefore, it is
necessary to have transparent mechanisms of enacting laws, and a supreme court

should be the final arbiter as to whether a law is constitutional or not.

To conclude this part, I would like to state that its purpose has been to establish a
definition of democracy which informs this thesis. I approach the assessment of
Jordan’s state of democracy on the basis that it means liberal, representative
democracy (Sartori 1962) and is a system of procedural rules with normative
implications (Keane 1991). It will be an absurdity to engage in an exercise to assess
the state of democracy in Jordan if it is carried out on the basis that democracy is a
meaningless concept. The discussion, however, will continue in the following

chapters.

PART 3: LITERATURE REVIEW

In this part, I shall review some primary and secondary sources. The former includes
a speech by King Hussein in which he announced holding elections, and policy
documents of the MB/IAF. The secondary literature includes published books and

unpublished PhD theses.

(A) Primary Sources

In the speech to the nation delivered on 7 October 1989, King Hussein says that
many people believe that ‘we are knocking on the doors of a new era only because
we are resuming our democratic parliamentary life’ (my emphasis). ' He explains
that the Israeli occupation of the West Bank in June 1967 is the reason for not
exercising democracy for twenty-two years, as it ‘was impossible to hold such

elections’. King Hussein’s statement has two parts. The parliamentary part of the

®In 2009, Keane published a new book: The Life and Death of Democracy. He stresses that the book
‘most certainly stands on the side of democracy, with new arguments’ (p. xxxiii).
" Posted on King Hussein’s official website (http://www.kinghussein.gov.jo/speeches_letters.html).
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statement is correct. There was a parliament before June 1967. The elections for its
HoD were held in April 1967, a couple of months before the 1967 war. King
Hussein’s characterisation of that parliamentary life as democratic is problematic in
view of the previous definitions of democracy. If one uses Lipset’s definition (1959),
the political system in Jordan before 1967 did not provide ‘regular constitutional

opportunities for changing the governing officials’ (p. 71).

Elections on their own, however, do not make a country or a political system
democratic.® Political parties were banned in Jordan since 1957. Civil and political
freedoms were restricted. Even the elections of 1989 were held while political parties

were banned. They became legal to form and operate in 1992.

King Hussein warned in the speech of the dangers of mixing politics and religion,

citing the example of Lebanon, where the civil war was still going on:

With attempts to exploit religion for political purposes and their
repercussions on Lebanon, in the form of warring organizations, militias and
parties, we should be very cautious as to what is intended to be portrayed or
become a Christian-Islamic strife in Lebanon.

This paragraph reflects the king’s unease at how Islamic candidates might act in the
campaign, given that the MB was allowed to participate in the elections. However,
he only chose to appeal to the conscience of the candidates and voters to act

responsibly.

I shall now refer to major MB/IAF documents: three electoral manifestos (1993,
2003, and 2007), and the MB/IAF’s ‘vision’ for reform in Jordan (2005). The 1993
manifesto introduces IAF to the electorate, emphasises its Islamic nature, and
explains the slogan ‘Islam is the solution’ (p. 1). The introduction also stresses the
importance of the Palestine question. The manifesto of 1993 is a booklet of fifty-four
pages which contain a detailed programme. Any suggestion that the I[AF/MB run on
a single slogan is baseless. Moreover, the four documents have a great deal in

common. One can consider them as slightly modified versions of each other. The

¥ In relation to the notion of ‘elections without democracy’, Sadiki (2009) extensively demonstrates
that the Arab world has seen a phenomenon he calls ‘electoralism’ and ‘election fetishism’ between
1975 and 1997 (p. vii; italics in original).
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introductions to the manifestos of 2003 and 2007 are much shorter, and they contain
language that is less religious. The fact that the manifesto of 1993 was IAF’s first
could explain the need for a longer introduction and the use of the religious language,

which relied on quoting the Qur’an and hadith.

Moreover, the four documents of IAF/MB have a major common theme in relation to
freedoms and democracy in Jordan: dissatisfaction, which led to boycotting the
elections in 1997 and 2010. A democratic audit of Jordan will help establish the
extent of democracy in Jordan, and consequently will indirectly test the IAF/MB

claims with regard to the defects of democracy in Jordan.

(B) Secondary Sources

This part of the review covers research carried out by al-Sharah (1997); Robinson
(1998); Boulby (1999); Lynch (1999); Wiktorowicz (2001); Lust-Okar (2001);
Moaddel (2002); Noyon (2003); al-Braizat (2003); Knowles (2005); Lucas (2005);
Schwedler (2006); Brown (2006); Jamal (2007); Massad (2001), and Gunning
(2009).

Boulby (1999) studies the MB movement in Jordan from 1945 to 1993. She points
out that in the elections of 1989, the movement ‘shied away from references to an
Islamic state and indeed focused on the general compatibility of Islam and
democracy’. Consequently, the movement attracted support from Palestinians and
Transjordanians ‘whose primary concern was democratization rather than

Islamization’ (p. 107).

In addition, she refers to the fact that the MB took part in the elections of 1954, and
had done so ‘for pragmatic reasons, namely, in order to increase political influence’.
In the 1980s, Boulby notes, the movement ‘made much of the compatibility of its
political goals with liberal democracy,” and ‘stressed the central role of the Islamic
principle of shura as being similar to the notion of parliamentary representation’ (pp.
115-116). She also notes that although ‘the attainment of liberal democracy was not
the Brotherhood’s ultimate goal the movement nonetheless served as a liberating

force in Jordanian politics’ (p. 116).
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Although Boulby’s research and mine share interest in the MB and democracy in
Jordan, her research spans a period of nearly fifty years, and stops at 1993, a few
years after the elections of 1989. The focus of my research is a period of twenty

years (1990-2010) during which six rounds of elections took place.

Schwedler (2006) refers to the point of compatibility of Islam and democracy when
she quotes “Abd al-Latif ‘“Arabiyyat as saying that IAF sees ‘democracy as
contemporary form of Shura, a mechanism through which we can govern in
accordance with God’s laws’. She points out, however, that ‘Arabiyyat explained
that the ‘ultimate sovereignty lies in the hands of God, and not the people, as

“Western” versions of democracy demand’ (p. 157).

Schwedler’s approach is comparative. She seeks to examine ‘the implied causal
link between inclusion and moderation’ (p. 2). She has chosen to compare the IAF
in Jordan and the Islah (Reform) Party in Yemen. The two parties are Islamic in
orientation, and both participated in competitive elections which took place in the
two countries. While interest in IAF is common, my research is not comparative.

Mine seeks to establish how democratic Jordan is.

Al-Braizat (2003) examines the issue of Islam and liberal democracy with Jordan as
a case study. His thesis is highly relevant, as it deals with Jordan and the
in/compatibility between Islam and liberal democracy. Al-Braizat disagrees with the
culturalist/orientalist tradition dominating the literature on Islam and Middle East
politics which argues that ‘there is an inherent incompatibility between Islam and

political modernity’ (p. 14; emphasis in original).

Al-Braizat’s approach is empirical. He conducts a poll which leads him to conclude
that Islam and democracy are not incompatible and that Muslims in Jordan are keen
on democracy. According to al-Braizat, ‘rational choice theory has a lot to offer in
explaining why Arab states have not democratised yet’ (p. 16). He faults the scholars
who use ‘the Freedom House scores for the twenty three Muslim countries as a
representation of “democracy and individual rights” in these countries’ and fail to
recognise ‘that these scores represent regimes’ performance not attitudes of the

populations at large’ (p. 44).
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Although al-Braizat revisits the claim of incompatibility of Islam and democracy, he
does not examine the issue from the perspective of Muslims who have said that Islam
and democracy are incompatible. Moreover, although rational choice theory can
partly explain the absence of democracy in Jordan, one remains in doubt as to
whether people truly wish to live under an undemocratic system of government,
despite al-Braizat’s finding that there was no incompatibility between Islam and

democracy.

Lucas (2005) examines the other side of the coin of the incompatibility claim,
namely ‘the features of authoritarian regimes that facilitate the stability of autocracy’
(p. 1). He seeks to explain how the ‘Jordanian regime managed to survive external
challenges and control domestic threats’. Lucas asks: ‘Can the Jordanian monarchy’s
success help explain the surprising durability of authoritarian regimes in the Arab
world?” His method is based on the ‘institutional approach,” which ‘blends the
culturalist, structuralist and rationalists accounts’ (p. 1). The culturalist element in
the blend is a cause for concern, especially in light of the fact that the culturalist
tradition has been criticised, not least in Al-Braizat’s PhD thesis referred to above.

Moreover, as Lucas points out, his study ‘concerns itself with the Jordanian regime’s
manipulation of institutional rules in three venues: political parties, the Jordanian
Parliament [...] and the press’ (p. 7). This is relevant to my research as these issues

are addressed in the democratic audit. However, the democratic audit covers many

more issues, and the time period of interest in also different.

Wiktorowicz (2001) studies not only the MB, but other Islamic groups, specifically
the Salafi movement. His study is useful in alerting researchers to the need to avoid
sweeping generalisations, namely, that because the relationship between the MB and
regime was cordial in the past, it would remain so permanently. Subsequent events
support his inclination not to generalise. Ever since the MB/IAF became the main

opposition group in Jordan, the conflicts with the government have been on the
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increase, especially during the premiership of Ma‘ruf al-Bakhit, who had harsh

words for the leadership of IAF/MB for boycotting the municipal elections in 2006.

In one chapter, Wiktorowicz looks at the organisations that belong to the Islamic
movements. He notes that these organisations are dominated by men (p. 88). He
attributes this to the fact that ‘the Islamic movements themselves are dominated by
men,’” and to the ‘Islamist values of segregation, which separates men and women
and typically places women in less public role’ (p. 88). This is hardly surprising.
Religious movements are conservative in nature, especially in the Muslim world. The
examination of the MB’s attitude towards women and their rights required deeper

analysis.

Noyon (2003) examines Islam and politics in four countries: Turkey, Jordan, Tunisia

and Algeria. According to Noyon, there are four currents within the IAF (p. 92):

(1) The pragmatists are those who ‘advocate working with the government by
consensus’.

(2) The activists focus on ‘domestic political reform, international Muslim
solidarity, and non-normalization of relations with Israel’.

(3) Traditional conservatives concentrate on ‘reforms of the sharia religious
education’.

(4) Ultra-Conservatives are ‘doctrinaire on social issues and rejectionist on
foreign policy’.

If the foreign policy concerns relations with Israel, and/or the USA, one can see why
the rejectionist term is used by Noyon. A state’s foreign policy, however, is not
based on the attitude towards a single issue or one country. Jordan has relations with
many countries. Therefore, to use the attitude towards the ‘peace process’ in the

Middle East as a basis to describe a group as ‘rejectionist’ is not justified.

Noyon points out that ‘Westernized elites tolerate inept, corrupt and repressive
regimes out of fear that an Islamic regime would not guarantee their rights and would
be more socially repressive’ (p. 25). One wonders whether these elites adopt this
attitude only out of concern with their rights. There is also a possibility that these

elites have common interests with the rulers and the fear Noyon refers to is a pretext.
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Moreover, it is untenable to argue that there are always two choices: authoritarianism
or a very conservative way of life. Although the point about Westernised elites is
brief, Noyon makes a good case for why the Islamists should be included in the
political process (p. 95):
If change is to be based on the model of multi-party, democratic system, it
will of necessity involve the question of integrating political Islamists who

address the interest of merging classes and social trends and who seek to
participate in government.

In relation to Jordan, this kind of advice has been heeded but, as has been argued by
Robinson (1998), what happened in Jordan was ‘defensive democratization’, as will

be outlined below.

Brown’s study (2006) of IAF/MB is highly relevant to my own research. Brown
notes that IAF ‘may be the most democratic party in the region in terms of internal
operations’ (p. 3). He further notes that the IAF ‘has built an impressive set of
democratic structures internally. Party leaders are elected by membership and there is
regular turnover in top positions’ (p. 6). Brown’s sole focus is the IAF/MB. In
contrast, my research project has sought to explore the conditions in which the

IAF/MB operate, and to assess the state of democracy in Jordan.

Al-Sharah’s PhD thesis (1997) is about the process which was launched in 1989. He
states that his objective is ‘to explore and analyse the political liberalization in
Jordan,” and ‘to review Jordan’s experience with representative institutions at earlier
periods’ (p. 1). The most relevant part of his study is the period between 1989 and
1993. Even in this part, his approach is broad in that he looks at all parties, not just
the MB/IAF. Al-Sharah concludes that ‘[a]n unwritten pact seems to exist between
the monarchy and the Islamists, resulting in what could be described as the major

potential opposition following the rules of the liberalization process’ (p. 323).

Wiktorowicz (2001) makes a similar point in relation to the MB when he notes that it
‘never seriously challenged the legitimacy or power of the ruling regime’ (p. 95). In
contrast, ‘the Egyptian Brotherhood experienced violent clashes with president ‘Abd
al-Nasser’. Although Wiktorowicz mentions the ‘relatively cordial and cooperative
relationship with the Hashimite monarchy’ (p. 95), he also refers to issues on which

both sides disagreed, such as the British presence in the country; the relationship

34



with the Shah of Iran in 1978 and 1979; Jordan’s support for Iraq during the Iran-Iraq
War; and keeping diplomatic ties with Egypt when other Arab states severed them
after the signing of the Camp David Accords (p. 99).

Moaddel (2002) studies the relationship between the state and religious movements
in Egypt, Iran, Jordan, and Syria. In the three Arab countries, he studies the
relationship with the MB. In Egypt there is an active Christian Coptic religious
movement which is not included in Moaddel’s book. Nonetheless, my thesis shares
Moaddel’s interest in studying Jordan and the relationship between the MB and the
state. Moaddel advocates a notion of ‘Jordanian exceptionalism’ because unlike
Syria and Egypt, there has been no persecution of the MB in Jordan. Moaddel
suggests that ‘the state’s inclusionary policy towards the MB solidified the MB-
Hashimite alliance’ (p. 3). This is another uncritical view of the relationship between
both sides. It is untenable in light of subsequent events and the change of monarch in
1999. Moreover, the suggestion of an inclusionary policy is in need of scrutiny to
establish whether, and to what extent, it is inclusionary. The democratic audit asks

specific questions in this regard.

The validity of the statements about a pact, written or not, between the regime and
the MB, is not sustainable when one looks at the period up until 2010. The MB/IAF
boycotted the elections in 1997 and 2010. The relationship between King ‘Abdullah
IT and the MB/IAF is different from the one maintained by King Hussein. Moreover,

the relationship between the governments and the MB/IAF became adversarial.

Boulby (1999) examines the issue of popularity of the MB in the elections and
attempts to explain it. Despite incomplete information about the breakdown of

election results with regard to gender and occupation, she notes (p. 105):

Analysis of this regional breakdown of the Brotherhood’s vote highlights
its ability to appeal to all social classes and both Palestinians and
Transjordanians. The Brotherhood was elected in the urban centers of
Amman and Irbid which have the kingdom’s highest concentration of
Palestinians, ranging from the wealthiest to destitute camp-dwellers. The
movement also won seats in the richest constituencies of Amman, home
of the East Bank and Palestinian business elite.

Therefore, Boulby disagrees with the suggestion that the appeal of the MB can be

explained by ‘a single universal economic or political explanation’. She quotes other
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scholars, such as Davis, Marty, and Appleby, who disagree with downplaying the

importance of religion in people’s lives (p.106).

Boulby’s study is realistic in its approach, especially when she recognises the fact
that the MB enjoys the support of a cross-section of the population of Jordan.
However, she too repeats the criticism of the Islamic movements in general that their
ideology is vague, and their ‘political agenda’ is ‘ill-defined’ (p. 115). The MB/IAF
documents briefly reviewed above do not support this conclusion. However, in
fairness one can say that these documents were not available at the time she

conducted her research in Jordan.

Noyon (2003) observes that Jordan ‘has allowed Islamists more freedom to organise
and more autonomy in their social and political activities than have most other Arab
states’ (p. 81; emphasis added). There is some generalisation here, especially
regarding the political activities towards which the government still shows hostility,

and often prevents political activities from taking place.

Robinson (1998) considers Jordan a ‘rentier state’, namely, one which depends on
‘international rents instead of direct taxation for a disproportionate share of its
government revenues’ (p. 389). In relation to the elections of 1993, Robinson
disagrees with the suggestion that the popularity of the Islamists declined. He notes
that ‘they did so well in an electoral system clearly designed to work against their
interest’ (p. 399). The measurement of their success is reflected in winning ‘more
than a quarter of all parliamentary seats’, which is equivalent to ‘a third of all non-

quota seats’ (p. 399).

Robinson attributes the success of MB/IAF to three factors: (a) being ‘the best-
organised’ group which was able to provide ‘social services in places where the
government had little such presence’; (b) the candidates ‘were seen as pious, selfless,
and incorruptible’; and (c) the Palestine question and support from the Palestinians in

Jordanian cities (p. 399).

Lust-Okar (2001) studies political parties in Jordan, including the MB and IAF. She
points out that in the 1950s, ‘the Muslim Brotherhood never gained more than four

seats, or 10 percent, of Parliament in any one election. Hizb al-Tahrir fared worse,
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gaining only one seat in the 1954 and 1956 elections’ (p. 558). In contrast, the
MB/IAF ‘won twenty-two seats in the 1989 elections, and sixteen in the 1993

elections’ (p. 558).

In explaining the change of fortunes, Lust-Okar attributes the success to three
reasons. Firstly, the MB ‘operated openly during the 1970s and 1980s [...] as a social
organization’. Secondly, the MB built ‘organizational strength’ as a result of having
its headquarters in Jordan (unlike other parties). Consequently, the MB ‘built social
service organizations such as hospitals and charities that raised its profile and
strengthened its relationship with the masses’. Thirdly, ‘the Islamists have benefited
from regional conditions’, namely, ‘the ‘Iranian Revolution and the increased
activity of Islamist political organizations across the region’. Consequently, the MB

was able ‘to capitalize on this regional rise in popularity’ (pp. 558-559).

The reasons cited by Robinson and Lust-Okar are in need of re-examination because
the MB/IAF could not sustain the good results achieved in 1989 and 1993. The
questions to be answered in this regard are related to whether the MB/IAF have

exhausted their appeal, become less organised, or there is some other reason.

Knowles (2005) has studied the political economy of Jordan since 1989, which
makes his study highly relevant. Knowles focuses on the political economy and does
not address the issues of incompatibility of democracy and Islam/ism, or the state of
democracy in Jordan. He firmly places Jordan’s economy in the rentier category. The
relevance of this characterisation is that there are suggestions that democracy is
unlikely to establish a foothold in a rentier state. For example, Robinson (1998, p.
390) notes that one of the characteristics of a rentier state is the ‘depoliticization’ of
the society. He observes that ‘rentier states are better situated to resist demands for
significant democratic expansion if the fiscal crisis is limited in scope and time [...]
Conversely, if a rentier state is compelled by budgetary realities to permanently
extract greater resources from its own society (namely, through taxation), then
demands for greater inclusion and substantive political restructuring would be

difficult to resist’ (p. 389).

Moreover, Robinson characterises the process which started in Jordan in the late

1980s as ‘defensive democratization’. His argument is that ‘the process is best
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understood as a series of preemptive measures designed to maintain elite privilege in
Jordan while limiting the appeal of more fundamental political change’ (p. 387). He
points out that King Hussein has ‘sought to undermine the only social force legally
able to disrupt key regime policies, the Islamist Muslim Brotherhood, and its
political party, the Islamic Action Front” (p. 387). According to Robinson,
‘Parliament’s primary task was to legitimate King Hussein’s political agenda’ (p.
393). In this regard, the democratic audit covers the role of parliament in contributing
to democracy. Therefore, there will be a detailed assessment which may support or

undermine the assertion.

Al-Sharah (1997) concludes that ‘Jordan has emerged as the most democratically
open country in the Arab world, in the sense that all political groups and tendencies
including the Islamists, can participate in the political process’ (p. 323). It is not clear
what al-Sharah means by ‘most democratically open’ and why he only chose to make
the comparison in the context of the Arab world. One is left in doubt as to whether
there are democratic countries in the Arab world, and how he can reach the
conclusion that Jordan is the most democratic. His assessment is not based on one of

the various methods used to assess the state of democracy in a given country.

Schwedler (2006) asserts that Jordan does not even come ‘close to meeting the most
basic manifestations for democracy’ (p. 2). Lynch (1999) clarifies that his study is
‘not a comprehensive political history of Jordan, or an overview of the Jordanian
political system’ (p. 31). His study is related to international relations theory.
However, of interest is his assertion that since 1989 ‘political discussion in Jordan
has become remarkably free and open on even the most sensitive topics’ (p. 31). This

is another example of an assessment not based on well-defined criteria.

Robinson (1998) uses ‘democratization’ and ‘liberalization’ when he refers to the
process which started in 1989. When he uses the former he says it ‘has not followed
the same path as the recent democratic transitions’ elsewhere in the world. When he
uses ‘liberalization’ he argues that it is ‘a series of pre-emptive measures designed to
maintain elite privilege’ (p. 347). In these assessments/judgements, there are no

criteria mentioned with regard to how they are reached.
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Milton-Edwards (1993) quotes Finer (1970) who classified Jordan as ‘facade
democracy.” She tests whether this is still valid and concludes that although there
have been changes since 1989, ‘there is little evidence to contradict Finer’s
classification of Jordan as facade democracy’ (p. 201). Therefore, one must first

identify Finer’s criteria before further discussion of the point.

Facade democracy, as defined by Finer (1970), is ‘a system where liberal-democratic
institutions, processes, and safeguards, are established by law but in practice so
manipulated or violated by a historic oligarchy as to stay in office’ (p. 441). Taking
this as a crude form of measurement, one can say Milton-Edwards conclusion is not
erroneous. However, the criteria she used were not detailed enough. Moreover, after
the war of 1967, Jordan suspended parliamentary life, and after the clashes of
September of 1970, there were no institutions that could be appropriately called the
‘liberal democratic institutions, processes and safeguards’. It is correct, however, to
observer that the prime concern of the ruling dynasty is to stay in office, by means of

manipulation and violation as Finer observes.

Finer’s criteria are not calibrated well-enough to measure various aspects of a
democratic system. This situation leads one to search for better criteria to assess the
state of democracy in a given country. The democratic audit provides a detailed

assessment.

