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Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak stepped down after 18 days of massive protests 
against his autocratic 30-year reign and handed over power to the military, on Friday, 11 
February 2011. Vice-President Omar Suleiman said on state TV that the high command of the 
armed forces had taken over. 

In a swift reaction, US President Barack Obama said that Egypt must now move to 
civilian and democratic rule. “This was not the end but the beginning and there were difficult 
days ahead,”1 the US president added, but he was confident that the people could find the 
answers."The people of Egypt have spoken, their voices have been heard," Mr. Obama said. 
"Egypt will never be the same again.” They have made it clear that nothing less than genuine 
democracy will carry the day.2 

Obama and his top aides held an urgent meeting in the White House Situation room, 
only moments after he made these televised remarks. After one hour of an intense debate, the 
president interrupted: “May I remind you all that we should never forget that Egypt is an 
important ally in the Middle East who is instrumental in promoting Arab-Israeli peace, 
countering Iran's growing influence and fighting terrorism.” Mrs. Clinton was of the opinion 
that the US should not hesitate to declare its support for Egypt’s liberal parties and strengthen 
them as to become the legitimate successors. Leon Panetta, the CIA director commented: “This 
would be an historical mistake, Mr. President. These parties are currently too weak; the Islamic 
forces can eat them alive”.  

That got the attention of the president, who then asked Tom Donilon, the national 
security adviser, for his opinion. As if he had been waiting for this moment for years, Donilon 
did not hesitate for a second. “Mr. President,” he said, “this is our historical moment to begin 
implementing the strategy that you and I discussed earlier this year.” The president smiled for 
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the first time since the meeting started. “Yes Tom, this is exactly what I am thinking of right 
now.” He went on to explain the strategy. “The only force in Egypt that is organized enough at 
this moment is the Moslem Brotherhood. We have been meeting with them for some time, and 
they have assured us of complete cooperation with the three concerns that I mentioned earlier. 
However, the most significant benefit we can gain from supporting them is that we make them 
a buffer zone against other more radical religious groups who threaten both our national 
security and the stability of the region.” He continued: “If they are in power, we would not 
need to be in direct confrontation with the likes of al-Qaeda, they would.” Everyone agreed. 
They also agreed that all US official statements would call for “civilian and democratic” rule in 
Egypt, or a “civil state”, without getting into more details. 

Some of the above-described events are true, but the conversation at the White House 
Situation room is imaginary. While it was never reported publicly, subsequent events indicate 
that it is not too far-fetched and that something similar could have taken place. 

Many writers and politicians in Egypt and the so-called Arab Spring countries are now 
using the expression “civil state” in place of “secular state”. The term “secularism” has been 
distorted over the last few decades at the hands of certain factions who deep inside wish to 
establish a religious state. The alternate term, “civil state” seems to be quite loose as it carries 
enough vagueness that almost everyone on the political spectrum can use and claim to support.  

In essence, Secularism in governance seeks to preserve the unity of the state no matter 
how many religions and cultural beliefs people have. The English philosopher John Locke, who 
laid the foundations of secularism in the seventeenth century, stated that the function of the 
state is to care for the daily needs of its citizens, while religion seeks to save their souls in the 
afterlife. The state cannot guarantee its citizens survival in the afterlife, and therefore has no 
right, for example to force them to pray. John Locke was himself a religious philosopher, who 
wanted to save religion from being manipulated by those in authority for their own selfish 
purposes. He believed that it would encourage hypocrisy and fake religiosity, and threaten the 
unity of the country and peaceful co-existence among its citizens if the state favored a 
particular religion. 

