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A literalist, puritanical and supremacist form of Islam is being propagated in the UK. This phenomenon 

causes dismay amongst Muslims who follow more inclusive and tolerant interpretations of 

Islam. However the more rigid teachings have gained traction and become increasingly mainstream. 

Hard-line speakers are regularly provided with platforms at well-attended events; the regular Global 

Peace and Unity festival in London is one prominent example.  

These speakers do not promote terrorism and will condemn extreme acts such as the 7/7 attacks and 

the Lee Rigby murder.  In fact it is argued by some that they are better placed to dissuade disaffected 

young Muslims from turning to terrorism, or joining ISIS; however other Muslims strongly disagree 

and believe that a climate of Islamic supremacy, sometimes sprinkled with anti-Western and anti-

kuffar (non-believer) rhetoric, only helps to make the leap to terrorism. This document is not 

concerned with this subject and although these speakers speak out against terrorism it should not be 

allowed to distract from the fact that they express ideas and beliefs that many people in the UK would 

find extremely disturbing. This document is intended to raise awareness of some of the key issues at 

stake, and demonstrate why it is in no way bigoted to oppose these preachers. 

 

It should also be pointed out that even amongst the speakers featured in this document there are 

differing opinions on many subjects. While some have made derogatory statements about non-

Muslims and warn of keeping away from them, others have made genuine attempts to forge good 

relationships between Muslims and non-Muslims.  

Some speakers try to deflect criticism by insisting that their version of Islam is 'normative'. This view is 

disputed by other Muslims, but it can be difficult to know how best to characterise such speakers 

accurately and appropriately. This austere form of Islam is sometimes referred to as 'Salafism' both by 

its adherents and detractors. The Imam Abu Usamah at-Thahabi is happy to identify as a Salafi. 

However another influential preacher, Haitham al-Haddad, does not use this label to describe himself 

even though he is probably the scholar most respected by young Salafis in the UK. And The American 

scholar Yasir Qadhi has made a break away from Salafi Islam. It would be unfair to describe the 

doctrines highlighted in this document as simply Salafist; even within this strand of Islam there are 

scholars such as Manwar Ali, the founder of JIMAS, who see Islam as compatible with secularism, 

something most of the speakers featured in this document would strongly dispute. 

The term 'Islamism' is disliked by some because it is thought to encourage a conflation with Islam and 

is used to designate a huge spectrum of opinion. Although initially applied to the ideology of overtly 

political groups like Hizb ut-Tahrir, or more militant groups such as Al-Muhajiroun in the UK, it is now 

commonly used of theocratic zealots such as those discussed here. However these men are most 

unlikely to identify as 'Islamists', instead insisting that they follow ‘orthodox’ or ‘traditional’ Islam. 

Some critics of Islamic extremism may use terms such as 'conservative' or 'orthodox'. But these are 

problematic. All religions have some followers with 'conservative' views about issues such as gay 

marriage, sexual morality and gender roles. However while these views will be uncongenial to many, 

here we are concerned with speakers whose ideas are much more extreme. Though they may identify 

as ‘orthodox’, it wouldn’t be right for those outside of Islam to see their interpretation of Islam as the 

only ‘orthodox’ version. Other Muslims who describe themselves as ‘orthodox’ have very different 

views on all the topics covered in this document. 

 

 

 

 



OFFENSIVE JIHAD 

Some Muslims insist that ‘jihad’ is a misunderstood term, wrongly associated with terrorism and 

violence by the tabloid press, Islamophobic groups and militant Muslims. This is because for many 

Muslims the primary meaning of 'jihad' is a spiritual struggle, involving a search for peace and justice, 

although they will probably agree with the notion of 'defensive jihad', the right to respond to an 

attack by outside forces. 

However, some Muslims also believe in the concept of ‘offensive’ jihad, sometimes referred to as ‘pro-

active’, ‘initiative’ or ‘progressive’ jihad. This doctrine teaches that force and war may be used to 

implement Islamic rule in the lands of non-believers once offensive jihad has been given the green 

light by a Caliph (Muslim ruler). 

It is important to remember that this doctrine of 'offensive jihad' is not subscribed to by all Muslims. 

Some Muslims (like followers of all religions) may simply not be informed about all elements and 

teachings of Islam. Others are aware of these interpretations but actively oppose them. Here, for 

example, is Waris Mazhari, an influential Indian Deobandi scholar, attacking the concept of offensive 

jihad from an Islamic perspective: 

“Proponents of offensive jihad consider it to be not just legitimate but even a farz-e 

kifayah or collective duty binding on the entire Muslim ummah. They go to the extent of 

arguing that such offensive war is binding on an Islamic state against even those non-

Islamic countries that permit Muslims to freely practice and propagate Islam. The only 

exception that they make in this regard is in the case of those countries that have a peace 

treaty with the Islamic state. Even here the most fuqaha or scholars of Muslim 

jurisprudence regard such treaties as only temporary and as permissible only if the Islamic 

state lacks the power to engage in war. Defenders of this view believe that a non-Muslim 

state has only three options: to accept Islam, to accept Islamic supremacy and pay the 

Islamic state the jizya, or to be ready to accept death. 

[…] 

 The majority of Islamic jurists and Quranic commentators (mufasirin) consider war to be 

the real basis of relations between Muslims and non-Muslims. They regard the infidelity of 

non-Muslims as the cause (‘illat) of such war. They believe that Muslims must engage in 

war with non-Muslims continuously till Islam establishes its supremacy over all other 

religions. Since, in actual fact, this, as Muslims believe, can only happen just before the 

Day of Judgment, they argue that Muslims must necessarily continue to wage war against 

non-Muslims till the Day of Judgment finally arrives. The opinion of Imam Shafi‘i and 

some other fuqaha is even more extreme in this regard—they argue that only Ahl-e Kitab 

or ‘People of the Book’ can be permitted to stay alive in exchange for paying the jizya, 

and that all other non-Muslims must accept either Islam or death. 

[…] 

To wage war against any country or community on the basis of a particular belief system 

or ideology and in order to establish control over that country or community is a form of 

oppression and coercion. The Quran very clearly exhorts Muslims to deal with people of 

other faiths with justice and fairness. Naturally, therefore, not just non-Muslims, but even 

http://theamericanmuslim.org/tam.php/features/articles/a_critique_of_the_doctrine_of_offensive_jihad


enlightened Muslims who know their faith well cannot accept the arguments of the 

advocates of offensive jihad. The latter’s claims make a mockery of Islam’s insistence on 

justice and fairness. It is obvious that Muslims can expect freedom, rights, tolerance and 

acceptance from others only if they are willing to exhibit the same attitude in their 

relations with them. 

[…] 

It is clear that traditional understandings of jihad are urgently in need of careful scrutiny, 

study and revision. They desperately need to be re-looked at. 

Obviously, the argument of the advocates of offensive jihad is greatly flawed. If we were 

to accept their line of thinking, how could we justify our opposition to the offensive wars 

waged against Muslim and other countries by Western imperialist powers? 

 

Proponents of offensive jihad, by contrast, make it clear that jihad is more than just a personal 

struggle or a defensive mechanism when faced with aggression: 

Abdurraheem Green: 

“Jihad has three characteristics. The first form is jihad of the heart, or jihad of the self. This 

is the internal struggle to acquire the correct creed, and to remove from one’s self all 

doubts and misconceptions concerning this creed, and also the commands and 

prohibitions enjoined on the believer. It further more encompasses the purifying of the 

soul from base desires and acquiring noble qualities. The second level is the jihad of the 

tongue. This is the struggle against evil, and wrong beliefs and actions through preaching 

and writing books and the like. This form of jihad is characterized by its use against the 

deviants from among the Muslims, but also extends to the unbelievers. The final form of 

jihad is that of the hand, or sword, where one expends life and property. It is 

characterized by its use against unbelievers, but can also be used against deviant 

groups under the authority of the Muslim ruler.” 