Jamal (2007) studies barriers to democracy in the Palestinian territories, Jordan,
Egypt, and Morocco. She explains that ‘the discourse on civil society has remained a
key feature of democracy promotion initiatives’ (p.1). She sets out to test whether
civil society organisations (CSOs) in these countries ‘promote or depress’
democracy. In her view, the relationship of associations to clientelistic and
authoritarian governments is dramatically different from that between associations
and democracies’ (p. 3). In relation to Jordan, Jamal refers to the Jordanian law
concerning voluntary and nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) which gives the

authorities ‘the right to enter the offices of any NGO to review its records’ (p. 121).
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Because Jamal studies civil society in four countries, one can see that her treatment
of each country is brief. While her contribution to the field of civil society is
valuable, the assessment of the state of democracy is not her concern. The
democratic audit asks relevant questions about civil society which will draw a clearer

picture for this sector and the overall state of democracy in Jordan.

Massad (2001) studies identity making in Jordan. He explains that his intention is ‘to
describe and analyse the processes through which peoples and territories that were
constituted as a nation in 1921 came to accept this designation and within a few
decades began to agitate for political rights based on it’ (p. 14). The most relevant
part of Massad’s study is his discussion of the Palestinian-Transjordanian relations.
The discrimination against the Palestinians, he suggested, ‘became increasingly
institutionalized: there was less government representation, less employment in the

public sector, fewer academic opportunities, and less access to public funds’ (pp. 13-
14).

Although my research covers Palestinian-Transjordanian relations in the context of
the histories of Jordan and Palestine as well as the context of the democratic audit
vis-a-vis the agreement on citizenship, my approach is unrelated to Massad’s. His

research belongs to cultural and identity studies.

Gunning (2009) studies Hamas, which is the armed group of the MB in Palestine. I
chose to include his book in this review because of the organic link been the MB/IAF
in Jordan and MB/Hamas in Palestine. Gunning studies Hamas’s documents and
interviews its leaders to establish how decisions are informed by political and
democratic theory. Gunning says: ‘Political theory informs both Hamas’s utopian
worldview, and its day-to-day decisions’ (p. 55). I would agree with him to a limited
extent in that the leaders of Hamas are educated people, some of whom would be
familiar with political theory and informed by it. However, I cannot agree with him
that when Hamas leaders meet to make a decision they would discuss political theory

and how it can inform the decisions they need to make.

Gunning disagrees with the arguments that Hamas is incapable of change. ‘Politics,’
Gunning notes, ‘is never static. Neither are political organizations’. He further

explains that ‘Hamas has changed since its inception’ (p. 2). The evidence supports
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Gunning’s contention. For instance, Hamas did not participate in the elections after
the Oslo Agreement, but participated and won in 2006. The same principle applies to
MB/IAF in Jordan. They change too.

Literature review: conclusion

There are five gaps in the literature reviewed above. The first gap is related to time.
The literature reviewed covers part of the period of interest (1990-2010), and stops at
the elections of 1993. This reflects a surge in interest in Jordan after King Hussein
decided to hold elections in 1989, and appears to have subsided after a while. None
of the studies reviewed above assesses the state of democracy in Jordan over a period
of twenty years. Because the assessment was for a period of several years after the
elections of 1989, the reliability of conclusions is in question. For instance, that the
MB or IAF is the most organised party in 1989 and 1993 explains the high number of
seats in the elections of these years. However, the same factor fails to explain the
dwindling number of seats in subsequent elections, which went down to six in 2007.
None of the studies was in a position to evaluate the process at a juncture which calls
for such an evaluation, namely, after a period of time which is equivalent to a

generation.

Second, there is more focus on the MB/IAF than on the government in assessing the
democratic process. The slogans, programmes or lack thereof, and the appeal of the
MBV/IAF are examined. Yet a detailed assessment of the state of democracy is absent,
especially the role of the government in improving or hindering the state of

democracy.

The third gap is related to methods. With the exception of al-Braizat, who conducted
a poll, other researchers used in-depth interviews and ethnographic research
methods. Therefore, there is a distinct advantage to using the democratic audit to
produce a detailed assessment by Jordanians. The audit enables comparison with

countries that have been audited, or will be in the future.

A fourth aspect is that a case study of more than one country has advantages,
especially in attempting to reach generalisable conclusions. However, a distinct

disadvantage is that limitations on time and word count of a book or thesis force the
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authors to summarise heavily the case of each country to an extent that leaves one

disappointed at the lack of depth.

A by-product of conducting a democratic audit of Jordan is to test the method of the
audit. A great deal of importance is attached to methods in research projects. No
researchers can get away with a thesis or a report without outlining the methods used.
Methods that have been used over time, and have become established, require less
justification, as they have been tested repeatedly and the scepticism about them has
subsided. In the case of the democratic audit, there was an opportunity to use a new
method and test it at the same time. Even if the method proved unreliable, which I
hasten to add it was not, there would still be a benefit in testing the procedure to
confirm the reliability of the method, the need to modify it, or to abandon it all

together.
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Chapter 2

Islam, Islamism, and Democracy

This chapter constitutes the theoretical track of the thesis. It focuses on the claims of
incompatibility between democracy and both Islam and Islamism. The part
concerned with the claims made by Muslims examines their religious justifications.
The chapter also addresses the issue of whether democracy and shari‘a can co-exist.
In the discussion of Islamism, the chapter engages with some of the proposals to
safeguard against changing the democratic nature of the system if the Islamists come

to power.

PART 1: ISLAM AND DEMOCRACY

Islam' is a religion which emanated in the cities of Mecca and Medina in what is
currently known as the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Its Prophet, Muhammad, preached
a message that there is only one god, Allah, and that he is his messenger. A statement
to this effect brings a non-Muslim into Islam. When Muhammad started to preach the
new message, he and his followers were persecuted in Mecca. Consequently, he

instructed them to emigrate to Medina and he joined them there.

In Medina, the Muslims practised their religion freely, and were able to attract more
followers. Their strength increased over the years. They were able to re-enter Mecca
and rid it of idols worshiped by its people. Islam branched out of Mecca and Medina,
and over the centuries, Muslims conquered vast areas of the world. It is currently

followed by a billion people; the majority of whom are non-Arabs.

Prophet Muhammad belonged to the strongest tribe, Quraysh, which had its
prominent families and subclans, from which old and modern dynasties take their

names—such as the Umayyad, Abbasid, and Hashimite of Jordan.

The history of Islam is full of power struggles and internal conflicts. The first

occurred immediately after the death of Muhammad. The dispute was about who was

' The information contained in this section is very basic for a Muslim. Many books introduce and
explain Islam to non-Muslims. See for instance John Esposito’s Islam: The Straight Path.
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the most deserving to succeed him: someone from the people who emigrated with
him from Mecca; someone from the people who welcomed him and his followers in
Medina; or someone from his extended family, such as his cousin “Ali. The outcome
of this dispute was the selection of Abu Bakr, the friend of Muhammad, and his

father-in-law, whose title became the successor (khalifa, caliph).

The early disputes produced two branches of Islam: Sunni and Shi‘i. In the former,
Prophet Muhammad’s statements and actions (sunna) are given paramount
importance, only second to the Qur’an. In the latter, Muhammad’s cousin, ‘Ali (the
fourth caliph) and members of his family have a special status, and are considered

infallible.

The Sunni branch is the larger one. The CIA (2010) estimates that it ‘accounts for
over 75% of the world’s Muslim population, while the Shi‘i ‘represents 10-
20% of Muslims worldwide’. The Shi‘a are concentrated in Iran, Iraq, Bahrain, and
Lebanon. Shi‘i communities, however, live in many other countries, such as Saudi

Arabia, the Gulf states, India, Pakistan, and Turkey.

Religious practices and interpretations vary from one Muslim country to another.
There are variations even within the same country and within the same branch of
Islam. In Jordan, 92 percent of the population are Sunni Muslims (CIA 2007, p. 329).
Therefore, whenever Islam is mentioned in the thesis, it refers to the Sunni branch
which is followed by the majority of Muslims worldwide, and by the vast majority of

the people in Jordan. It is also the official religion in Jordan.

Islam and Democracy: The Incompatibility Claims

The claims of incompatibility between democracy and Islam fall into two categories.
The first is that of Muslims, parties or people, who base their arguments on religious
grounds, or more precisely, on their interpretations of the Qur’an and sunna. For
instance, such a claim is made by Hizb al-Tahrir (1990), al-Mawdudi (1976), and
Qutb ([1964] 1979). The second category is that of scholars, such as Bernard Lewis
(1990), Samuel Huntington (1991 and 1997), Francis Fukuyama (1992), Daniel Pipes
(1997), and Martin Kramer (1997). Their claim of incompatibility is based on

different grounds, which will be outlined below.
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Leaving these claims aside for a moment, it is necessary to outline the way
according to which something is considered allowed (halal), or forbidden (haram) in
Islam, and by extension compatible or not. Arriving at such a conclusion is part of
what is known as the fundamentals of jurisprudence (usil al-figh)—a discipline of
religious studies which produced the many rules related to inheritance, marriage,
and other aspects. I shall focus on the forbidden because it relates to the

incompatibility claim.

As Zedan ([1976] 2004, pp. 113-180) explains, when there is a need to establish a
rule, a Muslim jurist (fagih) will resort to four major sources: the Qur’an, sunna,
ijma‘ (consensus/unanimity), and giyas (analogy/comparison). Al-*"Awwa (2006, pp.
149-150.) confirms that the evidence found in these sources has hierarchical power,
namely, that the evidence found in the Qur’an carries more weight than that found in
the sunna. In other words, the procedure referred to here is not that of a particular
faqih or scholar. Also, for the sake of added clarity, if the evidence is found in the

Qur’an, one does not proceed to find evidence to contradict it in the other sources.

I shall use this procedure to explain how a fagih can establish what the rule should be

vis-a-vis a matter that Muslims want to practise in line with Islam’s teachings.

For something to be declared forbidden in Islam, ideally there has to be a clear
instruction in the Qur’an explicitly stating that it is prohibited. For the sake of
illustrating the point, I shall outline how it can be decided that gambling and drinking
alcoholic beverages are forbidden. A fagih will first consult the Qur’an. He/she will

find the following verse (5:90):
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O believers, wine and gambling, idols and divining arrows are an
abhorrence, the work of Satan. So keep away [emphasis added], that you
may prevail.”

On this matter, the Qur’an has something to say, and the instruction is very clear:
keep away! A faqih does not need to go further. If one follows this procedure and

applies it to democracy, one needs to search the Qur’an for the term ‘democracy’ to

* The English translation is by Tarif Khalidi. See my note in the methods section on verses of the
Qur’an and their translations.
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see what it says about it. Democracy is not mentioned in the Qur’an. Therefore, one
cannot say it is forbidden in Islam by reference to a clear instruction. This leads to

the second stage in the search for evidence.

The next step is to search in the sunna; in particular, the authentic statements of
Prophet Muhammad,” or things that he had done. It should be noted that the sunna
does not contradict the Qur’anic instructions: it may explain them; it may elaborate
upon them; and it may introduce something not mentioned in the Qur’an. For
instance, how Muslims pray is not described in the Qur’an, but the Prophet taught
people how to do it. Muslims now perform prayers according to how Prophet
Muhammad taught his companions, not according to a manner prescribed in the

Qur’an.

It has been established that the Qur’an did not take a stand on democracy (using the
very term). What about the sunna? If the Prophet forbade democracy in a statement
or an action, then Muslims will treat that as a powerful religious instruction to refrain
from practising it. Nothing in the collections of the sayings of Prophet Muhammad
contains instructions about democracy. Therefore, one finds no guidance on the
matter to declare democracy incompatible with Islam. This leads to the third stage in

the process of searching for evidence.

When guidance cannot be found in the Qur’an or sunna, a fagih will look for a
consensus of the views of the companions of Prophet Muhammad.* According to
Zedan (2004, p. 149), the rule that the mother was entitled to a share in cases of
inheritance was established through the rule of wunanimity/consensus. The
companions of the Prophet all verified the fact that he, Abu Bakr, and “Umar applied
this rule and gave the mother a share of one sixth. If one attempts to find a rule

concerning democracy, one will not find guidance in unanimity/consensus.

’ The statements attributed to Prophet Muhammad vary in their reliability of authenticity. The
authentic ones are included in volumes compiled by Bukhari and Muslim. However, even the
authenticity of the statements in these volumes is not accepted by all, but this is a different point.

* In my view, the notion of consensus is problematic. However, my concern here is to illustrate the
procedure as used by the Muslim scholars of fundamentals (usiiliyytin).
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Therefore, one has to search for guidance in the next stage: qiyas

(analogy/comparison).

The Qur’an instructs Muslims to avoid alcoholic beverages, as outlined above. It
does not mention drugs: marijuana, opium, heroin, and similar substances. However,
because drugs are similar to alcohol in the effect on the mind, it is not illogical to
declare drugs forbidden. Applying the same to democracy, a scholar has to find
something comparable to democracy, and declare it to be halal or haram, in line with
what it is being compared with. If democracy is comparable to something permitted,
then it is compatible with Islam. If it is comparable to something that is forbidden in

Islam, then it is incompatible with Islam.

For the sake of completeness, it should be noted that the procedure has other stages
which include ijtihad and interests. However, once a fagih reaches the stage of qiyas,

the rule ceases to be based on a source that is considered incapable of interpretations.

By making comparisons, two contradictory conclusions are possible. The first is that
there is nothing halal in Islam that is equivalent to democracy in order to declare the
latter as such. The other conclusion is that there is something allowed in Islam and
equivalent to democracy, and therefore it is possible to declare the latter permissible.
The notion to compare democracy with in this case is shura, which has two
meanings: consultation and deliberation. It is mentioned in the Qur’an in a context
that encourages Muslims to practise it. Both conclusions will be justified by their

proponents by contesting what shura means and requires.

A whole sura, 42, in the Qur’an is called shura. Verse 42:38 mentions a few traits of

Muslims, which include the practice of shura:
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Those who answer the call of their Lord and perform the
prayers; Those who settle their affairs through common
a’eliberations;5 [emphasis added] Those who expend from
what We provided them.

° The translator seems to have contradicted himself and did not choose literal rendering. It is
noteworthy that one can see the part of the verse about consultation in parliaments in the Muslim
world.
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In another verse (3:159), the Prophet is instructed to consult with the Muslims:
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It is through God’s mercy that you are gentle towards them.
Had you been cruel and hard of heart, they would have
dispersed from your presence. So forgive them and ask God’s
pardon for them and seek their counsel in all affairs.
[emphasis added]. When resolved upon a matter, put your
trust in God, for God loves those who put their trust in Him.

However, when and how to consult, and whether the outcome of the consultation
process is to be followed or not, is the subject of different views. Al-Biit1 (2003), a
traditional Muslim preacher,6 says that Prophet Muhammad engaged in consultation
with his companions. The consultation is obligatory when there is no clear
instruction in the Qur’an or sunna regarding a certain issue. Moreover, consultation
is also a necessity in cases of war, peace, and treaties. According to al-Buti,
consultation is mandatory in these only two situations. However, he points out that

the ruler is not required to follow the advice given to him by the people consulted (p.

237).

Al-Ghazali (1990) rejects the views that are similar to al-Biiti’s, namely that shura is
is highly limited, highly procedural, and devoid of any usefulness to the people being
governed. He agrees that shura is not used to decide what is allowed or forbidden
according to Islam. He explains that shura covers worldly and ordinary matters, such
as collecting taxes and declaring a war. He further argues that it is ‘suicidal to leave
decisions on these matters to rulers who claim they are geniuses’ (pp. 45-47). Al-
Qaradawi (1974) agrees with al-Ghazali’s view on shura. He considers it binding as
well (pp. 227-229). Moreover, Gharaybeh (2000), a Muslim scholar who also served
in the senior leadership of the IAF, dedicated a chapter to the issue of shura (pp. 295-
328). He argues that shura includes the right of the nation to elect the leader, and that

it entails acceptance of majority rule.

® By traditional I mean someone who wears certain attire, which includes a turban.
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I shall now return to the claims of incompatibility, having contextualised the

procedure of declaring an act or a notion to be permitted or forbidden in Islam.

Incompatibility Claims: Muslims

The claim of incompatibility between Islam and democracy is made by the
Liberation Party (Hizb al-Tahrir), which was established in 1953 by the Palestinian,
Taqgiyyuddin al-Nabhani. According to the leader of Hizb al-Tahrir, “Abd al-Qadim
Zallim, ‘democracy is a man-made system of government,” and the ‘term itself is an
alien one’. Moreover, Zallim argues that ‘democracy is related to the principle of
separation of state and religion’. All these elements, according to Zalliim, make

democracy unlslamic (1990, pp. 2-4).

Contrary to the suggestion made by Esposito and Voll (1996, p. 23), al-Mawdudi
(1976, p. 159) claims that Islam and democracy are incompatible. Islam, he argues, is
‘the very antithesis of a secular western democracy’. In arguing the case of
incompatibility, al-Mawdudi makes two contradictory arguments. In one he argues
that Islam and democracy are incompatible. In another, he talks about the
‘democratic essence’ of Islam and coins a term for it: ‘theo-democracy’ (pp. 148-
170). I suggest that Esposito and Voll (1996) unjustifiably ignored one part of al-
Mawdudi’s argument and adopted the other. The part they ignored specifically refers

to ‘secular western democracy’.

I have discussed briefly in the first chapter how it is erroneous to consider democracy
or modernity European or Western. Al-Ghannouchi (1993) argues that ‘the
democratic system as is in the West remains, in the absence of an Islamic one, the
best system that resulted from the development of human thought’. He further argues
that ‘the defects of the [Western] democratic system’ should not be used as an excuse

‘to reject it’, because it is ‘better than tyranny’ (p. 87).

On what basis does al-Mawdudi declare that Islam and democracy are incompatible?
Al-Mawdudi attaches a great deal of importance to the notion of ‘sovereignty of
God’, and contrasts it with the sovereignty of people. ‘All prophets,” argues al-
Mawdudi, ‘conveyed to mankind the guidance which was revealed to them and asked

to acknowledge the absolute sovereignty of God [emphasis added] and render
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unalloyed obedience to him’ (p. 149). He further argues that the ‘belief in the unity
and sovereignty of Allah is the foundation of the social and moral systems

pronounced by the prophets’ (p. 158).

Al-Mawdudi’s argument (1976, p. 158) is based on the notion that democracy is
about the sovereignty of people. To him and to other like-minded people, there is
only one sovereignty, and it belongs to Allah. His evidence is in verse 2:30:
Sy b Sl (0 Lo a3l B ABA a1 3 Je s ) adlall &t 05 3
sl ¥ def ) 06 8l (a8 Slaes, 2 BA55 2Ll
And remember when God said to the angels: ‘I shall appoint a
deputy [vicegerent] on earth,” and they answered: ‘Will you place
therein one who sows discord and sheds blood while we chant

Your praises and proclaim Your holiness?” God said: ‘I know what
you do no,’

The context of the verse is unrelated to democracy, or to how human beings should
govern others on earth. However, as Abou El-Fadl (2004) points out: ‘God’s
vicegerent does not share God’s perfection of judgment and will’. Therefore, what he
calls ‘constitutional democracy’ can constitute ‘a basis for pursuing justice and thus

for fulfilling a fundamental responsibility assigned by God to each one of us’ (p. 6).

Furthermore, al-Ghazali (1990, pp. 44-45) indicated that people detected that his
view on shura was different from al-Mawdudi’s. He explained that al-Mawdudi was
of the view that shura should not undermine the executive branch of government. Al-
Ghazali suggested that this was the case in modern systems of government.

However, the ruler was not except from abiding by shura.

Al-Mawdudi argues against democracy because it relies on the sovereignty of
people. He suggests that ‘if the people dislike any law and demand its abrogation,
howsoever just and rightful it might be, it has to be expunged forthwith’ (p. 160).
This is the wrong characterisation of how a democratic system of government works,
whether in relation to how laws are enacted; how people behave in a democracy; and

how laws are repealed.

I suggest that when al-Mawdudi formulated his argument concerning the sovereignty
of God, he was responding to the arguments of his time. When democracy is

presented as the ‘sovereignty of people,” he will respond that the sovereignty of God
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is paramount. I would recall what Huntington (1991, pp. 5-7) said about the debates
amongst scholars concerning the meaning of democracy, and that they continued
until the 1970s, when the procedural definition became dominant. In other words, al-
Mawdudi engaged in a different debate: that of authority and purpose of government.
Therefore, al-Mawdudi’s interpretation constitutes no basis for rejecting democracy

and declaring it incompatible with Islam.

Sayyid Qutb’ ([1964] 1979) argues that Islam and democracy are incompatible. He
employs the notion of sovereignty of God, but calls it hakimiyya. He uses a phrase

which appears in the Qur’an in 6:57, 12:40 and 12:67:

AY) sl )
Judgement [Sovereignty] belongs solely to God.

The term ‘hukm’, from which hdakimiyya is derived, appears in these verses and
others. When one examines the meaning of ‘hukm’ where it appears in the Qur’an, it
is clear that the meaning is not a state, regime, or government. It is usually in a
context which states that the ultimate judgement belongs to Allah and that he is the
final arbiter. In Khalidi’s translation of these three verses, he uses ‘judgement’ twice

and ‘sovereignty’ once.

There is, however, an artificial point being made when Qutb says that sovereignty
belongs to Allah, because a practising Muslim does not dispute that. Even a king or
president who offers prayers acknowledges that Allah is superior to him. Therefore,
there is no contradiction between the existence of a sovereign state with a ruler
(hakim) and the sovereignty that belongs to Allah, because the sovereignty of state

and that of Allah are two different notions.

Qutb does what Karl Popper (1963) warns against: to seek ‘confirming evidence’ for
a theory and to disregard ‘refutations’ (p. 36). This approach, in Popper’s analysis,
leads to some instances of ‘myths’, namely when a theory is not formulated ‘in a
testable form’ (p. 38). In explaining his views, Popper refers to Marx’s ‘theory of

history’ and how its followers rejected ‘refutations’ by others. Consequently, they

7 Arabic version of Ma‘alem F; 1 Al-Tariig [Milestones/Signposts]
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‘could not open a newspaper without finding on every page confirming evidence for

[their] interpretation of history’ (p. 35).

Interestingly, another verse in the Qur’an (4:59) is used in Saudi Arabia to confer
legitimacy on the ruling dynasty and demand obedience of the people. One can only
speculate whether Qutb would consider this verse compatible with his argument that
hukm belongs to Allah, or it can be delegated in full or in part to those in charge of

the affairs of Muslims (uli al-amr/ =¥ ).

Qutb marshals verses, in whole or in part, in support of an argument, although the
apparent context seems unrelated. He goes to an extreme when he defends ‘God’s

law’ [shar‘a Allah/4 ¢ »&]. For instance, he says [p. 96]:

The interest of mankind is embedded in God’s law, as Allah
handed it down and as conveyed by his messenger. If one day, it
appeared to mankind that their interest is in violating what was
enacted to them by God they first would be deluded.

