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Introduction

JIHAD TODAY

[image: ]

“Get out your weapons,” commanded Jaffar Umar Thalib, a forty-year-old Muslim cleric, over Indonesian radio in May 2002. “Fight against [Christians in Indonesia] to the last drop of blood.”1

IT WAS JIHAD.

Christians, Jaffar explained, were “belligerent infidels” (kafir harbi) and entitled to no mercy. This designation was not merely a stylistic flourish on Jaffar’s part. On the contrary, kafir harbi is a category of infidel that is clearly delineated in Islamic theology; by using it, Jaffar not only incited his followers to violence, but gave that violence the legitimacy of Islamic doctrine.

His usage and reasoning resonated with his followers in the now-disbanded Laskar Jihad. Thousands heeded his call with ferocious single-mindedness. Some estimate the death toll among Indonesian Christians to have been as high as ten thousand, with thousands more left homeless.2

Hamas, the Palestinian terrorist group that has set itself up as the chief roadblock on the latest road map to peace in the Middle East, also sees itself as fighting a jihad. The Hamas charter of August 1988 declares: “Nothing is loftier or deeper in Nationalism than waging Jihad against the enemy and confronting him when he sets foot on the land of the Muslims.”3 When will it end? “It is a Jihad until either victory or martyrdom,” declares the Hamas Qassam Brigade at the end of each of its communiqués.4

Meanwhile, across the Atlantic Ocean, aspiring warriors of jihad were invited to enroll in Ultimate Jihad Challenge: “a two-week course in our thousand-acre state-of-the-art shooting range in the United States.” This was not a course for effete intellectuals. “The course emphasis is on practical live fire training. You will fire between two to three thousand rounds of mixed caliber ammunition. Class theory is kept to a minimum.” The British-based website advertising the course explained that, “due to the firearms law of the UK all serious firearms training must be done overseas.”5 That is, in the United States.

The website’s owner, an English convert to Islam named Sulayman Zain-ul-Abidin, denied operating anything less innocuous than a training center for security guards. However, police charged that he had received and erased e-mails containing evidence to the contrary, including one that read, “Let me sacrifice myself for jihad—send details.”6 Investigators probed links between Zain-ul-abidin and “Camp Ground Zero” in Alabama, where they found mannequins, buses, and even police cars that had been used for target practice. Marion, Alabama, police chief Tony Buford said that “it was rumored that the camp here was used as a training site for possible people [sic] that were sent here to do bodily harm to Americans.”7

Enrollees in the Ultimate Jihad Challenge at Camp Ground Zero would no doubt have agreed with the Saudi sheikh Nasser Muhammad Al-Ahmad, who preached a sermon on jihad in 2000 at the Al-Nour mosque in Al-Khobar, Saudi Arabia. Speaking of Jerusalem, sheikh Nasser declared, “There is no solution to this problem, and to any problem to which the infidel enemy is party, except by waving the banner of Jihad. . . .The sites holy to Muslims will be regained only by Jihad for the sake of Allah. . . .When true Islamic Jihad is declared, the balance of power will shift.”

The sheikh rejoiced that the West perceived jihad as a threat. “What frightens the West more than anything else is the word ‘Jihad,’ because they understand what it means.”8 A sweatshirt spotted among Muslim radicals at pro-Iraq rallies in the Middle East in spring 2003 bore a similar legend: “JIHAD is the language they understand!”

Sheikh Nasser and the sweatshirt manufacturers could be certain that the West understood what they meant by jihad, because their view of the term has ample support in Islamic theology, tradition, and history. Theirs isn’t the only Muslim understanding of jihad, but it’s well enough established in Islam to enable radicals to recruit and mobilize Muslims in Egypt, Palestine, Pakistan, Turkey, Nigeria, the Philippines, Indonesia, and around the world—including Western Europe and the United States. Jihadist movements are able to gain followers around the world not by calls for political or economic justice or by twisting and abusing Islamic theology, but by preaching the old-time religion of jihad as holy war, which has always been attractive to a significant sector of Islamic populations. Samuel Huntington puts it bluntly in The Clash of Civilizations: “Some Westerners, including President Clinton, have argued that the West does not have problems with Islam but only with violent Islamic extremists. Fourteen hundred years of history demonstrate otherwise.”9 Jihad constitutes an ongoing and global threat to the West—a threat that, as Huntington points out, key Western analysts and policymakers persistently refuse to face on its own terms.

That is what I report about in this book. In doing so, I give not my own conclusions but draw on Islamic sources themselves, beginning with the Qur’an and ranging through Islamic tradition and law from the earliest centuries to the present day. Whenever possible I have quoted these sources verbatim, in order to emphasize that these are not my words or mere reconstructions of what they have said, but their actual statements.

Muslim controversialists often try to silence critics who quote uncomfortable passages from Islamic sources by maintaining that they can be truly understood only in Arabic. This claim, however, is palpably absurd. Muslims around the world preach Islam and attempt to make converts in languages other than Arabic. If the Qur’an’s message can be understood only in Arabic, why do they do this? Also, most Muslims in the world today are not native speakers of Arabic; the most populous Muslim country is Indonesia, hardly an Arab land. With ancient and populous Muslim communities existing outside the Arab world, from Bosnia to Iran and Pakistan to Indonesia, Muslims have always translated the Qur’an, if only for private spiritual edification. I have relied in this book on Qur’anic translations written by Muslims for Muslims—chiefly The Meaning of the Holy Qur’an by ‘Abdullah Yusuf ‘Ali and The Meaning of the Glorious Koran by Mohammed Marmaduke Pickthall. I shall also quote copiously from the writings of influential Muslim radicals.

There are many variants in the way Arabic names are rendered in English; I favor one system, but those I quote favor others, so I might refer to the “Qur’an” while someone I quote refers to the “Koran.” I ask the reader’s patience in this. Please note also that English translators of the Qur’an and other Arabic texts like to insert parenthetical words and phrases to bring out the meaning of the text. So except where I noted otherwise, the parenthetical material in quotations is in the original.

In using this material, I do not present my own findings or opinions about what Islam teaches or what jihad means. I am certainly not saying that one version of the religion is correct and another isn’t. Islam has no central authority; consequently not even a Muslim can credibly claim that his understanding of the Qur’an and Islamic law is definitive. But I am pointing out that radical Islam is not as eccentric and circumscribed as many have claimed. It exists, and it is widespread. Obviously not all Muslims in the United States or around the world—indeed, not even a majority—subscribe to the Islam of modern-day terrorists. Most Muslims, like everyone else, want to live their lives in peace. But that fact doesn’t change or mitigate another fact: that terrorists and militants around the world today are using the Qur’an and the teachings of Islam to recruit and motivate terrorists, making principal use of the doctrines surrounding the concept of jihad.

The issues here are too important to be relegated to politically correct silence, wishful thinking, or lies of intimidation or politeness. It is incumbent on us to look squarely at the truth.