 

Haitham al-Haddad: 

“The second type of jihad is wrongly translated, again as we said the wrong translation, as 

‘offensive’ Jihad. I don’t consider it as ‘offensive’ Jihad but we consider it as ‘initiative’…” 

 

Hamza Tzortzis: 

“Primarily there are two types of Jihad, defensive and progressive.” 



 

It's important to be aware that, although almost all Muslims are agreed that individual non-Muslims 

should not be obliged to convert, a significant number of Muslims, including figures with influence in 

the UK, believe that it is legitimate to use force, when the circumstances are right, to establish Islam 

throughout the world. Haitham al-Haddad highlights this distinction: 

“…there is a difference, brothers, between forcing an individual to accept Islam and in 

forcing the law of Allah upon a system, yes? These are two different things. We don’t 

force individuals but forcing systems to implement the law of Allah, this is something 

totally different.” 

 

Hamza Tzortzis also says that the conquest of non-Muslim lands is a legitimate method of furthering 

Islam, even if it is not legitimate to use force to persuade individual non-Muslims to convert: 

“An Islamic State would commit to progressive Jihad, and will use war as a last resort – 

when diplomacy fails – to really liberate people from oppression. In addition to remove 

the tyranny of injustice and to show the people what Islam really is and how Islam can 

truly make their lives and society better – even if they do not become Muslim. 

The Islamic belief is not forced upon people once land is taken, 1400 years of history 

bears testament to this…” 

 

One of the goals of offensive jihad is to establish the superiority of Islam and to implement Islamic 

law: 

Haitham al-Haddad: 

“The aim of Jihad is primarily for Allah’s law to govern the whole earth, and for no other 

law to remain.” 

 

Hamza Tzortzis: 

“Progressive Jihad is practically undertaken by a legitimate Islamic State (no such 

state exists today) and is initiated for three main reasons. The reasons include removing 

oppression, defending the weak and implementing the justice of Islam.” 

 

Abdurraheem Green: 



“Islam does not regard Christians who claim that Jesus is God, or the Son of God, as 

“monotheists” any more than Hindus who claim that Krishna is a “manifestation of God” or 

Buddhists who claim that Buddha is God. All of this is disbelief and polytheism. It is this that 

is the basis of conflict. It is a conflict not only sanctioned, but ordered in the Quran: 

“Fight against those who believe not in Allah, nor the last day, nor forbid that which has 

been forbidden by Allah and His Messenger and those who acknowledge not the religion 

of truth among the people of the Book , until they pay the jizya (i.e. protection tax) with 

willing submission and feel themselves subdued” [Noble Quran 9:29] 

This is not a confrontation of civilizations, nor is it a clash of cultures. Islam does not oppose 

the West, or anyone else, because of revenge over past hostilities, out of a desire to restore 

injured pride or because of the desire to amass their wealth and lands. The fight is for one 

purpose only and that is to establish the religion of Islam in its totality, as the Prophet 

(peace be upon him) explained when a man came to him and asked: “One of us fights for 

booty, another for his tribe and another to be known as brave, which one is fighting jihad?” 

The Prophet (peace be upon him) replied: “None of them. Only the one who fights to make 

Allah’s Word the highest is fighting jihad.” 

 

In most cases offensive jihad consists of three stages: calling non-Muslims to Islam, then inviting them 

to live under an Islamic state, and finally waging war on non-Muslims. 

Hamza Tzortzis: 

“Progressive Jihad has three parts to it. It first invites the people to accept Islam by 

explaining the Islamic belief and what Islam has to offer them. This is done by dialogue 

and discussion and can take some time. After this, the Islamic State then invites the 

people to live within the state and enjoy peace, justice, security and protection. 

Historically many non-Muslim peoples have opted for this option. This is in exchange for 

a small yearly tax.[7] The famous letter from a Rabbi, after Europe’s persecution of the 

Jews, found in Phillip Mansel’s book “Constantinople ”, reflect this reality, 

[…] 

The third and final course of action after the first 

two have been followed is war. This war is called 

Jihad and in cases of genocide and extreme 

oppression it may be the first and only part of the 

process. It is the final part of a foreign policy 

used by the Islamic State, and as mentioned it 

has its rules, like no wanton destruction and 

killing of innocent people. When an Islamic State 

goes to war, it is not for money, land, or riches, 

but to show people the justice and security of 

Islam.” 

 

Hamza Tzortzis, Kings College London, 
2013. 



Haitham al-Haddad is particularly direct about what offensive jihad entails: 

“…the Muslim state, the Islamic Caliphate, has to take certain measures, fighting others 

after warning them, after, sorry, calling them to Islam, then, after warning them, then they 

have to initiate a fight with them in order to make sure that the law of Allah is 

superior to any other law.” 

 

 

Where Muslims are few in number and no benefit is to be gained, they should not engage in fighting. 

When Muslims find themselves under attack, fighting, in the form of defensive jihad, is permitted. 

Once an Islamic state has been established, fighting, in the form of offensive jihad may be launched 

against non-believers. 

 

Abduraheem Green explains: 

 

“This jihad of the hand, often termed "Holy War", is further compartmentalized into three 

stages. The first is that of it being forbidden, as it was in the early days of Muhammad's 

prophethood. If the Muslims are weak, and fighting is liable to cause only harm and no 

benefit, then they should desist. Such is the case of those dwelling in non-Muslim lands. 

The second stage is that of self-defense, or restricting the fight to "those who fight you" 

[Noble Quran 2:190] and releasing the lands of the Muslims from the control of their 

enemies. This is the condition of the Muslims today. The final stage is that of fighting in 

order to open the path for establishing Allah's rule in the lands of the unbelievers, 

as was done by the Prophet's companions and the Muslim rulers after them.” 

 

 

Al-Haddad also describes these conditions and says they apply to Muslims in Britain: 

“The jihad was allowed also through stages and then the final stage is to fight everyone 

until they establish the law of Allah. The first stage after migrating to Medina the 

Prophet was allowed to fight those who fought against him. Then the Prophet was 

commanded to fight those who fought against him. Then the Prophet, and that is the final 

stage as Ibn Qayyim said, and this I think all scholars agree on this, the Prophet was 

commanded to fight everyone until they established the law of Allah. 

‘Fight them until they establish the deen of Allah’ or ‘until’ sorry, ‘fight them until the 

deen of Allah is established’. Now, the Prophet was commanded to do that when he 

established the Islamic state. Before establishing the Islamic state the Prophet was 

commanded to uphold and not to fight. Even in some cases not to fight back. And this is 

the steps that we need to follow, especially Muslims in the West. Muslims in the West are 

commanded not to fight, not to fight to establish the deen of Allah. It is not our job to do 

that and even if we do that while we are minorities then we are going against the sunnah 

of the Prophet. And this has to be made clear. If we use violence in the West while we are 

minorities to establish the deen of Allah then we are going against the sunnah of the 



Prophet and, as many scholars said, that we are actually committing sins, rather than 

committing or making good deeds. Why? Again because we said that the Prophet, when 

he went to Mecca he was spreading Islam, he was spreading tawheed. And then the next 

stage was that the people themselves, especially the dignitarians, when they accept Islam 

of course they will change the system and they will call for Islam to be established. So 

here we should do the same thing. We should call people to tawheed and then once 

there is a substantial amount of people, considerable amount of people who can make a 

change in this country without shedding the blood of people, once those people accept 

Islam and they can establish, they can make a change. Then, and then only, we can 

establish the deen of Allah in this country according to the meaning that we have 

mentioned.” 

“Now the question is ‘So when do we establish jihad? When do we fight?’ This type of 

fighting which is called the ‘jihad al-talab’, which is wrongly translated as offensive jihad 

and it should be translated as pro-active jihad, this is better than offensive jihad. This 

pro-active jihad is carried out by the Islamic State, once there is the Islamic state, not  

an Islamic state, not any Islamic state, the Islamic State which is the Khilafah established. 