[...]

And second they would be kafir. No one who claims that one’s
interest is in what violates the law of Allah remains for a moment
of this religion and a member of the people of this religion.

The passage above shows how easy it is to declare that a Muslim is not a Muslim
(kafir) by simply accusing him of violating Allah’s law.

However, Qutb’s views did not go unchallenged. The leader of the MB in Egypt,
Hassan al-Hudaybi (1977) faulted Qutb for declaring a Muslim a kafir, marshalling
counter-evidence from the Qur’an and sunna. He also addressed the points made by
both al-Mawdudi and Qutb about the sovereignty of God, arguing that there were

many areas in which it is left to man to make laws (pp. 103-113).

Furthermore, Yusef al-Qaradawi (2001), in his memoirs, faults Qutb for declaring
Muslims kafirs. Qaradawi wonders why Qutb disregarded verses related to jihad that

make the concept broader than characterised by Qutb. He further deplores Qutb for
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accusing those who oppose his views (a) of stupidity and of lacking knowledge, and

(b) of being psychologically weak and influenced by the orientalists.®

‘Abdullah al-Nafisi (1999) attributes the appeal of Qutb to the young Muslims who
are going through intellectual transformation in their lives to ‘his martyrdom, which
added meaning to what he used to preach. It made his ideas and reality identical. This
is the honour a mujahid [fighter] wants to be inscribed on his grave’ (p. 37). Al-
Nafisi also attributes Qutb’s appeal to the latter’s simple writing style, which ‘lacks
the philosophical abstraction, and intellectual dryness’. His ideas were written in a

‘literary style, and dominated by overflowing emotions of an ideological preacher’

(p. 38).

Qutb went further than arguing that hdkimiyya is Allah’s prerogative. He also
considered Muslims to be in a state of jahiliyya that should be changed by following
the example of Prophet Muhammad and how he managed to spread Islam. He did not
spare ‘even Muslims who pray, observe Ramadan, and perform the Hajj’ (p. 105). He
amalgamated all societies, Muslim and otherwise, and considered them to be in a

state of jahiliyya (pp. 88-93).

The logical and pressing question here is what is jahiliyya? This has become a term
that in Arabic refers to the era before Islam. Those who refused to accept
Muhammad’s new message were described as jahilin (singular jahil). The
contemporary meaning of jahil is an ignorant person, or someone who is not aware of
certain things (a child is considered jahil). In the contemporary meaning, jahiliyya is

the state of ignorance. But was that its meaning 1400 years ago?

Language: Old and New Meanings

How is it possible for al-Mawdudi and Qutb to quote a verse and argue that it
stipulates a clear-cut instruction in the Qur’an? After exhausting the four stages
outlined above, it becomes possible to resort to ijtihdd: making a reasoned
judgement. To prevent ijtihad from being abused, there is a rule which says ‘no

ijtihad with the text’ (u=il ae Jlgial ¥), Therefore, one who is in favour of Qutb’s

¥ Memoirs were published on Islam on Line, a website which had a close link to Qaradawi. They are
now available on qaradawi.net.
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argument may say that with a verse like that used by Qutb (6:57 for instance), there

is no room for interpretation that democracy is acceptable in Islam. Is this the case?

Nasr Hamed Abu Zaid (2007, pp. 88-105) tackles this matter and puts it in context.
Abu Zaid accepts that there are instances where a rule in the text is clear and it does
not allow for an interpretation. One such instance is preventing sons from marrying
their mothers (2:30). In such an instance, I expect that anyone will agree that this is a

sensible, clear-cut rule that should not allow interpretations which lead to negating it.

Abu Zaid specifically deals with the term jahiliyya, referred to above. As used by
Qutb and others’, it means a state of ignorance and lack of knowledge (p. 56). Abu
Zaid points out that this meaning is not the one from the time of Prophet
Muhammad. It meant then a lack of control of emotions. He cites from the same era
Arab poetry in which the derivatives of the verb, ja-ha-la, are used to demonstrate the
original meaning of jahiliyya. He quotes one of the most famous poems of pre-
Islamic time, known as mu‘allagat (The Seven Odes), which were posted on the

walls of Ka‘ba.

One of the Odes belongs to “Amr ibn Kulthim. It contains a verse which clearly

shows that the meaning of jahiliyya at that time did not mean a state of ignorance:

Lidalal Jea (358 Jeaid e aaf Gleas Y Y
So let no man act foolishly against us,
Or we shall exceed the folly of the foolhardiest'

Moreover, Abu Zaid argues that apart from some instances of clear-cut instructions,
the room to interpret the Qur’an is much wider than Muslims are led to believe. He
argues that the interpretation of the Qur’an always takes into consideration the
reasons why some verses were handed down to the Prophet. The interpretation
process also takes into account the meanings of words at the time of the Prophet. He
points out that some scholars like al-Mawdudi and Qutb gave words meanings not
intended when the verses were handed down. In Qutb’s case, the word ‘hukm’
which, as pointed out earlier, appears in several verses, does not mean the state or the

government in today’s usage.

? The historian Philip Hitti (1948, p. 20) explains it as ‘time of ignorance’ and ‘barbarism.’
' Translation by A. J. Arberry (1957, p. 209)
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Giving words in the Qur’an a contemporary meaning is also cited by ‘Abdelwahab
El-Affendi (2008) in an article about the phenomenon in which jailed Islamists
reconsidered their earlier views.'' Sayyid Imam was one of those who did so, after he
had argued in the wake of the attacks of 11 September 2001 in the US that terrorism

is Islamic because it is mentioned in the Qur’an (8:60).

uAuJJA‘:SéSj}M’:}AM‘)AQMM}M‘LthJa)ﬁw?ﬂL&‘ufé‘)m\}
U}Ah‘yeu\}esmuymmws;ww\yuu”@gm }A:uyeg_a}a

Prepare against them whatever force and war cavalry you can gather
to frighten [emphasis added] therewith the enemy of God and your
enemy, and others besides them whom you do not know but God
does. Whatever you expend in the cause of God will be returned in
full to you, and you shall not be wronged.

As El-Affendi points out, Sayyid Imam declared that those who think that terrorism
is not Islamic are kafirs because they are opposed to what this verse says. El-Affendi
is right to point to this abuse of the language and the Qur’an. His condemnation of

such an abuse is well justified.

It is possible to raise an issue regarding the views of Nasr Hamed Abu Zaid, given
that the book, in which he criticised the Islamic discourse, was the subject of legal
proceedings, and the courts ruled against him. The proceedings were initiated against
him in Egypt to declare him an apostate (murtad: someone who renounces Islam) and
accordingly to annul his marriage to his Muslim wife. Abu Zaid refused to renounce

his views and left Egypt. He died in July 2010.

The reason why some overzealous Muslims directed their wrath at Abu Zaid is
because he asked whether the rules of interpreting a text can apply to the Qur’an. His
answer is in the affirmative, because ‘in the final analysis religious texts are nothing
but linguistics texts’ (p. 204). He rejects the notion that the divine and the human are
in conflict (p. 206). (Such a conflict is evident in the arguments of Qutb and al-
Mawdudi above). He concludes that religious texts are human texts because they
belong to language and the cultures of a specific historic period (p. 209). Therefore,
the language and its cultural milieu are a point of reference in explaining and

interpreting texts which include the Qur’an (p. 209).

"' The Egyptian government organised discussions between Muslim jurists and jailed Islamists. The
discussions led some to change their views on the use of violence for example.
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To illustrate his point, Abu Zaid refers to verses which he says Muslims of old times
did not understand literally. One such verse is 64:17, which talks about giving Allah
a loan.'” No interpretation of the Qur’an suggests that the reference to a loan to Allah
is literal. Therefore, Abu Zaid is correct in arguing that the references to trade,
buying, selling, and loans in the Qur’an reflect the language of an era known for
trade. This is mentioned in the Qur’an in sura 106, about Quraysh and the two

trading caravans which travel in the winter and summer.

The Egyptian appeals court which ruled against Abu Zaid decided that his writings
deny that the Qur’an is the word of God (al-‘Awwa 2003, p. 107). This conclusion
was reached after citing verses that assert literal meanings, such as God having a
throne (2:255: His throne encompasses the heavens and earth), and the existence of
jinn (15:27: The Jinn We created beforehand, from the fiery wind). This approach is
not different from that of Qutb when he quotes the verses that say ‘hukm’ belongs to Allah.

I suggest that it is possible to reconcile an individual’s belief that the Qur’an is the
word of God, and, at the same time, interpret the verses in a way that does not accept
the literal meaning. The Qur’an was presented to the Arabs in their language,
namely, in a man-made language.'? Arabic existed before the Qur’an, and the Arabs
followed certain grammatical rules in using it. A man-made language is understood
according to the cognitive abilities of humans at a certain point in time. Whether
words, any words, are those of God, a poet, novelist, columnist, or another author,
how they are understood hinges on the reader. If a reader understands words in a way
not intended by the author, or not as other readers understood them, it does not

follow that this reader has denied that the author wrote those words.

Moreover, although cognitive abilities of humans are ever-increasing, the corollary
of this is that they are always limited. Consequently, human beings can only
understand meanings in line with the cognitive capacity at a particular time.
Interpreters of the Qur’an before modern times were not in a position to interpret it in
a manner consistent with modern scientific discoveries and advances. Now, one can
find many Muslim preachers and jurists explaining these discoveries by referring to

verses in the Qur’an. For example, a verse about how a foetus develops in the womb

"2 If you loan God a goodly loan He shall multiply it for you and forgive you. God is All-Thankful,
All-Forbearing’ (Khalidi’s translation, p. 466).
1 would like to thank Professor ‘Ali Paya for his insight concerning this point.
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(24: 14) 1s said to match the scientific description of the process. A different
interpretation, therefore, does not mean a change of belief and that the words are not

of God.

The argument above, I should point out, will not satisfy people who are atheists or
agnostics. It may satisfy only the people who believe in God but differ on how to

understand and interpret a holy book: literally or not.

When Abu Zaid criticised the Islamic discourse, he was logical and scientific in his
approach and analysis. Significantly, also, Abu Zaid did not rubbish Islamic beliefs.
He spoke respectfully of Islam throughout the book. In attempting to rationalise the
interpretation of the Qur’an, Abu Zaid served Islam in his own way, while those who
persecuted him perpetuated ignorance which did not reflect well on Islam and

Muslims.

Having discussed the claims of incompatibility made by Muslims, I shall now
discuss Esposito and Voll’s arguments concerning Islamic democracy, whose

elements, they suggest, include tawhid, caliphate, and shura (1996, pp. 21-32).

Tawhid

The importance of tawhid is encapsulated in the first pillar of Islam: the statement
that ‘there is no God but Allah, and Muhammad is his messenger’. This principle
does not accept the notion that there are other Gods, or that God has a son or
children. The notion of trinity is not accepted in Islam as it contradicts the principle
of tawhid. Moreover, the principle is extended to mean that there is no need for
intermediaries between God and people (Muslims), whether the intermediary is a
holy person, a revered object such as a statue, or the grave of a saint. The use of an
intermediary is known as shirk, which means God has partners of sorts. The Arabs
before Islam used idols in rituals that they thought made them closer to God.

Muhammad’s message was against that.

Al-Mawdudi’s emphasis on tawhid is unnecessary because a Muslim does believe

there that are no other Gods but Allah. A Muslim says this many times a day. The
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intermediary part is the problematic one. There are people who seek help of pirs, or
visit tombs asking God to grant their wishes, such as recovering from an illness, or
having children. These practices used to be common; they still exist. I suggest that
there is a link between wealth and education and these practices. In the past, a
desperate infertile woman would go to a holy place to pray and ask God to enable her

to have children. An infertile woman now would seek a medical solution.

The people who engage in such practices do not consider them shirk because they
have already acknowledged that there is no God but Allah. The father of Wahhabism,
Muhammad ‘Abd al-Wahhab, considers them shirk, and these practices are not

allowed in Saudi Arabia. However, they are not banned in other Muslim countries.

I suggest that the importance al-Mawdudi attaches to tawhid is related to this aspect
(shirk). Al-Mawdudi has argued in the past that al-Ahamadiyya sect is not Islamic,
and sought to declare it as such. Al-Mawdudi’s concern about shirk is artificially
connected to the notion of democracy. A Muslim ruler may feel great, and may
create a cult of personality around him. Some people may fear him; others may love
him. However, this form of ‘worship’ is different from worshipping Allah at certain
times of the day. Moreover, if democracy was implemented in Muslim countries, the
chances of creating cults of personality decrease, because the office holder has to
leave at the end of a set period. Therefore, to suggest that tawhid somehow makes

democracy incompatible with Islam is unjustified.

The Caliphate: Islam’s Political System?

According to Esposito and Voll (1996), another element in al-Mawdudi’s notion of
Islamic democracy is the caliphate. Moreover, in arguing that Islam has its own
political system, al-Tamimi (1993) claims that ‘[m]any contemporary Islamic
thinkers consider the collapse of the Islamic Caliphate to be the most catastrophic
event in the entire history of the Muslims’ (p. 11). Al-Tamimi makes no attempt to
criticise this statement for being a gross exaggeration and loaded with inaccuracies.
To begin with, there is no mention of some of those thinkers to examine their views

on the issue of Islamic caliphate. The claim that the collapse of the caliphate was so
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catastrophic seems at odds with many catastrophic events in the history of Muslims.
For instance, what about the invasion of Baghdad by the Mughal? What about the
driving out of Muslims from Andalusia? What about the loss of Palestine, an event
Palestinians and Arabs refer to as the catastrophe (nakba)? What about the loss of

Jerusalem, the third holiest shrine for Muslims?

Gross exaggerations aside, I shall subject the point about the caliphate to the scrutiny

it deserves.

The most common meaning of khalifa in Arabic is ‘successor’: one who comes after
another, either after death, or one who replaces another in a position in an
organisation. Therefore, Abu Bakr was the successor of Prophet Muhammad. He
became the leader of Muslims after the death of Muhammad. ‘Umar was the

successor of Abu Bakr.

Tamimi overlooks certain facts in Islamic history when he makes his arguments
about the caliphate. The title of the ruler of Muslims was not caliph (successor)
throughout Islamic history. Soon after ‘Umar became the caliph, a new title emerged:
commander of the faithful. The title caught on, because ‘“Umar was supposed to have
had the title of the successor of the successor of the messenger of God. The title
would have become very long after a few caliphs (Sharqawi 1987, p. 60). The title

‘commander of the faithful’ is still in use in Morocco.

The first four caliphs were selected through varying degrees of consultations
amongst Muslims. They did not become caliphs on hereditary bases. The fourth
caliph, ‘Ali, was beset by wars with Mu‘awiya. The advocates of “Ali’s right to rule
after Muhammad created their own branch of Islam (Shi‘i). Once Mu‘awiya secured
his reign, he introduced the hereditary system of government. Is this Islamic? If so,
why was it not introduced by the Prophet? If it was not Islamic, why did it continue
for centuries? The point here is that al-Tamimi’s assertion that caliphate is the

Islamic system of government is problematic already.

Ibn Khaldun (2011, pp. 284-285) explains that the title ‘sultan’ was common, but
after the central caliphate disintegrated, different titles were used by the rulers of

different parts of the Muslim world. Moreover, by the sixteenth century, as Esposito
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points out (1994, p. 62): ‘Three major Muslim empires emerged in the midst of the

many sultanates’, namely, the Ottoman; the Safavid in Iran; and the Mughal in India.

“Abd al-Raziq (2000)" discussed the issue of caliphate in Islam. He pointed out that
caliphate was eliminated in Baghdad by the Mughal in the seventh century, hijra (p.
137). Moreover, he disagreed with Ibn Khaldun who suggested that unlike other
religions, the religious and political authorities in Islam were merged (p. 150). He
concludes that the caliphate is a political matter, not a religious one, and it must be

decided by ‘reason, experiences of nations and political rules’ (p. 182).

‘Imara (2000) explains that there are contradictions in Razik’s analysis and that he
‘neglected the bright side of Islamic thought’ (p. 49). According to ‘Imara, there
were Muslim thinkers who adhered to the principles of shura and selection even
when the rulers usurped power (pp. 49-45). Kahlawi (2007) notes that “Abd al-Raziq
emphasised general statements, and added to them a brief and naive historical
narrative that would not be acceptable to most contemporary historians, including his
denial that there was no government during the Prophet’s time’ (p. 13). I disagree
with Kahlawi’s assessment. Although he is entitled to disagree with ‘Abd al-Raziq,

the latter’s discussion of the caliphate is not naive.

Furthermore, the advocates of the caliphate are silent about certain facts that reflect
badly on the caliph, such as being allied with the colonisers of Turkey. Nor do they
refer to the fact that Mustafa Kamal’s move was supported by some Muslims such as
‘Abd al-Hamid ibn Badis who described Kamal as ‘one of the great geniuses of the
East’ (cited in ‘Imara 1984, p. 163). He considered the caliph of the time to be a

captive caliph, and the ‘ulama’ around him to be hypocrites.

Irrespective of the title, two substantives points should be addressed: the first is
whether the caliphate has been the Islamic system of government from after the death
of Prophet Muhammad until it was the abolished by Mastafa Kamal in 1924. If this
has been the case, the second point is to examine whether it is unlslamic to have a

ruler with a different title?

' The book was originally published in 1925. Muhammad ‘Imara republished it in 2000 with relevant
documents, including the decision by al-Azhar scholars to strip Razik of his ‘alim title.
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Al-“Awwa (2006, p. 25) subscribes to the view that there has been a caliphate system
which started with the selection of Abu Bkar and ended with the removal of “Abd al-
Majid in 1924. Abu al-Majd (2006) is more discerning when looking at the caliphate
since Abu Bakr until ‘Abd al-Majid. He points out that the caliphate of the four
rightly-guided caliphs is different from that of their successors, who, despite the title
of caliph, were effectively kings. They ruled sometimes with coercion and did not

respect rights and freedoms (pp. 104-105).

Therefore, the view that there has been a caliphate system that started after Prophet
Muhammad and ended in 1924 is not uncommon. However, this view glosses over
the differences that characterised the caliphs and caliphate at various stages in
history. It also glosses over the fact that there have been three different Muslim
regions with different rulers. In the absence of recognition of the differences, I agree
with Abu al-Majd, who considers that the arguments concerning the caliphate are
sterile (2006, pp. 104-105). Therefore, I will address the more substantive, relevant

point: can Muslims be ruled by someone whose title is not caliph?

Both al-‘Awwa and Abu al-Majd argue that Islam, specifically the Qur’an and sunna,
did not prescribe a system of government; nor did they specify how the ruler of the
Muslims should be selected. Al-°‘Awwa suggests the absence of a prescribed method
to select the ruler and other details pertaining to the system of government means
that these issues are left to Muslims to decide according to their interests, time, place,
and circumstance. The only proviso is that these matters are decided with guidance

from the general principles and values of Islam (pp. 64-65).

Similarly, Abu al-Majd (2006) explains that there has been consensus in the past that
it is not the title that matters; it does not have to be caliph. He rejects the suggestion
that the caliphate is a Godly system, namely, prescribed by God. He also rejects the
opposite argument that the Islamic system of government is based on ijtihdd, namely,
solely based on human reason. Abu al-Majd takes a centre position and argues that
an Islamic system of government must be based on shura, justice, and holding the
ruler to account (pp. 104-108). Al-‘Awwa argues that the term ‘caliphate’ does not
imply a specific system of government, and that the caliphate is not part of shari‘a.
That the Muslims in the past called their ruler ‘caliph’ is a matter that belongs to the

realm of history, not religion, according to al-‘Awwa (pp. 108-109).
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Interestingly, the view that a new Islamic system of government can be developed is
shared by some Sunni and Shi‘i scholars. For instance, Paya (2010) outlines the
views of some ‘famous contemporary Iranian scholars’ to establish how it is possible
to have an Islamic version of democracy (p. 102). He outlines the views of such
scholars from three categories: fundamentalist; traditionist (not the same as
traditionalist), and modernist. The scholars in the first two categories ‘reject the
authority of reason’. The modernists do not; they ‘try to provide rational

interpretations of religious tenets and doctrine’ (p. 104).

Paya introduces a fourth category, which he calls ‘critical rationalists’. Within the
framework of this category, Paya develops a model of Islamic democracy. It is based
on treating democracy as a technology. As he points out (p. 110), ‘the users of
technology [...] try to alter the products they are using to better fit their specific tastes
and preferences [...] Car and home owners, almost universally, put their own
personal touches on these “technological products” no matter how perfect the
products where when they obtained them’ (p, 110). Paya argues: ‘The more a
technology is adjusted to the needs and cherished values of its users and the
environment in which they live, the more it is considered “acceptable” or “popular”

or “efficient”.” (pp. 110-111)."

Treating democracy as a technology, and utilising the notion of ‘social construct’ and
the critical rationalist approach, Paya concludes that it is possible to have Islamic
forms of democracy which share with their ‘standard’ counterparts five components:
‘civil society, political society, the rule of law, state apparatus, and economic
society’. The other common features are ‘freedom of association and
communication, free and inclusive electoral contestation, constitutionalism, regional-
legal bureaucratic norms, and institutionalised markets’. He stresses that labelling it

as Islamic does not attach to it ‘sacredness’; it implies ‘sources of value’ (p. 111).

Although I disagree with the need for an Islamic form of democracy, I do recognise
that to move away from the rejection of democracy in Muslim countries towards
accepting an Islamic version entails some benefits. Democracy as practised now in

democratic states is not the same that was practised when it was first adopted as a

' There is an element of over-simplification in treating democracy as a technology. However, if this
makes democracy acceptable, the comparison is useful.
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system of government. Women had to fight for the right to vote. African-Americans
in the US had to fight for their civil rights. Therefore, the Islamic version, whether as
proposed by Paya or anyone else, will not remain static. People will demand more
and wider rights, and will achieve some or all demands through campaigns or

reinterpretations of the Islamic principles and rules which restrict rights.

In contrast, El-Affendi (2010, p. 25) goes further than Paya in making the case for
democracy without attaching any labels to it, Islamic or other. He suggests that there
is an ‘anti-democratic ethos’ in the models purported to be ‘Islamic’. He further
suggests that the ethos is ‘underpinned by a further set of interconnected
assumptions’ made in relation to Islam having all the answers. El-Affendi refutes
these assumptions and comes to the conclusion that ‘Islamic teachings are not only
compatible with democracy, but demand it’ (p. 26). He urges the Islamists to ‘revise
their models in order to reflect Islam’s true spirit, which is not only favourable to

democracy, but [...] finds democracy indispensable’ (p. 26).

