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PREFACE

Though the majority of victims in the second war on Iraq, like the first, are 
undoubtedly Muslims, the voices of Muslims in America are hardly heard in the 
pro-war and anti-war debate. Instead they are either “with us” because they are 
“like us” or they are “against us” because they “hate our freedoms”. Both views 
are rather extreme and silly and compound the problem of discussing the role 
Muslims have played in the past, are playing now, and can play in the future of 
America specifically and humanity in general. Contrary to the opinions of various 
hate-mongers, Muslims have as much to offer in terms of ideas, solutions, and 
analytical  perspectives relating to the war on Iraq, the “war of terrorism”, and 
other global issues such as human rights and the environment  as anyone else. 
However, they are hardly afforded as much time and space within the confines of 
the  news  media  as  voices  that  target  the  domestic  and  international  Muslim 
community  in  ways  which  further  hatred  and  misinformation.  This  book  is 
intended to help reverse this unfortunate reality and affirm the belief that Muslims 
are an important part of global discourse on world peace and justice. 

Ghanim Khalil,                Summer 2008
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INTRODUCTION

Be not weak in character saying: “If people act rightly, we too shall act rightly,  
and if people act unjustly we too shall do so.” Rather, make up your minds for  
yourselves and if people do something good, do it too, but if they do something 

unjust, do not do it yourselves.

Prophet Muhammad [saw]

Stand with anybody that stands right.  Stand with him while he is right, and part  
with him when he goes wrong.

Abraham Lincoln

SPEAKING OUT

On February 15th, 2003, I publicly spoke out against the upcoming war 
on Iraq as a NYC Army National Guardsman (picture, left). With the 
help of Tod Ensign, an advocate for the rights of military personnel and 
director  of  Citizen-Soldier1,  I  expressed  my  dissent  in  a  press 
conference. Each event we witness has its history, as does the statement 
I gave that day. The history in my case is one of identity and action. But 
before I go into these two, I will briefly list the reasons I gave to the 
press for my dissent speaking from within the military superstructure 
the neoconservatives in the Bush Administration called “the cavalry on 
the new American frontier”.  

- The war is based on material gain (the resources of Iraq) and therefore not Saddam Hussein 
- The war is against international law and human rights
- The war will endanger the American people today and in following generations
- The war is immoral and unjustifiable

These reasons were mentioned briefly, as well as an additional point that I will repeat here. 
My stance against the upcoming war was also based on my beliefs as a Muslim. Yet, Islam is not 
alone in condemning war such as the one we are witnessing in Iraq. I pressed this point because I 
was well aware then, just as I am today, that my background would be a point of criticism from 
those who view Islam as the next fascist ideology that the “West” (but America particularly) 
must confront “before it’s too late”. The September 11 attacks form the base of this view, though 
the ideology that Islam is evil far predates this catastrophe. I therefore pointed out that I dissent 
as a Muslim just as members of other faith groups have dissented and protested the propaganda 

1  <http://www.citizen-soldier.org/>
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leading up to the war. With this reasoning simply expressed I move on to narrate the history that 
pushed me onto this path of dissent: identity and action. 

IDENTITY

I was born in England and came to Brooklyn, New York at the age of 11. Since then my 
identity often seemed to become a source of conflict. Those who opposed my family’s presence 
often couldn’t tell the difference between Arabs and Pakistanis, and so whether we were grocery 
shopping or taking a stroll on a warm day, we were identified as Arab invaders no matter how 
Pakistani  we  were.  The  culture  clash  I  experienced  during  those  years  framed  for  me  my 
perception of others as well as myself. I was brought up a Muslim and have found myself still 
deeply  devoted  to  its  intellectual,  psychological,  and  spiritual  dimensions,  as  well  as  its 
theological precepts. (Things for which I am still made to feel as if they are impediments to my 
humanity, rather than expressions of life). But I was in an area where my religion was believed 
to be essentially negative and my culture almost completely alien. Culture clashes come with a 
force that at once bombards your identity as well as demands assimilation. At the age of 11 it is 
difficult to understand why one’s background, color, or faith invites so much animosity from 
others. Upon reflection,  things make more sense. In 1987 the Palestinian Intifada had begun 
(there go those wild and angry Palestinians again) and movie villains were the Arab-Muslim 
types (getting their  inspiration from American perceptions of Khomeini’s  Iran and Khadafi’s 
Libya). Though I wasn’t an Arab, I was found to be Muslim and non-white, enough to become 
assigned to the enemy camp. Not all of those who found me to be different had animosity and for 
this reason a completely black versus white perception of Americans never formed in my mind. 
Instead, I expressed solidarity with those who overlooked the differences and kept away from 
those I perceived as hostile. The outsider status was recognized more so in school, the capital of 
a youngster’s social life, than any other place. I found myself questioning what was considered 
“normal” and many times I simply had to avoid those classmates who would try and push their 
“normality” on me. Growing up in Brooklyn was interesting indeed.

My identity as a Muslim played a strong role years after I had graduated high school, joined 
the Marine Corps, attended college, joined the Army National Guard, and finally as I spoke out 
against the upcoming war on Iraq. At each stage of my life I was surrounded by both hostility 
and acceptance (both of varying degrees) that continued to remind me of who I was and how 
much I had grown. How much I had grown was reflected by the way I reacted to hostility and 
rationalized its existence and formulated solutions to it in any given set of circumstances. I came 
to  recognize  that  my duty in  confronting  hostility  should include enlightening  the adversary 
rather  than  make  him/her  defensive.  It’s  difficult,  especially  after  9-11,  but  certainly  not 
impossible to deal with threats (both latent and manifest) in ways that bring no harm to anyone 
verbally or physically. Again I have found it to be an issue my Islam has contributed to a great 
deal. The Qur’an states explicitly:  “argue with them (non-Muslims) in ways that are best and 
most gracious”.2 With my identity fully exposed, I now move on to action. 

2  16:125, translated by Yusuf Ali 
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ACTION

Once you jump off a cliff you can’t stop yourself from falling. Going along with the Bush 
administration’s efforts to make war without objecting to it would be like jumping. Going along 
while objecting would be like being pushed off the edge, but objecting  and removing oneself 
from going along would be like saving oneself from the cliff itself. This was the only acceptable 
solution to me and I moved forward to make it happen privately at first and then later when this 
failed, publicly. Generally, when people find something to be objectionable, they either speak up 
against it (action) or keep silent and tolerate it (if they have no will to speak up). This is nothing 
unusual. What is unusual (and unacceptable) is when people speak against a wrong when done to 
them, but remain apathetic when it is done to others, especially in their name. This is how I felt 
about the war on Iraq, though it goes beyond just Iraq. For over a century, successive American 
government  administrations  have  dealt  with  less  powerful  nations  in  a  coercive  and  violent 
manner, especially in the “developing” or “third-world” countries.3 In the context of the Cold 
War,  American  foreign  policy  had  successfully  put  into  power  and/or  greatly  aided  various 
tyrants in South America, Africa, Asia and the Middle East who murdered their own people in 
the thousands as well  as others4,  yet  Americans have not objected to this to the degree they 
objected to Saddam Hussein’s non-existent WMDs. The September 11 attacks are, naturally and 
rightfully, considered evil, but decades of American foreign policy that have produced far greater 
deaths, casualties, and sorrow are not even acknowledged until the issue is systematically argued 
and brought to the discussion table uninvited. Even then there is resistance to acknowledging that 
“our” government has done some terrible things in the past and is doing so today, in the name of 
democracy and Western civilization. 

Saddam Hussein wronged his  own people in countless ways.  This inevitably became the 
supreme justification for military action against Iraq after the WMD claim was found to be false.5 

Somehow,  many  Americans  parroted  this  justification  after  remaining  silent  about  the 
devastating  effects  of the  decade long U.S.-lead  embargo on Iraq which effectively killed  1 
million Iraqis, mostly children and elderly. Blaming Saddam for their deaths has proven to be an 
effective countercharge,  but only with people who know very little  about  how the sanctions 
worked  in  the  first  place  (again  parroting  the  government  line).  The  hypocrisy  and  double 
standards employed concerning Iraq became apparent to me through rigorous research while I 
was a Marine, after I had been honorably discharged from active duty service, and during my 
service in the Army National Guard. Knowledge, therefore, was an important reason for me to 
act against the will of the armed forces of the United States. I acted to go public (after all other 
possibilities had been pursued) in an effort to do my duty as a human being and speak against 
politicians exploiting the military to express another form of “might is right”. Not to do so was to 
accept the simplistic explanations provided by xenophobic militarists on this side of the globe to 
make  war  on  the  perceived  “Other”  for  material/ideological  interests  justified  by  extreme 
nationalism and exported in an atmosphere of ignorance and fear. 

3  See Stephen Kinzer’s Overthrow: America’s Century of Regime Change from Hawaii to Iraq (Times Books – Feb 6, 2007)
4  William Blum has documented that the U.S. has “carried out extremely serious interventions into more than 70 nations” since 

1945. See: <http://www.thirdworldtraveler.com/Blum/US_Interventions_WBlumZ.html> 
5  Even ex-CIA Director George Tenet (1997 – 2004) came out and stated that his “slam dunk” comment was misinterpreted by 

individuals within the Bush Administration in order to further the case for war. 

7



My  identity and  action against  the war is how I rationalize the statements  I made at  the 
February 15th 2003 press conference. I was invited after the conference to make a ninety second 
statement on stage of the NYC anti-war rally. What I declared on stage that cold morning was 
slightly different but emphasized the same points. I repeat the short speech here:

As a deployable Army National Guard reservist,  today,  I find myself  in a position to 
make a difference or remain silent. Will I support a war which will lead to hundreds of 
thousands civilians dead and wounded, endanger the future of the American people, and 
create chaos in the already unstable Middle East – all for the gain of a few powerful and 
wealthy people? Or, will I stand up when Justice and Truth requires it; to not only reveal 
my objection to this war and its material goals, but also to clear myself of all implications 
of the crimes against humanity this war will create? My struggle is essentially a moral 
one, but that is not the end of my concern. I am alarmed by the curtailment of civil rights 
and the detainment of legal residents of Islamic background without access to lawyers, 
which is an insult to the Constitution. I have also concerned myself with the dangers of 
people seeing this war as a “Clash of Civilizations”. There is a small but powerful sector 
in America that advocates racially charged interpretations of the modern world and thus 
heightens  the  dehumanization  of  entire  groups  of people  within  the  human  family. 
Whenever nations enter into conflict or war; racism, xenophobia, extremism, and hate 
have preceded and followed. It is my hope that the American people will not surrender to 
the diseases which divide humanity and instead educate themselves in understanding the 
different religions and cultures of the world, so that these diseases can be rooted out or 
prevented from taking root. This war will further hatred between the American people 
and the Muslim world. It is the duty of the educated classes of both sides to put down our 
masks and weapons, so that there can be a “Dialogue of Civilizations,” instead of a well-
planned “Clash of  Civilizations,” which no sober human being desires.  Today I  find 
myself in a position to make a difference or remain silent. I choose to make a difference.

As is evident from the above, my reasons for opposing the war on Iraq before it began have 
become  more  important  today.  Hundreds  of  thousands  of  innocent  Iraqis  have  been  killed, 
terrorist  groups  (dozens  of  them  forming  after President  Bush  announced  “Mission 
Accomplished”)  now  have  one  more  big  reason  to  attack  America  (terrorist  attacks  tripled 
following the U.S.  attack on Iraq6),  Iraq is now extremely unstable  and could destabilize  its 
neighbors, and there is more fear and hate between Americans and the Muslim world today than 
ever before. My layman pre-war intelligence has made a mockery of the Bush administrations 
“professional” assessment of what would occur if America attacked Iraq, though one can hardly 
be proud of it. 

AN ALTERNATIVE PERSPECTIVE

The aim of this work is to reveal that simplistic views of the world will not clarify much that 
still  needs to be explained.  This includes  views from both pro-war and anti-war groups and 
mouthpieces.  I offer an alternative perspective of the war on Iraq that many people may be 
unfamiliar with but which played a big role in my public and private opposition to the war. A 
secondary aim is to show that everyone has an inherent right to voice their views, especially in 

6  See Rep. Henry Waxman’s Letter to Secretary Rice: <http://www.democrats.reform.house.gov/story.asp?ID=834>
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respect to issues dealing with war and human rights. This right naturally extends to military 
personnel. It is under the restriction of this right when human rights violations occur and military 
personnel are often the ones who witness such violations before word of them reaches the rest of 
the world. A lack of dissent during these times helps conceal crimes that concerned people have 
a right to know about and mobilize against. The targeted audience includes people who know 
and feel in their hearts that there is much more to what is happening than what they are officially 
told regarding the war on Iraq and U.S. foreign policy. I have attempted to share what I know, 
from my own understanding of what is happening in not only Iraq, but also other places where 
American foreign policy remains consequential to suffering. I do this from the perspective of an 
ordinary human being that was part of a system employed not only in the defense of a nation, but 
also in the oppression of others. We the American people take for granted the former and are 
largely unaware of the latter. This is why we must see the world for what it is, in full color and 
away from the black and white descriptions sold by many of our leaders. From here we can begin 
to understand who we are as human beings and draw lessons from the past and present. 

This book is also about following your principles and sticking to them in times of difficulty 
and especially when it matters most. Many of us belong to religious, moral, national or local 
organizations  and  groups  that  promote  certain  virtues,  which  require  us  to  stand  by  our 
principles. However, how many of us actually make the distinction between the group we belong 
to and the principles  it  espouses? What happens when the group diverts from its  principles? 
Should a person have loyalty to the group or loyalty to the principles that fuel the group? I am of 
the view that one’s principles have a greater authority and therefore merit all the loyalty. Take 
for  example  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  It  is  based upon certain  principles  worth 
protecting  (liberty,  justice,  equality…).  Would  an  American  who  protested  the  exploitative 
official government policies towards the Indian natives in the 19th century be now considered 
unpatriotic  or  heroic?  Were  the  efforts  of  civil  rights  leaders  against  government-backed 
segregation of blacks and whites un-American or more American than the average citizen at the 
time? From these and many other examples we can see that our common principles must be 
cherished with or without the recognition of any organization or group or even the government. 
The  principles  are  on  one  side  and the  groups  we belong  to  are  on  the  other.  Harmony  is 
achieved only when the group harmonizes itself with the principles it espouses in both belief and 
action. Otherwise there will be hypocrisy followed by injustice. 

No  matter  which  group  Americans  belong  to,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  what  I  call 
convenient shock among them. People are shocked beyond belief that Iraqi civilians have the gall 
to resist the occupation of their own country, but there was little shock when retired Gen. John 
Abizaid, former CENTCOM Commander and military occupation leader, came out in October of 
2007 and made the following “revelation” about the war: “Of course it’s about oil,  we can’t 
really  deny  that.”7 Convenient  shock  among  the  public  is  not  at  all  surprising,  since  the 
willingness to forget and be apathetic have much to do with it. In retrospect one can see the 
following about the war on Iraq:

1. Investigative journalist John Pilger8 reminded us that in February 2001 U.S. 
Secretary of State Colin Powell had stated, “He (Saddam Hussein) has not 

7  The retired General made this comment to a crowd at Stanford University on October 13, 2007
8  John Pilger, Colin Powell said Iraq was not a threat, www.johnpilger.com, September 22, 2003 

<http://www.johnpilger.com/page.asp?partid=229>
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developed  any  significant  capability  with  respect  to  weapons  of  mass 
destruction.  He  is  unable  to  project  conventional  power  against  his 
neighbours” and months later,  “On May 15 2001, Powell  went further and 
said that Saddam Hussein had not been able to ‘build his military back up or 
to develop weapons of mass destruction’ for ‘the last 10 years’. America, he 
said, had been successful in keeping him ‘in a box’”. 

2. Then  two  months  later  National  Security  Advisor  Condoleezza  Rice  had 
stated, “We are able to keep his arms from him. His military forces have not 
been rebuilt”. 

3. On February 12,  2001, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld  had stated: 
“Iraq is probably not a nuclear threat at the present time”.9 

4. Also  early  in  2001 a  CIA report  had stated:  “We do not  have  any direct 
evidence  that  Iraq  has  used  the  period  since  (Operation)  Desert  Fox  to 
reconstitute its WMD programs”.10 

Then came 9-11 and Powell,  Rice,  and Rumsfeld interestingly reversed their  motors and 
started to make public statements contradicting their earlier ones. In fact, as is well known now, 
a few hours after the planes hit the towers Rumsfeld advocated attacking Iraq as a response, 
though no evidence of Iraq’s involvement  even existed.  Pilger reported that “the decision to 
attack Iraq was set in motion on September 17 2001, just six days after the attacks on New York 
and Washington. On that day, Bush signed a top-secret directive, ordering the Pentagon to begin 
planning ‘military options’ for an invasion of Iraq. In July 2002, Condoleezza Rice told another 
Bush official  who had voiced doubts about invading Iraq: ‘A decision has been made.  Don't 
waste your breath’”.11 Ironically or not, on the subject of chemical weapons, which was also a 
big part of the justifications for war, a Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) report authored in 
2002 stated  “There  is  no  reliable  information  on  whether  Iraq  is  producing  and  stockpiling 
chemical weapons, or where Iraq has – or will – establish its chemical warfare agent production 
facilities”12 The ruling administration used the fear of 9-11 to justify a war they long had in mind 
but couldn’t justify, until the attack. Their contradictory and hypocritical statements are enough 
evidence  to  merit  plenty  of  shock  among  all  areas  of  the  American  political  and  cultural 
spectrum, yet there are still millions of Americans who resist the facts in order to justify the war. 

THE TROOPS

An argument can be made that since I haven’t been to Iraq what I say and write doesn’t 
matter but I can make a better argument that I need not have been deployed in an unjust war to 
know that it is unjust and the evidence I provide in this book is sufficient to label it just that.  I 
have also heard the often repeated view that by opposing the war people like me are betraying 

9  Taken from the Department of Defense site www.defenselink.mil  <http://www.defenselink.mil/transcripts/transcript.aspx?
transcriptid=943>

10   Jason Leopold, CIA Intelligence Reports Seven Months Before 9/11 Said Iraq Posed No Threat To U.S., Containment Was 
Working, www.commondreams.org, February 17, 2004 < http://www.commondreams.org/views04/0217-12.htm>

11  John Pilger, Colin Powell said Iraq was not a threat, www.johnpilger.com, September 22, 2003 
<http://www.johnpilger.com/page.asp?partid=229>

12  Taken from the Federation of American Scientists site www.fas.org <http://www.fas.org/irp/news/2003/06/dod060703.html>
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the fighting “heroes in Iraq”. This view is what I refer to as heroes, right or wrong. My response 
to this is that in wars of aggression there are no heroes, only those who go along with it and those 
who don’t and the main thing separating the two is the open conscience on the part of the latter. 
There  are  of  course  many  troops,  who  oppose  wars  of  aggression  but  still  go  along  with 
deployment  because  they and their  families  would  not  be able  to  bare  the  consequences  of 
objection or dissent. They are to be listed in the latter  category also because they keep their 
conscience alive. Others discover they are part of an unjust war (like numerous veterans of the 
Vietnam  and  Iraq  war)  and  have  a  change  of  view/heart  that  must  be  acknowledged  and 
supported.  Many will  find this to be too bitter  to swallow. Would they only to replace their 
bitterness with truth, it would reveal to them the reality of the war and they would be closer to 
doing their  duty as citizens  or  at  least  know their  government  got  away with mass  murder, 
literally. 

Needless to say I don’t follow mantras like “support the troops” or “America: love it or leave 
it” that do nothing to explain what exactly one is actually supposed to be supporting or loving. 
The former mantra is used to denounce critics of the Iraq war as if criticizing a war of aggression 
is  equal  to  betraying  the  troops.  Not  withstanding  the reality  that  betraying  the troops  is  to 
actually involve them in a war of choice which has murdered hundreds of thousands of Iraqis and 
led to the deaths of thousands of U.S. troops, the mantra also calls upon people to sacrifice their 
intelligence to emotional support that in the end really betrays the troops, since it asks us not to 
question “the mission”, which it is the duty of every citizen to do. I do not support the troops in 
their “Operation Iraqi Freedom” because it is an imperial operation that violates the human rights 
of others, regardless of what name it goes by. I would have no trouble supporting the troops if 
the U.S. was actually attacked or invaded by a hostile nation but this is not the case. As for the 
latter mantra, “America: love it or leave it”, it is often used as a response to people who question 
and criticize U.S. foreign policy, especially concerning the “war on terrorism” in relation to the 
war  on  Iraq.  Under  this  logic,  to  be  a  good  citizen  is  to  be  passive  to  the  affairs  of  the 
government, just the way dictators would want it. What the mantra users may not perceive is that 
criticizing U.S. foreign policy is a civic duty and has nothing to do with hating America. The 
same is true when people criticize our leaders who fashion our policies, domestic and foreign. 
Perhaps this is why President Theodore Roosevelt is quoted as saying: “To announce that there 
should be no criticism of the president, or that we are to stand by the president, right or wrong, it 
is not only unpatriotic and servile, but is morally treasonable to the American people.”13  

Criticism should also extend to the armed forces, as an examination of countless wars and 
conflicts in human history reveal the necessity of criticism in this area. When people sign up to 
be  a  part  of  the  military  environment,  they  are  expected  to  commit  themselves  to  that 
environment. However, equally (if not more) important is that no one should expect them to give 
up the conscientious sense which made them join in the first place. The same measure of thought 
which enables someone to make a choice to offer his/her life to defend their  community by 
joining the armed forces should also be acknowledged when they rightfully condemn those in 
power who wish to exploit  them and the contract  they signed. When they join to protect the 
community from danger it is applauded, yet when they object to being exploited by their own 
leaders they are shunned. There is the popular belief that the troops are beyond our criticism and 
so we should just “support the troops” as explained above. But for some reason this “support” 

13  Quoted from: <http://www.republicansforhumility.com/wisdom.html> 
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diminishes when troops begin to reveal war crimes of various sorts, as many Iraq war veterans 
did in Washington D.C. in March of 2008. If it has become clear that the war on Iraq was based 
on cooked intelligence and that U.S. troops are there in an effort to “civilize” the area (white 
man’s burden style) then who can be as so indifferent to troops who say “I can’t go along with 
this!”?  In  fact,  a  number  of  high  ranking  military  officers  have  spoken  out  against  certain 
policies of the Bush administration.  Among them are Maj. Gen. Paul Eaton,  Maj. Gen. John 
Batiste (who turned down his promotion because he didn’t want to work under Sec. of Defense 
Donald Rumsfeld), and Maj. Gen. Charles Swannack.  Marine Lt. Gen. Greg Newbold (former 
top Pentagon operations officer) retired in opposition to the war before it began.14 Nevertheless, 
we  still  hear  this  General  and  that  General  in  the  U.S.  armed  forces  justifying  the  war  of 
aggression only to retire and speak out not against the war itself, but how it was handled. (Lt. 
General William Odom is the sole exception thus far).15 Four years after the war began former 
top commander Lt. Gen. Ricardo S. Sanchez called the war “a nightmare with no end in sight” 
for  America.  Blame  fell  on  the  Bush  Administration  for  a  “catastrophically  flawed, 
unrealistically  optimistic  war  plan.”  Criticizing  the  civilian  leadership  within  the  country he 
stated, “There has been a glaring and unfortunate display of incompetent strategic leadership 
within our national leaders” and that they have been “derelict in their duties” and have “lust for 
power.” Yet, when asked why he had waited so long to speak out he hid behind a reason that is 
truly disgraceful. Active duty personnel are not to question lawful orders from the civilians in 
authority.16 Of course they aren’t,  but what was so lawful about a war of aggression? Every 
commander knew it was a war of aggression when the WMD claims were found to be deliberate 
lies  in  the  service  of  raw power.  Why not  admit  the  most  obvious  fact  that  has  led  to  the 
“nightmare” he calls Iraq? Alas, how credible is Gen. Sanchez when it was he who authorized 
the torture that took place in Abu Ghraib?17 These are military leaders with no honor because 
they are complicit in war crimes. Honor doesn’t apply to those who go along with or initiate 
human rights violations under the guise of “doing our duty” and “obeying our orders”. Compare 
Gen. Sanchez with former Marine Cpl. Matt Howard: 

In 2003 I illegally invaded the sovereign nation of Iraq with 1st Tank battalion 
1st Marine  Division.  My  commander  in  chief  unleashed  the  world’s  fiercest 
fighting force upon the country and people of Iraq, and now those of us used and 
betrayed by him are demanding justice. Four and a half years after our opening 
“shock and awe” Bush’s lies are known throughout the world, and yet he continues 
to act with impunity. Four and half years later the Bush regime has unleashed a 
hell  upon  the  country  of  Iraq  that  only  those  who  have  been  there  can  truly 
understand. 

As  a  two-tour  veteran  of  this  brutal  war,  I  have  a  responsibility  to  speak 
honestly and openly about what has been done and what continues to be done in 
our name. We veterans know that this war is not the one being sanitized on the 
nightly news. It has nothing to do with the liberation of the people of Iraq; instead 

14  Mark Follman, More top brass blast Rumsfeld, www.salon.com, April 25, 2006 
<http://www.salon.com/news/feature/2006/04/25/rumsfeld/index.htm >
15  He continues to speak out against the invasion itself and discusses the role of the U.S. in the Middle East more honestly than 

many of his military colleagues. See: William Odom, Victory Is Not An Option, www.Washingtonpost.com, February 11, 2007 
and Lt. William E. Odom, Strategic Errors of Monumental Proportions, www.antiwar.com, January 26, 2007

16  David S. Cloud, Ex-Commander Says Iraq Effort is “a Nightmare”, www.nytimes.com, October 13, 2007
17  See the Sanchez memos on the ACLU website <http://www.aclu.org/safefree/general/17562prs20050329.html>
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it has everything to do with the subjugation and domination of these people in the 
name of U.S. imperial economic and strategic interests. We did not go to war with 
the country of Iraq, we went to war with the people of Iraq. During the initial 
invasion we killed women. We killed children. We senselessly killed farm animals. 
We were the United States Marine Corps, not the Peace Corps, and we left a swath 
of death and destruction in our wake all the way to Baghdad.

Let me say again so that there is no misunderstanding. I stand here today as a 
former U.S. Marine saying we are killing women and children in Iraq. This is the 
true  nature  of  war.  War  lends  itself  to  atrocities.  Don’t  think  you  can  use  an 
organization designed to kill other human beings for anything humanitarian. That 
has never been our mission.18

While Gen. Sanchez’s remarks highlighted the problems of this war as flawed and overly 
optimistic  plans,  Howard,  unlike  the  former,  is  able  to  see  through  the  political/strategic 
language  of  cowardliness  to  comment  on  the  real  fundamental  problems  of  the  war  itself, 
especially concerning its affect upon millions of people devastated by the war as well as troops 
who have been betrayed by lies. Howard’s integrity and candor overcomes Sanchez’s supposed 
“criticism” of the war. 

Unless someone has fanatical loyalty to the makers of war (like Gen Mattis or Gen. Boykin 
had with the Bush Administration), the current war should reasonably provide the impetus for 
many commanders  and troops  in  the  armed  forces  to  reconsider  what  role  they  play in  the 
defense forces. Despite the gung ho attitude displayed for public relations, every open mind in 
the military must confront the dilemma the war on Iraq has presented. They belong to a nation 
that declared war on another nation over fictional WMDs and that the current mission is akin to 
the self-righteous crusades of previous empires that embarked on “civilizing” people who saw 
imperialism and colonialism for what it really is and fought back. The racist perspective of the 
civilizing mission must also be acknowledged. You have many troops and commanders who 
“understand”  the community  of  people  they think  they are  there  to  “civilize”  through racist 
perspectives, like a certain Capt. Todd Brown, who stated “You have to understand the Arab 
mind. The only thing they understand is force – force, pride and saving face.” His commander, 
Lt. Col. Nathan Sassaman stated, “With a heavy dose of fear and violence and a lot of money for 
projects, I think we can convince these people that we are here to help them”.19 These are the 
liberators of Iraq?  

When you realize you are on a team that caused devastation to millions of people over false 
reasons, that the war was never about self-defense, that the occupied are resisting ruthlessly, that 
even those who aren’t physically resisting want you to leave immediately, and that Iraq is now a 
ball of chaos with no end, know that you are on the wrong team and that your role of “civilizer” 
is as hollow as your role as defender. This situation has been problematic for many troops, some 
of whom have taken the ultimate step in removing themselves from the dilemma of being on the 
wrong side. (This, however, doesn’t mean the ruthless resistance fighters who kill thousands of 
innocent Iraqis as a matter of policy are the right side either). 

18  Matt Howard, Iraq war is a betrayal of American democracy, Rutlandherald.com, November 11, 2007
19  Taken from Ivan Eland’s, Winning Over Arabs Using Israeli Tactics, www.independant .org, December 10, 2003 

<http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=1244>
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THE WAR AGAINST THE IRAQI PEOPLE

The  talk  of  having  removed  Saddam  from  power  has  not  changed  the  dreadful  reality 
millions of Iraqis and thousands of U.S. troops are confronting on the ground nor will endless 
talk  about  bringing  democracy  to  Iraq  change  the  fact  that  U.S.  policy  towards  Iraq  under 
Clinton and both Bush’s caused the deaths of over a million people through sanctions. Nor does 
the talk of removing Saddam change the fact that since 1991 the U.S. and U.K. have been at war 
with the people of  Iraq as well  as the government,  while  hypocritically pretending to act  in 
support of the Iraqi people. In a piece by Alexander Cockburn and Jeffrey St. Clair titled The 
Thirteen Years’ War, the authors describe the destruction wrought upon the population of Iraq 
with the commencement of Gulf War One, a destruction that has sickened millions of people 
across the world, but has been ignored by most Americans.

The U.S. and its allies destroyed Iraq’s water, sewage and water-purification 
systems and its electrical grid. Nearly every bridge across the Tigris and Euphrates 
was  demolished.  They struck  twenty-eight  hospitals  and  destroyed  thirty-eight 
schools. They hit all eight of Iraq’s large hydropower dams. They attacked grain 
storage silos and irrigation systems.

Farmlands  near  Basra  were  inundated  with  saltwater  as  a  result  of  allied 
attacks. More than 95 per cent of Iraq’s poultry farms were destroyed, as were 3.3 
million sheep and more than 2 million cows. The U.S. and its allies bombed textile 
plants, cement factories and oil refineries, pipelines and storage facilities, all of 
which contributed to an environmental  and ecological nightmare that continued 
nearly unabated over twelve years.20 

The nightmare for the Iraqi people did not end with the “victory” of the U.S. and its allies, 
but continued as sanctions prevented the rebuilding of the civilian infrastructure causing further 
strangulation of the health and social services. “Indeed the sanctions policy was always marked 
by acts of captious cruelty. Since 1991, the U.S. and Britain slapped their veto on requests by 
Iraq for infant food, ping-pong balls, NCR computers for children’s hospitals for blood analysis, 
heaters, insecticide, syringes, bicycles, nail polish and lipstick, tennis balls, children’s clothes, 
pencil sharpeners and school notebooks, cotton balls and swabs, hospital and ambulance radios 
and  pagers,  and  shroud  material”.21 The  sanctions  not  only  caused  the  strangulation  of 
development and basic services but inevitably lead to the deaths of up to a million Iraqis, mostly 
children. “After five years of sanctions Iraq was in desperate straits. The hospitals filled with 
dying children, while medicines necessary to save them were banned by the U.S. officials in 
New York supervising the operations of the Sanctions Committee. Half a million children had 
died in the time span… By 1996 the death count was running at 5,000 children a month, to which 
Madeleine Albright made the infamous comment ‘we think the price is worth it’.”22 

During  the  sanctions  Iraq  was  bombed  periodically,  month  after  month,  killing  mostly 
civilians.  As the Iraqi people were struggling to survive,  they once again had to endure the 

20  Alexander Cockburn and Jeffrey St. Clair, The Thirteen Years’ War, in Neo-Conned Again: Hypocrisy, Lawlessness, and the 
Rape of Iraq, edited by D. L. O’Huallachain and J. Forrest Sharpe, Light in the Darkness Publications, Virginia, 2007, p. 3

21  Ibid, p. 5
22  Ibid, p. 6
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destruction of their country as “shock and awe” was proudly implemented culminating in the 
deceptively  named “Operation  Iraqi  Freedom”.  Millions  have asked why freedom resembles 
destruction of a nation that was previously destroyed over a decade ago, and though responses of 
those defending U.S. actions has varied from the nonsensical to the outright hypocritical, no one 
with an atoms weight of intelligence can deny that this long war beginning in 1991 has been a 
war  on  the  Iraqi  people,  and  not  only  Saddam.  Today  there  are  many  ways  in  which  the 
American people are made to forget the death and destruction the U.S. government has brought 
to Iraq, but as we may forget, the victims never forget. Iraqis will never forget. The Muslim 
world will never forget. And we would do good to remember. 

A MUSLIM PERSPECTIVE

Now, I must address those who view my identity and actions from a negative perspective, for 
they have every right to know why I did what I did. It is quite natural for anyone highly trustful 
of the official government explanations of what the Iraq war is really about to find fault in me for 
dissenting. But it is my right to expose flaws embedded within much of their criticism and the 
criticism I have received from a few members of the armed forces as well as those who find it 
their duty to expose my “treason”. This book then is not only about what made me dissent but 
why it is fully justified to do so, morally and legally, whether one is religious, non-religious, part 
of the military, or a civilian. That is, if the reasons are legitimate ones. Whether I had legitimate 
reasons for speaking out against the war, as a member of the armed forces, is a matter the reader 
can judge for him/herself. I contend here that I did have legitimate reasons and aim to show this 
through the unique set of circumstances I found myself a part of and from my experiences as a 
Muslim, an American, and a former Marine/Army National Guardsman. The way I have chosen 
to write about my dissension is through answering a series of important questions asked of me by 
people of various backgrounds and political temperaments. 

I must also bring up something that the reader will find throughout this book: my inclusion of 
Islam,  its  influence  on me,  and its  role  in  relation  to  current  realities  (such  as  the  “war  on 
terror”). Again, my detractors may attempt to fault me for being a Muslim rather than appreciate 
the arguments I put forth for their consideration. On the other hand, it is the right of anyone 
suspicious of Islam and Muslims to know exactly what I mean when I say the words  Islam or 
Muslim. What does Islam mean to me? Do I interpret it in the same ways Muslim extremists do? 
Where do my loyalties lie? What kind of Muslim am I? These are relevant concerns, more so 
today in the “post-911 age” than any previous time. The diverse anti-war movement, if people 
are serious about being anti-war, first must confront the demonization and dehumanization of 
Islam and Muslims in order to counter the fear that often justifies war and war-mongering on 
Muslim countries. Otherwise any anti-war strategy is flawed in the sense that it ignores a large 
group within the human family that is much a part of the Western past, present and future. In the 
preface  of  his  book,  The Heart  of  Islam:  Enduring  Values  for  Humanity,  professor  Seyyed 
Hossein  Nasr  writes  that,  “The  world  is  thirsty  for  information  about  Islam,  especially  in 
America, yet this thirst has generally not been quenched with healthy water. In fact, a torrent of 
‘knowledge’ has flooded the media from books to journals, radio, and television, much of which 
is based on ignorance, misinformation, and even disinformation. Not only has this torrent failed 
the cause of understanding, it has too frequently rendered the greatest disservice to the Western 
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public in order to further particular ideological and political goals.”23 Many non Muslim scholars 
of Islam and Muslim history have also revealed similar views.24 Since the average American 
lacks basic knowledge about Islam and the history (as well as the current realities) of the Muslim 
world,  I  will  use  this  info-gap  as  an  opportunity  to  provide  the  reader  bits  and  pieces  of 
knowledge that, I hope, will serve to humanize Muslims as well as demystify Islam and bring it 
into the realm of sober examination. This in no way means that the reader will find views that 
pander to alarmists who seem to say much but think little. 

COUNTERING HATE, SIMPLICITY, AND FEAR

There are far too many voices in the West, especially audible from the “city upon the hill” 
within  America  which  consciously  elevate  the  voices  of  Muslim extremists  (giving  passive 
notice to the many more non-extremist Muslim voices or none at all) in order to advance some 
cultural,  religious,  or political  point.  By doing so, and on a consecutive basis, one can only 
wonder what type of fascination these self-styled “warners” of Western civilization have with 
Muslim extremism; since from their commentaries this seems to be the only extremism they have 
allowed themselves to see. Reality paints an obviously more complex picture where “heroes” and 
“villains”  alike  seem to  resort  to  terrorism,  torture,  and  oppression  with  the  self-promoting 
excuse that their enemies are far worse than they are and that they themselves are only doing 
these things as a last resort or as an absolute necessity. Such reality reveals the quite pathetic 
nature of these alarmist commentaries and also reveals to what level ordinary Americans have let 
themselves be mislead by hate, simplicity and fear. This book aims to counter hate, simplicity 
and fear. Anyone can appeal to the minds of the masses with simplistic statements or messages 
designed to create sympathy for views that would perhaps collapse if confronted by rational 
analysis. But this is precisely what pro-war ideologues in the U.S. press and government do; 
avoid rational analysis and then accuse opponents of using “sophisticated” arguments that betray 
the mission of the troops. There is nothing sophisticated about opposing the war on Iraq and 
opposing the misuse of troops. 

To  some  this  book  will  appear  unfairly  critical  and  confrontational  towards  those  who 
generally consider themselves wholesome patriotic Americans. Whether people realize it or not, 
the focus of this book is primarily on how U.S. foreign policy assumes a dominance complex 
towards the rest of the world, especially the Muslim Middle East. This complex comes with a 
plethora of information based not only upon myths, stereotypes, and misconceptions stemming 
from centuries past, but also on the view that the U.S. is a beacon of light in an otherwise not so 
bright world. Whereas the former plays a role in demonizing the Other, the latter passionately 
and blindly promotes the Self. The problem here is not that Americans are unique in their views 
of the Other and the Self, but that reality introduces a whole sea of issues that contradict the role 
of American benevolence in the world and a whole sea of issues that contradict the American 
self-perception of being the light of human civilization. Yet solid evidence of the contradictions 
is  systematically  ignored  (from the  common  people  to  the  information  experts)  for  various 
reasons, leading to fictional views of the Other and the Self. Wholesome patriotic Americans are 
most open to promoting the fictional views, and when confronted with evidence that refutes their 

23  Seyyed Hossein Nasr, The Heart of Islam: Enduring Values for Humanity, HarperSanFrancisco, 2004, 
24  Like Annemarie Schimmel, Carl Ernst, John Renard, Karen Armstrong, John Esposito, Yvonne Haddad, Michael Sells, and 

Juan Cole to name a few.
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views, resort to an even stronger sense of duty to “shield America” from criticism. At the same 
time, they envelope themselves in an aura of morality meant to justify their stances.

An honest  person can  clearly  observe how twisted it  is  to  think  in  such ways  and how 
despicable it is to hide behind morality to advance or strengthen them. Importantly, this is not 
just about fictional and dangerous views about the Other and the Self, but also about how these 
views play a role in forming actual policy towards the Other. In other words, U.S. foreign policy 
(economic, political, and military) has often been based upon myths, stereotypes, and falsehoods 
about the Other (just ask the Native Americans for proof), and this doesn’t seem to bother many 
Americans in general and the wholesome patriotic Americans in particular. Millions of people 
world-wide are under the American hammer, made to taste economic and political oppression 
only to be ignored or made useful through the lingo of humanitarianism for purposes that later 
turn out to be un-humanitarian. Yet these particular patriots and their leaders feel totally justified 
in ignoring the wrongs perpetrated by the U.S. government or make excuses and then cry “anti-
Americanism” as a defense. 

The term “Anti-Americanism” is dubious. The works of many honest critics of the “war on 
terrorism” and the war on Iraq have been labeled with it. The people who use this term do so in 
order to stifle responsible debate. When people like me criticize the “war on terrorism” or the 
war on Iraq, we are focusing on foreign policy matters and not “Americanism” – whatever that 
means. We are not against “America” – an abstract term – but are against certain policies and the 
rationale  behind those policies.  This ought  to  be clear  in  a  democracy where education  and 
debate are supposedly perceived as indispensible to the intellectual climate, but sadly, this is far 
from the case. 

Throughout the years I have compiled this book, I have come to learn a number of very 
upsetting  facts  about  how U.S.  foreign  policy  operates  in  many  parts  of  the  world.  I  have 
explained many of them in this book in the following chapters. However, there is one upsetting 
fact that is appropriate to mention in this introduction and that is what professor Noam Chomsky 
calls the “contempt for elementary moral truisms” like “the principle of universality: we should 
apply to ourselves the same standards we apply to others”.25 I mention it here because in each 
chapter of this book I bring up actions undertaken by many of our leaders past and present that 
highlight  how “we” develop moral  and legal  standards for everyone to  follow, but our own 
representatives  and leaders violate  those standards at  will,  thus making “us” hypocrites.  The 
upsetting part is not only that people in positions of power are violating the human rights of 
others,  but  that  much  of  the  American  population  (including  the  educated  professors, 
religious/community  leaders,  and  the  members  of  the  popular  media)  are  not  apt  to  even 
acknowledge this as a problem, as they focus much of their attention to being loyal subjects of 
the American empire. 

My approach here is to uncover the immoral and illegal aspects of the American Other/Self 
perspective by bringing out exactly what these people ignore. I do this to be neither unfairly 
critical nor confrontational, but to highlight why I said no to the war on Iraq and why it is crucial 

25  Noam Chomsky, Simple Truths, Hard Problems: Some Thoughts on Terror, Justice, and Self-Defense, taken from D. L. 
O’Huallachain and J. Forrest Sharpe’s edited Neo-Conned Again: Hypocrisy, Lawlessness, and the Rape of Iraq, Light in the 
Darkness Publications, Virginia, 2007
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for Americans to re-evaluate the type of information they base their views on concerning the 
Muslim Other. I acknowledge fully that the position of arguing against the war from a Muslim 
perspective is like sailing against the ferocious current of patriotic anger. Pro-war crowds have 
shown an incredible talent for ignorance and hatred. They must be challenged in a creative way 
that  exposes the dangerous assumptions  they have about these issues and then debunk them 
competently. The anti-war crowd has its own assumptions on the issues which equally need to be 
exposed.  Among the anti-war crowd are  political  leaders  and their  supporters  whose highest 
loyalty  is  their  party  agenda,  people  who  oppose  the  war  because  they  consider  it  to  be 
mishandled, and people who consider it to be wrong but approach the issue which neglects the 
perspectives of Muslims. To me these aren’t genuine reasons to be anti the war on Iraq because 
they lower the importance of humanity and appeal to patriotism, nationalism, party politics, and 
ideologies of cultural superiority. They also ignore partially or wholly the Muslim perspectives 
out there coming from Iraq and other parts of the Muslim world, thereby silencing those who are 
most brutally affected by U.S. foreign policy.  The true anti-war position is one which places 
humanity as its central concern and transcends the politics of nationalism. If this makes me less 
of an American (or not at all to some people) then so be it, so as long as I remain human, the rest 
I can do without. 
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QUESTION 1
WHY DID YOU JOIN THE MILITARY?

There are only two reasons why you should ever be asked to give your youngsters. 
One is defense of our homes. The other is the defense of our Bill of Rights 

and particularly the right to worship God as we see fit. 
Every other reason advanced for the murder of young men is a racket, pure and simple.

Brig. Gen. Smedley D. Butler, USMC

The dangerous patriot...drifts into chauvinism 
and exhibits blind enthusiasm for military actions

Col. James A. Donovan, USMC

INTENTIONS

In  addition  to  answering  why  I  joined  the  military,  I  will  reveal  my 
experiences in the Marines and Army National Guard because they are 
relevant to the subject of this book. The type of people who often asked 
me why I  joined the  military  and then  ended up objecting  to  military 
conflict asked this question in order to silence me because they assumed 
that I would be ashamed of myself because I don’t think like they do. In 
actuality, shame is for those who asked this question of me and others but 
fail to question their own government when it becomes apparent that they 
were deceived into supporting a war of aggression. Far too many people 
assume I  and objectors  like me will  fall  prey to the twisted logic  that 
Americans  should  support  their  country  “right  or  wrong”.  Those  who 

repeat this slogan of modern day patriofanaticism have no right to fault objectors opposing the 
war on Iraq, especially now when there is far too much evidence it was undertaken for reasons 
other than defending the country. This alone should exonerate all in the armed forces who wish 
to  opt  out  of  the  war.  Let  those  who  don’t  care  they  were  deceived  continue  to  fight  it 
themselves. 

I joined the Marine Corps in the summer of 1995 for the same reasons that many of 
today’s  military  personnel  join  the  armed  forces  (though many may not  admit  it):  financial 
support and stability and the means to escape poverty. I took advantage of an opportunity for the 
benefit  of  myself,  my family,  and my society.  My  intention for  joining the military  was to 
advance myself in ways which would decrease my current and future economic burdens. This 
had a direct relationship with my goal to pursue a proper education. I aspired to serve to make 
myself better for my family and my community by using the financial aid I receive for college. 
When I couldn’t pay for college only after one year of attendance it became apparent that I had 
to make a radical change. The change had to include income for my family as well as income to 
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pay for my tuition. The military wasn’t the first option but it became the only realistic one at the 
time. It sounded promising after meeting a recruiter who ensured me that it would get me what I 
wanted. He was right. It got me sufficient money for college, but I would have to wait until I got 
discharged from active duty service (four years later) to register full-time again. Being under the 
perception that it was the best deal, I signed what’s called an “open contract” which meant that 
the military would pick my MOS (Military Occupational Specialty) if and after I graduated boot 
camp. Then I would receive the Marine Corps College Fund that sounded a little better than what 
I’d get if I chose an MOS myself. My contract was a total of eight years of service. The first four 
would be active duty followed by four years of inactive duty. 

It is easy to assume from the above that I and others like me join the military without concern 
for the security of this nation. The truth is national security means as much to me as it does to 
any American for the simple reason that I live here and I know millions of other good people live 
here  also.  Nonetheless  I  willfully  discern  the  difference  between  serving  the  country  as  a 
protector  against foreign aggression and serving the country as a part  of  aggressing against  
foreigners.  Not  many  consider  the  difference  between  these  two.  Youngsters  who  join  the 
military seem so oblivious to the reality of our foreign policy that their minds become almost 
completely shaped by whatever the recruiters, drill instructors and then later, commanders and 
Non-Commissioned Officers (NCOs) tell them. Ignoring the facts and complex circumstances of 
our growing military-industrial complex,  our global police-force mentality,  and imperial  geo-
political  strategies,  military  officials  themselves  are  concerned  only  with  the  mechanics  of 
military sustainment while ignoring the moral implications of the above issues. This approach to 
their lifestyle is then embedded in the new comers, who become part of the great family of armed 
service members, for whom the attitude “my country: right or wrong” is totally and rationally 
justified. 