Part One

JIHAD NOW
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Chapter One

ARE WE ALREADY FIGHTING A JIHAD?

How Radical Muslims Use Jihad as a Modern-day Rallying Cry
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“You guys are coming into our countries, and you’re going to rape our women and kill our children.”1

THIS STATEMENT WAS MADE early in the Iraq war of 2003—but not by Saddam Hussein, Tariq Aziz, or any other Iraqi. Rather, these are the words of Sergeant Hasan Akbar, an American engineer from the 101st Airborne Division. Akbar was accused of killing Captain Christopher Scott Seifert, Major Gregory Stone, and wounding fifteen others in a grenade and small-arms attack in northern Kuwait on March 22, 2003.2

Analysts routinely dismiss religion, particularly the Muslim religion, as a possible motivation for violence. This incident was no different. Doug McLeroy, a chaplain at Akbar’s stateside base in Fort Campbell, Kentucky, assured the world, “This is an isolated, individual act and not an expression of faith.”3 He didn’t seem to have any evidence to back this assertion beyond his own assumptions about Islam and the workings of Sergeant Akbar’s mind. A Pentagon official ventured just a bit farther out of political correctness by explaining: “He’s a Muslim, and it seems he was just against the war.”4 When Akbar’s trial opened, his defense team did connect religion with violence, but not to explain their client’s actions; instead, they focused on reports that American Muslims had faced discrimination in the military. Akbar’s mother reportedly worried that he had been accused of the grenade attack in the first place because of his Islamic faith.5

It’s reasonable to assume that Akbar might have had misgivings about the war in Iraq, and not solely because of fears of discrimination. He was probably aware of the verse in the Qur’an that forbids a Muslim from fighting against his fellow Muslims: “It is not for a believer to kill a believer unless (it be) by mistake” (Sura 4:92). A well-attested Muslim tradition quotes Muhammad: “He who pointed a weapon towards his brother the angels invoke curse upon him even if he is his real brother so long as he does not abandon it (the pointing of weapon towards one’s brother Muslim).”6

Did Sergeant Akbar decide that it was his religious responsibility to switch sides? After all, he did reportedly shout out, “You guys are coming into our countries . . .” Who is “our”? He is not an Iraqi, and in any case he referred to “countries” in the plural. His family charged that he was a victim of racism, but Iraq isn’t populated by blacks, so he couldn’t have meant “countries with a majority (or even significant) black population.”7 No, however much Doug McLeroy or anyone else might want to believe that Akbar’s attack stemmed from his anger at racism or discrimination or his misgivings about the war, certainly Akbar meant “our Muslim countries,” and was repositioning himself not as a warrior of the United States, but as a well-known and celebrated figure of Islamic history and culture: a mujahid, a warrior of jihad.

What jihad means

Jihad is a central duty of every Muslim. Modern Muslim theologians have spoken of many things as jihads: defending the faith from critics, supporting its growth and defense financially, even migrating to non-Muslim lands for the purpose of spreading Islam. But in Islamic history and doctrine violent jihad is founded on numerous verses of the Qur’an—most notably, one known in Islamic theology as the “Verse of the Sword”: “Then, when the sacred months have passed, slay the idolaters wherever ye find them, and take them (captive), and besiege them, and prepare for them each ambush. But if they repent and establish worship and pay the poor-due, then leave their way free. Lo! Allah is forgiving, merciful” (Sura 9:5). Establishing “regular worship” and paying the “poor-due” (zakat) means essentially that the “idolaters” will become Muslim, as these are two of the central obligations of every Muslim.

Such verses are not taken “out of context” to justify armed jihad; that is how they have been understood by Muslims from the beginning of Islam. Sahih Bukhari, which Muslims regard as the most trustworthy of all the many collections of traditions ascribed to Muhammad, records this statement of the Prophet: “Allah assigns for a person who participates in (holy battles) in Allah’s Cause and nothing causes him to do so except belief in Allah and in His Messengers, that he will be recompensed by Allah either with a reward, or booty (if he survives) or will be admitted to Paradise (if he is killed in the battle as a martyr).” Muhammad emphasizes the value of this military jihad in the strongest possible terms: “Had I not found it difficult for my followers, then I would not remain behind any Sariya (an army-unit) going for Jihad and I would have loved to be martyred in Allah’s cause and then made alive, and then martyred and then made alive, and then again martyred in His Cause.”8

One classic manual of Islamic sacred law is quite specific and detailed about the meaning of jihad. It defines the “greater jihad” as “spiritual warfare against the lower self” and then devotes eleven pages to various aspects of the “lesser jihad” and its aftermath. It defines this jihad as “war against non-Muslims,” noting that the word itself “is etymologically derived from the word mujahada, signifying warfare to establish the religion.”9

This manual stipulates that “the caliph makes war upon Jews, Christians, and Zoroastrians . . . until they become Muslim or pay the non-Muslim poll tax.” It adds a comment by Sheikh Nuh ‘Ali Salman, a Jordanian expert on Islamic jurisprudence: the caliph wages this war only “provided that he has first invited [Jews, Christians, and Zoroastrians] to enter Islam in faith and practice, and if they will not, then invited them to enter the social order of Islam by paying the non-Muslim poll tax (jizya). . .while remaining in their ancestral religions.”10 The caliph was the successor of Muhammad as the leader of the Muslim community; the caliphate was abolished by the secular Turkish government in 1924. But the manual also states that in the absence of a caliph, Muslims must still wage jihad.11

The requirement that non-Muslims first be “invited” to enter Islam and then warred against until they either convert or pay the jizya, a special tax on non-Muslims, is founded upon the Qur’an: “Fight those who believe not in Allah nor the Last Day, nor hold that forbidden which hath been forbidden by Allah and His Messenger, nor acknowledge the religion of Truth, (even if they are) of the People of the Book, until they pay the Jizya with willing submission, and feel themselves subdued.” (Sura 9:29)

This verse has been used in Islamic history and jurisprudence to establish three choices for non-Muslims that Muslims are facing in jihad: conversion to Islam, submission under Islamic rule (which involves a carefully delineated second-class status centered around but by no means limited to the jizya, the tax on non-Muslims), or death. The goal of jihad is thus the incorporation of non-Muslims into Muslim society, either by conversion or submission. The laws that consider non-Muslims dhimmis, protected people, and enforce their submission to Muslims are thus inextricably bound up with the concept of jihad.

Dhimmitude is a direct challenge to the idea that all men are created equal and are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights. Non-Muslims in the dhimmi system of Islamic law are not given the choice or the opportunity to live in Islamic society as equals of Muslims. While Jews, Christians, and other non-Muslims are allowed to practice their religions, they must do so under severely restrictive conditions that remind them of their second-class status at every turn.

