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Our horizon is not the end of the world
by Dr. Jiirgen Todenhdofer
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Watching the Twin Towers burn; September 11, 2001

The shocking fascination of contemporary
suicide terrorism is based on two kinds of
shamelessness: the shamelessness of some
Western politicians who continue to spill
Muslim blood at a ratio of 10:1, and the shame-
lessness with which those who mastermind
such terrorism distort the Qur'an and try to
make young Muslims believe that all they
have to do to become Islamic martyrs is
blow themselves up as suicide bombers.

Western policies towards
the Muslim world suffer
from a shocking ignorance
of even the simplest facts.

One of the favorite sayings of bar-room
strategists is: "Whoever demands the right
to hear the call of the muezzin in our cities
should also demand the right to hear the
sound of church bells in Tehran." The reali-
ty, however, is that in Tehran the bells ring
in 34 churches and that Christian children
receive instruction in their own religion.
There are seven synagogues in Tehran, and
about 4,000 Jewish children go to Jewish
schools. There are six kosher butchers, two
kosher restaurants and a Jewish hospi-
tal, to which the notorious troublemaker
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad recently donated
some money.

The 25,000 Jews have a constitutional right
to a representative in parliament, as do the
Christians. In 1979, shortly after the revo-
lution, Ayatollah Khomeini even issued a
fatwa decreeing that Jews were to be pro-
tected. His words are painted on the walls
of many Iranian synagogues: "We respect
religious minorities. They are part of our
people. Islam does not sanction their op-
pression.”

Relations between Jews and Persians have
been good since ancient times. It was the
Persian king Cyrus the Great who in 538
B.C. freed the Jews from their Babylonian
captivity. The Bible calls him a ,shepherd
loved and anointed by God." It is true that
as protected minorities, Jews and Chris-
tians in Iran do not enjoy the same political
rights and duties as do Muslims. But do we
really grant the Muslims the same rights as
Christians and Jews in their everyday lives
in Europe? Does Israel really grant its Arab
fellow-citizens the same rights in daily life
as its Jewish citizens?

Ahmadinejad has in fact made vicious "anti-
Zionist", anti-Israeli statements. However,
his aggressive stance, which is rich in poli-
tical folly and poor in historical understan-
ding, finds little support among the Iranian
people and has even earned him the rebuke
of Iran's spiritual leadership. This misguided
anti-Zionism, however, is not to be equated
with hatred of the Jews or anti-Semitism.
Orthodox Jews, such as the Hasidic Satmar
community, also reject an Israeli state "be-
fore the advent of the Messiah” and thus
also represent an "anti-Zionist" position.

In Iran and other Muslim states there has
never been real anti-Semitism or persecu-
tion of the Jews by the state, as was the
case in Europe. During the Nazi era many
European Jews fled to freedom via Iran.
The Jews in Iran are respected citizens. As
Ciamak Morsathegh, the Jewish director of

the Jewish hospital in Tehran, put it: "Anti-
Semitism is not an Islamic phenomenon,
but a European phenomenon.”

This should however not be misconstrued
as an excuse for Ahmadinejad's serious pro-
vocations. By making lots of noise on the
foreign-policy front, he is seeking to divert
attention from his policy failures at home.
In February 2007, the conservative Iranian
newspaper Jomhuri-ye Eslami rightly com-
plained of his "repulsive tone" that "unne-
cessarily gives the international community
an impression of hostility" and called on
him to stay away from "rabble-rousing and
sloganeering.” And the mullahs, who are
responsible for Iran's repressive system, are
extremely unpopular among Iran's young
people. They see the mullahs as relics of the
past and annoying hindrances to progress.
The revolutionary religious fervor of the
late '70s and early '80s has long since been
extinguished. The era of Ahmadinejad and
the mullahs is drawing to an end.

Western ignorance of the Muslim world
is also evident in much more banal issues
than the Iran conflict — for example, in the
view, widely held in Europe, that the Mus-
lim headscarf amounts to a battle cry or is
a "symbol of the oppression of women." On
this issue the United States is much

more tolerant. The U.S. Depart-

ment of Justice has stated that

the intolerance evident in

banning headscarves "is un-

American, and is morally

despicable.”