Little did I know that by joining the military for such reasons as financial and academic ones, 
I was one of the countless people who make up what some veterans refer to as the “poverty 
draft.”26 In boot camp, however, one of my drill instructors scoffed at the very thought that I had 
joined the Marine Corps for educational purposes. From the outside, it seems like an appropriate 
reaction. A person who joins the inventory of killing machines for reasons like education seems 
to do so with little regard for serving honorably for the sake of the country. But this is a valid 
viewpoint in so far as a person sees the issue in a personally confined form. Those who are 
compelled to ponder the matter deeper realize that serving one’s country honorably cannot be 
confined to the desire of joining an inventory of killing machines for its own sake. Every time 
military  personnel  like  me  kept  up  with  the  various  standards  and  displayed  good  conduct 
throughout our enlistment we were fulfilling our contract as much as those who joined solely to 
be part of the defense forces. Many commanders, drill instructors, and troops who share a similar 
mentality as my DI must ask why it is acceptable that the Pentagon spends so many millions of 
dollars trying to sell financial and education benefits to poor people but unacceptable for people, 
especially the poor, to sign their contracts with financial and academic reasons in mind. If people 
are shocked that young boys and girls (some of whom don’t even have the right to vote) could be 
so disingenuous as to join the ranks of “heroes” for reasons other than the cliché of “defending 
our freedoms, beliefs, and way of life”, then should it not be even more shocking that our very 
own government has no quarrels in spending considerable amounts of money and hours trying to 

26  <http://www.afsc.org/youthmil/Military-Recruitment/poverty-draft.htm>
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convince people to join for the very reasons that made my DI scoff? Now the military strategy to 
appeal to the youth includes attracting them through video games.27 The underlying dilemma 
here is: why recruit youth with such tactics instead of telling them the truth about serving and 
warfare? What military personnel and many civilians who criticize objectors don’t think of is 
that national defense is only one beneficial aspect of a society. There are multiple ways in which 
people can serve and benefit their societies and I had chosen education over military, though it 
involved the military.  

IN THE MARINE CORPS

Boot camp for me was on Parris Island, South Carolina. This is a place where the DI’s and 
sand fleas compete against each other to forge your discipline. Boot camp in general (especially 
in the Corps), is meant to strip away (or break down) the civilian persona so that a military 
persona  can  take  its  place.  Being  mostly  a  psychological  transformation  (conditioning)  its 
purpose is to assimilate the recruit into the military world and thus sustain the armed forces for 
the coming generations. This process does not lack the adoption of various assumptions that are 
drilled into the mind intentionally and otherwise which influence the person the rest of his or her 
military life. Some of the assumptions being: the armed forces are always a tool of good and 
justice; orders from superiors should always be followed unconditionally; and “we” sacrifice our 
lives  to  keep  America  free.28 The  ego  plays  a  dramatic  role  in  these  beliefs.  The  new self 
consciousness provided by boot camp conditioning and sustained thereafter gives some people 
(via the ego) a superiority complex that is often unable to distinguish truth from self-righteous 
ideology. It is certainly true that many people are brainwashed into the military culture of life 
and death as opposed to the people who understand military lifestyle to be a part of their lives, 
but in no way a part that dictates their mentality on life itself. 

After  boot camp came Marine Combat  Training (or MCT) in Camp Geiger,  NC. Unlike 
Parris Island’s DI’s and sand fleas, here is where you were given freedom to show your true 
colors. A few weeks in I began to realize the discrepancies between the principles/virtues being 
taught and the reality I experienced here and other places. Indoctrination (boot camp) results in 
the construction of a persona based on perceptions that express the Marine Corps lifestyle as 
unquestionably honorable. Experience from within the Corps, however, is not this simple. After 
all, Marines like everyone else are human. On the very first day I was assigned to a platoon we 
were briefed by a Sergeant who alerted us that much of what we learned in boot camp about 
Marines  being  brothers  of  one  another  was  not  entirely  true  in  practice  and  that  in  MCT 
especially, we would see how Marines steal from each other constantly. So make sure you keep 
your stuff locked up at all times. He was right, but not only was there a high level of theft, there 
was  a  disturbing  level  of  racism between  whites  and blacks  (or  light  green  and dark  green 
Marines as we put it), constant arguments and fighting over frivolous things (which reminded me 
of high school), problematic relationships  between male and female Marines, and power trip 

27  Jose White, It’s a Video Game, and an Army Recruiter, Washington Post, May 27, 2005, A25
28   One can perhaps argue that WW2 was fought to protect freedom but since then and despite of it the military has not been a 

tool for protecting freedom for Americans or anyone else including Latin Americans, East Asians, or many in the Muslim 
world. The freedoms cherished in America have come about through civil struggles of the people who are the actual protectors 
of those freedoms. Perspectives on WW2 should, however, include Michael Zezima’s Saving Private Power (Soft Skull Press, 
2000).
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struggles between Marines of different military occupational specialties (MOS’s). I bring these 
problems up to stress the difference between illusionary reality (reality that which the public and 
new members  of  the  military  may  understand  as  reality)  and  actual  reality (which  is  what 
actually happens or is happening). The difference between these two realities, of one which is 
false, can explain many things about military culture in relation to how members of the military 
view their role in the empire we call the United States of America.  

After passing MCT, we learned our assigned MOS from a Sergeant who read off a list. My 
MOS was 3043, Supply Administration. I wondered for days what that would be like. I received 
a few days leave and returned to Camp Johnson (also in NC) for Supply School. It was here that 
I  started  to  be  confronted  about  being  a  Muslim.  Young Marines  lacked  the  knowledge  to 
counter  the  varying  stereotypes  about  Islam  and  so  accepted  the  general  attitude  of  their 
surroundings. An ignorant remark here or there was sufficient to remind me that I wasn’t as 
equal as I was supposed to be. Little did I know that this was a sign of the times to come. 

After Supply School and well into being stationed on Parris Island, SC, (this time as my 
permanent duty station) I noticed that too many Marines I came across were involved in exactly 
the things that negated their perceived “hero” status: sexism, racism, and other negative “isms” 
that disrupted discipline within the ranks. Others spent much of their time off getting drunk and 
rarely concerning themselves with the “core values” they were taught to develop. Here again is 
where I witnessed the two realities mentioned earlier clashing with one another. This type of 
activity was a warning to me to watch what I say and do. My experience months before had 
taught me to gradually let down my guard after I had come to know Marines around me would 
not shove their lifestyle on me, so in time I tended to gravitate towards Marines who I perceived 
to be less threatening about my background. I remember during my first week back on Parris 
Island since boot camp, one of my Staff Non-Commissioned Officers (SNCO) filled me in on 
how she needed Marines in her staff that didn’t “revolve around the weekends” when we were 
off from work. What she wanted was Marines who dedicated themselves to the work week in 
both their physical duties and occupational ones, and earned their time off. A few months later, 
she and a number of other SNCO’s realized that because I didn’t drink or go to clubs, I tended to 
keep out of the usual troubles young Marines so often found themselves in. In reciprocation, they 
supported  me  phenomenally  when  I  needed  it  both  at  work  and  during  my  personal  time, 
especially when it came to accommodating my religious beliefs and practices. Unfortunately, 
other Muslim Marines, Sailors, and Soldiers I knew didn’t receive the same treatment and we 
would spend our time off expressing the discrimination they all faced.   

Another realization I had was that only a few Marines ever talked about the importance of 
“defending” the very values civilians perceive youngsters had in mind when they joined. When 
Marines did talk about such things they repeated clichés about America “defending freedom and 
democracy around the world”. Never did the complexity of an issue seem a problem for them, 
hence the need for clichés.  Yet, I knew enough Marines who struggled to discipline themselves 
and live up to the ideals that we were taught, to know that there were some who actually earned 
their  honor.  Knowing  them was  a  pleasure,  but  it  didn’t  change  the  fact  that  indoctrinated 
perceptions  usually eclipsed  reality.  Living as a Marine and noticing  these things  constantly 
opened up for me new awareness’s about life in the military. Contrary to the simplistic picture of 
military life painted by recruiters and recruitment literature and advertisements, the more time 
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you spent in the military, the more you realized how each person was part of a vastly complex 
system of life that few ever ventured to explore for its own sake. Unlike civilian life, where you 
will  meet  many  people  unrelated  to  your  daily  life  and  goals,  the  military  was  fascinating 
because almost everyone you met had some type of connection with your daily life and activities. 
I  worked as a supply administrator  keeping records of uniforms issued to recruits  and other 
military supplies around the base. My activity had a close connection to the mission of drill 
instructors training their never ending supply of recruits, which itself was the purpose of many 
other activities on the island. My fascination about how everything was interconnected grew as I 
spent much of my time off in the library reading about Marine Corps history. Here is where I 
learned one of the many valuable lessons about being a part of the U.S. military. There are two 
histories to speak of where military involvement around the world is concerned. One is made up 
of the simplistic narratives we learn rather hastily in boot camp in order to pass an exam, which 
included heroic tales of good versus evil. The Marines are super tough, all our enemies fear “us”, 
“we” are the best of the best, don’t get in “our” way, in the end “we” establish the peace, fight 
for justice, are the sole guardians of American freedoms, and most importantly,  “we” always 
win. The other history is the one described by historians, where the facts play a greater role in the 
narrative and things are so complex that it changes your entire attitude of how you see yourself 
as  a  part  of  the  armed  forces.  This  history  not  only  recounts  the  bravery  and  sacrifices  of 
American troops in different battles, but also shows how the military is often used to protect 
American interests abroad that often results in the massacre and oppression of people in other 
societies. Especially interesting to young Marines may be General Smedley Butler’s  War is a  
Racket and Colonel James A. Donovan’s Militarism, USA.

Despite the availability of historical information, I found officers as well as enlisted Marines 
unconcerned  about  the  assumptions  that  were  recycled  year  after  year  about  Marine  Corps 
history  and  involvement  all  over  the  world,  from South  America  to  China.  Perhaps  out  of 
alienation and dissatisfaction with this, it occurred to me that with very few exceptions, Marines 
never concerned themselves with the outside forces that shaped and influenced the Marine Corps 
or  the  armed  forces.  They  only  concerned  themselves  with  what  they  found  within  the 
framework of Marine Corps ideology. But, should it have concerned me to examine what type of 
political ideology or foreign policy the military was being used to further? Is it my business to 
know the basic details of why we enter the conflicts we do? Should I not also be aware of my 
own  rights  concerning  the  Nuremberg  principles  or  the  Geneva  Conventions  or  other 
international laws that America has signed? I maintain that it is my right to know such things. 
My reasoning is that if I sign a contract to “protect the Constitution of the United States”, it 
follows that I have to know what the Constitution is about and how it is used to justify military 
action domestically  and abroad.  That  I  must  know what  it  is  I  have signed to  protect  is  no 
question in my mind, but by familiarizing myself with the Constitution, I am also proposing that 
members  of  the  armed  forces  also have  a  right to  know  whether  the  conflicts  they  may 
potentially be a part of are supported by the Constitution or violate it. This type of education 
would not only be enlightening, but also necessary. Kevin Tillman, brother of Pat Tillman who 
gave up his dream to defend the country, explained in an essay how he had a conversation with 
his brother when they both joined the Army in 2002: “He spoke about the risks with signing the 
papers.  How once we committed,  we were at the mercy of the American leadership and the 
American people.  How we could be thrown in a direction not of our volition.  How fighting as a 
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soldier would leave us without a voice… until we got out.”29 Kevin continued to write that the 
war on Iraq was deceptive and illegal and his short but profound essay is one of many examples 
of how members of the armed forces are victims of bad government political and military policy.

Typically it is the role of our politicians to determine these things. After all, it is Congress 
who gives the President the right to declare war. However, taking into light how many times 
presidents  have  initiated  military  violence  around  the  world  without  the  authorization  of 
Congress, or how often politicians themselves sacrifice their honor and integrity and go along 
with things that clearly place troops in harms way for ideological purposes, it behooves military 
personnel to watch their backs by educating themselves about how politicians often manipulate 
the armed forces into doing things that violate the Constitution or laws this nation has signed to 
“keep the peace”. If the Constitution is important enough to defend with the lives of our youth, 
then it should be paramount that we ensure members of the armed forces are not sent on another 
Vietnam  or  take  part  in  what  General  Smedley  Butler  called  “a  racket”.  These  points  are 
precisely the ones that need addressing, but they are dismissed as unrealistic and immature, thus 
reflecting the pathetic actualities of how contradictory our rationale is concerning the role of the 
military in relation to Constitutional law as well as international law. 

I wish to illustrate some examples that support my argument above by taking the reader on a 
tour of some of the views Marines and others have of Muslims and Islam. I do this to set the 
stage for my main point, that Marines and other personnel of the armed forces must take into 
consideration the forces beyond their branch of service that ultimately influence their lives in 
countless ways. I also wish to recount another valuable lesson I learned being part of the U.S. 
military,  and that is that contrary to what the rumor is, Muslims are often not afforded equal 
treatment by their peers or their superiors. This is less true for Muslims who distance themselves 
from their  religion  and  most  certainly  true  for  those  Muslims  that  choose  to  practice  their 
religion as best as they can. This subject irritates some people because they see things through a 
distorted lens that portrays Muslims as a dangerous “Other”. My perspective is based on personal 
experience.  I  was  often  challenged  to  explain  myself  to  others  who would  combine  current 
events with popular stereotypes about Islam only for me to discover that underneath this veil of 
antagonism lay a desire to understand Islam and the Muslim world. This indicated that the real 
problem Marines had with me was based on misconceptions about Islam, and not always, nor 
mostly,  a need to be malicious.  Then there are the two polar extremes where on one side I 
experienced antagonism simply for making myself available to explain my religion to curious 
people and on the other side where Marines would stand-up for me in my absence and presence 
to challenge the antagonism. I recall one Marine I knew in particular who witnessed one of his 
coworkers throw a Qur’an in a garbage bin only to retrieve the Holy Book and explain why that 
was the wrong thing to do to such a text.  

I served most of my active duty time at the Marine Corps Recruit Depot on Parris Island, 
S.C. During that time I served in a Headquarters and Services Battalion and volunteered as a lay 
leader for Muslim recruits and military personnel on the weekends. This enabled me to fulfill my 
religious  obligation  of  attending  weekly  communal  prayers  and  also  communicate  the 
discrimination Muslim recruits faced from their drill instructors to the Command Chaplain of the 

29  Kevin Tillman, After Pat’s Birthday, www.truthdig.com, October 19, 2006. 
<http://www.truthdig.com/report/item/200601019_after_pats_birthday/>
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base. At times, the chaplains themselves were the problem. One chaplain had posted a message 
online for the benefit of the base readership which advocated a competition of wits between 
Prophet Jesus and Prophet Muhammad (peace be upon them both), where the former outwits the 
latter, proving that “Jesus saves” while Muhammad (peace be upon him) can lead to nothing but 
failure. The message was brought to my attention by a female Marine who became concerned 
that it fostered anti-Muslim sentiments. I brought this to the attention of an equal opportunity 
officer  who became  upset.  Whatever  actions  were  taken,  I  later  ran  into  this  chaplain  who 
complained that even though he acknowledged that he was wrong to post the message, I should 
have brought it  up to him instead.  Not everyone who dresses up for the sacred role has the 
humility required for the sacred role. 

On numerous occasions before and after conducting religious services for Muslim recruits, 
they would tell me that their drill instructors would object to them attending and some would 
even obstruct them from coming through intimidation and other means. I remember one female 
Muslim recruit in particular who complained that her drill instructor advised her not to go to the 
services of a religion she felt oppressed women. Other drill instructors mentioned terrorism. The 
discrimination  recruits  from  various  platoons  and  battalions  faced  on  a  consistent  basis 
throughout much of my time on Parris Island was the second indication that Marines in general 
didn’t have a good opinion about Islam and Muslims. (The first was during Supply school as 
recounted before). Other indications came from my own experiences as well as the experiences 
of most  of the Muslim Marines,  sailors,  and soldiers  I  met.  I  was once informed by a drill 
instructor that he found it useful to target Muslim recruits and get them “dropped” from training 
because they were Muslims. What was interesting about this is that he expressed it openly even 
though he knows very well that it amounted to sheer discrimination, not to mention it violated 
the law. Sometimes leaders don’t feel obligated to follow their own rules and regulations.

Occasionally the training I myself would receive reinforced certain stereotypes. For example, 
I had attended a mandatory class on anti-terrorism. In one scene of a videotape used for this class 
I had noticed that terrorists  who happened to be Muslim were shown along side pictures  of 
Muslims praying, as if this was an essential connection with terrorism. It is apparent to anyone 
who studies Islam for even a day that the five daily Islamic prayers are irrelevant to terrorism. 
But military personnel who are made to view such material will most likely accept the imaginary 
link between Islam and terrorism and this will shape their views of the average Muslim. What is 
left out of the training videos and speeches is that the main justifications for Muslim terrorism 
are undoubtedly shaped by modern political visions in the context of fighting real or perceived 
threats. Terrorism as a means to influence various political actors through violence or the threat 
of violence towards non-combatants is a relatively new phenomenon, while Islam, the religion 
has been around since the Seventh century AD.  

When a broader understanding of why Marines displayed a special enmity for Muslims was 
forming in my mind (after these and various other indications) I realized the significance this had 
to the 1983 terrorist attack on the Marine barracks in Beirut, Lebanon that killed 241 servicemen. 
Marines don’t forget such things, but I found it quite silly to hate Muslims who had nothing to do 
with it. I know the average Marine knows very little about Islam and the Muslim world. This 
works  to  their  disadvantage  concerning  the  link between  events  like  the  Marine  barracks 
bombing and a  lack of knowledge about the area it occurred in, its people, its history, and its 
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relationship  with  the  United  States  via  our  foreign  policy.  If  Marines  must  express  enmity 
towards such events, they may benefit by examining the context within which they took place. 
Unfortunately, for many these things serve no valid purpose. The only important thing is that 
“they”  attacked “us”,  and “we” will  “never forget”.  Oversimplification  once again overrules 
reality. 

I was in my third year of active duty service on Parris Island and by that time I had dealt with 
many examples of discrimination aimed at Muslims, both recruits and active duty personnel, but 
the results  were mixed and much of it  was ignored or handled with insincerity.  Active duty 
Muslim Marines and Sailors I knew each had experienced dissatisfaction with their chains of 
command to address their problems. Theoretically it’s simple. If you get discriminated against 
you simply report the discrimination via the chain of command or see a chaplain. In reality, if 
you get discriminated against, you ought to either confront your problem head-on or otherwise 
endure it. Using the chain of command option may work temporarily, but it brings with it heat 
that could last the rest of your enlistment. For some of the Muslims, the different links of the 
chain were the source of the problems. One high-ranking enlisted Marine questioned a Muslim 
who happened to be White,  why he would follow a racist  religion of Blacks (confusing the 
Nation of Islam organization then led by Louis Farrakhan with the completely different teachings 
of Islam). Another high-ranking Marine invited one of his Muslim subordinates to dine with him 
and intentionally offered him something that contained pork. When the Muslim realized this his 
host  simply  smirked  and  shrugged  it  off.  Another  Muslim  complained  his  superiors  would 
always schedule him for “important tasks” on Friday afternoons, the time he was obligated to 
come to my religious service (Friday is the Muslim day of collective prayer called Jummah). By 
law he was allowed to come, if there was no imperative need for him at his job, but all too often 
it seemed that his presence would become important just as Friday would arrive. Requesting 
ComRats (Commuted Rations) so that Muslims could follow their dietary requirements in a halal 
(lawful) way was also a source of tension. Marine commanders simply ignored requests from 
Muslims to receive ComRats while others were flatly denied. This sent a clear message that what 
was important to Muslims as regards their freedom to practice their religion was irrelevant to the 
military. The consequences of this were that some Muslims didn’t eat while others had to save 
money to purchase meals from outside the mess halls.  I was one of the rare exceptions who 
received ComRats probably because of my contacts with a Command Chaplain I met when I 
arrived to Parris Island. He was favorable to my request and understood why it was important 
that I receive it. But soon after he left and was replaced it became a source for criticism.  

During this same year the Commanding Officer of my battalion, a Colonel, gave a speech on 
international threats to national defense. Towards the end of his talk he made a few negative 
generalizations about Islam and Muslims, when referring to terrorism. He referred to the enemy 
as “Islamic fundamentalists” who are an enormous threat to the Western world but he didn’t 
explain what an “Islamic fundamentalist” is or how they are different from other Muslims. What 
is usually implied in such comments is that Muslims who express themselves with a level of 
religiosity greater than the secular West are ultimately a problem for humanity. Such terms, like 
“Islamic fundamentalists” are key words which uphold assumptions about millions of people 
who are categorized like 19th century sociologists categorized races and by not qualifying the 
term,  or  at  least  explaining  the  difference  between  ordinary  Muslims  and  these  supposed 
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“fundamentalist”  enemies,  it  creates  a  way for  military  personnel  to  direct  their  antagonism 
towards anything “Islamic”. 

It so happened that the battalion’s Sergeant Major (who worked with the Colonel) and I had 
amicably discussed common misconceptions Marines have about Muslims and Islam, including 
the term “Islamic fundamentalism”, not too long before the speech was given. When we both 
heard  the  generalizations  being  made,  we met  afterwards  to  discuss  it.  The  Sergeant  Major 
recalled that when he heard the term being used he scanned the crowd to see if I was present. He 
was almost as troubled by the comments as I was but left the option to me to meet with the 
Colonel and bring it up. I preferred bringing it up to him and the Sergeant Major set the time and 
place. A few days later I was in the Colonel’s office. I found him courteous yet firm that he had 
not  generalized  in  any way,  he  had  read  up  on  his  facts  on  Islam,  and that  perhaps  I  had 
misunderstood what he was saying, (implying that I didn’t know my own religion as well as he 
did). I was in no position to counter argue, as doing that could be considered discourteous, and so 
the matter ended with that, or I thought. Weeks later, a Master Gunnery Sergeant I worked under 
alerted me that this brief meeting with the Colonel had blacklisted me as a “loose-cannon” who 
was to be “watched”. The Master Gunnery Sergeant displayed dismay at this unfortunate reality 
and fingered the Colonel to be behind it. Not long after, a chaplain I knew from the Religious 
Ministries building on the Island had taken me aside and told me that “they are watching you” 
and “are following you” and even “know the books you read” in the base library (by now my 
regular routine included spending much of my time off in the library reading about Marine Corps 
history and Islam). Sometimes you can become the enemy, even if you aren’t really the enemy.

If my rightful concern over generalizations Marines had about Islam and Muslims had caused 
this  type  of  reaction  from a  well-educated  high  ranking  officer,  then  what  were  other  well 
educated high ranking Marines saying or writing about Islam? It was during barracks guard duty 
one  night  that  I  decided  to  look  through  some  issues  of  the  Marine  Corps  Gazette and 
Leatherneck, which I found at a nearby rack. I picked them up with the intention of finding 
something interesting to read. In a few of them were articles written by retired and currently 
serving high ranking officers likening the Muslim world to be the next battleground of major 
conflicts. Some officers are good writers who find it their duty to prophesize when and where the 
U.S. military will focus its eyes and planning on. This is fine. What is not fine is when articles 
about war depict  Muslims as masses of fanatics that  “we” have to “deal with”. This type of 
dehumanization is what feeds hatred about Islam and Muslims. It is equivalent to the nonsense 
that feeds hatred for Jews and makes anti-Semitism a worldwide problem.  Islamaphobia (the 
equivalent of anti-Semitism) comes from the top and filters down the ranks until it reaches the 
poor Muslim recruits who then confide secretly to me the discrimination they are going through 
with their drill instructors. Sometimes the lower levels are dark because there’s no light at the 
top. 

Finally, I recall one last event concerning this issue that occurred during the last year of my 
active duty service. General Krulak, then Commandant of the Marine Corps, had come to Parris 
Island  to  address  many  of  the  Non-Commissioned  Officers  (whom I  was  one)  about  future 
conflicts the Marines will be facing in the next century. Chief among the potential enemies was 
China, who he stated could become a threat around the year 2010, while the enemies before this 
time will be the Chechen and Osama bin Laden types. OBL aside, there is a tendency among 
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American  military  brass  to  portray  many  Muslims  struggling  for  freedom  and  equality  as 
potential enemies. In this case the Chechens who, having been oppressed for centuries by the 
Russian Czars and then by Stalin,  are as much the victims of genocide as other groups, but 
became in Krulak’s presentation suitable enemies to watch. They are watched because they have 
engaged professional armies who have highly sophisticated technological weapons and have not 
only survived the onslaught but are able to resist with small scale success. This scares military 
leaders  in  America  because  they  themselves  may  be  called  to  engage  these  “enemies”  and 
therefore would have to deal with resistance of a similar type (as can be seen in Afghanistan and 
Iraq presently). But the Chechens in general are classified as simply a “them” detached from the 
realities  “they”  are a part  of.  This is  not  to deny the human rights violations  committed  by 
specific Chechen groups themselves, but to show how certain groups of people struggling for 
freedom can  be  portrayed  in  a  general  manner  as  nothing  but  threats  and  potential  targets. 
Between the Soviets  (past)  and the Chinese (the future) there  are the Muslims “we” will  be 
battling. 

Again, there is nothing wrong with prophesizing about future battlefields. The problem is the 
overall dehumanization of Muslims to conveniently fit into a “clash of civilizations” theme that 
degrades  the various  complex  situations  that  Muslims  are  a part.  When a  “strange other” is 
presented in this manner, strangeness becomes dangerous, dangerous becomes threatening, and 
threatening  justifies  having  animosity  towards  “them”.  Military  personnel  who  are  made  to 
attend presentations of future military planning and preparedness will not seek the ideological or 
academic assumptions which create the “strange other” or the “threatening other” that charge out 
of  the  mouths  of  their  military  commanders.  They  will  only  digest  this  stuff  and  help  the 
assumptions to spread. But for me and other Muslims, such presentations negatively affected our 
lives in the Marine Corps. Beyond this, it shows that military leaders at the highest positions 
enforce an “us” versus “them” version of reality that paints Muslims as the next enemy, (as they 
indeed are portrayed today by various influential neoconservatives in the Bush administration). 
General Boykin is certainly not alone in his controversial views about Islam. 

We can see the negative effects of such “us vs. them” mentalities in the actions of certain 
military leaders like Marine Lt. Gen. James Mattis, who observed that it’s sometimes “fun to 
shoot some people”, as he said in early February, 2005, while speaking at a panel hosted by the 
Armed  Forces  Communications  and  Electronics  Association.  The  comments  were  made  in 
reference to his command in Afghanistan. 30  His audience expressed laughter and applauded. 
Shooting people is definitely part of the business of the Marine Corps, but to get fun out of it is 
to reveal a twisted mind. To express in public that you get fun out of it  is even worse. And 
finally,  to know that people reacted with approval is to reveal once again the mentality of a 
people who may be suffering from patriofanaticism. 

So what’s the point of this tour about discrimination and dehumanization of Muslims? It 
provides an example of how hatred and dehumanization at the highest levels of the military can 
influence  the  role  the  military  plays  overseas.  Add to  this  the  militaristic  and  Islamaphobic 
policies of certain political leaders and what you get is a movement from using the Armed Forces 
as a means of defense to using them as tools of aggression. Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, Cheney, and 
G. W. Bush are examples of this. Abu Ghraib, the atrocities being committed in Guantanamo 

30  John J. Lumpkin, Marine General Counseled for Comments, Associated Press, Washington D.C., February 4, 2005
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Bay, and the personal crusade of General Boykin are stark examples of what can happen when 
already bias  officers  allow or  fail  to  curb  human  rights  violations  and  hatred  displayed  by 
military personnel whose only argument after someone leaks the story out is denial or “we were 
only  following  orders”.  This  point  can  be  carried  further.  When  we get  in  the  government 
individuals who share a special hatred of Islam and reject the notion of self-determination for 
Muslims from certain regions in the world it is not hard to understand why they are itching to use 
the armed forces to execute plans that, consequently, lead to massive human rights violations like 
the above or like in Iraq where hundreds of thousands have died from American firepower. Such 
things are dismissed as lesser concerns for the American people who would rather replace such 
talk of heavy “collateral damage” with how brutal Saddam Hussein had been (one wonders why 
this point about Saddam needs to be reasserted over and over  ad nausea as if sixteen years of 
doing so has had no effect). This negative outside influence over the armed services and military 
compliance with it at the highest levels is what needs to be confronted and not dismissed like it is 
today. 

IN THE NYC ARMY NATIONAL GUARD

My active duty time in the Marine Corps was a mixed experience for me and came to an end 
as I was honorably discharged in 1999. Despite this, I did grow personally in ways that I don’t 
regret; yet it was only a stage among many stages of my life that followed. Most importantly I 
learned the value of an education. The next three years was spent under Inactive Ready Reserve 
(IRR) status, which allowed me to finally go back to college. After three years of inactive reserve 
time I signed up with the Army National Guard in February 2002, to complete my eight-year 
contract. I was thus upgraded to active-reserve service. During this time I could serve, earn along 
the way, and continue to attend college. All that same year I followed the news very carefully in 
its information on Iraq and I remember my commander repeatedly hinting the high possibility of 
my unit being deployed if conflict broke out. The problem was never the removal of Saddam, but 
that much of what came out of Washington smelled like misinformation.  By that time I was 
familiar with our foreign policy in Iraq as well as some of “our interests” in the Middle East 
region. The outside forces manipulating the military were clear to me more than ever. The notion 
that I could possibly be part of a war initiated not to protect America but to thrust her into an 
ideological battle to re-shape the Middle East militarily and politically was something I found to 
be troubling as a human being as well as a member of the armed forces. (I have expressed this 
issue in greater detail under Question Two). 

 At first, I wanted to take care of my concerns about the upcoming war within the military. 
Overcoming a problem with the least ripples is always good when possible. In January of 2003, I 
informed one of my senior Staff Non-Commissioned Officers about my views. Understanding 
and respecting where I was coming from he referred me to a chaplain. By that time there were 
great debates within the U.S. about the “Iraq crisis” and much of it  was based on a lack of 
evidence concerning the “WMD” claims being made by the Bush Administration. The world’s 
people had also taken to the streets to protest. Perhaps the Chaplain was concerned with this 
matter.  He  was  a  man  representing  the  faithful  who  implore  his  services.  Surely  attacking 
another country weighed heavily on his mind. Having only four months till my contract expired, 
I  was  also  concerned  about  stop-loss.  After  a  brief  conversation  I  found  myself  greatly 
disappointed. This man of the sacred path shrugged off the consequences of an unjustified war. 
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Informing him as honestly as I could about how I felt, I let him list the possible ways I could 
continue to serve in the military without compromising my values and principles, including the 
ones the military itself teaches. Unfortunately, he was of little help. I left him with the sense that 
he was more concerned about his secular duties than the sacred ones he dresses up for. There was 
no indication in him whatsoever as a man reflecting the message of Christ (peace be upon him) 
that a war on Iraq is a war against what his own faith explicitly teaches. Or perhaps he simply 
believed that Iraqis were nowhere near deserving of the love of Christ, just as neither were the 
Native Americans. Too bad some clergy continue to serve the lords of war rather than the Lord 
Himself. 

Using up all of my alternatives from within the military, I contacted Tod Ensign, Director of 
Citizen-Soldier; an advocacy organization for veterans and members of the U.S. armed forces. 
Citizen-Soldier supports and defends GI’s “who are willing to take a stand against  illegal or 
immoral military policies.”31 I informed Tod of my views and I gave him a copy of a short essay 
I had written a few months earlier on the responsibilities of military personnel which served as 
an introduction to my views. I requested legal options I could take which might be, one way or 
another,  helpful  in  convincing  the  Guard  to  consider  my  sincere  beliefs  against  my  being 
involved in an unconstitutional war. Since I wasn’t a “conscientious objector” as defined by the 
Department of Defense, Tod established a way for me to voice my dissent in a press conference, 
and then shortly after at the anti-war rally on February 15 outside the United Nations building in 
New York City. I consented to both, after realizing that there was no other way short of going 
AWOL (which  I  rejected  as  an  option)  to  express  my  concerns.  (What  I  said  at  the  press 
conference and anti-war rally can be found in the introduction.)

 
The headline in the New York Daily News article about me the day after the press conference 

and rally read “Muslim GI Says Hell No, I Won’t Go” [See Appendix One]. Certainly Islam was 
the motivating force that led me to my decision.  It  is,  after  all,  where I derive much of the 
principles that encourage me to do the right thing in my daily life. But equivalent teachings of 
everything that compelled me to dissent can be found in most other religions. Nevertheless, my 
personal opposition to the war on Iraq found its most authentic expressions within the Islamic 
framework of life.  I  didn’t  mention it  quite like this publicly,  out of concern for the current 
climate in the U.S. that views everything Islamic to be negative, alien, and threatening. Instead, I 
noted my objections to the war, and only passingly mentioning Islam as  one of the reasons, 
taking care to mention that masses of people from every faith opposed the war on the same 
grounds as I did. 

Unlike numerous other  Refuseniks, I was fortunate. It turned out my unit didn’t deploy in 
time before I got honorably discharged in May of 2003. This timing prevented me from further 
conflict with my command and relieved me of the consequences I expected to endure. In terms 
of convincing the Guard to exclude me from mobilization, I cannot say what the reaction would 
have been if my unit did get orders to deploy, but surprisingly, I didn’t face much opposition to 
what I said or did from within my own unit. In fact, soldiers around my own pay-grade (E-4) 
congratulated me on my stance and were curious about what else I had to say. This was true also 
for some higher-ranking enlisted soldiers, one in particular who said I did and said what other 
high-ranking soldiers feel but can’t declare openly. 

31  Citizen Soldier Mid-Year Report 2003 <www.citizen-soldier.org> 
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Only one soldier in my Guard unit approached me to express disagreement with my public 
objection to the war and it didn’t surprise me that he was also a former Marine. With reasons I 
could have guessed this Sergeant pulled me aside one day and expressed to me how he felt I had 
failed in the duty to fulfill my military contract and brought shame upon the Marine Corps. It is 
not for military personnel to “pick or choose” which conflicts to be a part of, he said. We are 
only to obey and do our duty. I was, according to this obedient soldier, “raping the military” by 
taking a stand against the war on Iraq and getting paid by the military at the same time. In a 
sense,  if  the war lacked the hypocrisy,  immorality,  opportunism, double standards, cynicism, 
weak arguments,  and deceptions  that  surround it,  then  perhaps  he could  be right,  but  I  had 
enough knowledge to know that he was wrong. Had I been an obedient computer like him, my 
system would have suffered from a fatal error and crashed listening to him tell me how I was 
functioning on the wrong software. The problem with such views, as his, is that it erases all need 
for facts or truth. In its place is legalistic jargon (“you signed a contract,  now honor it”) and 
egotistical reckoning (“don’t be a coward”). Indeed, a true member of the military is above such 
pseudo-patriotic  nonsense and understands his  contract  on a  factual  basis.  What  violates  the 
contract (like illegal orders to start a war of aggression) remains illegal whether the majority 
within the armed forces realizes it or not.  

The only other negative reaction worthy of mention was from Fox News Channel’s Gregg 
Jarrett, who, unfortunately made it seem that as a Muslim, I was suspicious, and then questioned 
my ability to obey orders.  His point: I swore to “obey the orders of the President of the United 
States and the orders of the officers appointed over me, according to regulations and the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice” and was in violation.  My point:  I  am obligated to obey only  legal 
orders, according to the UCMJ, not any or all orders, especially those that violate the law or the 
US Constitution. To further empire is not a lawful means (jus ad Bellum) to declare war, period. 
It’s hard to tell whether this point really makes a difference in a climate that justifies “might is 
right”. Additional media coverage I received was on the local stations in the NYC area (CBS, 
NBC, Fox, UPN and 1010 WINS) and in the already mentioned New York Daily News. Though what 
I did was only a blip on the radar screen, I feel it is appropriate I share my story (and perhaps 
other  Refuseniks will  do  so  also)  for  the  purpose  of  revealing  the  journey  from  being  a 
manipulated number to a conscious and concerned human being. I never had a problem doing my 
duty as a Marine or an Army National Guardsman. My problem was that after realizing that a 
war on Iraq would be a war of aggression, I failed to keep my heart closed and my mouth shut 
about it.

Regarding the war itself, it is natural for people to ask me: “Why did you join knowing that 
one day you could be called to do your duty and fight for your country?” It is natural for me to 
respond thus: the primary function of the armed forces is to defend their country; not to start a 
war of aggression.  As I  have stated in the beginning  of  this  chapter,  I  willfully  discern the 
difference between serving the country as a protector against foreign aggression and serving the 
country as a part of aggressing against foreigners. Since I first joined, discovering the repulsive 
methods our government has used and continues to use to influence/control other places of the 
world that many Americans cannot even locate on a map is extremely disturbing to me. Since the 
government  has failed to take account for its  foreign policies that  have greatly damaged our 
image in much of the world (and killed millions of innocent people along the way), it’s up to a 
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conscious citizenry to voice their disgust and demand their government take responsibility. Of 
course I joined the military knowing that some day I may be called up to take up arms. What one 
doesn’t expect at the moment he/she signs a military contract is that he/she may be sent to fight 
in a war that is unconstitutional and immoral. 
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QUESTION 2
WHAT DO YOU HAVE AGAINST THE WAR ON IRAQ?

Fight in the way of God against those who fight against you,
but begin not hostilities. Lo! God loveth not aggressors.

Qur’an, 2:19032

Great is the guilt of an unnecessary war.

John Adams33

FOREIGN POLICY IN CONTEXT

This chapter is about U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East 
in general and Iraq in particular.  What the reader will find 
here is an unflattering picture of what both well intentioned 
and ill intentioned patriots don’t like to discuss or are totally 
ignorant about. But before we continue, a few things must be 
made clear. First, though I speak mostly about the negatives 
of  U.S.  foreign  policy,  it  doesn’t  mean  that  there  are  no 
positives, nor does it mean that other countries lack similar or 
worse  negatives.  Second,  the  foreign  policies  of  most 
governments, especially the global and regional powers, are 

not measured in terms of morality, but in terms of efficiency, in the context of continuous global 
political,  economic,  and  military  competition.  That  is  to  say,  most  of  the  time;  our  moral 
standards do not play much of a role in how the governments of nations deal with each other or 
how they deal with their own people. This being the case, it is important to see this chapter as a 
description of how U.S. foreign policy can be negative in its effects towards millions of people 
who are thereby dehumanized. America’s role in the world is never black and white, and so we 
the people must make an effort to go beyond the official reasons of why Iraq was attacked in a 
way that demonstrates our obligation to investigate for ourselves and do our duty as not only 
citizens, but also as human beings.    

In  international  relations,  power  is  expressed  in  various  ways:  culturally,  politically, 
economically, and militarily. Those expressions of power which violate the rights of others are 
often executed covertly or come with justifications that intentionally misinform the public. Many 
world leaders justify certain policies by demonizing millions of people, so that the public feels 
morally inclined to support them. Others make (mis)use of the public’s fears to advance their 
policies. Here I will go into the recent relations between the U.S. and Iraq, so that the reader will 
understand the basis for my argument of why I opposed the 2003 invasion. Gulf War One and 
Two,  though  portrayed  as  fairy-tale  battles  between  good  and  evil,  are  in  reality  far  more 

32  Translated by M. Pickthall
33  Taken from: http://www.antiwar.com/quotes.php
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complicated when the facts concern us. Both wars involve many complex historical factors not 
discussed by most U.S. politicians, academics, and journalists. To understand these factors we 
must always seek to identify the context of power in which they exist. In 1948, under President 
Eisenhower, George Kennan wrote, 

we have about 50% of the world's wealth, but only 6.3% of its population....In this 
situation, we cannot fail to be the object of envy and resentment. Our real task in 
the coming period is to devise a pattern of relationships which will permit us to 
maintain this position of disparity.... To do so, we will have to dispense with all 
sentimentality and day-dreaming; and our attention will have to be concentrated 
everywhere on our immediate national objectives.... We should cease to talk about 
vague  and… unreal  objectives  such  as  human  rights,  the  raising  of  the  living 
standards, and democratization. The day is not far off when we are going to have 
to deal in straight power concepts. The less we are then hampered by idealistic 
slogans, the better.34

Much of the U.S. involvement in foreign countries since World War Two (“Cold War era”) 
is  a  result  of  the  above mentality  and this  includes  Iraq. Out  of  this  context,  people  won’t 
understand the complete significance of the current relations between the U.S. and most Middle 
Eastern countries. In addition to this it is well known that the Middle East matters because of the 
natural resources found there. After the British Empire collapsed, the United States took a more 
dominant role in this region for that reason, playing policeman but often dismissing human rights 
concerns  of  the  millions  of  people  living  there.  In  June  of  2005 Condoleezza  Rice,  Bush’s 
Secretary of State, remarked that:  “For 60 years, my country, the United States, pursued stability 
at the expense of democracy in this region, here in the Middle East, and we achieved neither.”35 

Though she would not admit much of what is in this chapter, her statement rings true. 

There is another angle, particularly coming from the point of the ordinary Muslim, which 
needs to be highlighted. Two similar incidents took place in the 1980’s that helps to visualize the 
sometimes ugly character of U.S. foreign policy. In 1983, the Soviets shot down Korean airliner 
007 (killing 269 people) because they claimed it veered into U.S.S.R airspace.  Shortly after, 
President  Reagan  went  on  air  and  called  it  a  “crime  against  humanity”,  an  “atrocity”,  a 
“massacre”, “savagery”, and something that “must never be forgotten.” However, five years later 
the U.S.S.  Vincennes (which was  inside Irani territorial  waters)  shot down Irani commercial 
airliner 665 killing 290 people. Though this action was rightfully condemned by many in Africa, 
the  Middle  East,  and Asia,  Vice  President  G.H.W.  Bush stated  a  month  later  “I  will  never 
apologize for the United States of America. I don’t care what the facts are.” There is much truth 
in what he said when facts are concerned. To make things clearer to the rest of the world, the 
commander  of  U.S.  Navy warship  received  a  Legion  of  Merit  for  “exceptional  meritorious 
conduct in the performance of outstanding service.”36 To Muslims, this speaks volumes about the 
attitude  of  American  administrations  towards  the  Muslim world and it  is  the  same  attitude, 

34  Quoted from: <http://zena.secureforum.com/Znet/chomsky/sam/sam-1-2.html>
35   Anne Gearan, Rice Makes Case for Democracy in Muslim World, AP, June 2005
36   See: <http://www.nationmaster.com/encyclopedia/Iran-Air-Flight-655> and Lt.Col. David Evans (USMC-Ret.), Vincennes: A 

Case Study, at <http://dolphin.upenn.edu/~nrotc/ns302/20note.html> 
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backed by brutal foreign policy, which enrages them. Of course, one shouldn’t discount the good 
things about the U.S., but the bad things are too horrible to ignore. 

It is very troubling to hear many Americans justify violence towards others and at the same 
time deplore violence against  America.  If  history is of any substantial  value,  then American 
violence towards others should not be forgotten since it is a reminder that Americans are human 
beings too. Yet many speak as if there was no patriotic democide of the Native American Indian 
tribes  (hundreds  of  thousands  killed  or  cleansed  via  “Manifest  Destiny”),  no  American 
aggressions  and  massacres  in  the  Philippines  (hundreds  of  thousands  killed),  no  coercive 
doctrines dominating Central  and South America (via Monroe Doctrine),  no fire-bombing of 
many civilian populated areas in Japan plus the two atomic attacks of Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
(over 300,000 killed), no murder of civilians in South East Asia including Korea, Vietnam, and 
Cambodia (over 4 million killed), no support of dictatorships in Latin America, Africa, Middle 
East, and Asia, and no attacking a nation over fictional WMDs (hundreds of thousands killed). 
With all this blood in our past, we should be more humble in our approach in foreign affairs. As 
far as the Middle East concerns us, the element of proud nationalism and savior mentality (we 
must save “them” from themselves) has been a barrier to what has happened there since the rise 
of the U.S. as a world superpower. The feeling that “our” government can do no wrong because 
“we are a democracy”, “we value human rights”, and we are the “champions of liberty” does not 
explain why successive administrations have created and supported oppressive regimes all over 
the world who torture and murder their own civilians by the thousands. When considering Iraq’s 
recent history, the discussion of attacking Iraq under the current circumstances is made much 
clearer. 

GULF WAR ONE

The first Gulf War was anything but a war between the suggested ideologies, as many people 
today believe (“freedom vs. tyranny” or “good vs. evil”).  The basic story we came to know, 
which was circulated by President George Bush Sr., administration officials, lawmakers, and the 
U.S.  media,  was  that  a  “madman”  (Saddam Hussein)  who unjustly  overran  and occupied  a 
neighboring Arab nation was a danger to the whole of humanity (Western civilized humanity) 
and had to be immediately halted to save the world. Though his invasion was unjust, it didn’t 
happen because he was “mad,” nor did it happen “out of nowhere”. There was an extensive 
media blackout and the State Department and Pentagon came to decide what was newsworthy 
and what wasn’t. To this day, not many people know about why the United States went to the 
Middle East to risk what military analysts believed would cause enormous amounts of American 
casualties, except for the routine “us” versus the “madman” story. Another unfortunate point is 
that by deploying myth in the place of accuracy, the “freedom vs. tyranny” version of events 
doesn’t  tell  us anything about the Gulf War that really explains what caused Iraq to  invade 
Kuwait in the first place and why it was so important for the world to come to the Kuwaitis' 
rescue. Finally, yet importantly, the destruction caused by U.S. military might to the civilians of 
Iraq passingly referred to as “collateral  damage” demonstrates the cynical psychology behind 
U.S. foreign policy. There is absolutely no shame in killing tens of thousands of “less advanced” 
human beings, for “strategic political and economic” goals. War crimes committed by the U.S. 
military,  though well  documented,  have  not  even merited  the  same  attention  that  American 
movie stars get when they go through a divorce or two. There is clearly something wrong when 
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only a few people care to actually investigate the facts. Demonizing the ‘Other’ certainly has its 
uses. Former Marine Major and ex Chief U.N. Weapons Inspector Scott Ritter explains that,

The American public had been conditioned to view Iraq in stark “good versus evil” 
terms.  A nation  of  over  twenty million  persons  had  been  reduced  to  but  one: 
Saddam Hussein. And, thanks to the exaggerated posturing of the elder Bush, the 
American people likened Saddam Hussein to Adolph Hitler. This created a mind 
set of uncompromising “black versus white” moral certainty regarding a problem 
that instead required enlightened awareness concerning the complexities involved 
in navigating a course defined by the reality that the world is not black and white, 
but in fact so many shades of grey.37

In the 1980’s Iraq under Saddam was a dictatorship committed to destroying its “archenemy” 
– Iran. The United States (which added fuel to this fire), Britain, and France supplied a great deal 
of  weaponry  (including  biological  and  chemical  weapons),  provided  military  training, 
intelligence, and billions of dollars to Saddam, which he put to good use in the atrocious eight-
year war (1980 – 1988) with his neighbor. The American playwright Robert E. Sherwood once 
asked, “And who are the greater criminals – those who sell the instruments of death, or those 
who buy them and use them?” This is a question we must contemplate  before judging only 
Saddam. Former U.S. Attorney General, Ramsey Clark wrote in reference to U.S. policy during 
this period:

Washington  expressed  no  moral  outrage  at  the  1980 Iraqi  attack  on  Iran.  The 
attack served U.S. interests as a means of weakening Iran—where U.S. Embassy 
personnel were still being held hostage—and the anti-U.S. influence of its Islamic 
government in the Muslim world. War against the much larger Iran would weaken 
Iraq as well. Washington did not want either side to win. “We wanted to avoid 
victory by both sides,” a Reagan administration official told the New York Times. 
Henry Kissinger has been quoted variously as stating, “I hope they kill each other” 
and “Too bad they both can’t lose”.38

U.S. foreign policy here is an example of the efficiency mentioned before. It was supposed 
efficient to enflame the war between the two nations in order to reduce the power of both in a 
region where the U.S. has appointed itself as the sole guardian of “stability”. The reduction of 
the power of both Iraq and Iran in their region would mean the increase of U.S. influence/power. 
What is ignored is the cost of innocent human life. Again, dehumanization plays a role in our 
public’s apathy or fanatic support of such policies. Not only did the U.S. and her allies seek their 
own brand of “stability” by encouraging warfare and the destruction it brings, but they also made 
millions selling the weaponry to do so. Neither country “won” the war, but it did cause hundreds 
of thousands of deaths and millions more injury and discomfort. Some have argued that since 
America was not directly involved in the killing, involving its name in the conflict is simply part 
of the “Blame America” syndrome. I say if you give two fighting families in the neighborhood 
the weaponry to “kill each other”, as Kissinger stated, and the blood flows for several years, then 

37  Scott Ritter, Frontier Justice, Context Books, New York, 2003, p. 62
38  Ramsey Clark, Fire and Ice, taken from <www.iacenter.org/fireice.htm>
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the parties to blame are: the ones who caused the fight (Iraqi government) and the ones who 
supplied the tools of war (the U.S. government and her allies). 