The Qur’an contains numerous exhortations to fight; virtually every major collection of the traditions of Muhammad (Hadith) contains an extensive section on jihad. Muhammad himself expands upon the three choices of Sura 9:29 in a tradition found in one of the collections considered most reliable by Muslims: Sahih Muslim. It depicts the Prophet of Islam appointing generals and exhorting his troops:

It has been reported from Sulaiman b. Buraid through his father that when the Messenger of Allah appointed anyone as leader of an army or detachment he would especially exhort him to fear Allah and to be good to the Muslims who were with him. He would say: Fight in the name of Allah and in the way of Allah. Fight against those who disbelieve in Allah. Make a holy war; do not embezzle the spoils; do not break your pledge; and do not mutilate (the dead) bodies; do not kill the children. When you meet your enemies who are polytheists, invite them to three courses of action. If they respond to any one of these you also accept it and withhold yourself from doing them any harm. Invite them to (accept) Islam; if they respond to you, accept it from them and desist from fighting against them. Then invite them to migrate from their lands to the land of Muhajirs [the Muslims in Arabia] and inform them that, if they do so, they shall have all the privileges and obligations of the Muhajirs. If they refuse to migrate, tell them that they will have the status of Bedouin Muslims and will be subjected to the Commands of Allah like other Muslims, but they will not get any share from the spoils of war or Fai’ [the proceeds from taxes and other levies on non-Muslims] except when they actually fight with the Muslims (against the disbelievers). If they refuse to accept Islam, demand from them the Jizya. If they agree to pay, accept it from them and hold off your hands. If they refuse to pay the tax, seek Allah’s help and fight them.12

Out of all this material Muslim jurists have constructed an elaborate legal edifice that is without parallel in any other major religion: a codified, detailed mass of laws for the conduct of warfare in the name of God.

Within Sunni Islam, which comprises roughly 85 percent of Muslims around the world, there are four schools of jurisprudence: the Shafi’i, Hanafi, Hanbali, and Maliki. Most Sunnis belong to one of these schools, and most popular commentaries on the Qur’an and guides to Muslim behavior elaborate the perspectives of each. There is actually not much significant difference between them; they agree on about 75 percent of all questions on Islamic law, including the broad outlines of the doctrine of jihad.

The legal manual quoted above is a product of the Shafi’i school. A Hanafi manual of Islamic law repeats the same injunctions. It insists that people must be called to embrace Islam before being fought, “because the Prophet so instructed his commanders, directing them to call the infidels to the faith.” It emphasizes that jihad must not be waged for economic gain, but solely for religious reasons: from the call to Islam “the people will hence perceive that they are attacked for the sake of religion, and not for the sake of taking their property, or making slaves of their children, and on this consideration it is possible that they may be induced to agree to the call, in order to save themselves from the troubles of war.”

However, “if the infidels, upon receiving the call, neither consent to it nor agree to pay capitation tax [jizya], it is then incumbent on the Muslims to call upon God for assistance, and to make war upon them, because God is the assistant of those who serve Him, and the destroyer of His enemies, the infidels, and it is necessary to implore His aid upon every occasion; the Prophet, moreover, commands us so to do.”13

Ibn Khaldun (1332–1406), a pioneering historian and philosopher, was also a Maliki legal theorist. In his renowned Muqaddimah, the first work of Islamic historical theory, he notes that “in the Muslim community, the holy war is a religious duty, because of the universalism of the Muslim mission and (the obligation to) convert everybody to Islam either by persuasion or by force.” In Islam, the person in charge of religious affairs is concerned with “power politics,” because Islam is “under obligation to gain power over other nations.”14

The great medieval theorist of what is now known as radical or fundamentalist Islam, Ibn Taymiyya (Taqi al-Din Ahmad Ibn Taymiyya, 1263–1328), was a Hanbali jurist. He directed that “since lawful warfare is essentially jihad and since its aim is that the religion is God’s entirely and God’s word is uppermost, therefore according to all Muslims, those who stand in the way of this aim must be fought.”15

Violent jihad is a constant of Islamic history. Calls for jihad went out in the seventh century against the Christians of Egypt and Syria and the other areas of what is now known as the Muslim world. Such calls sounded innumerable times against the Christians of Europe until 1683.

After that, although jihads became less common (particularly in Europe), at no point did Islamic theology evolve beyond the legal manuals and medieval theorists just quoted. Jihad remained part of Islamic thought and practice, but as the Islamic world went into economic and cultural decline, so did jihad. Jihad is not a suicide pact; those who fight must have some reasonable chance of success, and such success became less assured as the West gained military predominance.

Still, Indian Muslims declared jihad against their colonial occupiers, and the Ottomans did so against their enemies in Europe as late as 1914. Turkish Muslims proclaimed jihad against the secular state that was ultimately established by Kemal Ataturk. Yasir Arafat and Hamas have both called for jihad against Israel, just as Saddam Hussein and Osama bin Laden declared jihad against the United States.

Muslims received these latest calls with varying degrees of enthusiasm. When a call to jihad is self-serving and comes from a less-than-solid Muslim like Saddam, it is naturally met with skepticism.

But the simple fact that jihad remains a vital part of Islamic theology is insufficiently appreciated in the West. In stark contrast to the apologies for the Crusades issued by the Pope and various Protestant groups, no major Muslim group has ever repudiated the doctrines of armed jihad. The theology of jihad, with all its assumptions about unbelievers’ lack of human rights and dignity, is available today as a justification for anyone with the will and the means to bring it to life.

The idea that non-Muslims must be fought, and that the ideal state of peaceful coexistence between Muslims and non-Muslims is predicated upon the subjugation of non-Muslims, affects the overall prospects for peaceful coexistence between the Muslim world and non-Muslims. Can non-Muslims ever be full citizens in states that obey Islamic law (the Sharia), either in whole or in part? They are not so today in large part and on account of the doctrines of jihad and the Qur’anic injunction to make non-Muslims “feel themselves subdued” (Sura 9:29), and because of the complex of laws and institutions that are founded upon these teachings.

When modern Muslims like Jaffar Umar Thalib and Osama bin Laden declare jihad, Muslims take them seriously, even if they don’t always act upon the call. For these men not only bill themselves as mujahedin, warriors of jihad; they are widely seen as just that. In a 2002 interview with Qatar’s celebrated TV network, Al-Jazeera, Saudi Sheikh Mohsin Al-’Awaji, former imam of the Great Mosque at King Saud University in Riyadh, criticized Osama for (among other things) targeting “innocent people, and I refer to the innocents on the face of the entire earth, of every religion and color, and in every region.” Nevertheless, he still found himself able to praise the mastermind of the September 11 attacks as “a man of honor, a man who abstains [from the pleasures] of this world, a brave man, and a man who believes in his principles and makes sacrifices [for them]. . . . The Saudi people love every jihad warrior, every fighter, and every man of honor, whether in Afghanistan, Chechnya, Kashmir, or southern Sudan.”