Then that Khilafah can establish jihad because that type of jihad is not for individuals.” 

 

 

So although, for the moment, fighting is outlawed by Al-Haddad in the West, it is an explicit end goal, 

and one which will be furthered if enough people convert to Islam and an Islamic system is 

implemented. As so often, the pronouncements of the most extreme Muslim figures ironically echo 

and seem to justify the fears and warnings of the far right. But what the far right fail to acknowledge is 

that many of those who seek to counter such extreme doctrines are themselves observant Muslims.  

 

Offensive jihad is only sanctioned if it has been approved by the ruler of a legitimate Caliphate. 

Assim Al-Hakeem: 

“Jihad is the essence of Islam, the true Jihad. But there are conditions, and among the 

conditions, and among the conditions is, in the offensive jihad, that you have to have a 

ruler, a leader, a Muslim leader who will carry the flag and you will fight under that flag 

and at the moment we don’t have this at all. May Allah grant us a true Muslim leader that 

would unite the ummah.” 

 

Shady Alsuleiman: 

“Who can declare offensive jihad? The only one that can declare, there’s two types of 

jihad, there’s the jihad in which if Muslims were to be attacked then it’s obligatory upon 

the Muslims to protect their land. For Muslims to initiate attack that’s only declared 

by the Imam, the Amir, OK?” 

 



Offensive jihad is the last resort if peaceful attempts fail: 

Abdurraheem Green: 

“This conflict [between Islam and the West], however, may not necessarily be a violent 

one, in the sense of war, causing loss of life, limb and property. Islam does not necessarily 

demand a change through violence if the end can be effectively achieved through other 

means.” 

 

Haitham al-Haddad agrees and also insists that is heretical to deny the doctrine of offensive jihad.  

“So, if you can, and all scholars agree that if you can achieve spreading Islam and people 

accepting Islam without shedding the blood of a person, subhanallah. Where it says that 

‘no you have to shed their blood?’ This is nonsense. And brothers, what is the point of 

dawah, yeah, or establishing Islam? First of all, dawah means people will say Lá iláha 

illallah. So rather than reducing the possible number of people who say Lá iláha 

illallah, you need to increase the number of people who say Lá iláha illallah. So when you 

give dawah and people accept Islam, that is the priority, definitely, without a shadow of a 

doubt, yeah? OK? So, and establishing Islam by sword, this, I’m not denying it by the 

way, but I’m saying it is the last resort once all conditions are met, yeah? We need 

an Islamic state and we need kind of Khilafah, and we need to give people dawah, and we 

need to give it time, and they need to see the role model of al-Islam. 

I’m not saying, by the way, I’m not denying jihad. I’m 

not saying that jihad is not part of al-Islam. If someone 

said jihad, by fighting, not jihad in general, jihad by 

fighting is not part of al-Islam, he is committing a belief 

of kufr. Allah (jalla wa ’ala) says in the Quran, Kutiba 

AAalaykumu alqitalu wahuwa kurhun lakum – Qital 

[fighting] was made obligatory upon you. No one can 

deny it. No Muslim scholars can deny it because it 

means that he is denying Quran. But it is a matter of 

application. Application, how do we apply it, when do 

we apply it, what are the conditions.” 

 

To sum up, it is clearly the case that for some Muslims, people who consider their own views entirely 

orthodox, the use of force to subdue non-Muslim countries to Islam is, at least hypothetically, fully 

acceptable and even, should more peaceful methods not succeed, desirable.  

 

 

SLAVERY 

Haitham al-Haddad, Queen Mary 
University of London, 2014 



Many Muslims will quite reasonably point out that Islam encouraged (at least in some respects) a 

comparatively benign form of slavery at a time where the practice was widely accepted by followers of 

all faiths. For example slaves were to be fed the same food as their masters and it was not permitted 

to beat them. And the freeing of slaves is considered a praiseworthy act, allowing Muslims to infer 

that slavery is not actively condoned by Islam. Some have found support for an eventual abolition of 

slavery in Islam, and very many Muslims have no problem condemning slavery unreservedly.  However 

for some Muslims the fact that slavery is not explicitly outlawed makes it impossible for them to 

condemn the practice unequivocally. According to Islamic teaching, some preachers still insist, it is 

permitted to take prisoners of war as slaves. However even amongst these hard-line voices, emphases 

will vary. Some will stress the fact that Islam tried to reduce the circumstances in which people might 

be enslaved, as though acknowledging that this is an uncomfortable topic.  

Kamal El-Mekki: 

“So what Islam did, it killed three of the four ways through which you can become a slave 

and left one way. The only way to become a slave after Islam was through warfare, 

meaning you are captured in battle. But OK here’s 

a question: if Islam wants to get rid of slavery, why 

keep it through warfare? Why not just totally 

eliminate it? The answer is that it’s tit for tat 

basically. It doesn’t make sense that if the Muslims 

are captured, they’re enslaved but if the pagans are 

captured they just let them go and they come back 

and fight another day. So to deter them as a 

deterrent as well, if your people are captured by 

the Muslims they will be kept in slavery just like 

you do to our captives. And that actually was a 

deterrent. Many times people would not want to 

attack the Muslims because if we’re captured, we’ll be enslaved, our women will be 

enslaved and so on and so forth. So this is the wisdom behind why this was kept.” 

 

Haitham al-Haddad seems quite unconcerned that children may be enslaved. 

“…let me mention one more thing about the Islamic system. The Islamic system narrowed 

the sources of raqiq [slaves], narrowed it to be just the prisoners of war, not a snatched 

person etc. and of course their children. So it narrowed that - the prisoners of war and 

their children.” 

 

Assim Al-Hakeem is similarly dispassionate: 

“When Islam came the only source of slavery permissible was through the prisoners of 

war. When Muslims fight the disbelievers and they refuse to embrace Islam, they fight 

them, they give them jihad, they make them jihad and they have prisoners of wars.” 

Kamal El-Mekki (centre), London, 
2013. 



 

Muslim prisoners of war may not be taken as slaves, only non-Muslims are in danger. Here is Haitham 

al-Haddad again: 

“In terms of this slavery, what is the source of raqiq [slaves] in al-Islam? The source of 

raqiq in al-Islam, OK, let me just make it very simple because we have a time constraint, 

raqiq in al-Islam is another, or an alternative for POW, prisoners of war. OK? As simple as 

this. Now many people don’t talk about it. Now, prisoners of war, you know prisoners 

of war are those prisoners who have been taken in a war between the Muslim state 

and the enemies of the Muslim state provided that they are disbelievers. And 

historically, or according to the Islamic fiqh, the enemies of the Islamic state should not 

be Muslims. So fighting between Muslims and Muslims will not lead to raqiq or prisoners 

of war, OK? Will not lead to raqiq, sorry, it might lead to prisoners of war but they 

should not be taken as raqiq.” 

 

Abdurraheem Green recommends an article on slavery in Islam which also confirms this distinction: 

“Only children of slaves or non-Muslim prisoners of war can become slaves, never a 

freeborn Muslim…” 

 

Assim Al-Hakeem agrees: 

“The only means of slavery in Islam is through prisoners of war, non-Muslims, 

disbelievers.” 

 

This is how Adnan Rashid responded to the proposition that slavery has no part in today’s society: 

“If you knew anything about "slavery" in Islam, you would volunteer to be a slave to 

Muslims.” 

 

Sex slavery, or concubinage, is a particularly troubling aspect of slavery. According to some scholars, 

masters may have sexual relations with female slaves. 

Assim Al-Hakeem: 

“And in Islam slavery is permissible only through wars. Now, if a man has a woman as 

his slave he has the right to have intercourse with her. She’s not his wife and she is 



bought and sold in the market of slavery. When we say this you have to look at the 

holistic picture. Don’t say that ‘Oh, this is barbaric. How can a man sleep with a woman just 

because he bought her and then he sells her after a month and isn’t this prostitution?’ No it 

is not. However, if a person buys a slave woman and he sleeps with her and she becomes 

pregnant, this is for her sake because the minute she gets pregnant she cannot be sold, 

and she can’t be inherited and she cannot be given as a gift. Her pregnancy sets her free. 

