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Chapter 1

MINORITY RIGHTS AND RELIGIOUS LIBERTY:
ITINERARIES OF CONVERSION

This chapter provides an account of political secularism in the Middle East by
tracking the career of two of its signature concepts—religious liberty and mi-
nority rights—across the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Less 2 chronolog-
ical history than a genealogy, it seeks to capture key shifts in the meaning and praxis
of these concepts in order to understand how relations between Muslims and non-
Muslims were reconfigured in the modern period. Because I am interested in how
religious difference has come to be regulated and remade under conditions of mod-
ern secular governance, I focus on the problem of religious minorities rather than
groups defined by ethnic, linguistic, or other attributes. This chapter tracks broader
international and regional developments that are crucial to how religious difference
has come to be imagined and lived in modern Egypt. In doing so, I go back and
forth between European and Middle Eastern history because I firmly believe that no
analysis of secular political concepts and institutions in the latter is complete with-
out simultaneously accounting for their evolution in the former. Consequently, this
chapter does not so much offer an “indigenous genealogy” of the concepts of religious
liberty and minority rights as it highlights the overlapping histories that have shaped
their modern trajectory.

There are three historical shifts around which this chapter is organized. I start in
the nineteenth century, when the concepts of religious liberty and minority rights
gained traction in the region with the expansion of European power into the territo-
ries ruled by the Ottoman Empire. Christian European states systematically used the
discourse of religious liberty and minority rights to undermine Ottoman sovereignty
in the name of safeguarding the interests of “Eastern Christians,” as they were called at
the time. Eventually, a weakened Ottoman Empire adopted religious liberty and mi-
nority rights within its governing apparatus in order to shore up its territorial sover-
eignty and harness the fractious loyalties of diverse irredentist groups. The adoption
of these legal concepts did not simply level old religious hierarchies but recalibrated
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them to a new calculus, opening up certain forms

of political belonging for non-
Muslims while closing others.

A second historical shift in the meaning of religious liberty and minority rights
came about with the institutionalization of the nation-state as the globally dominant
form premised on the principle of popular sovereignty and formal equality. From in-
struments of imperial Patronage, religious liberty and minority rights became part of
the broader vocabulary of civil and political rights. While in Europe, the transition from
imperial to popular sovereignty was a fait accompli by the end of the nineteenth century,
this was not the case in the Middle East; there, popular sovereignty had to be developed
institutionally and discursively within the context of expanding missionary activity and
(direct or indirect) colonial rule. International law, which was supposed to institute a

global political order based on the doctrine of sovereignty, readily accommodated the

exceptional nature of colonial and mandatory rule, As a result, the meaning and praxis

of religious liberty and minority rights in the Middle East were forged in the context of
differential sovereignty between Europe and the Middle East, a context that, as I hope to
show in this book, remains relevant to how the minority issue is debated in Egypt today.
A third shift that I track in the concept of minority rights belongs to the interwar
period. Under the auspices of the League of Nations, an aythoritative definition of
“national minority” was developed and a system of minority treaties was established
to track infractions in countries that were, for the most part, subject to European
power. This period in the League’s history is instructive not only because it exempli-
fies the logic of differential sovereignty that attends rights discourse in international
law, but also for its consistent thematization of an irresolvable tension located at the

heart of the concept of minority: on the one hand, a minority is supposed to be an

equal partner with the majority in the building of the nation; on the other hand, its
difference (religious, racial, ethnic) poses an incipient threat to the identity of the
nation that is grounded in the religious, linguistic, and cultural norms of the majority.
Even though the League of Nations and its minority treaties system were dismantled,
. eventually replaced by the United Nations and its charter of human rights, contempo-
rary struggles over minority rights continue to reenact this tension in various forms,
This chapter is also an argument for why the discourse on religious liberty and
national minorities needs to be urgently rethought outside the framework of rights. It
belongs, I want to suggest, to a far broader field of secular political praxis that secures
the prerogative of the modern state to serve as the arbiter of religious differences, to
remake and regulate religious life while proclaiming its sanctity, in the process funda-
mentally transforming how people perceive and negotiate religious identity and com-

munal relations. Viewed from this perspective, religious liberty does not simply protect

religious belief (or unbelief) from state intervention, but secures the distinction be-

32

RIGHTS AND LIBERTY

s imilarly, the
public and private that is so foundational to secular political rule. Slml(liajy
o i igni determined demo-
i inori ly signify a predete
al minority does not simply
legal concept of nation "t erm deme
ts and obligations. ,
i hom the modern state confers rig
raphic group upon w . . o
gt p stitutionalization also produces the kinds of subjects who can speak 1r(11 o
o i ized, and contested. Perhaps
i igious differences are lived, recognized,
transforming how religious v . d contes o
f n apprehend these dimensions of religious liberty and minority rights we may
if we ca Y ; ! 7
; ble to appreciate the double-edged character of political secularism, which pr? f
ord igious life.
eligious neutrality even as it remakes the fundamental contours of religiou
ises r

Sovereignty and Religious Liberty

The Slgnlng Of the Peace Of Westphaha tIeatleS;ln 1648 18 Often naIIated as the foun-
al ment In ”]e emergence of the C()Il(:ept O be ty' Ot on. y
f Iellgl()u 1 >
datlon mo: g S 1 1 it not l
n()ugln an e]ld to near y one nu dIed yeal ()t lel ous Waliale ar l()]lg C stians,
1 i1l h 11 S lgl t S
but alS() CIeated a pohtlcal or de! m Wthh Sub‘eCtS Of a state were anOWed to !l()].d rel-
g[( us l)eheis that were dlﬁeleﬂt fIOIIl the I ulel S. Whl]e some SChO ars view the Peace
O VVeStPhaha as an p rtue
g
f etheI moment in Europe’s llnfoldln commitment to [] 1€ V1
Of Ieh lous tOICIa'nce’ OtheXS seeitasa fa‘I more PIagInE tic instrament th'ilt help Ed
g .
g g
Setﬂe 1()Ilg‘5tand1ng territor Ial dlSputeS by rantin, f()]flna] lndepelldence to p()[ﬂles
stru hn to l)e ere 11()1'11 the 0. y R() an E Plle uCh as h ndas, OWI -
H 1 Jast mj (S the Net e]la d S tze
la-nd) SaVob and I'Illan In thls la—tteI uIldeISta.Ildlng, the I eace Of WeStphaha 18 Cr ed‘
)' ,
( ) g Hd
lted Wlth estabhshmg the p] HlClple lf not the PI actice ()f state soverel nty Wlth t] 1€
SOV g territor y and Sub ects fr.ee f]fonl OutSIde intervention.
J
overelgns rlght to Control hlS
g 4] g ( )
‘VVIlUn f()l’.ty yeaIS 1ateI ’Ohn LOCkC m hlS LeiteT (3071Ce1 nin '10l€7 ation 1689 IIlade
g()Vernnlent Conduct lIldlﬁerent to ]ehgl()us truth far beyond t]le parameters ()t the
Peace o VVeS[!)] aha hl ther consecratin, leh 10US8 llbe}ty asa foundatlona
g g
> I it 1 elelnellt
Of hbela]' FOhtICal I atlonaht} and raison detat' hat Iwantto hlghhght heIe 18 that n
E]l]()[)ea] ]llSt()IlOgI aphy, the bllth Of the COIlcept Of Iehglous hbelty 18 deeply inter-
thned Wlth the CStathhnle[lt (o) \ ty eCurlng legl()nal
f the prlnClPle Of state so erelgn , S
I €, ar thf creation Cf an intrastate II: :::1 Ox hi hng 1at us d to be :aHEd

P . <« s s el a2
]e]]g]()us d]SSe[ ters bu.l lale] came to l)e lega] ded as lehglous minorities.
B

igi i i d America is a
! Challenging the conventional story that the history of re.hgxous hlzert}; 1rclh1:2;11:;)$13a?hat g
gressive rr%arch toward increasing toleration, there is a s1gm§cant. bq i’ OWZS AN
the ing trajectories since the principle . !
. iscontinuous, and competing traj < : e o
- mulltlzgilftfc‘s);wo Concepts of Religious Freedom”; Dunn, The Hfsttgy ;J{ }I:Z(l:g:fn D nf; e
izav;nlx\)lei}lerlum}s and the Dutch Origins; Hunter, “Religious tFx;eec}:x:; ;rold :tre M G st
inci intervention i reign states
2Whi rinciple of nonintervention in sove : :  the Peace of Yisst
h liwi}iliﬁi:sh iilpfact Illjot institutionalized until well into t}'le late elgI?:eengx gz};e\::zrg iy
?h;liz)n sovereignty is therefore somewhat of a persisting misnomer. Krasner,

33



CHAPTER 1

While this foundational relationship between religious liberty and state sover-
eignty in European history is widely acknowledged, far less appreciated are the ex-
ceptions this narrative enacted as the discourse of religious liberty traveled to non-
European shores. Notably, the introduction of the principle of religious freedom to
non-Western lands often violated the principle of state sovereignty, instead of consol-
idating it. Consider, for example, the repeated attempts by Christian European rul-
ers to assert their right to protect Christian minorities within the Ottoman Empire,
beginning in the seventeenth century and only escalating over time. As long as the
Ottoman Empire was strong, it could accommodate these pressures without compro-
mising its sovereignty; but once Ottoman power started to decline, it could not resist
Western European incursions on behalf of Ottoman Christians.

As early as the sixteenth century, Ottoman rulers granted special privileges—
known as “capitulations®—to Western Eurcpean traders, ensuring a considerable
degree of self-government in matters of criminal and civil jurisdiction as well as
freedom of religion and worship. Capitulations were legal instruments that a range
of empires employed at the time to give extraterritorial jurisdiction to subjects of
another state in order to bolster trade and strategic relations.’ Malcolm Evans, in his
magisterial history of the global career of religious liberty, notes,

[The capitulations] were originally bestowed at a time when the
Western States were economically and politically inferior to Ot-
tomans but, as the balance of power shifted in their favour, they
became a potent means of furthering their strength and the en-
feebled Empire was unable to resist. Within this framework, the
role of the Western European States as protectors of the religious
freedom of their subjects within the Ottoman domains easily
elided into a claim entitling them to champion the liberties, reli-
gious and otherwise, of all Christians in the Empire*

Over time, the capitulatory privileges came to apply to European missionaries and, even-
tually, to indigenous Ottoman Christian communities as well, who were placed under

* Capitulations were part of a world in which the principle of “territoriality” accommodated the
principle of “personal law” (the law of the community to which a person belonged). As a result, states
often allowed people to abide by their own communal laws even when they traveled across state
boundaries and jurisdictions. Ozsu, “The Ottoman Empire”

*Evans, Religious Liberty, 61-62, emphasis added. A key example of the treaties that accorded
European Christian sovereigns the right to act as protectors of Ottoman Christians while the Ottoman
Empire was still strong is the Treaty of 1615, signed between the Habsburgs and the Ottomans, which
recognized Austrian interests in securing the freedom of Catholics to worship and repair churches. As
Ottoman power declined, other treaties were signed, such as the Treaty of Kutschuk-Kainardji (signed
in 1774) between Russia and the Ottoman Empire, which recognized the tsar’s right to intercede on
behalf of Orthodox Christians, and the Treaty of Passerowitz (signed in 1718), which granted the Aus-
trian emperor the right to intercede on behalf of Roman Catholics residing in Ottoman territories. For
the privileges accorded to Prench Catholics in Pilestine, see Maila, “The Arab Christians””
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the protection of European Christian rulers. This amounted to a de facto re\;oc:?:,ii(l)n of
Ottoman law in relation to many of its Christian subjects.” Notably; no parall‘e privileges
existed for Ottomans in relation to non-Christian subjects of Eurf>pea.n empires.