The German weekly Die

Zeit jokingly commen-

ted on the crusade to

free Europe of the

headscarf: "If you

ask five Muslim wo-

men why they wear

a headscarf, you will

get five different an-

swers: One covers her

head for God; another

because the scarf goes

well with her fashion-

able H&M clothes; the

third will reveal herself to

be an ardent feminist; the

fourth cites traditions in her

village; while the fifth is defying

her ultra-secular mother, who has
forbidden her to wear a headscarf." Of
course, forcing anyone to wear a headscarf
is unacceptable. But is not forcing anyone
to take it off just as unacceptable?

The debates about forced marriage, female
circumcision, or honor killing are also con-
ducted with a shocking degree of ignorance.
There is nothing in the Qur'an or the Ha-
dith of Muhammad about these completely
unacceptable misogynist practices. They
derive from a pre-Islamic patriarchal and
heathen era. Some of these practices are
several thousand years old - the gruesome
"pharaonic” circumcision of women, for
example. This brutal mutilation is not only
practised in Muslim countries such as Egypt
and Sudan, but also in predominantly Chris-
tian countries such as Ethiopia and Kenya.
The victims are Muslims, Christians, Jewish
Falashas, as well as members of other reli-
gions. So-called honor killings unfortuna-
tely also occur amang Christians — for ex-
ample, in such Christian countries as Brazil,
Argentina and Venezuela. Most Muslim
governments rightly take legal measures to
counter these deplorable pre-Islamic and
un-Islamic customs and crimes.

In some Muslim countries the advancement
of women has gone much further in cer-
tain respects than in the West. In Egypt,
30 percent of all professors are women, in
Germany the figure is only 10 percent. In
Iran well over 60 percent of students are
women, which has prompted some arch-
conservatives to reflect on introducing a
quota for men. There is also a longer tra-
dition of female heads of government in

men of Switzerland refused to give women
the right to vote — after all, both the Old
and the New Testament demand the sub-
jection of woman to the will of man (see
Genesis 3:16 and 1 Corinthians 14:34f.).

Whoever wants to see an end to hatred and
intolerance should above all overcome his
own ignorance. Everybody has the right
to his own opinions, but definitely not to
his own facts. What is to prevent us from
traveling to Syria or Iran to form our own
opinions on that alien and purportedly so
dangerous world? The streets of Damascus
and Tehran are much safer than the streets
of New York or Detroit. According to Uni-
ted Nations statistics, in 2006 the homi-
cide rate in the United States was 5.9 per
100,000 inhabitants. In Iran the rate was
2.93 and in Syria 1.4. Most Muslim coun-
tries are safer than the United States, even
safer than Switzerland, where the rate is
2.94 per 100,000 inhabitants.

Why don't we start intercultural dialog in
our own personal environment? Why not
expand student exchange programs be-
tween Muslim and Christian countries — or
even with Israel? Why not get to know
some works of wonderful Arabic literature
or read the famous Ring Parable in Nathan
the Wise by the great German writer of the
Enlightenment era Gotthold Ephraim Les-
sing? A father (God) bequeathes to each of
the three sons he loves equally (Judaism,
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U.S. soldiers break down a door while searching an Iraqi home during a patrol in Mosul, Irag on Monday January 17, 2005.

For eight long years before Ahmadinejad's
rise to power, Iran had a cosmopolitan re-
formist head of government, Mohammad
Khatami. He stood for democracy, human
rights, and the enhancement of women's
rights. But much to the annoyance of the
U.S. government he was independent-min-
ded and not its puppet. The United States
never gave him a chance. Khatami's lack of
success in foreign policy and at home was
one of the main reasons why so many pro-
reform middle-class Iranians did not vote in
2005 — which led to Ahmadinejad's surprise
election victory. The West itself contributed
to the rise of this rowdy demagogue. None-
theless, Iran, with its great and ancient
civilization and its charming and distin-
guished people, deserves a more cosmopo-
litan and tolerant government that respects
human rights. But is that not true of many
a Western country as well?
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Muslim countries than in the West.

Nonetheless, a lot still needs to be done if
women are to attain full and equal rights
in all Muslim countries, particularly in our
partner countries Saudi Arabia and Afgha-
nistan, but also in Iran. However, that is
not a problem with Islam. It is a political
problem and one that has to do with an-
tiquated patriarchal social structures. The
fact that shelters for battered women are
bursting at the seams in the West shows
that here too violence against women is
a grievous social problem that has not yet
been resolved.