Hence, secularism is not at all hostile to religion, it only prohibits its exploitation by the 
state to justify its policies, and it guarantees all citizens freedom of worship, regardless of their 
religious beliefs. Ironically, it is secularism that enables members of Moslem communities in 
Europe to defend their full religious rights and rituals. Furthermore, Secularism is no longer 
limited to the west. It has become the principle of modern governance in other parts of the 
world, including Japan, China, India, Turkey and Latin America. Despite some variation here and 
there, the essence of secularism can be summed up in two key features: the rule of statutory 
law, and non-discrimination among citizens. 
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Eighteenth and nineteenth century European nationalism was a unifying force which 
brought together people of diverse backgrounds at the price of subordinating their ethnic 
identities to the larger territorial unit dominated by the secular state. The background to this 
evolution went back to the emergence of the secular state following the decline of feudalism 
and the rise of the industrial system, when effective power shifted from the unity of Church and 
State to that of Nation and State. Consequently, ethnic loyalties, which sometimes transcended 
the boundaries of these states, were seen to be subversive and every attempt was made to 
suppress them. The dominant ideology became that of nationalism, which idealized the secular 
state and deprecated the maintenance of any linguistic, religious or other sentiments that 
might conflict with loyalty to it. Nationalism became synonymous with patriotism. 3 

It is quite interesting that Simson Najovits notes that Egyptians had indeed founded the 
"first world national state in history, back in 3100 BC. By the year 2600 BC, they had established 
the first central management and civil service system in history, where Memphis was the first 
capital and first city that houses the government of the entire state.” He adds: “Memphis was a 
cosmopolitan city where thousands of foreign merchants and craftsmen were allowed to build 
temples for their Gods.”4 

The Egyptian saying “religion is for God and the homeland for all” was raised during the 
1919 revolution, yet it is in fact much older than that, as it was the basis for establishing the 
unified country of Egypt more than five thousand years ago. Despite the diversity of their 
religious and cultural beliefs, Egyptians have established the first united civil state nation in 
human history. The acceptance and respect for different other religions was the basis of unity 
between Upper Egypt and the Delta, where Gods that were sacred to each region were allowed 
to be worshiped in the other.5 

As the post 2011 revolution process of political elections for the parliament and 
presidency  began, the concept of “civil state” assumed particular importance in national 
discourse. An intense national debate started about the nature of the state, where competing 
factions intensified their attempts to pull the country in the directions they desired. In the 
process, these groups used the concept of “civil state” to refer to different and sometimes 
opposing ideas.  

Advocates of a true civil state in Egypt typically include liberals, socialists, leftists, and 
nationalists. They argue that a civil state is not an anti-religion state, but one that is based on 
the concept of “citizenship”, where all citizens are equal in front of the law, regardless of their 
gender, religion, ethnicity, or thought. They are adamant that religion should not be a tool for 
political manipulation. Instead, they see religion as an important basis for good conduct and 
morality. In fact, almost all of the individuals expressing such views are themselves practicing 
Moslems and Christians. A civil state as viewed by this camp is one where there is separation of 
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powers and respect for the Constitution, civil liberties and human rights in society. 
Furthermore, they emphasize that there can be no civil democratic state without freedom of 
expression, belief and political pluralism. According to them, the following main criteria are the 
foundations of a modern civil state. 

1. Establishing a civilian, modern, national, and democratic state that is ruled by civilians 
and not by a religious or military authority, and accepting citizenship as the only 
common criteria for inclusion in the country where religion is for God, but the nation is 
for all. 

2. Applying the Rule of law to all, who must resort to and abide by it and protecting 
independence of the judiciary as a most essential pillar for a civil and modern 
democratic state. 

3. Respecting free press and freedom of expression. 
4. Complying with the definition that the country is a nation state that serves only the 

interests of its own citizens within its recognized political boundaries. 
5. Granting citizens the freedom to establish and operate political parties, syndicates, and 

civil society organizations. 
6. Forbidding the use of religious slogans in any form of political manipulation. 

 

It is quite ironic that, with the exception of extreme, ultra conservative proponents of an 
all-out “Islamic state”, everyone else in the country including the so-called “centrist” variation 
of political is claiming that they not only approve, but also seek a so-called civil state, but within 
an “Islamic Framework”. This has been the line used by most Islamic political groups and 
parties, the strongest and most organized of which is the Moslem Brotherhood. 

The remainder of this paper will investigate whether theses public declarations of 
commitment to a civil state is genuine, or simply a Troy’s Horse to win elections and reach a 
position of power that enables them to implement their real view of a “religious state”. 