To conclude the discussion of the above section, I would say it is clear that the
incompatibility claim made by some Muslims on religious grounds is contested by
other Muslims using religious grounds as well. In my considered judgement, the

evidence is in favour of Muslims who reject the incompatibility claim.

Incompatibility Claims: Non-Muslim Scholars

Lewis (1990/2002) has argued that Islam is incompatible with democracy. The
essence of his argument in brief is that the separation of church and state is not
possible in Islam. Lewis argues that the key to the success of ‘Christiandom’ is in the
separation of ‘Church and State’. He traces the inclination to separate them back
‘almost to the beginning of Christianity’. Lewis says that ‘Christians are enjoined in
the Scriptures to “render ... unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s [ellipsis in

original] and unto God the things which are God’s”.""°

Whether there is a relationship between Islam and a lack of democratisation,
Huntington (1991) is not categorical regarding which side of the argument he is on.

‘Whatever the compatibility,” Huntington observes, ‘of Islam and democracy in

'® Lewis’s argument is outlined in The Atlantic magazine (Sept. 1990) and his book What Went
Wrong? (2002).
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theory, in practice they have not gone together’ (p. 308). However, in 1997, he could

not be more candid:

The underlying problem for the West is not Islamic fundamentalism. It is
Islam, a different civilization whose people are convinced of the superiority
of their culture and are obsessed with the inferiority of their power. The
problem for Islam is not the CIA or the U.S. Department of Defence. It is the
West, a different civilization whose people are convinced of the universality
of their culture and believe that their superior, if declining, power imposes on
them the obligation to extend that culture throughout the world (pp. 217-218).

As indicated in chapter one, Fukuyama (1992, p. 347) rejects the argument that there
are cultural prerequisites for democracy. However, he contradicts himself when he
discusses democracy and Islam. He does not see it as part of culture, which evolves,
as he has argued. Instead, he claims that Islam is incompatible with liberal
democracy, and Muslims have no interest in adopting it. He portrays Muslims as a
mindless group of people, when he says Muslims ‘can, of course, challenge liberal

democracy through terrorist bombs, a significant but not vital challenge’ (p. 347).

When writing about Islam and politics, Milton-Edwards (2004, p. 116) makes the
same claim that Islam and democracy are incompatible: ‘In conclusion, there is
evidence that the religious fundamentals of Islam are incompatible with secular
liberal democracy’. The claim is based on her observation that ‘the majority of
Muslim societies are characterised by authoritarianism and intolerance for pluralism

and principles of popular sovereignty and equality’ (pl 16)."”

The suggestion by Lewis that Islam is not amenable to a separation of the state and
mosque cannot stand even a minimum amount of scrutiny. The separation of church
and state in the Christian world did not come naturally, nor was it established
smoothly and effortlessly. In the past, the king of Spain was referred to as His
Catholic Majesty, and the king of France was called His Most Christian Majesty.

Lewis’s approach to declaring the amenability of Christianity regarding separation of
state and church is simplistic. By using a statement attributed to Jesus to explain the
separation of state and church in the Christian world, Lewis’s approach is no
different from that of al-Mawdudi and Qutb, who found in one short statement a rule

that had magical power to explain complex phenomena. The state and church in the

' She reconsidered her view in 2010 as shall be seen later in the chapter.
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Christian world were not separate. There was a conflict between the church and state.

That is why secularism emerged, with varying degrees of hostility towards religion.

Moreover, Lewis’s area of expertise is the Ottoman Empire. As discussed before, the
view that there has been a continuous system of government since Abu Bakr in 632
until ‘Abd al-Majid in 1924 is not uncommon. However, as Abu al-Majd (2006, pp.
104-108) has pointed out, it is not possible to talk about that system and the entire
period of time as one, inseparable unit. With regard to the Ottoman Empire, Abu al-
Majd also points to a difference of opinion amongst Muslims regarding the Ottoman
era, especially before the collapse of the empire and the removal of the last caliph,
‘Abd al-Majid. He notes that some Muslims defended the Ottoman caliphate because
they viewed it as Islamic and acted as a bulwark in the face of European political,
military, and intellectual invasion. Other Muslims did not view it as Islamic in its
latter days; they criticised the Ottoman caliph, and did not mind the collapse of the
empire (pp. 104-108).

Therefore, when Lewis makes a sweeping generalisation about Islam, it is highly
likely that he relies on his expertise in the Ottoman Empire, which lasted for more
than six centuries. It defies logic that one can view this period as a single unit. It
defies logic even more when this long period is seen as a continuation of the
caliphate that started with Abu Bakr, and as being representative of Islam and
fourteen centuries of its history. It is imprudent to use this period, or events from the
past, to make sweeping generalisations about Islam and Muslims now and in the

future.

As Hitti (1948) notes, the idea of inseparability of political and religious roles of the
leader of the Muslims is a ‘common fallacy’. He rejects the assertion that ‘the
caliphate is a religious office’ (p. 57). He argues that it is ‘misleading’ to make
comparisons with ‘the headship of the Holy Roman Empire’, or ‘the Catholic
Church’ (p. 57). Hitti further notes: ‘Not until the latter part of the eighteenth century
did the notion prevail in Europe that the Moslem Caliph was a kind of pope with
spiritual jurisdiction over the followers of Muhammad throughout the world’ (p. 58).

He attributes the idea to an Ottoman sultan, the ‘shrewd ‘Abd al-Hamid II” (p. 58).
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The principle of the separation of branches of government is discussed by Gharaybeh
(2000, p. 505). He points out that only Prophet Muhammad combined all authorities.
With his death, the ability to legislate with divine authority came to an end.
Moreover, none of the successors combined all roles. Caliphs appointed judges to
adjudicate on matters, and the caliphs were not above the decisions made by these

judges.

In response to Lewis and Huntington, Said (2001)"® points out that Huntington ‘relies
heavily on a 1990 article by the veteran Orientalist Bernard Lewis’. He argues that
‘neither Huntington nor Lewis has much time to spare for the internal dynamics and
plurality of every civilization’. Said describes Huntington as ‘an ideologist, someone
who wants to make “civilizations” and “identities” into what they are not: shut-down,
sealed off entities that have been purged of the myriad currents and countercurrents
that animate human history, and that over centuries have made it possible for history
not only to contain wars of religion and imperial conquest but also to be one of

exchange, cross-fertilization and sharing’.

Said’s characterisation of Huntington as an ideologist applies equally to Fukuyama.
These scholars are not only ideologists; they are in some way politicians, or scholars
who serve political agendas. The invasion of Iraq in 2003 showed that they were
members of the ‘neo-conservatives’ trend, or had offered advice to the administration
of George W. Bush. As Waldman (2004) reported in the Wall Street Journal, days
after the attacks of 11 September 2001, Lewis ‘argued for a military takeover of Iraq

to avert still-worse terrorism in the future’.

The claim of incompatibility made by Milton-Edwards (2004) was based on what
some Muslims, like Qutb, had argued. Her claim was shaky because she failed to
identify the ‘religious fundamentals of Islam’ that made it incompatible with
democracy. The ‘evidence’ she relies on to support the claim of incompatibility is
that ‘the majority of Muslim societies are characterised by authoritarianism’. Her
own evidence is not in favour of her argument. If there is a minority of Muslim

societies which are not ‘characterised by authoritarianism’, why not investigate the

8 An Article in The Nation, 4 October 2011. Available online.
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matter further to ascertain that it is indeed the fundamentals of Islam are the source

of authoritarianism.

In fairness to Milton-Edwards, I should point out that she has updated her views on
the matter. She indicates that many Muslim ‘thinkers believe that there is a mutual
compatibility between Islam and democracy’. She further observes that the majority
of Muslims have ‘accepted some notion of democracy, but [...] they have differences
over its precise meaning’ (2010, p. 137). In spite of the change, which seems
qualified, the fact remains that the opinion she expressed in 2004 should be
mentioned because it represents a view subscribed to by some non-Muslim scholars.
Unlike Lewis, she reconsidered her view when she familiarised herself with what

Muslim scholars have said about Islam and democracy.

Democracy and Shari‘a

There remains another important question to answer. Can democracy and shari‘a co-
exist? Can democracy in a Muslim country be adopted, and at the same time shari‘a
be applied? This is a valid point and requires consideration.'’ I propose two answers
in response to this point. The first is that, in theory, the answer is yes: shari‘a and
democracy can co-exist. Shari‘a is an Arabic word for law. The other one is ganun.
The law and democracy co-exist in democratic countries, and the rule of law is very
important in a democratic system of government. The laws in such countries differ
from one another in relation to rights. The same logic applies to a Muslim country

wishing to democratise and implement shari‘a at the same time.

Contrary to a widely held view, shari’a is a body of law, which covers punishments
for crimes such as theft and murder, as well as other acts and beliefs which do not
warrant punishment under universal human rights, such as sexual orientation or
changing one’s religion. In Muslim majority states, whether highly secularised such
as Turkey, or anti-secular, such as Saudi Arabia, shari‘a does exist in one form or
another in the laws in relation to marriage, inheritance, and economy, for instance.
Even in the West, the banking sector found that it can attract customers if the
business is conducted in a way consistent with the shari‘a. Therefore, some financial

institutions created Islamic banking and investment divisions. I need to stress here

"1 thank professor Chantal Mouffe for raising the issue in our discussion on Islam and democracy.
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that I am only explaining that shari‘a is law and the term is broader than what it is

often associated with—the penal code (hudid).

Having said that, I have to explain how shari‘a, specifically the penal code that
comes into conflict with the universal human rights, can be reconciled with
democracy based on universal human rights. The answer is found through different
routes. One is that it is wrong to suggest that the implementation of penal code in
particular is wanted in every Muslim state. There are old and new debates about the
implementation of shari‘a even amongst those who want it implemented. Some
people oppose immediate implementation, and call for gradual enforcement. Others
argue that severe punishments, such as stoning and severing hands, were rarely
implemented in the past because the conditions that have to be satisfied before the
punishment is applied are nearly impossible to be satisfied. For example, the
punishment for zina is that the act must be witnessed by four people. In reality, a
couple copulate in private, and consequently the condition of four witnesses cannot
be easily met. Those who follow this line of argument conclude that the punishments
stipulated in shari‘a (hudid) cannot be implemented because the standards of proof

are too high.

In Saudi Arabia, there is little doubt that shari‘a, regarding the penal code in
particular, is implemented selectively. Therefore, it is not the model that appeals to
other Muslim countries. The majority of Muslim states do not implement the hudid.
Jordan, my case study, is one of them. Some laws in Jordan are within the rules of

shari‘a (family and related issues); others are not (banks and economy).

Laws and the interpretations of laws evolve. In the West, homosexuality was
punishable by law. Oscar Wilde was tried for homosexuality and imprisoned. At
present, gay couples can marry legally. Some Muslims say that Allah’s laws do not
evolve. From a critical, rationalist perspective, this rigid attitude will not serve Islam

or Muslims, as it rejects refutations (see my previous reference to Popper).

Some Muslim scholars distinguish between shari‘a and figh. Abu al-Majd (2006, pp.

88-89) explains that those who equate them make a big mistake. The people who
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engage in figh are human beings, and obeying them is not a duty. Similarly, al-
‘Awwa (2006, pp. 232-233) explains that opinions expressed by fugaha’ in the past

do not bind Muslims of subsequent eras, because the circumstances have changed.

In other words, while the point about implementing shari‘a within a democratic
country seems contradictory at first sight, closer scrutiny reveals three points. The
first is that there is no single interpretation of shari‘a; the second is that there is no
agreement on immediate or gradual implementation; and the third is that not all

Muslims want to implement hudiid.
PART 2: ISLAMISM AND DEMOCRACY

In an attempt to be less sweeping in making the claim that Islam is incompatible with
democracy, certain scholars felt conscious of the need to make a distinction between
Islam, the religion, and the actions of some Muslims. This is apparent in an argument

by Diamond, Liz, and Lipset (1988, p. 174):

What we are witnessing is the transition from a relatively tolerant and open
kind of Islam to an Islam that is setting itself as an autonomous political
force. Whereas the first type was compatible with democracy, the second is
more of an obstacle, for it implies a totalitarian vision of society.

Diamond, Liz, and Lipset further argue that ‘Islam has become an ideology of

mobilization and protests’ (p. 173).

There has been movement away from using ‘Islamic’ when referring to groups with
Islamic orientation. The term ‘Islamicist’, used by Robins (1991, p. 192) points to an
attempt to distinguish the religious aspect of Islam from the one mixed with politics.
The formula used to make a distinction is adopted by Halliday (1995), agreeing with
Keddie (1986), that Islamic denotes the religious aspect of religion, while Islamist

denotes the political (p. 349).

The desire to differentiate between the religious and political comes as well from
Muslims who have objected to calling some groups Islamic on two grounds: one is
that it implies other groups are not Islamic. The other ground is that when called
‘Islamic’, such groups are ascribed a role they are not entitled to, nor do they
deserve, namely, appearing to be representing Islam and Muslims. Consequently, the

term political Islam appeared in Arabic (Islam siyasi), and is in wide circulation.
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Others have opted to make a non-standard adjective form Islam, so instead of Islami

(Islamic), the term Islamawy was coined.

Initially, there was no problem with describing various movements as Islamic. El-
Affendi (2002, p. 44) has argued that to call the groups engaged in politics ‘Islamic’
does not mean other groups are not. He uses the analogy of calling a party
democratic, and says the name does not mean that other parties are not. Such an
argument is ascertained by political realities in democratic countries. No one will
suggest that because there is a party called the Democratic Party in the US, then the
Republican Party is not democratic. Moreover, in the UK one party is called Labour,
and another is the Conservative Party. No one will suggest that the Labour Party
looks after the interests of only working people, or that the Conservative Party looks

after people who have conservative attitudes.

The point being made here is that the arguments about the name and its connotations,
or an adjective, seem superficial. Therefore, I shall look for more substantive

arguments against Islamism.

Objections to Islamism

If the claim of democracy’s incompatibility with Islam receded, another one
ascended: with Islamism. Kramer (1997) identifies four flawed assumptions,
underlying some of the views that advocate involving the Islamists in political
processes and power (p. 162):

= First, that the yearning for democracy is today universal, and stands behind the
mass Islamist movements.

= Second, that there are ‘extremists’ and ‘moderates’ in Islamist movements, and
that they can reliably be identified, classified and separated both for analytical
and policy purposes (inverted commas in original).

= Third, that power has a moderating effect upon those who share or exercise it,
and would have such an effect upon Islamists as well.

= Fourth, that because Islamism represents the populist will, its triumph is
inevitable.
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Kramer’s first point illustrates the argument that when it comes to the Muslim world,
the Muslims will be condemned if they appear not to be interested in democracy.
When they express aspirations in this regard, then these aspirations are met with
scepticism, if not dismissed. The ultimate judgement on whether the Islamists are
genuine in their discourse about democracy is in the establishment of democratic
systems in Muslim states. To deprive the Muslims of democracy because the

Islamists are not democrats is a bizarre argument.

In the second point, Kramer lumps all Islamist movements in one category.
Realistically, however, Islamist movements are not all the same. To begin with,
when the term ‘Islamist’ is used in such a loose manner, confusion is a natural
conclusion. The point about policy is also worth discussing. Whose policy? The
Israeli foreign policy planners? American planers? Jordanian foreign policy
planners? It is absurd to suggest that Jordanian policy makers cannot tell the

difference between the MB and groups led by al-Zarqawi and his likes.

Kramer’s third point has been put to the test by Schwedler (2006). She studied the
IAF in Jordan and Islah Party in Yemen. She correctly observes (p. 194):

both have been allied with the ruling elites since their early days, so labelling
them moderate because they do not seek to overthrow the existing regime
fundamentally misses the point: not only were they never radical, they were
never really excluded.

Therefore, whether inclusion leads to moderation remains an unresolved point.
However, inclusion and consequently working with other parties within a system
with defined areas of authority does not allow Islamist parties to have their way.
When the MPs of the MB were included in Mudar Badran’s government in 1991, the
inclusion was the right thing to do on the basis that the MB had a big bloc in the
HoD. However, the five ministers were not able to dictate the government’s policy.
Therefore, whether the MB or these ministers became less radical or not is irrelevant.
This instance, therefore, indicates that inclusion is the option with merits that

outweigh exclusion.

The fourth point in Kramer’s list is also instructive. He is wrong to suggest that other
scholars are naive to assume that the populist will triumph. To start with, the best

way to have a free, measurable popular will is to have a democratic system of
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government. It is under this system that one can say with some confidence that ‘the
people have spoken’. In a democratic system, the will of the people (the majority)

prevails, and this is the right thing.

In the absence of democracy, any claim in relation to popular will is speculative. As
such, it can be dismissed by Kramer and others as ‘populist’. Moreover, whether it is
a populist will, or democratic popular will, there is no guarantee that it will triumph.
In Algeria, the army interfered in 1992 and cancelled the results of the elections. In
Palestine in 2006, the democratic will of the people counted for nothing, as far as
Israel, US, and EU were concerned because the people chose Hamas. In Chile in
1970, electing Salvador Allende was also unwelcome, and the army staged a bloody
coup in 1973. Kramer will have been right if he suggested that the will of the people

matters very little.

Pipes (1997, p. 65) argues that the Muslim fundamentalists are Westernised and in a
way similar to nationalists in Europe. He predicts that ‘fundamentalist Islam will
remain a force for some time to come’. However, he further predicts that ‘it will
wither just as surely as did the other radical utopian ideologies of this century,

fascism and communism’ (p.65).

There are several problematic assertions in this short statement by Pipes, who fits
Popper’s description of a historicist. Popper (1957) outlines how historicists tend to
make prophecies about the future relying on what they believe to be historical laws
(pp. 41-45). Many Muslims wear Western clothes in their own countries, including
Muslim ‘fundamentalists’. This can be seen as sign that they have no problem with
everything Western. However, Western suits and ties do not make one a Westerner,
as the identity of a human being is made of more than the clothes he/she wears.
Unlike nationalists anywhere, the Muslim fundamentalists are known, in theory at
least, to oppose nationalism. They consider all Muslims to be one nation, as
described in the Qur’an (21: 92 and 23:52). Other verses (2:13 and 10:19) suggest

that all people are one community.

Moreover, it is not hard to agree with Pipes that fundamentalist Islam will continue
for some time to come. It will probably remain a force for longer than he thinks,

because fundamentalist trends in all religions never die. His prediction that ‘it will
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wither’ is unsound. There is a scholarly misconceived comparison between
‘fundamentalist Islam’ and fascism. Such a similarity is dismissed by another

American scholar, Sciabarra (2006) who points out that the Arab world is

a mongrel mixture of theocratic fundamentalism, quasi-socialist command
economies dominated by state-monopoly control of key resources (such as
oil), and hereditary monarchy. It’s simply wrong to characterize this mongrel
mixture in toto as “Islamofascism.” Call it theocratic statism or theocratic
authoritarianism or, for its more “secular” forms, monarchical-military
dictatorship, but please don’t call it “fascism.” Not unless you mean
something historically specific, as in the “guild socialist” arrangements of
Benito Mussolini.

Moreover, Hayes (1973) explains that there has been a ‘lack of agreement about the
true nature of fascism, both of the past and present’ (p. 9). He points out that ‘fascist’
is an abused term and the intention of using it is ‘to make a controversial comment
on political developments and at the same time place those who they oppose beyond

the pale of human sympathy’ (p. 9).

As Forte (2001) explains, ‘some commentators [...] seek to turn the response to bin
Laden into a campaign against religion itself’.** With little scholarly scrutiny, one
can find that this is the case when one reads the claims made by some scholars such
as Lewis, Huntington, Fukuyama, Pipes, and Kramer. It is all done in the name of

scholarship, often at prestigious academic institutions.

It will be naive to suggest that there are no people who genuinely distrust the
Islamists’ commitment to democracy, and oppose mixing politics with religion.
Religious minorities, secularists, agnostics, and even many practising Muslims will
be genuinely alarmed. Therefore, these concerns will need to be addressed. Mere

assurances form Islamists will not be sufficient.

Al-Sayyid (2003, p. 25) is categorical in his assertion that the ‘Islamists’
participation in democratic politics undoubtedly presents a serious threat to the
maintenance of civil and political rights and democratic procedures in their home
countries’. However, he does not go as far as suggesting that they should be
prevented from being included. Instead, he argues in favour of ‘safeguards to reduce

the risk’. These include constitutional changes which enshrine ‘the full set of civil

2 Guest Comment on NRO, 19 October 2001.
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and political rights formulated in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
without the limitations Muslim countries typically impose to make such rights

compatible with shari‘a’ (p. 25).

The second safeguard recommended by al-Sayyid is the use of ‘proportional
representation’ in the electoral system. This system, he argues, tends to prevent
winning a majority of seats in parliaments. The third safeguard is a bicameral system,

in which the upper chamber can act as a check on the lower (p. 25).

The fourth safeguard is ‘the establishment of a supreme constitutional council’ with
various powers to protect rights. However, it is also empowered ‘to order the armed
forces to overthrow, if necessary, any government convicted through judicial

channels of violating citizens’ fundamental civil and political rights’ (pp. 25-26).

It is sensible to enshrine the rights and freedoms of citizens in the constitutions.
Governments will argue that they are enshrined already. The point of departure in al-
Sayyid’s suggestion is that rights and freedoms are enshrined without the usual
qualification of being in line with shari‘a. It will take some courage to make these
particular constitutional changes, because removing the reservations will be opposed,
as has been demonstrated in Jordan when the government removed its reservation on
article 15 of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
against Women (CEDAW). However, the regime that will introduce these changes is
unlikely to be one headed by someone who wants to stay in power for life. A change
of this nature amounts to an overhaul which intends to take the entire people of the
state to a new, higher level of human dignity. Therefore, while this recommendation
is sensible, it overlooks the fact that this safeguard protects the citizens not from the

Islamists, but also from the state.

The recommendation of using proportional representation (PR) is also sensible.
However, this has its justification not only as a safeguard against Islamist
participation, but as a general issue of fairness of representation. The debate about
the need to adopt PR is a recurring one in the UK, whose electoral system produces
majorities in the House of Commons with less than a majority of the popular vote.
The system used in the UK is known as ‘first past the post’. The candidate with the
highest number of votes is declared the winner. As Beetham (2005, p. 173) explains,
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this system ‘can produce an assembly which is highly unrepresentative of the

distribution of political opinion in the country’.