Even though human rights groups reported on Saddam’s abuses during the above period, the 
U.S. government and much of the popular media ignored this but continued to demonize Iran, its 
leaders, its cultures and its people. However, shortly after the Iran-Iraq war, Saddam became the 
new “Hitler” and later, even an “anti-Christ.” How did he achieve such a status all of a sudden? 
The answer is: he defied U.S. power/control by invading a neighbor. Reckless, unlawful, and 
immoral as it was, the main concern for the American government was not Saddam’s tyranny, 
but that he graduated from being a subject of American power in the Middle East to acting on his 
own. He also upset other influential countries in the region that enjoyed American support, like 
Saudi Arabia and Israel. One of his reasons for invading was that Kuwait had illegally started to 
surpass the OPEC-established production quotas, which caused prices to fall, and in turn caused 
Iraq to lose billions.  Already suffering from debt due to its  war with Iran,  Kuwait’s  actions 
caused an enormous economic crisis in Iraq. Another reason was a border dispute with Kuwait 
which the Kuwaiti government did little to settle. Economic and political problems were at the 
center of why Iraq invaded Kuwait, but not many Americans were made aware of this because 
the simplistic “Saddam is a mad man” reason would be more useful than the truth if deployment 
of U.S. troops was desired.  

 President G.W. Bush then lost no time in misinforming the public about the “madman” and 
the  media  proceeded  to  follow  his  example,  but  left  out  all  the  facts  about  how  the  U.S. 
supported Iraq (with weapons and intelligence) while Saddam committed the most horrible of his 
crimes. Myths about the Iraqis were repeated to justify a violent solution to the crisis. Among the 
most potent myths was the incubator story of how Iraqi soldiers murdered Kuwaiti babies by 
removing them from their incubators – leaving them on the cold hospital floors to die. Even 
though this was a completely fabricated story, it played a major role in the war propaganda.39 

The dehumanization campaign was well underway and the American people blindly supported it. 
“The  media”,  wrote  Professor  Edward  Said,  “is  particularly  happy  to  go  along  with  the 
government in bringing home to domestic customers the wonderful excitement of American self-
righteousness,  the  proud  flag-waving,  the  ‘feel  good’  sense  that  ‘we’  are  facing  down  a 
monstrous dictator. Far from analysis and calm reflection, the media exists mainly to derive its 
mission from the government, not to produce a corrective or any dissent.”40 No one cared to 
know that  just  a  few years  earlier  Donald  Rumsfeld  had  been  one  of  the  proud Americans 
shaking the dictator’s hand and even as late as 1987, the then Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Richard  Armitage  (and member  of  the  1st Bush 2000 administration)  made it  clear  (at  least 
publicly) that “We cannot stand to see Iraq defeated.”41 

Another interesting fact left out by President G.W. Bush and the U.S. media was that a week 
before Saddam invaded Kuwait the U.S. ambassador to Iraq, April Glaspie, had assured him 
personally that “I have direct instruction from the president to seek better relations with Iraq… 
We have  no  opinion  on  Arab-Arab conflicts,  like  your  border  disagreement  with  Kuwait… 

39  See Mitchel Cohen’s How Bush Sr. Sold the Bombing of Iraq at www.counterpunch.org 
<http://www.counterpunch.org/cohen1228.html>

40  Edward Said, Apocalypse Now, in Noam Chomsky’s Acts of Aggression, Seven Stories Press, NY, 1999, p. 13 
41  Phyllis Bennis, Calling the Shots, Olive Branch Press, New York, 2000, p. 23

37



James Baker has directed our official spokesmen to emphasize this instruction”42, giving what 
some refer to as the “green light” for Iraq to invade (this is after Washington had intelligence 
about Iraq’s coming invasion).43 William Blum, a former employee of the State Department, has 
collected enough evidence (compiled in his  Killing Hope: U.S. Military and CIA Interventions  
Since World War II) that leaves the official “madman” reasons for Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait 
discredited.44 The story, however, is more twisted than this, as covert processes were at work. 
Michael Ratner writes the following less known facts concerning the U.S. role in Gulf War 1,

Much of  the  evidence indicating that  the  U.S.  set  up the  war  with Iraq is 
contained in U.S. Congressman Gonzalez’s impeachment resolution and brief in 
support presented to Congress and printed in full in the Congressional Record (H. 
Res. 86, February 21, 1991). It is only the major commercial press that has ignored 
the facts. In part it includes the following revelations:

As early as October 1989 the CIA representatives in Kuwait had agreed to take 
advantage  of  Iraq’s  deteriorating  economic  position  to  put  pressure  on  Iraq  to 
accede to Kuwait’s demands with regard to the border dispute.

[Kuwait  was encouraged]  to  refuse  to  negotiate  its  differences  with Iraq  as 
required  by the  United  Nations  Charter,  including  Kuwait’s  failure  to  abide  by 
OPEC quotas, its pumping of Iraqi oil from the Rumaila oil field and its refusal to 
negotiate these and other matters with Iraq.

Months prior to the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the United States administration 
prepared a plan and practiced elaborate computer war games pitting United States 
forces against Iraqi armored divisions.

In testimony before Congress prior to the invasion, Assistant Secretary Kelly 
misleadingly assured Congress that the United States had no commitment to come 
to Kuwait’s assistance in the event of war.

April Glaspie’s reassurance to Iraq that the dispute was an “Arab” matter and 
the U.S. would not interfere.

Even if we suspend judgment and believe that the U.S. neither planned nor 
prepared this war, it had no right to initiate war until all means of negotiation were 
at an end. The U.S., however, never wanted to negotiate. It wanted war. According 
to the New York Times, the U.S. wanted to “block the diplomatic track because it 
might defuse the crisis at the cost of a few token gains for Iraq.” Iraq at about this 
time made an offer to negotiate to settle the crisis. It offered to withdraw from 
Kuwait for some form of control over two uninhabited islands that would give it 
access to the Gulf and control over the Rumaila oilfield. The offer was, according 
to some U.S. officials, “serious and negotiable.” Offers continued until the eve of 
war and by that time Iraq was willing to withdraw totally from Kuwait. The U.S. 
instantly dismissed all offers to negotiate a settlement and refused to pursue them. 
‘No negotiations’ was the constant theme of U.S. President George Bush. It is the 
U.S. that chose war and not peace; it is the U.S. that committed a crime against 
peace. 

I  want  to  say  a  word  about  the  UN  Resolutions  embargoing  Iraq  and 
supposedly authorizing the use of force. All of the UN Resolutions were suspect 
because of what Congressman Gonzalez called in his impeachment resolution the 

42  Ibid.
43  William Blum, Killing Hope, Common Courage Press, U.S., 1995, p. 324.
44  Ibid, pp. 320 – 338.
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“bribing,  intimidating and threatening of  others,  including members  of  the UN 
Security Council.” Gonzales cites the following outright bribes:

Immediately  after  the  November  29  vote  in  the  UN authorizing  force,  the 
administration unblocked a $140 million loan for  the World Bank to China and 
agreed to meet with Chinese government officials.

The Soviet Union was promised $7 billion in aid from various countries and 
shipments of food from the United States.

Zaire was promised forgiveness of part of its debt as well as military assistance.
A $7 billion loan to Egypt was forgiven, a loan the President had no authority 

to forgive under U.S. law.
Syria was promised that there would be no interference in its Lebanon actions.
Saudi Arabia was promised $12 billion in arms sales.
The U.S., which owes the most money to the UN, paid off $187 million of its 

debt immediately after the vote authorizing the use of force.
The administration attempted to coerce Yemen by threatening the cutoff of U.S. 

funds.45

Knowing the above, can we really afford to remain uncritical of our government and still be 
convinced that we are responsible citizens? What use is our support of the government when the 
government chooses to be above the law and disregards the principles of the Constitution? The 
passive role of the U.S. media is worth revisiting here. Why did Saddam invade? What actions 
was Kuwait taking to inflame relations between it and Iraq? How could Saddam’s personality 
(demonized to resemble Hitler’s) change from sane to “insane” just as the Iraq-Iran War came to 
an  end?  Do  Iraqis  really  hate  America?  What  role  did  the  U.S.  play  in  the  region  before 
“Operation Desert Storm”? Did it pursue a practical or peaceful solution before dropping about 
177 million pounds of bombs that killed mostly Iraqi civilians? What relation does President 
Bush’s  war  strategy have  to  his  approval  ratings  and Congress’s  attempt  to  draft  a  defense 
budget opposed by himself and the Pentagon? Though some scholars have revealed interesting 
insight into these important questions which tell us a lot about why the war took place46, the 
media  have  failed  to  cover  them  appropriately.  Why?  These  questions  aren’t  considered 
important because they don’t fit the framework of the simplistic “good vs. evil” argument, where 
evil is always found on the “other” side, never “our” side. Ignoring the Iraqi population and 
thoroughly  demonizing  Saddam  (these  were  not  difficult  things  to  do)  made  it  easier  for 
Americans to accept the deployment of American troops, accept massive Iraqi casualties (over 
200,000 were killed), ignore the enormous destruction to Iraqi civil structure, and further the 
argument  that  the  United  States  needs  its  post-Cold  War  military  manpower  because  it  is 
constantly being threatened by nations nowhere near the military capability or strength that “our” 
old enemy the Soviet Union had. The value of the lives outside our accepted perception of the 
“enlightened” (usually ourselves and others like us) is worth as much as the existence of invasive 
insects. Freelance journalist Andrea Lueg noted:

In  the  Gulf  War,  Western  dominance  was  demonstrated  in  its  ability  to  kill  more 
efficiently. At the same time, it was possible to justify the military action and the many 

45  Michael Ratner, Off to a Bad Start: International Law and War Crimes in the Case of Gulf War I, in Neo-Conned Again: 
Hypocrisy, Lawlessness, and the Rape of Iraq, edited by D. L. O’Huallachain and J. Forrest Sharpe, Light in the Darkness 
Publications, Virginia, 2007, p. 823-824

46  See Stephen Zunes’ The Gulf War: Eight Myths at www.fpif.org <http://www.fpif.org/papers/8myths/index.html>
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victims of this war more easily by using an image of the people in Islamic countries as 
inferior to us and therefore of less value.47

The  profuse  bombing  of  civilian  areas  in  Iraq  is  another  issue  Americans  have  little 
knowledge about.  While  it  is  correct  to  call  bombings  of civilian  areas  by extremist  groups 
“terrorism,” the same terror-producing bombs dropped by the U.S. military in various civilian 
populated areas around the world are characterized by words like “collateral damage” 48, which 
really means mass murder by default. Innocence is expressed all throughout while dropping a 
few bombs here or several thousand there, that land on schools, hospitals, food storage facilities, 
highways full of civilian packed vehicles trying to escape the bombing, power grids, railroads, 
civilian bomb shelters, dams, water supplies, sewage plants, religious centers, and in people’s 
living rooms. Dr. Eric Hoskins who was the coordinator of a Harvard study team reported that 
the  Allied  bombing  “effectively  terminated  everything  vital  to  human  survival  in  Iraq  - 
electricity,  water, sewage systems, agriculture,  industry,  health care” and “Food, warehouses, 
hospitals  and markets  were bombed. Power stations were repeatedly attacked until electricity 
supplies were at only 4 per cent of prewar levels”. Even worse is the following: “The children 
strive to understand what they saw: planes bombing, houses collapsing, soldiers fighting, blood, 
mutilated and crushed bodies. The children fight to forget what they heard: people screaming, 
desperate voices, planes, explosions, crying people. They are haunted by the smell of gunfire, 
fires and burned flesh.”49 Thousands of people died via bombs and hundreds of thousands more 
because of the destruction they had caused the civilian infrastructure. Terror and panic reigned 
for weeks on end as food supplies became short and diseases sprang up from the bomb-damaged 
sewer plants flowing into the streets and the Tigris River. Widespread loss of electricity and 
communication (all caused by bombs) made rescue efforts long and difficult. Targeting many of 
these  areas  was  a  clear  violation  of  international  law,  but  became  less  objectionable  in  the 
environment of fear and hate. The devastating effect of Depleted Uranium from the shells of U.S. 
bombs  is  a  subject  still  considered  taboo in  the American  press,  even  though it  has  caused 
thousands of deaths and birth defects among Iraqis and American troops. When it came down to 
examining how many Iraqis were killed, the trusted and admired General Colin Powell said, “It’s 
not a number I’m interested in.”50 Bravo to the civilized victors!  “Good ole” innocent young 
men of the armed forces did their part for humanity and the U.S.A., as many of them seemed to 
enjoy causing the destruction (you would think “civilized” people would feel saddened that such 
destruction was, in their own opinion, necessary, but no). “This was tremendous. Baghdad was 
lit up like a Christmas tree,” remarked one bomber. “It’s exciting. It’s the same adrenaline that a 
hunter has on the hunt,” said another.51 Not so for the civilian targets they didn’t watch being 
blown to bits. Media personalities were also pleased with the bombings: “a marvel,” “almost 
picture-perfect assault” and “the brilliance of laser-guided bombs”52 were a few of the remarks 
made. Oh, the glory of advanced weaponry! Among other myths the U.S. government spread 

47  Andrea Lueg, co-editor, The Next Threat: Western Perceptions of Islam, Pluto Press, U.K., 1995. p. 21
48  Anthony Gregory, ‘Collateral Damage’ as Euphemism for Mass Murder, April 30, 2005. See: 
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51  Quoted from Michael Parenti, Inventing Reality: The Politics of News Media, St. Martin’s Press, N.Y., 1993, p.166
52  Ibid, p. 167
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about the war was the myth about “smart bombs” hitting their targets with “amazing precision”. 
In reality a quarter of these bombs didn’t meet their intended targets and many civilians paid the 
price. Regardless, the overwhelming majority of the bombs used in the one-sided war were free-
falling “dumb bombs” that caused enormous death and destruction to the civilian population.

General  Merril  McPeak of  the  United States  Air  Force said after  the  war  that 
“smart bombs” accounted for just seven per cent of the bombs dropped on Iraq. 
The rest were modern area impact munitions, like the cluster bomb, designed to 
devastate a wide area rather than confine their destruction to a precise target. Their 
use was largely kept from the media during the war. Even these bombs missed 
most of the time. The Washington Post, quoting a senior Pentagon source, said that 
of the 88,500 tons of bombs dropped on Iraq, no fewer than 70 per cent missed 
their target.53 

 
After  the slaughter was over, millions of Americans celebrated in the streets and in their 

homes as the troops came home. (Celebrating the World Trade Center attacks on the other hand 
was thoroughly despised.)  War is at  times a celebration of power,  both before and after  the 
killing. Everything shown by the media was divided into the “good us” versus the “bad them,” 
and “we” won. Celebration also brings out the hidden demons we tend to perceive only in others. 
Stereotypes  and  racist  views  deep  within  the  hearts  of  many  Americans  jumped  out  from 
newspapers, magazines, various events, and on television. It became popular to hate Arabs (even 
though most  of  the  Arab governments  in  the  Middle  East  stood by the  United  States),  and 
express irrational disapproval of Islam (although Islam had nothing to do with why Iraq invaded 
Kuwait).  Saddam himself helped fuel hatred of Arabs and Muslims when he adopted Islamic 
terminology to criticize America’s intervention (despite the fact that he was a thoroughly secular 
leader of a supposed socialist/nationalist party). 

SANCTIONS

After defeating Saddam, but not putting an end to his rule in fear that an occupation was well 
beyond the scope of acceptable reality and also in fear that religious minded people (via Iran and 
the Iraqi Shi’ah) would become politically influential in Iraq, the United Nations, pressured and 
led by the U.S., instead resorted to a policy of degradation and starvation through sanctions. This 
greatly  harmed  the  ordinary  Iraqi  who  was  caught  between  a  motivated  dictator  and  an 
imperialistic world power. Along with the devastation of the war, this disgraceful policy had led 
to an estimated 1 million deaths, nearly half of the victims being under the age of five. No doubt, 
this is just another form of mass murder – a type of gradual weapon of mass destruction. When 
Madeline Albright was asked on 60 Minutes if over half a million children killed by the sanctions 
were worth it, she simply replied, “It’s a hard choice, but I think, we think, it’s worth it.”54 Is 
there anything within the “civilized” culture of the Western world that could have convinced her 
to “think” otherwise?  Would it still be worth it if those children were white Americans? The role 
of racism in the war and sanctions is still yet to be fully explored. Denis Halliday, a former UN 

53  Quoted from an excerpt of Phillip Knightley’s The First Casualty: The War Correspondent as Hero and Myth-Maker from the 
Crimea to the Kosovo appearing on www.abc.net.au 
<http://www.abc.net.au/4corners/content/2003/20030324_operation/first_casualty.htm>
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Humanitarian coordinator in Iraq, and his successor, Hans von Sponeck, who both witnessed the 
real effects of the sanctions, expressed their disgust by resigning (September 1998 and February 
2000, respectively), as did Jutta Burghardt, the former head of the World Food Program in Iraq. 
Scott  Ritter,  who  had  the  courage  to  say  “President  Bush  is  implementing  a  policy  of 
imperialism,”55 stated: “We would never allow 500,000 Jewish children to starve to death. We 
would never allow 500,000 British children to starve to death. Its racial politics, we all know 
that”.56 Yet  there  was  little  condemnation  among  the  general  American  public,  many  who 
continued  to  support  this  crime  against  humanity  through  complacency  and  recourse  to 
stereotypical views of Arabs and Muslims. 

THE ROLE OF ISRAEL

What is ignored in the discussions about the Middle East is the aggressive role of successive 
Israeli governments towards its Arab neighbors. Israel was born in 1948 through several well 
documented massacres and “through an act of ethnic cleansing”57 of over 700,000 Palestinians 
(whose families remain refugees to this day) and this is at the heart of today’s Israeli-Palestine 
conflict.58 Palestine has been an occupied land ever since and Palestinians have endured what no 
intelligent  American  could ever  dismiss:  the denial  of their  freedom to life,  liberty,  and the 
pursuit of justice. “Establishing the Jewish State involved killing thousands of Palestinians and 
driving hundreds  of  thousands from their  ancestral  homes”  wrote  Professor  David W. Lutz. 
“Since then, Zionism has sought to expand and secure the borders of Israel. Wars are fought 
against neighboring countries – in the past with American weapons and money, at present by 
American soldiers. Arabs are treated as inferior persons – or as less than persons. Homes are 
razed,  families  are  deported,  children  are  killed,  and  when  Palestinians  retaliate,  the  media 
portray  Israel  as  the  innocent  victim  of  unprovoked  hatred.  Although  atrocities  have  been 
committed by both sides, it is not irrelevant to consider which side set the cycle of violence in 
motion.”59

Israel  is  a  subject  that  reveals  clear  cut  double-standards  in  U.S.  foreign  policy.  Israel’s 
possession of nuclear weapons remains a non-issue, yet if any Arab government tries to do the 
same, the U.S. can’t tolerate it. The U.S. sends billions in aid and weapons to Israel which is 
used to facilitate its illegal occupation and carry out violence towards Palestinians, but if Muslim 
countries send aid and weapons to Palestinians to fight the occupation it is condemned. When 
Saddam  invaded  and  occupied  Kuwait,  Americans  opposed  the  occupation  in  a  very  clear 
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manner.  Yet  the  fact  that  Israel  has  brutally  occupied  Palestine  for  decades  is  hardly 
acknowledged, let alone criticized. Worse than this is when the U.S. government vetoes U.N. 
resolution after resolution that criticizes Israeli illegalities but insists that Arab governments be 
held responsible for their illegalities. Every threat Arab governments/leaders make towards Israel 
becomes an indication of hatred, but actual Israeli attacks on Arab nations become “justified”, 
(like its pre-emptive attack on Iraq in 1981 and its illegal occupation of Lebanon in 1982). These 
double-standards play a great role in why ordinary Muslims view Americans in a negative light 
and rightfully so. We are complacent and judgmental, even when we have no idea what’s really 
going on. 

Though terrorism in its many overt and covert forms is unjustifiable, Israeli foreign policy is 
one of the major  inflamers  of  terrorism.  In  many cases it  clearly  meets  the criteria  of  state 
sponsored terrorism itself.  The Israeli bombings of the civilian infrastructure in Palestine and 
Lebanon in 2006 as a means of exerting its power is an example of the type of war crimes that 
are visibly acts  of terrorism,  yet  the Arabs are  not good enough for many Americans  to be 
acknowledged as victims.  They are only seen as aggressors. This was especially true for the 
overwhelming blitzkrieg-like Israeli  attack on the Gaza Strip initiated  in December  of 2008. 
With the exception of the U.S. the world condemned the barbaric disproportionate response to 
militant rocket fire. (Later it was admitted that Israel had broken the cease fire in order to deal a 
destructive death blow to Hamas, and in consequence, to the people of Gaza as well.) Though the 
death toll reveals the extent of Israeli war crimes, dead Palestinians are not the same as dead 
Israelis, as dead cattle are not the same as dead people. 

Here foreign policy is explained through the language of self-defense, where firing rockets 
and missiles into civilian areas that kill  mostly women, children,  and elderly are pathetically 
justified. In order to do this, millions of people have to be demonized or dehumanized. As far as 
Israeli foreign policy is concerned, this is what the Veteran Intelligence Professionals for Sanity, 
a group formed by ex-U.S. intelligence officials, wrote to President Bush on February 8, 2003:

It is widely known that you have a uniquely close relationship with Israeli Prime 
Minister  Ariel  Sharon.  This  presents  a  strong disincentive  to  those  who might 
otherwise warn you that Israel's continuing encroachment on Arab territories, its 
oppression of the Palestinian people, and its pre-emptive attack on Iraq in 1981 are 
among the root causes not only of terrorism, but of Saddam Hussein's felt need to 
develop the means to deter further Israeli attacks.60

Along similar  lines  another  group of  former  diplomats  and high  ranking  retired  officers 
(DMCC – Diplomats and Military Commanders for Change) released a statement  in June of 
2004 stating: “The United States suffers from close identification with autocratic regimes in the 
Muslim world, and from the perception of unquestioning support for the policies and actions of 
the present Israeli  Government.  To enhance credibility with Islamic peoples we must  pursue 
courageous, energetic and balanced efforts to establish peace between Israelis and Palestinians, 

60  Memo for President Bush, Feb 8, 2003, <www.counterpunch.org/vips02082003.html>
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and policies that encourage responsible democratic reforms.”61  It’s not without reason that Arab 
states spend so much on military defense and not enough on their own peoples’ needs. 

Though Israeli crimes against humanity as a subject for open inquiry quite often leads to 
absurd accusations of anti-Semitism here in America, in Israel it is a different story. Here are a 
few quotes from Shulamit Aloni, former Minister of Education, under Yitzhak Rabin, concerning 
the conditions of Palestinians under Israeli occupation:

Indeed Apartheid does exist here. And our army is not “the most moral army in the 
world” as we are told by its commanders. Sufficient to mention that every town 
and every village has turned into a detention center and that every entry and every 
exit  has been closed,  cutting it  off  from arterial  traffic…  In the  past,  the U.S. 
Jewish  community  leaders  were  quite  familiar  with  the  meaning  of  those 
conventions  [the  International  Convention  on  the  Elimination  of  all  Forms  of 
Racial Discrimination and the International  Convention on the Suppression and 
Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Apartheid].  For  some  reason,  however,  they  are 
convinced  that  Israel  is  allowed to  contravene  them.  It’s  OK to  kill  civilians, 
women and children, old people and parents with their children, deliberately or 
otherwise without accepting any responsibility.  It’s permissible to rob people of 
their lands, destroy their crops, and cage them up like animals in the zoo… Israel is 
an occupying power that for 40 years has been oppressing an indigenous people, 
which is entitled to a sovereign and independent existence while living in peace 
with us. We should remember that we too used very violent terror against foreign 
rule because we wanted our own state. And the list of victims of terror is quite long 
and extensive. We do not limit ourselves to denying the [Palestinian] people human 
rights. We not only rob them of their freedom, land and water. We apply collective 
punishment to millions of people and even, in revenge-driven frenzy, destroy the 
electricity supply for one and half million civilians. Let them “sit in the darkness” 
and “starve.”62 

Journalist and human rights activist Jennifer Lowenstein describes the twisted logic used 
by those who continue to insist that the victims of aggression are the actual aggressors, “While 
they are being stomped, shot, beaten, demolished, assassinated, intimidated, robbed, despoiled, 
starved,  uprooted,  dispossessed,  harassed,  insulted  and killed  with  bullets,  missiles,  armored 
bulldozers,  tanks,  helicopter  gun-ships,  cluster-bombs,  fleshettes,  fighter-bombers,  semi-
automatic submachine guns, sonic booms, tear gas, electrified fences, blockades, closures and 
walls,  they  must  renounce  violence  so  that  the  hoodlums  won't  get  hurt.  If  they  defend 
themselves they lose. If they complain, they are insincere; if they ask for something in return, 
they are untrustworthy; if they ask for a fair hearing, they are advancing an ‘agenda’; if they hit 
back randomly, they are an instrument of terror. So when the furies of the thousands of dead, 
tens of thousands of wounded and detained, and millions of bound and gagged rise up together in 
a whirlwind to protest, they will be pointed to as evidence of innate evil that must justifiably be 
contained, justifiably occupied, with justified indignation and bottomless financial aid.”63  
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Another  topic  of  concern  is  the  role  of  the Israel  lobby in  the U.S.,  which  needs  to  be 
discussed  more  openly.  The  well  researched paper  about  this  topic  in  the  U.S.  authored  by 
professors John J. Mearsheimer (University of Chicago) and Stephen M. Walt (Harvard) called 
‘The Israel Lobby and US Foreign Policy’ and the warm and cold reaction it got from various 
scholars,  politicians,  and  media  personalities  indicates  the  importance  of  discussing  such  a 
subject. 

The role of Israel as a nation that maintains its occupation of Palestine and aspires to be the 
regional superpower explains why various Arab nations continue their opposition to it by seeking 
to build up their own militaries. Many scholars complain that Arab states are far too militarized, 
yet leave out that fact that the U.S. is the greatest exporter of weapons to this region. For money, 
anything is a possibility.  As for the Arab governments,  the rules are simple:  survive by any 
means  possible,  even  if  it  means  abusing  your  own religion,  killing  your  own people,  and 
aligning with foreign interests (for material gain) that undermine chances for peace in the region. 
As I wrote in the beginning of this chapter, most nations conduct their foreign policies without 
the use of moral standards and Arab nations are no exception.    

WHO ARE THE NEOCONSERVATIVES? 

While  the  sanctions  on  Iraq  continued  to  punish  the  Iraqi  people  neoconservatives  like 
Richard Cheney,  Paul Wolfowitz,  and Richard Perle (and scores of other Republicans)  were 
arguing  for  a  more  aggressive  U.S.  foreign  policy  with  the  regime  change  of  Iraq  being  a 
centerpiece.  On who these  men  are,  Adam Wolfson,  editor  of  the  conservative  journal  The 
Public  Interest wrote,  “Generally,  the neoconservative label  has been applied to  a particular 
group of intellectuals who moved from what might be called a neo-liberal politics in the 1960’s 
and 1970’s to what became known as neoconservatism” and that despite “Until quite recently, 
neoconservatism  was  thought  to  be  a  spent  force”,  it,  “has  made  its  peace  with  American 
democracy, and so long as it flourishes, so will neoconservatism.”64 On the other hand, Shadia 
Drury, Professor of Political Science and Philosophy at the University of Regina, Canada, and 
one the leading scholarly critics of the neoconservatives,  identifies neoconservatism from the 
work and teachings of political philosopher Leo Strauss (d. 1973), who far from being a lover of 
democracy,  had  a  “profound  antipathy  to  both  liberalism  and  democracy.”65 In  fact,  Drury 
explains that  influential  neoconservatives like Paul Wolfowitz  and Carl  Schmitt  have carried 
certain  Straussian  views  into  the  Bush  Administration  via  the  work  of  Strauss  and  his 
neoconservative apprentices: Allan Bloom, Norman Podhoretz, and Irving Kristol (all three are 
considered “fathers of neoconservatism”). One of the elements of Strauss’s works that concerns 
Drury is his interpretation of Plato’s notion of “the noble lie”, which contends that it is justified 
and correct for the intellectual “elite” to use “noble lies” in order to lead and control the general 
masses (referred to as the “vulgar many”). She further believes that neoconservative-Straussians 
influencing the Bush administration,  like Wolfowitz,  were utilizing their  own “noble lies” in 
order to justify war on Iraq and its subsequent occupation: “Leo Strauss was a great believer in 
the efficacy and usefulness of lies in politics. Public support for the Iraq war rested on lies about 
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Iraq  posing  an  imminent  threat  to  the  United  States  –  the  business  about  weapons  of  mass 
destruction and a fictitious alliance between al-Qaida and the Iraqi regime.”66

By examining the publications of think tanks like the Project for the New American Century 
– PNAC, the American Enterprise Institute  – AEI, the Jewish Institute for National  Security 
Affairs – JINSA, the Center for Security Policy – CSP, and the Institute of Advanced Strategic 
and Political Studies – IASPS, it becomes quite clear that the second war on Iraq was intended 
well before the September 11 attacks, and not because of them or weapons of mass destruction. 
Embarrassingly enough,  many Americans  still  believe Saddam Hussein was behind the 9/11 
attacks- a convenient myth perpetuated among one of the world’s most educated populations.  

Members and supporters of these think tanks wrote a letter to President Clinton on January 
26, 1998, urging him to attack Iraq and remove Saddam Hussein from power without a U.N. 
Security Council Resolution.67 The Clinton Administration, itself not committed to seeking any 
justice for the Iraqi people, nonetheless was unmoved by the letter. Not long after, they wrote 
another letter (on May 29, 1998), this time to former House Speaker Newt Gingrich and Senate 
Republican Majority Leader Trent Lott, which called for the immediate removal of Saddam from 
power  and  his  indictment  as  a  war  criminal.68 Again  they  failed  in  their  purpose.  Today, 
however, we can appreciate the significance of these two letters.

Formed in the  spring of  1997, by neoconservative  Cold War warriors  who see all  other 
economically and politically prosperous nations as potential enemies, the Project for the New 
American Century produced policy papers that are highly alarming and existed, according to its 
own statements,  as  “an educational  organization  whose  goal  is  to  promote  American  global 
leadership.”  The  major  policies  it  espoused  are  outlined  in  a  report  published  by  them  in 
September 2000 called  Rebuilding America’s Defenses: Strategy, Forces and Resources For a  
New Century69 and  reintroduced in  the  Bush Administration’s  National  Security  Strategy on 
September 20, 2002. In the introduction of Rebuilding America’s Defenses it makes clear that the 
PNAC is built “upon the defense strategy outlined by the Cheney Defense Department in the 
waning days of the [first] Bush Administration.” 

The Defense Policy Guidance (DPG) drafted in the early months  of  1992 provided a 
blueprint for maintaining U.S. preeminence, precluding the rise of a great power rival, 
and  shaping  the  international  security  order  in  line  with  American  principles  and 
interests. Leaked before it had been formally approved, the document was criticized as an 
effort by “cold warriors” to keep defense spending high and cuts in forces small despite 
the collapse of the Soviet Union… the basic tenets of the DPG, in our judgment, remain 
sound.

As a  matter  of  fact,  the  Defense  Policy  Guidance (endorsed  by  Dick  Cheney  and  Paul 
Wolfowitz) frightened other lawmakers. It became known for being a blueprint for U.S. global 
military supremacy that promoted unilateralism and pre-emptive strikes on any nation deemed 
political-economic  competitor  of  the  U.S.   Reasonably  alarmed,  Senator  Joseph  Biden 

66  ibid.
67  <http://www.newamericancentury.org/iraqclintonletter.htm>
68  <http://www.newamericancentury.org/iraqletter1998.htm>
69  <http://www.newamericancentury.org/publicationsreports.htm>
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denounced  the  blueprint  as  “literally  a  Pax  Americana”  and  Senator  Robert  Byrd  called  it 
“myopic, shallow and disappointing.” It was thereafter modified, replacing unilateralism and pre-
emption with multilateralism through the United Nations.70 (The original  version didn’t  even 
mention the U.N. Security Council). Despite this reaction, the  Rebuilding America’s Defenses 
report  reapplied  these  same  uncompromising  ideas,  this  time  through  a  think  tank,  which 
incidentally received very little public attention before the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks. 

The report calls for: a huge defense budget increase; the transformation of the armed forces 
to  fight  simultaneous  major  theater  wars  (to  independently  protect  American  interests  in 
Europe,  Southeast  Asia,  and  the  Middle  East);  sustainment  and  expansion  of  a  permanent 
military presence in the Gulf region (against the will of millions of Arabs who oppose a U.S. 
military presence there); the take-over of political and peace-keeping missions from the United 
Nations  (consequently  rendering  the  U.N.  and  international  law  subservient  to  American 
geopolitical interests); the repositioning of permanently “forward operating bases” in Southern 
Europe  and  Southeast  Asia;  the  militarization  of  space  and  control  of  cyberspace;  the 
development of a highly controversial global missile defense system and the development of 
biological weapons. It also mentions more than once Iraq, Iran, and North Korea as the next 
targets of U.S. force. 

It  is  of  some  interest  how dominating  the  globe  is  expressed  throughout  the  report.  By 
increasing defense spending and transforming the armed forces, America can “retain its military 
dominant  status for the coming decades.”  Or to  put it  in another  way,  “today the task is  to 
preserve  an  international  security  environment  conducive  to  American  interests  and ideals.” 
(Emphasis  mine)  Shaping  the  world  in  the  image  of  America  will  surely  invite  resistance, 
obviously,  from  people  who  don’t,  naturally,  share  those  foreign  interests,  as  we  see  in 
Afghanistan and Iraq. This is to be done by “deterring or, when needed, by compelling regional 
foes to act in ways that protect American interests and principles.” (Emphasis mine) The forces 
that  will  carry  out  this  lofty  mission  are  referred  to  as  “the  cavalry  on  the  New American 
frontier.” (Is that what the rest of the world is, America’s frontier?) The report anticipates rivalry 
to this “American-led security order” (or hegemony) and considers preemption as one of the 
open options to  “deter  the rise  of a  new great-power competitor  and defend key regions  of 
Europe, East Asia, and the Middle East.” However, the desired change “is likely to be a long 
one,  absent  some  catastrophic  and  catalyzing  event  –  like  a  new  Pearl  Harbor.”  This  last 
statement seems now to have been a frightening forecast of what happened exactly one year later 
from the publishing of this  report,  inviting  charges  from various  critics  of  the current  Bush 
Administration of neglecting pre-9/11 warnings in order to justify the PNAC policies.71 The 
accusations  are  further  solidified  by statements  made  by  President  George  W.  Bush and in 
statements found in the  National Security Strategy of the United States of America  (released a 
year after the September 11 attacks), which lists the terrorist attacks as an “opportunity” in the 
same way the PNAC reportedly hoped “a new Pear Harbor” would be. “When Bush assumed the 
Presidency,” writes the New York Times best selling author of War on Iraq, William Rivers Pitt, 
“the men who created and nurtured the imperial dreams of PNAC became the men who run the 

70  Quoted from: <www.yale.edu/strattech/92dpg.html> or see Barton Gellman, Keeping the U.S. First, Washington Post, March 
11, 1992 

71  One of the most comprehensive analyses of this claim comes from The New Pearl Harbor (Interlink Pub Group, 2004) 
authored by David Ray Griffin, a 30-year professor of philosophy and religion at the Claremont School of Theology in 
California. 
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Pentagon, the Defense Department and the White House. When the Towers came down, these 
men saw, at long last, their chance to turn their White Papers into substantive policy.” 72

The introduction also states, “we hope that the Project’s report will be useful as a road map 
for the nation’s immediate and future defense plans.” Who were some of the men behind the 
Project for the New American Century? They are individuals who came to govern and aid in 
governing the nation in 2001.

Dick Cheney (Vice President 2001 – 2008)
Lewis Libby (Cheney’s Chief of Staff 2001 – 2005)
Donald Rumsfeld (Secretary of Defense 2001 – 2006)
Peter W. Rodman (Assistant Secretary of Defense)
Paul Wolfowitz (Deputy Defense Secretary 2001 – 2005)
Richard Perle (Chairman of the Defense Policy Board – Department of Defense 2001 – 2003)
William Schneider Jr. (Chairman of the Defense Science Board – Department of Defense)
Richard L. Armitage (former Deputy Secretary of State)
John Bolton (former Under-Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security 2001 – 2005)
Paula Dobriansky (Under-Secretary of State for Global Affairs)
Elliot Abrams (National Security Council)
Robert B. Zoellick (U.S. Trade Representative 2001 – 2005)
Zalmay Khalilzad (U.S. Special Envoy/ambassador to Afghanistan/Iraq 2003 – 2007)

Supported by William Kristol (co-founder and chairman of PNAC and editor of The Weekly  
Standard),  Robert  Kagan  (PNAC  co-director),  Bruce  Jackson  (former  Pentagon  official, 
weapons manufacturer, and PNAC co-director), Gary Schmitt (former executive director of the 
President’s  Foreign  Intelligence  Advisory  Board  under  Reagan),  Jeb  Bush  and  William  J. 
Bennett  (Ronald  Reagan’s  Education  Secretary),  they  have  succeeded  in  redirecting  U.S. 
foreign policy to embrace what they call “Pax Americana” but the rest of the world recognizes 
as  American  imperialism.  “Most  of  them  Jewish,”  wrote  Haaretz’s  Ari  Shavit,  they  “are 
pushing President Bush to change the course of history.” 73 (Simplistic minds will find ways to 
translate this point to bolster anti-Semitism. This logic must be condemned. Here, it should be 
understood that regardless of who does the wrong, the wrong itself isn’t/can’t be associated 
with ethnicity, race, or nationality.) Most, if not all, are avidly pro-Israel, whose views of Arabs 
and Muslims can make one forget that they are human beings too. 

Truly alarming are the following quotes in relation to the war on Iraq found in the PNAC 
2000 report (emphasis and bracketed commentary are mine):

Indeed, the United States has for decades sought to play a more permanent role in 
Gulf  regional  security.  While  the  unresolved  conflict  with  Iraq  provides  the 
immediate justification, the need for substantial American force presence in the 
Gulf  transcends the issue of the regime of Saddam Hussein.” [Saddam Hussein 
was not the main issue after all]

72  William Rivers Pitt, The Project for the New American Century, February 25, 2003 
<www.informationclearinghouse.info/article1665.htm>

73  Ari Shavit, White Man’s Burden, www.haaretzdaily.com, April 5, 2003 <haaretzdaily.com/hasen/pages/ShArt.jhtml?
itemNo=280279>
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In the Persian Gulf region, the presence of American forces, along with British and 
French units,  has become a semi-permanent  fact of life.  Though the immediate 
mission of those forces is to enforce the no-fly zones over northern and southern 
Iraq, they represent the long-term commitment of the United States and its major 
allies to a region of vital importance.” 

Terminating  the  no-fly  zones  over  Iraq  would  call  America’s  position  as  a 
guarantor of security in the Persian Gulf into question; the reaction would be the 
same  in  East  Asia  following  a  withdrawal  of  U.S.  forces  or  a  lowering  of 
American military presence.” 

From an American perspective, the value of such bases would endure even should 
Saddam pass from the scene. Over the long term, Iran may well prove as large a 
threat  to  U.S.  interests  in  the  Gulf  as  Iraq  has.  And even  should  U.S.-Iranian 
relations improve,  retaining forward-based forces in the region would still be an 
essential  element  in  U.S.  security  strategy  given  the  longstanding  American  
interests in the region.” 

NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY 2002
“THE BUSH DOCTRINE”

Far from being a report on the defense of America, much of Rebuilding America’s Defenses 
is about offensive strategy to keep nations that don’t bow to the Pax Americana scheme, in line, 
militarily when (not if) it comes to it. The  National Security Strategy of the United States of  
America (or the Bush Doctrine), revealed in 2002, adopts much of the PNAC report, and is itself 
far  from a clear  explanation of U.S.  global  foreign policy.  For example,  on the one hand it 
mentions that, “In keeping with our heritage and principles, we do not use our strength to press 
for  unilateral  advantage.  We  seek  instead  to  create  a  balance  of  power  that  favors  human 
freedom: conditions in which all nations and all societies can choose for themselves the rewards 
and challenges of political and economic liberty.” On the other hand, it states towards the end, 
“we will be prepared to act apart when our interests and unique responsibilities require.” The 
question is how do we determine what requires diplomacy and what requires unilateral action? 
What does it mean by “unique responsibilities”? No part of the NSS clarifies this ambiguity. It 
also states that,  “The United States has long maintained the option of preemptive actions  to 
counter a sufficient  threat  to our national  security… the United States will,  if  necessary,  act 
preemptively”  and  “America  will  act  against  such  emerging  threats  before  they  are  fully 
formed.”  The  report  doesn’t  elaborate  on  what  criteria  are  necessary  to  identify  “emerging 
threats”.  “It  is  quite  articulate”,  writes  Robert  Jervis,  Professor  of  International  Politics  at 
Columbia University, “American policy since the end of the military campaign [in Iraq] has been 
consistent with it”, adding, “The United States may be only the latest in a long line of countries 
that is unable to place sensible limits on its fears and aspirations.”74 Like in the PNAC report, the 
U.N. Security Council doesn’t get mentioned. As a matter of fact, John Bolton (who was later 
appointed to be the U.S. ambassador to the U.N.) had expressed the role of the U.N. itself shortly 
after he became Under-Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security in 2000:

74  Robert Jervis, Understanding the Bush Doctrine, Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 118, No. 3, Fall 2003
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There is no United Nations. There is an international community that occasionally 
can be led by the only real power left in the world, and that is the United States, 
when it suits our interest, and when we can get others to go along…. When the 
United States leads, the United Nations will follow. When it suits our interests to 
do so, we will do so. When it does not suit our interests we will not.75

The most significant part of the NSS is the “war on terrorism” which “will be fought on many 
fronts against a particularly elusive enemy over an extended period of time.” This war reveals 
“the clash inside a civilization, a battle for the future of the Muslim world. This is a struggle of 
ideas and this is an area where America must  excel.”  Culturally speaking,  this  reveals  more 
about what the NSS authors think of Islam, than terrorism and its threat to America. The State 
Department’s fascination with defining Islam from a hostile Orientalist perspective is nothing 
new. Worse yet is to form actual policies towards the Muslim world from them. The ideological 
background to the current attitude to Islam and Muslims from within the Bush administration can 
be traced to men such as Bernard Lewis76, Samuel Huntington, and Daniel Pipes – all three of 
whom have been known to author slanted views of Islam and are among the few favored scholars 
of  the  Bush  Administration’s  most  war-mongering  members.  Nevertheless,  “many  fronts”, 
“elusive”, and “extended period of time” are words that further diverge the NSS from one of its 
primary purposes – to explain U.S. policies to the general public who have placed the president 
in charge of governing by the U.S. Constitution. The vague “war on terrorism”, as well as the 
policies of unilateralism and preemption is a radical departure from previous administration’s 
policies, though in theory they have been expressed for a number of years. The actual changes 
are explained by the  NSS in the following way: “This Administration has proposed the largest 
government  reorganization  since  the  Truman  Administration  created  the  National  Security 
Council  and the Department  of Defense.” Besides this,  many individuals  have realized links 
between the NSS and the PNAC’s Rebuilding America’s Defenses that clarifies further the nature 
of the departure. Both documents,

Mention Iraq and North Korea as rogue states (“two of the Axis of Evil”)
Make the case for unilateralism in leading the world 
Make the case for preemptive warfare as official U.S. doctrine
Make the case for maintaining an American-lead global security order
Make the case for a ballistic missile defense 
Make the case for radically transforming the Armed Forces of the U.S.
Make the case for maintaining and expanding NATO 
Make the case for expanding military bases overseas in the Middle East and Asia
Make the case for an American controlled space and cyberspace (STAR WARS and Carnivore)
Make the case for new technological weaponry (Bunker Buster and MOAB)
Make the case for significantly increasing the defense budget (3.8 %)
Dismiss the Kyoto Protocol, ABM treaty, and the International Criminal Court
Mention the end of the cold war as an opportunity and responsibility to do all of the above77

75  Phyllis Bennis, Calling the Shots, p. xxiii
76  Lewis is one of the chief scholars who advise the neoconservatives on Islam and was an advocate of making war on Iraq. Time 

magazine stated of him, “No scholar has had more influence than Lewis on the decision to wage war in Iraq.” (Time, April 26, 
2004)

77  In March of 2002, Nicholas Lemann, reporter writing for the New Yorker in an article titled ‘The Next World Order’, wrote, 
“Rice said that she had called together the senior staff people of the National Security Council and asked them to think 
seriously about ‘how do you capitalize on these opportunities’ to fundamentally change American doctrine, and the shape of the 
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In addition to this is the role specific corporations have with specific members (and former 
members)  of the Bush administration.  We can include Lockheed Martin,  the world’s leading 
military  contractor  (Edward  Aldridge:  board  of  directors);  Halliburton,  an  oil  service  and 
logistics company (Richard Cheney: former CEO); Northrop Grumman a leading weapons and 
intelligence  technology  maker  (Paul  Wolfowitz:  former  consultant,  Douglas  Feith:  former 
attorney,  Dov S.  Zakheim:  former  advisor,  and Lewis  Libby:  former  advisor);  SY Coleman 
Technology  Inc  (Jay  Garner:  former  president);  Chevron  (Condoleezza  Rice:  former  board 
member); Enron (Karl Rove: former shareholder); Bechtel (Donald Rumsfeld: negotiations with 
Iraq in the 1980’s); and DynCorp, a security company (James Woolsey: former board member). 
These  connections  may  seem trivial  at  first  glance,  but  considering  the  war  on  Iraq,  these 
trivialities have proven to be subjects of great concern and criticism for many analysts, reporters, 
intellectuals, and academics that see links between these corporations and the same men who 
urged war on Iraq.78  The corporate connections are realized in practice where dozens of them 
had donated huge sums of money to elect Bush in 2000, and in turn it seems, have won contracts 
in Afghanistan and Iraq.79 

REAL CAUSES FOR WAR

In short, both the PNAC’s 2000 report Rebuilding America’s Defenses and Bush’s National  
Security Strategy are blueprints for a modern-day U.S. crusade to create a world obedient to its 
power. The attack on Iraq signals the beginning of a new era where an American Rome is the 
next empire to think it can unite the world under its own political and cultural value system. Jay 
Bookman, one of the editors of the Atlanta Journal-Constitution, properly notes that this war 
with Iraq

is intended to mark the official emergence of the United States as a full-fledged global 
empire, seizing sole responsibility and authority as planetary policeman. It would be the 
culmination of a plan 10 years or more in the making, carried out by those who believe 
the  United States  must  seize  the  opportunity for  global  domination,  even if  it  means 
becoming the “American imperialists” that our enemies always claimed we were. 80  

The official reasons for the war on Iraq are well known. However, every official position 
comes with hidden unofficial baggage. It is this unofficial baggage that clarifies why the official 
reasons were made in the first  place. As the war began on March 19,  2003, President  Bush 
confidently stated, “The people of the United States and our friends and allies will not live at the 
mercy of an outlaw regime that threatens the peace with weapons of mass murder.” A month and 
a half later, on May 1, he announced an end to “major combat” and added, “The liberation of 

world, in the wake of September 11th.” See: <http://www.newyorker.com/fact/content/?020401fa_FACT1>
78  Ray McGovern: former CIA analyst, Robert Fisk: internationally acclaimed journalist who writes for The Independent - 

London, Noam Chomsky: one of the West’s leading intellectuals, Phyllis Bennis: an academic who writes for the Institute of 
Policy Studies, Scott Ritter: former U.N. chief inspector, Karen Kwiatkowski: formerly a regional analyst who worked for the 
Office of Special Plans – Pentagon. 

