The War on Sharia Antedates 'Ground Zero Mosque'
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Robert Spencer, the author of JihadWatch.org, says he first became aware of the threat of Sharia "afterseeing repeated attempts to assert the primacy of Islamic law over American law." One of those early attempts, he told TPMmuckraker, came in late 2006, when Muslim cab drivers in Minnesota made news by refusing to take passengers carrying alcohol. The incidents resulted in the cabbies going to the back of the queue, letting passengers with booze get into another cab.

Spencer has been one of a handful of neocons -- along with Frank Gaffney and Daniel Pipes, among others -- who have been sounding the alarm about Sharia law for years. They warn that Sharia, a system of laws defined by the Koran, is taking hold in the United States, and that it will eventually threaten the very Constitution. 

Their warnings, so long spoken from the fringe, are now at the heart of today's anti-mosque rhetoric.

We started digging in the archives to find the origin of this fear. What we found may not be conclusive, but it shows a path that has lead to increasingly mainstream figures, like former House Speaker Newt Gingrich, calling for a federal ban on Sharia law. 
In January 1999, a Muslim cleric, Sheik Hisham Kabbani, said at a State Department event that "the ideology of extremism has been spread to 80 percent of the American Muslim population." He also claimed that Muslim leaders were sending charitable donations from their congregations to terrorist organizations in the Middle East. Other Muslim groups condemned the statements, and Kabbani later clarified, explaining that he meant that although the majority of American Muslims are moderate, the extremists had gained leadership positions at 80 percent of the country's mosques. 

That idea -- apparently rooted in no substantive research -- has since taken hold among even mainstream conservatives. In 2004, for example, Rep. Peter King (R-NY) told Sean Hannity that "80 to 85 percent of mosques in this country are controlled by Islamic fundamentalists." He added that although the "average Muslim is loyal" to the U.S., "they don't come forward, they don't tell the police." 

Over the years, little things -- like the defiant cabbies in Minnesota -- sustained this belief among some conservatives. But the true "smoking gun" came to light in 2007.

That year, the Holy Land Foundation stood trial in Dallas. The foundation, a Muslim charity, was charged with and eventually convicted of supporting terrorism by sending money to Hamas. Prosecutors accused its leaders not of directly funding suicide bombers or other violence, but rather of supporting terrorism by helping Hamas spread its ideology through its more humanitarian endeavors. 

It was during the trial "that much of the documentation of the stealth jihad initiative and agenda came to light," according to Spencer. One document was a 1991 strategy paper written by leaders of the Muslim Brotherhood. The memo told followers they "must understand that their work in America is a kind of grand jihad in eliminating and destroying the Western civilization from within." 

Many, including Spencer, believe that most Muslim groups and mosques in the U.S. subscribe to the same ideals as the Muslim Brotherhood -- the ideals outlined in the 1991 memo. 

"They're not gonna carry a card," says M. Zudhi Jasser, a Muslim physician who stars in the fear-mongering movies "Third Jihad" and Gingrich's "America At Risk". "It's an ideology." 

And so this document from 1991 has become the main source of "proof" that most American Muslims wish to bring down America from within using Islamic law. 

Radical Muslims and their sympathizers, so this line of thinking goes, are trying to give deference to sharia in American courts, such as the recent case of a New Jersey judge who sided with a Moroccan man who had raped his wife, citing the man's religious beliefs. The ruling was overturned on appeal. 
The anti-Islamic critics also contend that Muslims are waging "Islamist lawfare" by suing American critics of Islam for libel in foreign courts. They also believe that there is something nefarious about Muslims convincing financial institutions to offer interest-free financial products that comply with sharia rules against paying interest. 


"There's also a host of other aspects of Shariah that are now beginning to be adopted or accommodated in our country. We think far from being frivolous or innocuous or innocent, these represent a form of, what I think [is] best described as stealth Jihad," Gaffney said in 2008, after a veteran sued the Treasury for bailing out AIG because the company had recently begun offering Sharia-compliant insurance.

The rhetoric started seeping into the mainstream from the fringes in 2008, as people began accusing then-Sen. Obama of being a secret Muslim and the Clarion Fund, which focuses on the "growing threat of Radical Islam," sent 28 million copies of its DVD, "Obsession," to swing state voters. 