So she is now known as the mother of a child. She cannot be sold or dealt with financially. 

She’s not free. She stills stays with her master and her master owns her and he has to be 

kind for her but he cannot sell her.” 

 

Salim Al-Amry is shameless in his endorsement of this practice: 

“Their [non-Muslim] women, when they are caught, 

it’s up to the Khalifah, the Caliph, to decide whether 

to enslave them and distribute them among the 

soldiers, Muslim muhajids, or to set them free, or to 

execute them. And this is against the Geneva 

Convention, OK? We don’t care, this is the law of 

Allah. So this is a prophecy that Islam will spread. 

Some of the scholars, they explained this hadith in the 

metaphoric sense. OK, let me finish. So, if, for 

instance, now you have a woman as a slave, and 

you can sleep with her besides the four wives, 

halal.” 

 

Abu Usamah at-Thahabi is clear that he supports this teaching: 

“The second type of zina is the zina in which the Muslim today is saying that these kuffar 

women are what our right hands possess, they’re from our right hand possessions. No 

doubt ikhwan, the right hand possession, the ‘milk al-yamin’ is from the religion but it is 

not being practiced today correctly, because jihad is gone, because the Khilafah is gone, 

because al-Islam is not being practiced correctly in the earth, in the dunya. So the people 

who are practicing the milk al-yamin are not practicing it correctly. That’s in the Muslim 

world. What about here? It is a fact that the milk al-yamin should not be an issue that 

we have a problem with.” 

 

and Haitham al-Haddad offers contorted justifications for the practice: 

“However, if the prisoner of war was a lady, her master had the right to have intimacy with 

her, because what? Because if he had the right to have intimacy with her he will 

Salim Al-Amry speaking at the 
Tayyibun Institute, East London. 



have kind of love and attachment to her. And not only that, if she brought children, she 

became a mother of children, she is not allowed to be sold OK? And it is not allowed for 

her to be separated from her children OK? Not at all. And then she had more rights.” 

 

Bilal Philips, a speaker now banned from entering the UK, also tries to soften the force of this teaching 

by emphasising its supposedly positive aspects: 

“It [permission for slavery] is given in the case of jihad, where there is a military struggle 

and the population has been taken captive. The ruler of the Muslim state has the choice 

to either hold them as prisoners and ransom them etc or he may take them as slaves. 

Slaves meaning that they would be integrated into the Muslim society, because slavery in 

Islam is really more akin to indentured labour than it is to slavery. 

If a slave woman bears a child through her master, that child is born free and she cannot 

be sold.” 

 

Abdurraheem Green casually acknowledges that he thinks Islam permits sex slavery: 

“Sexual relations were permitted between a man and his female slaves. 

It should be mentioned that sex in general is not considered a bad or evil thing in Islam. It 

is a lawful pleasure for both men and women. It is however restricted by certain 

parameters. One of the restrictions is that it must be within the confines of marriage, with 

the exception above.” 

 

Muhammad al-Jibali implicitly endorses the practice here: 

“It is not permissible to have intercourse with a pregnant woman who is a captive of war, 

because that would lead to a confusion in the lineage of the baby, which would reflect on 

inheritance and other matters.” 

 

Yusuf Estes enthuses about the benefits of the system, such as the incentive to convert to Islam for 

female slaves:  

“…everything in Islam is good for everybody. So it would be good for the men, it would 

be good for the women. It’ll be good for the master, it’ll be good for the slave if Islam is 

followed.  



…what happens at the end of a war is that there are people there still when the war is 

over…the women become custody of state…they go to the men who were fighting. The 

men become responsible to feed, clothe, take care of them but those women have to 

work for their keep. And that’s what they are. Today you call them servants.  

But if you wanted, as a man, you wanted, I don’t have a wife and I’m not unable to get a 

wife in the (?) what can I do? Well, these women, you can marry her if she’s a believer. But 

she can’t be a pagan anymore. If she’s a pagan you can’t marry her can you? No. But if he 

has intercourse with this lady and she does something wrong, she doesn’t have the same 

punishment as a believer does she? You remember that? Did you notice that was the 

reason? The things that are in this subject are so big and if you explore it you’ll find that 

this is something amazing because it is in fact a chance for her to come to Islam which is 

the best thing that could happen to anybody.” 

 

The amount of female slaves a man can have is unlimited: 

Assim Al-Hakeem: 

“A man has the right to marry four free women, not more, 

but he has the right to have as many slave females as he 

wishes.  

They are sold, they are bought and they serve in the houses. 

The females of them can be, the female slaves, men who own 

them can have sex with them.” 

 

Abu Usamah at-Thahabi makes the same point, and goes on to insist that those who oppose such 

teachings are not following Islam correctly. 

“So because we are apologetic about our religion and what Allah has revealed, Muslims 

want to deny the presence and the concept and the permissibility of the right hand 

possession – a man can have a concubine in al-Islam when Islam is being practiced 

correctly. And for every man that’s in this masjid right now, he can have, that one 

man, this many concubines in addition to his four wives. That’s the religion of al-

Islam. If he had money it’s permissible for him to have this many concubines when Islam 

is practiced correctly. The people will say ‘Why are you mentioning that here? You’re 

embarrassing us.’ If you’re embarrassed then something’s wrong with you and your 

religion. That’s what Allah has revealed in his book.” 

 

Salim Al-Amry is equally adamant that sex slavery is no mere historical or hypothetical curiosity. 

Instead he welcomes the chance to enslave non-Muslims in the very real future. 

Assim Al-Hakeem, 
Birmingham. 



“Islam is going to supersede, Islam is going to spread all over and we’re going to have 

Rome. Rome, we are going to have it. This, we have no doubt. Our Prophet (SAW) told us 

about that, OK? The only thing that we have to be, become true Muslims and die upon 

Islam, that’s it. Don’t worry about Islam. Islam will supersede and spread, but worry about 

yourself, whether you will die upon Islam or upon the kufr. That’s the most important 

thing. So, here (?) is saying that Islam will spread. And we know, of course the slavery is 

not there in Islam. It was existing before Islam and Islam came and liberated the 

slaves. But still there is a chance to have slaves in the future, and that’s with 

disbelievers, OK?  

 

Muhammad Salah, like Salim Al-Amry, is confident the practice will inevitably become more 

widespread.  

"In Islam, as you know that, Islam worked hard in its legislation to eliminate slavery from 

the society, OK? And whatever we are experiencing today is a result of that, by the way. 

But, whenever slavery was common, if a person in Islam, this is Islamic sharia, if a person 

has a slave woman, and he embraced her 

sexually and she conceived, then this woman 

now is named - a mother of his child. He cannot 

sell her anymore. She is not a slave to be sold 

anymore. Why? Because there is a tie which is the 

child which she bore from her womb from him. So 

now, she is treated as a slave because she was a 

slave, while her child is a free girl and a free man. Of 

course, once again I'm interrupting my explanation 

to say that was in the past and guess what? That will 

be very common before the appearance of the Day 

of Judgement because this is a sign prophesised by 

Prophet Muhammad (SAW). Why will this be very 

common? Because basically there will be major conflict before the Day of 

Judgement, major war between the believers and the non-believers, and obviously 

there will be prisoners of war, slaves and this whole scenario will be repeated again." 

 

Abdurraheem Green says that slavery might be abandoned in an Islamic state as it is not 

compulsory.  However, as it is not expressly prohibited, a Caliph would be able to reinstate it if he saw 

fit: 

“Slavery is not compulsory or ordered or an intrinsic part of Islam. If the status quo does 

not allow taking slaves or there is a benefit in abandoning the use of slaves the Muslim 

nation is free to do that at the command of the Ameer, or leader, or to reintroduce that 

if it needed." 