Another sheikh, Dr. Muhammad Al-Khasif, opined, “There are dozens, even millions, who lift up their eyes to Osama bin Laden as a savior.”16

Many of these are in the United States right now.

Extremist Islam in America

Was Sergeant Akbar one of them?

Few dare to ask this question. Obviously other Muslims served in the forces that went into Iraq, and there were no other such incidents. Most people make choices with complex motivations, such that it’s impossible to predict how anyone will react in a particular situation. But the Akbar case suggests that forces that hate the United States and the West make use of Islam to further their cause, and there’s no rational basis for assuming that Akbar was the only young Muslim in the United States who may have absorbed their ideas. Yet to what extent jihad is actually a motivator for young Muslims around the world and in the United States, and how many calls for jihad can be used to recruit and motivate terrorists here and abroad, is a taboo subject in these politically correct times. In the trial of Omar Abdel-Fatah Al-Shishani, who was suspected of smuggling money into the United States on behalf of al Qaeda, the defense managed to have a number of terms declared off-limits, including al Qaeda, terrorism, terrorist groups, Osama bin Laden, Muslim, and—of course—jihad. The prosecution was also forbidden to quote any verse from the Qur’an.17

Yet Akbar might have heard that his primary allegiance was to Islam, not to the United States, in his mosque. The Bilal Islamic Center in Los Angeles was built with a pledge of up to eight million dollars from King Fahd of Saudi Arabia and an additional $295,000 from the Saudi Islamic Development Bank for the mosque’s school. The Islamic Development Bank states that it works “to foster the economic development and social progress of member countries and Muslim communities individually as well as jointly in accordance with the principles of Shari’ah, i.e., Islamic Law.”18 Presumably this would include the Sharia’s full teaching about the impermissibility of a Muslim fighting another Muslim, and the necessity of jihad against non-Muslims.

According to news reports, “Bilal is just one of many black mosques funded by Saudi. Most of them, including Bilal, are associated with Imam W. Deen Mohammed, head of the Chicago-based Muslim American Society, or MAS, which has been credited with helping convert more than a million U.S. blacks to Islam.”19

W. Deen Mohammed himself has acknowledged that Saudi money comes with strings. He told the Los Angeles Times that “in Saudi Arabia it’s the Wahabi school of thought . . . and they say, ‘We’re gonna give you our money, then we want you to. . . prefer our school of thought.’ That’s in there whether they say it or not. So there is a problem receiving gifts that seem to have no attachment, no strings attached.” When asked if he himself had taken Saudi money, he replied like a nervous schoolboy caught red-handed in a bit of mischief: “Well, I don’t receive any money now, but I have received some and I lost it.” However, he added, “I suspected some strings were attached. I said I can’t accept this kind of relationship. They were choosing my friends for me, too. The enemy of the friends who were giving me money was supposed to be my enemy, too.”20

The Wahhabis’ enemies list

The Wahhabis are generally considered one of the most extreme—and to unbelievers, dangerous—Islamic sects. They are also the majority sect in Saudi Arabia, and their teachings are dispersed around the world via mosques and schools bankrolled by the Saudis.

Who are the enemies of the Wahhabis?

Wahhabi imams routinely identify the enemies of the Muslims as “Jews and Christians.”

This has been going on for years. As long ago as 1986, at the Qaaba mosque in the holy city of Medina, Sheikh Abd Al-’Aziz Qari assailed the Jews. “In ancient times, the Jews, the enemies of Allah, killed the prophets unjustly. . . . Afterwards they became the enemies of all humanity and they [termed] non-Jews ‘gentiles,’ and used all means to destroy them by starting wars among these gentiles, destroying their beliefs, and corrupting their moral values.”

Preaching in a mosque in Al-Damam, Saudi Arabia, Sheikh Muhammad Saleh Al-Munajjid agreed with Sheikh Abd Al-’Aziz Qari and also expanded the enemies list. “It is impossible ever to make peace with the Jews. . . . The Jews are defiled creatures and satanic scum. The Jews are the helpers of Satan. The Jews are the cause of the misery of the human race, together with the infidels and the other polytheists. Satan leads them to Hell and to a miserable fate. The Jews are our enemies and hatred of them is in our hearts.”

The Sheikh’s prescription? Jihad. “Jihad against them,” continued the Sheikh, “is our worship. . . Muslims must . . . educate their children to Jihad. This is the greatest benefit of the situation: educating the children to Jihad and to hatred of the Jews, the Christians, and the infidels; educating the children to Jihad and to revival of the embers of Jihad in their souls. This is what is needed now. . . .”21

In a 1997 sermon at the Al-Salaam mosque in ‘Al-Unayzah, Saudi Arabia, Sheikh Abd Al-Muhsin Al-Qadhi denounced dialogue and cooperation with Christians. “Regardless of [Christian] deviations from the path of righteousness, it is possible to see many Muslims. . . who know about Christianity only what the Christians claim about love, tolerance, devoting life to serving the needy, and other distorted slogans. . . . After all this, we still find people who promote the idea of bringing our religion and theirs closer, as if the differences were minuscule and could be eliminated by arranging all those [interreligous] conferences, whose goal is political.”

Likewise, Sheikh Adnan Ahmad Siyami on May 11, 2001, at a mosque in Mecca, Islam’s holiest city, said, “[Islam] believes that only Islam and the ‘Camp of Kufur’ [unbelief] exist, and that there is no way to reach Paradise and to be delivered from Hell except by walking in the path of our Prophet Muhammad and joining Islam. Any other way leads to Hell. . . . In light of this, my believing brethren, how can it be claimed that Judaism, Christianity, and Islam are all paths leading to Allah?!”22

Sheikh Adnan also denounced peaceful coexistence and called Christians “murderous wolves”—especially Pope John Paul II because of his efforts to promote harmony between Christians and Muslims. Far milder talk would get someone charged with hate speech and incitement to violence in many Western countries.

It is important to note that these sermons were preached in mosques all over Saudi Arabia, contrary to Saudi spokesman Adel al-Jubeir’s contention that “a lot of these clerics are underground. A lot of these clerics issue their fatwahs, which are really their opinions, on the Internet, and that gets bandied about.” Al-Jubeir is anxious to prove the Saudi government’s probity in combating Islamic extremism and terror, but radical Muslims were preaching hatred and jihad in Saudi mosques at least as late as spring 2002, and quite frequently before that.23

Did this overheated Wahhabi invective make its way, along with all those Saudi millions, into Sergeant Akbar’s mosque?