The specific positions and public declarations that will be reviewed are judged against 
the criteria outlined above. 

1. Establishing a civilian, modern, national, and democratic state that is ruled by civilians 
and not by a religious or military authority, and accepting citizenship as the only 
common criteria for inclusion in the country where religion is for God, and the homeland 
is for all.          
 Salafis and jihadists represent the extreme faction that rejects all of the above.  
A Salafi is a Moslem who emphasizes the Salaf ("predecessors" or "ancestors"), the 
earliest Moslems, as model examples of Islamic practice.6 The term has been in use 
since the Middle Ages but today refers especially to a follower of a Sunni Islamic 
movement known as Salafiyyah or Salafism, which is related to or includes Wahhabis, so 
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that the two terms are often viewed as synonymous. Salafism has become associated 
with literalist, strict and puritanical approaches to Islam and, in the West, with the Salafi 
Jihadist who espouse violent jihad against civilians as a legitimate expression of Islam. 
“Gamal Saber” a prominent Salafi Sheikh said in a TV interview that “Democracy is 
dirtier than a piece of used toilet paper.” He added that he fully agreed with Sheikh 
Wagdi Ghoniem’s description of liberals and secularists as “infidels” because they call 
for separation of religion and state. Sheikh saber was the coordinator of the election 
campaign of Hazem Salah Abu Ismail, the candidate who was ruled out by court because 
his mother carried the US citizenship, which violated the rules for candidacy.7In another 
TV interview, the same sheikh also stated that Islamic law should apply to both Moslems 
and Christians in Egypt. For example, he added, “Those who steal should have their 
hands cut off, Moslems and Christians alike.” Furthermore, he said, the Islamic Caliphate 
is our goal, where the Caliph can be based in Egypt or anywhere else in the Moslem 
world.”8           
 This should not however be interpreted as a universal attitude among all political 
Islamists or even Salfists. In fact, Dr. Negeh Ibrahim, one of the founders of the Jamaah 
Islamia declared that calling people “infidels” is a kind of “moral assassination” of their 
character, and is very dangerous because it could be followed by physical assassination, 
which, he claims, is not condoned and is being fought by the larger Salafi groups.9While 
the Moslem Brotherhood claims that its Mentor or “Morshid” is not a religious 
authority, the truth of the matter is that all members and leaders of the Brotherhood 
have pledged allegiance to him, including all of those who are leading the “Justice and 
Freedom” political party which is the political arm of the brotherhood.    
 A pledge of allegiance is one of the most important pillars for the Moslem 
Brotherhood. This oath was adopted by the Brotherhood at the hands of its founder, 
Imam Hassan al-Banna who was the first to take such a pledge at the age of 23 years in 
1928, after the fall of the Islamic Caliphate at the hands of Ataturk in 1924. The pledge 
of allegiance reads: “I pledge allegiance to you on the covenant and book of Allah; to be 
a loyal soldier in the Moslem Brotherhood; to always obey you in hardship and ease 
except in disobeying God; and I pledge full compliance, without arguing, with the 
commands of the leadership; and pledge that I will do my best to spend my effort, 
money, and blood for Allah.”10Moslem Brotherhood Historians state that the pledge of 
allegiance is of two kinds: “Total Allegiance” to the imam or caliph; which is not possible 
at the present time since the Islamic caliphate has ceased to exist, and a “Partial 
Allegiance,” which is a pledge to the Moslem Brotherhood and its Mentor (Morshid). 
This pledge of allegiance is therefore considered temporary until a caliph is present, 
when the total allegiance would be due to him.  