 

Muhammad Salah (right), MRDF 
Family Retreat. 



Assim Al-Hakeem is unequivocal on the issue: 

Question: A brother is asking if this statement is true: “Slavery is part of jihad, and jihad 

will remain as long there is Islam.” 

Response: This statement is correct. 

 

But don't forget that many Muslims do *not* accept that this practice is either right or Islamic. 

Professor Bernard Freamon uses arguments taken from his understanding of Islam to demonstrate 

that slaves should not be bought and sold, the practice of enslaving prisoners of war should not 

continue and is possibly illegal. 

“There is not one single verse suggesting that the practice should continue. Further, the 

Quran makes no mention of slave-markets or slave-trading and it repeatedly exhorts 

believers to free their slaves as an exemplification of their piety and belief in God.  

[…] 

There is only one Quranic verse, 47:4, that authorizes capture of prisoners of war and it 

does not permit slavery, ordering military commanders to either free the prisoners gratis 

or hold them for ransom.  

Enslaving a prisoner of war is therefore arguably illegal and certainly enslaving a non-

combatant is likewise an Islamic crime.” 

 

 

THE ISLAMIC STATE 

The expression 'Islamic state' is used to refer to several quite distinct ideas. People on the outside of 

Islam may casually apply the term to Muslim majority countries whose legal systems, to some degree, 

reflect the teachings of Islam - for example a non-Muslim might refer to Saudi Arabia as an Islamic 

state. In fact most Muslims would dispute that description as they believe that Islam is not being 

implemented correctly by its rulers.   

However, a significant number of Muslims do believe that an Islamic state, or Caliphate, is desirable in 

principle.  Briefly, a Caliphate is a sovereign state which represents the entire Ummah (all the world's 

Muslims). It should be noted that the precise definition of a Caliphate is disputed – for example the 

Ahmadi sect, unusually, sees the Caliph's role as purely spiritual, and its followers adhere to the secular 

division between mosque and state.  

Those Muslims who support the more traditional idea of a theocratic Caliphate hold conflicting views 

on the methods of establishing such a state. Jama’at-e-Islami in Pakistan are willing to exploit 

democratic mechanisms to further their agenda. But some Muslims see the democratic political 

process as un-Islamic, for them dawah (inviting non-Muslims to Islam) should be the first step of the 

http://thecnnfreedomproject.blogs.cnn.com/2014/11/05/isis-says-islam-justifies-slavery-what-does-islamic-law-say/?cid=ob_articlesidebarall&iref=obnetwork


process. And whereas Hizb ut-Tahrir promote the idea of re-establishing the Caliphate across Muslim 

majority countries, Jama'at-e'Islami is content to focus on one state at a time.  

The phrase 'Islamic State' has recently gained more notoriety through the rise of ISIS.  In calling 

themselves 'Islamic State' Al-Baghdadi and his followers are asserting that they have created not just 

an Islamic state, but the Islamic State, or Caliphate. However even most Muslims who support a 

Caliphate in principle do not accept the legitimacy of 'Islamic State'. These Muslims object to ISIS’s 

version of an Islamic state because it has not been established in the correct manner, and its Caliph 

has not been approved by respected scholars. They have also condemned some of the most brutal 

actions of ISIS, such as the murder of Alan Henning. Although their condemnation of ISIS is sincere, 

many still believe that a legitimate Islamic state can impose repressive and draconian laws on both 

Muslims and non-Muslims.  

Not all Muslims believe in the concept of an ‘Islamic state’ at all, and look to the origins of Islam to 

find reasons to reject theocracy as un-Islamic.  

Islamic State - By: Nazih N. Ayubi, Nader Hashemi, Emran Qureshi: 

“Islam is indeed a religion of collective morals, but it contains little that is specifically 

political—that is, the original Islamic sources rarely convey much on how to form states, 

run governments, and manage organizations. If the rulers of the historical Islamic states 

were also spiritual leaders of their communities, this was not because Islam required 

the imām (religious leader) to be also a political ruler, but because—on the contrary—

Islam had spread in regions where the modes of production tended to be control-based 

and where the state had always played a crucial economic and social role.” 

“…the category of politics in traditional Islamic thought is a classification of types of 

statesmanship, not types of state; it pertains to the problem of government and especially 

to the conduct of the ruler, not to the polity as a social reality or to the state as a generic 

category or legal abstraction.” 

 

As with so many topics, the relationship between religion and the state polarises Muslims. Many 

Muslims, both Sunni and Shia, are passionate secularists, and some have died defending those 

principles. However, for a significant number of Muslims, religion and politics cannot be separated, 

and many will privately favour, or openly work towards, a more theocratic state. It is very easy to find 

mainstream scholars with a large following in the UK reinforcing the incompatibility between Islam 

and secular democracy, again oddly echoing the assertions of the anti-Muslim far right.  

Abu Abdissalam: 

“And we know in Islam there is no such thing as secularism in the way that people 

understand that word today. In other words Islam is not a religion where one separates 

religion from the state.” 

 

Alomgir Ali: 

http://www.oxfordislamicstudies.com/article/opr/t236/e0394?_hi=2&_pos=2


“Secularism is the modern idol of today. It has no place in our religion.” 

 

Assim Al-Hakeem: 

“Islam is the religion of Allah. Applying other laws is unacceptable and in some incidents, 

it would nullify Islam. Allah created humans and knows what is best for them. Man-made 

laws are not consistent as they change in accordance to people’s whims and desires.” 

 

Abdurraheem Green: 

“This word that they use ‘religion’, you have to understand the word that is used, 

‘religion’, does not sufficiently describe Islam. Because when the people in the West, 

which you have to remember is a secular society, they talk about religion, they have 

something already programmed in their mind. To them religion is something that is your 

own personal affair, it’s your own personal business. You go to the church, you go to the 

synagogue, you go to the gurdwara, you go to the mosque, in their idea that’s it. Your 

religion is something in your own personal life. But as for government, as for ruler ship, 

as for the laws through which and by which we live, then that is not, in their mind, 

in the realm of religion. This is not the case with Islam at all.” 

 

Pierre Vogel goes so far as to insist that no one who rejects this teaching, who supports a secular 

state, can be a true Muslim.  

 “And if he believes that another law is better [than Islamic law] then he is a kafir. And if 

he believes that another law is equally good then he is a kafir. And if he believes that it’s 

permissible to judge with another law than the law of Allah then he is a kafir.” 

 

For such preachers, it is essential to establish the laws of Islam.  

Abu Usamah at-Thahabi: 

“Muslims shouldn’t be satisfied with living in other than the total Islamic State.” 

“We want the laws of Islam to be practised, we want to do away with the man-made 

laws.” 

 



Haitham al-Haddad explains that an Islamic state is necessary in order to enforce the hudud (‘hudud’ 

is an Islamic term for those punishments, such as flogging for sexual misconduct, deemed mandatory 

by some Muslims.): 

“Establishing the deen of Allah, brothers and sisters, it means to make sure that the law of 

Allah, the religion of Allah is dominant, is prevalent. Where? In the whole world. It means 

to make sure that the deen of Allah is superior above any other deen. The law of Allah is 

superior to any other system. And to make sure that the whole world is not governed by 

any system other than the system of Allah, is not ruled by any ruling, by any law other 

than the law of Allah. This is what establishing the deen means. Any law other than the 

law of Allah is invalid. Any system other than the system of Allah is invalid.” 

“How can we establish the hudood if we do not have Islamic states? Is the question clear? 

So we have to have Islamic states in order to establish the hudood. So our ultimate aim is 

to have an Islamic state. Means our ultimate aim is to have the law of Allah dominant, the 

system of Allah dominant.” 

 

Whereas some supporters of theocratic rule focus on 'Muslim lands' others have wider ambitions. 