We should altogether mind our own busi-
ness more and examine ourselves more
closely. Until 1957 a German man had the
legal "right of directive" to decide whether
his wife may go to work. Until 1970 the
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Iraqi schoolgirls flee an approaching U.S. army patrol in the Baghdad suburb of Abu Ghraib, November 5, 2003.

Christianity and Islam) an identical ring.
One ring is the original; it has the ability to
render its owner pleasant in the eyes of God
and mankind. The other two are replicas.
The brothers call on a judge to establish
which of them has the original. The judge,
with the wisdom of Solomon, explains that
the bearer of the authentic ring is he who
earns the love of his fellow men.

For German chancellor Angela Merkel, the
most beautiful passage in the play is when
the Muslim Saladin calls out to the Jew Na-
than "Be my friend!" Could we not all learn
from this ancient Sephardic Jewish parable
and its dream of a peaceful competition
among the religions?

The West must treat the
Muslim world just as fairly
as it treats Israel. Muslims
are worth as much as Jews

and Christians.

With a mixture of self-righteousness, igno-
rance and hatred, many people in the West
think Islam is a bloodthirsty religion and
that Muslims are potential terrorists who
are hostile towards democracy, women,
Jews and Christians. The friend and spiritu-
al advisor of U.S. president George W. Bush,
Frank Graham, has called Islam "a very evil
and wicked religion.” Bill O'Reilly, TV idol
of American conservatives, has said: "We
cannot intervene in the Muslim world ever
again. What we can do is bomb the living
daylights out of them." The American tele-
vision commentator Ann Coulter thinks:
"We should invade their countries, kill their
leaders and convert them to Christianity."”
She also says: "Perhaps we could put aside
our national, ongoing post-9/11 Muslim
butt-kissing contest and get on with the
business at hand: Bombing Syria back to
the Stone Age and then permanently dis-
arming Iran." The list of such statements
could be extended indefinitely.

Just imagine for a moment that Graham,
O'Reilly or Coulter had said "Judaism" in-
stead of "Islam" and "Israel” instead of
"Muslim countries”. There would have been
a storm of protest, and quite rightly so. Why
may one say fascistic things about Muslims

and their religion, while any such com-
ments about Christians or Jews would
be rejected as entirely unacceptable, and
rightly so? We must end this demoniza-
tion of Islam and Muslims. It is not only
shameful, it also harms our interests.

The deepening divide between Orient and
Occident also endangers the security of
Israel. The strongest long-term guarantee
of the survival of Israel and its five million
Jews is not the enmity, but the friendship of
its 300 million immediate and more distant
Arab neighbors. To attain this, the West, but
also Israel, must make a fair contribution.

The Jewish people did not attain its moral
stature because of its military victories or
because of the impressive number of its
talented members. It attained its moral
uniqueness through its piety, wisdom, hu-
manism and creativity, as well as through
its long, brave and often cunning struggle
for justice and against oppression. It is un-
derstandable that after the Holocaust Israel
has sought to ensure its military strength -
and to defend its legitimate interests with
great vigor, even severity. But severity with-
out justice is a strategy that is doomed
to failure. If all the productive country of
Israel does is destroy, it will destroy itself as
well. Israel — and the entire Western world —
must invest at least as much in justice as in
weapons. The treatment of the Palestinians
is not compatible with the moral stature
and uniqueness of the Jewish people. This
is the only conclusion one may come to, es-
pecially as an admirer of Jewish culture.

The Palestinians must also change their po-
licies. The West is right to demand that they
renounce violence against Israel. But should
it not also demand that Israel renounce vi-
olence against the Palestinians? According
to the lIsraeli human-rights organization
B'Tselem, in 2007 13 Israelis were killed in
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, while 384
Palestinians were killed by Israeli security
forces.

Reconciliation between Jews and Arabs is
just as possible as the miraculous reconcili-
ation between the Germans and the French
proved to be. Jews and Arabs have more in
common in religious, cultural and historical
terms than most people realize.

As Israeli president Shimon Peres put it,
they "have the same parents, Abraham and
Moses." For centuries both Jews and Arabs
were persecuted — and not only during the
Crusades and the Reconquista. The Vichy
government in France, for example, applied
the same racist discriminatory laws to the
Jews that had been "successfully” tested on
the Algerians (Olivier Le Cour Grandmaison,
French historian).