6 
 

2. Applying the Rule of law to all, who must resort to and abide by it, and protecting 
independence of the judiciary as a most essential pillar for a civil and modern democratic 
state.            
 One of the principles laid out by the founder of the Brotherhood urges his 
followers to “completely boycott non-Islamic courts and judicial systems.”11He also 
advises “brothers to also dissociate themselves from organizations, newspapers, 
committees, schools, and institutions which are not Islamic”12Many Islamists are calling 
the current judicial system in Egypt unfit, and are calling day and night to “clean it up”. 
The Salafi presidential candidate, Hazem Salah Abu Ismail had no shame to lie about the 
citizenship of his mother, and to rally his supporters in the thousands to pressure judges 
who were reviewing his case. Even the elected president of the country, who is a 
Moslem Brotherhood member, has attempted to illegally remove the Attorney General 
from office.        
 The proposed constitution, which was written mostly by Islamists, seriously 
diminishes the powers of the judicial branch. As we all know, the constitution is the 
source of all laws, but they either want it tailor-made to reflect their views, or simply 
discard it saying that the Quran “is our constitution.” Mohammed al-Zawahiri, the elder 
brother of al Qaeda leader, does not hesitate to announce that he and others who share 
his ideology will not work through the ”civil” constitution or statutory law. His 
justification is that he considers that it is forbidden for Islamists to engage in politics 
since democracy is “atheism” because it states that supremacy is for the people while it 
should only be for the Almighty God.13 
 

3. Respecting free press and freedom of expression.      
 In March 2012, the Moslem Brotherhood, who had just secured a majority in the 
parliament, and despite all assurances, dominated the constitutional-writing 
commission, and also retreated from their previously announced position that they 
would not push one of their members in the presidential elections. The media indicated 
these inconsistencies and it was only natural that the brotherhood was criticized in 
various printed and broadcasting outlets. Unfamiliar with such criticism, as their internal 
bylaws and pledge of allegiance calls for complete obedience, the Brotherhood’s 
“Morshid” was so angry that he launched a severe campaign against Egyptian media, 
calling those who work for it as “the pharaohs- magicians who gathered to scare people 
of the call of Moses.” He went further, saying that “The same devil who advised those 
magicians is the same one who is now telling the Egyptian media to scare people of the 
Moslem Brotherhood.” 
 This talk was followed by declarations from the Minister of Investment, who 
claimed that the media was hindering the influx of foreign investments by spreading 
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rumors about instability in the country, and added that he would not hesitate to shut 
down any TV channel that spread such rumors.14 In fact, a particular TV channel was 
indeed shut down because it criticized the brotherhood and president Morsi. 
Furthermore, a total reshuffle of editors-in-chief of state-owned newspapers and 
magazine was undertaken, and the same was done for general managers of radio 
stations and TV channels. It was hoped that after the revolution, the state would correct 
a historical mistake that resulted in accumulating the largest state-owned media empire 
in the world, but instead, the brotherhood sought to employ the tremendous industry 
as their propaganda machine. The proposed new constitution, drafted by a majority of 
Islamists made it impossible for Egypt to have a free press by insisting on establishing a 
new administration that manages the state media, without specifying how such an 
apparatus would be selected and by whom. 