Assim Al-Hakeem: 

“Is it wrong to call for sharia in Israel? No, because this is the law of Allah and should be 

applied and implemented everywhere in the world.” 

 

Murtaza Khan anticipates the implementation of the hudud in the West: 

“The sharia teaches you to gain your rights. To live under the banner of al-Islam. That is 

the biggest thorn at the moment in our dawah. How should the laws of Allah be 

implemented? That’s the biggest debate that exists amongst us because many of us in 

our hearts are calling the dawah more than our nation, that can the hudud of Allah be 

implemented in the twenty first century? Is it possible? Is it really applicable in Western 

society today, that the sharia will come? Will it come? People of sunnah say that will it 

come? How will it come? He is the one who sent his Messenger with wudah with 

guidance and the right deen to prevail over all other ways of life. If you don’t believe that 

in your heart, you already lost. You have already lost. If you don’t believe that in your 

heart that Islam is going to be victorious, Islam will always be victorious.” 

 

Haitham Al-Haddad provides fuel for the far right by implying that Muslim MPs are the first step in 

the implementation of an Islamic state in the UK, a kind of Fifth Column, making use of democratic 

systems in order to undermine democracy completely.  



“Khilafah will not just happen all of a sudden. We have to prepare for it. It is a long time 

when it will happen. Until then, it will become, let us imagine an Islamic state, Britain will 

become an Islamic state, let us imagine this. How is it going to become an Islamic state? 

Means the Prime Minister will be a Muslim. So how will he be a Muslim? So at one point 

you will say Muslims should be MPs and PM. On a long term how can the change take 

place? In European countries the change takes place through so-called democratic 

process whether we like it or we don’t like it, we hate it.” 

 

He's nothing if not ambitious: 

“The second of the sources that depend on the accusation of their disbelief is 

that Muslims should prevent them [non-Muslims] from ruling any country with a 

law other than the sharia and Muslims should rule the entire planet with this Islamic 

law…” 

 

Khalid Yasin believes that without Islamic law people are lawless: 

“…the Sharia is the cement that keeps all the bricks together. The sharia is the legislative 

element. The Sharia is the judicial element. This is where rules, this is where juristic 

decisions, this is where the courts, this is where law. And I mean if you don’t have a 

people that is governed by sharia, then you have a lawless people.” 

 

 

Abdurraheem Green insists that all Muslims must work towards its implementation: 

“…every Muslim has to try to implement the sharia completely as much as they are 

able in their life, both individually as individuals and collectively as nations. We have 

to implement the sharia both individually and collectively because Islam is a complete 

way of life. 

 

a view echoed by Al-Haddad: 

“…the far ultimate aim for Muslims is to have Islam governing the whole world, 

Islamisation of the whole globe. This is the ultimate aim of any Muslim and of all 

communities, Muslim communities.” 

 

and Khalid Fikry: 



“Every Muslim wish to be under the umbrella of Khilafah, sharia, means the Islamic 

law as a whole. And the Islamic law starts by justice, fair, and freedom, and equality and 

many, many things, comes the hudud, and the rule something comes within the great 

umbrella of Islam. So the meaning of we want to implement sharia is we want the justice 

from Allah (SWT), we want the freedom inshallah Allah gave us, we want equality and 

these are big, big issues to be implemented between you and me. And with it will come 

the hudud – how to deal with a thief, or to deal with a zani [adulterer], to deal with a 

murtad [apostate] and so on.” 

 

Al-Haddad's views and those of the far right are aligned on this occasion - they agree that some 

Muslims are reluctant to admit openly that they want to see Islamic law prevail worldwide. 

“So what should be the aim of Muslims living in the West? It’s to work towards establishing 

the deen of Allah in the whole world, and in the West as part of the whole world. And any 

aim, brothers and sisters, any aim against that aim is contradicting what all the scholars 

have said. And even I know some contemporary scholars may not say this but if you 

discuss it with them they will agree that this should be the aim because they 

cannot  go against what all the scholars from the past have agreed. They cannot go 

against the numerous textual proofs that we have mentioned. And it is true that some 

scholars they are not explicit in declaring this as an aim but they recognise internally 

that this is the aim. And as I say to you no one can go against it.  

[...] 

So the ultimate aim for any Muslim, for Muslims living in the West, for Muslims living in 

China, for Muslims living in India, for Muslims living in Saudi Arabia, for Muslims living in 

Alaska is what? To establish the deen of Allah. To establish the deen of Allah in their areas 

and in the whole world, globally and work towards that.  

[…]  

The aim that is an obligation upon us is to establish the deen of Allah. Establish the deen 

of Allah in the globe and the West. At least working towards that aim. We also said 

that all Muslims believe that the deen of Allah is superior, although many of them are 

not so explicit and open in declaring that clearly and therefore many of them are 

not very explicit in saying that establishing the deen of Allah should be the aim of 

Muslims living in the West. However, if you do question them you find that they 

believe internally in this principle.” 

  

Once an Islamic state is established, extreme punishments can be implemented for acts which are not 

considered to be ‘crimes’ in the UK. The punishment for extra-marital sex is stoning to death. 

Murtaza Khan: 



“Islam tells us the person who practices such practices (fornication), if they’re a married 

individual then their punishment according to sharia is they are to be stoned to death, 

that’s the Islamic punishment.” 

 

Abdurraheem Green: 

“Adultery is punishable by death, and a slow and painful death by stoning. It is 

indicative of just how harmful this crime is to society.” 

 

Haitham al-Haddad: 

“Who is going to put a system to stop fornication? Or to lash those who fornicate? Who 

can put a legislation to stone the adulteress and the adulterer? Who can do that? It is 

the lawmakers. Those who can do that are the people in charge. Those who are having 

power. Those people, they can establish the Islamic system in its totality. 

We are commanded to stone the adulterers. Is that true or not? How can we establish that 

rule if we are not having an Islamic system?” 

 

Pierre Vogel: 

                                                                                                                     

“Is it allowed to stone someone for adultery?...if there is 

an Islamic state, yes? If there is an Islamic state, then it is the 

duty of the leader to carry out this verdict of the Qur’an.” 

“…if there is an Islamic state then it must perform the laws.” 

 

Yusuf Chambers: 

Interviewer: “What does the sharia or Islamic law say, what does the sharia say 

specifically about, as you mentioned, sex outside of marriage, between a man and a 

woman? What does actually the sharia say about that? 

Yusuf Chambers: “Sharia point of view is that if two people have sex outside marriage 

then the hudud, or the punishment can be established upon those people in an Islamic 

state, in the confines of an Islamic establishment.” 

Pierre Vogel, Hyde Park, 
2014. 



 

Abdurraheem Green calmly explains the logic behind brutal punishments, including violent death for 

'crimes' such as sex outside marriage: 

“We want to create an environment where it is encouraging people to be good, otherwise 

what is the point in the hudud? What is the hudud? Why you chop the hand off the thief? 

Why you stone the adulterer and the adulteress to death? Why do you chop the hand and 

the leg of the one who commits highway robbery and leave them to bleed to death or 

crucify them? All of this is to deter the people from being evil and committing evil. Why is 

the person who drinks alcohol, who is a drunk, whipped eighty times in public? All of this 

is to deter the people from being evil.” 

 

Shady Alsuleiman echoes his arguments: 

“And remember that if there is an Islamic state the punishment of zina, the punishment of 

those who commit zina, if they have never been married before, they will be lashed 100 

lashes. And if they are married while they committed zina, or previously been married and 

divorced, and they committed zina, then their punishment is stoning to death. So it’s not 

a small thing. Islam, the sharia, did not enforce that penalty over those who commit zina 

as stoning, you know stoning like execution, if Islam did not see how big and great that 

sin is, it’s so big and so humongous that sin that the sharia had laid a penalty down of 

stoning if those who commit zina had previously been married before.” 

