	Since the 1970s, Islam has made considerable inroads in the international political arena.  There are Islamic political groups all over the Middle East, in sub-Saharan Africa, in East and South Asia, and even in Europe and the United States.  These groups have been seen by some Western commentators, such as Samuel Huntington of Harvard University, as an enemy, especially since the 1979 revolution in Iran, and the more recent end of the Cold War and the Persian Gulf War of 1991.  Many of those who use Islam in politics use a form very close to the Qu'ran, and are labeled "fundamentalists."  Although there are many differences in the various Muslim peoples, they are often lumped together into one homogeneous whole.  Not only are they lumped together, but they are often categorized as "the other."  These "stereotypical dichotomies" between the West and Islam, as shown and disproved through history, form a "myth of monolithic Islam" which reduces all Muslims in order to categorize Muslims as "the other," an enemy.


	The first example of conflict between the West and Islam, the Crusades, were the clearest example of "military Christendom" to Muslims, while to Christians the real facts were unknown.  Because Christians thought that they won in the Crusades, there was a historical misperception from the start (Esposito 40).  Also, the Crusades were the first time that much of the West (then in the Dark Ages) was introduced to Islam.  According to Southern, Muhammad was not known in the non-Muslim West until the 12th century (after the Crusades), and at this point the perceptions were erroneous (Esposito 45).  These introductions were based on incorrect stereotypes.  This was also the beginning of the demonization of both Muslims and European Christians by each other.  Before, Christians were seen as "People of the Book" by Muslims, and Western Christians had had little contact with Islam.  At this point, though, the idea began that the two faiths were "militant, somewhat barbaric and fanatical in [their] religious zeal, determined to conquer, convert or eradicate the other, and thus an obstacle and threat to the realization of God's will" (Esposito 42).  From here developed the monolithic idea of Islam in the eyes of Westerners, as well as in some respects an idea of the "monolithic West" to Muslims.  Maalouf, for example, notes that thanks to the Crusades, persons in the Arab East still see the West as a natural enemy, an enemy that dates from the Crusades (Maalouf 265-266).


	The armies of the Ottoman Empire was seen as more of a threat to the West than the Crusades — finally capturing the long-time goal of Constantinople, conquering much of Eastern Europe, and laying siege to Vienna.  At this point was when the Muslim, the Turk, became "the bogeyman" of Europe.  Children were sent to bed with nightmares about Muslim hordes coming to capture them in the night.  Although there were diplomats and scholars who had seen the Ottomans and approved of their actions, most Europeans were driven by propaganda which demonized the Empire; a "convenient, hostile stereotype and caricature of the Turks" (Esposito 43-44).  Given that the West saw itself in conflict with the Ottomans — not unjustified given the battles between the two — the Europeans fell victim to "the all-too-common human tendency among educated and uneducated alike to denigrate and dehumanize the enemy" (Esposito 45).  Because of the battles between Western armies and the Ottomans, these stereotypes perpetuated, as did the idea of Muslims as "the other," as an enemy, following on the heels of this perception in the Crusades.


	European colonialism in the Middle East — "the civilizing mission" — reinforced Western assumptions about Muslim inferiority.  By this time, the fear of the Ottomans had changed into a sort of pity; it was considered "the sick man of Europe."  Muslims were considered inferior to Westerners, and Christianity was preferred over Islam.  As a matter of fact, the European colonizers were accompanied by Christian missionaries, who although rather unsuccessful (according to Professor Haddad) represented cultural imperialism.  There was also a movement in areas such as the Maghreb to remove native symbols.  The Grand Mosque of Algiers was converted into a Catholic cathedral.  French and English replaced Arabic as the languages of government and business.  The capitulations allowed by the faltering Ottomans in the nineteenth century permitted European economic penetration, which made many areas of the Empire exporters of raw materials to the West, and importers of finished goods.  The primary reason for all this was the Industrial Revolution, and the capitulations added to this.  The colonial period added to the problems that Muslims had with the West as well.  It was central in the development of modern political thought in the Muslim world, much of which has been anti-Western.  This anti-Western, anti colonial thought has turned Western powers against some of these states.  Although it does not necessarily have to be associated with Islam (the case of Nasser comes to mind), it can, as was seen in the 1979 Iranian revolution.  These lead some Muslims to see a "Western threat" in the same way that Westerners see an "Islamic threat" (Esposito 194).  


	By the twentieth century, the stereotypes might have been created, but the different reactions to the West's intrusions, especially the colonial maneuvering of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, served to show that there was, and is, no "monolithic Islam."  Some people chose the path of rejection, refusing to acknowledge any Western influence.  An example of this was in the beginning of Driss Chraibi's Mother Comes of Age, where the mother punishes her sons for speaking French.  Others tried to leave the Middle East, but for most this was impractical.  On the other hand, there were those who preached Westernization.  The sultan Abdulhamid II could be included in this given his Constitution of 1876 (although he promptly ignored it when it became possible to do so).  Any Westernization was based on technology, though.  Some Muslim reformers felt that this was all that should be taken — Muhammad Abduh', for example.  This was the vein of Islamic modernism, those who wanted to open up reinterpretation of the Qu'ran for modern days and allow a selective synthesis with the West, but only selective.  Others were more extreme, so to speak.  They wanted to become like the West, more secular.  A prime example of this was a former follower of Abduh', Taha Husayn.  However, all these different responses to the West showed that there was no one monolithic Islamic response to the West, nor was there one Muslim point of view on issues.