As the nineteenth century progressed and the Ottoman Empire started to lose large
portions of its Christian-dominated territories to breakaway st.ates,. t‘he Europear'l po;;r-
ers deployed the claim of religious liberty for non-Muslim rr.nnormes to e)fpe(h;ePt Ts
dissolution and secure their geopolitical interests in the r‘eglon. The Trezlltles o an.s
(signed in 1856) and Berlin (signed in 1878) both contamed. religious-liberty provi-
sions for non-Muslims, which the Ottomans and the newly 1.nde1.)endent statefs we;e
forced to adopt under European pressure.® The Treaty of Berlin, 51g.ned ‘fOHOWI'ng t.e
Russo-Turkish War, required that religious liberty be extended to mm.orlty sub;:czf in
the newly emergent states of Romania, Bulgaria, Montenegro, and Serbia. None Z fese
states had the political power to negotiate similar terms from Europe. In the words o“ an
influential scholar of the period, at the end of the nineteenth centu‘ry the Ottomans “op-
erated under severe constraints, the main constraint being the clfnm of Great Powers to
be the protectors of Christians in the Ottoman Empire. This claim made the represen-

. . -
tatives of the Great Powers major actors in the domestic affairs of the Ottoman state.

Religious Inequality under the Ottomans

The status of non-Muslims under Ottoman rule varied widely in part becauste of ille
empires territorial scope and long duration. Not only did .the Ottoman Eml.)xr.e r‘ e
over an immense diversity of faiths (including Judaism, various forms' of Christianity,
and heterodox Islamic sects) in a territory that extended across Asia, El-ll’Ope, and
Africa for over six hundred years, Ottoman policy also differed dependlng.on c;he
density of the non-Muslim population in a given region, the contracts nego.tlate :;
the time of Ottoman conquest, and the proximity of the conquered to the imperi

center of the state. Historians, however, have tried to describe key features of Otto-
man rule in regard to the status of non-Muslims. A striking feature of Ottoman rule

was that it did not aim to politically transform difference into sameness (through

$For the abuse of the concessions granted to Europeans t(i extend' thé prtotegief SZ;ZE;;? tS};néeaI_,
“The Protégé System in the Ottoman Empire”; and McEwan, Cathohc opts,
plmlﬁ?mn;reaw of Paris was signed at the culmination of the Crimean War, v'vhich itself v»;as I?trs:ilss-
itated by Russia’s claim to speak on behalf of all .Ortho?lox Christians 11vm§ I;n i(r)ett;rr‘;aélri ;‘;r;m ena
Tts ostensible aim was to recognize the territorial integrity of thé Ottomzsm B e% e e et
to foreign (particularly Russian) interces.sionAs. In exchange tﬁe' ttomans p
Hitmayun decree, which dismantled distinctions based on religion.

7Deringil, Conversion and Apostasy, 25.
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forced conversion or assimilation) but allowed diverse religious communities to exist
contiguously within a system where Muslims occupied the highest status.? Thus, un-
like Christian empires that forced nonbelievers to convert in order to save their souls,
this was not a part of Ottoman imperial policy.® This distinctive feature of Ottoman
rule has led one scholar to characterize it as the “empire of difference”® Under the
pact of dhimma (literally, pledge of security), non-Muslims (akl al-dhimma) were ac-
corded state protection and the right to practice their religion, maintain their places
of worship, and have communal courts as long as they recognized the supremacy
and primacy of Islam." Christians and Jews, as “People of the Book” (ahl al-kitab), a
Quranic concept (9:29), had special status in comparison to non-Muslims who did
not belong to the Abrahamic faiths.”? The ahl al-dhimma communities were required
to pay an additional poll tax (jizya), and Christians were regulated through sartorial
markers and restrictions placed on the performance of religious rituals and church
construction.™
In comparing the Ottoman treatment of religious minorities with the Christian
empires of Europe during the Middle Ages, Benjamin Braude and Bernard Lewis note
that, unlike the Jews in Europe, Jews and Christians under Muslim rule were not
forced to live in ghettos and their movement and occupation were not restricted;
while at times subject to violence, they were neither exiled nor killed for their faith.!
Najwa al-Qattan’s work shows that despite their lower legal status, when non-Muslims
used Muslim courts (which they often did, particularly regarding issues of marriage
and inheritance), they “had a fair chance of prevailing,” even against Muslim adver-
saries.”® For the modern reader it is hard not to translate these observations into a

¢This system has been anachronistically described as a “millet system.” But, as Benjamin Braude’s
work shows, it was only in the nineteenth century that the term millet came to denote “a non-Muslim
protected community” Prior to this period, and sometimes even during the period of late Ottoman
reforms, “millet could mean the exact opposite—the community of Islam in contradistinction to the
non-Muslims under Islam’s protection.” Braude, “Foundation Myths of the Millet System.

*In comparing the Ottoman Empire to the Spanish reconquista, Deringil notes, “There was no
formal Spanish equivalent of dhimmi (non-Muslim subject) status for the conquered Muslims” since
the aim of the reconquista was to expel Islam from the Iberian Peninsula. Deringil, “There Is No Com-
pulsion in Religion,” 551.

' Barkey, Empire of Difference.

" The legal concept of ahl al-dhimma was developed in the ninth century and did not exist in
early Islamic history. See Papaconstantinou, “Between Umma and Dhimma” For a discussion of the
historical and regional variations in the implementation of the dhimmi system, see Emon, Religious
Pluralism and Islamic Law. '

'*Emon, Religious Pluralism and Islamic Law, 73.

' 'These restrictions were similar to those imposed on non-Christians in other empires, such as
the imposition of 2 poll tax on Jews under the Byzantine and Sassasin empires, or clothing restric-

tions imposed on Jews and Saracens under canon 68 of the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215. Ibid.,
73,132.

4 Braude and Lewis, “Introduction,” 6.
> al-Qattan, “Dhimmis in the Muslim Court”
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calculus of greater or lesser tolerance, of equality versus persecution. Yet, as a number
of historians argue, these terms are anachronous for describing the premodern Otto-
man world, where inequality was the norm; just as women were unequal to men and
slaves unequal to masters, non-Muslims were not equal to Muslims. The fundamen'%al
question that occupied Ottoman rulers was how to manage religious diversity while
maintaining Islamic supremacy. As Anver Emon puts it, the pact of dhi.mma was a
legal instrument for the political inclusion of non-Muslims into the empire as muc4h
as an expression of their lower doctrinal and legal status.’® The freedom of worship
granted to non-Muslims, therefore, did not mean that the Ottoman state was neutral
in regard to religion or sought to treat its subjects equally; the universality of the trut.h
of Islam was indeed presumed, as was the imperial sovereignty of the sultan over hfs
subjects, even as “People of the Book” had a (limited) space of autonomy over the‘1r
religious and legal affairs. In this sense, the Ottoman state was quite open-handed in
proclaiming Islarn's religious and political hegemony.

Consider, for example, the case of Coptic Orthodox Christians, who regard them-
selves as the indigenous inhabitants of Egypt. They suffered brutal repression for th)
hundred years at the hands of Byzantine emperors for their dissent at the Council
of Chalcedon (451 ap). The Egyptian Church, as it was known then, broke with the
Chalcedonian consensus and embraced instead its own version of hypostatic Chris-
tology (for a resonance of this history in the present, see chapter 5).4‘7 (?ver time,
the Egyptian/Coptic Church developed a fiercely independent ecclesiastical struc-
ture and theology, as well as a strong sense of agonistic autonomy from the rest of
Christendom (including Eastern Orthodox Christianity). With the arrival of Muslim
conquerors in 639 AD and the subsequent consolidation of Muslim rule, the Copts
went from being a persecuted community at the hands of Christian rulers to a subor-
dinated group in relation to Muslims, who quickly gained a large number of converts
in Egypt.’s As “People of the Book,” Coptic Orthodox Christians came to be govern.ed
under the system of ahl al-dhimma as a separate, protected, and unequal community
in relation to Muslims.” Over the centuries, the Coptic condition varied dramatically

16 Emon, Religious Pluralism and Islamic Law, 69. . o ‘
V7 Strictly speiiking, the'Coptic Orthodox Church as we know it today is d}StlnCt from tbe Egyptl;m
Church of the fifth century, which, as historians show, comprised multiplicitous theological strands.
For a nuanced analysis of the historical process by which the Coptic Orthodox Ch.urc,}’l‘ car(rixe I\:c;i)k;c;rixl-
solidate itself, see Papaconstantinou, “Historiography, Hagiography, and the Making”; an ,
From Byzantine to Islamic Egypt. ) ]
" 18 Sg)’me suggest that the Copts welcomed their Arab conquerors at the time .becausc? of fierce Bly'rz
antine persecution, while others contest this story. For the debate around Coptic reaction to Muslim
onquest, see Davis, The Early Coptic Papacy. . ) N
’ ?9 This system of rule for non-Muslims is often referred to as the Pact. of Elmar 'amorlnggolzti;
and is supposed to date back to the conquest of Egypt under the second .Cahp}'l, Umar ibn al- aF e;h
(634-644 ap). Historians suggest, however, that there is no evidence of its existence before the nin
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with the vicissitudes of the Islamic empires that ruled Egypt. The Mamluk era (1250~
1517) is often cited as the worst, marked by a decline in the Coptic population, losses
due to conversion to Islam, and its subjection to harassment.?® When the Ottomans
conquered Egypt in 1517, they continued to regard the Copts as ahl al-dhimma but
were markedly less persecutorial than the Mamluks. Coptic Christians were allowed
to select their religious leaders, administer religious courts, own property, and ascend
to important positions within the bureaucratic and economic structure of the empire,
Physical segregation based on religious affiliation and prohibitions on the public dis-
play of Christian religiosity continued.2
The relative improvement in the status of Coptic Orthodox Christians was in part
a result of Egypt’s peripheral location to the Ottoman Empire. Largely ruled through
local proxies, the Sublime Porte’s policies, as one historian suggests, “were open to arbi-
trary interpretation of regional and local rulers, and non-Muslims had to be prepared
for both leniency and rigidity in their enforcement”? One unexpected consequence
of this proxy rule was the emergence of a lay Coptic elite class, the archons (arakhina
In Arabic), who gained prominence over the course of the eighteenth century by serv-
ing in the upper echelons of the Ottoman administrative and financial sector. This ac-
corded them unprecedented power over ecclesiastical affairs, including the nomination
of Coptic patriarchs and oversight of the Church’s financial resources, The center of
gravity effectively shifted from clerics to lay elites, who came to play a significant role
in mediating the relationship between the community and the state for 150 years.2¢
According to Magdi Guirgis, Coptic laymen have not exerted this kind of influence
over ecclesiastical affairs in any other period of Egyptian history, with the possible
exception of the short-lived and highly contested experiment with the Majlis al-Milli

(Coptic Communal Council, est. 1874; see chapter 2).% The archons’ prominent role

century and that it was likely
the Pact of ‘Umar?”