79  21 one of them have donated over 100,000 and 14 over 1 million. <http://www.publicintegrity.org/wow/report.aspx?aid=65>
80  Jay Bookman, The President’s Real Goal In Iraq, <www.accessatlanta.com/ajc/opinion/0902/29bookman.html>
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Iraq is a crucial advance in the campaign against terror. We have removed an ally of al Qaeda.” 
Some of the official reasons81 for the war were:

Iraq has chemical and biological weapons (Powell – September 8, 2002)
Iraq has imported aluminum tubes for nuclear development (Rice – September 8, 2002)
Iraq has ties to Al-Qaida (Rumsfeld – September 27, 2002)
Iraq is an urgent threat (Bush – October 2, 2002 and November 20, 2002)
Iraq Sought Uranium from Niger (Bush – January 28, 2003)
Iraq has drone planes that can deploy chemical and biological weapons (Bush – January 28, 2003)
Saddam has given orders to use his chemical weapons (Bush – February 8, 2003)
Iraq has long-range ballistic missiles (Bush – February 9, 2003)
Iraq has reconstituted its nuclear weapons programs (Cheney – March 16, 2003)
Iraq had mobile biological weapons labs (Powell – May 22, 2003)
Saddam wouldn’t allow U.N. inspectors back in (Bush – July 14, 2003)

The first nine were made before the war while the last two were made after it to justify the 
war.  These  reasons  were  used  to  express  the  imminent  danger  posed  by  Iraq  to  its  own 
neighbors, U.S. Allies, and the U.S. itself. Contradictory to the pre- “Operation Iraqi Freedom” 
logic, on July 9, 2003, two months after the “mission accomplished” speech by President Bush 
on  U.S.S.  Abraham  Lincoln,  Rumsfeld  told  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee,  “The 
coalition did not act in Iraq because we had discovered dramatic new evidence of Iraq’s pursuit 
of WMD; we acted because we saw the existing evidence in a new light—through the prism of 
our  experience  on  9/11.”82 No new evidence  (facts),  but  a  new way of  looking  at  the  past 
(ideology). Nevertheless, every single claim listed above was later either proven false or at least, 
misleading. As was well known to masses of people all across the globe, the reasons stated for 
the  war  were  based  more  on  ideology/material  interests  than  “intelligence”.  This  view  is 
supported by a high level ex-CIA official  by the name of Tyler  Drumheller  (former head of 
covert operations in Europe) who spoke out on the intelligence available before the war was 
initiated. “This administration came in very focused on Iraq,” he told Harper’s Magazine reporter 
Ken Silverstein, “even before 9/11, and they were very heavy-handed about it. They viewed Iraq 
as a serious threat to the Middle East, and if your reporting didn't back that up it was because you 
were incompetent or not supportive enough of the policy. That got worse over time—they were 
absolutely  certain  that  they  were  right.  If  you  disagreed  you  were  seen  as  incompetent,  or 
opposed to their plans for political reasons.” When Drumheller discovered intelligence that Iraq 
didn’t possess WMDs he passed this on but was then told “It's time you learned it's not about 
intelligence anymore. It's about regime change.”83 Appearing on 60 Minutes he remarked “It just 
sticks in my craw every time I hear them say it’s  an intelligence failure.  This was a policy 
failure.”84 Drumheller also told the CIA director about the Iraq’s alleged purchase of uranium 
from Niger, that it was false. On July 15, 2003, Senator Carl Levin, speaking on the falsified 
intelligence concerning this, told the Senate that

81  See Christopher Scheer’s ‘Ten Appalling Lies We Were Told About Iraq’ at <http://www.alternet.org/story.html?
StoryID=16274> 

82  Quoted from: <http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2003/July/Rumsfeld.pdf>
83  Ken Silverstein, On the Brink with Tyler Drumheller, www.Harper’s.org, November 2, 2006 
   <http://www.harpers.org/sb-on-the-brink-tyler-drumheller-1162499334.html>

84   CNN, Ex-CIA official: WMD evidence ignored, April 23, 2006 
<http://www.cnn.com/2006/US/04/23/cia.iraq/index.html>

52



The uranium issue is not just about sixteen words. It is about the conscious decisions that 
were  made,  apparently  by  the  NSC and  concurred  in  by  the  CIA,  to  create  a  false 
impression.  And  it  is  not  an  isolated  example.  There  is  troubling  evidence  of  other 
dubious statements and exaggerations by the intelligence community and administration 
officials.85

The Council for a Livable World, an arms control organization focused on halting the 
spread of weapons of mass destruction, listed 16 different attempts by the Bush Administration 
to mislead the American public about Iraqi WMDs. Some of the so-called facts found to be of 
dubious  origins  include  Iraq’s  link  to  Al-Qaida,  Iraq’s  reconstitution  of  its  nuclear  weapons 
program,  Iraq’s  purchase  of  uranium  from  Niger,  Saddam’s  authorization  to  Iraqi  field 
commanders  to  use  chemical  weapons,  the  existence  of  an  Iraqi  drone  plane  capable  of 
dispersing biological or chemical weapons, Iraq’s long-range ballistic missiles, and the failure of 
U.N. inspections to find any WMDs. It becomes clear from examining these issues that the war 
on  Iraq  was  based  on  doctored intelligence  intended  to  persuade  the  American  public  into 
accepting another onslaught on the Iraqi people. Scott Ritter explains something that highlights 
the deceptiveness of the Bush Administration regarding intelligence: “I can tell you what the 
Intelligence communities of the world were saying. And there was 100% agreement that Iraq had 
been fundamentally disarmed by 1998. There was not a single  intelligence agency out  there 
saying we have hard data that Saddam retains huge stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction or 
that he has reconstituted a meaningful WMD program. Not a single agency! And the reason is 
that because we had weapons inspectors in place and we could bring facts to table to show that 
Iraq did not have these weapons, that we had accounted for the vast majority of its weapons and 
there was no evidence of a reconstituted program.”86 

Regardless of the reality outside our borders, the majority of Americans had fallen into 
the trap of fear created by the publication of false intelligence. Many still, even after it has been 
determined  that  the  Bush  administration  has  deliberately  misled  America  to  war  (“war  of 
aggression” is considered the chief war crime according to international law), continue to support 
the administration as if nothing disingenuous has happened.  A harsh stance came from Rep. 
Henry A. Waxman. The Special Investigative Division of the U.S. House of Representatives 
prepared a report at the request of Rep. Waxman that became “a comprehensive examination of 
the statements made by the five Administration officials most responsible for providing public 
information and shaping public opinion on Iraq: President George Bush, Vice President Richard 
Cheney, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld,  Secretary of State Colin Powell,  and National 
Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice.”87 The report concluded:

Because of  the  gravity of  the  subject  and the  President’s  unique access  to  classified 
information, members of Congress and the public expect the President and his senior 
officials to take special care to be balanced and accurate in describing national security 
threats.  It  does  not  appear,  however,  that  President  Bush,  Vice  President  Cheney, 

85  Quoted from the Churches for Middle East Peace site <www.cmep.org/Alerts/2003Aug1.htm>
86  Foaad Khosmood, Iraq, Iran, and WMDs, www.zmag.org, January 29, 2007. This is an interview of Scott Ritter by Foaad 

Khosmood. <http://www.zmag.org/content/showarticle.cfm?SectionID=67&ItemID=11993>
87  <http://www.house.gov/reform/min/pdfs_108_2/pdfs_inves/pdf_admin_iraq_on_the_record_rep.pdf>
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Secretary  Rumsfeld,  Secretary  Powell,  and  National  Security  Advisor  Rice  met  this 
standard  in  the  case  of  Iraq.  To  the  contrary,  these  five  officials  repeatedly  made 
misleading statements about the threat posed by Iraq. In 125 separate appearances, they 
made  11  misleading  statements  about  the  urgency  of  Iraq’s  threat,  81  misleading 
statements about Iraq’s nuclear activities, 84 misleading statements about Iraq’s chemical 
and biological capabilities, and 61 misleading statements about Iraq’s relationship with al 
Qaeda.

Years later a far more extensive study undertaken by the Center for Public Integrity, a non-
partisan  and  non-advocacy  organization  “dedicated  to  producing  original,  responsible 
investigative  journalism  on  issues  of  public  concern”,  found  and  demonstrated  how  false 
statements made by members of the Bush administration “were part of an orchestrated campaign 
that  effectively  galvanized  public  opinion  and,  in  the  process,  led  the  nation  to  war  under 
decidedly false pretenses”. They recorded an astounding 935 false statements made two years 
following September 11, 2001 about the national security threat posed by Saddam Hussein’s 
Iraq”.88 

Jim  Lobe,  a  political  analyst  with  Foreign  Policy  in  Focus,  focused  on  the  non-public, 
internal on goings of the Office of Special Plans (OSP), which enables us to identify the current 
“intelligence problems” more clearly:

Little is known about OSP, which was originally created by Rumsfeld and his top deputy, 
Paul Wolfowitz, to investigate possible links between Saddam and Osama bin Laden's al-
Qaeda terrorist group. While only a dozen people officially worked in the office at its 
largest,  scores  of  ‘consultants’  were  brought  in  on  contract,  many  of  them  closely 
identified  with  the  neo-conservative  and  pro-Likud  views  held  by  the  Pentagon 
leadership89

 Lobe also tells us that the OSP “maintained close relations with the Defense Policy Board 
(DPB), which was then chaired by Richard Perle of the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), 
(Douglas) Feith's mentor in the Reagan administration.” Both of these men were co-authors of 
the  memo  titled  A Clean Break:  A New Strategy  for  Securing  the  Realm,  published  by the 
Institute of Advanced Strategic and Political Studies in 1996 which “argued that Saddam's ouster 
in Iraq would enable Israel to transform the balance of power in the Middle East in its favor.”90 

Again, the role of Israel is hushed away and rhetoric is applied by the Bush administration to 
explain away evidence of dubious intentions. The absurd charge of anti-Semitism also finds use 
here.

It becomes clear from the above statements that  making war on Iraq has a wider agenda 
(unofficial  baggage)  than  the  official  accounts  lead  us  to  believe.  Another  good  source  for 
explaining the legitimate reasons for war is an article91 written by journalist Robert Dreyfuss. 
Titled  The Thirty-Year Itch, the article uses Chas Freeman (former U.S. ambassador to Saudi 

88  See: Iraq: The War Card on www.publicintegrity.org <http://www.publicintegrity.org/WarCard/>
89  Jim Lobe, Insider fires a broadside at Rumsfeld's office, <www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/EH07Ak01.html>
90  Ibid.
91  Robert Dreyfuss, The Thirty-Year Itch, Mother Jones, March/April 2003, pp 41 – 45   
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Arabia under Bush Sr.) and James Atkins (former U.S. ambassador to Saudi Arabia under Ford) 
to bring light on the importance of Iraq to U.S. foreign policy/strategy.  Atkins mentions the 
“Kissinger  plan”  which  is  “a  long running  strategic  design”  to  “occupy Arab  oil-producing 
countries.” Henry Kissinger is a member of the Defense Policy Board in the first term of the 
Bush administration who once stated, “oil is much too important a commodity to be left in the 
hands of the Arabs.”92 Atkins, who worked for Kissinger in 1975, is, concerning the “Kissinger 
plan”, quoted as saying “I thought it had been killed, but it’s back.” In a similar tune, Freeman is 
quoted as saying that the current administration “believes you have to control resources in order 
to have access to them.”  With connections some of the high members of the Bush administration 
have with oil companies it is not unreasonable to believe that the war on Iraq was made, at least 
partially, to gain a firmer control over Iraq’s resources. PNAC co-founder Kagan certainly added 
to this mix when he said: “When we have economic problems, its been caused by disruptions in 
our  oil  supply [note  the  use of  the  term  our].  If  we have a  force  in  Iraq,  there  will  be no 
disruption in oil supplies.”93 An interesting piece of evidence was uncovered in this regard. On 
March 22nd 2004, CBS reported that journalist Ron Suskind obtained a document (among many 
others)  from  Bush  former  treasury  secretary  Paul  O’Neil  titled:  “Foreign  Suitors  for  Iraqi 
Oilfield contracts”. The document, dated March 5, 2001 (six months before 9/11), Suskind said, 
“talks about contractors around the world from, you know, 30-40 countries. And which ones 
have what intentions… on oil in Iraq.”94 

Other explanations have also been mentioned,  for example, Philip Zelikow, the executive 
director  of  the  9/11  commission,  stated,  “Why  would  Iraq  attack  America  or  use  nuclear 
weapons against us? I'll tell you what I think the real threat (is) and actually has been since 1990 
– it's the threat against Israel… And this is the threat that dare not speak its name, because the 
Europeans  don't  care  deeply  about  that  threat,  I  will  tell  you  frankly.  And  the  American 
government doesn't want to lean too hard on it rhetorically, because it is not a popular sell.”95 

This position is not unreasonable either considering the ardently pro-Israeli views maintained by 
numerous high-level members of the Bush administration, especially Perle, who was the chief 
author of A Clean Break: A New Strategy for Securing the Realm, which recognized the military 
removal  of  Hussein  from power  as  “an  important  Israeli  strategic  objective”.  Besides  this, 
another link between the Bush administration’s war on Iraq and Israel appeared in a Washington 
Post  article  authored  by  Robert  Kaiser  on  February  9,  2003.96 Kaiser  quotes  a  senior  U.S. 
government official as stating, “the Likudniks are really in charge now” and Thomas Neumann, 
Executive Director of JINSA, as saying, “This is the best administration for Israel since Harry 
Truman.” 

Bush’s  National Security Strategy has expressed the same urgency about Iraq, as have the 
reports, letters, and statements mentioned above. By the time it was released, Iraq was already 
designated  as  the  first  of  the  “axis  of  evil”  “rogue”  states.  The  NSS mentions  rogue/hostile 

92  Quoted from: Hans von Sponeck and Denis Halliday, Iraq: The Hostage Nation, December 6, 2001 
<www.counterpunch.org/iraqhostage.html>

93  Jay Bookman, The President’s Real Goal in Iraq, Atlanta Journal-Constitution, September 29, 2002
    See: <http://www.accessatlanta.com/ajc/opinion/0902/29bookman.html>
94  Quoted from: <www.cbsnews.com/stories/2004/01/09/60minutes/main592330.shtml>
95  Emad Mekay, Iraq: War Launched to Protect Israel – Bush Advisor, Inter Press Service News Agency, March 29, 2004, See: 

<http://www.ipsnews.net/interna.asp?idnews=23083>
96  Robert Kaiser, Bush and Sharon Nearly Identical On Mideast Policy, Washington Post, Feb. 9, 2003, page A01
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state(s)  a  dozen  times  where  at  least  6  times  it  is  mentioned  along  with  terrorism.  This 
connection of words expresses one of the Bush administration’s misleading claims that Iraq had 
a link to Al-Qaida. Even though the evidence was known to be misleading beforehand,97 it was 
nonetheless used to bolster the legitimacy of making war on Iraq. This reveals how important 
making war on Iraq was to the Bush administration. The people behind the  NSS are the same 
ones mentioned throughout this whole chapter. There is sufficient evidence here to conclude that 
the  war  on  Iraq  was  premeditated  well  before  9/1198 for  reasons  stated  in  the  Rebuilding  
America’s  Defenses report.  Consequently,  we  can  explain  both  why  Cheney  and  Rumsfeld 
wanted to attack Iraq immediately after  9/11 and also why terrorism was somewhat  ignored 
before 9/11.99 If we take into consideration the PNAC letters, the Rebuilding America’s Defenses 
report, Dreyfuss’ article, Zelikow’s statements, Kaiser’s article, and the  NSS, we are provided 
with a more lucid view of why war was made on Iraq, than the official account. 

A richly documented study, done by the award-winning journalist Naomi Klein known as 
“the shock doctrine”, has further helped clarify the mechanisms and ideas in place that favored 
war on Iraq as a suitable and important policy. Disasters, whether natural or man-made (war), 
subject the victims of the disaster to varying degrees of shock, which enable leaders of nations to 
radically  alter  their  societies  economically  and  politically  under  the  guise  of  protecting  the 
people, the nation, and the world. In Iraq, Klein explains, there were “distinct forms of shock” 
orchestrated  by  the  U.S.  in  order  to  alter  the  Iraqi  society  to  reflect  U.S.  neoconservative 
economic  interests  over  the  interests  of  the  people  of  Iraq.  These  three  forms  of  shock 
“reinforced each other”. The first shock came in the form of war (“shock and awe”) which was 
meant to convey to the Iraqi people the “futility of resistance”. The second shock was in the form 
economics starting with the “arrival of Paul Bremer” who declared Iraq “open for business” for 
foreign investors. The intent of this shock was to turn Iraq into a “model free-market economy” 
before letting the Iraqis hold elections, so that the political structure of Iraq would compliment 
the economic structure dictated by Bremer and his neoconservative bosses. This was opposed by 
the Iraqis who wanted to hold elections first and then let the democratically elected leaders  of  
Iraq decide which economic policies to adopt for their country. Bremer delayed the elections in 
order to pass through “100 edicts/laws” that “were very very radical” in that “foreign companies 
were allowed 100% ownership of Iraqi assets” and were “allowed to take 100% of their profits 
out”. This was based on “this theory that Iraqis would be so disoriented and reeling from the 
shock and awe invasion” (due to  daily concerns  of having no water  or electricity)  that  they 
“wouldn’t  be  able  to  resist  these  economic  shocks”.  This  backfired,  however,  as  “Iraqis 
demanded  elections”  and “there  were  protests  almost  daily  outside  the  Green  Zone.  People 
wanted their jobs back” and “they were very against, particularly, the foreign investment law. 
Iraqi business people organized and opposed this law”. Eventually “non-violent resistance turned 
into armed resistance”, which lead to “the emergence of the third shock”, and that was “the non-
metaphorical  shocks  to  bodies”  coming  in  the  form  of  torture.  This  torture,  being  “an 
enforcement  tool”,  was  a  “way  to  gain  control  over  a  country  that  you  can’t  govern  with 
consent” and “if you can’t govern a country through consent then you have to govern it through 
fear  and  a  classic  way  of  governing  through  fear  is  the  use  of  torture.”100 Klein’s  “shock 

97  CIA Director George Tenet disputed the reliability of sources concerning the link between Saddam and Al-Qaida. 
98  O’Neil, ex treasury secretary and ex member of NSC, said Saddam was topic “A” 10 days after Bush was inaugurated into 

office. See: <www.cbsnews.com/stories/2004/01/09/60minutes/main592330.shtml>
99  Paul Bremer criticized Bush on terrorism before 9/11. <www.cnn.com/2004/ALLPOLITICS/04/29/bremer.bush.ap/>
100 See Naomi Klein’s interview with Mark Molaro on www.Naomiklein.org 
   <http://www.naomiklein.org/shock-doctrine/video-audio>
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doctrine” enables us to put the various pieces of the Iraq disaster into a lucid perspective that 
explains why defending the oil facilities was more important than defending the cultural history 
of Iraq or providing clean running water and electricity. It also explains why torture was adopted 
as a way to counter the various resistance movements (of which the overwhelming majority is 
made up of Iraqi nationalists, not al-Qaida terrorists) and control the general population through 
fear.

What the neoconservatives have advocated and implemented is nothing less than imperial 
policies intended to achieve imperial objectives. This includes the pushing of the “benevolent 
hegemony”101 mentality on the American public through the use of fear (the NSS makes repeated 
mention of terrorism and WMD to further policies that do not guarantee safety and are at best 
ambiguous).  These policies,  complete  with weak justifications,  have alarmed not only critics 
across  the  world  (the  U.S.  is  now the  most  hated  nation  in  the  world  despite  having  been 
supported  almost  unanimously  after  the  September  11,  2001  attacks),  but  even  within  the 
American  conservative  spectrum  itself.  Scott  McConnell,  a  former  neoconservative  and 
executive editor of The American Conservative, writes that, “a far larger number of moderate, 
centrist, or establishment-oriented Republicans who are not by temperament given to ideological 
battling”,  see  the  neoconservatives,  “as  dangerous  zealots.”102 This  testifies  to  the  radical 
departure of U.S. foreign policy from the perceived norms of international law and order, semi-
respected by other superpowers.  

Both the PNAC and its influence on the  NSS reveal the “institutional failures” taking 
place  within  the  U.S.  government.  This  is  a  far  greater  threat  to  the  U.S.  than  what  the 
Rebuilding America’s Defenses report and  NSS have expressed. In regards to the intelligence 
available to the lawmakers that enabled them to permit the President to initiate war, Scott Ritter 
tells us, “Not a single Senator, not a single Congressman was presented with viable intelligence 
that  proved  beyond  a  shadow  of  a  doubt  that  Iraq  retained  weapons  of  mass  destruction. 
Therefore you have to ask yourself: What intelligence did they receive? If you’re talking about 
going to war – and they voted for war – they need to be shown incontrovertible proof that a 
situation exists that manifests itself as a threat that warrants the use of military force. What I can 
tell  you is that Senators and Congressmen may have believed Saddam had WMD, but that’s 
faith-based analysis not fact-based analysis. And there is a singular failure across the board for 
anyone who voted in favor of this war void of any hard, irrefutable evidence. I again re-iterate 
not a single one of them received such a briefing because frankly speaking such a briefing could 
not have existed.”103 Louis Fisher, a senior specialist at the Congressional Research Service of 
the Library of Congress, expressed the consequences of the above:

U.S. political institutions failed in their constitutional duties when they authorized war 
against Iraq. The Bush administration never presented sufficient and credible information 
to justify statutory action in October 2002 and military operations in March 2003… For 
its part, Congress failed to insist on reliable arguments and evidence before passing the 
Iraq resolution. There was no need for Congress to act when it did. Instead of passing 

101 This term was used by Kristol and Kagan in 1996. <www.ceip.org/files/Publications/foreignaffairs.asp?from=pubauthor>
102 Scott McConnell, Among the Neocons, The American Conservative, April 21, 2003. 

<www.amconmag.com/04_21_03/cover.html>
103 Foaad Khosmood, Iraq, Iran, and WMDs, www.zmag.org, January 29, 2007. This is an interview of Scott Ritter by Foaad 

Khosmood. <http://www.zmag.org/content/showarticle.cfm?SectionID=67&ItemID=11993>
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legislation to authorize war, members of Congress agreed to compromise language that 
left the decisive judgment with the President. Placing the power to initiate war in the 
hands of one person was precisely what the Framers hoped to avoid when they drafted 
the Constitution. Rather than proceed with deliberation and care, the two branches rushed 
to war on a claim of imminent threat that lacked credibility.104   

WHY THE WAR IS WRONG

The humanity of those who suffer from the actions of leaders is an ugly issue to deal with, 
but it  is far too important to ignore. The violation of the humanity of the Iraqi people is the 
central issue of my objection. Everything else is a by-product of this one. In terms of human 
rights, the recent attack on Iraq was as barbaric as the first bombing campaign over a decade ago. 
There  was  no  shame  in  using  “shock  and awe”  or  “rapid  dominance”  (dropping/firing  800 
bombs/missiles) to terrorize the population and in blasting away at Iraqi civilians caught up in 
the fighting. By examining the statements made by the Pentagon and the architect of “shock and 
awe”, we see clearly the resemblance it has to the apathy displayed by Nazi commanders when 
planning  the  horrid  blitzkrieg  of  neighboring  nations.  “There  will  not  be  a  safe  place  in 
Baghdad” a Pentagon official  remarked,  “The sheer size of this  has never been seen before, 
never been contemplated before.” The architect of “shock and awe”, Harlan Ullman105, stated 
about his plan “We want them to quit, not to fight, so that you have this simultaneous effect - 
rather like the nuclear weapons at Hiroshima - not taking days or weeks but minutes”. And of 
Baghdad, “You also take the city down. By that I mean you get rid of their power and water. In 
two, three, four, five days they are physically,  emotionally and psychologically exhausted.”106 

Let us consider for a moment that these remarks were made by Iraqi military officers working for 
Saddam who planned on attacking Kuwait again. Apart from being condemned for violating the 
norms of international law and being a brutal dictator, Saddam, along with his military officers, 
would also be likened to Hitler and the Nazis, generally be described as psychotic murderers, and 
easily be identified as the sources of great evil. But this is not the case when American leaders 
and military officials make horrid statements, revealing how much they care for the humanity of 
the other even when openly discussing plans of mass murder. So many bombs were dropped on a 
people who were no threat to Americans and still they were portrayed as dangerous and “shock 
and awe” portrayed as necessary to contain that danger. “Shock and awe” was the American 
blitzkrieg on Iraq. 

Hundreds of thousands of innocent people have died and hundreds of thousands more are 
expected to suffer from exposure to depleted uranium and other consequences created by modern 
warfare. International law has been downgraded as American troops practice restrictions Saddam 
practiced (like squashing independent media, taking away suspected rebels from their homes in 
the middle of the night, and torturing Iraqis deemed dangerous to the powers that be). The U.S. 
has set up a system, which despite any of the elections, favors U.S. interests above those of the 
Iraqi people. Far from being free, the Iraqi people are once again subservient to a foreign power 
– a reality that the neoconservatives had long awaited and desired to maintain. Americans and 

104 Louis Fisher, Deciding on War Against Iraq: Institutional Failures, Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 118, No. 3, Fall 2003
105 Harlan K. Ullman and James P. Wade, Shock and Awe: Achieving Rapid Dominance, National Defense University Press, 

October 1996
106 Andrew West, 800 missiles to hot Iraq in first 48 hours, The Sun-Herald, January 26, 2003
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Brits are keeping score on how many of their troops have died in this new venture, but how 
many of them know the count of innocent Iraqi deaths? Just as the first Gulf War, there isn’t 
much of an interest in knowing. Not so, if the victims were dogs. PETA would have enforced a 
regime change in Washington faster than it took the U.S. to defeat Saddam. 

Finally, because of the use of American might, the most aggressive and protected power in 
the region, Israel, has taken a step forward in maintaining its colonial and oppressive policies 
towards the Palestinians  – the Native Americans of the Middle East, or as Jessie Jackson once 
put it after visiting the area in 1983, “the niggers of the Middle East.” 107 Israel’s foreign policy, 
as its destruction of Lebanon and the Gaza Strip quite clearly shows, has nothing to do with 
justice or security, but much to do with the ideology of ‘might is right’, the maintaining of illegal 
borders, its illegal confiscation of Palestinian territory (in places less reported), its continuation 
of building hundreds of more illegal settlements, its imprisonment of women and children, its 
refusal to discuss the right of refugees to return to their homes, its longstanding uses of collective 
punishment and torture of Arabs, and the many other violations of international law and human 
rights. Only a twisted mind would condemn reactionary Palestinian violence while ignoring the 
systematic Israeli violence. After all, it’s Israel that is colonizing Palestine, not the other way 
around. 

Undoubtedly, some people will accuse me of not considering Saddam’s evil treatment of his 
own people. On this it is sufficient to say that the disposing of this tyrant on moral grounds alone 
was acceptable (but certainly not by the U.S.), but how exactly can nations dispose of leaders 
such as this? It must be noted that many of Saddam’s evils are also the evils of many other 
nations  that  the  U.S.  supports  (Israel,  Egypt,  Jordan,  Uzbekistan,  Russia  …etc).  The  U.S. 
government  itself  practices  torture,  is  actively  engaged  in  producing  ever  more  lethal 
nuclear/biological/chemical weapons, has shown a lack of concern for its poor citizens, violates 
U.N. resolutions at will, and violates several other human rights well investigated by Amnesty 
International  and  other  human  rights  groups.  Human  rights  violations  thus  did  not  make 
Saddam’s Iraq a special case. Iraq’s resources and strategic value in the post-Cold war era do and 
that is where we can find actual reasons for this war. When President George W. Bush constantly 
reminded the American people and the world about the tyranny of Saddam Hussein, he spoke the 
truth. But as the 18th century London born poet William Blake wrote “A truth that’s told with bad 
intent; beats all the lies you can invent.”108 

In  addition  to  these  considerations,  once  a  person  has  familiarized  him/herself  with  the 
underlying  motives  of  the  Bush  administration,  the  military-industrial  complex,  and  other 
political-ideological realities, it becomes clear that the disposing of Saddam by the U.S. and its 
“Coalition of the Willing” is another form of tyranny, one that will carry greater consequences 
for the Iraqi people in need of a liberation of their own making. All of the issues discussed in this 
chapter involve an in-depth view of the political and economic framework within which U.S. 
foreign policy operates, the history of the area in question (the Middle East), the nature of the 
relationship between Western and Muslim peoples, and all of the relevant sub-issues that derive 
from these broader ones. I know as well as millions of other people in the world that the attack 
on Iraq is an act by one aggressor to overcome a junior aggressor, at the expense of millions of 

107 Quoted from: Paul Findley’s They Dare to Speak Out, Lawrence Hill Books, 1989, p. 137.
108 William Blake in his, Auguries of Innocence
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lives, and for the profit and glory of the few. “Liberation,” “democracy,”  “stability,”  and the 
entire  moral  high  ground  certain  Western  governments  attempt  to  impose  on  non-Western 
peoples  clearly  involve  ethnocentric  ideologies  that  serve  to  divert  attention  away from the 
material objectives beneath. The citizens of these Western nations, who support their respective 
governments  thinking  that  they  are  the  last  hope  for  non-Western  societies,  are  in  reality 
complicit in the various harms that are thereby created, which they don’t see or choose not to 
see. Furthermore:

When western countries insist on imposing liberal democracy on non-western countries, 
they deny them their histories, break up their communities, destroy the coherence and 
integrity of their ways of life, and reduce them to mimics, unable and unwilling to be true 
to either their traditions or to the imported alien norms.109

109 Ziauddin Sardar, Postmodernism and the Other, Pluto Press, London, 1998, p. 65
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QUESTION 3
WHAT GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO REFUSE ORDERS 

FROM THE PRESIDENT?

O ye who believe! stand out firmly for justice, as witnesses to Allah, even as 
against yourselves, or your parents, or your kin, and whether it be (against) rich 
or poor: for Allah can best protect both. Follow not the lusts (of your hearts), lest  
ye swerve, and if ye distort (justice) or decline to do justice, verily Allah is well-

acquainted with all that ye do.

Qur’an, 4:135110

To announce that there should be no criticism of the president, or that we are to 
stand by the president, right or wrong, it is not only unpatriotic and servile, but is  

morally treasonable to the American people

Theodore Roosevelt111

DISOBEYING A PRESIDENT

As in Question One, the above question was asked of me by 
people who wanted to silence me because they had the false 
impression that I would all of a sudden become ashamed by it. 
They were  wrong.  As  I  will  explain  in  this  chapter,  there  is 
nothing shameful about disobeying a President who advances an 
immoral  agenda  by  abusing  his  powers,  especially  when  the 
agenda in question violates the laws of the land. Disobedience 
in this  case is a clear  indication of moral  clarity.  In Western 
civilization, especially concerning democracies, people believe 
that  modern  laws  are  generally  derived  from  the  moral 
principles of humanism. Disobedience to illegal orders is then 
expected not only because it is unlawful to follow them, but also 

because it is  immoral as well. Morality defined from within an Islamic framework implies the 
same logic, that moral principles are the basis of laws. When laws are violated these principles 
are also violated. The story of this chapter is one of law and morality.

In a perfect world Presidents are supposed to be honorable, leading the nation within the 
set principles and boundaries of the Constitution. In reality, when candidates run for Presidency 
they are  often engaged in  demonizing  their  opponents  and exaggerating  their  own potential. 
Stated  simply,  they  spend months  lying  and compromising  their  values  in  order  to  become 
President. If someone has to lie, demonize others, and exaggerate their own worth to become 

110 Translated by Yusuf Ali
111 Taken from: http://www.theodoreroosevelt.org/life/quotes.htm
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leader of the “civilized world”, then what can we expect when such a person is in the White 
House?  Does  this  person  all  of  a  sudden  become  honest,  trustworthy,  and  honorable? 
Furthermore,  should  we  expect  them  to  be  honest  about  their  intentions  on  foreign  policy 
matters?  What  happens  when  the  President’s  policies  don’t  yield  expected  results  and  his 
political worth diminishes in the sight of the American people? Shall we be so naïve to ignore 
that to save face he will not mislead the public in various ways in order to boost his image? Scott 
Ritter gives us an example of an executive deception concerning Iraq:

On 16 October 2002, President Bush told the American people that “I have not 
ordered the use of force. I hope that the use of force will not become necessary.” 
We know now that this statement was itself a lie, that the president, by late August 
2002, had, in fact, signed off on the ‘execute’ orders authorizing the US military to 
begin  active  military  operations  inside  Iraq,  and  that  these  orders  were  being 
implemented as early as September 2002, when the US Air Force, assisted by the 
British Royal Air Force, began expanding its bombardment of targets inside and 
outside  the  so-called  no-fly  zone  in  Iraq.  These  operations  were  designed  to 
degrade Iraqi air defense and command and control capabilities. They also paved 
the way for the insertion of US Special Operations units,  who were conducting 
strategic reconnaissance, and later direct action, operations against specific targets 
inside Iraq, prior to the 19 March 2003 commencement  of hostilities.  President 
Bush had signed a covert finding in late spring 2002, which authorized the CIA 
and US Special Operations forces to dispatch clandestine units into Iraq for the 
purpose of removing Saddam Hussein from power. The fact is that the Iraq war 
had begun by the beginning of summer 2002, if not earlier.112

The clear  fact  is  that  Presidents,  their  administrations,  and their  parties  can and have 
many times  in  the  history of  the  United  States  deliberately  misled  the  American  public  for 
various reasons and continue to do so today.  They do all  this  often in the name of national 
security and for the “benefit” of the American people. Neither the “Realist” nor the “Liberalist” 
schools of democratic political thought have an answer for the public that satisfactorily addresses 
this problem. Therefore, morality becomes the barrier that keeps us, the public, from sharing the 
sins of the leadership. 

I was on occasion told that I should withhold my opinions concerning the politics of the 
“war on terror” and the Iraq issue because as a soldier I should trust my President, for he knows 
the matters in which he was elected to handle better than I do. In other words, don’t think for 
yourself, let your President think for you. (If it were this easy then individuals would not be held 
responsible under the Geneva Conventions or the Nuremberg Principles). My job, I was told, 
was to just obey orders and leave the moralizing aside. It is an interesting viewpoint, but if I am 
to take being a Marine or soldier seriously, I have to at least know consciously that I am part of a 
justified action or effort, because part of it may involve dropping millions of pounds of weaponry 
over a country of millions of people, many of whom will die needlessly (“collateral damage”). 
Presidents have always portrayed military action as justified and morally right to the American 
people and the world community,  obviously.  Members of the armed forces are automatically 

112 Scott Ritter, The US War with Iran Has Already Begun, Al-Jazeera, June 19, 2005 
<http://www.ifamericansknew.org/us_ints/ir-ritter.html>
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supposed to know “we” are the “good guys”, regardless of how complex a situation may be. My 
experience in the Corps and in the Army National Guard is that individuals who have sworn to 
“obey all orders of the President” find it unnecessary and dangerous to inquire about reasons 
behind conflicts or deployments that don’t jive with official justifications. That a moral or lawful 
reason is  assumed is never a problem to most of them. The problem is when people like me 
discover immoral or unlawful reasons for war. Then, those whose line of argument is “don’t talk 
politics, just obey orders” all of a sudden defend military action with political arguments that 
mirror official arguments. 

LAW

Many Americans, and especially military personnel, are unclear about how the war on Iraq 
has  violated  both  the  U.S.  Constitution  and  international  law.  Article  VI,  Clause  2  of  the 
Constitution states:

This  Constitution,  and  the  Laws  of  the  United  States  which  shall  be  made  in 
Pursuance  thereof;  and  all  Treaties  made,  or  which  shall  be  made,  under  the 
Authority of the United States,  shall  be the supreme Law of the Land; and the 
Judges in every State shall  be bound thereby,  any Thing in the Constitution or 
Laws of any State to the Contrary notwithstanding. 

After  the  Second  World  War,  the  U.S.  signed  the  U.N.  Charter  and  adopted  the 
Nuremberg Principles. This was done because the world had just witnessed an enormous amount 
of destruction and millions of lives lost caused by military aggression and state-sponsored mass 
murder. The war on Iraq has violated both, and therefore, has violated the U.S. Constitution. 
Article  39  of  Chapter  VII  in  the  U.N.  Charter  states  that  only  “The Security  Council  shall 
determine the existence of any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression and 
shall make recommendations, or decide what measures shall be taken in accordance with Articles 
41 and 42, to maintain or restore international peace and security.” Article 51 states: “Nothing in 
the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence if an 
armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until  the Security Council  has 
taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and security.”113 Taken together it is 
clear that only under the following two conditions can a nation use force: 1) when the U.N. 
Security Council authorizes the use of force; and 2) when a nation is under armed attack. Neither 
condition was met. Principle IV of the Nuremberg Principles states: “The crimes hereinafter set 
out  are  punishable  as  crimes  under;  international  law:  a.  Crimes  against  peace: i.  Planning, 
preparation, initiation or waging of a war of aggression or a war in violation of international 
treaties,  agreements  or  assurances;  ii.  Participation  in  a  common plan  or  conspiracy  for  the 
accomplishment of any of the acts mentioned under (i).”114 This too was violated when President 
Bush and Tony Blair declared war on Iraq. It was in regards to these laws that about 317 law 
professors from universities  all  over America published a statement against  attacking Iraq in 
November of 2002.115  

113 See: www.un.org <http://www.un.org/aboutun/charter/>
114 See: www.icrc.org <http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsf/FULL/390?OpenDocument>
115 See: <http://legal.lege.net/the-rule-of-law/> or e-mail: lawprofs@the-rule-of-law.com
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Other law groups such as the Center for Constitutional Rights, the Lawyers’ Committee on 
Nuclear Policy, and the Western States Legal Foundation, have also detailed the illegality of this 
war. According to professor Lawrence Mosqueda’s well-researched and articulated report on this 
subject, various religious groups in America have expressed strong statements against the war 
also.116 You can include on this list many leaders of the various religions of the world.117 Taken 
together, it becomes clear that the Bush administration has little regard for law and human rights 
so as long as the American people allow fear and ignorance to shape their judgment of current 
events.  The  Uniform Code of  Military  Justice  (UCMJ) calls  for  the  obedience  of  all  lawful 
orders.118 Orders violating the U.S. Constitution and international law are  unlawful orders that 
U.S. military personnel must disobey. One would hope that in the case a leader of this nation was 
about to violate one of the founding documents of the nation, politicians who swear loyalty to it 
would have voiced opposition en mass, forgetting their differences and defending the spirit of the 
law. In America, this is nothing more than wishful thinking. In Britain scores of politicians had 
opposed their elected leader, Tony Blair, before and during the war. One, MP Paul Marsden of 
Shrewsbury, even came to Staten Island, New York to share some facts and perspectives about 
the consequences of an attack on Iraq. Visiting the College of Staten Island in New York, he 
explained in clear language how an unprovoked war on Iraq is really a violation of international 
law disguised in the language of self defense and security. Most politicians in America were too 
frightened to call out their President in the same way. The most they did was argue that “it’s not 
the right time” to attack Iraq. 

The  legal  implications  of  the  war  of  aggression  against  Iraq  has  been  recorded  in  The 
International  Commission  of  Inquiry  on  Crimes  Against  Humanity  Committed  by  the  Bush  
Administration of the United States, which found the Bush administration guilty of war crimes. 
In the preface of the verdict, dating September 13, 2006, the well-known Historian Howard Zinn 
wrote, 

The Bush Administration has been following a course, which can only now be 
described as a series of crimes against humanity.  The Constitution provides for 
impeachment for what it calls “high crimes and misdemeanors.” It has never been 
made  exactly  clear  what  this  means.  Generally,  the  presidents  that  have  been 
impeached or threatened with impeachment have had that happen, not as a result of 
high crimes, but as a result of relatively small actions which irritated the opposite 
political party. But in this case, this is a clear case for the removal of a president 
for  committing  “high crimes.”  What could be a higher crime  than sending the 
young people of the country into a war against a small country on the other side of 
the world, which is no danger to the United States, and in fact a war which is 
condemned by people all over the world and a war which results in, not only the 
loss of American lives and the crippling of young Americans, but results in the loss 
of huge numbers of people in Iraq? These are high crimes.119

116 Lawrence Mosqueda, A Duty to Disobey All Unlawful Orders, see: < http://www.join-snafu.org/calltoresist.htm>
117 There is a contrast between leaders of different religions outside of the U.S. and the religious leaders within the U.S. when it 

came to supporting the war on Iraq, as non-American religious leaders condemned the war in no uncertain terms many religious 
leaders within the U.S. disregarded Just War standards and promoted mass violence for various reasons. 

118 891. ART.91 (2) “lawful order”, 892.ART.92 (1) “lawful General order”, and 892.ART.92 (2) “lawful order”. The word lawful 
preceding order and General order make it clear that unlawful orders are not expected to be obeyed. 

119 This quote and the entire verdict of the commission can be found on www.bushcommission.org 
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In addition  to  the above commission,  U.S.  Representative  John Conyers  Jr.,  Ranking 
Member of the House Judiciary Committee and a veteran, released the results of his investigation 
into the abuse of power by the Bush administration titled,  The Constitution in Crisis.  In the 
summary section of the report it states: “In brief, we have found that there is substantial evidence 
the President, the Vice-President and other high ranking members of the Bush Administration 
misled Congress and the American people regarding the decision to go to war in Iraq; misstated 
and manipulated intelligence information regarding the justification for such war; countenanced 
torture and cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment in Iraq; permitted inappropriate retaliation 
against critics of their Administration; and approved domestic surveillance that is both illegal 
and unconstitutional.”120 

   

MORALITY

Some believe the discussion of morality is inappropriate when it comes to military objectors. 
They contend that it is from a lack of moral strength and bravery that refuseniks have objected to 
this war. It is clearly apparent to anyone, who senses the covert and twisted shift from moral 
principles  to  patriotism,  that  these critics  have voluntarily  trapped themselves  in  a  cage and 
speak of such things  as loyalty  and bravery as if  these are  not  to  be found outside of their 
imprisoned domain.  The very same words,  can apply to  those who refuse to  budge when a 
national authority commands them to do injustice in the name of civilization. Personally,  my 
loyalty is with the moral fabric that gives birth to law in the first place. People like me know 
murder is wrong whether there is a law against it or not, but since there is a law against it, the 
purpose of its existence reflects the reality of the moral fabric from which it came. Morality, 
then, is the basis from which I objected to this war, even when I talked of laws being violated. If 
some are  wondering  why I  and  others  like  me  join  the  military  but  don’t  conform to  their 
understanding of loyalty (don’t think but follow) and morality (shut up and obey), then it may be 
because I never allowed myself to be mentally conquered by the ideology of patriotism. Let there 
be  no  confusion  between  following  honorable  principles  of  humanism  and  the  culture  of 
patriotism.  Though  patriotism  often  promotes  good  things,  its  basis  is  nationalism,  and 
nationalism many times keeps its citizens from acknowledging the humanity of others. 

Military personnel are not machines devoid of heart and mind and there was/is no “Army of 
One” despite what the commercials and recruiters say. This is precisely because armies contain 
individuals,  and an individual,  no matter  how strong the propaganda,  will  always  remain  an 
individual to some degree or another. Individuality is what compels each self to ponder wrong 
and  right.  Military  personnel  cannot  escape  the  fact  that  they  can  be  manipulated  by  their 
superiors. This is why there is such a thing as unlawful orders. Because I acknowledge this and 
see the  war  on Iraq  as  an illegal  action,  I  am likely  to  be demonized  by people  for  whom 
patriotism is the first and last refuge from criticism. I can accept a difference of views, but the 
main problem for military personnel is that they are discouraged from thinking for themselves. 
This  is  problematic  because  if  they  are  given  unlawful  orders,  especially  ones  that  violate 
international laws and human rights, then they are the one’s who risk prosecution and/or become 

120 <http://www.afterdowningstreet.org/constitutionincrisis>
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forever associated with evil. Most people assume that unlawful orders are not a problem for the 
U.S. armed forces. The past is a reminder that it is. Many of the orders in wars and conflicts like 
in Korea and Vietnam involved the bombing and murdering of innocent civilians. In World War 
Two orders were given to pilots to destroy the Japanese civilian infrastructure which led to the 
murder of hundreds of thousands of innocent people who had no say in what their own leaders 
did. The same happened in Dresden, Germany. There are numerous other examples but the point 
is clear enough. Our military is not perfect nor does everyone in uniform respect the humanity 
and dignity  of  the “others”.  The solution  to  this  problem is  for  military personnel  to  begin 
thinking  for  themselves.  But  to  think  in  today’s  military  also requires  military  personnel  to 
acquire knowledge  about  the  military,  especially  in  relation  to  U.S.  foreign  policy.  This  is 
something sensible and honorable but is sure to be rejected by gung ho militarists who see in it 
an attack on the military’s current mode of operations. 

We are told that Nazi soldiers prosecuted in the Nuremberg Tribunals employed the excuse 
that they were “just following orders”, as indeed they were. (Today the same line is upheld to 
commit all sorts of violations in the name of patriotism and duty.)  The error they made was 
going along with violations those orders clearly intended. At some point in their lives they knew 
murder was evil, but at a later point they dismissed this for reasons of patriotism. They went 
along when they shouldn’t have, but most didn’t feel compelled to question the basis of their 
terrible actions because they were simply doing what they were ordered to do and doing what 
was generally accepted by most of their armed brethren. But suppose some of them had let their 
conscious speculate  on some of the orders  that  led to  mass  murder.  Suppose some of  them 
refused  these  orders  on  grounds  that  they  violated  basic  human  principles.  We would  have 
applauded such refuseniks in the Nazi German military. Yet, most Nazi troops involved in the 
most heinous crimes against humanity were too blinded by hatred and too rooted in the mode of 
operations the Fuhrer managed, that thinking for themselves would have surely gotten them into 
serious trouble. Patriotism must be distinguished from the values and principles of citizenship. 