Al-Sayyid’s recommendation of a bicameral system is also recognised as being of
merit. Despite the fact the House of Lords is often criticised for being an unelected
body, there is recognition that it does provide a useful role when laws are rushed
through the House of Commons. However, the two chambers should be elected, as is

the case in the USA.

The fourth recommendation of al-Sayyid is very problematic. A constitutional court
is a good idea. It is a sign of maturity of a democracy when the constitutional court is
the ultimate arbiter on what is constitutional or not (even though constitutional courts
are not without debates). Al-Sayyid seems to propose a council similar to the one
formed in Iran, namely, the Guardian Council, which can restrict the right to run in

elections. This is contrary to a basic right in a democratic system of government.

Moreover, to empower a body to order the army to overthrow governments is an ill-
considered idea. Firstly, the military should always stay out of politics. Secondly, a
party which gains power in a country may enlist the support of the army, and
continue to violate the fundamental rights of the citizens. The special role enjoyed by
the army in Turkey has been a barrier to democracy in Turkey. In Algeria, the army’s
intervention prevented the FIS from coming to power in 1992, but thrust the country

into years of violence.

Al-Sayyid’s last recommendation invites another point of discussion: What if an
Islamist party came to power through the ballot box, and then changed the
democratic nature of the system? This hypothetical scenario will be better discussed

in the Jordanian context. What if the IAF/MB came to power in Jordan?

The first point to recognise in this scenario is that the elections would have been free
and fair. This second point is that the political system in Jordan would have gone
through a major, substantive change of attitude, which will allow the government to
be formed by the party which has the majority, or largest bloc, in the HoD. This

happened only in 1956, and the government lasted merely several months. Therefore,
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with the powers of the king, a government formed by the Islamists will be dismissed,
when the king decides that it is not implementing the policies he favours. In other
words, winning the majority in elections, then forming the government will not give

the Islamists a free hand to change the system, because the king has superior powers.

It is worth pointing out that the MB pledged not to change the nature of the system.
In April 1990, King Hussein appointed a royal commission. The sixty members
represented the political currents in the country, including the MB. The task was to
produce guidelines on the conduct of political activities. In June 1991, a document
prepared by the commission was presented in a national conference and adopted
unanimously. The charter stipulated the need to keep ‘the civilian and democratic
character of the state’. By being represented on the commission and attending the
national conference, the MB had given a pledge not to change the system of

government.

Assuming that Jordan has undergone drastic changes, and the king has become a
nominal constitutional monarch, will the Islamists change the democratic nature of

the system?

In the event that the MB and IAF decide not to honour the pledge contained in the
national charter, and the king is helpless to stop them, the assessment of Fahd al-
Rimawi is that other forces of society (such as civil society organisations) will not
allow this to happen.”' Emily Nafa' has a similar view and points out that there are

several hypothetical stages to this scenario that makes it unrealistic.*

I shall go a step further and imagine that the Islamists in power decide to impose
measures which alter the democratic nature of the system. If they do, it will be up to

the Jordanian people to oppose and reverse that. This will not be easy, and will take a

*! Personal interview. Amman, 14 April 2008.
22 personal interview. Amman, 18 November 2010.
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long time, but it is not impossible. The peoples of Eastern Europe removed the

communist regimes after many years of strict rule.*

Conclusion

This chapter negotiated the hurdles identified in the introduction, namely what
democracy means; whether Islam is, or provides, an alternative form of democracy;
and whether democracy and Islam/ism are incompatible. The conclusion of the
detailed discussion of these issues is that there is no theoretical incompatibility
between democracy and Islam/ism. However, judgment is reserved until after the
democratic audit is presented and discussed. The next chapter will continue the task
of negotiating the fifth hurdle, specifically whether democracy can be measured and,

if so, how.

3 T completed writing this chapter before the peoples in the Arab world rose to demand change. These
events reinforce the argument that whoever is in power cannot keep it indefinitely in the name of a
good cause, or in the name of religion. Also, see the epilogue.
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Chapter 3

Assessing Democracy: Theory and Practice

This chapter consists of three parts. The first cites examples of assessments of the
state of human rights, freedoms, and democracy in Jordan. The second outlines the
notion of a democratic audit and the debates about the standards to be used in
assessing the state of democracy. The third part outlines how I carried out the

democratic audit of Jordan. It also identifies the limitations of the audit.

PART 1: CAN DEMOCRACY BE MEASURED?

Suesser and de Miguel (2008) acknowledge the scepticism regarding the
measurement of democracy: ‘the feasibility, and relevance of “measuring” human
rights, democracy, and governance have long been controversial both in the human
rights community and also in the international statistical community’ (p. 157). They
suggest, however, that there is a ‘need for indicators for quantifying democracy and
human rights’, because increasingly they ‘are seen as fundamental for good

governance’ (p. 169).

Human rights violations vary in severity and can have tangible consequences.
Therefore, an attempt to establish differences in the violations is feasible. Humana
(1987) has compiled a human rights index for 120 countries. In response to the
scepticism about measuring human rights violations, Humana (1987, p. vii) cites a
conclusion by Banks (1985) in which he says that statistics can be used in the service

of human rights, just as they have been used in other areas.’

The sources of scepticism will be discussed in a separate section below. In the
remainder of this section, I shall cite several assessments which, as will become
apparent, are based on different methods and standards to measure human rights,

freedoms, and democracy in Jordan and elsewhere.

Humana’s index is compiled by using a questionnaire of forty questions. Its version

of 1983 ‘included items not covered by international human rights instruments’ (p.

" A paper presented at the American Statistical Association.
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viii). However, he revised the questionnaire so that all the questions were ‘drawn
totally from’ them (p. viii). After receiving the answered questionnaires, he assesses
each question and uses a scale of four grades: YES, yes, no, and NO. The respective
marks for these grades are 3, 2, 1, and 0. He also uses a system of weighing, because

a violation, for instance, intimidation, can vary in severity.

In cases of incomplete information, Humana provided a summary report about
certain countries. This was a category he created to take into consideration countries
about which information was available ‘but did not cover all of the specific articles
of the questionnaire’ (p. 4). The rating system in this category entails a description of
‘FAIR’ for ‘75 percent and above’; ‘POOR’ for ‘41-75 per cent’; and ‘Bad’ for ‘40

per cent or less’.

Jordan appears in Humana’s index in summary form and the rating it has been
awarded is POOR (p. 150). Humana cites four reasons for this assessment: (a) ‘the
power of the absolute monarch’; (b) ‘the continuing dispute with Israel’; (c) ‘Islamic
law applies to much of social and personal life’; and (d) ‘a significant minority of
Palestinians, over a quarter of the population, which continues to create instability’
(p. 150).2 Moreover, Humana cites two additional reasons which affect human rights
in Jordan: (1) ‘the strategic importance of the country and the regime’ to the USA;
and (2) ‘priority over human rights of maintaining the authority of the present

monarch’ (p. 150).

It is not clear why Humana thinks the Palestinians in Jordan ‘create instability’ and
what kind of ‘instability’ he has in mind. However, irrespective of why he thinks so,
the democratic audit asks questions about citizenship in order to establish the extent
of agreement on the principle in Jordan. Moreover, Humana’s reference to the
strategic importance of the country is dealt with in the democratic audit through

questions about the external influence on democracy in Jordan.

Freedom House (FH) produces an annual report in which all countries of the world
are classified into three categories: Free, Partly Free, and Not Free. In the various

annual reports, one finds Jordan in the Partly Free category. FH (2010) considers

* This is a problematic view of the Palestinians in Jordan whether in relation to their estimated
number, or being a cause of instability.
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itself ‘a clear voice for democracy throughout the world’. As its name suggests, it

equates freedom with democracy.

Sartori (1962, pp. 281-284) classifies freedoms into two categories: freedom to and
freedom from. He argues that political freedoms are ‘characteristically freedom
from’. Described in another way, he considers political freedom to be ‘a defensive or
protective foredoom’ (p. 283), namely, to protect the individual from the power of

the state.

FH (2010) defines freedom as ‘the opportunity to act spontaneously in a variety of
fields outside the control of the government and/or other centres of potential
domination’. FH bases its evaluation on civil and political rights, and uses universal
standards, for it relies on the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The
assessment of a country consists of an analytical report and numerical ratings (1-7,
where 1 is more free than 2). The ratings and corresponding scores are: 1 for a score

of 36-40; 2 (30-35); 3(24-29); 4 (18-23); 5 (12-17); 6 (6-11); and 7 (0-5).

In the political rights category, there are three subcategories: electoral process;
political pluralism and participation; and functioning of government. Each category
has overarching questions, and each of these has sub-questions. In total, there are
seventy-two questions, of which eight are discretionary and reserved for ‘traditional

monarchies that have no parties or electoral system’ and occupying powers.

Based on the above method, those who observe that freedom and democracy are not
the same are correct. A monarchy for instance might choose to be liberal and allow
people the freedom of expression, but the government is not elected. However, the
method and the checklist used by FH show that they assess how democratic a county
is, but FH prefers to use freedom and free instead of democracy and democratic. One
possible reason for using freedom instead of democracy is that freedom has more
positive connotations, as the status of ‘democratic’ was claimed by states which were

not, especially during the Cold War, such as East Germany and South Yemen.

The British magazine, The Economist, has an ‘Intelligence Units’ (EIU), which
assesses democracy. In 2007 and 2008, it produced ‘The Index of Democracy’.
Countries of the world are classified into four categories: (1) full democracies; (2)

flawed democracies; (3) hybrid regimes; and (4) authoritarian regimes.
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The index is compiled according to the EIU’s criteria which differ from that of FH in
that the EIU considers it insufficient to measure only political freedoms and civil
liberties as FH does. Instead, the EIU has developed its own five categories: (a)
electoral process and pluralism; (b) civil liberties; (c ) the functioning of government;
(d) political participation; and (e) political culture (The Democracy Index Report
2008, p. 2).

Each category has a number of questions which total sixty—an average of twelve
questions for each category. The answers are marked in such a way that it leads to a
mark of 10 for each category. If the average in the five categories is 8-10, then the
country is classified as a full democracy. If the average is 7.9-6, the country is
considered a flawed democracy. An average of 5.9-4 attracts a hybrid classification.
An average less than 4 acquires the label of authoritarian regime (The Democracy

Index Report 2008, p. 18).

As regards the scoring system, it uses ‘a dichotomous and a three-point scoring
system for the 60 indicators’. In the former, 1 is given for a yes answer, and O for a
no. A half mark is used in many questions to capture ‘grey areas’. The EIU argues
that although its scoring system is not without problems, it is preferable to scores

using 1-5 scale or 1-7 scale.

In the Index of 2007, Jordan was ranked 113, with a score of 3.92. In 2008, the rank
fell to 117, but the overall score was slightly higher (3.93). This change would
suggest an improvement in other countries which overtook Jordan’s almost
unchanged status. In 2010 the rank was 117, with a score of 3.74, which put Jordan

in the category of authoritarian regimes.

Polity IV is a project which has monitored ‘Political Regime Characteristics
and Transitions, 1800-2008°. Polity IV (2009) measures: (1) key qualities of
executive recruitment; (2) constraints on executive authority; (3) political
competition; and (4) changes in the institutionalized qualities of governing authority.
According to Polity IV (2009), its ‘conceptual scheme is unique’. This is attributed to
examining the ‘concomitant qualities of democratic and autocratic authority in
governing institutions’. Polity uses a score based on a 21-point scale, ranging from -

10 (hereditary monarchy) to +10 (consolidated democracy). The score then leads to
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one of three categories: autocracies (-10 to -6); anocracies (-5 to +5); and

democracies (+6 to +10).

In relation to Jordan, Polity IV data show that at no time since 1946 did Jordan reach
the threshold of a democracy. There are two peaks that brought Jordan close to being
an anocracy. The first one was in 1956/1957, when Sulayman al-Nabulsi became the
PM, because he was the leader of the Socialist Nationalist Party (SNP), which won
the largest number of seats in the HoD. The second peak starts slowly in 1984 and
reaches its highest point from 1992 through 2006, before it starts to fall again.
Kanaan and Massad (2010) outlined the political and economic factors which would
have prompted Polity IV to increase or decrease its rating of Jordan’s status as
anocracy or otherwise (pp. 87-112). They conclude that ‘like most Arab countries,
Jordan has suffered from continued autocratic rule’. They attribute this to ‘the ability
of the Jordanian monarchy to impede real political reforms through various
incentives and means, largely financed by rentier (non-tax) public revenue, to co-opt

the elite and middle class, and by relying on the Western powers’ (p. 111).

The Centre of Strategic Studies (CSS) at the University of Jordan publishes an
annual report about the state of democracy in Jordan. The report is based on a poll. In

2008, the report was introduced in the following terms:

The poll aims to identify the views of Jordanians about the democratic
transformation in Jordan in general. It measures the level of democracy as
perceived by citizens, identifies what democracy means to Jordanians, what
type of political system Jordanians prefer, and what political system they
perceive as the best to address the issues of poverty, unemployment, and
financial and administrative corruption.3

Implied in this introduction is a suggestion that Jordan is undergoing a process of
democratic transformation. It becomes apparent as well that the definition of
democracy is taken for granted, and every Jordanian knows what democracy is.

According to CSS (2008):

? Reports are available in electronic form on the website of CSS (without page numbers).

82



Most Jordanians conceptualize democracy as closely related to civil and
political liberties. This understanding, in essence, does not differ from the
concept of democracy in advanced democratic countries. Since the 1999 poll
and until the time of this poll, 63% of total responses defined democracy as
civil liberties and political rights.

In referring to civil and political rights, the poll seems to be guided by the criteria
adopted by FH. The democratic audit does not leave the definition of democracy to
politicians or the people for the reasons cited by Beetham in the second part of this
chapter. It also did not take for granted, for instance, that Britain under Blair was
democratic.* The poll by CSS was based on impressions, rather than on defined
criteria. Therefore, while the reports of CSS are valuable, they do not provide an
assessment based on standardised criteria. For example, the poll quotes a majority of
Jordanians as saying that Palestine is not democratic. In contrast, the EIU’s Index of

Democracy (2007) lists Palestine in the hybrid category (p. 4).

One can say that the Jordanian assessment of the level of democracy in Jordan is
more generous than the others referred to above. Two reasons can explain this. While
CSS strives to be independent, nonetheless, it operates in an environment where
‘loyalty to Jordan’ is demanded. Second, CSS does not refer to a standardised
procedure. A poll is not a reliable method to assess the level of democracy anywhere,

including Jordan.
Measuring Democracy: A Critique of Methods

Klug, Starmer, and Weir (1996) outline various methods used in assessing ‘political
freedoms and rights’ and have found them ‘unsatisfactory’. They also consider both
quantitative and qualitative approaches to human right studies ‘unsuitable’. With
regard to the method adopted by FH, Klug, Starmer, and Weir state that: ‘The index
used to evaluate liberties is very broad and only partially based on international
human rights standards [...] Consequently, much is left to the judgement of the
independent ‘expert’ charged with answering these questions’ (p. 14). An example to
justify this reservation is related to measuring the ‘independence of courts’. In this
criticism, Klug, Starmer, and Weir include Humana’s method and state that he
‘provides little detail on his coding protocol’. They correctly observe that the ‘final

assessment’ is made by ‘Humana himself’.

* A democratic audit was carried out in 1999 by S. Weir and D. Beetham
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Moreover, Klug, Starmer, and Weir outline their criticism of the quantitative
approach. Taking the number of banned demonstrations as an example, they argue
that the question in this regard ‘can be misleading’ in the absence of a ‘reference to
the prevailing of political activity in the country’ (p. 15). Moreover, the quantitative
approach does not reveal the different levels of torture, for example. Similar criticism
is levelled at the qualitative approach. While praising Amnesty International (AI) for
producing ‘the most reliable’ reports, they point out that it ‘specifically disavows any
intention to grade or evaluate governments according to their record on human

rights’ (p. 15).

This critique, I suggest, applies equally to the method adopted by Diamond and
Morlino (2004) who developed criteria to assess the ‘quality of democracy’. They
acknowledge that their notion is ‘a value-laden and hence controversial subject’ (p.
1). The definition of democracy they subscribe to involves four elements: universal,
adult suffrage; recurring, free, competitive and fair elections; more than one serious
political party; and alternative sources of information (p. 3). They point out that in
‘the industrial and marketing sectors, quality is referred to in three contexts:
procedure, content, and result’ (p. 4). On this basis, their definition of quality of
democracy is ‘one that provides its citizens a high degree of freedom, political
equality, and popular control over public policies and policy makers through the

legitimate and lawful functioning of stable institutions’ (p. 4).

Having dealt with the definitions of democracy and quality, Diamond and Morlino
proceed to ‘identify eight dimensions on which democracies vary in quality’. These are:
the rule of law; participation; competition; vertical accountability; horizontal
accountability; respect for civil and political freedoms; progressive implementation of
greater political (and underlying it, social and economic) equality; and responsiveness (p.
5). Diamond and Morlino argue that ‘the analysis of a good democracy should exclude
hybrid or “electoral authoritarian” regimes’ (p. 3). If one wishes to use their criteria to
assess the state of democracy in Jordan, a prejudgment has to be made: if Jordan is a
hybrid regime, then a priori, it is not a good democracy. If Jordan is considered a
democracy, then one can proceed to use the eight dimensions to assess its quality. This
situation illustrates why the democratic audit is a better option, as no such prejudgments
are required. On the contrary, the purpose of using the democratic audit is to arrive at a

judgment after the audit is completed.

84



PART 2: THE DEMOCRATIC AUDIT

What is a democratic audit? As indicated before, in David Beetham’s definition
(1994, p. 25), it ‘is the simple but ambitious project of assessing the state of
democracy in a single country’. The task is far from simple, especially when one
considers the limited resources available to a single researcher. When the idea of a
democratic audit was first entertained by Beetham, it was essential to define ‘a
specification of what exactly to be audited’. Secondly, there must be ‘criteria to serve

as bench marks’, according to which the audit is carried out (p. 25).

Several possible standards were rejected by Beetham: one is to assess democracy
‘against the standards of its practitioner claim to be guided by’. Another is ‘the
values implicit in the political system’. A third standard is ‘what citizens themselves
understand democracy to mean’ (p. 26). To adopt the first two standards would have
meant acceptance that they were democratic when in fact an audit should assess how
democratic they are (Beetham 1994, p. 26). The third standard was also rejected
because of the ‘misuse of the term “democracy” in popular parlance has come to
mean whatever political arrangements the speaker personally approves of, and has

become emptied of any objective referent’ (p. 26).

Moreover, basing the standard on ‘the existing institutions and procedures of
Western political systems’ has two flaws: the first is that ‘no reason can be advanced
as to why we should call these institutions “democratic”, rather than “liberal”,
“pluralist”, “polyarchic”, or whatever other term we choose’. Another reason is the
strong possibility that adopting this standard will lead to the charge that the concept
is ‘Eurocentric’ because it does not offer a way to distinguish between the ‘non-

Western institutions and procedures which offered genuinely alternative ways of

realizing democracy’ (p. 26).
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Eurocentrism

Before continuing to outline Beetham’s response to the objections that can be raised
in relation to the democratic audit, I propose to discuss the charge which is
frequently directed at concepts and argument, namely, being Eurocentric. As defined

by Amin (1989, p. vii):

Eurocentrism is a culturalist phenomenon in the sense that it assumes the
existence of irreducibly distinct cultural invariants that shape the historical
paths of different peoples. Eurocentrism is therefore anti-universalist, since it
is not interested in seeking possible general laws of human evolution. But it
does present itself as universalist, for it claims that imitation of the Western
model by all peoples is the only solution to the challenges of our time.

In relation to the Arab world, Sadiki (2009) argues that ‘Eurocentric paradigms,
especially democratization, are not easily applicable to Arab democratic
experiments’ (p. 10). He also notes that ‘Eurocentric modalities and concepts defy
transposition’ (p. 11). Sadiki assesses cases of democratisation in the Arab world
‘through an anti-foundationalist lens’ (p. vii). He argues that ‘an anti-foundationalist
ontology that recognizes that Euro-American democratization is a function of time
and context-specific knowledge is needed for Arab re-reading of democratic

transition’ (p. 47).
Foundationalism and Anti-Foundationalism

Before engaging with Sadiki’s contentious assertions, it is necessary to identify what
is meant by foundationalism, and anti-foundationalism. As explained by Ruckmore
and Singer (1992), ‘foundationalism is an epistemological theory intended to be
independent of ontological claims, a theory in which reason is meant to justify its
own claim to know’ (p. 6). In contrast, anti-foundationalism is ‘the negation of one
of the various forms of foundationalism’ (p. 8). More specifically, however, it is ‘any
effort to validate knowledge claims without appealing to an absolute or ultimate
basis known with certainty, whether the latter is held to be unattainable or the model
of knowledge as a unified structure resting on a foundation of certainty is rejected in

principle’ (p. 8).

Said (2004) situates himself amongst the ‘crude foundationalists’. He refuses to

accept that ‘human rights are cultural or grammatical things’, and argues that the
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violations of human rights ‘are as real as anything we can encounter’ (p. 136). Al-
Sayyid (2010) observes that Sadiki ‘rejects the transitologues’ basic assumptions and
looks for the building blocks of another analytical structure. However, he does not
completely construct the structure, leaving this task to the future—but without any

hints as to how the whole construction would look’ (p. 185).

Sadiki (2004) acknowledges that ‘anti-foundationalism itself is not above reproach,
nor is it without challenges’ (p. 57). He refers in this regard to Crowell (1996) who
accuses the anti-foundationalists of ‘foisting new foundations of thought’ (p. 57).
Therefore, Sadiki’s ‘anti-foundationalist lens’ does not necessarily lead to a better

assessment of democratisation in the Arab world.

There is agreement in the studies of democratisation that the transition from
dictatorship happens through different paths and for various reasons. Every transition
is influenced by local circumstances and considerations. As Geddes (2004) notes:
‘Many fine studies of these transitions have been written, but few of the general
explanations proposed by scholars have turned out to hold across the full range of
cases’ (p. 2). However, a judgment that a paradigm, concept, or modality is
Eurocentric, in the sense suggested by Samir Amin (1989), must be based on criteria.
Otherwise, there is a risk of comprehensively rejecting everything European or

Western.

I suggest that the debate about Eurocentrism is similar to the one I have outlined and
engaged with in the previous chapter in relation to the definition of democracy. The
difference is that instead of challenging the definition of Eurocentrism, the term
becomes a convenient charge to dismiss notions, concepts, and arguments. It also

seems like adopting Occidentalism in response to Orientalism.