* Armanios, Coptic Christianity in Ottoman Egypr.

# Behrens-Abouseif notes that these restrictions applied more to urban Copts than to those residing
in rural areas, where the differences between Muslims and Christians were much less thematized and pro-
nounced. Behrens-Abouseif, “Political Situation of the Copts;” 186. Guirguis makes a similar argument in
the opening pages of Guirguis and van Doorn-Harder, The Emergence of the Modern Coptic Papacy.

 Armanios, Coptic Christianity in Ottoman Egypt, 17.

* Guirguis and van Doorn-Harder, The Emergence of the Modern Coptic Papacy, 34-51. On the
power of the archons, also see el-Leithy, Coptic Culture and Conversion in Medieval Cairo. ‘

* According to Armanios, “By the seventeenth century, patriarchs were almost alwa

ys elected by
the highest lay leaders” instead of “electoral synods that included laity, bishops and priests” Armanios,

Ottoman Egypt, 34-35. This stands in contrast to the present, where the role of

compiled from a variety of different legal sources. See Cohen, “What Was

arrangement, see EIPR, “Dimugratiyya al-‘Iidirus!”

% Seikaly, “Coptic Communal Reform?” Also see Guirguis and van Doorn-Harder,

The Emergence
of the Modern Coptic Papacy. '
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intelligibility for understanding, contesting, and making certain claims in the national

and transnational geopolitical space against one’s adversaries and with one’s allies.

Saving Ottoman Christians

For the non-Muslims of the Ottoman Empire, the transformations ushered in by
Hatt-i Hiimayun were complicated. Despite the letter of the law, formal and infor-
mal discrimination against non-Muslims continued Furthermore, political equality
came at a cost for non-Muslims in that their communal autonomy was drastically
curtailed when they were subjected to the laws of the centralized state. As Kemal Kar-
pat points out, this “stemmed not from the [Ottoman] government’s express desire to
curtail freedoms of its Christian subjects but from a logical and unavoidable incom-
patibility between the concept of a centralized unitary form of government and the
idea of corporate autonomy which the reformed millefs desired to retain*? Political
equality in the eyes of the law also meant that non-Muslims could now be recruited
into the military and other forms of national service, which they actively resisted.®
The European powers, for their part, eager to see the Ottoman reforms fail, continued
to back “Ottoman Christians’ complaints, [and] .. . allowed them to evade the provi-
sions of the new laws and their responsibilities as citizens*
The challenges involved in instituting political and civil equality for religious mi-
norities in the late Ottoman Empire need to be understood in the framework of the
rights that the modern secular state promised to its subjects and the privileges it with-
drew. The parallels with the Jewish struggle in Europe are instructive, In charting the
protracted history of Jewish emancipation in Europe, David Sorkin points out that
even though “conditional tolerance” was extended to Jews as early as the eighteenth
century, substantive political and civil equality remained elusive for them.” When it
was granted in parts of Europe (in 1879 in France and 1871 in Germany), not unlike
the case with non-Muslims of the Ottoman Empire, formal and informal discrim-
ination against them did not end. Furthermore, in exchange for political equality,

the Jews lost their corporate status and communal autonomy, not unlike the non-

3 Masters, Christians and Jews, 130-68.

**Karpat, “Millets and Nationality” 165.

* Masters, Christians and Jews, 138.

*Rodogno, Against Massacre, 46.

**David Sorkin argues that it is only after state recognition was extended to Catholicism,
ism, and Calvinism with the Peace of Westphalia that it slowly “began to spill over” to Jews and other
dissenting Protestants in Western Europe. Ironically, it was Joseph IT’s “enlightened absolutism” that
made this possible. His Edict of Toleration extended first to Lutherans, Calvinists, and the Orthodox
(1781), was later applied to the Jews of Vienna, Silesia, Moravia, Hungary, and Galicia (1782-89), and
came to serve as a model for similar edicts adopted in France. Sorkin, “Religious Minorities”

Lutheran-

\
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Muslims under Hatt-i Hiimayun.* Jewish communal autonomy in Eurc')pe haAd rflde-an';
jable things, including the right to have religious courtsj tl?e exercise oi J;n .IC;
onomy (over personal status law and at times civil an.d cr1rn.ma1 }aw), anhlt e rlg !
ollective taxation and political bargaining.”” As various historians of this perio

Jewish political integration into Europe was predicated upon the dissolution of

var
aut
to ¢

note, ‘ ‘ on —
ious forms of Jewish self-government and their collective subjection to the central
vari

ized state and its national laws, which came to apply homogenously to ;?ll‘ its su.bjects.
This dissolution of communal autonomy was also meant tlo weaken .rehglc:ius ties, rz;
aligning Jewish fealty to the nation-state that now laid claim to the life and resourc
i erned.® .

) allilt:l;)rj:r:stg (t)z Western European Jewry’s loss of communal autonomy in the fmne—
teenth century, religious/millet identity was often strengthened by O'Ftoman re or?n;
(tanzimat) (see my elaboration of the term millet below)?.9 'As the beﬁleged .state trie :
to incorporate religious minorities into its morphing poh‘ncal machxnér?c it e}ricol\ind
tered stiff resistance. This was especially true of Christian c.om.mun.me‘s W ) tz
powerful European allies, which enabled them to resist collective Tnscrlpt'lon 1nto. e
statist project, particularly in the wars the Ottomans were fighting agalg;t va(r;;ﬁ
encroaching powers (including Russia). The struggle between the? crum mg‘ f
iman center and its dissenting Christian subjects not only resulted 1‘n the secession of
Greece, Bulgaria, and Montenegro, among others, but also led to a series of massacres ?
Christians in Mount Lebanon and Syria (1860), Crete (1866 and 1896), a.nd Arfr;lema
(1894-96). The European press and governments widely repre.:sented‘ thl? con t1c:t jj[
an object lesson in the essential barbarity of the Ottomans, Tlsm)ig their mzsftrefacr;leis—
of Christians as an excuse to stage “humanitarian interventions™ on belT.a 0 rAd
tians and further truncating Ottoman sovereignty.** While the Afmeman genzahe
received broad attention from Europeans, there was a deafening silence around the

. . L
36 Sorkin shows that the process by which Jews were emancxpated. was checkgedo?:;inpigzc::;:d
Thus, even though Jews were granted political equality m 1790-91 in I:irance, alp1 iy
th ]éws of Alsace to a form of conditional emancipation in 189§ mod;le on ]osepd s edict B
eF thermore, in Britain, Jews “achieved civic and some political rights on an ad o
?ﬁro‘:gh the gra’dual removal of disabilities or the confirmation that they did not exist, o
ishec i dents” (8). ‘
isions that established unassailable prece . . e
cour; I‘ii;l;lrliting about eighteenth-century German Jewry, repfo}rts,A ie'rso;}teﬁézitsters lfl‘f:hi;liré e;ik
: jurisdiction of Jewish ins Ce
i i itance, and so forth came under the juris : ' o
dl";;rtclfésl::;’czrs on the basis of Jewish, that is Talmudic, law. Talmudlc’,law also servet(;ii easG a;l Z;L;rcw
Xthority for Jewish courts dealing with litigations between Jew and Jew” Katz, Out of X
» le, ibid., and Vital, A People Apart. ( o ]
* gzz’éosviefjrrln ET/’!E Millets as Agents of Change” and “The Advent of the Principle of Representa
’ inti ks.
ion” Masters for pointing me to these wor! . o
tlon;O II)te};;r:tlZ ?}i: ic;mense publii outcry in European cities over the massacre of ;\rr;eman liixerlfes:;:;
did not intervene to halt the genocide. For an
between 1894 and 1896, European powers : gene
a:count why the Europeans desisted, see Rodogno, Agairst Massacre, 185-211
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massacres that the Belgian King Leopold II was committing in the Congo between
1891 and 1908, in which as many as eight to ten million Congolese died.*' In com-
menting on the “humanitarian interventions” that European powers launched in the
Ottoman territories during this period, Davide Rodogno notes that they chose to
overlook “the fact that equality before the law and religious freedom in their own
states, let alone colonies, did not exist. European diplomats and experts wanted the
Ottoman government to legislate for equality and citizenship while, in a former Otto-
man territory like Algeria, French authorities ruled in a far more intolerant, discrim-
inating, and despotic way than the Ottomans had ever done™*

Despite its stated aim to uphold a political order grounded in the principle of mu-
tual respect for state sovereignty, international law continued to authorize European
violations of Ottoman sovereignty. Nineteenth-century European jurists decided to
exclude the Ottoman state from membership in the “Society of Nations” (la société des
nations) on the grounds that it was an “uncivilized” and “barbaric” polity, most clearly
evidenced by the Ottoman mistreatment of its Christian subjects.® This was part of
a broader European policy that excluded most if not all non-Western states from the
ambit of international law. As Rodogno points out, while it was assumed that “unciv-
ilized states” could offend European morals and values, “the opposite was not even
contemplated as a working hypothesis”* Antony Anghie, in his analysis of the history
of the emergence of international law, argues that this exclusion of non-Western states
from la société des nations was enabled by a broader epistemological shift in inter-
national legal theory from natural law to positive law; the latter made a distinction
between civilized and uncivilized states that the former had not. Anghie writes,

The existence of a distinction between the civilized and uncivi-
lized was so vehemently presupposed by positivist jurists, that the
state of nature—and therefore naturalism— [became] epistemo-
logically incoherent because it Jack[ed] this central distinction.
... In crude terms, in the naturalist world, law was given; in the
positivist world, law was created by human societies and institu-
tions. Once the connection between “law” and “institutions” had
been established, it followed from this premise that jurists could
focus on the character of institutions, a shift which facilitated the

“' Not only did the international legal community and institutions at the time ignore the mount-
ing evidence of the Congolese genocide, but prominent jurists actually defended King Leopold for

abiding by the “humanitarian wishes of the Conference of Berlin” Koskenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer
of Nations, 161.