 

Muhammad ibn Adam al-Kawthari, a Deobandi scholar, explains with chilling precision the 

adjustments to be made if an adulteress is pregnant: 

“If the crime of fornication is carried out by an individual who does not qualify to be in 

the above category, then the punishment is that he/she will be given 100 lashes. These 

whips and lashes will be spread over the body, avoiding the head, face and the private 

parts. A pregnant woman will not be whipped until she gives birth to her child and 

after her post natal bleeding (nifas). However, if she is to be stoned, then this may 

be carried out straight after giving birth.” 

 

Most Muslims see homosexuality as a sin, a view shared by many who practice other religions. Some 

believe that homosexual acts should not be controlled or sanctioned by the state. Several Muslim MPs 

supported equal marriage and Tell MAMA, a group which monitors anti-Muslim bigotry, works closely 

with Muslim LGBT groups. However for other Muslims homosexuality is not just a sin, but also a crime 

punishable by the state: 

Haitham al-Haddad: 



“Islam considers homosexuality as a sin, in fact a major sin, and in the Islamic state it is 

considered to be a crime as well.” 

 

Hamza Tzortzis: 

“Islam, like many other spiritual traditions, argues that homosexuality is not the right way 

to manifest the instinct of procreation. It is a behaviour that negates the Islamic vision of 

society which is one of extended families connected by marriage between men and 

women. Hence Islam has viewed the public expression of homosexuality as a 

crime and as a result has placed a mechanism in which to protect its vision for 

society.” 

 

Ibrahim Hewitt: 

“Islam, like most other major faiths of the world, categorically forbids homosexual 

practices (sexual relations between two men or between two women), regarding them as 

a great sin. In a society under Islamic law, such would be severely punished.” 

 

Abdurraheem Green: 

“…it [homosexuality] is one of those things that has a proscribed punishment in Islamic 

law for people who are found participating in this what is to be considered to be an 

unnatural act.” 

 

The punishment for this ‘unnatural act’, as with extra-marital sex, is stoning to death. Here Green 

explains why such brutal punishments are for the good of society. 

“There is another direction from which the wisdom of such a punishment (stoning) can be 

understood, and that is the death of two criminals can prevent the death and agony of 

many innocents. There is no doubt that adultery has caused many a jilted partner to kill 

not only the partner but in some instances the children as well. This is the harm that we 

can measure and see. It is more than likely that the psychological effects on the jilted 

partner, the children and their families is extensive, and can lead to behavioural problems 

that ultimately affect the well-being of the whole society! The “harm” of the punishment 

for adultery is offset by the need of the “benefit” and protects the wider society. All of 



this also goes some way to help understand why acts of homosexuality are similarly 

treated so harshly.” 

 

Muhammad Al-Jibali:

 

“Sodomy or homosexuality (in Arabic, liwat) is for a man to perform anal intercourse with 

another man.  

From the above ayat, we see that sodomy is a major sin that 

deserves a most severe punishment. Some of today’s 

cultures are sympathetic with it, giving it misleading names 

such as “sexual preference”, “alternative lifestyle”, and 

“gayness”. They also sympathize with the criminals who 

commit it and allow them social rights that reach the level of 

offending the “straight” people. This only points to the 

serious degree of corruption that the modern civilization has 

reached. 

Under the Islamic law, a person who is convicted of 

sodomy is subject to the capital punishment of killing.” 

 

Jibali also states that lesbian sex is a crime in an Islamic state: 

“Lesbianism (in Arabic, sihaq) is an aberration whereby two women perform sexual acts 

together. This would normally involve many violations to Islam, mainly: 

1. Exposing their ‘awrah to each other. 

2. Touching or rubbing each other’s private parts, and performing other acts of intimacy 

that may only be done between a woman and her husband. 

3. Performing various perverted acts (some of which are discussed in this chapter) in order 

to reach sexual gratification. 

All of the above contradicts the wisdom of marriage and violates Allah’s command to the 

believers to guard their private parts from other than their spouses. Because of this, sihaq 

is clearly prohibited in Islam. Its penalty under the Islamic law is left to the Islamic 

ruler’s judgment.” 

 

Although some Muslim spokespeople are reticent about exposing their views on these matters, 

Saleem Chagtai, of iERA, has confirmed that he endorses such punishments on a BBC Radio 4 

interview.  

Jibali speaking at Green Lane 
Masjid, Birmingham. 



Interviewer: “Your idea of an ideal Islamic state, would you agree on the death penalty 

for people who are gay, people who have committed adultery and people who are 

apostates, who have left the religion?” 

Saleem Chagtai: “It’s very clear, the Quran and orthodox, traditional Islam says that there 

are certain death penalties meted out. I’m not mincing my words about that. That’s what 

God and his Messenger have said.” 

 

Yusuf Chambers is typical in seeking to draw a line between what he believes should take place ideally 

and what he accepts should be the law in a democracy.  However some far right parties in Europe are 

also happy to bide their time before seeking to implement their illiberal views and no one hesitates to 

condemn them as bigots.  

 “Now no one in their right mind ever calls for the 

execution of anyone living in a democratic state. Can 

you say that anyone from the Muslim community has 

ever called for gays to be killed, or apostates? No. 

Scholars refer to these measures to be applied when 

living in an Islamic state and when the rigorous 

conditions are met.  

Islamic law is only applied in an Islamic state and 

where rigorous conditions are met, and not until 

then. “ 

 

Like Chambers, Abdul Qadeer Baksh (Chairman, Luton Islamic Centre) uses the Islamic state argument 

to justify the death penalty for gay sex, and claims that ‘all’ moderate Muslims believe in this 

punishment: 

BBC Three Counties Radio 

Olly Man: “…just before the news, Qadeer, you said that in an ideal society there would 

be punishments for example homosexuals, and Tommy Robinson put the point to you 

that this is why he was concerned by your ideology, which is why he was anti-Islamisation 

and puts Luton Islamic Centre in that camp. Do you understand why Tommy Robinson 

might be concerned by Islamic ideology, when even though you say you don’t want it in 

Britain, you do use phrases like in an ideal society and then come out with a statement 

like that?” 

Abdul Qadeer Baksh: “That’s fair enough. He has every right to disagree and to criticise. 

For me, by ideal society I mean an Islamic society not a Western secular society where we 

live here at all. Every Muslim, moderate Muslim holds this belief as well.” 

Yusuf Chambers, University of 
Southampton, 2014. 



Tommy Robinson: “Ideally would you want this to be an Islamic society?” 

Abdul Qadeer Baksh: “We’ll come to that in…just as much as any person would want the 

best for society to be implemented.” 

Tommy Robinson: “The best Britain you could see, how would it look?” 

Abdul Qadeer Baksh: “I’ll come to that. I want to answer this question first then I’ll come 

to your question. You question was ‘ideal society’. When I say ideal society I mean an 

Islamic state. We are not an Islamic state. We’re far from an Islamic state. But, however, 

this is the teachings of Islam and every moderate holds that these are the punishments in 

an Islamic state…you can criticise it, you can disagree with it till the cows come home.” 

Olly Man: “I actually want to represent moderate Muslims who are listening who might 

say actually well I’m a moderate Muslim and I don’t want homosexuals to be punished for 

being homosexual.” 

Abdul Qadeer Baksh: “In an Islamic state?” 

Olly Man: “In an ideal state, which is the word you used.” 

Abdul Qadeer Baksh: “What’s an ideal state?” 

Olly Man: “Well that’s what I’m asking you. What I’m saying to you you’re playing into 

right wing hands aren’t you?” 

Abdul Qadeer Baksh: “No I’m not. I’ve already answered that. An ideal society is an 

Islamic state as far as I’m concerned. Living in an Islamic society, that’s the ideal…” 

Olly Man: “There are moderate Muslims here who consider this to be an ideal state, that 

they can practice their religion in peace and not be under sharia law.” 

Abdul Qadeer Baksh: “That’s exactly how I feel. I feel that this is a society which we can 

practice our religion, no problem, but it’s not an ideal state for me.” 