We Germans have a historical responsibility
towards Israel and its right to exist - in the
past, the present and the future. Because
of its history and everything it has gone
through over the millennia, the Jewish peo-
ple deserves a secure home in Palestine. But
for the very same reason we also have a
historical responsibility towards the Pales-
tinians. They are paying the price for the
guilt Germany will always bear because of
the Holocaust. The Jewish political scientist
Alfred Grosser is surely right when he said:
"Whoever wants to shake off Hitler, must
(also) defend the Palestinians.”

The true lesson of the Holocaust is that we
may never just stand by and watch pas-
sively as people are oppressed, stripped of
their rights and humiliated. We should have
stood up for the Jews back then when they
were weak, and not only nowadays, when
they are strong and influential. Belated
courage is the opportunist brother of co-
wardice.

It is a bizarre spectacle to observe certain
Western politicians fight ever more reso-
lutely and courageously year after year
against past injustice, while remaining
inexcusably silent about present injustice.
One can also be guilty of not saying a word.
The challenge of our era is to help heal the
wounds in the Mideast — by means of secu-
rity guarantees for Israel, to which Europe
must provide a robust military contribu-
tion, but also through helping to establish
a viable Palestinian state. We must build
bridges, not walls.

A model Palestinian state that is backed by
the West and acknowledges Israel’s right to
exist within just borders and that opposes
all forms of terrorism really would mark a
new start for the Mideast — and for the rela-
tionship between the Western world and the
Muslim world. We cannot continue on our
current path. The "wars on terror” against
the Muslim countries Afghanistan and Iraq
have already cost $700 billion, which is
more than the Vietham War cost. The Uni-
ted States spend more than $100 billion on
the war in Iraq each year, but less than $5
billion for economic reconstruction there. In
light of these figures, can one seriously ask
what a successful alternative to the current
"anti-terror" policies might look like? We
have to turn the ratio around. We have to
treat the Muslim world just as fairly and as
generously as we — quite rightly — treat Israel.
We must ultimately deprive international
terrorism of any arguments in its defense.

The Muslims must
champion a progressive
and tolerant Islam, as did
their prophet Muhammad.
They must strip terrorism
of its religious mask.

Not only the West, but also the Muslim
world needs to change its behavior in a
fundamental way. While retaining their re-
ligious identity, moderate Muslims must
show more courage in standing up for
freedom and the rule of law; for a political
and economic system that fosters indivi-
dual talent rather than stifling it; for the
full and equal rights of men and women;
for real freedom of religion - for a tolerant
and progressive Islam. The many millions of
Muslims living in the West could play an
important part in this process.

The moderate majority of Muslims must
interpret the fascinating message of their
prophet Muhammad for the modern world
and continue the social reforms that he
risked his life to initiate. They must throw
overboard the pre-Islamic ballast that is
impeding a renaissance of Islamic civili-
zation. They must create an educated elite
that can lead the Muslim world successful-
ly into the third millennium. Muhammad,
market economy, and modernity can fit
together very well. Unlike many Muslim
politicians of our day, Muhammad was not
a reactionary. Unlike them, he did not long
to be transported back 1,400 years. He was
a bold, forward-looking egalitarian revolu-
tionary, who had the courage to break the
bounds of tradition. His Islam was not a re-
ligion of stasis or regression, but of renewal
and new departures. Even a little of this
great reformer's dynamism would do the
Muslim world a lot of good - a world that
atleast in part is submerged in fatalism and
self-pity.

Muhammad fought passionately for social
change. He stood up for the poor and the
weak and — to the annoyance of many of
his male followers — for a massive improve-
ment in the rights of women, who in pre-
Islamic times in almost all cultures enjoyed
virtually no rights at all. Men who oppress
women may not claim to have the backing
of Muhammad or the Qur'an.

Muhammad was — like our Jewish forefa-
thers Abraham, Moses and King Solomon,
who according to the Bible had a thou-
sand wives and concubines — married to
several women, one of whom was Jewish
and another Christian. They both remained
true to their religion. Muhammad warned
his followers: "Whoever wrongs a Jew or a
Christian, will have to face me on the Day
of Judgment." Muhammad was neither a
fanatic nor an extremist. He wanted to tell
the polytheist Arabs of his day about the
God of the Jews and the Christians - in au-
thentic, pure form. The Qur'an is in part a
wonderful re-telling of the central messa-
ges of the Bible: "And before this, was the
Book of Moses as a guide and a mercy: And
this Book confirms (it) in the Arabic ton-
gue” (Surah 46:12). For Muslims, the Qur'an
is the ,Newest Testament."