“Rodogno, Against Massacre, 11.
#bid., 62-63. See also ibid., chaps. 1 and 2.
#1bid., 55.
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racialization of law by delimiting the notion of law to very spe-
cific European institutions.*®

The “law of humanity” (droits de Phumanité), drafted to authorize humanitarian in-
terventions against Christian massacres in the Ottoman territories, was premised on
this structure of reasoning internal to international law.

Prominent secular jurists of the time, including Richard Cobden (1804-65), ad-
vocated European interventions on behalf of Ottoman Christians throughout the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Cobden argued that the principle of non-
intervention applied only to European affairs and not to the Sublime Porte because
it did not qualify as a member of the community of civilized nations. Similarly, John
Stuart Mill categorically rejected even limited interference by a “civilized state” in
the internal affairs of another, while he strongly supported the adoption of far more
extensive and intrusive measures in the affairs of uncivilized nations in order to teach
them enlightened behavior.* It is important to note that even as international law
became secular in its language, rationale, and stipulations, it also came to root itself
in Europé’s unique Christian beritage, understood to be unparalleled in its buman-
ism, especially when measured against the barbarity of Islam. As Rodogno Sl’.IOWS, key
legal and political figures argued that even though European humanitarian interven-
tions had been secularized since they were undertaken at the time of the Crusades,
Christian solidarity was so strong among Europeans that “le droit des peuples and
le droit de Phumanité” were thought to accommodate “the old Christian ideal”™ It
was this sentiment of Christian fraternity that reinvigorated European support for
Christian missions around the world in the mid-nineteenth century, even as the West
came to understand itself as resolutely secular. Thus, just as France was issuing a full-
throated call to laicité in the 1840s, it witnessed a Catholic revival that reignited popular
French zeal to establish new missions in the Middle East.*® Similarly, the United States
and Britain at the time were undergoing their own Protestant awakening, which led to
an expansion of Anglican and Presbyterian missions in the region. To be sure, th.ere
were important conflicts between the colonial administrators and missionaries, which

have generated much historical debate among scholars of imperial France and Britain.

* Anghie, Imperialism, Sovereignty, and the Making of International Law, 55.

%1bid., 50.

o ainst Massacre, 62. o

® 'I;;‘iir(i)frr: z}xl?iipector cite 1843 as a critical year when a rer.levaed commitmegt to @1siz)nary w:ilf
reemerges in France, evident in the establishment of Jesuit missionary fchc.mls in Syria, ehrecon ]
tuted French mission in Mount Lebanon, and the Oeuvres des écoles d'Orient (est. 1855) that spe'ar
headed the Catholic missionary enterprise. Tejirian and Spector, Conflict, Conquest, and Conversion,
98-99.
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Nonetheless, from the point of view of those who were subjected to their transformative
power, the interdependence of these two projects, as I show below, was enormously
consequential to the articulation of religious identity and intrafaith relations.

Freedom to Proselytize

The largest expansion of Christian missionary activity in the Middle East was also
the period of the consolidation of colonial rule in the region.* Europeans (Catholics,
Anglicans, Episcopalians, and Lutherans) had dominated the missionary scene up to
the end of the nineteenth century, when American Presbyterians began flooding the
region to establish missions in Anatolia, Eastern and Central Turkey, Armenia, Per-
sia, Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, and Egypt. The Protestant missionaries came armed with the
Enlightenment critique of ecclesiastical authority, espousing a privatized conception
of religion whose proper locus was the individual, his conscience, and personal ex-
perience.” Their call to religious liberty differed from the one issued by the Christian
European rulers of the seventeenth century whose proper addressee was the collectiv-
ity of Eastern Christians who needed to be brought under the patronage of European
sovereigns. In contrast, the Protestant missionaries conceived of religious liberty as
an individual’s right (indeed, a moral duty) to break from the weight of custom, tradi-
tion, and clerical authority to embrace the higher truth of an enlightened religion. Their
individualized call to religious liberty was also a powerful antidote, or so they hoped,
to local interdictions (Muslim, Christian, Jewish) against interreligious conversion.®!

Despite inter-denominational rivalry, all Christian missionaries of the nineteenth
century shared the belief that the Oriental churches represented a heretical and arcane
form of Christianity that was in desperate need of redemption. The Protestant critique
of ecclesiastical power easily accommodated Orientalist stereotypes that populated

**On this history of Christian missions in the Middle East, see ibid.

*'This stood in contrast, for example, with the efforts of the Roman Catholic Church to lobby the
Coptic patriarchs over the course of the sixteenth century to accept the Chalcedonian creed, denounce
their heretical beliefs, and accede to the sovereignty of the Catholic pope. Even though the Coptic
Church united with Rome briefly (from 1586 to 1601 Ap), these efforts failed in large part because of
the Catholic Church’s arrogant attitude and ignorance of Coptic history and beliefs. See Hamilton, The
Copts and the West, chaps. 3 and 6.

*'If Muslim apostasy laws were one significant source of grievance for the missionaries, Jewish
opposition to their projects was another. Arab Jews, for example, strongly opposed the recruitment of
Jewish children in missionary schools. As a result, DAlliance isradlite universelle was founded in 1860
in Paris to provide Judaism-inflected education to the Jews living in the Middle East and the Balkans.
By the end of the nineteenth century, their network of schools extended to Iraq, Morocco, Syria, Egypt,

Iran, Libya, Lebanon, and Tunisia as well as Turkey and the Balkans. Tejirian and Spector, Conflict,
Conquest, and Conversion, 149,
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the European imaginary at the time (see chapter 5). Commenting on the American

Presbyterians, Ussama Makdisi writes:

From America the missionaries had come to save those whor'n
they described as religiously “mingled” peoples of the East. Their
awareness of what they believed to be the waning power of I.sla.m,
and what they regarded as the corruption of Eastern Christian
churches, galvanized the missionaries. They believed themsel\{es
to be at the vanguard of the liberation of the world and the heirs

to the Protestant Reformation.”

Orientalist and colonial scholarship was a key site for the reproduction of the mis-
sionary lore about the degenerate character of Eastern Orthodox Christians. Tal?e,' for
example, the following remarks that the well-known lexicographer Edward William
Lane made about Coptic Christians in his book An Account of the Manners and Cus-

toms of Modern Egyptians, published in 1836:

One of the most remarkable traits in the character of C.Opts is
their bigotry. They bear a bitter hatred to all other ChrlStlé}IlS;
even exceeding that with which the Muslims regard the unbeliev-
ersin El-Islam. . . . They are, generally speaking, of a suller} te@-
per, extremely avaricious, and abominable dissemblers; cringing
or domineering according to the circumstances. . . . [They] are
generally ignorant, deceitful, faithless, and abandoned to thesfur-
suit of worldly gain, and to indulgence in sensual pleasures.

Several decades later, Lord Cromer, who served as the British Consul-General (from

1883 to 1907) echoed Lane’s judgment, differing only over the reasons for Coptic

moral degeneracy:

Tt is true that the Coptic Christian has remained stagnant, but
there is this notable difference between the stagnation of. the
Moslem and that of the Copt. . . . The Copt . . . has remained
immutable, or nearly so, not because he is a Copt, but because he
is an Oriental, and because his religion, which admits of progresjs,
has been surrounded by associations antagonistic to progress.

The American Presbyterians, along with the Catholics and Anglicans, vie\'/ved
Egyptian Christians as a damaged community that was both heroic for having sur.v1ved
Tslamic rule and degenerate for having assimilated Muslim customs. As a resul't,‘ in the
words of Tejirian and Simon, “the Presbyterians joined the three-way competition for

2 Makdisi, Artillery of Heaven, 3. o)
3 Lane, Account of the Manners and Customs, 551. ~
5 Quoted in Hamilton, The Copts and the West, 283, from Baring, Modern Egypt.
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the Copts’ souls”> The period of the British occupation of Egypt (1882-1918) was th,
heyday of missionary activity, during which American Presbyterians enjoyed the roe
tection of British colonial authorities.* Notably, the Ottoman capitulations provei t -
be crucial for the Buropean and American missionaries during this period allowinO
them to buy property, travel along the Nile to proselytize, and build and rI;n schoolg
in which Christianity was openly taught to Muslim and non-Muslim children alike f:
Thus the Ottoman capitulations were not simply a thing of the past but continued t
have a transformative effect on non-Muslims and Muslims well into the early half y
the twentieth century. T
. The consistent failure of the Protestant missionaries to gain converts from Chris-
tians and Muslims alike eventually prompted them to focus their energies on reform-
ing the purportedly derelict and moribund character of Oriental/Eastern Christian-
ity. Key to this reform was the inculcation of natives into a different understanding of
religion that was privatized, individualized, and grounded in a personal experienci of
the divine. The individual’s right to religious liberty was the most powerful expression
fmd vector of this Protestant conception of religion, combining its various predicates
in one pithy formulation: belief, conscience, and individual choice. It was bound u
with the moral judgment that religion, in order to square with freedom and enlightI-)
enment, must be chosen freely by a rational, deliberate agent. The natives’ stubborn
hewing to their own faith was understood never as an act of will but as a product of
either clerical coercion or servile cultural compulsion.®
The missionaries made ubiquitous use of international diplomacy and the colonial
and foreign offices of Anglo-American governments to enforce their conception of
religious liberty in the Middle East. As Sharkey notes, Andrew Watson, a foundin,
figure of the American Presbyterian mission in Egypt, advocated for the adoption j‘"
religious liberty in forums as diverse as the League of Nations, the Paris Peace Con-
ference, the US State Department, and the British Foreign Office.” His son, Charles R
Watson, a leading figure who helped establish the American University in Cairo.
doubted the efficacy of Christian proselytization in Egypt but continued to promot;
zeligious liberty as an individual’s right to freely choose his faith—particularly for
Egyptian Muslims to embrace Christianity and profess it in public’® In reflectin,
on this global campaign that Euro-American missionaries, educators, and colonij
officials launched, it is hard to separate the religious elements of the c;mpaign from

zz Tejirian and Simon, Conflict, Conquest, and Conversion, 108.
Sharkey, American Evangelicals, 30~31, 37.
Ibid., 4.