4. Complying with the definition that the country is a nation state that primarily serves the 
interests of its own citizens within its recognized political boundaries.   
 The “Salafi” parties and leaders represent the extreme view that regards the civil 
state as totally unacceptable. They openly reject the concept of a civil state and 
reiterate their commitment to an Islamic one, as they strongly believe that Islam is not 
only a religion, but also a “state”. While the caliphate system has fallen apart since 
1924, with the fall of the Ottoman sultan, the Salafis believe that Islamic caliphate is the 
system of government in Islamic law. The Caliph in their opinion is a successor to 
Prophet Muhammad (PBUH) who takes over the leadership of Moslems, and the Islamic 
state and is responsible for the application and implementation of the provisions of 
Islam, and carrying his message to the world by calling for jihad.      
 One of the prominent Salafi spokespersons, Sheikh Mahlawi, has declared, 
“Those demanding a civil state in Egypt are infidels”.15 He went further to criticize the 
attitudes of some of the forces of political Islam, including the Moslem Brotherhood on 
the adoption of the idea of a civil state with an Islamic framework. Another proponent 
of this approach is Sheikh Wagdi Ghoniem, a Salafi preacher who says that Egyptians 
should not belong to the infidel pharaohs, but to Ibrahim, and this means that the 
national civil state is wrong, as we should be part of the state of Ibrahim ancestors, 
which is the Islamic state.16Wagdi Ghoneim also adds that “The voices calling for a civil 
state in Egypt are opposed to the application of the law of God, and that secular 
Egyptians and their liberal peers are hiding behind the slogan of the civil state to 
prevent the application of Islamic law.”17       
 Safwat Hegazy, a prominent Moslem Brotherhood preacher, led a crowd in 
Tahrir during what Egyptians called the “Kandahar Friday” with his chant “We are 
marching to Jerusalem, with martyrs in the millions.”18He claimed that Jerusalem was 
the headquarters of the new Islamic Caliphate. As discussed in point (1) above, one of 
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the beliefs of even those who consider themselves centrist Islamists is the desire to 
restore the Caliphate. But why would Jerusalem, not Cairo or any other major Islamic 
city be the capital remains a rather well kept secret by those who call for it! Dr. Yusuf al-
Qaradawi, a known supporter of the Moslem Brotherhood and President of the World 
Federation of Moslem Scholars, stated that the civil state “means selecting the strong 
and honest” as the Imam or Emir, and that such a ruler be selected by the society’s elite. 
This Imam or Emir is then confirmed when he receives the “general allegiance” of the 
nation. A Shoura council is elected, but its decisions are to be considered except in 
matters opposing to Sharia laws. Finally, he sees that the main task of such a ruler to be 
the Promotion of Virtue and Prevention of Vice.      
 It is not clear whether al-Qaradawi is constructing this vision based on some 
historical period of Islamic rule or on his own personal experience with the Gulf state of 
Qatar where he lives. The source of this wonder is that there was no such thing as 
“Emir” as a title in the early days of Islam, but he uses the terms “Imam” and “Emir”, not 
“president” or even “king”. Furthermore, his prescription of the ruler’s character as 
simply “strong” and “honest” is rather naïve and simplistic, especially in this age where 
the presidency requires many more qualifications. Even more serious is the statement 
where he declares that such a ruler would continue for life. 
 

5. Granting citizens the freedom to establish and operate political parties, syndicates, and 
civil society organizations.        
 While this implies pluralism and a legal form of opposition, the essence of the 
“Islamic framework” as understood by almost all factions of political Islam has no place 
for them. The Moslem Brotherhood perhaps represents the largest organized political 
Islam group in Egypt that publicly declares its agreement with a view of a “civil state 
within an Islamic framework”. One “secular” critic described the difference between the 
Salafis and the Brotherhood in this regard as the difference between polluted air and air 
with too much carbon monoxide!        
 What is even more serious is that both approaches are of the opinion that the 
teachings of Islam condone militant resistance against the ruler if he disobeys the 
Sharia. This is of course contrary to “civil” constitutions and to political systems of a 
“civil” state, which have clear provisions for the peaceful transition of power. While the 
Brotherhood shares these beliefs, they are not quite upfront about it. On the other 
hand, they declare that Islamic texts related to citizenship, women, politics, governance, 
and economic will be applied, but gradually over an extended period of time, and may 
change only partially on condition that they are approved by the clergy as the experts in 
Sharia law.           
 Several characteristics of modern democracy are simply not present in this 
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vision.  The selection of the ruler by the elite and the pledge of allegiance by the nation 
is very dangerous as it puts the power in the hands of the select few, and the term 
“allegiance” implies that opposition would eventually be considered as disobedience. 
The selection process of the so-called “Shoura” council is not defined, and it may indeed 
be composed of the same group of elite who “choose” the ruler in the first place. The 
limitations on what the Shoura council can advise on is interesting, as it sets the stage 
for a society that is ruled by the clergy, since it would be they who decide what can or 
cannot be discussed. Finally, this view does not have any vision for legitimate political 
parties with opposing viewpoints, and does not have any clear provision for the 
transition or rotation of powers. The concept of total obedience is a deterrent to 
individual freedom as perceived by liberals.  