After the capitulation of Mecca in 628,
Muhammad entered the Ka'bah and smashed
all the pagan idols - just as Jesus had
cleansed the Temple - but out of respect he
spared the statue of Jesus and his mother
Mary. Both were, for him, pure and invio-
lable. Muhammad repeatedly proclaimed
that Jesus would rise again before the Last
Judgment: "How happy you will be when
the son of Mary descends to you." Jesus
and Mary are described in the Qur'an with
great love as "signs for all peoples” (Surah
21:91). The Qur'an also treats the great
Jewish prophets, especially Moses, as pro-
phets. "A Muslim who does not believe in
Muhammad's precursors Moses and Jesus is
not a Muslim" (Mahmoud Zakzouk).

Today's terrorism is an absurd distortion
of Muhammad's teachings. It is a crime
against Islam. Islam means submission to
God and peace. The Muslim world may not
permit its great and proud religion, with its
ethos of humanity and justice, to be sul-
lied by raging hate-filled terrorists. Nobody
has caused greater damage to the standing
of Islam in the course of its history, which
spans almost fourteen centuries, than terro-

rists pretending to be Muslims.
The Muslim world must rip the
religious mask from the face
of the terrorists. It must smash
the idols of terrorism, just as
Muhammad smashed the idols
of the pre-Islamic era.

Nothing
fosters terrorism
more than the
West's "war on
terror”. Muslim
countries must
resolve their
problems with
radical Islamism

themselves.

We must also unmask

the West's warriors

of aggression. Wars

of aggression are

not only the most immoral but also the
least intelligent way to combat terrorism.
Terrorism in the guise of Islam is an ideo-
logy; ideologies cannot be shot down. One
has to undermine its foundation, prove it
wrong.

In early 2001, radical Islamism around the
world was on the ropes. The dream of sol-
ving Iran's, Afghanistan’s or Sudan's po-
litical problems by means of a process of
radical Islamization had turned into a
nightmare. The Muslims had come to the
bitter realization that the hard-line Mul-
lahs had turned their countries into grim
(religious-) police states. During the Uni-
ted States's blitzkrieg, the Afghan people
demonstratively left the Taliban to their
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Ali Ismail Abbas, 12,

wounded during an air strike lies in a
hospital bed in Baghdad, April 6, 2003.

None of the
terrorists who at-
tacked the World Trade
Center were from Afghanistan
or Irag. They came from Germany,
Saudi Arabia and Egypt. In order to neu-
tralize their Saudi Arabian ideological
leader Osama Bin Laden at his retreat in
the mountains of the Hindu Kush, more
intelligent methods could have been
adopted than bombing and occu-
pying Kabul.

So the radical

Islamists once again

had reason to issue

a worldwide call-to-arms

against the foreign invaders and

against their own authoritarian pro-

Western governments — just as they had

done in 1979 when the Soviets marched in.

The election victories of Ahmadinejad and

Hamas, the rise of radical Islamism in the

once secular Irag, and the resurgence of the

Taliban in Afghanistan have a lot to do with

the brutality and stupidity of the wars on

terror. Radical forces in the West and in the

Muslim world have spurred each other on.

Bin Laden and Ahmadinejad provide George

W. Bush with his best catchwords, and vice

versa. We must break through this fatal
reciprocity as swiftly as possible.

The West does not have the right to take
military action all over the world against
radical Islamist movements - or against
leftwing radical or rightwing radical or-
ganizations. It does not have the right to
turn the world into a bloody and chaotic
battlefield in order to impose its vision of a
world order. Western troops have no busi-
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An unidentified Iragi man holds an unidentified girl wounded after U.S.-led coalition air
strikes over the southern Iraqgi city of Basra; Saturday, March 22, 2003

fate — an unusual event in the history of
Afghanistan.

In light of this evident failure of radical
Islamism, Al-Qaeda's attack on New York
and Washington was not just an act of re-
venge but also an attempt to regain the high
ground. Through an act of such diabolical
boldness and the ensuing media spectacle,
the radical Islamists wanted to win back
the sympathy of the masses. They wanted
to provoke the United States into overreac-
ting, which would in turn give radical Isla-
mism a new impetus. The strategy worked
perfectly. The countless bombs that rained
down on the heads of Afghan civilians, who
had already tired of the Taliban, revived
prostrate radical Islamism and helped it
back on its feet. The Afghans certainly wan-
ted to be rid of the Taliban and Al-Qaeda -
both groups that had been created by the
secret services of the United States, Saudi
Arabia and Pakistan — but they did not see
why thousands of Afghan civilians had to
be bombed to death to achieve that goal.

ness fighting in Irag, Afghanistan or Soma-
lia. Muslim countries must solve their pro-
blems with radical Islamism by themselves.
Even where radical Islamism degenerates
into terrorism, it is primarily the task of
national forces to combat it. Only in ex-
treme and exceptional cases and with the
non-partisan of the United Nations Securi-
ty Council should international task forces
provide reinforcement.