Universal vs. Culture-Specific Standards

An extension of the debate on Eurocentrism is the discussion of whether or not rights
should be universal. As the standards in the democratic audit are universal, I would
like to cite another reason why some Muslims have no problem with enjoying
universal rights. Al-Ghazali (1990) states that ‘Western democracies (my emphasis)

developed good controls for correct political life, and we should borrow a great deal
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from them to make up for the deficit that resulted from the stagnation which lasted
for centuries’ (p. 69). This leads me to suggest that Sadiki should be more judicious
in rejecting the applicability of European or Western concepts to the Arab world or
elsewhere. I should also add that Arab, Muslim, Indian, Chinese, and other concepts
should not be rejected as being ethnocentric. Cross-fertilisation is a healthy

phenomenon.

Although Beetham should be commended for wishing to avoid Eurocentrism, I
would suggest it cannot be avoided despite one’s best effort. The reason is similar to
the argument about universalism. While Europe (or the West generally) is more
developed, an element of Eurocentrism is inevitable. Countries undergoing a process
of development emulate the West to a great extent, even when they try to keep a
unique cultural identity. If one were to take China as an example to argue that
modernisation can be pursued without Westernisation, I would suggest that this
argument is half-true. If Westernisation is understood in a superficial sense, such as
wearing Western clothes, listening to Western music, and eating Western ‘fast food’,
then I will agree that the Chinese people may wish to retain their Chinese styles and
preferences. However, if the argument is extended to suggest that the Chinese people
will prefer to have limited freedoms, then this argument is rejected. People all over

the world, irrespective of their race, religion, and culture, cherish freedom.

One objection to a democratic audit is that ‘the character and quality of a country’s
democracy cannot be assessed by “ticking off” a set of specified criteria considered
independently of one another’ (Beetham 1994, p. 31). The basis of the objection is
that ‘a political system operates through a complex interrelationship between various
institutions and practices’ (p. 31). Beetham accepts the validity of the objection but
argues that ‘it does not follow that we should therefore abandon generalizable criteria
against which to assess the differing practices of different countries or political

system’ (p. 31).

Another objection is concerned with ‘whether it is appropriate for academics to be
engaged in such explicitly evaluative and judgemental exercise’ (p. 35). Beetham
(1994, p. 35) explains that not all fields of academia have problems with this

involvement: ‘those who work in the field of normative political theory have less
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difficulty with this objection than those whose main work lies in analytical and
exploratory political science’. Moreover, Beetham argues that all democratic indices

are ‘necessarily evaluative and judgemental’ (p. 35).

Assigning measures on a scale is a judgemental exercise, and especially so
where they become evidence to be used in the foreign policy of one country
towards others. It is not unreasonable for those at the receiving end of such
judgement to ask whether countries making them are prepared to be judged
by similar criteria.

After making the case for the democratic audit, Beetham lists thirty indicators of
democracy. These were further developed, after collaboration with International
Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA), whose questionnaire

stands at ninety questions.

Although Beetham responded to various objections, the debate about which
standards to use is worthy of further discussion, especially in relation to whether
there should be universal rights. One of the criticisms levelled at universal standards
is that they ‘have a Western liberal bias’ (Humana 1987, p. 5). Humana accepts this
observation and emphatically states that it is ‘undeniably true’. However, he goes on
to argue that the states which join the UN do so voluntarily. He points out that even
after joining the UN, there remains a gap between the theory and practice. He cites,
as an example, the Muslim countries which have joined the UN, yet ‘[t]heir faith and
traditions take precedence over their obligation to the United Nations, a reality that is

not in dispute’ (p. 5).

Furthermore, Mouffe (2008) opposes the universality approach. She is in favour of a
‘kind of pluralism advocated by Carl Schmitt” who ‘insisted that the world is
pluriverse not a universe (italics in original). She is in favour of a multi-polar world
order, as it guards against hegemony. This is fine if it were true. It is highly likely
that in a multi-polar world, hegemony will be divided amongst the major powers, and
practised in their respective spheres of influence. This was the case before the bipolar
world of the Cold War. Latin America was reserved for the US. The UK and France

agreed on the territories to colonise and run in the Middle East, Africa, and Asia.
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The general thrust of Mouffe’s arguments is valid. When it comes to specific aspects,
it becomes problematic, especially when she discusses human rights: ‘there is
something problematic about the idea of human rights that should be accepted by all
culture’ (p. 454; italics in original). Schmitt ([1929] 2007) said: ‘The political entity
cannot by its very nature be universal in the sense of embracing all of humanity and
the entire world” (p. 53). A universal standard of human rights is not the same as a

political entity that embraces ‘all of humanity and the entire world’.

Moreover, Schmitt makes a valid point: ‘The concept of humanity is an essentially
useful ideological instrument of imperial expansion and in its ethical-humanitarian
form it is a specific vehicle of economic imperialism’ (p. 54). I agree with him that
notions such as liberty, democracy, humanity, and human rights are used as
ideological tools of imperial expansion and economic imperialism. However, I agree
only when I examine the messenger. When George W. Bush is the messenger, his
rhetoric about liberty, democracy, or human rights lacks credibility. When the
messenger is the millions of people who have opposed the war on Iraq in 2003, I find

something genuine and to be celebrated about the notion of humanity.

Mouffe’s multi-polar argument is inherently flawed, in my view. How many poles?
Three? Seven? Why any specific number? Similarly, with numerous cultures in the
world, how many cultural standards of human rights should the world have? It is
worth recalling here what Said (2008) has said in relation to cultures in response to
Huntington—namely, that cultures are not ‘shut-down, sealed off entities’ and
throughout history they engaged in ‘exchange, cross-fertilization and sharing’.
Moreover, it is worth noting that Mouffe (2008) argues that ‘different communities’
should not be allowed ‘to organise themselves according to their own laws’ if these
‘laws contradict the constitutional essentials’ (p. 463). Although I agree with the
submission, I suggest it undermines the arguments made already in favour of

pluralism.

This flaw of the non-universalist argument is that while the intention is good, the

consequences are not. These scholars overlook the debates by the people of various
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cultures about how much to retain and change of their cultures. Even scholars who
attempt to avoid Eurocentrism by showing respect for other cultures fail to see the
variety of views and debates within these cultures. The well-intentioned argument
leads scholars like Esposito and Voll (1996) to present an anti-democratic argument
by al-Mawdudi, as an example of an Islamic conceptualisation of democracy. Why
should al-Mawdudi or Qutb be seen to have spoken for all the Muslims in relation to

democracy or other notions?

I am suspicious of the non-universalist arguments, because their ultimate conclusion
is that people of non-European race are not worthy of these rights. The anti-
universalist argument is also favoured by the authoritarian rulers to perpetuate their
grip on power. It is worth reiterating what I have said earlier: that the notions of
modernity, human rights, and democracy cannot be appropriated by Europe, the
West or the Judeo-Christian world. I do not doubt that some scholars make their
arguments out of sympathy with other peoples’ aspirations to be different, and in
opposition to hegemonic discourse. However, a universal human right will not make

the Chinese people European or Western; nor will it make a Jordanian less so.

I suggest there is a better reason for the use of a universal standard. This has the
implication that all people across the world are considered equal and worthy of the
same rights. The argument against universal human rights is misguided because it
can and does open the door to the abuse of rights. One would consider the merits of
the anti-universal standards if the culture-specific standards are of higher standards.
For example, when the Muslim world was more tolerant of Christians and Jews,
some Jews of Spain chose to live in the Muslim world. At that time, it would be
possible to argue that the Muslim human rights standards were higher than those of
Spain, and therefore, it was natural to be inclined to go and live where the standards

are better.

In other words, I concur with those who choose the universal standards as the norm,
without losing sight of the fact that the universal standards come qualified, to the
point that they can seem ‘worthless’. Beetham (2004) cites Article 10 of the
European Convention of Human Rights and points to its first part which upholds the

freedom of expression. However, its second part qualifies this right with many
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restrictions.” Therefore, he notes: ‘Most students when you give them this text to
read will say, well, this right is worthless’. In other words, where the standards of
rights are considered universal, enjoying them without restrictions is a struggle that

has not yet ceased.

On the basis of the democratic audit, Klug, Starmer, and Weir (1996) have developed
the Human Rights Index, arguing that ‘political rights and freedoms are singled out
for special protection in international treaties because they ought to be exempt, in
principle, from everyday commerce of politics’ (p. 309). Consequently, Klug,
Starmer, and Weir base their questionnaire on UN instruments, namely, the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, International Covenant on Social and

Cultural Rights, and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.

Before I conclude the discussion on which standards to use, I will attempt to identify
some Islamic standards, and discuss whether they can or should be used in the

democratic audit.

Abou El-Fadl (2004), who reconciles democracy and Islam, identifies ‘a set of social
and political values that are central to a Muslim polity’ (p. 5). The first is ‘pursuing
justice through cooperation and mutual assistance’; the second is ‘establishing a
nonautocratic, consultative method of governance’; the third important value is

‘institutionalizing mercy and compassion in social interaction’ (p. 5).

Can the Islamic values identified by Abou El-Fadl be used in the democratic audit?
One possible response is that they are already incorporated without labelling them as
Islamic values, because, having reconciled democracy with Islam, Abou El-Fadl
concludes that democracy ‘offers the greatest potential for promoting justice and

protecting human dignity without making God responsible for injustice or the

5 Article 10, part 2 states: The exercise of these freedoms, since it carries with it duties and
responsibilities, may be subject to such formalities, conditions, restrictions or penalties as are
prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic society, in the interests of national security,
territorial integrity or public safety, for the prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of health
or morals, for the protection of the reputation or the rights of others, for preventing the disclosure of
information received in confidence, or for maintaining the authority and impartiality of the judiciary.
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degradation of human beings’ (pp. 5-6). The other possible response is that there is a
need for criteria in order to measure these values. The third response is that when
these criteria are available, it will be an interesting exercise to conduct an Islamic
democratic audit. Moreover, when these criteria are developed, there will be a case to
make that Beetham and others should revisit their own criteria to take into account
Islamic and other criteria. My democratic audit of Jordan, however, cannot mix

criteria, as this will be unsound methodically and procedurally.
PART 3: MY DEMOCRATIC AUDIT OF JORDAN

The democratic audit has advantages over other assessments by asking questions
about various elements that are considered by scholars to be part of a democratic
system of government. The scholars who consider civil society to be of prime
importance in democracy will be satisfied by the part in the audit which asks various
questions about it. Others who attach more importance to the social and economic
rights will also be satisfied. In brief, the audit takes into consideration various views
of democracy. However, there is no room in this approach to argue that democracy is
a contested concept. In a democratic audit, the concept of democracy is not
contested. On the contrary, it is considered the best form government, and for a
system to remain democratic, it has to rest on two pillars: popular control and
political equality (Klug, Starmer, and Weir 1996, p. 13). The standards are also

universal for reasons already discussed.

Questionnaires to Collect Data

The collection of data for the democratic audit involved using two questionnaires. A
questionnaire is an instrument to collect information from respondents. It is part of
the survey method widely used in social sciences, as Czaja and Blair observe (1996,
p. 1). When using a questionnaire, a researcher will face questions with regard to its
design, and the sample of respondents. Czaja and Blair (1996, p. 11) identify five
stages of a survey: (1) design and preliminary planning; (2) pre-testing; (3) final
survey design and planning; (4) data collection; and (5) data coding, data file
construction, analysis and final report.
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For the purpose of my research project, I did not need to concern myself too much
with the first three stages because the democratic audit uses a standardised
questionnaire, which is available from the Democratic Audit (University of Essex),
and IDEA (Stockholm). However, I did assess which question is likely to be
misunderstood. I also had to consider whether to use the questionnaire in English,

Arabic, or both.

Democratic Audit has a ‘do-it-yourself” questionnaire. The respondent chooses from
a grid one of five options: VH (very high); H (high); M (middling or ambiguous); L
(low); and VL (very low). The respondent is also invited to identify the best feature,
most serious problem, and a suggestion for improvement. I have used this

questionnaire to gather data. However, I have slightly modified it as outlined below.

To entice respondents to answer the questionnaire, I envisaged that it should not take
a long time to answer. By making it look shorter, the respondent will feel it can be
answered quickly. Therefore, instead of nine pages, the modified questionnaire was
reduced to three, including the cover page. This was possible by using only the
overarching questions. The original questionnaire used a grid to reduce the number
of pages because it had many more questions. More importantly, however, I decided
against using the grid because the respondent was asked to choose one of five elastic
replies, such as high and very high. Instead, I asked the respondents to give a mark
out of 10, which people would find easier, as it did not impose on them a yes or no
answer, or pass/fail choice. A mark out of 10 is easier to deal with than very high,
very low, and the three choices in between. I retained the part that invited the
respondents to supplement the mark with information about best and worst features,

and to make suggestions for improvement.

Democratic Audit and IDEA do not give any specific guidance about the sample
size. It was left to me to make a considered decision. I endeavoured to have as many
as I could get diligently. When one starts to ask potential respondents to answer a
questionnaire, it becomes apparent that one cannot get as many as one wishes.
Reaching a target of twenty returned questionnaires required sustained efforts, and

the help of several people.
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The Respondents

For the short questionnaire, the respondent is someone who is familiar with
democracy and related issues, such as civil society and freedoms. There are people in
four categories that I identified as being able to answer the questionnaire: (1)
academics who specialise in democracy and related issues; (2) journalists who report

and comment on these issues; (3) activists; and (4) other intellectuals.

During one field trip, I printed thirty copies of the short questionnaire and gave some
copies to people who might be able to help me. I made it clear in advance that the
respondents should fall within those categories. These printed questionnaires served
as a testing stage because it was apparent that despite simplifying the questionnaire,
there was some confusion as to how it should be answered. Therefore, I added a
hypothetical question about the environment. I answered it, by giving a mark out of
10; identified the hypothetical best and worst features; and made a suggestion for

improvement.

Vagueness, real or perceived, is a common issue when questionnaires are used. Czaja
and Blair (1996, p. 73) observe: ‘Ambiguity is the ghost most difficult to exorcise
from survey questions’. Before I sent the questionnaire, 1 spotted two questions that
had the potential of being misunderstood. One (No. 12) asks: ‘Is there full
participation in public life?” To clarify this question, I added between parenthesis
information to explain that it refers to diversity of voluntary organisations; women’s
participation; and equality. The other question (No. 9) is related to leadership of the
army. I expected a reluctance to answer this question because Jordanians are

accustomed to refrain from talking about the army or the security services.

Although the questionnaire was not sent by mail (it was given by hand or sent by
email), the observation about questionnaires by Neuman (2003, p.243) is valid and
applies to mine. Neuman points out that the ‘researcher cannot control the condition
under which the mail questionnaire is completed [...] Also, no one is present to

clarify questions or to probe for more information’.
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Long Questionnaire

Although the short questionnaire was a reduced version of the full one of ninety
questions, it was my considered judgement that it would be open to challenge as to
whether it could be considered a democratic audit. Consequently, I decided to use the
full questionnaire provided by IDEA. This one has the advantages of providing an in-
depth assessment of Jordan’s state of democracy. Another important advantage is
that it may or may not concur with the overarching questions of the short
questionnaire. If it does concur, then one assessment corroborates the other. If it does
not, this is equally valuable because it prompts one to try to understand why this is

the case.

This longer questionnaire had its own set of issues and problems. To begin with, it
consisted of 140 questions. As such, it would have been seen as very long and time
consuming, and would have severely discouraged respondents. Moreover, although it
was translated into Arabic by IDEA, the Arabic version would further discourage the
potential respondents because, in translation, terms acquire meanings that can change
the original. For example, when the term ‘inclusive’ was translated into Arabic, it
produced a word that meant ‘comprehensive’ (shumiili), which implies a totalitarian

system.

My inquiries led to information that the standards questionnaire was revised, and the
number of questions reduced from 140 to 90. Comparing the two versions, I
established that the questions deleted were of one type that asks: ‘What measures, if
any, are being taken to remedy publicly identified problems in this field, and what
degree of political priority and public support do they have?’ I agreed that the deleted
questions were redundant, and by deleting them the audit would not be less
comprehensive.

IDEA’s guidance as to the sample of respondents was not specific: ‘it depends on
resources and design’. I had to make a considered judgement. Although there is a
methodology adopted by IDEA, the decisions on implementation are taken by the
researchers carrying out the audit. Having found that the audit carried out in

Mongolia used five experts, I chose this figure as my target.
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To avoid the problems with translation, I decided to use the long questionnaire in
English, and changed the type of potential respondent. The additional requirement is
that the respondents must have good command of English and be familiar with the
concept of democracy and related issues. For the sake of clarity, from this point
onwards, I shall refer to the people who answered the long questionnaire as the

aSSESssors.

The search for such assessors was harder but more focused. As is the case with the
short questionnaire, some ignored the request for help completely. Two candidates
gave the impression they would answer but changed their minds subsequently.
Others responded promptly. Therefore, the response rate was a great deal higher

because the potential assessors were fewer.

The long time spent on securing five answered questionnaires in English was mostly
spent on identifying suitable assessors and finding the means to contact them.
Eventually, however, I managed to have six assessors with impressive credentials.
Two of them are women. This demonstrates that the assessment is sensitive to
gender. Initially, I was in favour of providing brief biographies to show that they
have highly regarded credentials. However, after some reflection, I thought that I
should not, to eliminate the slim possibility that they might be reproached in Jordan
if my thesis happened to be read and its content deemed unfair to Jordan. Overall,

finding the six assessors took several months, but in the end the goal was achieved.
Problems with Questionnaires

The first problem one faces when using a questionnaire is that potential respondents
will ignore the request for assistance, especially when the researcher is not personally
known to them. In such a situation, more than three quarter of the potential
respondents will ignore the questionnaire and will not even reply to decline. The
other problem is that the respondent will delay answering the questionnaire, and
when sent a reminder, a few more will ignore the request. The third problem is that a
respondent does not understand a question and will send back a questionnaire that is
incorrectly answered. This happened initially in in the shorter questionnaire. The first
set of answered questionnaires demonstrated that the respondents were not clear

about how to answer the questions. Once I recognised this, I modified the cover page
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of the questionnaire to include am example of how to answer it. The quality of

returned questionnaires improved thereafter.

Quality of Responses

By quality of responses I mean whether the answered questionnaires are usable or
not. All of the six long questionnaires were useable because the vast majority of the
questions were answered. It is not clear in some instances whether the assessors
missed a question or chose not to answer it; one assessor chose not to answer
questions related to elected government and indicated that Jordan had no elected
government. This points to a shortcoming in this part of IDEA’s questionnaire as the
questions assume that the governments being assessed are elected. I refrained from
inferring that the mark should be zero when I analysed the data, as the thesis is not
about marks, averages, and rankings. The marks have been used as a tool to help

produce a qualitative assessment of the state of democracy in Jordan.

Size of Sample

Without specific advice on what constitute an adequate sample, the only choice is to
make a considered judgement. There might be an inclination to assume that the
bigger the sample the better. This is not necessarily true. As Spirer and Seltzer (2008,
p. 208) explain ‘cost or time needed’ do not allow gathering ‘data for the entire
population’. They also point out that focusing ‘resources on gathering data from a

smaller number of subjects or units improves the quality on information gathered’.

Other Issues

The generic one-size-fits-all is not suitable for every country. For instance, one
question (2.5.4.) asks: ‘How free is the country from the operation of paramilitary
units, private armies, war lordism and criminal mafias?’ If one was conducting a
democratic audit of Somalia or Afghanistan, the issue of war lordism would be
relevant, but the question in Jordan would puzzle people. This question in particular
is more than ‘double-barrelled’—the type that Blair and Czaja (1996, p. 77)

recommend that researchers must avoid.

Furthermore, part 2.3 of the questionnaire (Effective and Responsive Government)

has a question (2.3.1.) which begins with ‘How far is the elected government...”. As
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indicated above an assessor declined to answer the questions in that part, and pointed
out the government in Jordan was unelected. IDEA’s questionnaire should not
assume that the governments being assessed are elected. Many are not. IDEA should

revise this part of the questionnaire.

Tools Used in Analysing Data

I used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), to generate descriptive
statistics, which provide means, frequency of marks, percentages, and tables. The
assessment does not require more than these statistics because it is a qualitative
appraisal. To improve the presentational aspect of the tables, I used a combination of

MS Excel and Word.

Conclusion

This chapter negotiated the fifth set of hurdles identified in the introduction, namely,
whether democracy can be measured and the standards used in the measurement. The
conclusion supported by evidence is that measuring democracy and other notions is
now common practice. For the purpose of this thesis, the democratic audit has been

chosen as it has advantages over other methods.

Moreover, in the methods section of the thesis, I have quoted Strauss and Corbin
(1998, pp. 10-11) who argue that ‘the nature of the research problem’ influences the
selection of method. The same applies to choice of theory. I have approached the
assessment of the state of democracy in Jordan with an open mind, and the
democratic audit itself is not based on a prejudgment of about the state of democracy
in Jordan. As can be seen in the concluding chapter, other theories were outlined and
engaged with, but there were not as plausible at explaining the state of democracy
revealed by the audit. The modernisation theory is not dead. It can be found in
different forms in many studies, such as those by Przeworski who argues that there is
a link between democracy and per capita incomes. Therefore, choosing the

modernisation theory is objectively justified.

It should be noted that the overall assessment in this thesis is based on three

elements: short questionnaire (macro-analysis); long questionnaire (microanalysis);

99



and elite interviews. I make no claim that the six assessors, the respondents who
answered the short questionnaire, and the interviewees, constitute a representative
sample of Jordan’s population. This is a qualitative assessment, not a poll. I do stress,
however, that the people who contributed to this assessment are diverse.

Consequently, the data produced a balanced assessment.

Before the data collected through the two questionnaires will be presented and
discussed, there is a need for background information in relation to Jordan and the

MBV/IAF. This will be the subject of the next two chapters.
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Chapter 4

Jordan: History and Political System

This chapter consists of five parts. One will focus briefly on the modern history of
Jordan. Another focuses on the political system in Jordan, particularly its branches of
government. The third part is concerned with the role of Islam in the state. The fourth
is about the economy. The fifth part outlines the Palestinian connection in Jordan’s
history and politics. The background of these issues is necessary because they will be

addressed in the democratic audit.

PART 1: HISTORY OF JORDAN

The modern history of Jordan is related to the downfall of the Ottoman Empire and
the subsequent colonial era in which France and Britain carved out territories that
were under the rule of the Ottomans. During the First World War (1914-1919), in
which Britain and France were on one side and Germany and the Ottoman Empire on
the other, contacts were established between Britain and Husayn ibn “Ali, the Sharif
of Mecca. According to Storrs (1939), Amir ‘Abdullah, son of the sharif, initiated the
contact in 1914 during a visit to Cairo ‘as the guest of the Khedive’ (p. 129). In
Cairo, he met Lord Kitchener. Storrs noted that “Abdullah ‘appeared to have

something to say but somehow did not reach the point of saying it’ (p. 129).