6. Forbidding the use of religious slogans in any form of political manipulation. 
 After the revolution, Egyptians were tested four times in front of ballot boxes 
during 2011 and 2012. The first time was on 19 March 2011, when they were asked to 
say yes or no for amending the 1971 constitution. The alternatives were (1) starting the 
political process with writing a brand new one, then going for parliamentary and 
presidential elections, or (2) amending a few articles in the existing constitution and 
starting the process with parliamentary then presidential elections. In this referendum, 
the Islamists, who were much more prepared for the parliamentary elections than other 
political forces, mobilized the voters to say yes to amendments and no for starting the 
process with writing a new constitution, using all means of communication including the 
mosques, community mobilization, and mass media, where they controlled at least half 
a dozen “religious” channels, to pressure the masses by claiming that a vote to revamp 
the constitution would pose a threat to article two in the constitution, which states that 
the principles of Sharia are the basis on Egyptian law. In this barrage of propaganda they 
declared that a “no” vote is a vote against Islam. The result was a striking victory in 
which 77.2 percent of the 18.5 million who voted said yes.      
 The second test was the parliamentary elections for the Peoples’ Assembly 
(lower house of parliament) that were completed on 21 January, 2011, almost one year 
after the revolution started. Results of the elections show that Islamist parties won 
about 70 percent of the seats in the parliament, where the Moslem Brotherhood 
Freedom and Justice Party won the majority of the those seats (216), and the Islamic 
alliance, led by the Salafi Noor Party won 125 seats; the Islamic Centrist Party who had 
earlier defected from the Brotherhood won nine seats.  
 This outcome left only 30 percent of the seats in parliament for the non-Islamic 
parties. The largest liberal party represented in the People's Assembly is the Wafd Party, 
which won 41 seats, followed by the Social Democratic Party (16 seats) and the 
Egyptians Liberal Party (15 seats).        
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 The elections for the upper house of the parliament, the Shoura Council, were 
completed about a month later, but were boycotted by most voters who were 
disappointed by the outcome of the previous elections. Several liberal parties also 
withdrew in protest, but the elections went uninterrupted, and yielded even more 
striking results than the previous ones. Final results of elections for the contested 180 
total number of seats showed that Islamists controlled the council with an 86 percent 
majority, where the Moslem Brotherhood Freedom and Justice Party won 110 seats, 
followed by the Salafi Noor Party that won 44 seats. Only about 14 percent (26 seats) 
went to non-Islamic parties.         
 Elected members of the parliament were charged in the transitional 
constitutional declaration with the task of electing 100 individuals as members of the 
constitution writing assembly.  On 12 June 2012, a second assembly was elected after 
the first one was ruled null by court, on grounds that it included members of the 
parliament who elected themselves as members of the assembly. However, the second 
composition too had a majority of 62 percent of Islamists, which is five more seats than 
the majority of 57 percent needed to pass any article in the draft constitution. Several 
liberal parties withdrew as a result, and accused the Islamic parties of manipulating the 
process to ensure that they draft a tailor-made constitution that reflects their political 
views and interests. This second composition of the assembly has also been contested in 
court, and the minority of non-Islamic members have threatened to withdraw, after the 
first draft showed clearly that it is not fit for a country that has made a revolution whose 
slogans were bread, freedom, social justice, and human dignity. These demands were 
raised by protesters who carried only the national flag of Egypt. In the continuing battle 
over the constitution, the Islamic forces mobilized tens of thousands to march in Tahrir 
square on November 9, 2012, where they lifted a modified list of demands than those 
raised by millions of Egyptians during the revolution. The modified version was “bread, 
freedom, and Islamic Sharia”. It is interesting that the national flag of Egypt was barley 
seen in this event, while the jihadists’ and Saudi flags were plentiful and quite visible. 

The public’s View 

A brief questionnaire was administered to a sample of freshmen Cairo university 
students, who were predominantly Moslems (96percent). A little less than 70 percent of the 
sample were from Cairo, and 30percent were from other parts of the country.   