The armed forces of the U.S. are not, like the Nazis, governed by individuals who profess the 
biological superiority of their race(s) to all other races. However, it is governed by individuals 
who profess ideological-cultural superiority of their way of life, which then figures in how they 
deal  with people who don’t  share their  ideologies.  At  times,  the superiority is  expressed so 
strongly that the humanity of the “others” diminishes to the point where it becomes easier to 
order the military to violate their basic human rights and call it something less likely to arouse 
disgust or even suspicion among Americans (“collateral damage”, “extraordinary rendition”, or 
“shock and awe”). This has happened in the past and is currently happening in Iraq. The question 
is how do members of the military escape being involved in these violations? This is more of a 
moral  question than a  legal  one and must  be decided for each person according to  his  own 
circumstances, knowledge, and judgment, but let none assume that they are uninvolved simply 
because they are not in charge. Many people also assume that a soldier’s duty is to follow orders 
thoughtlessly,  no matter what the circumstance. This is true and understandable but only to a 
certain point. That assumption doesn’t address the rights of military personnel when it comes to 
orders that violate other people’s human rights, international law, or even Constitutional law. No 
human being,  whether military or civilian,  should be a part of violating the human rights of 
others. Morality is what keeps one from dismissing this. In his book Frontier Justice, Scott Ritter 
writes, “While most Americans accept military service as the embodiment of patriotism, what 
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they  fail  to  realize  is  that  those  in  the  military  are  relatively  powerless  when  it  comes  to 
protesting poorly conceived, or executed, policies concerning the utilization of force. So, who is 
there to protect the service member? The answer is, in short, the American citizen.”121  I agree 
that  among  the  many  functions  of  a  responsible  citizenry  is  to  prevent  their  leaders  from 
misusing  their  troops,  but  this  is  a  difficult  thing  in  an  atmosphere  of  fear  and  ignorance. 
Therefore, the most reliable defense a member of the military has is his/her conscience, whether 
the citizenry and leadership understands this or not. 

CONSCIENCE DENIED

The military acknowledges individuals who develop a sincere opposition to all wars after 
they  sign up.  They are  referred  to  as  conscientious  objectors  and a  process  of  discharge  is 
initiated soon after. But those who oppose a particular war, like me, are not tolerated. Professor 
William V. O’Brien, a proponent of Just War Theory, touches on this matter of law.

There is something wrong with a system which acknowledges the binding effect of 
international law, particularly conventional law, but which, apparently, manages to 
exclude most of the law from cases involving individual citizens who claim the 
right to invoke it as the basis for SCO [Selective Conscientious Objection]. If the 
federal courts will not rule on “crimes against the peace” on the grounds that the 
claim involves “political questions,” this is perhaps regrettable but understandable. 
But  for  the  federal  courts  to  refuse,  as  they  apparently  have,  to  consider 
international  law  “part  of  our  law,”  and  to  apply  it  –  particularly  when  it  is 
formulated in treaties to which the U.S. is a party – directly in cases of individual 
charges that United States policy concerning conduct of a particular war is illegal 
under both international and domestic U.S. law, is to leave a situation which would 
seem to  require  a  restatement  of  the  U.S.  position  on  international  law.  With 
respect to the law of war, international law is part of the law of the United States, 
if the Executive and/or the Legislative branches waive the preeminence which they 
have and which the Judiciary has accepted.122

While  no  military  commander  who  wants  to  keep  his  career  would  tolerate  a  selective 
conscientious objector, none of them can deny that pre-emptive action against Iraq has resulted 
in crimes against humanity, since Iraq didn’t possess the weapons the attack intended to reveal or 
destroy.  Hundreds of thousands are dead and Iraq is substantially unstable because of Bush’s 
pre-emptive doctrine, leaving the U.S. hated more than ever and leaving troops to either be a part 
of the crimes or object, which is not acceptable to the pentagon. There is no clearer example of 
why selective conscientious objection is a valid concept. It saves troops where the American 
people and the leadership of the country let them down. The unpopular fact of this chapter is that 
the Commander-in-Chief has given an unlawful order to attack a nation for purposes other than 
what the Constitution permits. As demonstrated in the lengthy answer in Chapter Two, the Bush 
Administration has worked the law (and tried and failed to work the international community) to 

121   Scott Ritter, Frontier Justice: Weapons of Mass Destruction and the Bush Whacking of America, Context Books, New York, 
2003, p. 7

122   William V. O’Brien, The Nuremberg Principles, in James Finn’s edited A Conflict of Loyalties, Western Publishing, Inc., US, 
1968, p. 184-185
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suit an agenda that has not complimented the “cherished” values and ideals of the country. This 
has succeeded in an environment of fear and ignorance. More importantly, the war has tested our 
collective moral system and apart from those of us who have something to lose from sticking to 
our principles (like military personnel who spoke out against the war and are still doing so), we 
have failed immensely to live up to our “cherished” ideals. The collective conscience has, like it 
does so often in times of conflict, taken a back seat. It is denied its will to develop on such an 
urgent issue at such an urgent time. Democracies,  it  is marveled, rarely go to war with each 
other. However, this has not prevented democracies from attacking non-Western nations and nor 
has  it  prevented  them from using  the  non-West  as  its  own back yard.  Someone  who takes 
morality seriously will not fail to see the irony of democracies like the U.S. and U.K. attacking a 
non-Western  nation  over  non-existent  WMDs  and  then  pushing  its  wonderful  democratic 
philosophy on a people as if they don’t have the minds and hearts to know what is right for 
themselves.  We could call  the Iraqis  our children  or  we can call  them our slaves.  Both are 
applicable according to the irony and both testify to “our” failure to uphold basic human rights.  

If unlawful motives for war have become clear as day, then as a soldier, should I go along 
with it? Would I be defending the Constitution or an agenda far from what Americans stand for? 
If I go along with it and many innocent people are killed and severely affected by our attack, 
would I be responsible for that? The answer is yes. I would be responsible almost as much as the 
ones who planned this war, whether I’m on the front lines or in the rear supporting the front. 
Hundreds of thousands of innocent people have been killed and millions more have been effected 
by the destruction of the war, which is considered “collateral damage” by us, but terrorism by the 
actual victims.  The war in no way can be characterized as a “war of liberation.” Those who 
criticize  military personnel  who have spoken against  it  use the language of  nationalism and 
patriotism (clichés, clichés and more clichés) yet fail to point out how the war itself is a slap in 
the face of the Constitution. These critics have the passion of revolutionaries but the sense of 
children. As they label anti-war activists as traitors, government officials are tightening their grip 
on the very freedoms they purport the war will protect. 

On the other hand, many regard military personnel who educate themselves about lawful and 
unlawful orders in the light of the Constitution and international law as the real patriots, because 
they do what is best for themselves in their own field of employment. They escape the errors of 
blind servitude that Americans criticize other national militias and armies for. Most of all, they 
reflect the genuine concern a member of the armed forces feels in doing what is right (which 
requires true loyalty), rather than going along with the flow. No matter how much obeying orders 
that violate human rights is stressed as necessary,  troops must never surrender their common 
sense and conscience to such pressure, even if it  means going to the brig. To be as clear as 
possible, the law and especially my humanity (via my conscience) is what gives me the right to 
disobey the presidential  order that declared war on Iraq, because it violates the Constitution, 
international law, human rights, and the dignity of humanity. 

68



QUESTION 4
WHAT DOES ISLAM HAVE TO DO WITH IT?

The tolerance so highly valued in a number of Western countries rests  
upon a kind of agreement that no one can really be sure of anything and 
that all sincere opinions should therefore be respected. This, at least, is  

the theory. In practice there are many opinions which are firmly 
censored, and anyone in Britain or the United States today who 

expresses views totally at variance with the contemporary climate of  
opinion soon comes up against the limits of ‘tolerance’

- Gai Eaton123 

EQUALITY

This question was asked of me by some people who demanded to know 
which “side” I was on in the “war on terrorism” and from others who 
sincerely had an interest in what role Islam played in my dissent. As for 
the first group of people, their black and white perception of reality had 
veiled  from them the  need  to  uncover  the  real  reasons  I  and  many 
others like me have spoken out against the war on Iraq. Instead, they 
concentrated on my religion, as if it  will pressure me into picking a 
“side” or at least confirm their assumptions that I am on the “wrong 
side”. From my various public statements, one can gather easily that I 
am neither with Saddam, Bush, or bin Laden. Knowing this, the latter 

group can be assured that Islam has played a positive role in my dissent, but perhaps not in ways 
most of them may perceive. The most formidable obstacle in understanding Islam in relation to 
the Muslim world today is the categorical denial, by many in the West, in seeing Muslims as 
equals in this world. By this I mean the tendency on the part of Westerners to deny Muslims their 
complex  and  rich  philosophy of  life  emanating  from the  Qur’an.  Only  when Muslims  drift 
towards Western understandings and sensibilities are they then afforded a partial hearing. This 
compromise, mistaken as a necessary component of bridge building, dismisses the legitimacy of 
Muslims  to  express  themselves  in  their  fullest  capacity  as  Muslims.  No  dialogue  between 
Muslims and Westerners is appropriate without the desire to understand the Other on the Other’s 
terms in addition to your own. Only then can understanding and bridge building have any real 
meaning. In fact, understanding Islam and reversing the dehumanization of Muslims is crucial to 
building peace  between Islamic  and Western  civilization  as well  as  preventing  war  between 
nations. However, the activist and non-activist members of the community in various nations 
have not seen this as an important part of their movements or understanding. That’s why this 
chapter is also a brief commentary on what I believe is keeping Americans from understanding 
Muslims  and  Islam  by  highlighting  the  subject  of  equality,  issues  which  I  wish  people  to 

123 In his, King of the Castle, p. 203
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consider, my justifications for opposing the war on Iraq, some illegitimate fears that appeared 
after my opposition, and some legitimate questions Americans have asked me.  

When it became clear to me that I had to speak out against the war on Iraq in January 2003 
(as the plans to attack and occupy it were in the last stages), I was confronted once again with the 
question of identity and action. It was obvious to me that my identity would be attacked and my 
actions of speaking out would be ridiculed. As I described in the introduction, Islam helped me 
make  the  right  decision.  To  understand  this  decision  I  must  first  address  how  Islam  is 
(mis)understood and to do this as effectively as possible I have found it to be important to start 
with the subject  of  civilization.  President  Bush declared  after  the September  11 attacks  that 
civilization  itself  is  in  danger  and  that is  what  the  “war  on  terrorism”  is  all  about.  Some 
neoconservatives  have  argued  that  Islam itself  is  the  threat  to  civilization  and  needs  to  be 
“modernized” while others claim that Islam requires a “Reformation”. It is with the subject of 
civilization that we can approach Muslim – Western relations as honestly as possible.

 
CIVILIZATION AND “MODERNITY”

Ever since European colonialism and imperialism established their long-standing dominance 
over several other civilizations, there have been varying “Western orders” which seek to reform 
the societies of non-Westerners in order to bring them into the shelter  of “true civilization”. 
Along with this disingenuous effort have come different views about non-Western people that 
distorted their ways of life, histories, and cultures and continue to do so today. From within this 
perspective  comes  the  equally  disingenuous  modern  day  effort  to  win  over  the  “hearts  and 
minds” of these simple-minded “others”. This is why it is crucial to point out that if people in the 
West, whatever background, really wish to understand Islam, it would be valuable to take into 
consideration that Western civilization can never be the standard to measure other civilizations 
because  civilizations  develop  differently  and  within  different  complex  circumstances 
(geographical,  political,  social,  cultural,  religious…  etc.).  It’s  understandable  that  certain 
movements  and  ideas  came  about  due  to  certain  conditions within  European  society  that 
influenced the whole of Western civilization and shaped what today is known as the “modern” 
Western  world.124 However,  other  civilizations  did  not  find  themselves  within  those  same 
conditions  and therefore  did  not  necessitate  many  of  the  changes  Western  civilization  went 
through. As hard as some may argue that Western civilization should be an example to other 
civilizations, it should be understood clearly that members of non-Western civilizations have a 
right to live according to their own civilizational trajectory, rather than one that imposes itself 
upon  them  via  political,  economic,  and  military  might.  Suzanne  Haneef,  author  of  What  
Everyone Should Know About Islam and Muslims, writes in the introduction that “many people 
in the Western world think of any religious system in terms of Christian concepts and values, or 
in terms of the concepts of Western civilization, which do not necessarily fit with or apply to 
Islam.” Also, “many people in the West, particularly in America, have such an unquestioning 
conviction of the innate superiority and rightness of the American or Western way of life that 
they do not consider it necessary or important to be accurately informed about others’ viewpoints 
and ways of life.”125 

124 Richard Tarnas’ The Passion of the Western Mind: Understanding the Ideas That have Shaped Our World View, (Ballantine 
Books, New York, 1991) is a good place to start to understand the foundations of the Modern Western world view.

125 Suzanne Haneef, What Everyone Should Know About Islam and Muslims, Adam Publishers, New Delhi, 2003, p. viii

70



On one level it is understandable to use one’s own beliefs, values, and standards to evaluate 
others, but to make sweeping generalizations and judgments about others without even knowing 
what their beliefs, values, and standards are is what many in the West do while condemning the 
“other side” for being “anti-Western”126. In any regard, if a person is compelled to judge another 
civilization  it  would be good to  at  least  gain an understanding of the complex  nature of  its 
existence in the first place. The word “civilization” from a Muslim point of view has been finely 
explained by the Muslim scholar M. Fethullah Gulen in his book  Towards the Lost Paradise, 
who writes, 

A  true  civilization  is  based  on  the  refinement  of  manners,  thoughts,  and 
feelings, and the strength of human will-power. Although some tend to identify 
civilization with dazzling advances and innovations in sciences and technology – 
from trains  to  space-ships,  from broad  streets  and  tall  buildings  to  dams  and 
nuclear power stations, from telecommunication systems to electronics – all these 
are, as regards civilization, no more than means of an easy, luxurious life. Modern 
facilities can help ‘modernize’ the outward appearance of life, but that does not 
amount  to  being  civilized.  Civilization  is  an  atmosphere  propitious  for  the 
development  of  man’s  potentialities,  and  a  civilized  man  is  one  who  has  put 
himself under the service of his community in particular, and humanity in general, 
along with the thoughts, feelings and abilities he has developed and refined in that 
atmosphere.127 

Concurrent with the subject of civilization is the notion of “modernity” and the dominance of 
secularism  and  materialism,  which  were  due  to  specific  but  complex  political,  economic, 
cultural, and religious struggles within Western civilization itself, and can not be applied to the 
civilization  of  Islam without  severely misrepresenting  the latter.  Yet,  they have in  the West 
erroneously come to signify the natural or essential superiority of Western civilization to other 
civilizations. Modernity in Western discourse implies “new”, “up-to-date”, “advanced” …etc. It 
came with the declaration that it was the only solution to the problem of “traditional” beliefs and 
societies via secularism, rationalism, and scientism.128 Yet, the history of the 20th century has 
shown us that “modernity”, despite its promises for humanity, now lays open to the full criticism 
that no matter how “new” your fashions or how “advanced” your technology, humanity is still 
plagued  by  not  only  the  evils  that  modernity  prophesized  to  reduce,  but  newer  and  more 
destructive evils. Science is often used to declare the undisputed victory of Western civilization 

126 Statements and writing from people like Oriana Fallaci, Ann Coulter, Michael Savage, and various right-wing racist leaders in 
Europe and America are not condemned with the same vigor and sense of duty as Mahmoud Ahmadinejad of Iran or Mahathir 
Mohamad of Indonesia are condemned about their statements. In fact, a survey of books and articles published in Europe and 
America about Muslims and Islam since September 11, 2001 shows clearly how this double standard survives without much 
criticism, as many so-called conservatives, rationalists, secular humanists, leftists, politicians, journalists, and community 
leaders are riding an Islam-bashing wave based on similar hate-waves they claim to be fighting against.

127 M. Fethullah Gulen, Towards the Lost Paradise, Truestar (London) Ltd., 1996, p. 70
128 Scientism is not to be confused with science, as Huston Smith writes: “Scientism adds to science two corollaries: first, that the 

scientific method is, if not the only reliable method of getting at truth, then at least the most reliable method; and second, that 
the things science deals with – material entities – are the most fundamental things that exist. These two corollaries are seldom 
voiced, for once they are brought to attention it is not difficult to see that they are arbitrary. Unsupported by facts, they are at 
best philosophical assumptions and at worst merely opinions.” [author’s emphasis] Quoted from Huston Smith’s Why Religion 
Matters, HarperSanFrancisco, 2001, p. 59-60
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over the “rest”, but what is glaringly clear for the peoples of the “rest” is that knowledge of the 
physical world doesn’t in any way promise a better or more humane civilization. For Western 
civilization itself, the “Scientific Revolution”, the “Age of Reason” and the “Enlightenment” did 
very  little  to  curb  or  prevent  the  centuries  of  genocide  in  the  New World,  the  centuries  of 
colonial violence and exploitation of non-Europeans, the ideology of “pseudo-scientific” racism, 
the decades of European totalitarianism, the inventions and uses of “advanced” mass-casualty 
weaponry, and various ecological disasters due to pollution and over-exploitation of the world’s 
natural resources. How then, many non-Westerners may ask, can Westerners lecture others on 
how to live? Nevertheless, today “modernity” is an ideological asset often used to speak ill of the 
“Other” in order to explain why “they” don’t want to become like “us”. 

In the rich legal, spiritual, and philosophical history of Islamic civilization there was no need 
for  secularism to  emerge  in  order  to  ensure  the  rights  of  individuals  from religious  power, 
influence, and abuses. “Muslim societies, it is part of both the indigenous and the foreign lore, 
did not have any sacerdotal institutions, any churches, and hence were spared the sacred-secular 
dichotomy  of  the  West”,  wrote  Parvez  Manzoor  in  a  valuable  essay  called  ‘Desacralizing 
Secularism’. “Whatever the cogency and validity of the secularist argument, it is contingent upon 
a  conception  and  understanding  of  ‘religion’  that  is  idiosyncratically  Western.  The  modern 
definition of religion as ‘the exclusive zone of human reality for the experience of the ‘holy’’ 
bears the distinctive insignia of the secular man and applies only to his world.” 129 The Muslim 
community, however, often looked exclusively to Islam, (being a dynamic and not static, force) 
to define their rights, express their differences, and call for justice.130 There was no concept of the 
“divine right of kings” or the bitter conflict between science as a means of gaining knowledge of 
the terrestrial reality and religion as a means of gaining knowledge of the celestial reality. The 
religious scholars of society, the ulema (for whom there was/is no Pope), were in various parts of 
the Muslim world the bearers of both the religious and scientific knowledge, because both were 
seen as two sides of the same coin or two branches of the same tree.131 Their support for a multi-
dimensional view of reality that combined spiritual/religious and scientific perspectives had a 
solid foundation in the Qur’an as well as the sayings of Prophet Muhammad (peace be upon 
him).

When it comes to the issue of the religion’s relationship to state power, “The body-politic of 
Islam,  the  Muslim  ummah,  expressed  its  ultimate  aspirations  through the  sacred  law whose 
legitimate  guardians  were  the  ulema  and  not  the  Sultan.  Civil  society  in  other  words  was 
sovereign over the state and the ruler did not represent the body-politic. He merely embodied his 
personal rule or misrule. Or, seen differently, the state as the locus and seat of sovereignty did 

129  Parvez Manzoor, Desacralizing Secularism, <http://www.algonet.se/~pmanzoor/Des-Sec.htm>
130  See: Mohammad Hashim Kamali’s Freedom, Equality and Justice in Islam, Islamic Texts Society, UK, 2002 and Marcel A. 

Boisard’s Humanism in Islam, American Trust Pub., 1998, 
131  See: Seyyed Hossein Nasr’s Science and Civilization in Islam, Plume Books, New York, 1968, Osman Bakar’s The History  

and Philosophy of Islamic Science, Islamic Texts Society, UK, 1999, Osman Bakar, Science, in S. H. Nasr’s edited 
Encyclopedia of Islamic Philosophy, Suhail Academy, Lahore Pakistan, 2002, p. 926-946, and George Saliba’s Islamic Science  
and the Making of the European Renaissance, MIT Press, 2007. Imad Ad-Dean Ahmad’s Sign’s in the Heavens: A Muslim 
Astronomer’s Perspective on Religion and Science, Amana Publications, 2006 is also interesting in this regard. There were a 
number of philosophers/scientists of Islam who held views that contradicted certain Islamic teachings and these were criticized 
by the religious scholars of the times. The battle between the former and the latter played out mostly through penned criticism 
and rebuttals, not inquisitions or book burnings. 
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not exist.”132 In many instances, the ulema, unlike today, tended to avoid politics and the political 
leadership of various Muslim empires and states. Instead they concentrated on legal, social, and 
spiritual  aspects  of  Muslim life  and were in  many cases  examples  of  humanitarianism.  The 
aversion to politics and other forms of worldly power among the most influential  of Muslim 
scholars gained them respect among the common people and their sacrifices to speak up for the 
common people enabled them to be the real defenders of the community.133 

The division of life into “secular” versus “religious”, where the latter is subservient to the 
former,  is  a  Western  secular  understanding  of  life;  one  that  has  its  own  fundamentalist 
characteristics and demands. “Those people in the West who reject all other values are not called 
fundamentalists”, stated Professor Seyyed Hossein Nasr, “They are [considered] open-minded 
secularists. But they are just as powerful fundamentalists in their own way. They reject all other 
world views. They are in favour of freedom provided you accept their point of view. They are in 
favour of human rights provided you accept what they say human beings are.”134 The secularist 
project is to Muslims a process not only alien to their values and beliefs but a diagnosis of a 
crisis  that  emerged  in  the  Western  world  as  a  result  of  reducing  all  reality  to  the 
temporal/material plane and replacing the worship of God with the worship of man. No matter 
which side of the argument you place yourself, one thing is clear: “Western attempts to define 
secularism and its derivatives are not value-neutral  and testify to the existence of an intense 
polemical climate within which these concepts are evoked.”135 

We must remember what European societies were going through which gradually compelled 
people to criticize the Christian view of the world and offer alternative views of both reality and 
the human place in that reality. The inquisitions, the corruption of the Church, the centuries of 
devastating  warfare  between  different  sects  of  Christians,  and  the  suppression  of  scientific 
inquiry by religious authorities in the limited space of a Europe surrounded by other rising and 
falling  civilizations  in  Asia  and  Africa  planted  the  seeds  of  crisis  which  progressed  to  the 
development of the secular outlook the modern West now upholds with unbeatable pride. The 
fact remains, however, that other civilizations did not experience the type of woes Europeans 
suffered which played a major role in the evolution of Western civilization, nor did civilizations 
like the Islamic promote inquisitions, witch-burnings, whole-sale expulsion of minorities, or the 
indiscriminate suppression of scientific thought. This being the case, it is highly problematic to 
endorse secularism as a solution to the Muslim world’s problems when religion didn’t really play 
the oppressive role in Islamic civilization as it did in Western civilization. Even in the case of 
Europe, if careful consideration is paid to the fact that religion was often distorted to achieve 
various non-religious goals, then we can sense how the human ego often manipulates any given 
moral  structure  to  promote  exactly  those  things  which  the  structure  intends  to  reduce  and 
eliminate. 

Manzoor  continues,  “For  all  the  benefits  of  the  secularization  process,  it  cannot  be 
mechanically transferred to other cultures simply because they do not share with the West the 

132  Parvez Manzoor, Desacralizing Secularism, <http://www.algonet.se/~pmanzoor/Des-Sec.htm>
133  See: Abul Hasan Ali Nadwi’s four volume Saviours of Islamic Spirit, Islamic Research and Publications, India, 1986
134  Seyyed Hossein Nasr, Religion and Civilisational Dialogue, Islam21, issue 29, June 2001 

<http://www.alhewar.com/seyyed_hussein_nasr.htm>
135  Parvez Manzoor, Desacralizing Secularism, <http://www.algonet.se/~pmanzoor/Des-Sec.htm>
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‘medieval’ experience of ecclesiastical tyranny and obscurantism.”136 Yet today, it has become a 
religion with its own clergy, missionary zeal, and threats, like: “submit or become irrelevant”. 
Secularism has connections with the Christian religious past in ways which many people may not 
realize. Professor of philosophy and psychology, Richard Tarnas explains in his bestseller,  The 
Passion of the Western Mind:

The West had “lost its faith” – and found a new one, in science and in man. 
But paradoxically, much of the Christian world view found continued life, albeit in 
often unrecognized forms, in the West’s new secular outlook. Just as the evolving 
Christian understanding did not fully divorce itself from its Hellenic predecessor 
but,  on  the  contrary,  employed  and  integrated  many  of  the  latter’s  essential 
elements,  so too did the modern secular world view – often less consciously – 
retain essential elements from Christianity.  The Christian ethical values and the 
Scholastic-developed  faith  in  human  reason  and  in  the  intelligibility  of  the 
empirical universe were conspicuous among these, but even as fundamentalist a 
Judaeo-Christian doctrine as the command in Genesis that man exercise dominion 
over nature found modern affirmation, often explicit as in bacon and Descartes, in 
the  advances  of  science  and  technology.  So  too  did  the  Judaeo-Christian  high 
regard  for  the  individual  soul,  endowed  with  “sacred”  inalienable  rights  and 
intrinsic dignity, continue in the secular humanist ideals of modern liberalism – as 
did other themes such as moral  self-responsibility of the individual, the tension 
between the ethical and the political, the imperative to care for the helpless and 
less fortunate, and the ultimate unity of mankind. The West’s belief in itself as the 
most  historically  significant  and  favored  culture  echoed  the  Judaeo-Christian 
theme of the Chosen people. The global expansion of Western culture as the best 
and most  appropriate for  all  mankind represented a secular  continuation of the 
Roman  Catholic  Church’s  self-concept  as  the  one  universal  Church  for  all 
humanity. Modern civilization now replaced Christianity as the cultural norm and 
ideal with which all other societies were to be compared, and to which they were 
to  be  converted.  Just  as  Christianity  had,  in  the  process  of  overcoming  and 
succeeding  the  Roman  Empire,  become  Roman  itself  in  the  centralized, 
hierarchical,  and  politically  motivated  Roman  Catholic  Church,  so  too  did  the 
modern secular West, in the process of overcoming and succeeding Christianity 
and  the  Catholic  Church,  incorporate  and  unconsciously continue  many  of  the 
latter’s characteristic approaches to the world.137 

Criticizing secularism is sometimes understood to be a criticism of human and civil rights. 
After all, arguing against its ideological underpinnings must necessarily mean arguing against 
humanism  itself,  where  “man”  is  the  center  of  attention,  and  retains  his  sacredness,  albeit 
through a secular filter.  This need not be the case, as many historians of Islam have pointed out 
that Muslims had rights similar to the modern West though those rights were understood within 
Islamic concepts of the human being. Professor Marcel Biosard wrote in his Humanism in Islam, 
“historical  objectivity – or to be frank – plain justice,  forces us to remind ourselves that  the 
civilization which took charge of the Mediterranean culture for the seven centuries of the Middle 
Ages was that of Islam. This fact is accepted by most modern writers. Nevertheless, in most 

136 Ibid.
137 Richard Tarnas’ The Passion of the Western Mind: Understanding the Ideas That have Shaped Our World View, Ballantine 

Books, New York, 1993, p.320-321
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general works dealing with the development of the law of nations and of international morality, 
the  contribution  of  the  Muslim world  is  rarely  mentioned.”138 Unfortunately,  it  is  too  often 
supposed that  only Western  civilization  has  produced the  respect  and  dignity  of  human  life 
which  provide  the  basis  for  human  rights.  Such  notions,  whether  from religious  or  secular 
perspectives,  have no historical  foundations since there is ignorance of or outright refusal to 
acknowledge the humanistic principles enjoined by Islam and other religions and cultures. “The 
main difference between western and non-western perspectives”, writes Ziauddin Sardar, “is that 
while  the former  focuses exclusively on individual  rights,  the later  emphasises  the rights  of 
humanity –  including  the  humanity  of  the  individual  –  and  combines  these  rights  with 
responsibilities.”139 [Sardar’s emphasis]

Another issue of divisiveness is the culture of materialism that emphasizes the negation of 
the  spiritual  quest  that  is  central  to  other  civilizations  and cultures.  This  is  also  a  question 
concerning reality and the human self. Many in the Western world perceive those who believe in 
the afterlife as the reason for the present life are “missing out” on the benefits of the “here and 
now”. However, Muslims in particular have resisted this view vigorously and justifiably so. To 
them, this life is a temporary test as well as a temporary reality. The aim is to struggle in the 
cultivation of the Nafs al-Mutma’innah, the Peaceful-Higher Self (via virtue) as opposed to the 
Nafs al-Ammarah, the Carnal-Lower Self (via vice). By doing so, the Muslim fulfills his/her role 
not only as an individual but also as a member of humanity.140 In an age where different trends 
within globalization have become a challenge for many societies and cultures, scores of scientists 
and religious scholars from the Muslim world have pointed to the grave situation among those 
influenced  by  materialism.  This  ism,  with  its  close  connections  to  its  companion  isms  like 
capitalism,  industrialism,  corporatism,  and consumerism has wrought  havoc across the globe 
severely threatening humanity and the natural world in many ways.141 To Muslims and members 
of various faith groups across the globe, materialism degrades the dignity of humanity and is the 
cause of many world problems, including social and psychological ones. 

For many people, modernity, secularism, and materialism have been used to negate the way 
of life of other societies who not only see through them but also see the result of such words 
upon Western society (especially in the realm of morality and spirituality). The fact that much of 
the Muslim world was taken over by Western powers in the age of colonialism and thus was 
influenced by Western thought ever since must not be used as a sign that Western civilization 
and its worldview are universal in any sense except within the context of violence, via aggressive 
Westernization  of  Muslim  societies  either  directly  by  colonial  powers  or  indirectly  by 
Westernized elite native sympathizers. 

138 Marcel Boisard, Humanism in Islam, American Trust Publications, Indiana, 1988, p. 6
139 Ziauddin Sardar, Postmodernism and the Other, p. 73
140 Fazl-ur-Rahman Ansari, The Qur’anic Foundations and Structure of Muslim Society, Islamic Book Trust, Kuala Lumpur, 

2001, p. 300
141 Consider capitalism’s drive to keep the accumulation of wealth as the highest value in life, industrialism’s pollution of the 

earth, corporatist’s disregard for the consequences of both, and consumerist’s apathy to all of the above. We are locked in a 
vicious cycle of over-consumption, waste, destruction of the natural environments, and destruction to our own health and well 
being. This is all due to viewing life through the materialistic lens whereby all things in life are reduced primarily to numerical 
values in the pursuit of success through wealth and happiness through greed. The Western world in particular spends more on 
cosmetics, advertising, and military than health, education, and poverty. 
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In light of the above, the traditional way of life which is Islam invites suspicion and hatred in 
the  West  today  more  so  because  it  is  viewed  almost  unanimously  through  Western  
understandings of the relationship between “modernity” and religion and less so for any other 
reason. It hasn’t mattered much that most popular views of this “strange religion” have in fact 
little to do with Islam itself and more to do with how people view the role of their own religion 
in  their own historical understanding of Western civilization. Thinking outside the bubble has 
proven  to  be  a  difficult  task  for  many  while  others  adamantly  refuse  to  think  from  any 
perspective except their culturally inherited one and this is the type of closed mindedness even 
the highly educated have encased their selves into for varying reasons. I won’t elaborate on the 
issues of civilization and modernity beyond what I have already said because they are both too 
exhaustive to cover appropriately here, but the reader should have gathered at least, that those 
assumptions concerning the universality of Western culture and the right to push it upon the 
Muslim  world  come  from  dubious  origins.  To  return  to  my  initial  point,  Westerners  must 
understand Islam without their biases and understand Muslims (of whom most continue to hold 
on to their religious traditions) from their own perspectives, even though it may be for some an 
arduous endeavor. 

THINGS TO CONSIDER

My moral compass derives its existence from Islamic principles and so my faith had a lot to 
do with my opposition to this war. Elaborating on this sentence is difficult when you discover 
that you belong to a category of people who from the beginning have been labeled with all types 
of  horrible  stereotypes  and  hypes.  Islamic  principles,  though  eyed  with  a  certain  level  of 
suspicion  (from “open minded”  leftists  and liberals  as  well  as conservatives),  have much in 
common with many of the traditional  moral  principles  of  Christians,  Jews,  and other  faiths. 
People like me have to emphasize this because most people still tend to focus on the negative 
aspects of Muslim-Western relations like the Crusades and the September 11 attacks and then 
use this to argue for further dominance of the West over the Muslim world. Not only is this a 
detrimental way of reading historical events and contemporary times, it also conceals the fact 
that the relationship between Muslims and Westerners was not always one of violence, nor does 
it  necessarily  need  to  be  violent  in  the  future.  If  people  were to  read works  relating  to  the 
syncretism and acculturation between Muslims and non-Muslims during the “medieval” period 
by George Sarton142 (the father of the history of science), William Durant143, Edward Grant144, 
Michael H. Morgan145, Charles Burnett146, A. I. Sabra, George Saliba147, Maria Rosa Menocal148, 
Tim Wallace-Murphy149, Mark Graham150, and George Makdisi151, they would readily dismiss the 
overly negative attitudes presented in the American press and regurgitated by certain popular 
figures in the West. 

142 See his Introduction to the History of Science, (Krieger Pub Company, 1975)
143 See his The Age of Faith: A History of Medieval Civilization, (Simon &Schuster, 1950) 
144 See his The Foundations of Modern Science in the Middle Ages, (Cambridge Univ. Press, 1996)
145 See his Forgotten History: The Enduring Legacy of Muslim Scientists, Thinkers, and Artists, (National Geographic, 2007)
146 See his Islam and the Italian Renaissance, (London, 1999)
147 See his Islamic Science and the Making of the European Renaissance, (MIT Press, 2007)
148 See her The Ornament of the World, (Back Bay Books, 2002)
149 See his What Islam Did For Us: Understanding Islam’s Contribution to Western Civilization, (Watkins Publishing, 2006)
150 See his How Islam Created the Modern World, (Amana Publications, 2006)
151 See his The Rise of Humanism in Classical Islam and the Christian West, (Edinburgh Univ. Press, 1990)
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Though the positive influences of Western culture and science upon the Muslim world today 
is wholeheartedly accepted, the significant influences of Islamic culture, science, and philosophy 
upon  the  Western  world  is  yet  to  be  generally  acknowledged.  Makdisi,  formerly  Professor 
Emeritus of Arabic & Islamic Studies at the University of Pennsylvania, informed many in the 
academic community on a subject people may find highly interesting today:

The cultured Christian layman is aware of his religious debt to Judaism, and of his 
intellectual  debt  to  Greco-Roman  antiquity;  but,  generally  speaking,  he  is  not 
aware  of  any  debt  to  classical  Islam.  The  very  idea  may  cause  him to  smile 
indulgently, or to dismiss the suggestion as unworthy of his attention… Two major 
intellectual movements, which we have long considered as of exclusively Western 
origin,  have  their  roots  deep  down  in  Islamic  soil.  The  first  movement, 
appropriately called scholasticism, is that of the school guilds in the Middle Ages; 
the second is that of humanism in the Italian Renaissance… both had their origins 
in Islam.152 

Apart  from the  above  and  religiously  speaking,  the  most  apparent  common  factor  after 
monotheism is that life is sacred and to take it unjustly is a great offense to God and humankind. 
Thus the Qur’an reveals the story of “the two sons of Adam”. When the victim said to his brother 
“If thou dost stretch thy hand against me, to slay me, it is not for me to stretch my hand against 
thee to slay thee: for I do fear Allah, the cherisher of the worlds”. But despite his words, “The 
(selfish) soul of the other led him to the murder of his brother: he murdered him, and became 
(himself) one of the lost ones”. It is in this context that the Qur’an, addressing humanity states, 
“We ordained for the Children of Israel that if any one slew a person - unless it be for murder or 
for spreading mischief in the land - it would be as if he slew the whole people: and if any one 
saved a life, it would be as if he saved the life of the whole people”.153 

     When considering the Islamic role in international affairs, especially in times of conflict, the 
following five reports from Islamic religious sources express the “norm” and basis for Islamic 
domestic and international relations: (1) Allah says, “O My servants, I have forbidden oppression 
for Myself and have made it forbidden amongst you, so do not oppress one another.”154 (2) The 
Qur’an states: “O ye who believe! Stand out firmly for justice, as witnesses to Allah, even as 
against yourselves, or your parents, or your kin, and whether it  be (against) rich or poor: for 
Allah can best protect both. Follow not the lusts (of your hearts); lest ye swerve, and if ye distort 
(justice) or decline to do justice, verily Allah is well-acquainted with all that ye do.”155 (3) The 
Qur’an also states: “But indeed if any do help and defend themselves after a wrong (done) to 
them, against such there is no cause of blame. The blame is only against those who oppress men 
and wrong-doing and insolently transgress beyond bounds through the land, defying right and 
justice: for such there will be a penalty grievous.”156 (4) The Prophet Muhammad [peace be upon 

152 George Makdisi, Scholasticism and humanism in classical Islam and the Christian West, (Presidential Address, March 22, 
1988, 198th Annual Meeting of the American Oriental Society, Chicago), Journal of the American Oriental Society, Vol. 109, 
No. 2, (April-June, 1989), p. 175-182 

153 5:27, 28, 30, and  32 
154 Hadith Qudsi #17, taken from Forty Hadith Qudsi, translated by Ibrahim and Johnson-Davies
155 4:135
156 42: 41 - 42
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him] said: “Help your brother, whether he is an oppressor or he is oppressed.” People asked, “It 
is right to help him if he is oppressed, but how should we help him if he is an oppressor?” The 
Prophet said, “By preventing him from oppressing others.”157 (5) Upon being asked “Does a 
person's love of (his or her own) people indicate partisanship?” the Prophet replied: “No, but 
when a  man  helps  his  people  in  wrongdoing,  that  shows partisanship.”158 These  five  quotes 
(among  many)  can  be  applied  on  a  local,  state,  or  international  level  and  have  played  an 
important  role  in  Muslim history,  especially  in  condemning human  rights  abuses  as  well  as 
defending the rights of other people. Islam has also been influential in the formation of modern 
international law, as Boisard points out: “Islamic civilization most definitely made an important 
contribution to that system which ensures respect for human rights and which governs relations 
between peoples. Though this contribution may not truly have been willfully ignored by Western 
writers,  it  remains  the  domain  of  specialists,  never  reaching  the  general  public.”159 Good 
introductions and scholarly essays on this and related subjects include Dr. Sheikh Wahbeh al-
Zuhili’s ‘Islam and International Law’160, Jamal Krafess’ ‘The Influence of the Muslim Religion  
in Humanitarian Aid’161, and James Cockayne’s ‘Islam and International Humanitarian Law: 
From a Clash to a Conversation between Civilizations’162. 

However,  what  we  find  today  among  the  “super-powers”  is  that  the  same  virtues  and 
humanitarian principles which encourage us to create and uphold peace are often manipulated by 
people in power to advance goals which foster new problems or simply compound old ones. 
Professor Noam Chomsky pointed this out effectively in his Deterring Democracy, “Diplomacy 
and international law have always been regarded as an annoying encumbrance, unless they can 
be used to advantage against an enemy. Every active player in world affairs professes to seek 
only peace and to prefer negotiations to violence and coercion – even Hitler; but when the veil is 
lifted, we commonly see that diplomacy is understood as a disguise for the rule of force.”163 It is 
vividly clear that the war on Iraq is an example of how a nation can advance its geo-political 
goals,  via  the  (mis)use  of  humanitarian  lingo  and  we  now  see  both  new  problems  and 
compounded older ones in what is only mildly called “a crisis”. 

JUSTIFICATIONS

It is not difficult to see in the world today (and in the past) that the majority of those who die 
when politicians and other types of leaders don’t get along are innocent souls who get caught up 
in the conflicts. This is clearly so in the case of Iraqi – U.S. relations in the past 25 years or so. If 
it wasn’t enough that Saddam was a menace to his own people, U.S. foreign policy towards Iraq 
since the first Gulf War has been one specifically directed at punishing the Iraqi people for the 

157 Sahih al-Bukhari, hadith # 3:624
158 Al-Tirmidhi, hadith # 1267
159 Marcel Boisard, Humanism in Islam, American trust Publications, Indiana, 1988, p. 7
160 Sheikh Wahbeh al-Zuhili’, Islam and International Law, International Review of the Red Cross, Volume 7, Number 858, June 
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161 Jamal Krafess, ‘The Influence of the Muslim Religion in Humanitarian Aid, International Review of the Red Cross, Volume 
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162 James Cockayne, Islam and International Humanitarian Law: From a Clash to a Conversation between Civilizations, 
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78



tyranny of their leader. Any moral justification for this type of U.S. policy is clearly an attempt 
to clothe evil in a good and presentable garment. The U.S. led sanctions on Iraq killed up to one 
million civilians. They were murdered for political reasons in the context of a hostile relationship 
between a tyrant and those who armed him to be a tyrant in the first place. (See Question Two) 
The second war on Iraq has murdered many thousands more.  The question for me was am I 
willing to be part of what I knew would be mass murder or should I oppose it? Because my 
belief in the above Islamic sources is sincere, I opted to oppose the war on Iraq. I would rather be 
the symbol of human ridicule than a symbol of Cain, who by murdering his brother murdered all 
of humanity. If this reasoning is too shallow for some “realists” and “patriots”, then perhaps it is 
because they are far too occupied by greater concerns, like how much wealth will the occupation 
of Iraq bring to big business. 

 The war on Iraq, from an Islamic perspective is a gross transgression against humanity for 
the reasons I have explained under Question Two and Three.  Explaining this to people who 
know very little about my faith is a task. During the winter of 2002-2003 I was confronted with 
the problem of how I would express this to an American public full of fear and fellow members 
of the armed forces, some full of hate. Which approach was most appropriate;  the legal,  the 
moral, or the religious? I thought at first the legal approach would do, because Americans see 
themselves as civilized people who respect constitutional and international law. I was set back, 
however, upon realizing that not many people had care for the illegalities of declaring war on a 
nation that was no threat whatsoever. From watching CNN or the Fox News Channel, it became 
clear that the legal aspects were, in fact, bothersome to most. I couldn’t approach exclusively 
from a religious point of view either.  Alarmist  voices higher up in the communication chain 
would brand me a traitor who leaches off “American freedoms” and the common military service 
member would do no more than parrot these views, as many normally do. The moral approach 
seemed the best avenue, but I decided to mix it with the legal approach and mention the religious 
reasons passingly.  Now the environment  for  Muslims  is  slightly  different  from the euphoria 
before the war. Even we are allowed to speak out against the war, though still not with the same 
authority as a non-Muslim. 

ILLEGITIMATE FEARS

There are a few illegitimate fears entertained by many concerning Muslims who oppose the 
war on Iraq and one of them questions their very existence in the West. Every peaceful Muslim 
who lives in the West and yet is committed to Islam will seek to balance his/her practice with the 
overall  environment.  The  balance which is  sought  is  evidence of  a  moderation  that  is  often 
overlooked or denied by alarmists in Europe and America. No one should assume, however, that 
along with moderation there should emerge an assimilation dictated by fear of the environment. 
Nor should Muslims assimilate to appease the fear of the ignorant or hateful. Instead, Muslims 
ought to be themselves in the spirit of their early community under the leadership of the Prophet, 
[peace be upon him], who when persecution from the Arab non-Muslims became unbearable, 
had allowed the Muslims to seek refuge with the Abyssinian Christians in Ethiopia. There they 
lived for a while peacefully protected by their Christian contemporaries without rescinding any 
aspect of their Islamic identity. Living peacefully and without watering down their identity is the 
way in which Muslims ought to live in America and Europe. But also, Muslims living in the U.S. 
and  Europe  must  acknowledge  and  be  thankful  for  the  lawful  advantages  they  have  been 
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afforded by non Muslims (rights and opportunities of all types) and keep in mind that Westerners 
are of different types, some not so great, but many who treat us as human beings. 

Because  of  the  fear  resulting  from  September  11  attacks,  London  and  Madrid  terrorist 
bombings, the riots in France, the cartoons in Denmark, and other terrorist attacks around the 
globe, some in America and Europe demand that Muslims who live as their neighbors should be 
pressured into assimilating in accordance to their fears and sometimes intrinsically racist views. 
For Muslims to surrender to this type of pressure would be to dismiss the freedoms they are also 
entitled to under the Constitutional laws of Western nations as well as under Divine Mercy. Such 
demands should be met with counter demands in equal or greater measure that seek to replace 
fear  of  Islam  with  knowledge  of  Islam,  since  it  is  pathetically  clear  that  it  is  the  lack  of 
knowledge about who Muslims are and what they believe that creates much of the fear itself.164 

Terrorist attacks, being mostly political acts of retaliation or rebellion, then serve to perpetuate 
fear, which is a tool in the hearts and hands of the alarmists to reinforce their hateful and racist 
views. Both Americans and Muslims need to understand that every minority group that came to 
America in the past two centuries faced a great deal of rejection and persecution before their 
cultures and beliefs became “tolerable”. Thankfully, I am one of the millions of Muslims living 
in America who live peacefully with other Americans without having to assimilate in a fashion 
that restricts any part of my Islamic identity and expression. As a citizen of this nation I also 
reserve a right to express my views on what I think is important to me and the people of this 
nation. 

The  fear  that  comes  when  Americans  discover  that  a  Muslim  soldier  has  declared  his 
opposition to war is ironically to accuse the Muslim of supporting “jihad”, which they think 
means “holy war”, against the “infidel” West. Rhetoric aside, almost immediately appears this 
fear  of  jihad,  despite  the  fact  that  those  who concern  themselves  with it  are  ignorant  of  its 
meaning and have confused the war on Iraq to the “war on terrorism”. A Harris poll released in 
late December of 2005 showed that 41% of Americans continued to think Saddam had ties to Al-
Qaida  and  22% think  he  helped  Al-Qaida  plan  the  9-11  attacks.165 Fear  and  ignorance  has 
certainly kept many from accepting glaringly visible facts. Jihad, perhaps the most mistranslated 
word in Muslim-Western relations, has a broader meaning for Muslims than what many Western 
commentators admit. Roughly, the most accurate translation could be ‘to strive’ or ‘to exert’ (in 
doing what  is  right  or  good)  and is  applied  (and has long been applied)  to activities  where 
exertion is required, whether it be spiritual, psychological, or physical. Warfare is also a Jihad 
because  it  requires  physical  exertion.  This  is  a  temporary  affair  compared  to  Jihad  al-nafs 
(striving against one's ego), which is an ever-continuous spiritual  effort to perfect  a person’s 
moral character and make possible for him/her to achieve a realization of God’s nearness. This 
effort  is known as  tazkiyah (purification of the self) and is  traditionally understood to be in 
accordance with Islam’s highest moral requirement, which is Ihsan (a special awareness of God 

164 Take for example the group of Muslims in 2005 at Giants stadium who prayed before the game started in order to fulfill their 
religious duty, but by doing something which is part of their faith, were considered “suspicious” by a single on-looker, who 
then reported them, forcing the FBI to remove and question them. Had this particular on-looker have realized that Islamic 
prayer is a normative cultural and religious issue, rather than a security issue that merits suspicion, he would have realized that 
there was no threat there just as he wouldn’t feel threatened if he saw a group of Jews or Christians expressing themselves in a 
religious manner. Another and more popular example is the removal of six Imams from a U.S. Airways plane in late 2006 
because a passenger felt threatened. The Imams were seen praying before they boarded the plane. 