It certainly made its way into Muslim schools in the United States. Recent revelations about textbooks used in Islamic schools indicate how the same hate that is retailed in Saudi mosques is being taught to American young people. Muslim textbooks claimed that:

After telling the governor lies about Jesus and making him think that Prophet Jesus was starting a rebellion against Rome, the Jews were finally able to get an order for his execution. The Koran states that the Jews did not kill Jesus nor did they crucify him. Allah states, however, that the Jews thought they did it.

                    from “What Islam Is All About,” IBTS [International Books & Tapes Supply, target readers: grades 6–824

Actually the Qur’an tells the “People of the Book,” that is, not only Jews but also Christians and others, that Jesus was not crucified (Sura 4:171).

Allah revealed to Muhammed that the Jews had changed their Book, the Torah, killed their own prophets and disobeyed Allah. And the Jews did not want the Arabs to know about these shameful things.

                    from “Mercy to Mankind,” IQRA [a publisher of Islamic texts], target readers: grades 5–6

This charge is based on Qur’anic verses such as this one:

Some of those who are Jews change words from their context and say: ‘We hear and disobey; hear thou as one who heareth not’ and ‘Listen to us!’ distorting with their tongues and slandering religion. If they had said: ‘We hear and we obey: hear thou, and look at us’ it had been better for them, and more upright. But Allah hath cursed them for their disbelief, so they believe not, save a few.

                    Sura 4:46

Other textbooks give more modern reasons to hate Jews:

Jews subscribe to a belief in racial superiority. . . . Their religion even teaches them to call down curses upon the worship places of non-Jews whenever they pass by them! They arrogantly refer to anyone who is not Jewish as ‘gentiles,’ equating them with sin.

                    from “What Islam Is All About,” IBTS, target readers: grades 3–6.

Many [Jews and Christians] lead such decadent and immoral lives that lying, alcohol, nudity, pornography, racism, foul language, premarital sex, homosexuality and everything else are accepted in their society, churches and synagogues.

                    from “What Islam is About,” IBTS, target readers: grades 3–625

Other texts, distributed in the United States by Saudi-funded entities, including the Institute for Islamic and Arabic Sciences in America (IIASA) in Fairfax, Virginia, and the World Assembly of Muslim Youth (WAMY), in Alexandria, Virginia, echoed these sentiments. According to a text financed by the foundation of Ibrahim Ben Abdul Aziz Al-Brahim, father-in-law of King Fahd, “Judaism and Christianity are deviant religions.” Consequently, a Muslim must not befriend them: “Befriending the unbelievers, through loving and cooperating with them while knowing that they are unbelievers, makes those who are their friends the same as them.”

Yet another text declares that “whoever admires the infidels and polytheists is affected by them and prefers them. Thus the Muslim is forbidden to associate with idolaters, deviants and the misguided. . . . The unbelievers, idolators, and others like them must be hated and despised. . . . They cannot be supported against Muslims and must not be followed in anything. . . . We must stay away from them and create barriers between us and them. . . . [The] Qur’an forbade taking Jews and Christians as friends, and that applies to every Jew and Christian, with no consideration as to whether they are at war with Islam or not.”26

This kind of hate appears even more often in Wahhabi materials in Saudi Arabia itself. According to a report by the Middle East Media Research Institute, “a textbook for eighth grade students explains why Jews and Christians were cursed by Allah and turned into apes and pigs. Quoting Sura Al-Maida, Verse 60, the lesson explains that Jews and Christians have sinned by accepting polytheism and therefore incurred Allah’s wrath. To punish them, Allah has turned them into apes and pigs.”27

Here the textbook was recalling the notorious passage of the Qur’an (in Sura Al-Maida, the chapter entitled “The Table”) that refers to non-Muslims—principally Jews and Christians—as “apes and pigs”:

Say: ‘O people of the Book! Do ye disapprove of us for no other reason than that we believe in Allah, and the revelation that hath come to us and that which came before (us), and (perhaps) that most of you are rebellious and disobedient?’ Say: ‘Shall I point out to you something much worse than this, (as judged) by the treatment it received from Allah? Those who incurred the curse of Allah and His wrath, those of whom some He transformed into apes and swine, those who worshipped evil; these are (many times) worse in rank, and far more astray from the even path!

                    (Sura 5:59-60)

Saudi Wahhabi imams often favored images of Jews and Christians as apes and pigs. In his sermon in Medina, Sheikh Abd Al-’Aziz Qari explained that the conflict between Muslims on one side and Jews and Christians on the other would continue until Judgment Day: “Two groups—the Jews and the Christians—are the main elements constituting the ‘Camp of Kufur’ [unbelief] and will continue to be its two foundations until Allah allows their downfall and annihilation at the end of days. . . . These two groups will continue to serve as the grindstones of the conflict and the war between belief and Kufur until eternity comes. . . . The Jews are the objects of Allah’s [promised] wrath, while the Christians deviate from the path of righteousness . . . The Koran described the Jews as a nation cursed by Allah, a nation at which he was angry—some of whom he turned into apes and pigs.”

Preaching in Mecca, Sheikh Mustafa Bin Sa’id Aytim also denied the very humanity of Jews and Christians: “It is no surprise that the Jews and Christians deny the Koran. What is amazing is that some ignoramuses and traitors from among the Muslims say: ‘The Jews and Christians are our brothers.’. . .By Allah, who told you that wild animals can become human? Can wild animals give birth to anything other than wild animals?”

“We are not Americans. We are Muslims.”

Interestingly, Sergeant Akbar’s Muslim chaplain at Fort Campbell received his training and certification from organizations established by Saudi Wahhabis.28 Akbar also seems to have been active in the Muslim Student Association (MSA) at the University of California at Davis.29 Chapters of the Muslim Student Association have long been associated with radical Islam. Recently two speakers at an MSA meeting at Queensborough Community College in New York City expressed just the kind of hatred for America and transnational solidarity with their fellow Muslims that Akbar’s statement about “our countries” betrays. Abu Yousuf, an American-born Muslim, called the United States’ conflict with Iraq a “Christian crusade to rid the world of Islam.” He also predicted, like Sergeant Akbar, that American soldiers in Iraq would “starve, rape and murder our brothers and sisters.”

“Our brothers and sisters.” Again, not Americans, but Muslims. The next speaker, Muhammad Faheed, a twenty-three-year-old Muslim born in Pakistan who lived in America from the age of three, reinforced the idea that a Muslim’s allegiance must be to the Muslim umma (the Muslim community worldwide), and not to the United States or any other nation. “We must not recognize any government authority, or any authority at all besides Allah.”