As discussed earlier, Dr. Yusuf al-Qaradawi, a known supporter of the Moslem 
Brotherhood and President of the World Federation of Moslem Scholars, had stated that the 
civil state means selecting the “strong and honest” as the Imam or Emir, and that such a ruler 
be selected by the society’s elite. This Imam or Emir is then confirmed, ostensibly for life, when 
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he receives the “general allegiance” of the nation. The first three questions in the questionnaire 
were intended to measure just how much the public agrees with such a view. 

The first question was on whether the president of the country should be elected for a 
specified period of time that may be renewed once, or be someone to whom the public pledges 
their allegiance to for life. The answers were overwhelming. One-hundred percent choose the 
first option. 

The second question aimed to assess attitudes towards the idea of interfering with the 
way people observe religion. The question was this “there is a call to enable the ‘Group for the 
Promotion of Virtue and Prevention of Vice’1 to face, beat up, and arrest Individuals who are 
not religiously observant.” Three options were given for the answer: (1) this is a perfectly good 
thing to do, (2) arresting individuals who are not religiously observant is the job of the police, 
and (3) no one has the right to beat up or arrest anyone else on grounds that he/she is not 
religiously observant. Once again, there was an overwhelming rejection of the idea, where the 
first option was not selected by a single respondent. The second option was selected by 
only2percent of the sample, while 98percent choose the third answer. This is a very significant 
finding because a large segment of the “Salafi” movement in Egypt has Saud Arabia, where this 
promotion of virtue group is legal and active, as their model. 

The third question asked respondents to specify whether they would prefer the title for 
the head of the country to be (1) President, (2) Imam, or (3) Amir. The overwhelming majority 
of 96 percent choose “President”, 4 percent choose “Imam”, and only one person out of the 
entire sample of 136 individuals choose the title to be “Amir”. 

Answers to the fourth question further indicate that Dr. Qaradawi’s views were not at 
all approved by Egyptians. His view that a president should be selected by the society’s 
religious, economic and social elite2was not approved by the majority of the respondents, as 
62.0 percent preferred that the president be selected directly by the entire population while 
38.0 percent said that he should be selected initially by the elite. 

The following two questions in this short survey were intended to measure the “civil 
society” spirit or attitude among respondents. The first question we asked was: “Should Egypt 
grant Shiites, Christians, Jews, and followers of non-Monotheistic religions the same political 
rights and freedom of religious rituals which its over 90 percent of Sunni majority have or not?” 
The second question was: “Should “agnostics” who do not believe in God have the same 
political rights as those who follow a Monotheistic religion?”While 33.0 percent said “no” to the 
first question, 52.0 percent said “no” to the second one, which is a clear indication that the true 

                                                           
1 Called in Arabic هيئة األمر بالمعروف والنهى عن المنكر 
2  Called in Arabic  أهاللحلوالعقد   
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meaning of the concept of “civil society” is not quite comprehended by the public, as a sizable 
portion would find it normal to discriminate on the basis of religion.   

The final two questions indeed reveal a great deficiency in the public’s understanding of 
the meanings of “civil” and “secular” state. Respondents were asked whether a “secular state” 
was suitable for Egypt or not.”  The majority of 84.0 percent said no, 15.0 percent said yes, and 
4.0 percent said that they didn’t know. The last question measured respondents’ abilities to 
distinguish between the concepts of “civil” and “secular” states. It asked: “is a secular state 
different from a civil state? A large majority (64.0 percent) said that they did not know. Only 
12.0 percent said no, and 24.0 percent said that they were different. 

These results clearly indicate that the Egyptian public is need of much political 
awareness in order to be able to participate intelligently in shaping the country’s future. The 
word “civil state” is perhaps repeated hundreds of times daily in mass media and other forms of 
communication, but the exact meaning of it remains rather ambiguous for the majority of the 
population. On the other hand, Egyptians seem to be moderate by nature, as reflected in their 
rejection of controlling their religious behaviors by some intrusive entity that may have been 
accepted in other Moslem countries. Furthermore, the majority totally refuse ideas expressed 
by certain individuals or groups claiming that the so-called Islamic rule should be based on an 
Imam or Amir to be selected by the few and allegiance for whom is declared by the masses for 
the rest of his life. 