165 Daily News Staff, Poll: Saddam’s big grip on us, New York Daily News,  December 30th, 2005, p. 26
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and thereby the beautification of the self). Jihad al-nafs is important in Islam because it is central 
to attaining and sustaining the discipline necessary to realize one’s role towards the Divine and 
the  rest  of  humankind.  Muhammad  Fazl-ur-Rahman  Ansari,  who  was  a  prominent  Muslim 
scholar from South Asia, wrote:

In the Holy Qur’an we find the command: “Verily, Allah enjoins al-Adl and al-
Ihsan…” (xvi:9), -  al-Ihsan having been related elsewhere in the holy book not 
only to acts of well-doing to others but also to attitudes and acts that bear direct 
reference to the practice of self-negation for the sake of God and the attendant 
purity of  the  heart  and  godliness  (iii:134;  v:13  Etc.);  and  we  repeatedly come 
across the theme that “Allah loves those who are Muhsin (i.e., pursuers of Ihsan)” 
(ii:195; Etc.).  Then, the important fact is  to be noted that the root from which 
Ihsan and Muhsin emerge is HSN, which enshrines the concept of ‘beauty’. Hence 
al-Ihsan,  as  Imam  Raghib  al-Isfahani  explains,  stands  in  one  of  its  two 
connotations  for  “the  creation  of  beauty  in  one’s  conduct,  which  is  achieved 
through beauty in knowledge and beauty in action” (Mufradat al-Qur’an, section 
HSN), - thus denoting, as a religious term, the beautification of Iman (Faith) and 
Islam (Exercise  in  Submission  to  God)…  All  that  involves  a  perpetual 
conscientious struggle (jihad, mujahada) on the path of ‘Devotion to God’ for the 
sake of establishing purer and purer and more and more living relation with Him, - 
in one word, the Religious Quest, - the struggle being grounded in the fundamental 
norm of ‘Love for God’ (Hubb Allah) (ii:165) and pursued with the utmost regard 
(tadarru) for God’s infinite Greatness and Glory (vii:55; Etc.)166 

Islam permits Muslims to defend themselves from tyranny and attack. This fact has led many 
alarmists to portray Islam as a war-loving religion, which is not only an intentional falsity but 
also ignores the stringent and humane laws of war set down by Islam. The Qur’an states, “Fight 
in the cause of Allah against those who fight against you, but do not transgress limits. Lo! Allah 
loves not aggressors”.167 Another verse states, “To those against whom war is made, permission 
is given (to fight),  because they are wronged and verily, Allah is most powerful for their aid. 
(They are) those who have been expelled from their homes in defiance of right, (for no cause) 
except that they say, ‘our Lord is Allah’. Did not Allah check one set of people by means of 
another,  there  would  surely  have  been  pulled  down monasteries,  churches,  synagogues,  and 
mosques,  in  which  the  name  of  Allah  is  commemorated  in  abundant  measure.  Allah  will 
certainly aid those who aid His (cause) for verily Allah is full of Strength, Exalted in Might, 
(able to enforce His Will)”168 (emphasis mine). An example of a revealing verse which is ignored 
by Islamophobes is “God does not forbid you from those who do not remove you from your 
homes (by force) and who do not fight you because of your religion, that you act kindly and 
justly towards them”.169 The Prophet Muhammad (peace be upon him) had advised his followers, 
“O people! Do not wish for an encounter with the enemy, and ask God for well-being, but when 

166 Fazl-ur-Rahman Ansari, The Qur’anic Foundations and Structure of Muslim Society, p. 140
167 2:190
168 22:39-40
169 60:8
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you  encounter  them  be  steadfast.”170 Though  much  nonsense  is  believed  about  jihad  by 
Westerners, such quotes show that it is a subject that still requires an impartial look. 

From the above quotes, and many commentaries written by scores of Muslim scholars in the 
past and present, we can see the comprehensiveness of certain Islamic words and phrases that get 
misrepresented in the West. Unfortunately, more emphasis is given to jihad’s physical aspects 
(namely warfare) than its social/spiritual ones. But according to the Prophet Muhammad [peace 
be upon him] the best jihad is “a word of truth spoken in front of an oppressive ruler.”171 In a 
similar vein Thomas Jefferson once wrote, “Resistance to tyrants is obedience to God.” In the 
spirit of its proper meaning, I can say that my jihad, through this book and other activities with 
peace and veteran groups, is to build bridges between Muslims and non-Muslims in America. A 
very useful essay on the role of jihad in Muslim history is the American Professor Abdul Hakim 
Sherman Jackson’s Jihad in the Modern World.172 In relation to my opposition to the war on Iraq, 
my jihad was to do the right thing despite the ridicule and threats of others. Jihad, however, is 
one of the few popular terms (along with Allah, Qur’an, mujahideen, fatwa, hijab, Caliphate and 
madrassa)  in  the West  that  invites  fear  due to  its  meaning being exclusively interpreted  by 
alarmists and ideologues to fit a rhetoric that drowns out its comprehensive meaning and replaces 
it with one useful to keep Americans ignorant of what Muslims really believe. These same terms 
are also foolishly used by some liberals and leftists to make cynical points when they criticize 
conservatives  and  neo-conservatives.  Lately,  because  of  the  persistent  campaign  of 
misinformation concerning the concept of jihad by certain propagandists, reactionary Muslim 
leaders and thinkers in the West have shielded themselves behind the words “Islam is/means 
peace”.  Though  peace  and  justice  are  central  to  Islam,  no  religion  should  ever  be  so 
simplistically  presented,  especially  if  it’s  part  of  a  defense  campaign.  Instead,  non-Muslims 
ought to be told that Islam promotes the elimination of all types of social, political, and economic 
injustices, yet  also expects  Muslims to defend themselves and others via violence when it  is 
necessary - especially when the victims are suffering from great injustices that can’t be solved 
through peaceful means. The types of people who vilify Islam because it speaks of war fail to 
mention that Islamic beliefs  about  defense and security are  actually  restrictions  placed upon 
people in order to curtail aggression, oppression, tyranny, and injustice, which arise from greed, 
ignorance,  hate,  and the forgetfulness of the heart/mind of our common origin and eventual 
return. This is why the Prophet Muhammad [peace be upon him] stated: “Oppression/injustice is 
darkness on the Day of Resurrection.”173 

Another  key example  of  an illegitimate  fear  is  that  many Westerners  believe  that  Islam 
teaches Muslims to be violent towards Jews and Christians. This point is usually made to further 
the position that Islam (unreformed to the taste of certain Westerners) is a threat to the Judeo-
Christian way of life (secular and religious). They invoke the term Jihad and site Osama bin 
Laden or some other extremist sympathetic to him and that becomes all the evidence one needs 
to conclude the above erroneous belief.  One can only wonder what the reaction would be if 
Muslims portrayed Americans as racist savages and then provided evidence by quoting the Ku 
Klux Klan. In the Qur’an however, concerning Jews and Christians, we find verses such as these: 

170 Quoted from Suheil Laher’s Indiscriminate Killing in Light of Islamic Sacred Texts, in Aftab A. Malik’s edited The State We  
Are In: Identity, Terror, and the Law of Jihad, Amal Press, 2006, p. 48 His source for the saying is Bukhari and Muslim.

171 Sunan al-Nisa’i, hadith # 4209
172 See: www.zaytuna.org, <http://www.zaytuna.org/seasons/seasons1/Jihad%20in%20Modern%20World.pdf>
173 Sahih Bukhari and Muslim
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“Not all of them are alike: Of the People of the Book are a portion that stand (for the right). They 
rehearse the  Signs  of  Allah all  night  long and they prostrate  themselves  in  adoration.  They 
believe in Allah and the Last Day; they enjoin what is right, and forbid what is wrong; and they 
hasten (in emulation) in (all) good works: They are in the ranks of the righteous. Of the good that 
they do, nothing will be rejected of them; for Allah knoweth well those that do right”, and verses 
such  as  this  one:  “Those  who  believe  (in  the  Qur'an),  and  those  who  follow  the  Jewish 
(scriptures), and the Christians and the Sabians, - any who believe in Allah and the Last Day, and 
work righteousness, shall have their reward with their Lord; on them shall be no fear, nor shall 
they grieve.”174 Muslims scholars have pointed out that the Prophet Muhammad [peace be upon 
him], is quoted as saying: “He who hurts a dhimmi [non-Muslim resident in a Muslim controlled 
land] hurts me, and he who hurts me annoys Allah”, and “Whoever hurts a  dhimmi, I am his 
adversary, and I shall be an adversary to him on the Day of Resurrection”, and “On the Day of 
Judgment, I will dispute with anyone who oppresses a person from among the People of the 
Covenant,  or  infringes  upon his  right,  or  puts  a  responsibility  on  him which  is  beyond  his 
strength, or takes something from him against his will” 175. It was for this reason that the Islamic 
jurist Shihab al-Din al-Qarafi (d. 1285 AD) wrote, “The covenant of protection imposes upon us 
certain  obligations  toward  ahl adh-dhimmah.  They are  our  neighbors,  under  our  shelter  and 
protection upon the guarantee of Allah, His Messenger (peace and blessings be upon him) and 
the religion of Islam. Whoever violates these obligations against anyone of them, by damaging 
his reputation, or by doing him some injury, has breached the Covenant of Allah, His Messenger, 
and his conduct runs counter to the teachings of Islam.”176

Even in times of conflict, Islam allows the option of peace to prevail, the Qur’an states: “But 
if the enemy inclines towards peace, do thou (also) incline towards peace, and trust in Allah, for 
He is One that heareth and knoweth (all things)” and “If they desist, then let there be no enmity 
except toward the oppressors.177 Historian Juan Cole has an excellent brief explanation of the 
relationship between Muslims and non-Muslims from the Qur’an on his webpage (http://www-
personal.umich.edu/~jrcole/) that could for the average reader explain something that Muslim 
scholars have been trying to explain for decades.178

The primary job of certain alarmists is to shock the public in short bursts (in an editorial or 
book here or a public statement or a televised program there) so to keep as many ignorant people 
as possible following their simplistic viewpoints on a number of complex issues.179 Doing so 
consecutively creates a consensus of fiction dependent more on fear than a comprehensive or at 
least accurate understanding of the issues. Many examples of this can be cited in the American 
press coming from various liberals and conservatives alike. Both join paths when it comes to 
issues like “modernity” and Western civilization, as described previously. The more they find a 

174 3:113-115 and 2:62 respectively
175 Quoted by Yusuf al-Qaradawi in his: ‘Amicable Dealings with Non-Muslims’, <http://www.islamonline.net/English/In_Depth/

ShariahAndHumanity/Articles/2006/04/01.shtml>
176 Ibid. 
177 8:61 and 2:193 respectively
178 See Juan Coles Webpage: <http://www.juancole.com/2006/03/peace-and-love-in-quran-list-of.html>
179 There has been a startling explosion of propaganda books written by scholars, journalists, “insiders”, politicians, and religious 

leaders in America and Europe since September 11, 2001 that promote distortive, irrational, impractical, extremist and down-
right hateful views about Islam and Muslims in order to promote themselves and justify a “Islam-is-the-greatest-evil-ever” 
perspective that ironically violates the very principles and standards of honest, serious and impartial scholarship, journalism, 
and commentary they supposedly promote.  
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Muslim is like-minded the more “understanding” they are willing to express until one discovers 
that the only types of Muslims they truly “understand” are the ones who see eye to eye with them 
in the first place. Besides the alarmists, who are really only a minority of commentators in public 
opinion,  there  are  scores  of  scholars  who  adopt  views  that  are  either  “orientalist”  or 
“distortionist”, which serve to compliment the alarmists on one hand and fashion government 
policy on the other. You can find the battle lines drawn between the above and those scholars 
who argue for a more comprehensive understanding of the issues, but find themselves being 
ignored or even slandered. This reality was reflected in a history class I took at the College of 
Staten Island, NY, taught by a professor that I found to be quite open-minded. He was familiar 
with the Harvard professor Samuel Huntington, who is an example of the type of alarmist I have 
described above but totally unfamiliar with Georgetown University professor John L. Esposito 
who has debunked Huntington’s polemical “clash of civilizations” thesis.180 

Western scholarship on Islam and the Muslim world is not uniform, even though Norman 
Daniel’s thorough work Islam and the West: The Making of an Image (Edinburgh Univ. Press, 
1989) and Carl W. Ernst’s recent and timely  Following Muhammad: Rethinking Islam in the 
Contemporary  World (Univ.  of  North  Carolina  Press,  2003)  have  shown  that  it  is  often 
imbalanced and dishonest. This holds true today, especially in America, not only because of the 
prevalent beliefs of Western cultural superiority, but also because of the “war on terror” and the 
ideological assumptions attached to it. There are also groups of scholars in America who have a 
stake in portraying Islam and Muslims in a negative light for mainly political and ideological 
reasons, in the same way German scholars loyal to Nazism wrote about the biological inferiority 
of  Semites  and Gypsies.  Dr.  Robert  D.  Crane,  former  U.S.  ambassador  to  the  United  Arab 
Emirates, and the Chairman for the Center of Understanding Islam, writes that there is a 

growing split in the ranks of the Islam bashers and Muslim baiters between those 
who exaggerate the threat of Islam and those who minimize it, each for their own 
agenda. The exaggerators, usually with a Zionist agenda, emphasize the threat of 
radical Muslims in order to maintain stability in Israel and to secure American 
economic aid military aid. The minimizers of any Islamic threat often have an oil-
industry agenda designed to justify their economic, political, and military strategy 
to  dominate  Southwest  and  Central  Asia  and  to  make  their  strategy  appear 
feasible…  The  exaggerators  deal  only  with  the  destructive  elements  among 
Muslims,  and ignore others.  The minimizers  play down the significance of the 
destructive  elements,  but  also ignore  all  others.  They both  ignore  fundamental 
changes occurring within all of the Islamist movements toward the traditionalist 
Islam of wisdom, balance, and peace through pursuit of human responsibilities and 
rights, which is another name for justice… The bottom lines of these two groups, 
the maximizers and the minimizers, are similar, their main difference being that 
one appeals to fear of Islam to advance its agenda and the other to disdain. The 
common  danger  of  both groups is  that  they are  living in  an unreal  world and 
therefore working against the enlightened interests of the United States, as well as 

180 Esposito’s book, The Islamic Threat: Myth or Reality? (Oxford, 1995), in a general sense is a refutation of the Clash of 
Civilization thesis. For other criticisms of this thesis see Roy P. Mottahedah’s The Clash of Civilizations: An Islamicist’s 
Critique (Harvard Middle Eastern and Islamic Review v.2:2, 1995), Bruce Lawrence’s Shattering the Myth: Islam Beyond 
Violence (Princeton, 1998), Ahmed S. Moussalli’s Islamic Fundamentalism: Myths and Realities (Ithaca Press,1990), and 
Jochen Hippler & Andrea Lueg’s The Next Threat, Western Perceptions of Islam (Pluto Press, 1995). 
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of everyone else in the world. One deliberately,  and the other unknowingly, are 
working to produce a clash of civilizations.181 

In addition to these two are groups of religious scholars, (Pat Robertson, Franklin Graham, 
Jerry Falwell, Randall Terry), mainly belonging to Protestant sects, that feel threatened by the six 
million Muslims of America (rapidly growing they emphasize) and have published missionary 
tracts or books that feed off almost every conceivable stereotype about Islam and Muslims in 
order to promote their version of Christianity. 

LEGITIMATE QUESTIONS

In  the  introduction  of  this  book  I  wrote  that  one  of  my  concerns  was  that  my  various 
arguments about dissension would be dismissed (by my detractors) due to me being a practicing 
Muslim. This is no less true about what I am arguing in this chapter. It will be useful to repeat 
(from  the  introduction)  a  few  of  the  legitimate  questions  people  have  asked  me,  who  are 
suspicious of Islam and Muslims, because they have a right to know this about me. 

A. What does Islam mean to me? 
B. Do I interpret it in the same ways Muslim extremists do? 
C. What kind of Muslim am I? 
D. Where do my loyalties lie? 

I shall attempt to answer these questions in the following paragraphs, though the religiosity I 
express may be different from what is popularly believed about Islam. It is not necessary here to 
sermonize on the beliefs of Islam because there are plenty of good books out there on this subject 
written by Muslim scholars more educated than I. Instead I will only write what it means to me.

A.
Islam is a traditional way of life. The afore-mentioned Dr. Crane once warned me that this 

identification means one thing to Muslims and another thing to non-Muslims, and is a word that 
is usually alarming or distasteful to people of Western cultural backgrounds. There is, of course, 
the continuous problem of understanding Islamic perspectives through Western standards that 
have no contextual or relevant historical basis when examining Islam. People will simply have to 
look at it from the “other’s” point of view. By the word “Traditional” I mean what has been 
articulated by the Muslim scholar Seyyed Hossein Nasr, in his book  Traditional Islam in the 
Modern World, who writes, 

As used by the ‘Traditionalists’, the term implies both the sacred as revealed to 
man through revelation and the unfolding and development of that sacred message 
in the history of the particular humanity for which it was destined in a manner that 
implies  both  horizontal  continuity  with  the  Origin  and  a  vertical  nexus  which 

181 Robert D. Crane, The Muslim Challenge in America and the World, Islamic Inst. for Strategic Studies, U.S., 2000, p. 24-25
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relates each movement of the life of the tradition in question to the meta-historical 
Transcendent Reality.182

Islam  is  my  chosen way  of  life.  I  stress  the  word  chosen  because  I  could  have  long 
abandoned belief in it if I had found it to be based on “myths and legends”. Instead, I have found 
Islam to be intellectually and spiritually stimulating, if one understands the wisdom behind what 
is believed. Its sources have been authentically preserved and its methods and teachings have led 
me to uncover wisdom about myself and about life itself. 

B.
I do not interpret Islam the same way Muslim extremists do. I do, like most Muslims, firmly 

believe  that  there  should be “no compulsion  in  religion”,  as  the  Qur’an  commands.183 First, 
religious extremism is rejected by Islam because it fails to address the problems of society and 
psychologically leads its adherents to reject the rights of others that the Qur’an itself preserves. 
Second, the Prophet Muhammad [peace be upon him] warned his followers thus: “I warn you of 
extremism in the Religion for indeed those that came before you were destroyed due to their 
extremism in the religion.” Third, the consensus of Muslims scholars from the very beginning of 
Islam has shown that extremist interpretations of the Qur’an are almost always misinterpretations 
that  come  about  in  times  of  crisis.  The  roots  of  Muslim extremism today can  be  traced  to 
reactionary groups that  emphasize violent  solutions to the oppressive policies and actions of 
Western colonialism and imperialism. As older members of these groups have long abandoned 
extremist  views (like  in Egypt  and Iran),  the younger  more  gullible  portions  of the  Muslim 
population have let themselves be mislead in such a way that they even find justification to target 
fellow Muslims who find their interpretations to be unscholarly and dangerous. Fourth, even if 
you read the literature of extremist Muslim groups you will find that they call on Muslims the 
world over to assist them, yet fail to show how they represent 1.3 billion faithful (intellectually or 
morally), most of whom don’t share their school of thought. This leads me to the fifth point and 
what  many scholars  call  “Wahhabism”.  The overwhelming majority  of  the extremist  groups 
found in  the Muslim world today are followers or sympathizers  of the so-called “Wahhabi” 
school of thought. Fellow Muslim and professor Hamid Algar writes in his critical essay on the 
subject that,

in the extremely lengthy and rich history of Islamic thought, Wahhabism does not 
occupy  a  particularly  important  place.  Intellectually  marginal,  the  Wahhabi 
movement had the good fortune to emerge in the Arabian Peninsula [not too far 
from the Holiest cities of Islam: Makkah and Madinah]… a major geographical 
focus of the Muslim world; and its Saudi  patrons had the good fortune, in the 
twentieth century, to acquire massive oil wealth, a portion of which has been used 
in  attempts  to  propagate  Wahhabism in the  Muslim world  and beyond.  In  the 
absence of these two factors, Wahhabism might well have passed into the history 
as  a  marginal  and  short-lived  sectarian  movement.  Those  two  same  factors, 
reinforced by a partial congruity with other contemporary tendencies in the Islamic 
world, have endowed Wahhabism with a degree of longevity.184  

182 Seyyed Hossein Nasr, Traditional Islam in the Modern World, Suhail Academy, 1997, p.13
183 2:256
184 Hamid Algar, Wahhabism: A Critical Essay, Islamic Publications International, New York, 2002, p. 2
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But “Wahhabism” is not the only problem as far as interpretations of Islam is concerned. 
Muslim scholar, Joseph E. B. Lumbard, in his essay The Decline of Knowledge and the Rise of  
Ideology, writes that certain reformist groups “propose strict adherence to the Qur’an and sunna, 
but in doing so arrogantly discard thirteen centuries of Islamic intellectual history, claiming that 
there is no need for help from the great thinkers of the past in order to understand and interpret 
the texts which they themselves preserved and transmitted. They then seek refuge in religious 
fervor, while closing the door to analysis and deliberation regarding the problems which confront 
the Islamic world. This approach stirs deep passions in the hearts of people who yearn to live a 
pious Islamic life, but denies many forms of guidance by which such passions were traditionally 
channeled  towards  the  Divine.  In  the  absence  of  such  guidance  a  narrow  ideological  
interpretation of the faith comes to predominate. Those who fail to adopt this interpretation are 
then seen as unbelievers, or at best as misguided”.185 (Emphasis mine) It is due largely for this 
reason that in times of crisis, when Muslims are threatened by outside forces and inside puppet-
regimes, the youth, caught between the forces of “modernity” and religion, find inspiration in 
any group that props itself up as the “defenders of Islam” and fights back, even when these 
groups violate the rules of war set down by Islam. They seem legitimate, because they dress and 
talk Islam, but lack the quality of Islamic learning necessary to interpret the Qur’an and Ahadith 
(the sayings of the Prophet Muhammad – peace be upon him). An example of this lack of quality 
can be determined by observing the types of violent tactics they use, such as suicide bombings, 
which neither solve the problems they claim to oppose nor promotes the justice they say they are 
denied. To the benefit of everyone who is concerned with this issue a number of Muslim scholars 
and thinkers have refuted the arguments of extremist  and misguided Muslim groups from an 
Islamic perspective, and continue to speak out against terrorism. Two of the most convincing 
expositions of how haram (unlawful, prohibited) terrorism and suicide attacks are according to 
the  Shariah  (Islamic  law)  are:  1)  The  Hijacked  Caravan:  Refuting  Suicide  Bombings  as  
Martyrdom Operations in Contemporary Jihad Strategy published by a London-Based think-
tank called Ihsanic Intelligence:186 and 2) Defending the Transgressed by Censoring the Reckless  
Against the Killing of Civilians by shaykh Muhammad Afifi Al-Akiti.187  

Often, the extremists are a great threat to the Muslim populations they operate amidst well 
before they become threats to non-Muslims. The “Wahhabis”, professor Algar concludes, “have 
seriously  distorted  fundamental  teachings  of  Islam;  functioned  for  many  decades  as  the 
ideological mainstay of a regime [the Saudi government] that has squandered the wealth of the 
Arabian peninsula; vilified Muslims, both Sunni and Shi’i, as non-Muslim and shed their blood; 
introduced or exacerbated division and strife wherever they have gone; destroyed a significant 
part of the cultural  patrimony of all  Muslims… and signally failed to contribute  anything to 
either the intellectual elaboration of Islam or the advancement of its political and civilizational 
agenda in the present age.”188 

185 Joseph E. B. Lumbard, The Decline of Knowledge and the Rise of Ideology, in his edited: Islam, Fundamentalism, and the 
Betrayal of Tradition, World Wisdom Inc., U.S., 2004, p. 68

186 The entire refutation can be found at www.ihsan-intelligence.com 
187 The entire refutation can be found at <http://www.livingislam.org/maa/dcmm_e.html> 
188 Hamid Algar, Wahhabism: A Critical Essay, p. 69-70
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I  must  add  that  Muslim extremism,  as  it  is  presented  in  America  turns  into  a  different 
monster than what most Muslims know it as. Though it  is a threat to Americans, what various 
scholars  on  Islam in  the  West  call  “Islamic  fundamentalism”189 is  a  monster  part  real,  part 
fantasy, but all too convincing to a public unaware of the realities of the Muslim world. Though 
the term has become popular in Western literature and media,  it  is itself an example of how 
American historical events and issues get splattered on the Muslim canvas as if “how we see 
things” can explain other cultural and religious groups, their histories, and current realities. Both 
fundamentalism and terrorism are words deeply couched in events that took place in America in 
the early Twentieth century and France in the late Eighteenth century,  respectfully.  Professor 
Mahmood Mamdani, in his Good Muslim, Bad Muslim, writes the following crucial point about 
this issue:

Whereas the development of a political Christianity in the United States was 
mainly the work of a “fundamentalist” religious clergy – such as Jerry Falwell, Pat 
Robertson, and others – the development of political Islam has been more the work 
of  non-clerical  political  intellectuals… Whereas fundamentalist  clergy were  the 
pioneers  of  political  Christianity,  the  pioneers  of  political  Islam were  not  the 
religious  ulama (scholars) but political intellectuals with an exclusively worldly 
concern.190 

“Islamic fundamentalism”, specifically, is now used to describe anything from opposition to 
Western  cultural  influences  or  ideologies  to  the  Islamization  of  politics  and  law.  Like  a 
shibboleth it is a code alerting “civilized” people of the dangers of those who actually practice 
the religion of Islam and don’t merely assign it a narrow role in one’s own private sphere. The 
same can be said  about  the  even more  distortionist  term “Islamofascism”,  which is  used to 
invoke sentiments relating to Europe before and during World War Two and Muslims are not 
alone  in  condemning  such  terms.  Paul  Craig  Roberts,  who  was  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Treasury under President Reagan remarked, “There is no such thing as Islamofascism. This is a 
coined propaganda word used to inflame the ignorant. There is no factual basis for the hatred that 
neoconservative Islamophobes instill  in Americans.”191 Members of the think-tank Center for 
American Progress have debunked what they call  a “misleading and harmful  label”  on their 
website  (www.americanprogress.org)  because  “it  inaccurately  describes  modern  terrorism, 
wrongly demonizes Islam as a violent religion, and dangerously obscures America’s real national 
security threats.”192

“Islamic fundamentalism”, undefined in much of the discourse on it, then incorrectly gets 
applied to any religious force in the Muslim world that opposes (legally or illegally) American 

189 Though a comprehensive and impressive undertaking, the Fundamentalism Project by Martin E Marty and Scott Appleby 
(Fundamentalisms Observed, Fundamentalisms and Society, Fundamentalisms and the State, Accounting for Fundamentalisms, 
and Fundamentalisms Comprehended), is one example of how the expert discourse on “Islamic fundamentalism” is flawed in a 
number of ways. See Parvez Manzoor’s review titled: Transcendence Denied, <http://www.algonet.se/~pmanzoor/Trscdnce-
Denied.htm>

190 Mahmood Mamdani, Good Muslim, Bad Muslim: America, the Cold War, and the Roots of Terror, Three Leaves Press, New 
York, 2005, p. 47

191 Paul Craig Roberts, Who Are the Fanatics?, Counterpunch.org, September 5, 2007 
<http://www.counterpunch.org/roberts09052007.html> 

192 <http://campusprogress.org/cribsheets/2065/crib-sheet-islamofascism-debunking-smear-tactic>
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and Western hegemony in  their  localities.  When numerous  influential  members  of the Bush 
administration hold the view that the conflict  with “Islamic fundamentalism” is “World War 
Four”, and that Muslims must adopt “modernity” and abandon Islam as a comprehensive way of 
life, it is difficult to agree with those who claim “Islam is not the target”. When the wisdom of its 
Prophet, diverse laws, cultures, history, and traditional intellectual interpretations are regarded as 
“incompatible” with the laws, cultures, values of a complex West that hardly admits its own 
aggressions, the truth surfaces to reveal not facts about Islam, but the superiority complex of a 
people who regard themselves as the “light” of humanity, so much so that even military action to 
convert “them” to “our way of life” seems like the favorable thing to do. “If one is going to 
speak of ‘fundamentalism’ in religions”, writes Seyyed Hossein Nasr, “then one must include 
‘secularist  fundamentalism,’  which  is  no  less  virulently  proselytizing  and aggressive  toward 
anything standing in its way than the most fanatical form of religious ‘fundamentalism.’”193 What 
would  happen  if  Muslims  defined  Western  policies  of  aggression  in  their  sphere  of  life  as 
“American fundamentalism” or “Secular fundamentalism”? 

The “father of neoconservatism”, Norman Podhoretz, a well known zealous Zionist and an 
admired man among members of the Bush Administration has called for “World War Four” 
against Syria, Lebanon, Libya, Iran, the Palestinian Authority, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt in order 
to reshape the Middle East to suit Israeli and American long-term foreign policy (world war 
three was the cold war with communism). The main purpose of all this is to bring about “the 
long-overdue internal reform and modernization of Islam” and to get the “stomach to impose a 
new  political  culture  on  the  defeated  parties”.194 As  far  as  the  “reformation  of  Islam”  is 
concerned, Professor Carl Ernst has remarked, “Condescending Euro-American commentators 
sometimes remark that what Islam needs today is a Reformation – in other words, that Islam 
needs  to  undergo  the  kind  of  revolution  that  occurred  in  Protestant  Europe,  in  the  process 
dethroning the authority of tradition. What these patronizing observers fail to realize is that the 
Protestant Reformation has already occurred in Islam. The continuing export of fire-breathing 
Christian missionaries to Muslim countries provided a new example of how one can use the 
authority of scripture to bash one’s opponents. The recent practitioners of this art, who belong to 
Muslim reformist and fundamentalist camps, are typically self-taught experts who have avoided 
traditional  Islamic  education;  indeed,  they  consider  the  traditional  Muslim  academies  to  be 
largely irrelevant. The exclusivist zeal of the Protestant Reformation has called forth a mirror 
image among Muslim reformists, and the similarity of names is not accidental.”195 

To people like Podhoretz, anyone opposed to U.S. conduct anywhere naturally becomes the 
enemy of God, democracy, civilization, humanity, “our” freedoms and values – whichever term 
suits the contrived description of the foe. Whenever the U.S. enters the theater of hot or cold war, 
it suddenly becomes a battle between “good” and “evil”, “purity” and “disease”, “innocence” 
and “guilt”, where a victory is perceived as the victory of American culture on the world stage – 
a culture which is portrayed as the best and most evolved and thus superior to all other cultures. 
(Its exclusivist and ethnocentric worldview doesn’t seem to bother many Americans, nor does it 
occur to them that these words were also used in the American genocide of the Native Indians of 
North America). The American way of life, the U.S. way of perceiving the world outside itself, 

193 Seyyed Hossein Nasr, The Heart of Islam: Enduring Values for Humanity, p. 109
194 Norman Podhoretz, In Praise of the Bush Doctrine, Commentary, September 4, 2002 
195 Carl Ernst, Following Muhammad, Univ. of North Carolina Press, (Chapel Hill & London), p. 67
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and its way of dealing with and negating other people’s ways of life becomes the universal 
standard for all others to emulate.  Science and military technology are then used as proof of 
American cultural superiority, just as they were used by Western European nations in the days of 
colonialism and genocide.  As a result of this type of logic, we hear President Bush make such 
statements as: “We wage a war to save civilization itself.” The goal is to equate America with 
not  just  Western  civilization,  but  “civilization  itself”.  All  other  civilizations  are  “under-
developed” or “backward” and therefore, in dire need of American (or Western) tutelage. Of 
course,  Western fictions  and ideologies  of superiority have not  gone unnoticed in the West. 
Professor Esposito, of Georgetown University has written that,

Stereotypical  dichotomies  are  reinforced  to  obscure  a  complex  reality:  Islam 
against  the  West,  fundamentalism  against  modernity,  static  tradition  versus 
dynamic  change,  the  desire  to  simply  return  to  or  preserve  the  past  versus 
adaptation  to  modern  life.  All  “fundamentalist  leaders”  are  lumped  together, 
obscuring  the  fact  that  many  Islamists  are  modern  educated,  hold  responsible 
professional positions, and participate in the democratic process. Moreover,  the 
causes of conflicts are facilely reduced to a clash of civilizations. The primacy of 
competing political interests, policies, and issues is dismissed or eclipsed by the 
vision of an age-old rivalry between “them” and “us.” 196  

Professor Rodney Wilson, of the Centre for Middle Eastern and Islamic Studies, University 
of Durham, U.K., has observed, “The Western media likes to depict Islamic fundamentalism as a 
threat, while not acknowledging the threat of their own civilization to others.”197 The late Edward 
Said wrote: “Clearly then, today’s climate favors – one might even say requires – Islam to be a 
menace,  notwithstanding the notion’s impossible  sweep and its  unprovable,  purely polemical 
essentials.”198 Professor of History,  Joseph G. Rahme of the University of Michigan – Flint, 
wrote in one of the most respected history journals in the U.S., The History Teacher, “In recent 
times, especially after the official collapse of the Soviet Union in December, 1991, ‘Islam’ and 
‘Islamic fundamentalism’ have been depicted in the media and by politicians and scholars as the 
inheritors of the totalitarian mantle and/or global challenge formerly presented by communism. 
This crude interpretation of current transformations is in line with a long tradition of hostility 
towards Muslims and Islamic civilization.”199 None of these four scholars are Muslims, but they 
are able to see farther into reality than many popular scholars like Bernard Lewis and Samuel 
Huntington or popular alarmists like Daniel Pipes, Robert Spencer, and Stephen Emerson. For 
these latter five there seems to be a nationalistic or civilizational barrier which prevents them 
from doing what their professions demand.  

C.
Specifically  my  devotion  is  to  the  traditionalist  Sunni  interpretations  of  Islam,  which  is 

dynamic and rich in intellectual and philosophical thought, as legally and morally represented by 
196 John Esposito, The Islamic Threat: Myth or Reality?, Oxford University Press, 1995, p. 203
197 Quoted from Ali Mohammadi’s Globalisation or Recolonisation?, Ta-Ha Publishers, London, 2002, p. xiii
198 Edward Said, Covering Islam: How the Media and Experts Determine How We See the Rest of the World, Vintage Books, US, 

1997, p. xx
199 Joseph G. Rahme, Ethnocentric and Stereotypical Concepts in the Study of Islamic and World History, The History 

Teacher, Vol. 32, No. 4 (August 1999): 473-474.
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anyone of the four schools of Islamic thought/law that have flourished all over the Middle East, 
Africa, and Asia (these would include the legitimacy of ilm-I-Tasawwuf or Sufism, the spiritual 
element  of  Islam within  which  one  can  find  the  lasting  solution  to  Muslim extremism and 
terrorism).  Though the schools of thought in the Muslim world differ  amongst each other in 
detailed aspects of Islamic laws, the founders did exhibit a level of tolerance that is much needed 
today in the Muslim world. The followers of each of them have traditionally explained their 
differences as thus: “Our opinion is correct with the possibility of being incorrect,  and their  
opinion is incorrect with the possibility of being correct.”200 The Muslim scholars of the past who 
are understood by the vast majority of Muslims today to have been the intellectual and spiritual 
guides of the Muslim community also, as H. A. Hellyer has pointed out, “did not hesitate to 
engage  in  pointed  self-criticism:  that  delicate  censure  that  the  Muslim  tradition  calls 
Muhasaba.”201 (Emphasis in the original) 

When I say Islam throughout this book, it doesn’t mean an Islam that justifies Hirabah (the 
Arabic legal term for crimes against humanity like terrorism, robbery, or kidnapping) 202 or an 
Islam that oppresses women, minorities, and the poor. And obviously, when I say  Muslim, it 
refers to the general masses of those who believe in Islam. What can be seen in the Muslim 
world today is a struggle between different groups of Muslims from one end of the spectrum to 
the  other,  each  trying  to  appeal  to  the  Muslim community  via  new technological  forms  of 
communication. Nevertheless, there are fanatics suffering from narrow-mindedness who see it 
one way and try to violently universalize that way and there are self-styled “progressives” 203, 
“modernists”, or “moderates”204 who speak much of Islam but do so from perspectives outside of 
the Islamic framework provided by the Qur’an and Sunnah. The former write as if they have 
superiority complexes while the latter write as though they have inferiority complexes. Professor 
Lumbard writes,  “Both have almost  completely abandoned the principles  of Islamic thought. 
Puritanical reformists do so because they favor an opaque literalism which denies the efficacy of 
our speculative, intuitive, and imaginal faculties. Modernists do so because they have capitulated 
to the mental habits of their conquerors, conditioned as they are by relativism, scientism, and 
secular humanism.”205 Both also, 

Take recourse to theories and methodologies which are decidedly un-Islamic, if 
not unreligious… [Both] represent a subversion of traditional values and teachings 
from within the Islamic tradition. In an effort  to transform Islamic civilization, 
each has in fact hastened the onset of the very illnesses they sought to ameliorate. 
Rather than contemplating and evaluating Western civilization through the Islamic 

200 Quoted from Abdur-Rahman ibn Yusuf’s Fiqh al-Imam, White Thread Press, California, 2003, p. XV
201 H. A. Hellyer, Wanton Violence in Muslimdom: Religious Imperative or Spiritual Deviation?, from Aftab A. Malik’s The 

State We Are In, Amal Press, 2006, p. 93
202 See <www.cuii.org/hirabahq.htm>, where US and world Muslim jurists and scholars have denounced terrorism
203 Asra Nomani, Muhammad Ali Hasan, Irshad Manji, and Asma Gull Hasan, come to mind among others. 

204   Muqtedar Khan, who calls himself a “moderate” wasn’t any more a representative of the Muslim community in 
America as the “progressives” think they are when he wrote of the Iraq war that “Once the war is declared, make no 
mistake Mr. Saddam Hussain and Mr. Bin Laden, We are with America. We will fight with America and we will fight  
for  America.”  <http://www.ijtihad.org/BinladenII.htm>  His  making  “Syed  Qutb  as  John  Locke  of  Islam”  and 
promotion  of  a  “Liberal  Islam”  is  something  I  found  to  be  as  a  distraction  to  understanding  Islam  today. 
<http://www.ijtihad.org/liberal-islam.doc>  Even  worse  is  his  “democratization  of  interpretation”  of  the  Shariah. 
<http://www.ijtihad.org/bostonrev.htm> 

205 Joseph E. B. Lumbard, The Decline of Knowledge and the Rise of Ideology, in his edited: Islam, Fundamentalism, and the 
Betrayal of Tradition, World Wisdom Inc., U.S., 2004, p. 41
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intellectual tradition, modernists have embraced many tenets of Western thought 
out of a deep sense of inferiority – a sense which results from mistaking the power 
of Western nations for the truth of Western ideologies.206    

D.
My loyalties, as exemplified by my dissent and concerning being a Muslim in the United 

States in these times of controversy and conflict, is with anyone who promotes understanding 
and peace. I have had the chance to exchange my views with individuals on the left and right of 
the political and cultural spectrum, yet find myself greatly dissatisfied by both.207 Though there 
are plenty of people on each side that seek to genuinely want to understand the reality of the 
relationship between the Muslim world and America, most of the ones I have met or read about 
can’t shake loose from the assumptions they have about Muslims from “modernism”. In addition 
to this are those who sympathize with what I did and act to give some representation to the issues 
I speak about in this book, but are swayed by interests which don’t include seeing Muslims as 
equals.  The  best  both  leftists  and  rightists  have  offered  thus  far  is  tolerance  but  this  is  a 
passiveness that allows misunderstandings and fear to live on. The overwhelming majority of 
Muslims in America are not a threat to the United States government or the American way of 
life. They have more in common with Americans that is usually admitted. In the same token I do 
not hold the view that to become accepted here I must forgo some of my beliefs or practices. I 
have come across people, one too many, who have told me that because “your in America now” 
that I can’t grow a beard or dress in traditional Muslim garb, or that it’s not right that I don’t 
date, drink, or spend my time as the “typical American” (which is what exactly?). Such things I 
believe are a person’s choice and have nothing to do with whether one is a “real American” or 
not. Besides, I have assimilated enough to realize that fast food tastes good but is bad for you, 
that celebrities make the headlines far more than they deserve, and there is a lot of work to be 
done by Muslims in America to make our co-citizens aware of the true nature of Islamic beliefs. 

206 Ibid, p. 69
207 Reading works written by Gore Vidal or Pervez Hoodbhoy one realizes that their perspectives on Islam are based on 

misinformation, half-truths, and a passion for over-simplifying the history of Muslims, their struggles, their religious and 
political perspectives, and their contributions to humanity, all in the name of rationalism and secular humanism. They are far 
from alone on the “progressive left” that have published such views.
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QUESTION 5
WHAT ABOUT THE SEPTEMBER 11, 2001 ATTACKS?

It has been a common view in the West, even to this day, to say that the religion of  
Islam spread through conquest. Although this Orientalist theory is now being 

shown to be a fallacy by modern scholarship, it is important to mention that the 
peaceful spread of Islam throughout most of the Middle East, Asia, and Africa was 

in fact due to principles flowing from the Qur’anic revelation itself

- David Dakake 208

THE MYTH OF THE ISLAMIC SWORD

This question was asked of me by people concerned about religious extremism in the Muslim 
world and its violent intrusion into the West in the form of 9-11. It is a very sensitive question in 
America  (for  obvious  reasons).  The  more  sensitive  an  issue  becomes,  the  more  accurate 
knowledge is necessary to analyze the issue. In the Fall of 2004 I did a PowerPoint presentation 
on Muslim-Western relations at Wagner College in Staten Island, New York, where I briefly 
addressed  the  history  and  present  understandings  between  Muslims  and  Westerners.  [See 
Appendix Two] The presentation, which a local reporter for the Staten Island Advance called “A 
myth-debunking seminar”,209 was well received. Interested about the presentation I was asked by 
Peter Bronson, President of the NYC chapter of Veterans for Peace, to repeat it at their monthly 
meeting on December 16th, 2004. There I was criticized by one of the oldest members of the 
group for the part of my presentation which expressed that Islam was not spread by the sword. I 
had quoted two non-Muslim scholars, one British from 1923 and another American from 1992, 
who denounced the myth.210 The member maintained that Islam was spread violently and gave 
precise dates on when the Muslim conquests began and stopped. He argued that though most of 
the presentation I gave was good, it was ruined by the “dishonest” position that Islam spread 
non-violently.  His flaw in confusing Muslim conquests with the spread of Islam is a mistake 
many people in America make, because they are still conditioned by Orientalist scholarship that 
has by now been almost completely debunked. It comes as a horrible surprise when they learn 
Islam  spread  mostly  through  voluntary  conversions  which  were  the  result  of  Sufi  spiritual 
missionaries  and common traders.  However,  I  went  to  school reading  material  that  repeated 
several myths about Islam and Muslims so I can understand why the reaction I get when I tell 
people that Islam wasn’t “spread by the sword” (complete with credible names and sources from 
specialists in this field) is almost always a confused look or a look of denial. As the above quote 
opening up this chapter attests, the myth of the “Islamic sword” remains with us though it is 
based on stereotypes and bias scholarship. It also covers up the facts that point to the peaceful 
spread of Islam.211 

208 David Dakake, The Myth of Militant Islam, in Joseph Lumbard’s edited:  Islam, Fundamentalism, and the Betrayal of  
Tradition, World Wisdom Inc., U.S., 2004, p. 13-14

209 Yoav Gonen, Western, Muslim relations examined, Staten Island Advance, October 22nd, 2004
210 De Lacy O’Leary, Islam at Crossroads, (UK, 1923) and Ira Zepp Jr., A Muslim Primer, (US, 1992) respectively
211 See: Thomas Arnold’s The Spread of Islam in the World, (Goodword Books 2002)
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I have begun with a common myth about Islam in order to introduce the tragedy of 9-11, so 
as to kill one of the distortions that have provided convenient fuel for those among us who want 
a prolonged war between Muslims and Westerners. Equally important is to dismiss the view that 
America deserved the attack which killed approximately 3,000 people,  because of her brutal 
foreign policy. Foreign policy is negotiated and introduced by the policy makers of a country, 
not the people, even if they advocate certain views and positions. If Americans knew how often 
our policy makers manipulated the public’s fear, ignorance, or apathy on a number of foreign 
policy  issues,  they  would  at  the  least  be  in  a  better  position  to  demand  a  certain  level  of 
responsibility from the government than what is demanded today. Nevertheless, it is absurd to 
blame an entire country for things which the ruling minority puts into actual practice. This is true 
for every country, but we often come across the demonization or dehumanization of an entire 
people because their governments present challenges to “our” own way of thinking or to “our” 
own government’s foreign policy.  It doesn’t serve any good, short or long-term, to demonize 
Afghanis, Iraqis, Iranis, Palestinians, Sudanese, Somalis, or Pakistanis because we dislike the 
foreign  policies  of  their  respective  governments.  Nor  does  it  serve  any  good  to  blame  the 
American  people  for  what  I  have  described  in  Question  Two,  or  call  the  events  of  9-11 
“deserved”. Take a close look at who suffers from certain U.S. foreign policies and who suffered 
on 9-11. The people usually bare the brunt of the actions of their own governments as well as the 
actions of foreign governments. This simple reality is often overlooked and otherwise sensible 
people fall into condemning millions of other people out of a sense of self-righteousness and 
ignorance.  It  is  easy to  generalize  about  others  and so,  like  too often in  the past,  we allow 
ourselves to be manipulated by our hate-mongers and corrupt leaders. The result is such great 
levels of verbal and physical violence (and then justifications for that violence), that we begin to 
become what we suppose we hate. Generalizations are today’s greatest WMDs. 

GENERALIZATIONISM

I  was  also  often  confronted  with  the  question  of  this  chapter  by  people  who found my 
objection to the Iraq war confusing at best and down right treacherous at worst. I found that these 
people suffered from generalizationism. This ‘ism’ perceives the relationship between people of 
various  nationalities,  races,  religions  and  cultures  as  different  colored  blocks  that  can  be 
presented  monolithically.  Reality  and  intelligence  argues  against  this  perspective.  In  a  very 
important book written by Ziauddin Sardar and Merryl Wyn Davies titled, Why Do People Hate 
America? the authors write that,

It  was  one of  our  central  arguments  that  at  the  heart  of  relations  between 
America and the rest of the world stands a problem of knowledge. In precise terms, 
we  call  it  the  problem  of  ‘knowledgeable  ignorance’:  knowing  people,  ideas, 
civilisations, religions, histories as something they are not, and could not possibly 
be, and maintaining these ideas even when the means exist to know differently. 
Knowledgeable  ignorance is  a  term applied to  the  Western view of  Islam and 
Muslims in particular. It refers to more than general negative attitudes and ideas; it 
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defines the way in which such attitudes are built into an approach to knowledge, a 
body of study and expertise called Orientalism.212  

 Knowledge is crucial when we are confronted with issues such as 9-11 and the “war on 
terrorism”,  but  unfortunately,  for  reasons  covered  under  Question  Two,  a  great  deal  of 
Americans  didn’t  know that  Saddam had no connection with the 9-11 attacks.  They suffered 
from generalizationism and supported the war on Iraq out of fear and ignorance. Among them 
were those who couldn’t distinguish between Islam and al-Qaida in relation to 9-11 either. This 
despite the fact that there was enough material available online and in libraries and bookstores all 
over America that challenged the stereotypical views. 