%8 On this point, see Deringil, “ i
; gil, “There Is No Compulsion in Religion,”
% Sharkey, American Evangelicals, 161. i cheion 67

6OI H > . cer
bid., 5. On Charles Watsor's changing position on Christian proselytization, see ibid., 156-62
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secular ones. Indeed, it is difficult to even imagine how one would secure such a sep-
aration epistemologically, politically, and historically.

Despite strident Anglo-American advocacy, the individualized concept of reli-
gious liberty failed to gain much traction among ordinary Muslims and Christians of
the Middle East even as it became ensconced in the laws of the region. As anticolonial
resistance mounted against the British in Egypt, for example, the issue for Muslim
and Christian nationalists was how to secure the right to freedom from Christian
evangelicalism rather than how to embrace its individualizing call.®* By the 1930s,
there was an organized backlash against the missionaries in Egypt; its most effective
expression was found in the tracts the Muslim Brotherhood published against the
missions, which often represented Christians tout court as agents of foreign pow-
ers. Eventually the power of the missions faded as European and American support
for them declined; and as Egypt was decolonized, a whole host of restrictions and
regulations were applied to them, including mandatory Islamic instruction in mis-
sionary schools.? In 1937, with the signing of the Montreux Convention, the legal
and fiscal privileges that the missionaries had enjoyed in Egypt were also finally
revoked.®

The transformative effect of the missionary project in the Middle East should
be measured not in the number of converts they gained but by the dissemination
of Protestant ideas about religion and education, which in turn fomented reform
in the churches of the region, including in the Levant as well as in Turkey, Persia,
and Iraq. The Protestant belief that ‘the Bible should be read in the vernacular in
order to develop a personal relationship with God was crucial to the Bible’s circula-
tion in Arabic-language translation and to the adoption of Arabic in the rituals and
liturgies of Middle Eastern churches. The schools and colleges the Anglo-European
missionaries established are perhaps their next most important legacy, which produced a
generation of national bourgeoisie and church leadership at the forefront of the anticolo-
nial struggle. Historian Paul Sedras work shows in great detail how the Coptic Orthodox
Church in Egypt, under Protestant influence, came to adopt a series of educational
reforms and a more service-oriented theology.” He also documents the role Protes-

tant ideas played in fostering an elite Coptic consciousness that was highly critical

610 this day, the Coptic Orthodox Church conceives of religious liberty as a collective right of
the Christian minority to protect itself against the corrosive effects of any kind of proselytization—
Muslim, Catholic, or Protestant (see chapter 3).

& Sharkey, “Muslim Apostasy, 148.

© Under the auspices of the League of Nations, this agreement was signed between the govern-
ments of Egypt and several European countries (France, Britain, Spain, Belgium, and others). It abol-
ished the extraterritorial legal privileges that were granted to foreigners in Egypt.

6 Tejirian and Simon, Conflict, Conquest, and Conversion.

6 Sedra, From Mission to Modernity; and Sedra, “John Lieder and His Mission in Egypt”
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of ecclesiastical hierarchy and corruption.® It was this elite that led the first Coptic
Communal Council, called Majlis al-Milli, created in 1874, to reform the Coptic
Church and establish lay control over its endowments and clerical structure.”” Al
though ecclesiastical authorities steadily stymied the Majlis’s efforts, it was an import-
ant lay institution whose members played a leading role in the nationalist movement

and in the drafting of the first constitution of Egypt (as I recount in the chapter that
follows).

Human-Rights Missionaries

It is common to assume that Christian missions belong to a bygone past, their power
replaced by secular values and norms in geopolitics. Yet it behooves us to think care-
fully about the entwinement of secular and Christian principles in international di-
plomacy. This entwinement is nowhere more apparent than in the making of Article
18 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), which was formulated in
the 1940s when Christian missions were in decline in the Middle East. The Article
declares, “Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this
right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and freedom, either alone or
in community with- others and in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief
in teaching, practice, worship and observance”s At surface, this article appears to
prescribe no particular religious content and to accommodate all forms of belief (or
unbelief). However, a careful study of the forces that helped shape Article 18 and the
assumptions that underlie this much-revered text challenges its apparent neutrality.
In a meticulously researched dissertation, Linde Lindkvist shows that the conception
of religious liberty that Article 18 enshrines was the fruit of a successful campaign
that American evangelicals and Buropean missionaries mobilized in the mid-1940s.6
While Locke’s theory of the separation of temporal power from the question of sal-
vation was an important precedent, the evangelicals and missionaries elevated to a
human-right dictum the Protestant idea that religion is about the inviolable sphere

%The development of the “Sunday School Movement” from the 1920s to the 1940s was a consoli-
dation of this trend led by Pope Shenouda I1I (d. 2012) in his early years as a bishop. On this, see also
Hasan, Christians versus Muslims, 57-102.

¥ Sharkey similarly notes that it was no accident that the Majlis al-Milli “in its conception
and scope. ... resembled the Evangelical Churchs presbyterial structure”” Sharkey, American Evangelicals,
45,

% Article 18 of the UDHR became the basis for the UN Declaration on the Elimination of All
Forms of Intolerance and Discrimination based on Religion or Belief. For the tortured debate that
accompanied its passage, see Evans, Religious Liberty, 194-226.

 Lindkvist, Shrines and Souls. See also the article based on the dissertation: Linkdvist, “The Pol-
itics of Article 18”
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of human conscience (rather than collective forms of religious life).” Linik\;istt dzi
uments the central role the Americah Federal Council of C.hurches an.d tCe n e;teé
tional Missionary Council played in framing Article 18, se:tmg upa ]om.t ) om:zonal
on Religious Liberty (JCRL) whose explicit aim was to “work for an 1n i.rnn o
charter of human rights that would have a satisfactory place for the pro e; ;&cl)n o
ligion and conscience”” The United Presbyterian Chur?hf—the sponsor i;)—was .
missions in Egypt and a member of the International Missionary Counc
i ing Article 18 of the UDHR.” |
pla}',;ilsnci:;iti?f of evangelists and missionaries viewec} Article 18 as c;n.tral f;o t:Sle:;
fight against “Soviet secularism” and “Orthodox Isllam’ fls well as to their nei :;Vid—
proselytize freely in the global south.” The emiphasis Article 18 places O? :s e
ual’s right to “change his religion or belief” was a VictoTy for these ev;nie '1s d,eed et
predictably elicited objections from members of Muslim states who had, 1\; ester,n e
its primary target.” While this opposition is often castasa c.la'sl.x between N
dlar values and Islamic conservatism (particularly the proh1b1t?on on apos aeysrs,ed e
kvist argues that this interpretation ignores the fear many Mu'slmll states e?(pr seed it
Article 18 would open up their countries to Christian proselytization at a time when he
missions were finally in decline.” The Muslim states in their st:fltements focuse oln o
Christian missionaries throughout history had used religious hbert?f to foment religio
conflict and to facilitate projects of colonial and imperial intervention. _—
Article 18 of the UDHR is striking for its omission of an}i reference toft ei‘n‘w :
tutional conditions necessary for the preservation of c'oll.ectlve aspieict; (1 ' rlz 11g81c;1_
life (such as religious schools, charities, and other aisocmtlon‘s): Wh et ; 1i0tection
cludes language such as “in community with others,” the e.xphc1t ob)ecl.o. P o
is the individual and his or her conscience. No reference is made .to ;e 1g1(1).u? i : ni_
deserving of protection. This omission is particularly con.sequentlal .or rellgloable y
norities who, without collective and communal institutions, remain vulner

imilati joritari in a given
Josing their distinct forms of life and to assimilation to majoritarian norms ina g

i igious liberty,
7 Shorn of its evangelical moorings, conscience has become the defining featlflre o; rehﬂ%;:;l}smulz 1?;
that high must be guaranteed through legal protection. On a strong argument for why
at wi gk
the case, see Leiter, Why Tolerate Relzglon?”
71 Lindkvist, “The Politics of Article 18, 440.

« im Apostasy; 139-66. . .
Z i}'la:lll{c‘:f}i,)st I\g;tlrsll;rz argd Sou)lfs 96-108. Two Christian figures who played a central role in shaping
ing \ s

ic phi Malik
ding of article 18 were Jacques Maritain (a French Catholic phdosgpher) anfi C;lgfrsies e
thel,“{;)r meg Christian delegate on the Human Rights Commission). On thexr;esgectwe
anes i ‘ !
\(;ilev:s see Lindkvist, Shrines and Souls; and Moyn, .Fr}(l)n't’Commumst to Muslim.
’ i “Charles H. Malik and Human Rights ‘ o to
:: i?edeirtiZin ;‘hrine:rand Souls, 130-36. Of the states that objected to the clausc: ?bc;gtlfrr;j I(3);1’1YPt
hangelcr:ne’s rel’igion only Saudi Arabia ultimately abstained in the final vote on Article 18.Iran,
C 5

) . banon.
and Pakistan voted for the Article, as did Syria, Yemen, Iraq, Afghanistan, and Lebanon
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polity.”® Not surprisingly, it was the international jurist Hersch Lauterpacht, familiar
with the plight of European Jews during the interwar years, who argued that equal-
ity was not reducible to “equal opportunities between individuals” but required a
level playing field in which minority institutions and associational life had the same
chance of flourishing as those of the majority.”” Lauterpacht’s attempts were robustly
rebuffed, and Article 18 as we know it came to pass.”

While Article 18 of the UDHR is widely understood to be a secular accomplish-

ment, as is clear from the history I recount above, it enshrines a particular conception

of religiosity that is deemed normative and worthy of legal protection. It is therefore
not a neutral instrument, as is often claimed, that can equally accommodate all con-
ceptions of religion. Ways of being religious that do not fit this narrow conception
either remain illegible or are not deemed worthy of its protection. Furthermore, the
history of the passage of Article 18 elaborates the indelible ways in which the secular
and the religious are intertwined, an entwinement that does not give the lie to secular
neutrality but reveals its true character.
In wrapping up this section, I want to note that even though the narrative I have
presented above is familiar to scholars of the Middle East, rarely does it serve as a
resource for theoretical reflection on the shape secularism has taken in the region.
For the most part, this history is used to demonstrate the incomplete character of
secularism or its hijacked promise in Middle Eastern societies. In contrast, I have sug-
gested that various aspects of this history are emblematic of key features of political
secularism—such as the idea that religion is a matter of private belief and individual
conscience, which now informs the constitutions of almost all Middle Eastern coun-
tries. The inhabitants of the region (Muslims and non-Muslims) clearly contest this
notion, but their contestations are always located within this discursive frame against
which another understanding of religion has to be polemically and rhetorically se-
cured. Similarly, the history I recount above shows that the creation of a unitary
and centralized form of government, as a fundamental feature of secularization, has
brought religious life under the control of the modern state in a way that is historically

unprecedented. One important consequence of this process is that all claims of reli-

7 One would imagine that the Christian missionaries who helped draft Article 18 would have
been sensitive to communal aspects of religious life. Yet history shows that they remained adamantly
opposed to any accommodation of collective or group rights. Lindkvist, drawing on Samuel Moyn’s
work, argues that the ideology of “personalist humanism” was in part responsible for this. Lindkvist,

Shrines and Souls, chap. 5; and Moyn, “Personalism, Community, and the Origins of Human Rights”
7 Lindkvist, “The Politics of Article 18 434,

7* A very similar concern had informed the
nority Treaty in 1919, which also lost to a thin,
ultimately more amenable to the eradication of
later in this chapter.