Conclusion: 

Before I conclude, I must hasten to correct any misunderstandings that might have 
mistakably occurred. Islam is a great religion, and the issue is not the religion itself, but the 
obsolete and backward interpretations of its teachings by the rough and loud few who have 
forced themselves upon the rest as the spokespersons for the religion. Dr. Bayoumi Abdel Muti, 
Al-Azhar university professor and member of the Islamic Research Academy also concludes that 
Islam is in a crisis that prevents its progress because of the rigidity of Muslim scholars and 
preachers. He believes that they are the main obstacle because they lack a true vision of Islam 
until today, since they did not grow up in an environment that supported real intellectual 
freedom, democracy and human rights, especially women's rights.19 

There are numerous contradictions between the public declarations made by Islamists 
that they are for a civil state and their concrete actions and statements which they make to 
their followers or to the media. This makes one wonders whether they really mean what they 
say when they declare their acceptance of a “civil” state or that they are only playing along until 
the right moment comes and are using the expression as Troy’s horse.   
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Saad al-Husseini, a member of the Moslem Brotherhood Guidance Bureau said: “The 
Moslem Brotherhood will achieve the first phase of Egypt’s renaissance through dyeing the 
people with Islam.” During a mass rally organized by the Moslem Brotherhood group in the 
district of Imbaba, Giza he added: “In this phase, we want to lead the society to regain its 
Islamic identity in preparation for the next phase of complete Islamic rule”. He addressed the 
other factions of political Islam: “Salafists, Sufis, Ansar al-Sunna, no more sleeping, we must 
enable this religion in Egypt, we cannot waste this great opportunity to spread our movement 
in mosques, factories and universities.”20 

On the position of the group from the application of the Islamic Sharia, Dr. Mahmoud 
Ezzat, the deputy Moslem Brotherhood supreme guide, said that “This matter comes after 
'owning the land', when Islam becomes an integral part of people's lives, attitudes and their 
dealings.”21  The teachings of Hassan El Banna stress the importance of “reforming the 
government so that it may become a truly Islamic government is the objective of the 
Brotherhood.”22He continues: “By Islamic government I mean a government whose officers are 
Moslems who perform the obligatory duties of Islam, who do not make public their 
disobedience, and who enforce the rules and teachings of Islam. There is no problem if the 
Islamic government utilizes the services of non-Moslems when necessary, so long as they do 
not offer them positions of leadership.”23 

Going back to the imaginary meeting described in the beginning of this paper it is 
interesting to note that the United States represents a very interesting case in which Church 
and state are formally separated, but where religion features very heavily in political discourse. 
This has led some, including the political theorist William Connolly (2005), to see the United 
States as a new form of theocracy premised on affinities between belief in God and absolute 
faith in market capitalism.24 

Only one day before the US presidential elections of 2012, the republican vice 
presidential candidate, Paul Ryan aimed to energize evangelical voters by laying out the stakes 
of the election in dramatic, religious terms. Ryan, a Catholic, told members of the Faith and 
Freedom Coalition that Obama’s policies were a “dangerous path that compromises Judeo-
Christian values”. The Washington Post adds that “tens of thousands of evangelicals 
were reportedly on the call. Faith and Freedom Coalition head Ralph Reed has launched what 
he describes as the organization’s biggest voter registration and mobilization effort yet. Reed 
said last month that he has a voter file of 17 million evangelicals in battleground states, and 
that each household would be contacted seven to 12 times before the election through mail, e-
mail, phone calls and text messages.”25 

The imaginary meeting that Mr. Obama had with his adviser is one that he actually 
needs to hold in reality with respect to how religion is being used to manipulate the political life 
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in his own country. He should then see that while his strategy to support and enable the 
Brotherhood might be helping his national security objectives in the short run, it is not any less 
unethical than the strategy that was implemented against him in the 2012 presidential 
elections. 
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