National tragedies can do two things for a society. They can remind people of what they take 
for granted and spark humanitarianism, unity,  and spiritual  reflection.  But, they can also put 
people into a rage and spark fear, hatred, and xenophobia. The tragedy of 9-11 did ample of both 
and is a reminder that the line between the merciful self and the cruel self is often blurry. The 
hearts of many Americans were softened by the humanitarian character of their fellow citizenry 
after the attacks, but there is no doubt that many Americans were also full of rage towards the 
Muslim  world  which  betrayed  their  overall  humanitarianism  and  replaced  much  of  it  with 
irrational  rants  equating  Islam with terrorism and Muslims  with  fascists.  Both “liberal”  and 
“conservative”  voices  reduced Islam into  a  bogeyman  that  requires  a shrink and a  reformist 
facility in order to “update” it to modern times or needs to be violently confronted and eradicated 
like an unwanted insect. When distortion reigns supreme, ignorance is its fuel. Even after four 
years since 9-11, according to a Harris poll released in late December of 2005, a considerable 
number of Americans still believed Saddam helped plan the attacks and that he had weapons of 
mass  destruction.213 This  is  shameful  for  a  nation  that  boasts  its  rational  and  enlightened 
character. 

Many other people sought to find answers for the attack in books about Islamic teachings and 
the Qur’an. Professor Robert Jensen, in his book Citizens of Empire, writes that though it is okay 
to research about Islam, “Far more important for most Americans is expanding their knowledge 
about U.S. foreign policy. That is, 9-11 involved theology, but it was primarily a political event, 
not a religious one. This tendency in the United States to want to explain things in cultural, not 
political, terms is dangerous in an already depoliticized society.” 214 This in fact compliments a 
study done within the Pentagon.  In a 1997 Science Defense Board study experts  found that 
“Historical data show a strong correlation between U.S. involvement in international situations 
and an increase in terrorist attacks against the United States.”215 Three years after 9-11 another 
report by the DSB stated: “Muslims do not hate our freedom, but rather they hate our policies… 
The overwhelming majority voice their objections to what they see as one-sided support in favor 
of Israel and against Palestinian rights, and the long-standing, even increasing, support for what 
Muslims collectively see as tyrannies, most notably Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Pakistan and 

212 Ziauddin Sardar and Merryl Wyn Davies, Why Do People Hate America?, Disinformation Company Ltd., New York, 2002, p. 
11- 12. The phrase ‘knowledgeable ignorance’ was taken from Norman Daniel’s Islam and the West (Oxford: One World, 
1993). 

213 Daily News Staff, Poll: Saddam’s big grip on us, New York Daily News,  December 30th, 2005, p. 26
214 In his Citizens of the Empire: The Struggle to Claim Our Humanity, p. 83 
215 ‘Response to Transnational Threats’, Defense Science Board, DoD, 1997
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the Gulf states…  Thus, when American public diplomacy talks about bringing democracy to 
Islamic societies, this is seen as no more than self-serving hypocrisy.”216 This is far closer to the 
truth than what many Americans believe. 

 The problem is that people base their perceptions of 9-11 from the media in such a faithful 
fashion that it  blinds them from seeing beyond the infotainment sphere of “truth” or “facts”. 
American corporate media has long been proven to be an extension of the government in times 
of war.  President  Clinton  could use the same media  that  was exposing his  misconduct  with 
Monica Lewinsky to divert attention away from it to justify a major attack on Iraq via Operation 
Desert  Fox,  which  killed  hundreds  of  innocent  people.  The  media  remained  skeptical  of 
Clinton’s  conduct  in  office  but  failed  to  exhibit  enough criticism concerning  his  unjustified 
attack on Iraq. Clearly Monica was far more important than the bombed civilians of Iraq. This is 
the cowardly role of our popular media. 

As the investigation to determine who attacked America immediately following 9-11 was 
still on-going, scores of scholars, journalists, and “experts” like Daniel Pipes217, Abraham. M. 
Rosenthal218, Charles Krauthammer219, Lance Morrow220, Zev Chafets221, Michael Kramer222, and 
Ann Coulter223 (some of them sounding more like social Darwinists than anything else) were 
manipulating  the  disaster  for  their  own  ideological  purposes,  some  even  calling  on  the 
government to bomb whole cities where Muslims live and labeled Islam as the culprit because it 
“produced” terrorists like bin Laden. (Bomb thousands, even millions of innocent people who 
have nothing to do with terrorism, in retaliation for the work of a network of stateless terrorists?) 
This was (and still is) generalizationism of the most damaging kind. The best of it keeps us in 
fear while the worst of it makes us hate irrationally. Despite their mass-murderous suggestions, 
they are still afforded much respect in many media circles. It’s no surprise then that none among 
the mainstream media in the U.S. took notice when various influential scholars of the Muslim 
world condemned the 9-11 attacks. For example, in October of 2001, Shaykh Muhammad Tahir-
ul-Qadri, the immensely influential scholar of South Asia, (the second highest Muslim populated 
area, second to South East Asia) unequivocally condemned Bin Laden, al-Qaida, and those who 
support them.224 A month later he continued to condemned terrorism as well as the factors that 
foster it in his  Islamic Concept of Jihad.225 The significance of his condemnations can not be 
over-estimated due to the fact of the proximity of Afghanistan and many in Pakistan who view 
him as a respectable transmitter of Islamic knowledge.  

216      ‘Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force   on   Strategic Communication’  , Defense Science Board, DoD, 
2004 or see: <http://www.acq.osd.mil/dsb/reports/2004-09-Strategic_Communication.pdf>

217 Daniel Pipes, Mistakes Made the Catastrophe Possible, Wall Street Journal, September 12, 2001
218 Abraham Michael Rosenthal, How the U.S. can win the war, NY Daily News, September 14, 2001 p. 71
219 Charles Krauthammer, This is not crime, this is war, Jewish World Review, September 12, 2001
     Charles Krauthammer, The War, A Road Map, Jewish World Review, September 28, 2001
220 Lance Morrow, The case for Rage and Retribution, Time (special September 1, 2001 issue). 
221 Zev Chafets, It’s really war against the Islamic Axis, NY Daily News, September 17, 2001, p. 18
222 Michael Kramer, Bush, advisers huddle – No time for U.S. to pull punches, NY Daily News, September 14, 2001, p. 22
223 Ann Coulter, This is war: We Should Invade their Countries, National review Online, September 13, 2001
224 Prominent Muslim Cleric Denounces bin Laden, www.newsmax.com, October 18, 2001 

<http://www.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2001/10/17/195606.shtml>
225 Muhammad Tahir-ul-Qadri, Islamic Concept of Jihad, November 2001 <http://mac.abc.se/home/onesr/d/icj_e.pdf>
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Generalizationism is a major  tool of the Bush administration.  In president G. W. Bush’s 
second inaugural  address it  was taken for granted that the American people suffer from this 
malady, so any action “we” take in removing a foreign leader or smashing to bits any foreign 
group will  be accepted as part  of the “war on terrorism”,  (which now includes the “war on 
tyranny”  and  the  “war  to  spread  democracy”).  What  generalizationism  leaves  out  are  the 
hypocrisies  it  conceals.  Those  who  oppose  the  corrupt  election  of  “our”  friend  Karzai  in 
Afghanistan are enemies, but those who opposed the corrupt elections of the Ukraine are right to 
do so.  Saddam’s  tyranny is  objectionable,  but  Karimov’s  tyranny in  Uzbekistan  is  tolerable 
because he is “our” ally in the “war on terror”. Sudan’s oppression of its southern population is 
an important regional problem, but Russia’s oppression of its southern population of Muslims is 
not so important because Russia is “our” friend. “Secret evidence” is evil when other countries 
make use of it, but necessary and good when “we” use it. The U.N. is a practical tool when it 
goes  along with  “us”,  but  useless  when it  doesn’t.  “Total  war”  is  an  evil  thing  when Nazi 
propagandist  Goebbels  promoted  it,  but  is  good when neoconservative  propagandist  Richard 
Perle promotes it. Torture is evil, “we” never do it (except if it’s done by the CIA and authorized 
U.S. military personnel), but there’s nothing wrong with “extraordinary rendition” – when we 
hand over people to other countries to be tortured for us (then “we” complain how barbaric 
“they”  are).  As  the  U.S.  government  continues  to  release  more  and  more  prisoners  in 
Afghanistan and Guantanamo Bay, and despite the Red Cross report226 and internal U.S. military 
reports/investigations227 which found that the overwhelming majority of the prisoners in Abu 
Ghraib and other prisoner detention sites were innocent civilians mistakenly or falsely arrested, 
Americans still feel comfortable with locking Muslims up (as long as someone pays for 9-11, it’s 
okay). The culprit that justifies this is generalizationism again. 

In the January 16, 2005 issue of the New York Daily News, I found in the  Voice of the 
People section a “voicer” from N.J. who wrote, “For anyone concerned about the “torture” of 
terrorists  and their  associates  at  Guantanamo Bay:  Please try  to  imagine  the last  minutes  of 
somebody trapped in a burning building. THAT is torture, and don’t you ever forget it”. This is a 
common sentiment, but it assumes that everyone in Guantanamo Bay is guilty - no evidence 
required. In regard to this Richard Cohen wrote, that the prisoners there “are just suspects”, and 
that “In fact, some of them have been released and others, arrested and held elsewhere, turned 
out to not be the mass murderers and master criminals the government, in a fit of hype, originally 
charged.”228 But facts aren’t always accepted by people burning with the fire of hate. A well 
respected Marine Lt.  Col.,  named Colby Vokey,  who has served as “chief of all  the Corps’ 
defense lawyers in the western United States”, has called the military justice system running 
Guantanamo Bay “horrific”, “disgraceful”, and a “sham”. In this regard he remarked, “As an 
officer in the Marine Corps I took an oath to support and defend the Constitution of the United 
States.  And now we are perpetrating something that if any other country in the world was doing, 
we would likely step in and stop it.”229 He is not wrong in his view here as Col. Morris Davis, 
former chief prosecutor for Guantanamo’s military commissions, resigned in October of 2007 
because, “I concluded that full, fair and open trials were not possible under the current system” 
and that, “I felt that the system had become deeply politicized and that I could no longer do my 

226 Rajiv Chandrasekaran and Scott Wilson, Mistreatment Of Detainees Went Beyond Guards' Abuse, Washington Post, May 11, 
2004, P. A01

227 Paul Sperry, When They Knew, www.amconmag.com, June 2004 <http://www.amconmag.com/2004_06_07/article1.html>
228 Richard Cohen, W flunky’s apology is a sorry excuse, NY Daily News, January 23, 2007, p. 25
229 Daniel Zwerdling, Respected Marine Lawyer Alleges Military Injustices, npr.org, October 30, 2007
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job effectively.”  He also revealed  a  conversation  he had  with  the  Pentagon general  counsel 
William Haynes where the latter stated, “we can't have acquittals. If we've been holding these 
guys for so long, how can we explain letting them get off? We can't have acquittals, we've got to 
have convictions.” Davis resigned hours after finding out that Haynes was placed in charge of 
him.230 

Another comment in the N.Y. Daily News from a reader in PA, on December 19, 2005, 
expressed the following: “What’s the big deal about torturing our country’s enemies? They blew 
up the World Trade Center and killed 3,000 innocent people. Torture them, please.” So many 
newspapers receive such comments that it’s baffling how people can ignore it and only criticize 
other  societies.  Surely  one  would  hope  people  have  enough  sense  to  differentiate  between 
simple-minded retribution and justice. How many ordinary life lessons in society does it take to 
realize that things are not as black and white as we easily mistake them to be and that perhaps for 
this reason it may be better for us to understand that though the acts of destruction witnessed on 
9-11 enrage us it in no way authorizes or justifies us to dismiss the fact that throughout human 
history many more innocent people are tortured than guilty ones in the name of security and self-
defense. For many in America the permissibility of the torture and destruction of an innumerable 
“them” is the highest expression of their self-righteousness. The events of 9-11 are used to justify 
and  ignore  a  lot  of  injustice  and  bloodshed  that  we  can’t  continue  to  justify  and  ignore. 
Therefore, in relation to my opposition to the war on Iraq, it isn’t appropriate for people to ask 
me ‘what about the September 11, 2001 attacks?’ but it is more than appropriate for people like 
me to ask ‘what does the September 11, 2001 attacks have to do with Iraq?’ 

230 Taken from: Ross Tuttle’s Gitmo Trials Rigged from the Start, as posted on February 21, 2008 at www.alternet.org from The 
Nation. <http://www.alternet.org/rights/77360/?page=entire> 
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QUESTION 6
WHAT IS YOUR MESSAGE TO MILITARY 

PERSONNEL SERVING IN IRAQ?

They wrote in the old days that it is sweet and fitting to die for  
one’s country. But in modern war there is nothing sweet nor  

fitting in your dying. You will die like a dog for no good 
reason.

Ernest Hemingway231

THE FACTS

The question of this chapter is from people who agreed with 
my  dissent  but  were  curious  what  I  thought  about  military 
personnel serving in Iraq and what I would say to them. This is 
a sensitive issue just like the issue of the previous chapter, but 
once  again  the  best  method  is  to  analyze  it  with  the  most 
accurate information. The Iraq Survey Group, a U.S. task force 
made up of  about  1,200 intelligence  and military specialists 
who were in charge of finding Iraq’s WMDs formally ended 
their search (after two years) and released their final report in 

January 2005, with little coverage in the American media. This event, though overwhelmed by 
many  other  events  going  on  in  the  world,  is  central  to  understanding  the  role  of  military 
personnel serving in Iraq. Three months later a Presidential Intelligence Commission (named: 
Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States Regarding Weapons of Mass 
Destruction)  reported  that  U.S.  intelligence  agencies  were  “dead  wrong  in  their  prewar 
assessments of Iraq’s nuclear, biological and chemical weapons.”232 Then, in May of 2005 we 
were made aware of the ‘Downing Street Memo’233, which gave the American people irrefutable 
proof (the smoking gun we can say), that the war wasn’t based on WMDs but a policy that I have 
outlined under Question Two that dates back to 1992. Almost two years later in February of 
2007, the Department  of Defense Office of Inspector  General  found, highlighted in  a report 
called ‘Review of Pre-Iraq War Activities of the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for 
policy’,  that the threat of Saddam’s Iraq was exaggerated. It states that the Office of Special 
Plans (OSP) lead by the Under Secretary of Defense and neoconservative Douglas Feith (under 
orders  from  Donald  Rumsfeld),  “developed,  produced  and  disseminated  to  senior  decision-
makers  alternative  intelligence  assessments  on  the  Iraq  and  al  Qaeda  relationship.  These 
assessments  included  some  conclusions  inconsistent  with  the  consensus  of  the  intelligence 
community.”234 This man’s job was to provide false intelligence linking Al-Qaida to Iraq in order 
to strengthen Bush’s arguments for war. Finally, in late April of 2007, ex-CIA Director George 

231 From his, Notes on the Next War
232 Walter Pincus and Peter Baker, Data on Iraqi Arms Flawed, Panel Says, Washington Post, April 1, 2005, page A01
233 See: <http://www.downingstreetmemo.com/index.html>
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Tenet revealed his experiences with the Bush Administration, writing that “There was never a 
serious debate that I know of within the administration about the imminence of the Iraqi threat” 
and  that  Vice-President  Cheney  among  others,  used  his  infamous  “slam  dunk”  remark 
“completely out of context”  to further the justifications  for war.235 A year  after  the war was 
initiated,  respected  retired  Marine  General  and  former  commander  of  all  U.S.  forces  in  the 
Middle East, Anthony Zinni, had stated: “I think it’s the worst kept secret in Washington. That 
everybody – everybody I talk to in Washington has known and fully knows what their agenda 
was and what they were trying to do.”236 

Along with the above, we have the testimony and valuable analysis and commentary of 
numerous American military and intelligence specialists that have spoken out about how the war 
on Iraq  is  one of  the  worst  examples  of  corrupt  and  deceptive  leadership  in  service  of  the 
American people. Among them are Col. W. Patrick Lang (USA, Ret.), Col. Ann Wright (USA, 
Ret.),  Robert Hickson (USA, Ret.),  Maj. Scott Ritter  (USMC), Lt.  Col.  Dale Davis (USMC, 
Ret.), Lt. Col. Kwiatkowski (USAF, Ret.), Col. Sam Gardiner (USAF, Ret.), Greg Thielmann 
(former top intelligence official at the U.S. State Dept.), Tyler Drumheller (former CIA head of 
covert ops in Europe),  and Ray McGovern (former senior CIA analyst) to name a few of the 
most  outspoken.  The  Council  for  a  Livable  World’s  Veterans’  Alliance  for  Security  and 
Democracy (CLW-VETPAC), a political  action committee made up of veterans including Lt. 
Gen Robert Gard (USA, Ret.), Gen. Joe Hoar (USMC, Ret.), Lt. Col. Pete McCloskey (USMC, 
Ret.), Brig. Gen. Dave McGinnis (ANG, Ret.), Gen. Merrill T. Peak (USAF, Ret.), and Bobby 
Muller (former Lt., USMC and President of Veterans for America), has also played a role in 
educating  Americans  about  “the  invasion  and occupation  of  Iraq”  which  they  call  “a  major 
strategic blunder that has put the nation – and Iraq – in a box where there are no good options, 
only less bad ones.”237 Retired U.S. Special Forces officer Robert Hickson  laments  “how  little 
intellectual  and  moral  resistance  there  now is  within  the  military,  against  our  creeping  and 
technocratic neo-Praetorianism in support of our regional military Proconsuls and their civilian 
masters (both inside and outside of the government). Our military culture is altogether inattentive 
to an arguably unconstitutional abuse of power; and also to our myopically “un-strategic” and 
thoroughly  irrational  involvement  in  unjust  aggressive  wars  (like  Iraq),  while  we  are 
concurrently and centrifugally over-extended elsewhere throughout the world, and “strutting to 
our confusion”.238 

Regretfully, all of these important issues have been too neglected by the American people 
in general. Political party finger pointing aside, we have here something that far outweighs many 
of the issues that have covered the front pages of newspapers all across the world, yet failed to 

234 See the Dept. of Defense Office of Inspector General website at: <http://www.dodig.osd.mil/> or the Report at 
<http://www.dodig.mil/IGInformation/archives/Unclass%20%20Executive%20Summary.pdf>

235 Scott Shane and Mark Mazzetti, Ex-CIA Chief, in Book, Assails Cheney on Iraq, NY Times, April 27, 2007
236 Quoted from Justin Raimondo’s A Real Hijacking: The Neoconservative Fifth Column and the War in Iraq, in D. L. 

O’Huallachain and J. Forrest Sharpe’s edited Neo-Conned Again: Hypocrisy, Lawlessness, and the Rape of Iraq, Light in the 
Darkness Publications, Virginia, 2007, p. 119

237 See Iraq: Where We are and How We Got There on www.petpac.org <http://www.vetpac.org/index.php?
option=com_content&task=view&id=24&Itemid=39>

238 Robert Hickson, The Moral Responsibility of the U.S. Military Officer in the Context of the Larger War We Are In, in in D. L. 
O’Huallachain and J. Forrest Sharpe’s edited Neo-Conned Again: Hypocrisy, Lawlessness, and the Rape of Iraq, Light in the 
Darkness Publications, Virginia, 2007, p. 215-216
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get as much attention, though it is costing hundreds of thousands of innocent Iraqi lives and 
thousands of American lives. Most servicemen and women probably went to Iraq thinking they 
were part of a justified effort to disarm a threat to U.S. national security. This has turned out to 
be false and over 4,000 of them have been killed for what seems to change with the seasons. First 
it was weapons of mass destruction, then overthrowing a human rights violator, and now to sow 
the seeds of democracy. Each reason seems legitimate but is marred by ulterior motives that cast 
long shadows of  doubt.  Indeed,  when people  investigate  the  reasons  (as  I  have  done under 
Question Two) we are left with dishonorable acts of aggression that compliment the oppression 
of Saddam Hussein. 

THE MYTH OF SPREADING DEMOCRACY

The most  potent myth  proclaimed by President Bush is  that  his  war on Iraq has spurred 
democracy  in  the  Middle  East.  This  is  a  view  right-wing  ideologues  (and  some  liberals 
previously critical of the war) have adopted in order to justify the war or at least make it appear 
semi-noble. However, the ends should not justify the means. If we adopt the logic that illegal-
immoral action has led to an end that justifies the war, then it reveals we have been morally 
bankrupt  from  the  beginning.  Bush’s  proclamation  came  on  March  19,  2005,  the  second 
anniversary of the commencement of war. Political strategists understand the language of timing 
and taking credit  for  changes  in  Egypt,  Lebanon,  Palestine,  and Iran is  good timing  by the 
President but bad speech. None of these countries is absent various Islamic movements that wish 
to take power, some good and some bad, besides Iran. The vast majority of the population within 
these countries is anti-American foreign policy. They want the removal of U.S. troops from Iraq 
and other parts of the Middle East. The majority in each country opposes U.S.-backed Israeli 
policy towards them. Finally, the populations in these countries have not forgotten negative U.S. 
involvement  in their  history and this  is what really drives their  demand for change,  through 
democratic  means  or  otherwise.  Their  seemingly  “sudden”  and  “wonderful”  outpouring  for 
democracy is more like an opportunity for different groups to set things on their own terms, 
rather than compliment America’s design or hopes for the region. Much of the American media 
had  fallen  head  over  heals  for  Bush’s  myth,  once  again  simplifying  complex  situations  in 
numerous countries. There is an ideological flavor involved here. For years (sometimes decades) 
Muslims  in  these  countries  had  come  out  and  protested  in  high  numbers  against  Western 
involvement  in their  affairs  and have demanded more Islamic leaning governments but have 
been  largely  ignored  by  the  American  media.  Ziauddin  Sardar  reminds  us  that,  “the  west 
supports authoritarian rulers and military dictators as long as they are pro-west; and insists on 
democracy when traditionalists  are in power or when it  opens up opportunities  for western-
educated elites to rule. The stance taken towards democracy is determined by western interests 
and not what is appropriate for the non-west or what the people of Other cultures desire for 
themselves.”239 Now, when an opportunity to paint white over the sins of America’s past and 
present has come, the media stand in line to express loyalty to the ideology that only with the 
White  Man’s  help  can  these  “Others”  stand on  their  own feet.  Recently  it  seems some are 
alarmed by the fact that religious Muslims are rising to power democratically.  The belief that 
when Muslim peoples are given the freedom to choose their leaders they will reject Islamic ones 
is being falsified. In Iraq, we can see how the myth dissolves under reality. On April 9, 2005, the 
anniversary  of  the  fall  of  Baghdad,  approximately  300,000 Iraqi  Shi’is  demanded  that  U.S. 

239 Ziauddin Sardar, Postmodernism and the Other, p. 59
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troops leave Iraq. They filled up Firdos Square where the statue of Saddam was toppled two 
years before and burned effigies of President Bush and Prime Minister Tony Blair. 

MISUSE OF THE MILITARY AND THE CONSEQUENCES

Robert S. McNamara, in a documentary about his life called The Fog of War, relates how in 
World War Two he was involved in the massive human rights violations caused by the fire-
bombing of Tokyo and many other Japanese towns and cities that killed hundreds of thousands 
of Japanese men, women and children. About those operations he remarked that he was part of a 
“mechanism” that lead to that type of mass murder and that he and others were “acting like war 
criminals”. Americans don’t generally look at themselves as capable of massive human rights 
abuses and massacres. Horrible actions of foreign governments are clearly possible, but not by 
“our” elected officials and “heroes” in uniform. Yet throughout history American politicians and 
service members have demonstrated their ability to commit atrocious human rights violations 
which if committed by Chinese or Cubans would undeniably be recognized as evil. The failure to 
recognize this fact  of life prevents us from evaluating the abuses that  go on today.  There is 
always a tendency to disapprove of this subject or, when violations are acknowledged, to justify 
them in the context of an “us versus them” paradigm that betrays  our better  judgment.  This, 
indeed, is a very unfortunate affair which plagues the people of many nations involved in human 
rights  violations.  American  service  members  must  evaluate  what  role  they  play  in  the 
“mechanism” that justifies the horrendous bombings of Baghdad (“Shock and Awe”) and the 
continuing detainee abuse, torture, and murder. 

A February 2005 report by Human Rights Watch revealed that torture was still a widespread 
problem in Iraq; under the Interim government  established by the US.240 Some news reports 
stated  it  would  take  time  for  Iraqi  security  forces  to  do  away with  torture  as  a  method  to 
providing security to the “new Iraq”, but Iraqi authorities are not the only ones committing this 
crime against humanity. Private “military contractors” (known to everyone else as mercenaries) 
hired by the Pentagon itself along with the CIA have abused and murdered Iraqi prisoners and 
had reportedly concealed 100 or so “ghost detainees” from the International Committee of the 
Red Cross. Major General Anthony Taguba stated that: “On at least one occasion, the 320th MP 
Battalion at Abu Ghraib held a handful of ‘ghost detainees’” (for the CIA) “that they moved 
around within the facility to hide them from a visiting International Committee of the Red Cross 
(ICRC) survey team. This maneuver was deceptive, contrary to Army Doctrine, and in violation 
of international law.” Despite a lot of finger pointing and scapegoating there is still no sincere 
accountability on this matter. In fact, the CIA continues holding “ghost detainees” and practicing 
“extraordinary rendition” while the politicians of freedom argue against it or make excuses for it. 

In order to appreciate the background that creates the situation where torture is utilized to 
control  a  population,  we  first  need  to  be  clear  about  what  professor  of  psychiatry  and 
psychology,  Robert J.  Lifton, calls  “conditions of atrocity” where ordinary soldiers carry out 
atrocities  in response to being put in highly stressful situations  that sanction a kill  first,  ask 
questions later mentality.  “Iraq is also a counterinsurgency war in which US soldiers, despite 
their extraordinary firepower, feel extremely vulnerable in a hostile environment, and in which 

240 Human Rights Watch report entitled The New Iraq? Torture and Ill-treatment of Detainees in Iraqi Custody, January 2005 
<http://hrw.org/reports/2005/iraq0105/>
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higher-ranking officers and war planners feel frustrated by the great difficulty of tracking down 
or  even  recognizing  the  enemy.  The  exaggerated  focus  on  interrogation,  including  the 
humiliation of detainees as a ‘softening-up’ process, reflects that frustration.” Demonization is 
also a part of the program. “What ultimately drives the dynamic is an ideological vision that 
equates Iraqi fighters with ‘terrorists’ and seeks to further justify the invasion. All this is part of 
the amorphous, even apocalyptic, ‘war on terrorism,’ as is the practice of denying the human 
rights of detainees labeled as terrorists, a further stimulus for abuse. Grotesque improvisations 
can occur at different levels – whether in the form of interrogators’ ideas about inflicting sexual 
humiliation or in foot soldiers’ methods of carrying out those instructions or responding to more 
indirect  messages  from  above.”  Ordinary  soldiers  “undergo  a  type  of  dissociation  I  call 
‘doubling’ – the formation of a second self. Nazi doctors could continue to be ordinary husbands 
and fathers when on leave from their murderous work in Auschwitz. Similarly, Tony Soprano is 
a likable fellow who cares about his children but is in the business of maiming and killing. The 
individual psyche can adapt to an atrocity-producing environment by means of a subself that 
behaves  as  if  autonomous  and  thereby  joins  in  activities  that  would  otherwise  seem 
repugnant.”241

Detainee abuse and torture is a clear violation of human rights that gets brushed under the 
phrase “enemy combatants” and many Americans are either too scared or gullible to challenge it. 
The ACLU reported that Navy documents “reveal that abuse and even torture of detainees by 
U.S. Marines in Iraq was widespread. One Navy criminal investigator sent an e-mail in June 
2004 describing his Iraq caseload ‘exploding’ with ‘high visibility cases.’”242  Torture of Iraqi 
prisoners by Marines included juveniles who were forced to take part in mock executions. Army 
files obtained by the ACLU have also shown abuses to occur in various locations around Iraq. 
Abu Ghraib,  it  is  now known,  was  only one among  many centers  of  American  inhumanity 
towards Iraqi civilians. We can talk much about Saddam’s evils, but the evils committed by “our 
guys” are worse since “we” claim to be “the best in the world” or “the most civilized”. 

In Abu Ghraib and other places in Iraq “our guys” committed the types of atrocities which 
Americans generally believe they are not capable of committing. They humiliated, abused, and 
mutilated prisoners for fun and exacting revenge as well as for gaining intelligence. Far from 
protecting the Iraqis, the U.S. Armed Forces are part of the ongoing oppression, torture, and 
murder of the Iraqi people. Massacres are coming to light and shocking Americans, as if the 
daily bombardment of Iraqi villages, towns, and cities is not shocking in its own right. It is no 
longer easier  for “us” to criticize terrorist  groups beheading Westerners and murdering other 
Iraqis,  when  “our”  boys  and  girls  are  committing  horrid  crimes  of  their  own.  These 
transgressions are also reported to have taken place in Afghanistan and Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. 
In Afghanistan, senior psychological operations (PsyOps) officers reported witnessing a variety 
of war crimes committed by Special Forces and soldiers were ordered to destroy photographic 
evidence  of  their  crimes  in  order  to  avoid  “another  public  outrage”  like  the  Abu  Ghraib 
scandal.243 In  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba  FBI  agents  have  reported  the  uses  of  torture  by 

241 Robert Jay Lifton, Conditions of Atrocity, www.thenation.com, May 13, 2004 
<http://www.thenation.com/doc/20040531/lifton>

242 ACLU report entitled: U.S. Marines Engaged in Mock Executions of Iraqi Juveniles and Other Forms of Abuse, Documents  
Obtained by ACLU Reveal, December 14, 2004 <http://www.aclu.org/SafeandFree/SafeandFree.cfm?ID=17206&c=206>

243 ACLU report entitled: Detainee Coerced Into Dropping Charges of Abuse Before Release, February 18, 2005 
<http://www.aclu.org/SafeandFree/SafeandFree.cfm?ID=17515&c=206>
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Department  of  Defense  interrogators  “impersonating”  Federal  agents,  so  as  not  to  be  held 
accountable if that time comes.244 A greater crime is that hundreds of prisoners are being held for 
years while only a few or so have been charged. The assumption that they don’t deserve any 
rights may work well as an ideological argument for the ignorant, but the world sees that as 
hypocrisy,  especially  since  it’s  a  fact  that  innocent  people  have  also  been  snatched  up  and 
imprisoned.  Pentagon appointed investigations of torture committed by U.S. military personnel 
have failed to investigate the involvement of higher government officials and have disgracefully 
targeted lower ranking soldiers and Marines as scapegoats. Retired U.S. Army Col. Dan Smith 
straightforwardly wrote about the scandal that “Numerous facts, reports, and statements from 
individuals  close  to  the  Abu  Ghraib  events  point  to  the  involvement  of  senior  officials  in 
decisions  that  indirectly  or  even  directly  contributed  to  abuse.  Notwithstanding  the  memos 
produced by DoJ and DoD, which in and of themselves are incriminating, there are a number of 
compelling reasons why the “few bad apple” line is not persuasive, and why senior individuals 
should be investigated with the power and independence to do so fully.”245 The memos include 
2003 memo from former deputy assistant attorney general in the Office of Legal Counsel John 
Yoo,  which  stated  that  American  and  international  laws  don’t  apply  to  U.S.  interrogations 
overseas. Martin Lederman, a former lawyer in the Office of Legal Counsel, called Yoo’s memo 
“the Blue Print that led to Abu Ghraib”, while former Army judge advocate general Thomas 
Romig found it to be “downright offensive”.246 The memo was later withdrawn.  

The former Abu Ghraib commander Brig. Gen. Janis Karpinski has quoted Maj. Gen. Walter 
Wodjakowski (who was during their conversation the second highest ranking Army General in 
Iraq) saying, “I don't care if we're holding 15,000 innocent civilians. We're winning the war”. He 
also told her, in the summer of 2003, not to release any prisoners regardless of their innocence. 
Two years  later,  on April  8,  2005, she stated about the humiliation techniques  used in Abu 
Ghraib, “You have people that enter into this equation who did study the Arab culture, who did 
understand what would be humiliation, who did –  according to some of the statements on the 
ACLU Web site –  use those techniques before at previous locations… Maybe in Guantanamo 
Bay, maybe in Afghanistan, maybe at other locations in Iraq that weren't under my control. The 
only difference is there [are] no photographs.”247 

We find  that  years  after  “Mission  Accomplishment”  troops  informing  the  world  of  the 
horrible  acts  of  their  armed  brethren.  One of  them was  Captain  Ian  Fishback who reported 
violations of Geneva Convention rules to Human Rights Watch and called the abuse of Iraqis 
(“beatings, exposure, extreme forced physical  exertion and hostage-taking”) as a “tragedy”.248 

Taken from the perspective of the innocents included among the abused, the word “tragedy” is 
not  sufficient.  The  word  evil is  more  like  it.  A New York Daily  News Article  about  Capt. 
Fishback also stated that “whistleblowers said prisoners were beaten routinely to soften them up 
for interrogations – and often for fun.” The last portion of this sentence is why the word evil is a 
sufficient term for such actions. We would call it by its proper name if Saddam’s troops were 
doing the same to his own people or to prisoners of war. Another soldier mentioned in the article, 

244 <http://www.aclu.org/torturefoia/released/122004.html>
245 Dan Smith, A Torture(d) Web, in D. L. O’Huallachain and J. Forrest Sharpe’s edited Neo-Conned Again: Hypocrisy,  
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a sergeant from 82nd Airborne, was quoted as saying “In a way it was sport... We heard rumors of 
[detainees] dying so we were careful. We kept it to broken arms and legs and s---.” The article 
reported that “many of the detainees turned out to have had nothing to do with the insurgency” 
and quoted the same sergeant as saying about released detainees, “if he was a good guy, you 
know, now he’s a bad guy because of the way we treated him.” 249 

Former Army Sgt and military intelligence officer Sam Provance recounts his experiences at 
Abu Ghraib that substantiates many other claims by different human rights groups and military 
whistleblowers. “After what had happened at Abu Ghraib became a matter of public knowledge 
and there was demand for action”, wrote Provance in a sworn statement to Congress on February 
14, 2006, “young soldiers were scapegoated while superiors misrepresented what had happened 
and tried to misdirect attention away from what was really going on. I considered all of this 
conduct to be dishonorable and inconsistent with the traditions of the Army. I was ashamed and 
embarrassed to be associated with it.”250 However, “When I made clear to my superiors that I 
was troubled about what had happened, I was told that the honor of my unit and the Army 
depended on either withholding the truth or outright lies…  My belief in holding to the truth led 
directly to conflict with my superiors, and ultimately to my demotion.” For reporting abuses he 
was supposed to report under law he was punished severely, sending a clear message to other 
would-be truth-tellers that honesty in this case was punishable, and silence or out right lies was 
to be expected. When the scandal broke out, wrote Provance, “None of the things which came 
out in those days were surprising to me, and they could not have been surprising to any of the 
soldiers I knew who served at Abu Ghraib at this time, because they were things the soldiers had 
heard, seen, or done themselves”. In time, complacency to the abuses is also something that 
disturbed Provance, “It is more convenient for people not to care. By and large, they are far more 
prepared to accept official explanations than to take the trouble to find out what is really going 
on. For, if they found out, their consciences might require them to do something about it.”251 

Army Specialist Joe Darby, the first to hand over evidence to Army investigators about the Abu 
Ghraib abuses, has also suffered from numerous threats to his life because he took his duty to 
report wrong-doing very seriously. The primary perpetrators of the policy of torture and abuse of 
detainees  in  Iraq  and  elsewhere  are  the  high-ranking  generals  and  politicians  in  the  Bush 
administration, like Rumsfeld. Punishing the real culprits is unlikely in the near or distant future.

We also have the story of Joshua Key; a soldier who took part in more than a 100 raids in 
Baghdad and became dissatisfied with his role which he finally realized was not so different 
from terrorism. For months he took part in raids that “never found weapons or indications of 
terrorism” but led to the oppression of ordinary Iraqi families caught between the occupier and 
the  resisters  of  the  occupation.  “I  never  found a  thing  that  seemed  to  justify  the  terror  we 
inflicted every time we blasted through the door of a civilian home, broke everything in sight, 
punched and zipcuffed the men, and sent them away”, he wrote. After a particular incident where 
an Iraqi home was raided and women possibly abused, “It struck me then that we, the American 
soldiers, were the terrorists”, Key wrote, “We were terrorizing Iraqis. Intimidating them. Beating 
them. Destroying their homes. Probably raping them. The ones we didn't kill had all the reasons 
in the world to become terrorists themselves. Given what we were doing to them, who could 
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251 Samuel Province, The American Ghosts of Abu Ghraib, www.consortiumnews.com, March 27, 2007 
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blame them for wanting to kill us, and all Americans? A sick realization lodged like a cancer in 
my gut. It grew and festered, and troubled me more with every passing day. We, the Americans, 
had become the terrorists in Iraq.”252 In his book, The Deserter’s Tale, he explains, “Some people 
will say that the terrible things I have described seeing in Iraq were exceptions to the rule. That 
might  be comforting,  but  it  would be naive.  Because  I  saw fundamental  violations  of  basic 
human rights every day or two … and since I never saw one soldier or officer criticized or 
disciplined for carrying out such violations, I tend to fear the opposite. I fear, and believe, that 
what I saw was only the tip of the iceberg in Iraq.”253 

Not to forget the propaganda aspect of the war, we are constantly being told by the apologists 
that this isn’t a war against Islam. If this is to be taken seriously, then a number of facts need to 
be forgotten. We can begin with the fact that the Bush Administration is being advised by a 
select few academic “experts on Islam” like Daniel Pipes and Bernard Lewis, who also have 
published views of Islam and Muslims that are blatantly hateful and distorted. Then we would 
have  to  forget  the  fact  that  many  political/government  figures  and  their  neoconservative 
supporters, like Richard Perle, Norman Podhoretz, and James Woolsey, have expressed opinions 
about Muslims that  would remind one of views Nazi Germany had of Jews. Then there are 
numerous military commanders, like Gen. Boykin and Gen. Geoffrey Miller, in different war 
zones who see the Iraq war and the “War on Terror” to be a war between good (America) and 
evil (Islam). It is no wonder that racially despicable terms such as “raghead” and “haji” are in 
common usage  among  troops  and an irrational  hatred  of  Islam and Muslims  is  expected  in 
various commands, as many veterans of the Iraq war have recounted.254 Forgetting these things 
makes the war of aggression against Iraq easily digestible while painting the entire community of 
Islam  as  the  eternal  threat  towards  civilization  for  not  submitting  themselves  to  American 
hegemony. 

Any other  military  (especially  non-European ones)  that  would  have  done  what  the  U.S. 
military  has  done  in  Iraq,  Afghanistan,  and  Guantanamo  Bay  would  now  be  universally 
condemned by the international community, and a Western nation like the US would have led the 
international body in discussing sanctions and possible military action against it. But this has not 
happened to the US because it is a superpower no nation can bring to justice. America is an 
empire that judges its own conduct not according to universal claims to human rights or laws of 
war, but according to its strategic geopolitical interests in an area that has long been the target of 
Western powers. Along with these interests comes the ideological baggage that defines Iraq as 
belonging to a people that need “our” guidance in the story of Western enlightenment. The new 
“White Man’s burden” can be assessed from the war on Iraq as well as President Bush’s second 
inaugural  address.  This  is  one  of  the  many  reasons  why  I  believe  the  entire  mission  of 
“Operation Iraqi Freedom” was unjustified and every following mission seeking to compliment it 
is  also  unjustified.  This  also  reveals  that  faulty  policy  determines  reality,  instead  of  reality 
determining policy, and the one’s who pay for it are the Iraqi civilians and U.S. troops. Misled 
and fed with a constant stream of self-righteous propaganda, military personnel are charged with 
hefty tasks that result in the oppression of the Iraqi people. I acknowledge that most of them feel 
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“that they are only following orders” and also don’t feel the same way I do about everything that 
has happened in Iraq.  Nonetheless, they are an intricate  part  of the wrong designed by their 
Secretary of Defense and their Commander-in-Chief, even if they fail to acknowledge it. If Iraqi 
troops could be rightfully condemned for their part in Saddam’s illegal invasion of Kuwait (and 
many thousands of them paid his price from Western bombs, bullets, and tank shells) then how 
can we not analyze it the same way concerning American troops for their part in an illegal war of 
aggression? 

It is not new for America to go into other areas of the world, help topple leaders it once 
aided, establish new regimes in their place, and aid those regimes to quell any resistance that 
dares question its legitimacy. This is what is happening in Iraq and military personnel are knee-
deep in carrying it out. As I have touched upon under Question Three, the problem of military 
personnel is that they are discouraged from thinking for themselves. They exist in a reality where 
they can do little to change things for themselves, even if they do break loose from the ideology 
of destruction they have been conditioned to accept. The cold fact is that they are the executors 
of war crimes  initiated by the Bush Administration,  beginning with the attack of Iraq to its 
enduring  occupation.  There  are  no  heroes  in  the  Iraq  war.  There  is  not  an  ounce  of  honor 
involved.  There  are  only  corrupt  leaders,  war  makers,  orders  to  be  given  and  orders  to  be 
followed, (unless of course you speak against this war of aggression). 

RESISTING OCCUPATION

How can one nation unjustly attack and occupy another nation thousands of miles away and 
then proceed to lay out the criteria the occupants must fulfill in order to “represent themselves”, 
and this not go unchallenged? As Eric Margolis has noted, “No election held under a foreign 
military occupation resulting from an unjustified war is legal under international law. During the 
cold  war,  elections  staged  by  the  Soviets  after  invading  Afghanistan,  Hungary,  and 
Czechoslovakia  were  rightly  denounced  by  the  U.S.  as  ‘frauds’  and  the  leaders  elected  as 
‘stooges’.”255 The people of Iraq had a legitimate argument against the interim government set up 
by  the  occupying  powers.  Iyad  Allawi  became  Prime  Minister  from  the  U.S.-picked Iraqi 
Governing Council. Before the war he was a CIA favorite while in exile. These two facts aren’t a 
coincidence. He wasn’t picked because he is a good man, but because he is part of establishing a 
pro-American government that will suit American hegemony. In other words the Iraqi interim 
government was formed and shaped to secure American interests in Iraq and then the interests of 
upper class Iraqis, so as long as they don’t threaten the structure of this government. It continues 
to be that way now as Iraqi leaders submit themselves to a foreign power in order to keep their 
power and influence.  “Yet, since the overthrow of Saddam Hussein,” writes historian Carolyn 
Eisenberg, “the ability of the Iraqis to shape their own political destiny has been compromised by 
U.S. interventions. While hawking democracy, the Americans have not trusted Iraqis to choose 
the right leaders or to enact the right laws.”256 Thus, it is implied by the Bush Administration that 
the  Iraqis  need  a  foreign  power  like  the  U.S.  to  pick  the  men  and  the  mission  to  form a 
permanent  government,  lest  the  Iraqi  people  form one  resembling  none  of  the  interests  of 

255 Quoted from Mark Gery’s The Politics of Electoral Illusion, in D. L. O’Huallachain and J. Forrest Sharpe’s edited Neo-
Conned Again: Hypocrisy, Lawlessness, and the Rape of Iraq, Light in the Darkness Publications, Virginia, 2007, p. 764
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America. It was under Bremer and Allawi that the primary natural resources of Iraq were placed 
firmly under American control.  Just like under Saddam, the interests of the common Iraqi is 
secondary and just like Saddam the religiosity of the Iraqis is suppressed as problematic (anti-
modern). 

Large groups of Iraqis have made it clear that they want Islam to be the most influential 
element behind the government of Iraq. This does not necessarily mean a Taliban-like structure 
would  be  maintained  over  its  people.  When  Bremer  was  charged  with  installing  a  new 
government to replace Saddam’s, he publicly rejected the idea that Islam would play a leading 
role. This played a significant role in the formation and activities of extremist groups in Iraq, as 
well as the greater resistance of the ordinary Iraqi, many of whom expressed the message of the 
following slogan – “No Bush,  No Saddam,  Yes,  Yes  to  Islam!”  Because  the U.S.  feels  the 
obligation to thrust upon the Iraqis a government that relegates their religion the same position it 
does its own religion back home, it now has to deal with forces that are motivated and capable of 
disrupting any political process that leaves the roots of Islam out. This may include groups and 
individuals that are violent or non-violent, but certain in their own mission to provide a greater 
role for Islam. This is an area of discussion that both the left and the right in America wish would 
just go away. They have both de-emphasized the positive role Islam could play in Iraq and the 
people’s demand for it.  As long as the extremists  get all  the media attention,  it  will  remain 
difficult to see the important role of the non-extremist religious activists and leaders. The Iraqi 
elections that were much celebrated by U.S. government officials and the US press has shown 
how easy it is to conceal the facts on the ground. Only time will tell how well the newly elected 
parties  will  balance  their  powers  concerning  their  religious  and  ethnic  identities.  Eisenberg 
writes,  “In a  civics  class,  Iraq might  offer  a  fascinating  case study of  how the trappings  of 
democracy, including the moving images of heroic voters, can obscure the machinery of foreign 
control. But real life is not a civics class. Although our politicians and pundits are ignoring the 
point, ‘the new Iraq’ remains an occupied land, not a free country. For this reason, our misused 
troops have been consigned to a mission impossible.”257

There  is  the  tendency  on  the  part  of  the  Bush  administration  to  label  all  resistance  to 
American  forces  in  Iraq  as  terrorism.  Without  considering  that  many  Iraqis  have  problems 
forgetting the destruction wrought by U.S. bombs in the first Gulf war, the mass murderous U.S. 
led embargo, the illegal Desert Fox fiasco, the destruction of the second war on Iraq, the torture 
and other human rights abuses of their people under U.S. authority, and the suppression of their 
religious identity; Americans have largely accepted that any resistance to Bush’s Iraq plans is 
tantamount to evil. Retired U.S. Air Force Lt. Col. Kwiatkowski explains to the contrary, “Iraqi 
patriots,  like those who rested our own independence from Great  Britain  centuries  ago,  will 
utilize techniques that some call terrorism, but military strategists from Sun Tzu to William Lind 
understand to be simply the weapons of fourth generation warfare, the methods of combat by the 
stateless hopefuls against the hopeless state.”258 “The Iraqi ‘resistance’ is probably something of 
a mystery to most Americans”, writes another high-ranking retired officer, Col. Donn de Grand 
Pre, “and this is largely thanks to the uninformative nature of our spineless media. Now some 
might think it ‘clever’ to invade a country and then pretend that those who oppose the invasion 
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by force of arms don’t represent the people who have just been conquered, that they represent, 
rather, ‘a hatred of democracy,’ and are ‘people who hate freedom’ and practice ‘terrorism.’ It 
might also be ‘clever’ to witness, on a daily basis, dozens of attacks on the occupying military 
forces  and still  insist  that  those  attacks  are  the  crazy  ‘fringe’  antics  of  misfits,  jihadis,  and 
‘extremists’ rather than the operations of a clandestine paramilitary force operating in defense of 
its  country.  The problem with  this  vision of  the  situation  in  Iraq,  however,  is  that  it  is  not 
credible. Indeed, the facts of the case are all to the contrary, and only a willful denial of reality,  
or sheer delusion, permits it to be maintained.”259  

Another distortion is that resistance is always likened to “foreign insurgents” when it’s clear 
to the rest of the world that the majority of those resisting are Iraqi people, (many of whom 
deplore the influence of al-Qaida in their country). In order to make Americans understand the 
resistance better: would the Chinese to invade America and bring to it a similar destruction we 
would see how unresisting and peaceful Americans would be, even if the occupiers had a change 
of  heart  and  decided  to  leave  unconditionally.  The  reaction  and  behavior  “we”  expect  and 
demand  from the  occupied  is  a  testament  to  “our”  arrogance.  When a  people  have  become 
victimized  by their  own leader  and doubly victimized  by foreign powers  the dynamics  of  a 
resistance are sown so deeply that  even a superpower like the U.S. ought to expect  ruthless 
resistance.  All  sorts  of ridiculous  ideas  have been expressed about the method to  defeat  the 
resistance.  For  example,  in  his  war  against  the  “insurgency”,  Gen.  Mattis  mentioned  the 
importance  of  trust:  “An Iraqi  who trusts  you  will  tell  you  where  the  bad  guys  are.”  Like 
thousands of commanders from thousands of military forces and on thousands of battlefields 
before he was born, Mattis displays the thinking of a man who has yet to realize that  he is the 
“bad guy”. It was his nation that led the decade long sanctions on the Iraqi people, declared war 
on Iraq over phony evidence, killed tens of thousands of its people, destroyed its cities, and then 
demanded that the victims submit to its power and go about as if all  this was a great favor 
towards the Iraqi people. If the resisters are considered bad for resisting violently,  then Gen. 
Mattis must realize that he is far worse for being a part of the power that has murdered more 
Iraqis than the resistance can ever murder. What troops need to realize is that they should expect 
resistance, especially from populations of people who have come to know through missiles and 
tanks the hypocrisy of Western foreign policies towards them. 