Storrs (1939) outlines the details of his meeting with Amir ‘Abdullah during which
the latter asked ‘whether Great Britain would present the Grand Sharif with a dozen
or a half-dozen machine guns’ (pp. 129-130). The Jordanian historian, Sulayman
Musa (1986) confirms that Amir “Abdullah met Lord Kitchener during a visit by the
latter to the Khedive’s office. Musa says that Kitchener, accompanied by Ronald
Storrs, followed the Amir, and that they told him ‘the British government was
satisfied with the security in Hejaz and the measures taken to look after the pilgrims

since his father assumed the role of Amir of Mecca’ (pp. 66-67).

At the time of contact, the relationship between Turkey and Britain was not
adversarial. Therefore, the British account suggests that “Abdullah was not promised

any support. Similarly, the Jordanian account does not mention any request for help
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during the initial contact. Both sides however were interested in re-establishing

contact and developing cooperation after Turkey joined Germany in the war.

The Ottoman Empire lasted for six centuries. With the rise of nationalism in Europe,
the peoples of the empire were influenced by nationalist ideas. The Turkish elements
of the empire wanted to give it a Turkish character. In the late 19th and 20th
centuries, the decaying empire saw the formation of the Society for Union and
Progress and Young Turks (1906). Likewise, the non-Turkish peoples started to think
of independence. As Sayigh (1966A) pointed out, Arab and Turkish critics of Sultan
‘Abd al-Hamid succeeded in 1908 in ‘restricting his powers and adopting a relatively

progressive constitution” (p. 18). They then managed to remove him in 1909 (p.18).

Sayigh (1966A) suggests that the Arabs developed a higher sense of national identity
after members of the Young Turks reneged on the promises to be fair to the non-
Turkish elements in the empire (pp. 18-19). Instead, ‘persecution of Arabs in the
empire intensified’ (p. 19). Furthermore, other non-Arab elements in the empire
managed to breakaway and establish independent states such as Greece, Romania,
Serbia, Montenegro, and Bulgaria (p. 19). Therefore, during 1913-1914, the signs of

an Arab nationalist movement were clear (p. 20).

Nationalist sentiments in the Arab parts of the Ottoman Empire were suppressed,
especially during the reign of Ahmad Pasha, the butcher, who hanged many
nationalists in Syria and Lebanon in May 1916. When the Ottoman Empire entered
the war on Germany’s side, the road was paved for closer cooperation with sharif
Husayn. The British officer, Thomas Lawrence, played a leading role in organizing

and implementing a revolt against the Ottomans.

There are different accounts as to when and who amongst the Arab leaders initiated
contact with sharif Husayn ibn ‘Ali. One account referred to by Sayigh (1966A)
indicates that the contact occurred in 1911 in the form of a letter from thirty-five
Arab members in the Ottoman Parliament (pp. 22-23). However, Sayigh casts doubt
on the authenticity of this account. Assuming it was, Sayigh argues, it did not
promise the sharif that he would become a king (p. 22). Sayigh also points out that

even if this letter was indeed sent to sharif Husayn, he did not respond.
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Storrs (1939, p. 160) indicated that sharif Husayn was telling the British that he had
‘a general mandate as King of Arabs for a Spiritual Pan-Araby’. However, Storrs
said that the sharif ‘knew better than we that he could lay no kind of genuine claim’.
The reasons outlined by Storrs include the fact the Christians, Shi‘a, Zaydis, and

even Sunnis of North Africa would not accept him as their leader.

Sayigh asked a necessary question: why did the leaders of the Arab movement
choose to contact the Sharif of Mecca to make him the leader of the movement?
Sayigh confirmed that the Arab movement in 1915 chose to call upon sharif Husayn
to be its leader. They sent him a letter full of praise and offered cooperation against
the Turks (pp. 25-26). After a long analysis concerning the lack of credentials for
such a leadership, the answer in Sayigh’s conclusion is in ‘circumstances and the
English’ (p. 39). The most important circumstance is the fact that the sharif became

the Amir of Mecca at a time of tension between the Arabs and Turks (p. 39).

The significance of the alliance between Britain and Husayn ibn “Ali cannot be
understated since Hejaz is the region which has the two holy cities of Mecca and
Medina. Muslims make the annual pilgrimage to Mecca and are encouraged to visit
the mosque of Prophet Muhammad in Medina. From a religious point of view, this
region is of paramount importance for the Ottoman Empire which ruled in the name

of Islam.

Husayn ibn ‘Ali was known as the ‘Keeper of the Holy Places of Mecca’ (“Aruri
1972, p. 15). He belonged to a family whose members claim to be descendants of
Prophet Muhammad. A male member of this family is known as sharif (honourable)
or sayyid (master). In particular, members of this family claim descent from Hashim
ibn ‘Abd-Munaf, the paternal great grandfather of Prophet Muhammad. Husayn ibn
‘Ali had four sons: “Ali, “Abdullah, Faysal, and Zayd. They played various roles
during and after the revolt launched by their father.

A series of communications which laid the foundation for a revolt by the Arabs
against Turkey were exchanged between Husayn ibn ‘Ali and the British High
Commissioner in Egypt, Henry McMahon. The incentives for Husayn ibn ‘Ali were
qualified promises that Britain would be willing ‘to recognise and support the

independence of the Arabs in all the regions within the limits demanded by the Sharif
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of Mecca’; that Britain would provide the Arabs with ‘her advice’; and would ‘assist
them to establish what may appear to be the more suitable forms of government in

those various territories’ (1915). !

In the meantime, Britain and France had reached a secret agreement in 1916 (Sykes-
Picot)” according to which the two powers designated the areas which would come
under their respective control after the end of the war. Accordingly, the region that
incorporates present-day Syria and Lebanon would be under France’s control. The
region from Iraq to the Mediterranean coast (including historic Palestine) was to be
under British control. Furthermore, in 1917 the British Foreign Secretary, Arthur
Balfour, wrote a letter to Walter Rothschild, a leader of the Jewish community in
Britain, to inform the Zionist movement that Britain was supportive of the idea of
establishing a national homeland for the Jews in Palestine. This is known as the

Balfour Declaration.

Husayn ibn “Ali launched the revolt against the Ottoman Empire in 1916. It led to the
surrender of Ottoman forces in Hjjaz. Forces led by Faysal, who was working with
General Allenby and Colonel Lawrence, managed to seize Agaba from the Ottomans.
In 1918, they entered Damascus, where Faysal set up an administration. Arab

representatives in Syria declared him King of Syria.

In 1920, in accordance with the Sykes-Picot Agreement, France decided to remove
Faysal from Syria, and managed to do so after a battle at Maysaloun (July 1920).
Faysal’s brother, ‘Abdullah, led some forces with the declared intention of restoring
the throne of his brother. His first stop was at Ma‘an, which belonged then to the

Hejaz and is now in southern Jordan.

Although Syria was under French control and Iraq and Palestine were under the
British, the borders between the areas of control were not clearly delineated. The
region on the eastern side of the Jordan River, Transjordan, had three separate
administrative districts: “Ajlun, Salt, and Karak. Each had a British adviser. These
three districts became the basis of an entity ruled by ‘Abdullah. This was formalised

in a meeting between ‘Abdullah and Churchill in Jerusalem in March 1921.

! Letter from Henry McMahon to Hussein ibn ‘Ali, 24 October 1915.
% A secret agreement between Britain and France. Named after the two officials who negotiated it: the
British Mark Sykes and the French Georges Picot.
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‘Abdullah was informed that ‘he could keep Transjordan on a temporary basis under
British mandatory ‘protection’ until some more permanent arrangement was agreed

upon with the French’ (Salibi 1993, pp. 87-88).

It was on 15 May 1923 that the ‘Emirate of Transjordan’ was recognised ‘as a
national state being prepared for independence under the general supervision of the

British High Commissioner in Jerusalem’ (Salibi 1993, p. 88).

Since then, Transjordan developed into a nation-state in stages. The transformation,
however, required ‘money, military assistance and goodwill’ from the British (Salibi
1993, p. 98). A series of treaties were negotiated between 1928 and 1946. The
Emirate of Transjordan was declared a kingdom on 25 May 1946, and Amir
“Abdullah acquired the title of the ‘King of the Hashimite Kingdom of Jordan’.? But
even after the officially declared independence of Jordan, the British had
considerable control, especially with regard to foreign policy and the army, which
was led by a British officer, John Glubb, who was the commander of the Jordanian
army, until his dismissal in 1954. King Hussein’s decision to dismiss him was

influenced by pressure from nationalists in the army and the country.

Scholars who have studied Jordan have three broad explanations as to why the State
of Jordan was established. First, it was formed by Britain to stem the French
expansion in the region (Wilson 1988, p. 44). Second, that Transjordan was created
as a prize for Amir ‘Abdullah for the services he, his brothers, and their father,
Husayn ibn ‘Ali, rendered to Britain in its endeavours to bring down the Ottoman
Empire (Wiktorowicz 2001, pp. 50-51). Third, ‘the British were eager to have a
buffer between their direct rule in Palestine and both the expanding Sa‘udi power to
the south and the French Mandate in Syria to the North. The two wishes were

fulfilled with the creation of a new entity in Transjordan’ (Lucas 2005, p. 14).

Kings of Jordan

The ruling dynasty in Jordan starts with ‘Abdullah, the son of Husayn ibn ‘Ali. The
latter’s ambition to be the king of an Arab state was not realised. Instead, more than
one state was created in the region he had hoped to rule, and it was his sons who

were the beneficiaries. Ironically, Husayn ibn ‘Ali and family lost their position in

? The Jordanian Declaration of Independence Document, dated 25 May 1944.
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Mecca, and failed in their attempts to bring present-day Saudi Arabia under their
control. While residing in Mecca, the family and its supporters were engaged in
clashes with other leaders in the area. There was fierce competition between the local
leaders. “Abd al-‘Aziz ibn Sa‘ud was engaged in fighting with rivals from al-Rashid
tribes in Ha’el and the Sharif of Mecca. Ibn Sa‘ud’s forces defeated Husayn ibn
‘Ali’s in Tayef. In order to pacify ibn Sa‘ud, he stood down in favour of his eldest

son, “Ali, who ruled until 1925, when he surrendered to ibn Sa‘ud and moved to Iraq.

Faysal was first declared King of Syria in 1918, before the French forced him out in
1920. ‘Abdullah’s arrival in Ma‘an was supposed to be a step on the way to
Damascus to restore the throne of his bother Faysal. However, the journey to

Damascus was never completed. Instead, he ended up being the Amir of Transjordan.

Thus far, Jordan has been ruled by four kings: “Abdullah I, Talal, Hussein and
‘Abdullah II. “‘Abdullah I is referred to in official Jordanian discourse as the ‘founder
king’. He acquired the title of King in 1946, and ruled until he was assassinated in
Jerusalem in 1951. There is no authoritative account as to who was behind the
assassination plot and why. Various accounts blame the Mufti of Jerusalem, Amin al-
Husayni, and King Faruq of Egypt. King ‘Abdullah’s critics blame him for
sacrificing Palestine; his admirers argue that he managed to prevent the inclusion of

Transjordan in the homeland promised for the Jews in the Balfour Declaration.

As Milton-Edwards and Hinchcliffe (2001, p. 36) point out ‘the real motivations of
the assassin and his accomplices remain unclear to this day’. She adds, however, that
‘Abdullah’s ‘collusion with the Israelis to the detriment of the Palestinians was held
at the time to be the most likely reason’. Sayigh (1966B, pp. 227-228) refers to the

’i’* which in the context of his book, The Hashimites and

assassin as ‘a young feda
the Palestine Question, leaves little doubt that the assassination is related to the
Palestine question. Hani Akhu Irshaideh (2003, p. 156) indicates that the unity
between Transjordan and the West Bank was achieved through the approval of a
Palestinian minority, and that ‘the assassination of King ‘Abdullah was a protest at

this unity’.

* Feda’i is someone who is willing to sacrifice his life for a cause: national or religious. The term
feda’i was widely used to refer to the fighters of the Palestinian resistance movement after 1967 war.
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Abu Nuwar (1990, pp. 124-137) dismisses the suggestion that those behind the
assassination were the Palestinian Mufti, Amin al-Husayni, and ‘Abdullah al-Tall,
the leader of the Jordanian forces in Jerusalem during the 1948 war, supported by the
Egyptian government (p. 124). An account based on this suggestion is detailed by
Satloff (1994) who refers to “‘Abudllah al-Tall as ‘one of the plot’s ring-leaders’ (p.
31). That “Abudllah al-Tall was involved with others and backed by Cairo is the
account adopted by Jordanian historians, al-Madi and Musa (1988, pp. 550-561). In
his memoirs, the British Resident in Transjordan, Alec Kirkbride (1976, pp. 127-
139), also blames ‘Abdullah al-Tall.

Abu Nuwar (1990, p. 129) noted that in 1957 he met al-Tall in Cairo and asked him
about his role in the assassination. Al-Tall swore that he was innocent (p. 129). Abu
Nuwar suggested that Britain was responsible for the assassination. According to
Abu Nuwar, Britain had three motives for eliminating King ‘Abdullah: (a) because
he was about to end the British presence in the region; (b) because Britain wanted to
abort his attempt to ‘unite Jordan with Iraq’; and (c) because he revived the idea of

‘uniting the Arab East to confront the Zionist invasion’ (p. 129).

Abu Nuwar said that the man found guilty of plotting the assassination, Musa al-
Husayni, had a German wife, and both were on good terms with the British Generals
Glubb and Peake (p. 124). Abu Nuwar suggested that the British chose Musa al-
Husayni as it would be possible to make a link between the assassination and Amin
al-Husayni and ‘Abdullah al-Tall (p. 131). The more likely reason is that the
assassination was indeed related to the Palestine question. ‘Abdullah’s role was not
synchronous with the Palestinians themselves or the other Arab governments. That
he accepted the plan to partition Palestine is cited in the official Jordanian narrative
as a farsighted decision which could have spared the Palestinians and Arabs the loss

of all of Palestine.

‘Abdullah’s eldest son, Talal, succeeded his assassinated father. The succession was
not a straightforward matter because Talal at the time was receiving treatment in

Geneva, and there were doubts about his mental stability.

Abu Nuwar (1990) outlines the discussions and manoeuvres which took place at the

time to decide who should succeed “Abdullah: the constitutional heir, Talal, who was

107



ill and receiving treatment in Geneva, or Talal’s brother, Nayef. Satloff (1994) also
outlines the manoeuvres which were taking place to exclude Talal from becoming
the crown prince in view of his turbulent relationship with his father. In the words of
British officials, including Kirkrbirde, quoted by Satloff, Talal was temperamental
and ‘deeply anti-British’ (p. 16). According to Satloff, ‘Abdullah secretly signed a
document in which he appointed his son Nayef as the crown prince (p. 16). However,

‘Abdullah changed his mind and restored Talal in 1947.

According to Abu Nuwar’s account, he and other nationalist colleagues wanted Talal
to succeed, in line with the stipulation of the constitution. The British army officers
had a different view. The then Prime Minister, Tawfiq Abul-Huda, decided to seek
medical reports on Talal’s mental health. Satloff (1994, p. 38) quoted a report by
three Swiss specialists treating Talal as saying that ‘the crown prince had been under
treatment for “an extraordinary case of mental depression” (p. 38). He was declared

fit and returned to Jordan to succeed his father.

King Talal ruled from 1951 to 1952. During his short reign, the constitution was
amended to give more power to the other branches of government. It is noteworthy
that Kirkbride narrates anecdotes that raise doubts about Talal’s mental stability even
before he became king (pp. 120-126). He suggests that Talal ‘realised the burdens of
office were too much for him and abdicated willingly’ (p. 150). This account
however is inaccurate. King Talal’s mental instability was an issue before after he
became king. When it became apparent that his mental condition deteriorated, Abul-
Huda initiated the procedure which led to declaring King Talal ill. Consequently, it
was possible to remove him according to article 28 of the constitution (Satloff 1994,

p. 56). Parliament also named Hussein, Talal’s eldest son, as the new king.

When Hussein succeeded his father, Talal, he was two years under the age required.
Therefore, there was a ‘council of regency’ which ruled until he reached the age of
eighteen lunar years. He acceded to the throne on 2 May 1953 and ruled until his
death in 1999. He is referred to in the Jordanian official discourse as the ‘father of

modern Jordan’. During Hussein’s reign, political freedoms were suppressed and
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political parties banned in 1957. The process of reversing that decision started in
1989. This section about him is brief because he will be referred to in many parts of

the thesis.

Shortly before his death, King Hussein removed his brother Hassan from the position
of crown prince and replaced him with ‘Abdullah, Hussein’s eldest son, who was
named after his grandfather. “Abdullah’s mother is the British Antoinette Gardner,
Hussein’s second wife, who acquired the title of Princess Mona. ‘Abdullah was
pursuing a career in the special forces of the Jordanian army. According to some
accounts, he was not expecting to be appointed crown prince when he was called for
an audience with his father. After ‘Abdullah II became king, he too removed his
brother Hamza from the position of crown prince. Hamza is the son of Lisa Najib
Halaby, an American of Syrian origin. She was the fourth wife of King Hussein, and
acquired the title of Queen Noor. After celebrating the tenth anniversary as king,
‘Abdullah II named his eldest son, Hussein II, in July 2009 as the crown prince at the

age of fifteen years.

PART 2: JORDAN’S POLITICAL SYSTEM

Jordan is a constitutional monarchy. However, the king is not a figurehead, as is the
case in some European countries, such as Britain, Holland, and Norway. According
to article 28 of the constitution, the monarchy is ‘hereditary’ and reserved for ‘the
dynasty of King ‘Abdullah Ibn Al-Hussein’—but only for ‘male heirs’. Various
articles in the constitution give the king the power to dissolve the HoD and the HoN;
he appoints and dismisses the prime minister; and he is the supreme commander of
land, naval, and air forces.” The king is the executive branch, but according to the
constitution, his power is exercised through ministers. However, he also has
legislative power. According to article 25, the power to legislate is shared by the
parliament and the king, who is ‘immune from any liability and responsibility’,

according to article 30.

The king selects the prime minister in Jordan. Instructions on the tasks of the
government are given to the PM in a letter from the king. Only once in the history of

Jordan has the chosen prime minister been a member of the party which gained the

5 A translated version is available from the website of Yale Law School.
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largest number of seats in the HoD. This was in October 1956. Sulayman al-
Nabulsi’s government won the confidence of parliament. However, it was a short-

lived government, serving less than six months. King Hussein dismissed him.

According to Lucas (2005, p. 23), the pillars of the regime are: East Bank tribes;
religious and ethnic minorities (Christians, Circassians, and Chechens); state
bureaucracy; the military; and Palestinians in business. I suggest that these five
pillars are not amenable to generalisation. The East Bank’s tribes cannot be taken for
granted. There are divisions amongst and within the tribes that contradict the often-
repeated generalisation about the loyalty of the tribes to the regime. It is also
doubtful to suggest that religious and ethnic minorities would prefer oppression of
the whole society, which applies to them as well, in return for some special treatment

by the regime—a treatment which by international standards is not very special.

The regime relies on the army, police, intelligence services, and a system of
patronage. The loyalty of people serving in defence and security forces becomes part
of the job. The members have no choice in this matter. However, loyalties can shift
according to circumstances and interests. It is also doubtful that the regime considers
‘Palestinians in business’ one of its pillars. Most likely, Lucas has some wealthy
Palestinians in mind, such as the Shomans who own the Arab Bank. Irrespective of
how many they are, the vague phrase, ‘Palestinians in business’, does not capture the

divisions discussed later in the democratic audit in relation to citizenship.

Finer (1970) suggested that if King Hussein were to make peace with Israel, the
Jordanian army would act to remove him. His predictions proved wrong, because in
1994 Jordan signed a peace treaty with Israel. The Jordanian army did not act to
remove him. Opposition to the treaty was, and still is, expressed by individuals and

political parties, especially IAF.

The Jordanian Parliament is bicameral. The lower house is the House of Deputies
(HoD), and the upper is the House of Notables (HON).6 The two chambers are known
together as the National Assembly (Majlis al-Umma). The number of members of the
lower house is double that of the upper. The HoN’s members are appointed by the

king, while members of the lower house gain membership through elections.

% Similar to the British House of Lords
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According to the constitution, the power to legislate is not the exclusive domain of
the National Assembly. As mentioned earlier, the constitution specifically states that

the king shares the legislative power.

After the merger of Transjordan with the West Bank in 1950, the shorthand reference
to each part of the kingdom was East Bank and West Bank. Membership of both
chambers was equally divided between the two parts. After the independence of
Transjordan in 1946, the HoD consisted of forty members, and the HoN of twenty.
The number of seats was increased in 1960 to become sixty for the lower house and
thirty for the upper, with membership equally divided between the two parts of the
kingdom.

The official history of Jordan’s parliament shows that the HoD was dissolved several
times, because it did not work well with the government. Contrary to the normal
practice in democracies, the parliament is dismissed instead of government. In other

words, the legislative branch of government is the weakest.

Since the inception of Transjordan, there have been political parties. The elections of
1956 were contested by various political parties, including the Nationalist Socialist
Party, headed by Sulayman al-Nabulsi, and the Ba‘th Party, whose member
‘Abdullah al-Rimawi, was made foreign minister in al-Nabulsi’s government.
However, after the dispute between the palace and the government, King Hussein
dismissed the government, dissolved parliament, and banned parties. In this dispute,

the MB sided with the palace.

Although political parties remained illegal until the political parties law came into
effect in 1992, there was a de facto presence of political parties in Jordan, after the
Arab-Israeli war of 1967. Armed Palestinian groups established bases in Jordan after
the war, and political organisations were able to operate without being licensed by
the government. The de facto public presence continued until the PLO’s presence
was eliminated in Jordan in 1970-1971. After that, those who continued to operate

did so secretly.

After parties were made legal in 1992, twenty parties applied for a licence, and by

the end of 1996, there were twenty-three parties in Jordan (Hourani 1997, p. 19).
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However, not all managed to win seats in the HoD. Because of high number of
parties, and weak membership, King “Abdullah II suggested the idea of having three
to four large parties as a way of invigorating the political scene. In 2007, a law
required parties to re-register, and new requirements were imposed regarding the
minimum number of members, including a requirement of such membership to be

spread across the country. IAF passed through this stage.