The damage such interventions cause is al-
most always greater than the benefit, even
when the motives are honest and humani-
tarian. It is not enough to want to do good,
one has to actually do good. The war on
terrorism will not be won by military means
— either in the Hindu Kush or in Baghdad.
It will be won in the hearts and minds of
the world's 1.4 billion Muslims, who live in
the East and the West, the North and the
South, and who are observing the politics
of the West very closely. With every Muslim
child killed by a Western bomb, terrorism
grows. With each day that passes, we are

sinking deeper into the morass of our own
policies.

It is above all aerial warfare that has failed
miserably as a means of fighting terrorism.
Despite continuous aerial bombardment
Bin Laden managed to escape from Tora
Bora, because there were more journalists
than American soldiers surrounding the
cave complex where he was believed to be
hiding. At about the same time, the Taliban
leader Mullah Omar succeeded in breaking
through the thin ranks of U.S. forces on a
motorbike. Tora Bora is a grotesque symbol
of the folly of the anti-terror crusade. Not
even Cervantes, the creator of Don Quixo-
te, could have dreamed up a more bizarre
slapstick finale.

What is needed now is
the art of statesmanship,
not the art of war -
in the Iran conflict,
the lraq conflict and the
Palestine conflict.

The almost childish refusal of the American
president to talk directly to politicians he
does not like — a position he maintained
for years — such as Arafat, Assad, Saddam
or Ahmadinejad, along with the decision
— taken after consultations with God —
to develop strategies to bomb them out
of office, are two of the most absurd and
wrong-headed decisions of our time. "A
statesman who seeks to promote peace
must talk to the statesman in the opposing
camp” (Helmut Schmidt, former German
chancellor). It was only possible to resolve
the East-West conflict of the post-war
years because Ronald Reagan never felt
squeamish about meeting with the rulers
of what he termed the "evil empire."

It is simply not true that in the Iran con-
flict there is, apart from the strategy of
imposing ever tougher sanctions, only the
"catastrophic alternative” of an “lranian
bomb or bombing Iran” (Nicolas Sarkozy).
The real alternative to the ostracism and
demonization of a great nation such as Iran
is its reintegration into the community of
nations — with all the same rights and obli-
gations as any other member. The main rea-
son Iran is a problem for the West is that by
marginalizing it and severing ties — in order
to punish it for deposing the pro-Western
Shah and his regime — the West has for-
feited any influence it might have had on
political decision-making processes within
Iran. This development is not irreversible.
There is a wise saying: "If you cannot beat
your enemy, embrace him." The majority of
Iranians are pro-Western. They are waiting
for the West and they pin their hopes on
the West. But they do not pin their hopes
on the West's bombs, which would yet
again primarily kill the innocent, or on an
invasion by Western soldiers, but on an
"invasion" of Western businesspeople and
tourists. Even Shirin Ebadi, a prominent cri-
tic of the Iranian regime and a Nobel Peace
Prize laureate, argues passionately against
any such military action by the U.S., becau-
se it would ,thwart virtually all the efforts
that Iranians have undertaken to promote
democracy in recent years."

The complex problems facing the Mideast
can only be solved by political means. The
best way to tackle them would be with a
long-term conference for the whole re-
gion modeled on the OSCE's forerunner,
the CSCE. Besides the UN Security Council,
all the major players in the region should
be represented - including Syria and Iran,
the democratically elected representatives
of Palestine, and the leadership of the le-
gitimate Iraqi resistance. A solution to the
Iraq conflict will only be found if the United
States negotiates - as it did in the Vietnam
War - with the leaders of the resistance,
though of course not with Al-Qaeda. The
leaders of the nationalist, Baathist and
moderate Islamist resistance are almost all
prepared to take part in such talks.