	More modern events have also demonstrated that there is no one "Muslim" character.  American relations with "Islamic" states is a prime example of this.  The US enjoys quite friendly ties with two states that exist as Islamic states, Saudi Arabia and Pakistan.  Saudi Arabia, in fact, is considered to be very conservative on Islamic issues.  Even a state such as the Sudan under Numeiri was allied to the US.  At the same time, there are states that are considered "Islamic" that are enemies of the United States.  Primary among these are Iran after the 1979 revolution and Libya after 1969.  Libya even bears out how there is no Islamic perspective.  Col. Qaddafi has been accused of exporting "Islamic" terrorism.  However, two of the three volumes of his "Green Book," a guide to life, do not mention Islam at all (Esposito 81), and Qaddafi has "subordinated Islam to his interests and revolutionary ideology," upsetting many Libyan Muslims (Esposito 83).  Therefore, among Islamic states, there is no cohesive policy toward the US.  Even in the Gulf War of 1991, which Saddam Hussein declared to be a jihad against the US, both the Arab League and the Organization of the Islamic Conference voted against Iraq.  There have been few if any issues that have united all Muslims politically — history shows, rather than a consistent anti-Western stance, differences in perception based on much more than religion.


	The "myth of monolithic Islam" has therefore been disproved, but the question arises of why it exists in the first place.  The simple answer is that the West wants it to exist.  The historical background supplements the existence of the "monolithic myth," but there is also historical background to disprove it.  Especially since the end of the Cold War, the US has been looking for another global, ideological adversary, and many have seen Islam as this rival.  This is in some respects Huntington's thesis.  Because of the historical conflict between the West and "Islam" — the Crusades, the battles with the Ottomans, the Arab-Israeli wars — many US policymakers see Islam as a rising force to be reckoned with that has been hostile to Western interests in the past.  However, there are policy problems with looking at political Islam as a single entity.  Esposito points out that not looking at the diversity within the Soviet Union aided in our blindness, not predicting its fall in the early 1990s (Esposito 190).  However, the "Green Menace" of Islam differs in some respects from the "Red Menace" of Communism.  There is no one leader of Islam; as Esposito said, "there is no pope of Islam" (204).  Therefore there is no one leader who can say "this is what is right for Islam," and by that line of judgment Islam is less unified in a theological sense than Catholicism.  There is no political leader for all Muslims, either: the sultanate died out after World War I, and Ataturk abolished the caliphate.


	There is also an ease of working with "the myth of monolithic Islam" because it allows for a superficial analysis of a situation.  Rather than looking at underlying reasons for particular problems, a single Islamic political ideology allows for easier generalization.  This is not to say that there are not differences between Christianity and Islam.  They can be seen as varying world views.  However, according to Esposito, to distinguish between an alternative and a direct political threat requires "walking the fine line between myth and reality, between the unity of Islam and the diversity of its multiple and complex manifestations in the world today" (5).  The assumption that there is an "Islamic" outlook on international politics crosses that fine line into the myth.


	This myth has been constructed because it has been encouraged by different policymakers and scholars in the West.  An example of this is then-Vice President Dan Quayle at the Naval Academy's commencement comparing "Islamic fundamentalism" to Naziism and communism.  Bernard Lewis is a prime example of this, in his article and lecture, "The Roots of Muslim Rage."  In his article, Lewis maintained that there existed a fourteen-century-long struggle between the West and Islam, one where Islam has consistently been the aggressor (Esposito 197).  Some have also tried to show Islam as being undemocratic, and therefore against the American policy of promoting democracy (dating back to President Carter).  The most-cited case of this is the kingdom of Saudi Arabia.  However, Pakistan has had democratic elections, and the revolts against the government have come from the military rather than the ulema.  Also, Iran is often cited as a highly democratic state even with the presence of the ayatollahs.  The problem with this approach is that not only does it go against all popular opinion in the Middle East, but it contravenes much of the scholarship which states that quite a few of the conflicts were in fact started by the West.  Again the idea rises that it is easier to deal with one entity than with a multitude of them.  It would seemingly make for a more coherent foreign policy, if one compares US foreign policy today to what it was during the Cold War.  However, people like Krauthammer make a fatal mistake when they give more weight to common historical "currents" than to differing motives and contexts (Esposito 200).  In fact, the differing responses to imperialism should demonstrate that the divergent motives are more important than any "common history."


	A common perception among Western policymakers in recent years has been to define Islam as an enemy to Western liberal democracy.  History has been employed for this purpose, using the old conflicts of the Crusades, the Ottomans, and colonialism and its aftermath.  This delineates Islam as a single political organism, a "monolith" which has a consistent anti-Western policy inimical to the US.  However, this is a myth.  Muslims in the Middle East, and all over the world for that matter, have differing political beliefs, from the Islamic Republic of Pakistan to its neighbor the Islamic Republic of Iran.  This myth exists and is constructed because it is more convenient for Western policymakers to see one dimension to examine, one enemy.  The actions of a few are taken to be representative of all, so that the Osama bin Ladins of the world are considered to be a "typical Muslim."  However, throughout history Muslims have differed in their actions toward the West, from close ties, cooperation and assimilation to antagonism and armed struggle.  It is distorting because to assume that all Muslims are anti-Western disregards those who do work with the US, Great Britain and other former colonial powers.  It misinterprets the true life of Muslims because it assumes that all Muslims are alike, even when there are worlds of difference between them.  Because of these things, the "stereotypical dichotomies," the "myth of monolithic Islam," fails miserably.�
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