Jewish drafters of the initial version of the Polish Mi-
individualized conception of religious liberty that was
Jewish communal life, See my discussion of this point
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earlier treaties, none of the victorious Western powers (Britain, the United States,
Italy, France, and Belgium) accepted similar provisions regarding their own minori-
ties (the Welsh and Irish in Britain, Native Americans and blacks in the United States,
the Bretons and Basques in France, and the multinational Tyrol in Italy). Despite hav-
ing lost the war, Germany was not subject to these conditions because of the trust
Western Europeans placed in their own capacity for tolerance.® Once the horror of
the Holocaust unfolded almost two decades later, the irony of this judgment was not
lost on those forced to accept minority stipulations in 1919,
The establishment of the nation-state as the dominant political form put into play
a new rationale of governance that divided up the governed differently than did the
empires. Instead of recognizing parallel and contiguous communities distinct by vir-
tue of their confessional, denominational, or tribal affiliation, the nation-state sought
to represent “the people,” united by a shared history, culture, and territory. In this
system, each individual qua citizen came to be tied to the state through a system
of rights and obligations.® The terms majority and minority became a constitutional
device for resolving differences that the ideology of nationalism sought to eliminate
or assimilate. Since the Versailles Peace Conference, international law has used the
concept of national minority to distinguish communities that can lay claim to mem-
bership in a national polity from populations that cannot, such as migrant workers or
refugees.® Since 1919, minority has come to connote “an internationally sanctioned
and politically consolidated category whose primary reference [is] to the nation state
in which the minority [holds] citizenship, rather than the [group] to whom he/she
‘racially’ [or denominationally] belonged”* Notably, the new nomenclature of mi-
nority came to encompass not only religious but also racial, linguistic, and cultural
differences. Religion thus became one among other features that was important to
differentiating a group from the national majority.
The concept of national minority is built, however, on a fundamental tension,
On the one hand, it signifies the membership of a minority group in a national pol-

ity; on the other hand, the minority group also represents an incipient threat to na-

#Jackson Preece, “Minority Rights in Europe,” 82.

#In conventional accounts of nationalism, “civic nationalism” is often contrasted with “ethnic na-
tionalism’: the former, associated with Western Europe, is supposed to have created a homogenous and
inclusive body politic, and the latter, linked with Eastern Europe, Asia, and Africa, is said to be riven
with primordial differences. This image of Western European nationalism erases the long history of re-
ligious persecution that helped create the homogenous polities of the seventeenth-century (including
the violence of Spanish Catholics against Muslims, Jews, and Protestants, of French Catholics against
Huguenots and English Protestants, and of English Puritans against French and Irish Catholics). On

this point, see Marx, Faith in the Nation; and Danchin, “The Emergence and Structure of Religious
Freedom.”

¥ See Jackson Preece, National Minorities, 14-30.
#Cowan, “Selective Scrutiny;” 91n3.

52

tional unity,

the ideolog

istic, ethnic, | clams o
gullf determination and independent statehood. Under the auspices of the Leag
self-dete

- i i haracter of *
Minority Treaties were instituted precisely to regulate this dual ¢

RIGHTS AND LIBERTY

b> irtue Of its dlﬁefenCeS f‘t O th? rna] :Iﬂ)' IhlS thI eat is infrinsic to
()i nationalism l)e( ause (< ()de n C()ncept tion. g S -

y th m T Of nartio h()()d re: a]d hl

ar ld Cultural Characterlstlcs asa legltlmate baSlS for PeOPleS Clalnls to

920 e Pe manent Court Of Intefnatl()nal ustice (est. 1922 > the

inorities no y— ts1r ractions C()]ll]lllnedl)y the]lew y ed on-states
1$3 1L MI 151 T gh f }. creat nation-stat

Would be InonltOIed, Whﬂe HIedenl:ISt IIlO»GIIlentS that Posed a t}lleat to the status
new Systenl Wollld be pOhCed. OIle begms to get a sense Of the maglulude
m that the Mlnorlty Ireatles S()ught to manage When COnSlderlng that

“nati inority” in Cen-
enty million people acquired the status of a “pational minority

quo of the
of the proble
more than tw

nd Eastern Europe alone. o . _—
. h Arendt was among the first to diagnose incisively the irreversible
Hannah Aren

forn]al]()n hal (he ()‘)a zation ol na (mals(:velel lty had wrou ht m the meanlng

of the term minority:

inori ent
Minorities had existed before, but the minority as ? pzrr(r)lszide
institution, the recognition that millions of }.)e‘ople ive outsice
normal legal protection and needed an additional guara e of
their elementary rights from an outside body [.the Leagutetem >
tions], and the assumption that this state of affairs Wﬁ; n}(l) o gng
, i i to establish a
ties were needed in order .
rary but that Trea ' blsh  lastng
i i i ething new, certainly
us vivendi—all this was som hing : ly ¢ .
moc(zlle in European history. The Minority Treaties said in plzcnn
S . . . r n
?anguage what until then had been only 1mp1‘1ed 11n thzlx(/lv({) ’ Citg-
i : ly, that only nationals co
tem of nation-states, namely, tha ati becit
?esns only people of the same national origin COF? ﬁfn}oy; o
1 , ituti ifferent na-
i institutions, that persons o
full protection of legal ins ' " o ey ver
jonali { exception until or un
tionality needed some law o . r unless they et
comy lzely assimilated and divorced from their origin. - az
therfby admitted . . . that the transformation of the §tate;1 rgbeen
instrument of the law into an instrument of the nat}on lé Jeer
i ed the state, national in
leted; the nation had conquer : perest
flzglf)riority over law long before Hitler could pronounce rig
»85
is what is good for the German people:

inori e elusive, de-
international law, the definition of the term minority has provedtob o
n ’ . . . . . _
et forts.® It is unclear whether minority is an objective desig

. fons’ef .
spite the League of Nationss e . ! e et
. tion based on the presence of certain religious, racial, ethnic, linguis g
nation

85 Arendt, “The Decline of the Nation-State,” 275. .
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also Rehman, “Raising the Conceptual Issues.

National Minorities, chap. 2, esp. 14-29. See
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markers or a subjective one that registers a
these characteristics. The fact that there are
the national culture,

groups sense of discrimination based on
groups who exhibit signs of difference from
or suffer from discrimination,

but do not claim the term poses
difficulties for international law. The jurist J. A, L

aponce, for example, in an earlier
up of people who, because of a com.-
mon racial, linguistic or national heritage which singles them out from the politically
dominant cultural group, fear that they may either be prevented from integrating
themselves in the national community of their choice or be obli
expense of their identity”s’ Similarly,

book on the topic, writes that “a minority is a gro

ged to do so at the
in his book on the topic, Inis Claude notes,

The fundamentally subjective nature of the concept of the nation
prevents a precise statement of the scope of our problem. Racial,
religious, or linguistic differentiations may be treated as useful
clues to the existence of national minorities, but not as infallible
indices. We can only say that a national minority exists when a
group of people within a state exhibits the conviction that it con-
stitutes a nation, or a part of a nation, which is distinct from the
national body to which the majority of the population of that
state belongs, or when the majority element of the population

of a state feels that it possesses a national character in which mi-
nority groups do not, and perhaps cannot, share, The problem of
national minorities arises when such a situation exists within the
conceptual framework of the national state.®

For both Claude and Laponce minority is not a demographic term but entails the
subjective embrace of a group identity based on a shared sense of collective discrim-
ination. The two entries in the Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (1933 and 1968)
also associate the term with a collective sense of economic,

political, legal, and social
disadvantage shared by a group.

% These various attempts at defining the term link two
disparate processes: the way a group comes to ac

quire a cohesive collective identity
based on certain shared social characteristics,

and the process by which the group be-
comes cognizant of its marginalization in a polity. Minority in this important sense is
a political term in that it registers hierarchized difference (and not simply difference),
despite the state’s claim to ensure equality for all its citizens.

Given the ongoing ambiguity about who qualifies as a minority, the UN Special
Rapporteur on the Protection of Minorities, Francesco Capotorti,

tried to close the
debate by offering the following definition in 1979; « [A]

group numerically inferior

§7Laponce, The Protection of Minorities, 6, cited in Jackson Preece, National Minorities, 24.
% Claude, National Minorities, 2, emphasis added.

# Seligman, Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences; and Sills,

International Encyclopedia of the Social
Sciences.
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minority. The Polish Minority Treaty, passed after intense negotiations in 1919, exem-
plifies this inadequacy. The Treaty was a product of the labor of British and American
Jewish groups who had pushed for proportional representation for Polish Jews at dif-
ferent levels of the government. They also sought communal control over the social,
educational, and religious institutions that allowed the Jews to

preserve their way of
life, which was under the threat of dissolation.

** These proposals were rejected on
the grounds that this would turn the Jewish community into “a state within a state” a

threat to Polish sovereignty itself, As a result, the Treaty erased all references to Jews

as a nation in favor of “minority” so as to forestall any secessionist claims.” What the

Polish Treaty did recognize, however, were individual liberties for Polish Jews; this

included the free exercise of religion, provided that it did not violate the

public order
and public morals” of the nation—a limitation that was enshrined in subsequent Eu-

ropean and UN legal definitions of the right to religious liberty.* This condition es-
tablishes the sovereign prerogative of the state to intervene in the domain of religious
practice ( forum externum) while it sanctified privatized religious belief as a space
(forum internum) free of coercion. It is important to note that however discredited
the Polish Treaty seems from our present point of view for its failure to protect the
Jews, its normative precepts and structural contradictions continue to animate the
current legal and popular debates about national minorities in Europe and the Mid-
dle East. It is manifest in the legally consequential distinction that most national con-

stitutions draw between interiorized belief, which is protected from state incursion,

and the public domain of religious practice, which is subject to state regulation. I will

return to this point in chapter 4, but suffice it to say that this distinction allows for

the secular state to sanction religious practice while at the same time claiming to leave
religious belief untouched.