In case anyone missed the implications of this, he spelled them out. “We are not Americans,” he cried. “We are Muslims. [The U.S.] is going to deport and attack us! It is us versus them! Truth against falsehood! The colonizers and masters against the oppressed, and we will burn down the master’s house!. . .The only relationship you should have with America is to topple it!”30

Less emotional but along the same lines was the statement of Muzammil Siddiqi, the former president of the Islamic Society of North America, who joined President Bush at the National Day of Prayer after the September 11 attacks. Said Siddiqi: “I believe that as Muslims we should participate in the [American] system to safeguard our interests and try to bring gradual change. . . We must not forget that Allah’s rules have to be established in all lands, and all our efforts should lead to that direction.”31 Likewise, Ihsan Bagby, Associate Professor of Modern and Classical Languages at the University of Kentucky, stated in the late 1980s, “Ultimately we can never be full citizens of this country, because there is no way we can be fully committed to the institutions and ideologies of this country.”32

Muslim children born in this country have imbibed these sentiments. Not long after September 11, 2001, Washington Post reporter Marc Fisher visited the Muslim Community School in Potomac, Maryland. There, “six young people, all born in this country, all American citizens, told me that no, they did not believe that Osama bin Laden was necessarily the bad guy the president says he is, and no, they did not think the United States should be attacking Afghanistan, and, no, they might not be able to serve their country if it meant taking up arms against fellow Muslims.” An eighth grader said, “If I had to choose sides, I’d stay with being Muslim. Being an American means nothing to me. I’m not even proud of telling my cousins in Pakistan that I’m American.” The school principal added, “Allegiance to national authority is one thing, but the one who gives us life is more entitled to that authority. This is the story of religion through all time. When national laws and values go counter to what the Creator believes, we are one hundred percent against it.”33

A week before the grenade attack in Kuwait, a writer on a Muslim bulletin board website gave a hint of what might have motivated Sergeant Akbar. He advised American Muslim soldiers: “Learn how to make a bomb out of C4 plastic, and when your [sic] on the ship on your [way] to the middle east. . . . *BOOM* Or better yet, re-wire the missiles that are stacked on the ship and watch the 4th of July in the middle of the ocean!”

The same writer expanded on this idea in another post: “I always thought (and still think) it’s a great idea to join the US ground forces for a simple reason: they’re all getting shipped off to the Middle East for FREE! So, you go there, free, with US equipment and weapons, yada yada yada, then when you get there, you change sides and fight the kufar [unbelievers]! After changing your uniform of course! And while you’re at it, you can sabotage some of their stuff from the inside!”34

This advice recalls the seditious language of Sami Al-Arian, a professor at the University of South Florida who, after years of investigations, was indicted on February 20, 2003, on federal charges of aiding the terrorist activities of Islamic Jihad—particularly by raising money for the group. Al-Arian wasn’t a silent partner; he made the jihadist and Islamic character of his efforts clear as early as 1991, when he shouted at a rally, “Jihad is our path. Victory to Islam! Death to Israel! Revolution, revolution until victory!”35 Also that year, he shouted: “Let us damn America, let us damn Israel, let us damn them and their allies until death.”36 He said these things, of course, while on American soil and enjoying the protections of American laws.

In Lackawanna, New York, on September 13, 2002, six Muslims, all American citizens, were arrested on suspicion of having acted on these ideas. In spring and summer 2001 they had traveled to Afghanistan to attend an al Qaeda training camp. There they were trained in the use of automatic weapons and a rocket-propelled-grenade launcher. Afterward they returned to the United States, where they might have been awaiting orders to carry out a terrorist attack.

Why did they go? Jihad. One of the men, Yahya Goba, explained in court that the group was recruited to go to Afghanistan by four unnamed men, two of whom “recruited the Lackawanna group to prepare for jihad,” or, as prosecutor William Hochul delicately phrased it, “preparation for a possible battle against people not of the same faith.” By March 2003, three of these men had plea-bargained their way out of being tried for treason, agreeing to plead guilty to charges including providing material aid to a terrorist organization.37 Another American, Earnest James Ujaama, also attended “violent jihad training camps, which were operated by al Qaeda” and was subsequently arrested and indicted.38 This Seattle native, who converted to Islam in 1997, entered a guilty plea to charges of providing material aid to the Taliban.39

Yet another group of American Muslims, which comprised Jeffrey Leon Battle, Patrice Lumumba Ford, Ahmed Ibrahim Bilal, Muhammad Ibrahim Bilal, and October Martinique Lewis, was charged with “conspiracy to levy war against the United States.” This involved trying to get to Afghanistan in order to fight with al Qaeda and the Taliban against American forces. Part of their preparations for the trip included training with shotguns, assault rifles, and semiautomatic pistols.40 Also mentioned in the federal indictment is Habis Abdulla al Saoub, a Jordanian and a permanent resident of the United States who seems, unlike the other four, to have successfully made it into Afghanistan. His partners returned to the United States and are now in custody.

In Patrice Lumumba Ford’s home, investigators found several articles downloaded from the Internet: some from the Internet journal Taliban and Mujahideen News, and others titled “Taliban and Jihad Against America,” “Jihad Unspun,” “Kurdish Jihadis,” and “Every Piety: Jihad for the Cause of Allah.” Jeffrey Leon Battle and October Martinique Lewis had also downloaded articles, including “Making the World Safe for Terrorism” and “Islam Ruling on Defending Muslim Land Under Attack.” Meanwhile, they had stocked their bookshelves with Jihad in Islam, The Qur’anic Concept of War, and Sacred Rage: The Wrath of Militant Islam. Habis al Saoub had a document in Arabic entitled “A Martyr’s Will,” which called upon Afghanistan to “[keep] the jihad going” and quoted “the prophet Muhammad’s seventh-century assertion that abandoning the cause of jihad is a disgraceful act tantamount to leaving the Islamic religion.” Battle also had a copy of a book entitled Join the Caravan, an exhortation to jihad written by Abdullah Azzam, a friend and mentor of Osama bin Laden. We will examine this book closely later.

According to journalist John Perazzo,

Jeffrey Leon Battle spoke about the need for the Muslim community to fearlessly, single-mindedly carry on a jihad against the kaffirs (non-believers), as he called the American people. Stating that there could be absolutely no room for peace during jihad, he claimed that it was “stupid” for any Muslim to live in the United States. While his original intent, he said, had been to carry out terrorist acts against Americans living in the U.S., Mr. al Saoub had convinced him to instead join the jihad being fought against the United States in Afghanistan. Of the September 11 attacks and the recent bombings of two American embassies in Africa, Battle proudly said, “We accomplished a lot.” He stated that those incidents had not only forced non-Muslims everywhere to take notice of Islam and the Koran, but had also caused many Muslims “to wake-up” and take a stand against the kaffirs. But alas, he lamented that because those attacks did not permanently destroy America’s financial system, they were ultimately “not enough.” Expressing his wish for the establishment of a true Islamic government, he said that while he is in the United States he considers himself an “undercover” combatant working to do damage “behind enemy lines.”41

Perhaps the leader of their group thought of himself as another undercover agent. According to federal prosecutors, this was a Palestinian Muslim named Maher Hawash, a naturalized American citizen who worked for Intel Corporation and went by the nickname “Mike.” If the charges are true, his involvement in this terrorist cell was particularly disturbing. According to the Wall Street Journal, he was just an ordinary guy, an average American who “had fully integrated himself into the mainstream community where he lived. In many respects he had attained the American dream. He owned his own home and was respected at microchip-maker Intel, one of the U.S.’s preeminent high-tech giants. He was exceptionally popular and known in the community for his volunteer activities.”42

Perazzo notes that this entire group attended the Bilal Mosque in Beaverton, Oregon, during which time their commitment to Islam grew progressively more militant.