Gingrich has, likewise, seized on these Sharia fears (as have less famous politicians in Oklahoma). At the Values Voter Summit last weekend, he called for the U.S. government to ban Sharia law.

"We should have a federal law that says sharia law cannot be recognized by any court in the United States," Gingrich said to a standing ovation. "No judge will remain in office that tried to use sharia law."
(10-05-10)
*Rachel Slajda, TPMMuckraker
                                       Why I Lost Trust of Law-Enforcement

                                                       Seth Williamson*


That I'm writing these words now is due solely to a split-second decision by a stoned small-time crook. It was fatal to him and his partner, but it saved me from a closed-casket funeral. I was driving home from my job as a public radio producer in Roanoke, Virginia. I lived then in the tiny town of Floyd, nearly an hour from the National Public Radio affiliate where I was still relatively new.


As the shadows lengthened on that mellow late summer evening in the Blue Ridge Mountains, it was impossible to miss the 15 or 20 state troopers and county mounties stationed along the country road between Roanoke and Floyd. I wondered what was going on. Just outside the town limits, I found out. Topping a rise north of town at normal highway speed, I discovered a Floyd County sheriff's deputy crawling along just ahead of me. He pulled left into the other lane, waving me to stop beside him. I pulled up even with his cruiser. Between the two of us, both lanes of Route 221 were now blocked.

Puzzled, I figured I was in trouble for some reason or other and assumed he'd ask for my license and registration. He didn't. Instead, he hopped quickly out of his cruiser and stared intently in the direction from which I'd come. It didn't take long to learn what he was watching for. Before I even had a chance to get out of my car, another vehicle shot over the gentle rise behind us, moving like a rocket sled at 90 or 100 miles an hour. In less time than it takes me to type the words, the oncoming driver, seeing that both lanes were blocked, veered to the left, flew off the road and smashed into a tree.

By then, the front seat of my car no longer felt like a safe place to be. I got out and ran over to the mangled vehicle. One man, whether the driver or the passenger I don't know, was curled in a fetal position in the grass along the road's edge, obviously dead. The other man in the vehicle was dead too. According to one cop at the scene, the pair had stolen a car south of Roanoke and had led police on a high-speed chase through town, out Route 221 and up Bent Mountain and thence nearly to Floyd, where they encountered the makeshift roadblock the deputy had made me part of. He also claimed they had been using drugs.

What I remember best about this incident a quarter of a century later is the duplicity of law enforcement personnel. I read in the newspaper the next morning that they "didn't know" why the two perps had gone off the road. On the contrary, they knew exactly why the drivers had swerved off the road. I was amazed to read such nonsense, and I immediately phoned the reporter to tell him what really happened. My version appeared the next morning.

The deputy and I were surrounded at the scene by other county and state cops; it was obvious to every cop there that, because I'd been press-ganged into being half of a roadblock, the driver of the stolen car was forced to choose between a) smashing into the cars on the road, or b) swerving onto the shoulder.

25 years ago I was more naïve about government and law enforcement. When I was quoted in The Roanoke Times, I gave the deputy and his colleagues the benefit of the doubt. At the time I was struck by the fact that nobody offered an apology for forcing me to risk my life. Years later, it's easier to believe. The only response I got after I blew up the official police alibi was that I was visited on consecutive days by a state trooper who asked me to go over the events as I recalled them. It became evident that he was hoping I'd make a mistake from one telling to the next so that they could cast doubt on my version of events.

Now, it's almost certainly true that, had the two perps raced through the tiny town of Floyd at 100 miles an hour, somebody else would have been killed, maybe quite a few others. From the deputy's point of view, maybe it was better that I die than six or eight people in the town be killed. But shouldn't somebody have asked me if I was OK with this deal?

A quarter century on, I now know that the Prime Directive in government in CYA. That's why nobody apologized. To apologize to a Mundane would be to admit guilt. I might have been the litigious sort, there might have been lawsuits, jobs would have been imperiled. Better to say nothing.

I no longer live in Floyd, but I drive by that spot several times a year. Whenever I do, I remember the day when a cop decided my life was expendable. It's a lesson about government I won't forget. (10-05-10)

Seth Williamson* is a public radio producer who lives in the Blue Ridge Mountains of Virginia.