The political fate of the European Jewry’s struggle for equality is instructive for another
reason, namely, the idea that only national self-determination could ensure the collec-
tive survival of a people. Carol Fink notes that there was a significant split at the end of
World War I between Euro-American Jews who sought to secure rights for the Jewish

diaspora dispersed across Europe as a “national minority” and Euro-American Zion-

ists who insisted that without a nation-state “a minority without a territory remained

* Evans, Religious Liberty, 105. Even though there were other demographically significant minor-
ities in Poland (such as the Ukrainians and Lithuanians), it was the Jewish problem in Central and
Eastern Europe that was the motivating force behind the Polish Treaty. For a full discussion of the
politics of this treaty, see ibid., chap. 4, 104-24; and Fink, Defending the Rights of Others, chap. 4,
101-32.

% For similar reasons, Polish Jews were denied the rig
League, a restriction that is enormously
appeals were made to the League befo

%Ibid., 113.

ht to bring claims of discrimination to the
consequential when we consider the fact that very few Jewish
re its dissolution in 1946, Evans, Religious Liberty, 120, 166.
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were caught in the interminable struggle of having to fight the state for the guarantees
and protections that might ensure their sustenance as apeopleand a community,

As historians of international law narrate it, minority rights were largely discarded
and found no place in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which ennobled
the individual. At the end of World War 11, there was a sense that the emphasis on
special protections for minorities had created greater tension, discord, and animosity
rather than security for the communities they were meant to protect.’ An import-
ant factor in the demise of the language of minority rights was the emergence of

the United States as the dominant power. US national ideology eschewed any notion

of community, collectivity, or group rights, instead celebrating the individual as the
proper subject of humanity. In the discussion around the drafting of the UDHR, the
US Under Secretary of State Summer Wells stated his country’s distaste for minority
rights explicitly: “In the kind of world for which we fight, there must cease to exist any
need for the use of that accursed term ‘racial or religious minority! ... Is it conceivable
that the peoples of the United Nations can consent to the reestablishment of any sys-
tem where human beings will still be regarded as belonging to such ‘minorities?’ ”103
Similarly, Eleanor Roosevelt, the UDHR’ chief architect, argued that the declaration
should not mention minorities, Ironically, even as the American architects of the
UDHR championed individual equality as the basis of universal human rights, they
refused to grant civil or political rights to African Americans who continued to suffer
under the US apartheid regime of racial inequality. When the National Association
for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) tried to use the UDHR to make
its case for racial equality in the United Nations, Eleanor Roosevelt herself rebuffed
it, declaring, “The minority question [does] not exist on the American continent”!%
The US State Department was successful in inserting a “national Jurisdiction” clause
can blacks in what was deemed to be an internal affair of the United States. 105 Though
Cold War diplomacy is often cited as the reason why Eleanor Roosevelt blocked the
NAACPs attempts, the US domestic-jurisdiction clause Was consistent with the long
history of Western powers claiming immunity from international law, even as they
determined its scope, substance, and implementation elsewhere,

The discourse on the protection of religious and ethnic minorities languished for
almost five decades during the Cold War until the fall of the Soviet Union in 1989,

1% Mazower, No Enchanted Place, esp. chap. 3, 104-48; and Cowan, “The Success of Failure?”
"% Quoted in Danchin, “The Emergence and Structure;” 527.

1Ibid., 528. Quoted from the record of the Seventy Third Meeting, in 1948, of UN ESCOR, Com-
mittee on Human Rights.

1 See Somers and Roberts, “Toward a New Sociology of Rights”
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European powers would have accepted similar provisions for their own minorities,
which they refused to do throughout history. As this chapter shows, minority rights
and religious liberty have been tied from their very inception to raison détat, regional
and national security, and geopolitics. Rather than see them as universally applicable
moral principles, they are best understood as strategies of secular liberal governance
aimed at regulating and managing difference (religious, racial, ethnic, cultural) in a
national polity. Seen from this perspective, neither minority rights nor religious lib-
erty signify a single essence or meaning—both have changed historically, in large part
determined by the context of power relations within which they are inserted.

Second, it is also wrong to assume that religious liberty and minority rights are simply
neutral legal instruments that protect certain groups or individuals from the exercise of
state power and pervasive social inequality. People who are supposed to benefit from
these protections are also transformed by virtue of their subjection to the calculus of state
and geopolitical power in unique and unpredictable ways. For example, the shift from
a group-based understanding of religious liberty to an individualist one in international
legal discourse is more than a conceptual shift; it also affects the substantive meaning
religion and politics as well as the kinds of subjects who can speak in its name. Similarly,
recognizing a group as a minority transforms its self-understanding, its relationship to
other religious communities and the state, and its standing in the eyes of the law. In order
to fully elaborate this point, in what follows I turn to how the adoption of the category
national minority has been transformative of religious identity in the Middle East.

From Ta’ifa to Minority

The process by which the religious demographics of the Middle East were made to
fit the nomenclature of majority and minority identity was a slow and long process.
In order to fully comprehend its scope, one must begin with the transformations
wrought in the meanings of terms once used to signify group identity. The Otto-
man term {aifa in the premodern period had denoted a social or economic group
distinguished by religion, craft, or location; in the modern period, it came to signify
primarily a religious group, as it still does today.'” The Ottoman term millet, like
the Arabic term umma, had been used throughout the sixteenth century to primar-
ily refer to Muslims."® With the passage of nineteenth-century Ottoman reforms, its

meaning shifted to refer to a non-Muslim community that enjoyed state protection.!!*

% Mastets, Christians and Jews, 61. i
10 Strauss, “Ottomanisme et ‘ottomanité; ”
work.

1 Braude, “Foundation Myths of the Millet System,” 69-100.

20. I thank Michelle Campos for referring me to this
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Importantly, this change indexes the shedding of the ahl al—dhim.mav s;;st?mf[)f gi\;\iflel;
nance with its connotation of Muslim supremacy and non-Muslim .m er%or'lly. -
eventually became synonymous with the secular concept of tklle nat%on, jiml ar -
way the term umma was resignified.”* The Arabic term agalliyya (htc.ara y:;nno : ZC
is of recent coinage and refers not only to religious but 2.11.80 t(l)lsethmc and linguis
minorities, along the lines of the League of Nations deﬁmt.lorT. I
The transmutation of the multireligious Ottoman Empire into the Turklsd epu
lic with a distinct Muslim majority population was a gra.Ldual‘ and ext.encciie ptreo;:(sis
during which the exact meaning of minority and national identity remaine . Cf;: lattell
As the Ottoman Empire lost large tracts of its Christian-populated areas mh 1e e
half of the nineteenth century, a new demographic emerged that was OVCT'W e minsgh y
Muslim but ethnically and linguistically diverse. According to Howard E;s.seri;ta e,aﬂe
emphasis on culture and religion slowly gave way to metaphors of b‘ltc;c? zsc uc; Sion};
days of the Turkish Republic; eventually, “race took a greater role wi Clln enssions
of national identity. . . . A broad and colorful national mytholog}::/::as le‘:v? o;sj o
propagated, ‘proving’ the racial unity and continuity (.)f Anatohé. Re 11?14011 -
tion, however, was not entirely inconsequential to this new national se -m:ig ,
non-Muslims often remained excluded from the unifying metaphor of race. _
As the nineteenth century progressed, secessionist mox'rements multiplie ;n
the Ottoman Empire and religious dissent against the Sublime .Po?te }clamel tt(i)m:
increasingly cast in nationalist terms. This was a funda.unental shift in t e1 : na:ed "
ship between the rulers and the ruled. Ottoman imperl.al rl‘ﬂe ha;j netver ;:1 el
represent the identity or interests of its majority or minority su ;‘e; s,tvxtres o e
disparate secessionist movements in the Empire sought to ?stab ish stal N
flected and represented the identity of “a nation” um'rr‘za/mlllet): ".[he nadul)n e
singular unit united by virtue of a shared history, rellglgn, ethn1c1tc}: an the::gc ) Hgk
mapped onto a bounded territory called the “homeland . (wat.an). 11ven et com
munal identity under Ottoman rule was never coextensive with cu tur'e, g;l gh;
or territory, this collectivity had to be invented anew. The t.ransformat;oanr- ariin
in the identity of Greek Orthodox Christians exemplifies t%nis proce)s.s. s Benj ;
White notes, Greek Orthodox Christians, defined as a re?hglous tc‘z ifa, were sg;eeav -
throughout the Ottoman territories and many spoke Turkish as thelrtlailgg:;)gec e
eryday use. The movement to establish an independent Greece (est.

112 §raugs, “Ottomanisme et ‘ottomanité; ” 21—23: . i
113 Shami, “ Agalliyya/Minority in Modern Egypflan D1sc0ursz.l Deringl, The Well rofected Do-
14 Bissenstat, “Metaphors of Race and Discourse; 250—51: See also p mtm ¢ Well Profected 0o
ins: and Salzman, “Citizens in Search of a State?” I thank Kabir Tambar for PO g ot
mmr‘l‘S; I;a/?inority Mu)slim identity continues to pose a challenge to the Sung1~dorr;?anlifm
ticed in Turkey. See Tambar’s excellent analysis of this issue in The Reckoning of Pluralism.
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a far tighter association between the Greek Orthodox faith, Greek language,
territorial homeland. The fact that a culturally homogenous citizenry had to b

ated by force is evident in the transfer of almost two million Greeks and Turks
national borders, an act that retrospectively
of Greece and Turkey,

and a

e cre-
across
produced the facticity of the nation-state
each with a distinct Christian and Muslim majority. Selim
Deringil charts a similar history across the Balkans,
led to the founding of a plethora of “national churches” that were supposed to sub-
stantiate claims of primordial belonging, thereby making it difficult to distinguish
whether they were fighting wars of religion or national wars of liberation. 116 This his-

tory underscores my point that the process of secularization in the Middle East, far
from eliminating religious difference,

and a form of stratification that is com
rule.

where secessionist movements

has subjected it to a new grid of intelligibility
patible with the rationality of modern political

The creation of modern nation-states in what is now called the Middle East, with
its correspondent majority and minority demographics,

varied. The breakup of the Ottoman Empire led to the
states,

was considerably fraught and
creation of twenty-two Arab
most of which were subjected to direct and indirect forms of colonial rule, pri-
marily under the British and the French. Under colonial rule, religious differences did
not disappear but intensified and proliferated. For example,
date period in Syria ( 1923-43), colonial administrators exte
for the first time to the Druze, Ismailis,

during the French man-
nded official recognition

and ‘Alawis as distinct Islamic sects (tawa’if,
sing. fa’ifa), and they came to be regarded as “national minorities”!”” Under the Otto-

mans, these groups had no official status because the Sublime Porte did not recognize
divisions internal to Islam. Similarly, in mandate Lebanon, the French extended for-
mal recognition to the Shi’i/Jafari sect for the first time in 1926.1% While these groups
(the Druze, Shi%, and ‘Alawis) did have a distinct social profile before, the conferral
of minority identity upon them meant something quite different: at times they were
granted proportionate representation in governing bodies, a
autonomy,

t other times territorial
and at yet other times an equitable share of state resources. In almost all

cases, however, once recognized by the state, a ta'ifa had the right to command ju-
ridical autonomy over their own religion-based family law. In cases where no such
law existed, it was invented from scratch, amalgamating various practices,

norms,
and jurisdictions into one coherent whole supposedly rooted in the religious

corpus

! Deringil, Conversion and Apostasy, 4.