Similar to Hawash, in having appeared to have successfully united the obligations of being both a Muslim and an American, was Sami Omar al-Hussayen, a Saudi native who was studying computer science at the University of Idaho at Moscow. As the head of the university’s chapter of the Muslim Students Association, al-Hussayen declared after the September 11 attacks that Moscow’s Muslims “condemn in the strongest terms possible what are apparently vicious acts of terrorism against innocent citizens.”43 But now the FBI charges that such statements were just a cover for his terrorist activities; in February 2003 he was arrested and charged with visa fraud, as well as with helping to “establish Web sites that promoted violence against the United States.”44

Likewise, the Global Relief Foundation, a Chicago-area Muslim charity, issued a statement on December 11, 2001, urging Americans “to remember the tragedy as we unite against terrorism and disaster worldwide. . . . To forget the tragedy would be acquiescing to terror, and to the misery it brings. We will join hands and fight against terror wherever it strikes.”45 Global Relief sued the U.S. government and several American news organizations, including the New York Times, for publishing stories alleging that it had ties to terrorism.46 In October 2002, however, the Foundation was placed on the United Nations list of “organizations subject to sanctions,” and its assets frozen to prevent them from going to al Qaeda and other terrorist groups.47

Partisans of Global Relief still insist that the organization was never anything more than a charity, and that it never funded terrorist activities. Yet if the organization was funding terrorism, at least one American Muslim is unlikely to have been surprised. An American convert to Islam, New York prison chaplain Warith Deen Umar, asserted early in 2003 that “even Muslims who say they are against terrorism secretly admire and applaud” the September 11 terrorists.48

Which is more representative of the views of the majority of Muslims in America: the apparent loyalty to the United States of most of the Muslims who fought in the second Persian Gulf War, or the loyalty to Islam of Sergeant Akbar and the others discussed here? The relative absence of terrorist attacks since September 11, 2001, suggests that most American Muslims are like everyone else: they want to live quiet and peaceful lives. But no one really knows for sure how extensive Muslim radicalism is in the United States, because most people who are in a position to find out don’t even dare investigate. The Council on American Islamic Relations (CAIR) and its allies have energetically tarred those who ask such questions as bigots and hatemongers. We are supposed to accept as a given that Hasan Akbar, Sami Omar al-Hussayen, Sami Al-Arian, James Ujaama, Mike Hawash, and all the rest are isolated cases, cut off from the mainstream of Islam and unrepresentative of the whole of American Muslims—and even to ask for evidence of this is to pass beyond the bounds of acceptable discourse.

Yet no matter how successful CAIR and other Muslim advocacy groups are in evading questions about the extent of Islamic radicalism in America, it is clear that Sergeant Akbar could have taken inspiration from any number of imams in America who, along with imams abroad, advocate violence in the name of Islam.

The latest jihad

This radical strain was particularly vocal at the onset of the second Gulf War. In late 2002 and early 2003, as the United States and Iraq edged ever closer to war, President George W. Bush repeatedly insisted that his conflict was not with Islam. He went to immense lengths to reassure the American Muslim community of his good will—even to the point of alienating many conservative Christians. But that didn’t stop Muslims worldwide from presenting the war on Iraq as a war on Islam.

Saddam Hussein, whose credentials as a Muslim were always questionable, led this rhetorical attack, skillfully positioning his conflict with the United States as a religious war and himself as the defender of Islam.

He didn’t set aside his Hitlerian personality cult (“Iraq is Saddam and Saddam is Iraq”), but he added a significant Islamic element.49 When the American attack began, Iraqi television ran a speech in which Saddam quoted the Qur’an (Sura 22:39): “In the name of God, the merciful, the compassionate. Those who are oppressed are permitted to fight and God is capable of making them victorious. God is Greatest.”50 The Associated Press version of this speech omitted Saddam’s Qur’an quotation without explanation or notice that the transcript was incomplete, but it did contain this: Saddam declared that Iraq was fighting for, among other things, “the sake of the banners of jihad and its (national) religion.” Saddam also cried, “Long live jihad!”51

The Iraqi people, under the omnipresent threat of Saddam’s security forces, fell into line. On March 18, 2003, the day before the war began, five thousand Iraqis took to the streets of Baghdad. Waving rifles in the air, they chanted, “Allahu Akbar, join the jihad!” and pledged their willingness to fight for Saddam to the death.52

A Muslim clergyman leveled one of the most serious charges of all, in the eyes of a pious Muslim. “These infidel sinners started their war against us in this country of Jihad. We witnessed with our own eyes Koran books being torn apart by their war fires and their abominable bombs.” Another suggested that the burning Qur’ans were not just an unavoidable byproduct of burning the buildings that housed them, but were an actual American war objective. “The enemy wants to obliterate Islam, to obliterate Allah’s edicts, to obliterate everything that Islam brought about. . . . He burned the Koran, and by that wanted to burn the faith of Muslims and their ties with Allah. This crime is no different than the rest of their crimes against Islam and Muslims.”53

This kind of rhetoric might have been expected from Iraqi propaganda. It’s clear to everyone now that Saddam was widely hated by his own people. He could have calculated that if the people of Iraq weren’t inspired by cries of “Saddam Hussein is Iraq,” they might still have been moved by the one common denominator shared by Sunnis, Shi’ites, Kurds, and almost everyone else in Iraq: Islam, and its theology of jihad.

International jihad

The Gulf War was seen as a jihad by Muslims not just in Iraq, but around the world. Numerous Muslim theorists placed the conflict in the context of the defensive jihad that becomes the obligation of every Muslim when an Islamic land is attacked.

Sheikh Omar Bakri Muhammad, the notorious London-based radical imam who held a rally in support of Osama bin Laden on the first anniversary of the September 11 attacks, issued a strong call in late 2002 for jihad in defense of Islam. He said that there is “ample proof from the sayings and the actions of the Messenger Muhammad (may Allah pray for Him) that non-Muslims have sanctity for their lives unless they are at war with the Muslims either determined by the Khalifah (caliph) in his foreign policy or (as in today’s situation) they are violating the sanctity of Muslim land, honor or life.”

In such a case, says Bakri, jihad is obligatory on all Muslims—“when the enemy enters Muslim land, such as Palestine, Chechnya, Kosova, or Kashmir.” In that case, “all Muslims living within travelling distance of the aggression” must fight, with all possible support from Muslims worldwide.