Just as in the East-West conflict of the
1980s, comprehensively tough but fair ne-
gotiations now present a real alternative to
irresponsible wars and equally irresponsible
passivity. All parties would benefit from
such an approach, as has proven to be the
case with the OSCE process. After two years
of difficult negotiations it brought freedom,
human rights, democracy and increasing
prosperity to Eastern Europe. The CSCE pro-
cess brought Europe as a whole stability,
freedom and disarmament. "Mortal ene-
mies became friends - without a single shot
being fired" (Hans-Dietrich Genscher). That
should be the goal of a "Mideast CSCE"
Perhaps one day a common economic area,
or even more, will emerge in the region.
Who would have thought 60 years ago that
there could ever be a united Europe? Politics
requires vision, and that holds true for the
Mideast as well.

In view of the massive military superiority
of the United States, how one can com-
pare such a policy of engagement to the
cowardly policy of appeasement before
the Second World War remains a neocon
secret. It would not be appeasement if the
current U.S. leadership stopped inventing
more and more horror stories about Mus-
lim countries, or if it stopped bombing a
path to the natural resources it wants — if
it stopped destroying the great values for
which so many people once loved America
and would love to love America again.

Which Muslim country could hope to attack
either the West or Israel with even a remote
prospect of success, given the overwhel-

ming nuclear and conventional second-
strike capability of the United States and
of Israel. Even if Iran had nuclear weapons
- and that would certainly not be a desira-
ble state of affairs - the basics of nuclear
strategy would still apply: Whoever shoots
first, dies second. Whoever attacks the Uni-
ted States or Israel with a nuclear bomb
might as well blow himself up straight-
away. In terms of numbers, the United
States has the nuclear weaponry to kill 20
billion people. That means it could burn to a
cinder all 70 million Iranians three hundred
times over. Iran knows that - even its cocky
president knows that. His defense budget
is just one hundredth of that of the United
States. Unlike the major Western powers,
Iran has not attacked another country for
150 years, though it has been attacked se-
veral times - also with the help of the West.
There are 400,000 Iranians who were se-
verely wounded or injured in the war with
Irag, among them 50,000 victims of chemi-
cal weapons. We are partly responsible for
their suffering.

The Iran problem can be solved. The U.S.
leadership must at long last change its
ways and sit down at the negotiating table
with the Iranian leadership — for top-level
bilateral talks, or talks within the frame-
work of a Mideast CSCE. It must offer Iran
substantive security guarantees — as it did
in the case of North Korea and ultimately
Libya as well — in exchange for substan-
tial concessions on its nuclear program and
a verifiable commitment not to meddle in
any way in the internal affairs of Iraq.

It is not just Iran's purported nuclear de-
signs but also the very real nuclear wea-
pons of today's nuclear powers that should
be relegated to the junkyard of history. All
nuclear weapons, including those of the
United States, are — as the political hawk
Ronald Reagan stated way back in 1986 —
"totally irrational, totally inhumane, good
for nothing but killing, possibly destructive
of life on earth and civilization." In 2007
even Henry Kissinger voiced support for
such a "bold vision of a nuclear-free world."
The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty calls
in unequivocal terms for complete nuclear
disarmament. The current nuclear powers
are therefore all in permanent breach of
the treaty.

Appeasement does not represent the great-
est danger of our time; it is the patriotic
Western armchair strategists who cling
obstinately to their narrow-minded view of
the world and to their furtive racism, and
who are letting the world slide into the
same kind of foolhardy cycle of violence
and counter-violence that led to the First
World War.

Statesmanship instead of warfare; vigilant,
patient and tenacious negotiations - that
is the appropriate strategy towards the
Muslim world, as it was in the East-West
conflict. In a just world order, terrorism will
find no sustenance and will fail to thrive.
In a nutshell, we must demonstrate both
severity and justice. Severity with respect
to terrorism, and justice toward the Muslim
world.

The objective must be a world order that all
states can accept as just; a world in which
there is no longer discrimination against
Muslims in the West and against Jews and
Christians in the Muslim world; a world
that no longer conducts mutual demoni-
zation of religions and cultures; a world
order which decommissions the West's
weapons of mass destruction and shuts
down its lie machines. A world in which the
U.S. is again a symbol of peace and free-
dom, rather than of war and repression. A
world in which everyone sees the log in his
own eye and not only the speck in the eye
of his neighbor.
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A detainee in an outdoor solitary confinement cell talks with a military policeman at the
Abu Ghraib prison on the outskirts of Baghdad, Iraq, June 22, 2004.