"7 White, The Emergence of Minorities in the Middle East, 50-54. After World

titioning of the Ottoman Empire, the Mandate System was established under the

and gave the control of most of Ottoman Mesopotamia to the British and the rest of Ottoman Syria
(modern Syria and Lebanon) to the French.

Y8 Weiss, In the Shadow of Sectarianism, 125,

War I and the par-
League of Nations
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of each sect.”® As White notes, it is only in the mandate period that t: c’:rz;lz: :
religious community (sect/taifa) comes to be attached to .the comm;lna’lr};tatus o
command its distinct and autonomous religion—basefl 'famﬂy or per§ B
This association persists to this day in that when ?rellglous comnllutmttzrs ecelves s
recognition it must also be given autonomy ove;)rts own personal stal
er 3).
e Egyp;]oZiatI;eanMdi;Zrlielliissf t;};af):acerbation of religious differences unc.ler
lli;}:)jlfjs 1(f)ften seen as evidence of its notorious divide-and-rule p(l)lhql; .Wh;;}\l,
ol i fessional rivalries and consolidated communal fissures. While this v
eXplmtei;zjt :rslerit it overlooks the ways in which the colonial state also secuijnze'd
. ; , | !
1rfar’tliovievieligious life by instituting the legal division betwe}jzn1 t}tlt:rp::gcp zii CtS :O}?; -
vate; religion, like family and sexuality, were relegated t? tl le a. a, and polties o0
former. As I will show in chapter 3, religion-based far.mily aw %s ern imenton
that did not exist in the premodern period; as such, it .1s a umquel exilr;l on o
secular conjoining of religion, domesticity? and sexuality. 'l'hetc:noir(l1 e
that religion had to be separate from pol';tic‘s, il.lere(f)(;iiewl\zz ;1;)1 on Heolopce e
i cessary step in the secularization . S
:}alzh::;lt(:;alssyiiz,e this pr);cesrs) went hand in hand with ext‘endingt; :ltj:le r:;ohgrr::;; rtl(;
religious groups; at other times, as in the cas.e of Leba‘non,1 it w;rllomiC iribal), o
religious identity onto other social distinct.loln; ir;j(())rflzécz onom t},lat e, e
i ing it with new meaning. The consocia n e
lsrtl::teestel‘rzlegr11ttu‘:1illlt}1;l adopted created a patchwork of antagonistiic rellgtlcc’)rus ;Z?lﬁnz?;?:;
that are united by virtue of their location within a bt?xfnde terrxm gf;emh .
by virtue of their autonomy over segments of sociopoht.xcal pOV\'rer. s medpor®
tl}lre settler-colonial state of Algeria was considerably dlffe'rent in tha o ot
did not have the kind of autonomy that religious sec.ts 1n Lebanon e erre -
instead, Islamic law was subordinated to the French judicial systerrlli.fy —
ing arrangements of colonial and mandatory ru?e., therefore, e):mjouble rony e
divide-and-rule policy of the French and the British, but( alsoft ; oube e Private
internal to political secularism: the simultaneous relegation of relig
domain and the amplification of religious differences. . e oL
In contrast to the Levant, the secularization of Egyptian r; 1i o e e
lowed a different trajectory, one that I track in chapter 2. Under Britis

Egyp did not ex nce th 0. on o igious minoriti in Syria) or the
t di te perie ce the pr liferati f rehgl s minorities (as i )
g y

imi licy was instituted
inorities i iddle East, 50. A very similar po :
i of Minorities in the Midd ; ‘similar § s insitated
st 7:113 f}ﬁegfg:i n]:andate See Robson, Colonialism and Christianity in Man
i tine under -Seel ia
B P?ZI‘S:IS:;? an excellent analysis, se¢ Makdisi, The thlture of Sesctatrézzis
121 See Christelow, “Transformation of the Muslim Court System.
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Balkanization of religious differences (as in Leban
always had a large Sunni Muslim population and a s
minority. At the turn of the twentieth century,
than it is today and included a range of small by

of Jews as well as Armenian, Greek, and Syrian Christians, Coptic Orthodox Chris-
tians resented the British policy of favoring Armenian and Syrian Christians, who
were regarded as outsiders, which suggests that by the 1920s there was a strong sense
as to which minority was truly “of the nation”122 Egyptian Jewry was regarded as a
local ta’ifa, was part of the economic elite, and was a key player in the drafting of
the first constitution of Egypt in 1923. It was with the establishment of the state of
Israel in Palestine that Egyptian Jews came under attack and started to emigrate.'?? As
chapter 2 will show, Coptic Orthodox Christians have been historically ambivalent
about embracing the assignation “national minority”
accords them a special status, it sets them apart from
Coptic Orthodox Church continues to shun the te

ring the rubric of “People of the Book” because it allows them, as a state-recognized

ta’ifa, to command juridical autonomy over Coptic family law and ecclesiastical
resources.

on). Egypt is distinct in that it has
ignificant Coptic Christian numerica]
Egypt was religiously more diverse
t politically significant communities

in part because, even though it
the identity of the nation. The
rm formally to this day, prefer-

It is commonplace to represent interreligious strife in the Middle East as a prod-
uct of the failure of the secular project to take root in the region or of Islamic intol-
erance toward other faiths. Yet as is clear from the history I have presented in this
chapter, the modern roots of religious strife belong equally to the history of secu-
larization as to the legacy of Islamic rule. Many of the transformations I describe
above are rendered as “local history” and seldom serve as the ground for theoretical
reflection on the nature of the secular. The terms global and local mask the inequality
of power relations between Euro-America and the Middle East, wherein “the global”
stands for the former (universal and theoreticaﬂy consequential) and “the local” for
the latter (particular and theoretically inconsequential). The challenge is to think
through the gap that opens up between universality and particularity, to force our-

selves to rethink the globality of modern secular power through its non-Western
itinerary.

' Behrens-Abouseif, “Political Situation of the Copts,” 195.
' Joel Beinin describes the Jewish community in

Egypt as primarily comprising Karaites and
Rabbanites who practiced a Judeo-Arabic culture and

lived primarily in Cairo and Alexandria. He

ntieth-century phenomenon that commences
with the outbreak of the Arab-Israeli War in 1948 when Egyptian Jews and their property came under

public attack. A significant portion of Egyptian Jews henceforth migrated to France, Israel, and the

United States. Beinin, The Dispersion of Egyptian Jewry, 61. For a parallel history of Jews in Irag, see
Bashkin, New Babylonians.,
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Fateful Distinctions

In closing this chapter, I want to revisit the point I made a.tbout the }:/r\]e}c;;l:c;u; Il)z(s;tlzz
that all minorities occupy within the context of the n‘atxf)n-stat:’. piles minoriy®
ability to flourish within a national polity depend.s on }ts integraf ;on o he! ‘ con
fabric, its assimilation often requires the attenuation, if not. the‘a )ar;l pment ,its .
,d tices that are fundamental to its identity. A minority’s eAw1 g o
o and tra iti ts it apart from majoritarian norms and can easily be perceive
tomst::l : ir:j lrtl?cri:nszl ideniity. Even though this tension is a generic featur(e1 of tie
oty i inority will depend on its
inori ition, the possibilities open to any given minority .
;r;:clc())rrit:l Cc(:)illititution, itrs) place in the making of the nation. as well a‘se ::Z f:rl;llcrlil;z
ideology of national belonging embraced by a state. .The }]:wmf; zji}z;r; enoe n Burope
has come to be treated as the paradigm through V\‘Ihlch t 'e m. nypebem e
; indeed, I have referred to it myself at various pomts' in this chap et i
- lnt :0 d,istinguish the Jewish experience from the plight of other.m.morfxtles.
;mhic;::ihat Jews were dispersed throughout Europe mfide thel;l ql:;:: c:fs?sr;cai 1 r;);;
minorities that are territorially consolidated. The creation of t .e s11 e
meant to solve the diasporic problem for European ].ewry, ‘traglcal ); e
of the Palestinians who have been turned into aliens in their ‘owr;l ata.th.e sl
bound minorities are quite distinct from the E;rolt)}elannz\izsn 11; ;:1 ea;e " e}; e
i carve out their own homeland within the ‘ side. an
2::52):10&& poses a very different kind of threat to state Z)‘;ere;gsi;tzia"[:;z 1isnet\;11e
dent in the secessionist movements t}liat tht the cl?a;l:;:nsl\j;; Oriltliis e and i e
i the Kurds in Turkey, Iran, an . . :
f[): ioll)r;ii::j gtien:zfory pose a different kind of prob}em to state sofvle:zf;tji r:::j;
requires a distinct form of political action. First Nat1otnsrizcr)i1;; :overeign mere
i i were once ter ,
- a;;z::iisct)?garizagneliiec:zeﬂ;jvzhfeyﬁ them bereft of any substan’;ive ilaim mt;)
onereig ted limited autonomy,
i instances where they have been grar : :
13:;:: :fzgi;lt:f IIiIt:et::sf’;:;n ravaged to such an extent tha'.c the:y suffer e; fate Ctiljlt ;sa lI;eirn
haps worse than that of other minorities. The term minority, the.re or.ec,all istinct’
itszlf different forms of marginalization and precarity th'f1t ar.e hclz’:nu ! u}; —
which in turn determines the kind of political struggle a mlnom‘f;f1 - gow o
to ensure its collective survival and well-being. In the chapters t ad ];)ahai,s) e
contours of various forms of minority politics (w:clged by Coptsf ::e phalt) e P
different kinds of challenges to the secular-Islamic character o gyp
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