It is foolish, however, to ignore or explain away the fanaticism of certain Muslim resisters, 
like those who justify the killing of innocent people. It is ignorant to even call them Islamic 
groups when they express a type of reasoning similar to the first fanatical  group the Muslim 
community faced fourteen hundred years ago called the Khawarij. These bands of warriors used 
Qur’anic  verses  to  murder  scores  of  Muslims  in  the  name  of  Islam and  succeeded  in 
assassinating the Caliph Sayiddina Ali  ibn Abu Talib[RA],260 the cousin-in-law of the Prophet 
(peace be upon him), and the foremost spiritual master of his time. Some of the present day self-
proclaimed resisters of “the crusaders”, like the Khawarij, are not symbols of Islamic resistance 
but  symbols  of  an  ideology  that  strips  Islam of  its  mercy  and  replaces  it  with  mechanical 
obedience  to  their  power.  In  many ways  they are  worse enemies  of  Islam than any outside 
military or cultural forces, because they twist Islam, wish to change society through the use of 
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brute force, kill people over disagreements, bomb places of worship and local trade, persecute 
the Jews and Christians in violation of the Qur’an, and oppress people with modern methods of 
authoritarianism.  Any group conducting  or  planning  such attacks  and violations  of  people’s 
rights, regardless of the level of their religiosity, is under Islamic law guilty of the capital crime 
of  hirabah (terrorizing the public). There is no excuse left for Muslims to ignore the rapidly 
growing trend of religiously/politically invoked violent crimes against humanity in various parts 
of the Muslim world in reaction to social and political problems. The lame excuse that “we” are 
the oppressed no longer works when “we” have brothers and sisters who engage in acts of utter 
fanaticism. Did not the Prophet Muhammad [peace be upon him] counsel us on guarding our 
selves from anger-based solutions and does not the Qur’an exhort the believers to respond to 
oppression with wisdom and intelligence? Many religious and political leaders in the Muslim 
world have continuously failed to live up to their own standards of conduct and are in no position 
to point fingers towards anyone else without first pointing straight towards a mirror. On the other 
hand, we should not be so gullible as to claim that no opposition to terrorism exists among the 
many of the influential  ulama (religious  Islamic scholars)  in the West or the Muslim world. 
Despite the fact that the Council for American Islamic Relations (CAIR) was on the forefront of 
condemning  terrorism  well  before  September  11,  2001,  the  attacks  themselves  brought 
increasing condemnation from all over the Muslim world, specifically from areas that have been 
long demonized by the American press, like Iran. In regards to the extremists in Iraq, it is the 
U.S.-U.K. led war that has brought these types to influence by attacking its people, thus making 
it  possible  for  extremists  to  justify  and  spread  their  ideology  and  express  their  borderless 
violence. They have taken advantage of the power vacuum that war often creates and promoted a 
“with us or against us” mentality among the people. Like every issue this one also needs to be 
de-simplified. In Iraq we find Sunni resistance armies and leaders at war with Al-Qaida resisters 
and Al-Qaida resisters at war with Sunni and Shi’ah resisters, but  all of them are resisting the 
American occupation. 

HISTORY REPEATING

Many soldiers and Marines in Iraq have expressed some difficulty in understanding why 
“liberation” looks more like repression.  History is so crucial  in understanding this.  President 
Bush has tried to identify with the suffering of the Iraqi people by invoking morality and justice, 
not because he really cares, but because it sometimes becomes an effective tool justifying large-
scale  bombardment  and  occupation  to  secure  a  region  for  the  benefit  of  the  bombers  and 
occupiers. This concern has been sincerely adopted by troops who were energized into believing 
in the great cause of liberty. The President’s hollow concern is nothing new in the Middle East. 
Before colonizing Egypt in 1798, Napoleon Bonaparte declared, “O ye Egyptians, they may say 
to you that I have not made an expedition hither for any other object than that of abolishing your 
religion” and “tell the slanderers that I have not come to you except for the purpose of restoring 
your rights from the hands of the oppressors”.261 He then went on to exploit Egypt politically and 

261 Taken from: Al-Jabarti’s Chronicle of the French Occupation, translated by Shmuel Moreh (Marcus Wiener publishers, 1997), 
Princeton, p. 24-26 
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economically in order to fund his campaign there and in other parts of the world. The same 
deception was at work in 1917 under General F. S. Maude (commander of British Forces in Iraq) 
when he said, “Our armies do not come into your cities and lands as conquerors or enemies, but 
as liberators. Your wealth has been stripped of you by unjust men… The people of Baghdad 
shall flourish under institutions which are in consonance with their sacred laws.”262 It was the 
people of Baghdad who ended up being gassed by the British and it was the “civilized” Churchill 
who declared “I do not understand this squeamishness about the use of gas. …I am strongly in 
favour of using poisoned gas against uncivilized tribes”.263 After World War One when Britain 
along with other European powers were consolidating their colonialism over the entire world a 
British  Imperial  diplomat  named  Albert  Kinross  summed  up  the  reason  behind  the  British 
colonialism of the Muslim world: “If our domination over Islam, or over any other of the more 
primitive peoples, means one thing more than another, it means that we are trying to fit them for 
self-government.”264 The reasons  for exploitation  are  strikingly similar,  though the means  of 
exploitation differs.  Troops in Iraq and stationed elsewhere must study the history of Western 
military involvement in the Muslim regions. In almost every instance there is resistance on the 
part  of  the  population  which  then  is  ruthlessly  put  down  by  the  “civilized”  powers.  The 
resistance in  each varied circumstance  is  uniformly labeled  by the colonizer  as an irrational 
reaction to the values of Western civilization. The destruction and cruelty which is brought by 
the colonizers is explained away and the “benefits” of being colonized is strictly emphasized and 
in many cases exaggerated.  American troops ought to see at least the similarities between the 
arguments the French, British, and now American colonizers use to explain Muslim resistance to 
what  the  British  monarchy  used  to  explain  revolutionary  American  resistance.  Beneath  the 
rhetoric  of  “spreading democracy”  to  the Middle East  is  an ideology of  racial  and more  so 
cultural superiority I touched upon under Question Four. 

Fortunately,  in the case of Iraq some troops are discovering the deceptive tactics they 
have been made a part of and this has altered the way they see the military in general, especially 
as a tool under the current administration. In January of 2007 during the debate over Bush’s 
“Surge plan”, Marine Sgt. Liam Madden, who was stationed in one of the most dangerous areas 
in Iraq, Al Anbar Province, took an “Appeal for Redress” (a document signed by over a thousand 
active duty and reserve troops) to Congress. The appeal states: “As a patriotic American proud to 
serve the nation in uniform, I respectfully urge my political leaders in Congress to support the 
prompt withdrawal of all American military forces and bases from Iraq. Staying in Iraq will not 
work and is not worth the price. It is time for U.S. troops to come home”. Mike Lupica quoted 
Sgt. Madden saying, “This isn’t us against the military, it’s us against this policy”265 and the LA 
Times quoted him saying, “If the war is to end, there needs to be a movement from within the 
military that is heard from”.266 And these are the points that all Americans need to consider. The 
troops who signed the redress are by no means the only ones who feel that way. They shouldn’t 
be disciplined for acknowledging what is real but given the opportunity to escape being the tools 
of oppression. On this note, troops have the right to call things as they see them in the battlefield. 
They also have the right to speak out when they see things that contradict the spirit of human 
rights. An apparent solution to the Iraq dilemma is the removal of foreign troops (civilian and 

262 Taken from: Harpers.org, The Proclamation of Baghdad, <http://www.harpers.org/ProclamationBaghdad.html>
263  Quoted from Noam Chomsky’s Deterring Democracy, Hill and Wang, New York, 1992, p. 182
264 <http://www.theatlantic.com/issues/20nov/kinross.htm>
265 Mike Lupica, All these Democrats do is talk, talk, talk, NY Daily News, January 17, 2007
266 Noam N. Levey, Military members make an antiwar plea on Capitol Hill, LA Times, January 17, 2007
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military) from Iraq and there is no greater benefit to the Iraqi people than removing US troops 
from their land.  An unconditional withdrawal, however, would be only the beginning in setting 
things  straight.  Compensating  the Iraqi  population  who suffered from sanctions  and military 
aggressions over the past decade is in order, if it is truly justice that the US supports. But in 
reality the cogs of war will continue to move forward, so the cogs of peace must do better. 

THE VETS THAT REALLY SUPPORT THE TROOPS

Many decorated combat veterans like late David Cline (Veterans For Peace) and Charles 
Sheehan-Miles (Veterans for Common Sense) had/have pointed out the government’s  role in 
neglecting its troops. Various veterans from Iraq Veterans Against the War have also shown how 
Americans need to be more critical of the government, regardless of the political party, in order 
to  stop the misuse of troops.  Yet,  it’s  amazing  how patriotic  Americans  have become since 
September 11 – so patriotic that they forgot to protest the cuts on veterans` benefits and are 
ignorant about how the government refuses to treat thousands of G.I.’s who suffer from Gulf 
War syndrome/exposure to depleted uranium. Yet these patriots continue to “support the troops” 
with yellow ribbons, which apart from making it appear that “we” care, has done very little in 
terms of supporting the troops when/where they really need it. On top of this, the suicide rate for 
military  personnel  has  increased  dramatically  and  many  are  reporting  health  problems.  The 
question is will the U.S. government provide sufficient aid to suffering troops if more report 
health problems or will it ignore them as it has troops suffering from the effects of Agent Orange 
and depleted uranium?  Retired Special Forces Master Sergeant Stan Goff, whose son was sent to 
Iraq, said it the best: “Rumsfeld and Bush care about the troops the same way that Tyson Foods 
cares  about  chickens.”267 The  only  veterans  that  truly  support  the  troops  are  those  who 
acknowledge that history is repeating itself and educate troops as well as the general population 
about the fatal war on Iraq and how they can overcome the many problems they will face when 
they come back. Retrospectively speaking, “Every generation of warriors has marched off to war 
based on the pledge that they would be taken care of no matter what. America has broken that 
promise every time. Abandoning men who lose their limbs and sanity in battle is a tradition that 
goes back to America’s first war”, reminds us columnist Ted Rall.268 The slashing of veterans 
benefits continues. 

     If military personnel serving overseas can learn from what I have said or done, then it will be 
to their benefit (or at least an alternative opinion to consider). Those who choose to think through 
their involvement in the military will surely meet resistance and a twisted logic that their duty 
isn’t to think but to obey, like Gunnery Sgt. Jamal Badaani, whose advice is: “it is not our job to 
analyze or defy policy – it is not for us to question why, but it is for us to do or die.”269 You can 
choose to be either a mindless robot or what you were born to be, a human being. One thing is 
certain. If a member of the Armed Forces doesn’t have any perspectives based on knowledge and 

267 Jacqueline Kucinich, <www.thenation.com/doc.mhtml?i=20030818&s=kucinich.>
268 Ted Rall, Suckered Again: Abandonment of Vets is a Military Tradition, www.commondreams.org, March 23, 2007 

<http://www.commondreams.org/views07/0314-20.htm> 
269 Quoted from Jamal Badaani’s ‘Open letter to Marine Corporal Wassif Ali Hassoun’, January 7, 2005. Whatever the intentions 

or actions of Hassoun, who deserted the Marine Corps, Badaani’s advice to him in his open letter is illegitimate. Badaani is 
seen by some as a poster-boy for Muslims and Arabs. Nonetheless, his perspectives on loyalty, patriotism, and duty lack the 
insight required to rise above the self-righteousness and ego many members of the military suffer from.  
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reason derived by a sincere personal effort to identify what he/she is a part of, then there is no 
difference between him/her and a machine ready to be manipulated by a system that identifies 
that member by a number. 
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CONCLUSION: SOLUTIONS

O mankind! Lo! We have created you male and female, and have made you 
nations and tribes that ye may know one another. Lo! the noblest of you, in the  

sight of Allah, is the best in conduct. Lo! Allah is Knower, Aware.

Qur’an, 49:13270

Peace and friendship with all mankind is our wisest policy, and I wish we may be 
permitted to pursue it.

Thomas Jefferson271

Islam, among other civilizations, contains elements of the solution to 
present-day major problems.

Marcel Boisard272

Conclusions are meant to sum up one’s argument and my argument is clear. The continuing 
war on Iraq is immoral and illegal, from humanity’s standpoint and my own. It violated the U.S. 
Constitution and international law. The concurrent occupation and creation of a government that 
doesn’t represent the people of Iraq but utilizes its resources to suit the occupier and their created 
system of control and function is a violation of the humanity of all Iraqis. As a soldier in the New 
York Army National Guard I made a decision to publicly speak out against any military action 
taken against the Iraqi people. The attack has killed hundreds of thousands of innocent people, 
thus legitimizing a call for consciousness which almost half the American nation dismisses. The 
full  consequences  of  this  war  as  part  of  a  perceived  “war  on  terrorism”  have  yet  to  be 
experienced, but many specialists have voiced concerns about how it has worsened the position 
of the U.S. in the world. “The greatest threat to the United States today – its liberty, its security, 
its  prosperity,  its  future  –  is  the  United  States”  writes  the  well  known professor  Immanuel 
Wallerstein. “For at least thirty years, the United States had already been wandering uncertainly 
and hesitatingly down a slippery incline, when George W. Bush decided to rush full speed ahead. 
As a result, the U.S. is in immediate danger of falling badly, perhaps fracturing itself. After the 
dramatic and terrible September 11 attack on the United States, Bush listened to his covey of 
hawks, and declared a ‘war on terrorism’ – one in which he told the whole world that it was 
either ‘with us or against us’ and one, he said, that the United States would ‘surely win’. This 
bravura was the public face of just about the worst strategy the U.S. government could have 
adopted, not only weakening the United States and the world considerably in the subsequent 
years but also strengthening all those forces it was ostensibly designed to destroy.”273 Indeed, the 

270 Translated by M. Pickthall
271 Taken from http://www.quotesforall.com/j/jeffersonthomas.htm
272 Marcel Boisard, Humanism in Islam, American Trust Publications, Indiana, 1988, p. 15
273 Immanuel Wallerstein, In Her Death Throes: The Neoconservative Attempt to Arrest the Decline of American Hegemony, in 

D. L. O’Huallachain and J. Forrest Sharpe’s edited Neo-Conned Again: Hypocrisy, Lawlessness, and the Rape of Iraq, Light in 
the Darkness Publications, Virginia, 2007, p. 387

114



United States is now going through an important stage in its existence. Despite the election of the 
first Black president, the notions of nationalism and die-hard patriotism continue to eclipse the 
notions of humanity and justice, but people are too drunk off ideological bickering to stop the 
coming emergence of a possible police state. Note the general apathy following the shocking 
news in March of 2007, that the FBI (mis)used the Patriot Act, violating the rights of American 
citizens.274 

Speaking  of  consequences,  no one  has  suffered  more  than  the  Iraqi  people  who are  the 
primary victims of the war on Iraq. Not only have hundreds of thousands of them died, hundreds 
of thousands more have been injured and millions have become refugees. Their nation, which 
didn’t recover from the U.S. led embargo since the early 1990’s, has been destroyed in countless 
ways. Though we hear much about how many bombs go off and how many attacks on American/
coalition forces occur on a daily basis, we really don’t hear much about how deeply the Iraqis are 
suffering. Our corporate media doesn’t dwell on it because it isn’t considered newsworthy to the 
executives. But if a person truly wishes to know the consequences in terms of how many people 
(American troops and Iraqi civilians) have died or are negatively affected then reporter Aaron 
Glantz’s book  How America Lost Iraq may be a good place to start. In addition to that is the 
reporting of independent journalist Dahr Jamail,  who continues to provide us news about the 
everyday Iraqi struggling to survive the occupation of his  country.275 As taxpayers,  we must 
acknowledge that we have indirect links to the suffering and dying of the Iraqi people as well as 
American troops. It is our tax money that is spent on the war effort and it is our elected leaders 
who have initiated this war. We bear some responsibility for it. As a professor and former soldier 
David  W.  Lutz  has  written,  “Since  this  was  an  unjust  war  of  aggression,  those  who  are 
responsible for it – with a government of, by, and for the people, not a small number – have 
innocent blood on their hands. This is no laughing matter.”276 

KNOWLEDGE AND POWER

The war on Iraq is not an easy issue to explain at a time when sound bites unfortunately play 
a major role in informing public opinion about complex matters. Politicians and media pundits 
who choose to rally the public by the use of simplistic slogans fail to do justice in adequately 
explaining  various  issues  in  an  honest  fashion.  The  public,  therefore,  must  investigate  and 
evaluate important matters concerning war and peace for themselves as thoroughly and sincerely 
as possible, with the intent to uncover the truth. People who do so will quickly discover that most 
of the issues involving this war are not as black and white as many people make it seem. They 
will also come across various misunderstandings, myths, and out-right deceptions that will alter 
their understanding of international relations and U.S. foreign policy. The most valuable thing 
we have today is knowledge because to be a citizen involves the process of knowing how your 
government works, what the government’s responsibilities are, how the government influences 
our perceptions on a myriad of issues, and very importantly, what role the government is playing 
overseas. Then perhaps we can try to understand current international relations in order to help 

274 Lara Jakes Jordan, Charges Possible After Patriot Act Audit, Associated Press, March 9, 2007
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us become better human beings or better citizens, assuming that we value peace and justice. We 
also  need  knowledge  of  others  in  order  to  understand  them  and  the  environments  and 
circumstances  they  live  in.  This  is  valuable  because  outside  of  our  national  and  cultural 
boundaries are billions of human beings who don’t live quite like us and are affected by realities 
far different than ours. Knowledge of others will humanize them in our eyes and will prevent 
ignorance, confusion, misunderstandings, and hatred to be the defining factors of understanding 
them.

After knowledge, we can move towards understanding power. As described in chapter two, 
power  is  expressed  in  various  ways.  On  a  global  level  power  is  expressed  economically, 
politically, technologically, and culturally. There are a few very powerful nations and then there 
are many less powerful nations but there is only one globe for everyone to get along in. Armed 
with a clear intent to understand international relations for the above reasons, we can quickly 
notice  the  balance  of  power  by  examining  how  much  influence  (economic,  political, 
technological, and cultural) a few nations (regional and global superpowers) have over whole 
continents of many other nations. They consistently use their power coercively to influence their 
region,  or  the  globe,  in  ways  that  create  problems  for  future  generations.  If  we  attempt  to 
understand this honestly we will be closer to acknowledging why it was wrong to make war on 
Iraq and threaten  war  upon other  nations  like  Syria  and Iran.  We may also come closer  to 
understanding some of the hypocritical policies of powerful nations towards less powerful ones 
in order to identify these policies as part of the many global problems we face.

How bizarre that we live in a superpower claiming to be a republic of democratic values yet 
this young nation has hundreds of military bases in over a hundred countries across the globe 
(practically  surrounding  countries  it  is  hostile  towards)  and  orders  its  weapons  of  mass 
destruction naval vessels to patrol just outside the territories of countries it threatens to confront 
(like Iran) and this is not seen as severe provocation but as a normal condition in international 
relations. Yet if a far weaker nation like Iran were to have military bases in Canada, Mexico, and 
the Caribbean or it sent its naval vessels half way across the world to patrol outside U.S. waters 
this would undoubtedly be seen as an immediate national security threat expressed by massive 
condemnations  followed  by  actual  war.  How  do  we  justify  this  without  resorting  towards 
demonizing other countries and dehumanizing the millions of people living in those countries? 
How do we justify the hypocrisy of certain nations who have nuclear weapons (like the U.S., 
U.K., Germany,  France,  and Israel)  criticizing far  less powerful nations for trying to acquire 
nuclear power? We here in the West, especially the United States, must come to terms with the 
belligerence of our governments towards other nations by examining honestly why it is okay for 
some countries to have the power to annihilate the earth many times over but others are not even 
allowed to defend themselves from attack or fight the occupation of their own lands. 

MYTHS AND IRRATIONAL FEARS

We know from the history of the U.S. that myths about Native Americans allowed for the 
justification of a “manifest destiny” that lead to the murder and ethnic cleansing of hundreds of 
thousands  them.  We also  know from our  history  that  myths  have  been  utilized  to  enslave, 
murder, intimidate, and control various minority populations – myths and acts which are now 
universally  condemned  here  and  abroad  (slavery  and  racial  segregation,  the  internment  of 
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Japanese, anti-Semitism …etc).277  History continues to repeat itself and so today it is the Muslim 
population which is undergoing trials and being targeted by “patriotic” Americans wishing to do 
their part in “keeping America safe” via hatred and stereotypes.278 Just as in the past, myths about 
this minority group play a significant  role in the hatred even as they are continuously being 
challenged by Muslim and non-Muslim leaders and scholars. When it comes to the corporate 
media, from where we receive most of our daily information about the world outside our homes, 
Muslims in America are made useful only when it satisfies the producers and editors, who seem 
far more interested in justifying the irrational fears about Islam than confronting the hatred of 
various bigots and hate-mongers. Among the many myths about Muslims in America is that they 
don’t condemn terrorists acts done in their name. They are dubbed “silent moderates”, where the 
“moderate” portion is placed under suspicion or in some cases denied altogether. By trying to 
convince Americans  that  the Muslim population  in  America  is  secretly rooting for  the “bad 
guys”  and  “evil  doers”  the  hate-mongers  are  doing  that  which  was  done  to  the  Japanese 
population during the Second World War. This myth is an example of how Muslims are looked 
upon  monolithically  or  collectively  as  one  solid  group  of  people  –  all  of  whom are  either 
terrorists  or at  least  sympathizers – and all  of  whom are assumed to be guilty (no evidence 
required) unless they publicly condemn and hold rallies in reaction to every terrorist act done in 
their name. Ironically, overwhelming evidence of Muslim denunciation of terrorism done in their 
names has been and continues to be categorically ignored.279  

In many newspapers, novels, school text books, and on TV shows, internet blogs, and radio 
programs, Muslims continue to be portrayed as barbarians and monsters. We are consistently 
taught to fear Islam from a young age and consider Muslims irrelevant unless and until they 
become “like us”. Politicians and pundits know this and use it to their own advantage, as many 
politicians and pundits have done in the past with other ethnic/racial and religious groups. Peter 
Gottschalk, Associate Professor of Religion at Wesleyan University in CT and the co-author of 
Islamophobia: Making Muslims the Enemy, describes the latest most popular phobia: “There is 
today a kind of latent Islamophobia that works unconsciously among many Americans. There are 
also those who recognize that there is political advantage and political leverage to be gained by 
keying into that American Islamophobia.  Of course, by doing so they are propagating it and 
helping it grow even larger.”280

Irrational fears are just that: irrational. Those who believe Muslims living in America ought 
to be scrutinized on the basis of their religion because “we live in the post 9-11 world” and so 
can’t afford to be “overly tolerant”281 towards millions of “them” who have “yet to prove their 
loyalty”,  must  come  to  terms  with  their  own  irrationality.  In  the  “war  on  terror”,  various 
politicians and media personalities target the Muslim population in America by using the loyalty 
card in order to appear patriotic and “politically incorrect” (terms often used to justify traditional 
hatreds and at the same time make one appear courageous). They insinuate that Muslims are 
either actively or passively conspiring with “the terrorists” against the U.S. and sooner or later 

277 See: James W. Loewen, Lies My Teacher Told Me, Touchstone, New York, 2007 
278 See: William Dalrymple, Islamophobia, www.newstatesman.com, January 19, 2004 on the subject of Islamophobia in Britain 

<http://www.newstatesman.com/200401190012>
279 See www.muhajabah.com for a list of Muslim reactions to terrorism.
280 Taken from an interview of Peter Gottschalk by politicalaffairs.net 

<http://www.politicalaffairs.net/article/articleview/6181/1/296/>
281 See for example John Leo’s The nation’s tolerance is being carried too far, New York Daily News, September 9, 2002, p. 29

117



we will see the proof “in the form of mushroom cloud” or a “radio-active dirty bomb” or perhaps 
poison in our drinking waters. What Americans who support such views don’t think about is that 
Muslims living in America would be effected by terrorist acts in the same way everyone else 
living in America would be. In any major city a mini-nuke attack won’t spare Muslims living 
there, just as neither would a radio-active dirty bomb or poison in our drinking waters. Why 
would Muslims in America support or sympathize with terrorists who would target everyone 
including them, their families, their relatives, their co-workers, and their friends? Once again, 
irrational fears are just that: irrational.  The solution to irrational fears is knowledge that will 
humanize  Muslims,  rather  than  categorize  them  racially  or  culturally  as  “viruses”, 
“cockroaches”, or “traitors”. 

COUNTERING IGNORANCE AND MISINFORMATION

Ignorance and misinformation continue to be vices we can no longer ignore in a world that is 
reportedly “getting smaller” by the minute. They bar us from tackling hatred and the violence it 
often creates or justifies. Concerning Islam, an increasing number of scholars (usually specialists 
in their fields of study) are now acknowledging the debt owed to Islam and Muslims for their 
historical  achievements  that  played  a  fundamental  role  in  what  is  known  as  the  European 
Renaissance/enlightenment, but the masses are still spoon fed a version of history that conceals 
this role in place of information that banishes Muslims to the periphery of civilization. Mark 
Graham, author of How Islam Created the Modern World, sums this up:

This is how the tale is still often told in the West, from grade school through 
college. The rise of Islam is mentioned just long enough to explain why there are 
so many Muslims in the world… Looking through the pages of a standard high 
school  text  on  Western  Civilization  (or  world  cultures  or  whatever  other 
euphemism), you will be hard pressed to find mention of any Muslim other than 
Muhammad... No mention of scientists, writers, artists, philosophers – in short, no 
reference to anyone or anything that would lead you to believe that the Islamic 
world ever had any culture worth speaking about. 

Truth, unlike myth, is frequently what we do not want to hear. And perhaps the 
most heretical thing to say is that Europe ever had anything to learn from Islam. 
But learn it did, sitting at the foot of its Muslim teachers for half a millennium. Far 
from being incubators or preservers, Muslims were all the things those textbooks 
deny  them  being:  artists,  poets,  philosophers,  mathematicians,  chemists, 
astronomers, physicists. In short, they were civilized at a time when Europe was 
wallowing  in  barbarism.  Muslim  civilization  was  the  greatest  in  size  and 
technology that the world had ever seen. And far from existing in a vacuum, it 
directly impinged on the creation of Europe as a cultural entity and as a scientific 
and political power. As much as some are loathe to admit it, the Islamic world is a 
giant on whose shoulders the European Renaissance stood.282

The past explains how we got to what we call the present and familiarizes us with both the 
depths of good and evil human beings are capable of. It can also play a strong role in humanizing 
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members of different civilizations and communities. Some people only view history as a series 
of never-ending conflicts between different societies and they carefully manage to ignore how 
different societies have engaged each other positively as well. Islamic civilization and Western 
civilization are not monolithic entities that can be described as two pieces on a chess board or 
two armies on a battle field ready to clash. Civilizations are far too complex to accommodate 
such thinking.  The positive history they share will allow people to put into context how the 
world we live in now is shaped by both good and bad relations between the two and that the bad 
need not be used as excuses for fear or hatred. But it is difficult to think good of others when we 
know only bad things about them, usually via our own stereotypes, biases, and ignorance. This is 
why knowledge of the Other is important. 

Ignoring history usually has negative consequences, which makes learning from history far 
more preferable.  Ignorance and misinformation  play a key role in ignoring history,  so these 
should be seen as enemies of our societies. People who are squeamish to the idea that we need to 
be more self critical and more understanding of others outside of our conceptions of life and 
society should face their  fears instead of insulating themselves  within a simplistic  black and 
white world view. Learning to be more critical of the self and making an effort to understand the 
rest of humanity can only strengthen us as human beings. Maybe what people actually fear is 
how their world view may contradict their own ethical/moral value system. 

It is common, however, to find influential American leaders like Rev. Richard John Neuhaus 
writing  about  Muslims  in  a  way which  neither  challenges  ignorance  or  misinformation  nor 
represents  Muslims  in  an  accurate  way.  The  opposite  is  the  case.  In  an  article  about  Pope 
Benedict  visiting  the  U.S.,  he offered  a  brief  take  on Muslim-Pope relations:  “Benedict  has 
rightly been called the apostle of reason, under-scoring as he does that reason is God's gift to all 
of humanity, making it possible for us to understand one another. Reason and faith are not in 
conflict; both are essential in arriving at truth, including moral truth. This was the argument at 
Regensburg University in September 2006 that got him in so much trouble with many Muslims. 
He called upon Muslims to abandon the use of violence in advancing their religion, declaring 
that to act against reason ‘is to act against the nature of God.’ Protesting the claim that they were 
violent,  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Muslims  violently  protested  his  speech,  killing  dozens  of 
people, including an elderly nun in  Somalia.”283 This type of representation of Muslims is not 
only inaccurate (though hundreds of thousands of Muslims were protesting, the overwhelming 
majority were not violent in any way) but it is also deceptive in that it implies that Muslims are 
anti-reason so therefore cannot arrive “at truth, including moral truth”, that Pope Benedict  is 
courageously  facing  off  against  “many  Muslims”  he  is  trying  help,  and  that  Muslims  are 
“advancing their religion” through “the use of violence” (there are over a billion Muslims in the 
world, but Neuhaus doesn’t write which Muslims the Pope was referring to or where, leaving 
people to assume just what he wrote, “Muslims”). His view shatters when we exam the various 
Muslim reactions  to  the  Pope’s  speech.  The  overwhelming  majority  were  peaceful,  while  a 
minority  of  Muslims  chose to  be violent.  It  is  interesting  that  many of  the  most  influential 
Muslim theologians and intellectuals from numerous Muslim countries advocated a peaceful and 
constructive  response.  Despite  the  fact  that  the  overwhelming  majority  of  Muslims  were 
peaceful, there is always the opportunity to over-emphasize the violent in order to advance a 
black and white view of current events, as Rev. Neuhaus did. 
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Rev. Neuhaus’ short view of what happened in September 2006 leaves out some important 
facts that he perhaps doesn’t know about or doesn’t care to mention, as it may interfere with his 
distorted  view.  In  the  Pope’s  Regensburg  University  speech  there  were  present  some 
inaccuracies about the Islamic religion as well as the Qur’an. Neuhaus also left out how the Pope 
recycled  an  old  but  popular  stereotype  about  Islam,  that  it  teaches  Muslims  to  spread  their 
religion by the sword. These inaccuracies were pointed out a month later in an unprecedented 
letter signed by 38 influential Muslim scholars and leaders from around the world titled,  Open 
Letter to His Holiness Pope Benedict XVI, which received scant media attention in the U.S. but 
played an important role in improving the relations between Muslims and Catholics in general 
and Muslim leaders and the Pope in particular. “As the leader of over a billion Catholics and 
moral example for many others around the globe,” the letter stated, “yours is arguably the single 
most influential voice in continuing to move this relationship forward in the direction of mutual 
understanding. We share your desire for frank and sincere dialogue, and recognize its importance 
in  an  increasingly  interconnected  world.  Upon  this  sincere  and  frank  dialogue  we  hope  to 
continue to build peaceful  and friendly relationships  based upon mutual  respect,  justice,  and 
what is common in essence in our shared Abrahamic tradition”284 

The letter is important not only because it promoted dialogue in the place of violence, but 
also because it respectfully revealed the mistakes in the Pope’s speech about what role reason 
plays in Islamic intellectual, religious, and spiritual thought. It also clarified the Islamic position 
on  forced  conversion  and  violence.  Rev.  Neuhaus  doesn’t  mention  this  development  in  the 
Muslim world, leaving his readers to conclude from his article that “Muslims” are enemies to 
reason and friends of violence. Readers are also left without a clue about what Islam advocates 
when Muslims feel targeted by what they feel is hateful speech. Rev. Neuhaus could have easily 
criticized the violent reaction of some Muslims by pointing out that the Qur’an states: “argue 
with them (non-Muslims) in ways that are best and most gracious”.285 Or perhaps he could have 
countered the angry mob mentality with a few famous sayings of the Prophet Muhammad (peace 
be upon him): “If any of you becomes angry, let him keep silent” or “The strong is not the one 
who overcomes the people by his strength. But the strong is the one who controls himself while 
in anger” or “the best of you are those who are slow to anger and swift to cool down, and the 
worst of you are those who are swift to anger and slow to cool down.”286 Quoting Islamic sources 
to criticize Muslim violence would have been far better for his readers but it would have justified 
rewriting  his  article  and  ditching  his  Pope-versus-the-Muslim-world  storyline.  (Tina  Beattie, 
reader  in  Christian  Studies  of  Roehampton  University,  England,  does  a  far  better  job  at 
explaining what happened in her article, Pope Benedict XVI and Islam, beyond words.287)  

MUSLIMS AND THE ANTI-WAR MOVEMENTS

If the anti-war movements in North America and Europe want to prevent wars and conflict 
with the world’s  Muslims,  then  a  great  part  of  their  effort  should  go towards  reversing  the 

284 <http://www.islamicamagazine.com/Online-Analysis/Open-Letter-to-His-Holiness-Pope-Benedict-XVI.html>
285 16:125
286 These sayings are found in the collections of Ahmad, Bukhari, and Tirmidhi respectively. 
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dehumanization of Muslims and eliminating the misconceptions and deliberate deceptions about 
Islam and its role in history.  They could begin with removing their own biases. It would be 
helpful if they examined the orientalist assumptions about Islam and Muslims (so wide-spread in 
Western society), and turn towards more accurate and honest studies about this religion and its 
followers. It would also help a great deal if people were to see the hypocrisy involved when 
Muslims are the subject. For example, when Don Imus and Mel Gibson expressed racist views 
towards African Americans and Jews, respectively, there was nation-wide condemnation. Yet, 
when people like Michael Savage, Bill O’Reilly, Neal Boortz, or even Jackie Mason say hateful 
things about Islam and Muslims there is very little condemnation among Americans. Stephen 
Wessler,  Executive  Director  of  the  Center  for  the  Prevention  of  Hate  Violence  in  Portland, 
Maine, pointed this out when he said, “My sense is that you could say anti-Muslim comments 
that you could never get away with, saying for example,  as anti-Jewish comments”, and that 
“There's a much greater public level of acceptance of denigrating Muslims.”288

Plenty of Muslim scholars and writers have forwarded advice on how Muslims in the world, 
especially the Western world, should act and react in situations where they are targeted by people 
who really aren’t interested in mutual peace. Positive and constructive, they advise Muslims to 
renounce the violent few among them, continue to obey the laws of the land they live in, uphold 
the necessary respect for the sacred symbols of others (including flags), utilize peaceful means to 
disseminate knowledge which de-mythologizes the bigoted fictions of various anti-Muslim hate 
mongers,  and  to  abide  by the  moral/ethical  teachings  of  Islam instead  of  being  reactionary. 
Whether non-Muslims realize it or not, Muslim scholars and leaders are very critical about their 
own societies and have long identified various problems within the community of Islam that 
require some serious attention. This is natural for Muslims who understand the message of the 
Qur’an. Contrary to popular belief the Qur’an doesn’t advocate blind thought or action in human 
society. The belief that it does stems from an ignorance of what the Qur’an teaches as well as a 
denial from certain areas of scholarship and thought that a book from the 7th century Arabia 
instills  in  its  sincere  readers  a  great  deal  of  self-evaluation/self-criticism 
(muhasabah/muraqabah)  and  reflection  (tafakkur).289 As  quoted  in  chapter  four,  the  Qur’an 
states,  “O ye who believe! Stand out firmly for justice, as witnesses to Allah,  even as against  
yourselves, or your parents, or your kin, and whether it be (against) rich or poor: for Allah can 
best protect both. Follow not the lusts (of your hearts); lest ye swerve, and if ye distort (justice) 
or decline to do justice, verily Allah is well-acquainted with all that ye do.”290 [Emphasis mine] 
Positive change always begins with the self and for Muslims lip service is useless, “Allah does 
not  change  the  condition  of  a  people  until  they  change  their  own  condition”291 Education 
(knowledge)  is  at  the heart  of change,  as Muslim writer  and educator,  Aftab Ahmad Malik, 
explains:

What the Muslim world requires is a process of tajdid, or, “renewal”. The core 
traditional  Islamic  values  of  mercy,  compassion,  peace  and  beauty,  those  that 
honour  the  sanctity  of  all  life  have  been  swept  aside  in  a  politically  charged 
Muslim world and they urgently need to be re-established. Muslims need to renew 

288 Omar Sacirbey, Does U.S. Tolerate Anti-Muslim Speech?, www.csmonitor.com, December 4, 2007 
<http://www.csmonitor.com/2007/1204/p02s02-usgn.html>

289 Some of the many verses in the Qur’an which promote reflection: 2:219, 3:190, 4:82, 10:24, 16:11, 16:44, 38:29, 47:24
290 4:135
291 13:11
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their ethical and moral commitments that are so clearly enumerated in the Qur’an 
and embodied in the sunna, the practice of the Prophet Muhammad, God bless him 
and grant him peace. Writing hundreds of years ago, scholars explained that the 
process  of  tajdid includes  reviving  the  hearts  of  people,  spreading  justice, 
upholding fairness and avoiding the shedding of blood. The spread of knowledge is 
therefore the first necessary step to infuse Muslims with vitality and dynamism, 
and for this to begin, the scholars must play a leading role. There needs to be a 
comprehensive programme of training, education and learning within all levels of 
the Muslim community.  Women must also play an essential role in this renewal 
and can no longer be left behind, forgotten or ignored. The Muslim community 
also needs leadership that is rooted in traditional learning, encapsulated in a moral 
and ethical outlook.292

Muslim professionals and students alike have begun to take the responsibility of working 
with non-Muslims to combat hate and ignorance. Even though many of them are dismissed as 
unimportant to the American discourse on war, peace, national defense, and civil rights, they 
continue to speak out. The anti-war movements, too, have taken steps to eliminate discrimination 
against Muslims, but have failed to really give Muslims an adequate voice concerning myths 
about Islam and Muslim history – myths that play a key role in violence against the Muslim 
Other. 

PREVENTING THE NEXT WAR

Just as in Iraq, there are too many voices preparing the American public to accept war with 
other Muslim countries. Scott Ritter, who was underestimated or dismissed by many Americans 
about  the  ulterior  motives  of  the  Bush administration  (but  now stands  vindicated),  has  also 
warned us about the ulterior motives of a coming war with Iran, and he is not alone.293 The fact 
that it has taken a war of aggression to wake some people up to prevent another is sad enough, 
but generally it seems that enough people haven’t learned. “Iran is a state that has been subject to 
extreme demonization”, says Ritter, “The American people are pre-programmed to be negative 
toward Iran.”294 “Rather than winding down one war, Bush is starting another”, wrote Paul Craig 
Roberts, former Assistant Secretary of Treasury under Reagan. “The entire world knows this and 
is discussing Bush's planned attack on Iran in many forums. It is only Americans who haven't 
caught on.”295 The corporate media, true to their color, continues to accommodate the efforts of 
those who wish to wage a war that may include nuclear weapons and Americans continue to be 
in the dark concerning U.S. foreign policy in the area, like the CIA sponsored coup in 1953 that 
overthrew the elected government of Mohammed Mossedeq and replaced it with the dictatorship 
of the Shah, who kept his control via special support from the U.S. and his own secret-terror 

292 Aftab Ahmad Malik, The State We Are In, from his edited The State We Are In: Identity, Terror, and the Law of Jihad, Amal 
Press, England, 2006, p. 29

293 Scott Ritter, The US War with Iran Has Already Begun, Al-Jazeera, June 19, 2005 
<http://www.ifamericansknew.org/us_ints/ir-ritter.html>

294 Foaad Khosmood, Iraq, Iran, and WMDs, www.zmag.org, January 29, 2007. This is an interview of Scott Ritter by Foaad 
Khosmood. <http://www.zmag.org/content/showarticle.cfm?SectionID=67&ItemID=11993>

295 Paul Craig Roberts, Why Can’t Americans See What’s Coming, www.counterpunch.org, January 27, 2007 
<http://www.counterpunch.org/roberts01272007.html>
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police, the Savak. The consequences of this coup in relation to the Irani revolution of 1979 and 
the  embassy  hostage  crisis  are  highly  significant  to  what  is  going  on  today.  In  this  regard 
Stephen Kinzer’s All the Shah’s Men: An American Coup and the Roots of Middle East Terror 
may help contextualize the current debate about Iran. If Americans knew more – that is if the 
corporate media reported all the relevant facts concerning Irani-U.S. relations – then perhaps the 
current conflict with Iran can be prevented. Once again, knowledge plays a key role.

THE WORLD TODAY

The world is shrinking rapidly.  No longer can we talk of separate nations as we used to. 
Nationalism has been severely undercut  by cultural/human exchanges of all  types.  People in 
different parts of the globe know more about each other and share more about themselves than 
ever before. If we can look beyond appearances we will notice remarkable similarities of the 
various  communities  even  when  the  similarities  are  expressed  in  different  languages.  The 
potential to do good or bad is the same in all of us. We are all part of a single story with chapters 
far too many for any library in the world to contain. One of the most valuable things we have is 
self-reflection. Freedom is useless without it. Now that we are seeing each other so closely and 
feeling the cultural/human exchanges so personally it is time to re-evaluate who we are to each 
other and to ourselves. One of the things we must decide is whether it is still useful to define 
ourselves nationally. Is one human first or is one American, British, Chinese, Egyptian, or Indian 
first?  If  the  answer  is  the  former,  then  nationalism  and  patriotism  will  be  subordinate  to 
humanity.  If  the  answer is  the  latter,  then  humanity  will  be  subordinate  to  nationalism and 
patriotism.  If  a  person chooses  one  over  the other  it  ought  to  be  from a profound sense of 
attachment to the good it can establish or teach. From this perspective, in my case, I have chosen 
humanity over nationalism. To me humanity transcends family, tribalism, nationalism, culture, 
race, color, and gender. Again, I take my beliefs from the Qur’an, which states: “O mankind! Lo! 
We have created you male and female, and have made you nations and tribes that ye may know 
one another. Lo! The noblest of you, in the sight of Allah, is the best in conduct. Lo! Allah is 
Knower, Aware.”296 [Emphasis mine]

By making a conscious decision to assign humanity a greater value I have broken no law nor 
diminished the rights of anyone else. What I have done is acknowledged that the good in it far 
outweighs the good afforded by nationalism. From this admission I have rationalized the rest of 
the  issues  dealt  with  in  this  book  (U.S.  foreign  policy,  neoconservatism,  rights  of  military 
personnel, the U.S. Constitution …etc). Justice is something I understand to be complimentary to 
my  acceptance  of  the  superiority  of  humanity  to  nationalism.  Therefore,  justice  transcends 
nationalism. 

WAR RESISTERS

Other objectors, who have gone through considerably more consequential experiences than I, 
have again and again used similar evidence I have provided in this book to shed light on the 
immorality and illegality of the Iraq war, but, like me, are being dismissed as unpatriotic scum 

296 49:13, Translated by M. Pickthall 
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who have betrayed the honor of the uniform and ultimately betrayed the nation. Men like Ehren 
Watada, (Army), Staff Sgt. Jimmy Massey (USMC), Staff Sgt. Camilo Mejia (Army), Sgt. Kevin 
Benderman  (Army),  Sgt.  1st Class  Abdulla  Webster  (Army),  Joshua  Despain (Army),  Aidan 
Delgado (Army), Pablo Paredes (Navy), and women like Kelly Dougherty (Army), Diedra Cobb 
(Army), Katherine Jashinski (Army), and many more listed on couragetoresist.org have exposed 
wrong and some are in turn being wronged by those who give more value to nationalism and 
patriotism than to humanity. They must continue to publish their messages in order to mark their 
objections on the canvas of history so that following generations can know that the truths to 
which they adhered to were worth the persecution they have gone through. 

As for my story, it is not as drastic as some of the stories of the men and woman mentioned 
above, in terms of dissent. However, the Muslim voice is lacking in the debates and discussions 
about  the  Iraq  war  despite  the  fact  that  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  victims  of  it  are 
Muslims. I know that I have little  official authority in some of the issues I tackle in this book. 
Yet, despite this I have my humanity and that is all I need to justify my beliefs, actions, and this 
reading. We resisters to ugliness know there are many people with authority who lack humanity, 
and as far as I am concerned, these are the dead among us who condone the militaristic culture of 
killing. It is lamentable or laughable (depending on how you take this stuff) to hear Gen. Mattis 
talk about human rights when he finds it “fun to shoot” people or President Bush talk about 
“freedom” while his administration supported the Saddam-like oppressive leader, Karimov, of 
Uzbekistan. These are men of great authority,  who have little or no humanity.  I would much 
rather be an atom of unauthorized peace than a sun of inhumane power. 

To move beyond Iraq and into the larger context of being human and seeking justice for our 
fellow beings across the globe we must acknowledge our existing differences/similarities with 
other societies, civilizations, and religions, and concentrate on building the bridges necessary for 
humanity to link itself  with the quest  of discovering our true nature and role  in  this  age of 
destruction and communication. This is not a new idea, but one which requires a constant stream 
of repetition if we are to get it right. More than anything else, we need this constant reminder. 
This book, then, is my personal reminder. 
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APPENDIX ONE

(New York Daily News, February 16, 2003)

Ghanim Khalil doesn’t want to break the law, but says he will if he has to. The 26-year-old 
Army National Guard reservist  said yesterday that if he’s called up to help fight Iraq in the 
coming weeks, he’ll refuse to go. “If I’m asked to go to the Middle East, I will not,” Khalil, of 
Staten Island, said at a press conference before he headed over to the massive anti-war rally near 
the United Nations. “I believe if this war occurs, it is a violation of human rights,” added Khalil, 
a Muslim of Pakistani roots. Khalil said he has been given no set date for when his unit of supply 
specialists, based at the Marcy Ave. Armory in Brooklyn, might be called up. “I’ve been told that 
it’s only a matter  of time.” He said. Khalil sat with members of the advocacy group Citizen 
Soldier, some of whom are veterans of past wars who are opposed to another Iraqi conflict. 
Khalil, who spent four years on active duty with the Marines, said some of his opposition stems 
from his religious beliefs. “As a Muslim, I have objections [to the war],” he said. But he called 
his protests universal, saying people of all faiths have spoken out against Persian Gulf War II. 
Khalil said he realized he could go to jail if he refuses to follow orders to go abroad – but that 
right now, he’s within his legal rights to speak out against the war. “All I know is that everything 
I’m doing right now is legal,” he said. 

By Maggie Haberman, Daily News Staff Writer
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APPENDIX TWO

(Staten Island Advance, October 22, 2004)
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