Multi-party elections which produced significant opposition within parliament
occurred on two occasions: 1956 and 1989. In the former, the MB had two members
and nineteen in the latter. The change of fortunes is due to the fact that secular parties
(nationalist and socialist) were more popular in the 1950s. In 1956, King Hussein
reluctantly selected Sulayman al-Nabulsi, the leader of the largest party in the HoD,
to form the government. In contrast, although the MB gained the largest number of

seats (but not a majority), they were not asked to form the government.’

There are three types of courts in Jordan, according to the constitution: civil courts,
religious courts, and special courts. The constitution makes references to the
independence of judges who are not subjected to ‘any interference in their affairs’. In
reality, however, there are episodes which undermine the independence of the justice
system in Jordan, as shall be outlined in the chapter analysing the data of the
democratic audit. As Lucas (2005, p. 23) observes, the courts are ‘staffed with
staunch supporters of the regime’. However, they usually belong to the ‘liberal wing’
of the ‘coalition’ on which the regime relies. He further notes that the ‘judges have
taken their role seriously and may on occasions reject the government dictates. If the

king’s will is clear, however, the courts generally will not try to challenge it’ (p. 23).

PART 3: THE ROLE OF ISLAM

Islam is the official religion of the state, and the courts follow the Hanafi school of
interpretation in adjudicating matters such as divorce, inheritance, and other personal

matters. More than 90 percent of the population are Muslims. This percentage

7 Al-Nabulsi did not win a seat in parliament. It is thought that this is due to rigging the elections. The
choice of PM was not going to al-Nabulsi, but then King Hussein changed his mind and decided to
take the results of the elections into account.
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includes the Palestinians as well as the Circassian minority. The CIA (2010) provides

the following information about Jordan’s population:

Sunni Muslim 92%, Christian 6% (majority Greek Orthodox, but some Greek
and Roman Catholics, Syrian Orthodox, Coptic Orthodox, Armenian
Orthodox, and Protestant denominations), other 2% (several small Shia
Muslim and Druze populations) (2001 est.)

It is customary to broadcast live the Friday noon prayer from a major mosque. This
used to be al-Agsa in Jerusalem before 1967. Also, regular programming is
interrupted to broadcast the call for prayer (azan). As the Audiovisual Commission
(AVC) notes, a radio station wholly dedicated to broadcasting Qur’an recitations and
religious programmes was established in 2006. However, the fact that Islam is the
official religion does not translate into implementation of shari‘a. For instance, banks
(nonlslamic) which deal with interest operate freely. Alcoholic beverages can be

purchased and consumed in Jordan.

As Milton-Edwards and Hinchcliffe (2001) note: ‘Jordan’s rulers enhance their
legitimacy through reference to their lineage to the Prophet Muhammad, but the
political philosophy of the state is western constitutional in origin’ (p. 102). It is true
that the rulers of Jordan refer to their linage to the Prophet. However, does this
enhance their legitimacy, or that of other rulers in the Muslim world? There are two
points which are worthy of discussion: the legitimacy to rule Jordan by the Hashimite

and the popularity of the kings of Jordan.

Milton-Edwards and Hinchcliffe (2001) are not alone in referring to the lineage as a
credential. Al-‘Ukur (2003, p. 88), an Islamic member of the Jordanian HoN,
addresses a point which the Islamists in Jordan and elsewhere discuss: whether they
should participate in legislative councils and take up leading roles in countries not
considered to be following the teachings of Islam. He argues in favour of doing so,
especially in countries ‘whose constitutions stipulate the Islam is the official religion
and the origins of the rulers go back to the honourable household [of Prophet
Muhammad]’ (p. 88). Similarly, the leftist writer, “Urayb Rintawi (2003) suggested
that what reinforced the relationship between the Islamic movement and the state
was ‘the most important [source of] legitimacy of the regime in Jordan: belonging to

the Prophet garden [sic]’ (p. 92).
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Both the Sunni and Shi‘i branches of Islam revere Prophet Muhammad and his
family. The latter is referred to as the people of the house (al al-bayt). It is a well-
known story to Muslims that Prophet Muhammad was fond of his grandchildren,
Hassan and Hussein, the sons of his cousin, “Ali, and his daughter, Fatima. After the
dispute over who should succeed Muhammad, those who argued that it should have
been ‘Ali, eventually became known as the Shi‘a. In this branch of Islam, “Ali, his
family, and his descendants, enjoy a very special status. There is a belief that one of

the grandchildren will turn up one day and save the world (the Hidden Imam).

In contrast, the Sunni branch does not give the same status to the household of the
Prophet, even though they are highly revered and praised. Three successors of
Prophet Muhammad, Abu Bakr, ‘Umar, and ‘“Uthman, were not members of the
Prophet’s household. The caliphs who ruled the Muslims of the Sunni branch did not

necessarily have a connection with the Prophet’s household.

Various people in the Muslim world proudly refer to their connection with the
Prophet and his family. For instance, a Saudi family, al-Sharif, makes such a claim.
The Syrian-German scholar, Bassam Tibi, invoked such a connection during an
address he gave at the Moshe Dayan Centre in Israel in January 2000.® If one is to
follow the injunctions of the Qur’an, there is no special status for anyone. God

favours people according to their piety, not their lineage (Qur’an 49: 13).

‘Uthman (2002) challenges in unequivocal terms the claim that the lineage is a basis
of legitimacy. He argues that this ‘absolutely contradicts Islam’, and that Islam has
nothing to do with lineage. The legitimacy is based on belonging to Islam both
intellectually and in practice. Therefore, the ruler gets it from belonging to Islam, not
the lineage. “Uthman further clarifies that the legitimacy of the king in Jordan is

constitutional (p. 113).

Moreover, the claim of lineage as a source of legitimacy did matter in the dispute
between the Sharif of Mecca, Hussein ibn ‘Ali and his rival ibn Saud. The latter
removed the former, and established in Saudi Arabia a stricter Islamic state than is

the case in Jordan.

¥ The Sixteenth Annual George A. Kaller Lecture, 12 January 2000.
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The Hashimite rule in Jordan was not readily accepted in Jordan. Al-Madi and Musa
([1959] 1988) pointed out that there were two major rebellions: one in al-Kura in
northern Jordan in 1921, after Amir ‘Abdullah formed his first government in
Transjordan (pp. 156-164). The rebellion was quelled in 1922, after sending a large
force which managed to subjugate the area (p. 164). The second rebellion occurred in
1923 by the “Udwan tribe of the Salt area (pp. 201-220). Fighters from the tribe and
its supporters headed to Amman. They were intercepted, and some of the fighters

were killed.

The new ruler resorted to pitting one tribe against another, and favouring one over
the other. The control was in the end solidified by a combination of coercion, money,
and land. The fact that Transjordanian tribes rebelled undermines the often repeated
suggestion that the Hashimites are more popular with Transjordanian tribes than they
are with Palestinians. In his memoirs, General Glubb (1948) records his efforts to
bring order to the desert. For instance, he had troubles with the Huwaitat tribe in the

1930s (p. 91):

I had reached the conclusion that the only way to do anything with the
Huwaitat was to withdraw all troops from the desert. The resentment between
the troops and the tribes was such that the latter were embittered against
Great Britain and the Trans-Jordan government as a whole.

Moreover, after some success in getting the Huwaitat to cooperate with him in
defending the area from the raids of the Ikhwan of Saudi Arabia, he could not
persuade them to join the Jordanian army: ‘But enlist as soldiers they would not. The
idea that the Government was their bitterest enemy was too deeply engrained in their
minds to admit such a novel idea’ (pp. 92-93). Al-Budairi (1996) notes that ‘the
historical record shows that the most vocal and effective opposition to ‘Abdullah
[...] came from the tribes’. He further notes that the tribes ‘were eventually won over

by a dual policy of coercion and co-optation’ (p. 243).

In recent times, members of Transjordanian tribes expressed their opposition in
varying degrees of severity. Abu Mus‘ab al-Zargawi resorted to violence and killed
innocent people in the process. A former MP, and high-ranking officer in Jordanian
police, Ahmad ‘Uwaidi al-‘Abbadi, was imprisoned after criticising corruption in
Jordan. In February 2010, two prominent activists, Sufyan al-Tall and Muwafaq

Mahadin, were imprisoned for taking part in interviews which discussed the
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Jordanian involvement in Afghanistan, and were critical of Jordan’s cooperation with

the CIA.

Another part of the official Jordanian narrative, sometimes repeated by scholars and
journalists, is that the kings of Jordan, especially King Hussein, are popular and liked
by people. Public personalities who are frequently in the news attract a following,
and will be well-liked by a certain number of people. When the personality is a king,
the number of admirers is likely to increase manifold because of the system of
patronage known in Jordan as makrumah (an act of generosity). The makrumah can

be applied to an individual or a segment of the population, such as the bedouin.

It is highly likely to be suggested that whenever the king, Hussein or another, visits
universities, villages, or patrons an event, there is always evidence that the king is
popular, because people will rush to shake his hand or hug him. These images will be
shown repeatedly in the Jordanian media. However, it is commonly known in
political life that there is a great deal of stage management when politicians, in the
West as well as in the East, visit places and attend events. The staff of politicians will
always ensure that their man or woman is met by a friendly crowd, and according to

a script. This will apply to the king of Jordan as it does to the president of the USA.

Moreover, it is a fact known to school children in Jordan that on certain occasions
they get the day off to welcome the king along the route to his palace. When King
‘Abdullah II celebrated the tenth anniversary of ascending to the throne, the Ministry
of Education required teachers and students to take part in the public celebrations.
The streets of Amman were supplied with tents, chairs, water, soft drinks, and sweets
to entice and reward participation. In other words, the images of friendly crowds do
not tell how popular the person is across the country. In a state where it is a crime to
criticise its king, it is not possible to conduct polls to ask people whether they like

him or not.

PART 4: THE ECONOMY AND RENTIERISM

As indicated in official statistics (2007), the area of Jordan is nearly 90,000 km?2, of
which 70,000 km2 (78%) is classified as semi-desert. Jordan is a country without
natural resources that can counterbalance this disadvantage, as in the case of Saudi

Arabia and other states in the Gulf. According to 2006 official statistics, the
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population of Jordan is 5.6 million, with a growth rate of 2.3 percent. At this rate, it
will take thirty years for the population to double. More than 80 percent of the
population live in urban areas. More than one-third of the population (37.3%) are

under the age of 15. The median age of the entire population is 20.3 years.

The illiteracy rate is 9.3 percent, but it is much higher amongst women (13.7%).
Only 10.7 percent of the population hold a bachelor degree or higher. The majority’s
level of education (53.7%) is below secondary education. The GDP is JD10,108
million, while the GDP per capita is JD1805 (equivalent to $2500). The inflation rate
during 2006 was 6.3 percent.

Water resources are scarce in Jordan. Consequently, water distribution to homes is
rationed. According to Raddad (2005, p. 1), the water supply per capita is considered
‘among the lowest in the world’. It is nearly 135 cubic meters ‘for all uses’ per year.
Only 3.1 percent of the population work in agriculture. In contrast, more than a third
of the labour force (35%) worked as farmers in 1964, and agriculture then amounted

to ‘20% of the total production’ of Jordan’s economy’ (“Aruri 1972, p. 50).

As ‘Aruri (1972, p. 60) noted, Jordan’s economy was weak since its creation. It
suffered from ‘chronic deficit in the budget and the balance of trade’. He further
noted that ‘domestic revenue has consistently lagged behind expenditure. Grants
from abroad were always needed to cover expenditure, which the country was never

able to meet with its own resources’.

Such a state of affairs lends Jordan to being classified as a rentier economy. The
characteristic of a rentier economy, as identified by Beblawi and Luciani (1987), is
‘one where rent situations predominate’ and one which ‘relies on substantial external
rents’ (p. 51; italics in original). Another characteristic is that the government is the

‘principal recipient of the external rent’ (p. 52).

As Brynen (1992) explains, Jordan’s economy and politics have the characteristics of
rentierism since the state’s inception, because of the reliance initially on a British
‘monthly subsidy of £5,000°, in 1921. It then increased to ‘around £100,000 per year
by the mid-1920s and to £2 million by the mid-1940s’ (p. 78). Moreover, although
after independence in 1946 and the merger with the West Bank, which led to the

reduction of foreign assistance, ‘British (and later, United States) budget support
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continued, with foreign grants accounting for an average of 30 per cent of all
government revenue and between one fifth and one third of GDP between 1952 and
1966’ (p. 78). After the 1967 war, and having lost the West Bank, Jordan was one of
the recipients of Arab aid. ‘Between 1967 and 1972, according to Brynen, ‘foreign

grants accounted for no less than 58 per cent of all government revenues’ (p. 78).

Moreover, Robinson (1998, p. 390) noted that ‘Jordan’s economic fortunes were in
decline well before the beginning of the Gulf War in 1990. Its per capita GNP,
hovering around $2,000 since 1985, plummeted to less than $1,500 in 1989’. When
Iraq invaded Kuwait in August 1990, Jordan received hundreds of thousands of
refugees. Moreover, ‘government transfers, primarily from Gulf Arab countries,
declined markedly [...] down to $164 million” in 1991. In this regard, it is worth
recalling that the decline is related to the Iraqgi invasion of Kuwait and King
Hussein’s attempt to find a diplomatic solution through Arab efforts. This position

was ill-received by Kuwait, other Gulf states, and the USA.

As was the case in other developing countries, Jordan resorted to foreign loans and
defaulted on payment. The slowdown in the economy during the 1980s was severe
due to the collapse of oil prices, which affected oil producing countries.
Consequently, there was a knock-on effect on the aid Jordan received from these
countries, and on remittances form Jordanian expatriates in the Gulf. As Harrigan,
El-Said, and Wang (2006) explain, ‘between 1983 and 1988, the government
followed expansionary policies based on external borrowing and running down
reserves’. Moreover, the ‘budget deficits widened significantly’. Jordan external
debts were $9.5 billion. The government ceased to be ‘able to service her foreign

debt obligations’ (p. 267).

As seen elsewhere in the developing world, the IMF and World Bank were involved
in the endeavours to resolve Jordan’s problems through programmes agreed with
both institutions. One of the government’s measures was a freeze on ‘public wages,

salaries and employment and an immediate increase in the prices of petroleum

118



products, all of which were required to meet IMF loan conditionality to curb the

fiscal deficit’ (Harrigan, EI-Said, and Wang 2006, p. 269).

The measures caused public discontent, manifested in disturbances in the southern
cities of Ma‘an, Karak, and Tafila. Of significance is the fact that the disturbances
were by the Transjordanian section of the population, whose loyalty to the regime is
often presented as not being in question. King Hussein discussed with his advisers
how best to deal with the situation. According to Lucas (2005, p. 27) the ‘advisers

had split on recommending a response to the riots’.

The protests in the southern cities are often cited as the reason for the liberalisation.
However, I would suggest that it was one of several reasons. Other factors were at
play at the time, one of which was the breaking away of Eastern European countries
from the Soviet orbit. Internally, moreover, there have always been demands for
political reform in Jordan, and King Hussein engaged in informal dialogue with some
personalities, such as Jamal al-Sha‘er. However, after the disturbances broke out,
using oppressive measures at a time when freedom was sweeping Eastern Europe

would have been ill-received internationally.
PART 5: THE PALESTINIAN CONNECTION

Jordan’s modern history is entangled with that of Palestine. The Arab Revolt
encouraged by Britain took place in 1916. The British promise to create a Jewish
homeland in Palestine was made in 1917. Britain used its links with the family of
Hussein ibn “Ali (and Ibn Sa“ud as well) to achieve this goal. For instance, in 1919,
Faysal reached an agreement with Chaim Weizmann in this regard. Article III is of

particular significance:

In the establishment of the Constitution and administration of Palestine all
such measures shall be adopted as will afford the fullest guarantees for
carrying into effect the British Government’s declaration of the 2nd of
November, 1917.°

When the UN partition plan was proposed in 1947, the Palestinians and the leaders of
Arab states of the time rejected it. King “Abdullah was in favour of acceptance. The

Arab-Israeli war in 1948 forced hundreds of thousands of Palestinians to seek refuge

? Faisal-Weizmann Agreement, 3 January 1919.
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in neighbouring Arab countries. Two parts of Palestine remained in Arab hands; the
Gaza Strip and the West Bank. There were attempts to have a Palestinian entity to
carry on the fight for Palestine. The embodiment of these attempts was the Pan-
Palestine Government, which came into being in September 1948. As Muhammad
Khalid al-Az‘ar (1998) explains, this government was met with hostility by King
‘Abdullah I, and became an emasculated body, based in Cairo, until it ceased to exist

in 1963. The PLO was created soon afterwards.

Al-Az‘ar (1998) documents King ‘Abdullah’s opposition to this Palestinian
government, and his countermeasures to merge the West Bank with Transjordan. His
attempts were fruitful, and the merger was agreed in a conference held in Jericho in
December 1948. The merger with the West Bank resulted in changes in various laws
to accommodate the representation of the new part of the kingdom in the government

and parliaments.

In 1954, a law was enacted which gave Palestinians, including the refugees, the right
to acquire Jordanian citizenship. Both moves (the merger and citizenship) were
controversial, and created identity crises for the State of Jordan, the people of

Transjordan, and the Palestinians—as shall be seen in the democratic audit.

When the Arab-Israeli war of 1967 broke out, three Arab states lost territories to
Israel: Egypt lost the Sinai and the Gaza Strip; Syria lost the Golan Heights; and
Jordan lost the West Bank. After the war, a Palestinian resistance movement
emerged and established a presence in Jordan. Friction between the various factions
of the Palestinian movement and the government eventually led to the expulsion of
the movement in two stages: the first in September 1970, after which Palestinian
fighters were forced to relocate to bases in the northern part of the country, and then
in 1971, when the presence was eliminated. Following the clashes of 1970-1971,
Jordan embarked on a process of ‘Jordanisation’ of the army and other government
institutions. In 1972, Palestinian gunmen assassinated the then Prime Minister of

Jordan, Wasfi al-Tall, in Cairo.

The Palestinian national movement, embodied by the PLO, sought to represent all

Palestinians. In 1974, the PLO secured a resolution from the Arab summit in Rabat
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that declared the PLO the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people.
The representation of the Palestinians remained an issue fraught with tension
between Jordan and the PLO. Jordan was not willing to consider the PLO the

representative of the Palestinians who had acquired Jordanian citizenship.

The relationship between the PLO and Jordan went through stages of tension and
cooperation, influenced in both cases by the prospects of a settlement of the Arab-
Israeli conflict. Some peace plans had what was called the Jordanian option, which,

amongst its varieties, would involve a confederation of Jordanian-Palestinian states.'”

In February 1985, an agreement between Jordan and the PLO leader, Yasir Arafat,
was signed in Amman, calling for a peaceful settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict.
However, the agreement failed to win the support of the rest of the PLO. King
Hussein cancelled the agreement in February 1986. The tension in the relationship
between both sides escalated. The end of 1987 saw the eruption of the Palestinian
uprising, intifada, whose coverage in Jordanian official media was limited.
Exasperated by the frustration of attempting to work with the PLO, and the criticism
levelled at Jordan’s role in the peace process, King Hussein announced in July 1988
a disengagement plan which declared that Jordan was no longer responsible legally
or administratively for the West Bank. As shall be seen in the democratic audit, the
constitutionality of this decision is debated by two opposite camps: one wants it
constitutionalised so that it has a permanent effect; the other considers it

unconstitutional.

In October 1991, the Madrid Peace Conference took place. Initially the Palestinians
were part of the Jordanian delegation. However, a separate track was established
after the negotiations moved to Washington in 1992. While the peace talks were still
going on, the PLO reached with the Israelis in Oslo in 1993 a secret agreement,
which led to the recognition of the PLO, and a form of autonomy for five years, after
which the final status of the Palestinian territories occupied in 1967 would be
determined. After the Israeli-Palestinian agreement was reached, Jordan wasted no

time and concluded its own peace treaty in 1994.

' The “‘Jordanian option” was viewed with suspicion by the Palestinian organisations.
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Palestinians in Jordan

The issue of Palestinians in Jordan is never discussed openly. For instance, the
number of Palestinians in Jordan is shrouded in secrecy. Even when a census is
carried out, the figure is not revealed. Some Palestinians who served the regime
loyally wrote about the exclusion and discrimination practised in Jordan against the
Palestinians. ‘Adnan Abu ‘Odeh, an intelligence officer who served as minister of
information in the military cabinet formed during the clashes of 1970, published a
book in 1999 in which he referred to the exclusion. After an interview on al-Jazeera
TV in 2006, in which the same view was aired, legal proceedings were initiated
against him, ostensibly after complaints were filed against him. However, the
charges were dropped without an explanation. Similarly, Jawad al-‘Anani, who
served as chief of the royal court, expressed similar sentiments in an article he wrote

in al-Bayan, a UAE daily, in 2001. Both had to give up their seats in the HoN.

It should be noted that the Jordanian-Palestinian entanglement is not purely political
in nature. Religious Muslims do not entertain the idea that Palestine is not their
concern, whether in Jordan, Iraq, Egypt, or other Muslim countries, because
Jerusalem is considered the third holiest place in the world, after Mecca and Medina.
Prophet Muhammad’s journey from Mecca to Jerusalem and then ascending to the

Heavens (the Night Journey) is part of the faith and is celebrated every year.

Looked at from the perspective of some of the Transjordanians, because Palestinians
in Jordan acquired citizenship, as of 1954, resentment is often expressed at the fact
that Palestinians identify themselves as such. This is seen as an expression of
disloyalty. However, this view is too narrow, as the issue of identity is too complex

to be settled by acquiring citizenship in Jordan or elsewhere.

Moreover, one should not believe claims that Transjordanians have no sympathy for
the Palestinians and their resistance, especially the movement which emerged after
the 1967. Before the relationship between the Palestinian factions and the

government descended into hostility, the Palestinian resistance was welcomed and
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supported by Transjordanians. This was acknowledged in ‘Abdullah ‘Azzam’s
memoirs (1990, pp. 69-72). He gives credit to the ‘Ubaydat clan whose member,
Ahmad “Ubaydat, became the chief of the GID and then prime minister.

Relationship with Hamas

The rise of Hamas is connected with the Palestinian uprising of 1987, which broke
out in Gaza and then engulfed the Gaza Strip and West Bank. After the Arab defeat
in the 1967 war with Israel, leftist and nationalist organisations, old and new,
launched armed resistance against the occupation. Religious groups, such as the MB,
did not do so. They thought that res