Numerous important Islamic voices confirmed this interpretation. Among them was Sheikh Muhammad Sayyid Tantawi of Al-Azhar University in Cairo, Egypt. As Grand Sheikh of Al-Azhar, Tantawi is the foremost cleric in Sunni Islam; when he condemned the September 11 attacks, he was hailed by the Western media as “the highest spiritual authority for nearly a billion Sunni Muslims.”54 The New York Times gushed that Al-Azhar under Tantawi’s direction “has sought to advise Muslims around the world that those who kill in the name of Islam are nothing more than heretics. It has sought to guide, to reassure Westerners against any clash of civilizations.”55

But Tantawi’s opinion about the clash of civilizations was different at the beginning of the new Gulf War. When it began, the Islamic Center for Research at Al-Azhar issued, with the Grand Sheikh’s approval, a communiqué stating that “it is in accordance with logic and with Islamic religious law that if the enemy raids the land of the Muslims, Jihad becomes an individual’s commandment, applying to every Muslim man and woman, because our Muslim nation will be subject to a new Crusader invasion targeting the land, honor, belief, and homeland.”

The communiqué spoke clearly and definitely about the nature of the war as religious: “The Center for Research has studied the events . . . and realized that our Arab and Islamic nation, and even our religious faith, Islam, are a main target of all the military forces, who are targeting millions of people from among our nation, as well as our faith, everything sacred to us, and all the sources of wealth and power of the Arabs and the Muslims. The first manifestation of this will be the attack on Iraq, the occupation of its land, and the seizing of its oil resources.”56 Left unexplained is exactly how and why the military forces are targeting Islam itself.

Tantawi’s position works from the rulings of Islamic religious law on invasions of Muslims lands; it is a careful exposition of the Islamic theology of jihad. One manual of Islamic law that Al-Azhar certifies as conforming “to the practice and faith of the orthodox Sunni community” stipulates that “when non-Muslims invade a Muslim country or near to one. . . jihad is personally obligatory upon the inhabitants of that country, who must repel the non-Muslims with whatever they can.”57

This is a venerable teaching of Islam. Ibn Taymiyya considered it an absolute.

If the enemy wants to attack the Muslims, then repelling him becomes a duty for all those under attack and for the others in order to help them. God, He is exalted, has said: ‘Yet if they ask you for help, for religion’s sake, it is your duty to help them.’ (K[oran] 8:72) In the same vein the Prophet has ordered Muslims to help fellow Muslims. The assistance, which is obligatory both for the regular professional army and for others, must be given, according to everybody’s possibilities, either in person, by fighting on foot or on horseback, or through financial contributions, be they small or large.58

Calls to this responsibility have resounded throughout Muslim history. In modern times Muslims have fought colonial occupation by European powers as a jihad against unbelievers. In 1912, al-Sayyid Ahmad al-Sharif, the leader of the revivalist Muslim group the Sanusiyyah, called upon all Muslims to wage jihad against the Italian colonizers of Libya. “Abandoning jihad means leaving the Religion. . . . This goes for the jihad that is a collective duty and therefore a fortiori for the jihad that has become an individual duty because of an attack by the enemy.”59

Likewise, the Ottoman Sultan and caliph of Islam Mehmet V issued a fatwa (religious ruling) calling for jihad at the outbreak of World War I. It answers yes to this question: “When it occurs that enemies attack the Islamic world, when it has been established that they seize and pillage Islamic countries and capture Moslem persons and when His Majesty the Padishah of Islam thereupon orders the jihad in the form of a general mobilization, has jihad then, according to the illustrious Koran verse: March out light and heavy [hearted], and strive with goods and persons [in the way of Allah; that will be better for you’ (K[oran] 9:41)], become incumbent upon all Moslems in all parts of the world, be they young or old, on foot or mounted, to hasten to partake in the jihad with their goods and money?”60

For political reasons this Ottoman call for jihad met with little enthusiasm among Muslims worldwide. Many similar calls for jihad, including those issued by Saddam and Osama, have also fallen on largely deaf ears among Muslims. But since Tantawi’s position was grounded in classic principles of Islamic law, it drew agreement from other Muslim leaders—including some who have never been considered “radicals” or “fundamentalists.” According to Dia’a Rashwan of the Al-Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studies in Egypt, “Now we have many calls to jihad, and those calls aren’t only coming from what we usually call radicals or extremists.”61

The Grand Mufti of Syria, Ahmad Kuftaro, whose official literature says that he is “actively striving to unite the human family” and who drew the ire of Muslim hardliners when he received Pope John Paul II at the Umayyad Mosque in Damascus on May 6, 2001, also affirmed that fighting against allied forces in Iraq was a religious duty for all Muslims.62 Early in the war he issued a statement saying, “I call on Muslims everywhere to use all means possible to thwart the aggression, including martyr operations [that is, suicide attacks] against the belligerent American, British and Zionist invaders. . . . Resistance to the belligerent invaders is an obligation for all Muslims, starting with (those in) Iraq.”63 However, after the swift conclusion of the war in Iraq, the official Syrian government radio station broadcast these words from Sheikh Muhammad Habash in Damascus:

Jihad began today, O brothers. But, as we said more than once and a thousand times, jihad has a thousand methods and doors. We are fighting with the great jihad, that of reason and proof. . . . I am not standing here on this pulpit for self-flagellation, but to announce a new jihad, the jihad of science and knowledge, the jihad of work and giving, and the jihad of culture and advancement. When you go to your university you are in jihad. When you go to your hospital as a nurse or doctor you are in jihad. When you go to your scientific center you are in jihad for the coming days. Our enemies defeated us this time by their scientific assets. We have to release our cultural energies and resurrect our past glories so that we can again become masters of the world, protecting ourselves, and our past, present, and future.64

As the war began, however, the call to the military form of jihad sounded from as far away as India, where the influential Imam Syed Ahmed Bukhari declared, “The war between right and wrong has begun. This is a jihad.”65

Even in Canada, the imam of the mosque in Ottawa endorsed the call for jihad. “If I were there” in Iraq, said Imam Gamal Soleiman, “I would fight with them. I would fight the Americans with my nails and teeth.” However, he parted company with bin Laden and other radicals by rejecting retaliatory attacks on American soil: “Not every American is against Arabs. So it is not open to go and kill Americans. No. The Americans who are coming to kill you, yes, you can face them to defend your country. When any Arab goes to America and makes mischief, that is totally objectionable.”66

Hardliners, of course, endorsed jihad as well. In Pakistan, fourteen radical clerics issued a statement declaring that the Iraq conflict was indeed a jihad. They called for the support of all Muslims and the participation of as many as were able. One of them, Mufti Mohammed Jamil Khan, explained, “We issued the statement to tell Muslims that the American war on Iraq is a religious conflict and not a political one. . . . It is up to the people to implement it. Allah will reward them if they fight in His name. Jihad is mandatory and people should go to Iraq.”67
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