 

Haitham Al-Haddad also says that all Muslims believe homosexual sex is a crime. 

“Even those people who try to water down the issue of homosexuality from an Islamic 

point of view, ask them internally: what do you believe about homosexuality? They believe 

that it is a crime. All Muslims believe in this.” 

 

Some Muslims support full LGBT equality and have a very different understanding of homosexuality in 

Islam. Here is Paul Armstrong from the Association of British Muslims: 

“…the key as always is in the interpretation. If someone is already biased against LGBT 

people, it’s pretty obvious how they’re likely to interpret the verses. On the other hand, if 

http://www.aobm.org/message-for-the-international-day-against-homophobia/


one starts out with an open mind and reflects upon what the verses are actually saying, 

one can see there is far more to them than initially meets the eye… 

Consider, “Do ye commit lewdness such as no people in creation (ever) committed before 

you?” – Homosexuality is not new and has been known to be around since the very 

earliest days. So, what could this sentence mean? Surely, the “lewdness” alluded to here, is 

something very much out of the ordinary, something far more strange than private 

relationships between LGBT people. No, this indicates something more akin to public 

orgies, in which it wouldn’t matter whether hetero or homosexual acts were taking place. 

Most people, gay or straight would find this offensive and completely unacceptable. 

Another point to consider is the second part of the same ayat – would it be okay to 

practice our lusts on women? As in Judaism and Christianity, any kind of sex outside of 

marriage has traditionally been regarded as sinful in Islam. That is not to say it never 

happened of course, but this was the line scholars and clerics adopted in many religious 

traditions, not only Islam. The Qur’an doesn’t say anything specifically about “LGBT” 

people, the term isn’t even found in the Holy Qur’an. From what we read about the 

people of Lot (Lut), their society had a lot of issues… As the text implies, the people were 

basically having orgies in the streets, and not limiting their sexual practices in any 

respects – even wanting to have sex with the angels who were visiting Lot, basically 

wanting to rape them. I do not see how this remotely compares with civilised LGBT 

people today. The two scenarios are really quite different!” 

 

 

In an Islamic state, blasphemy is also considered to be a crime. Haitham al-Haddad talks of the 

‘consequences’ for those who blaspheme: 

“Now, in this dunya, freedom of religion, from one aspect, as we said, you have the free 

will to choose whatever you want to do but from another angle there are some 

consequences in this life. Those consequences in this life we cannot apply them unless 

there is an Islamic authority to apply them. The consequences of what? Disbelieving in 

Allah. There has to be what? An Islamic authority to apply them because if there is no 

sovereignty, if there is no authority for Islam, who is going to apply those consequences 

that are related to disbelieving in Allah? Who? No one? Are you following this? Sisters are 

you following this? Yeah? Brothers, yeah? OK, so, if someone says that he wants to be 

whatever he wants to be, we said there are consequences. If you are living under the 

Islamic state you have to be aware of those consequences. If you are living in a non-

Muslim state we have no authority over the Muslim state, Islam has no authority over the 

state, Islam has no sovereignty. So, then they will ask the question ‘What about in a 

Muslim country? What about in an Islamic state?’  We say in an Islamic state, because 

sovereignty belongs to Islam, then you have to abide by the rules of Islam, by the 

sovereignty in this country as you have to abide by the rules of any country? Agree or 

not?” 



“Disbelief is an insult to Allah. The person is insulting Allah by worshiping someone with 

Allah or by disbelieving in Allah. And that’s why the Islamic state has an obligation 

towards who? Towards Allah, first. Yes? And it should not allow people to insult 

Allah under its jurisdiction because the sovereignty in the Islamic state belongs to 

Allah. In fact the whole globe belongs to Allah, so how come Allah created you and how 

Allah is the controller of everything, and you insult him? So the Islamic state is 

responsible to make sure that no one insults Allah, OK?” 

 

Adnan Rashid agrees that insulting Muhammad is not permitted in an Islamic state: 

“Islamic law states very clearly that anyone who insults the Prophet, insults not criticises, 

because criticism is allowed…criticism is perfectly allowed as long as it’s put in decent 

language which is acceptable, but when it comes to insulting the Prophet, it is not 

allowed in an Islamic state.” 

 

He says the punishment for this ‘crime’ is death. 

Interviewer: “Is there a law under Islam that it is justified to punish those who actually 

insult the Prophet?” 

Rashid: “Yes, absolutely. I just stated that there is definitely a law…” 

Interviewer: “And what would the appropriate punishment be?” 

Rashid: “OK, it carries capital punishment. It is a law. That’s how it stands. It is well 

established within the Islamic legal schools that anyone who insults the Prophet, whether 

Muslim or a non-Muslim, no matter who insults the Prophet, a king or a pauper it doesn’t 

really matter, anyone who insults the Prophet in a way which is extremely 

derogatory, then the penalty is death if it’s proven and the person insists to stand by 

the statement made…” 

 

And, in another debate, extends this proscription to all prophets of Islam.  

“…whether Islam allows freedom to insult any of the messengers of God, for example, 

Jesus, Moses or Muhammad, Islam does not allow that freedom. It is the law of Islam and 

that’s how it stands.” 

 

Said Rageah agrees that insulting any of the prophets can result in execution: 



Rageah: “Muslims do not tolerate anyone to insult        

Muhammad, Isa - or Jesus, Moses, any of the prophets of 

God. If you’re in a Muslim country and you insult 

Muhammad or Jesus, you will receive the same 

punishment because both of them are the messengers of 

God.” 

“You know, in Christianity they make fun of Jesus, 

right?…and it’s fun for them and they laugh and this is 

just for fun. If a Christian does that in Saudi or a Muslim 

country he will get in trouble…” 

Member of audience: “When they’ve fallen in trouble what is the penalty?” 

Rageah: “…it could also, you know, be to the point as far as killing that person if he 

doesn’t repent what he’s saying…” 

 

Hamza Tzortzis, a hugely popular speaker in the UK, also agrees: 

Question: “Death penalty for apostasy, death penalty for blasphemy, right? Islam 

condones a death penalty for both of those crimes, right? 

Hamza Tzortzis: “Yes it does, yes.” 

 

Abuz Zubair: 

“Anybody who mocks Allah or his messenger or anyone or any aspect of religion which is 

known from the deen [religion], by necessity is a kaffir and a murtad and is subject to 

execution because the prophet said “execute the one who changes his religion.” 

 

Assim Al-Hakeem explains the procedures: 

Question: In case of some Christian or Jew talking against Mohammad (SAW) etc, then 

will the penalty be the same in Islam in a Muslim state? 

Response: If this was done in a proper Muslim state, the Muslim ruler has to after 

consulting with the Islamic judge execute them after they are tried and convicted in a 

court of Islamic law. 

 

Yasir Qadhi says Muslims should not be ashamed of such laws: 

Said Rageah speaking at the 
Water Lily, East London. 



“Yes, there are laws that many people in the West find offensive. This is the reality of our 

Islamic tradition. Blasphemers are not treated very politely in our Islamic tradition. Those 

who curse God and his Messenger, the sharia dealt with them in a particular manner.” 

“We as Muslims don’t deem a geographic region to be sacred, we deem God and his 

messenger to be sacred. So we as Muslims should not be embarrassed about our laws at 

all.” 

 

Apostasy would also not be permitted in an Islamic state. 

Haitham al-Haddad makes a highly significant distinction.  It is sometimes asserted that in Islam there 

is 'no compulsion in religion'. Many Muslims - liberals, Ahmadis, secularists, and others who would not 

welcome any of those labels, but instead identify as orthodox - genuinely support freedom of 

conscience for all, including the right to leave Islam.  But for many Islamic supremacists freedom stops 

with the Shahada. Non-Muslims will not be forced to convert – but Muslims are not allowed to 

abandon Islam in an Islamic state: 

“…if a person wants to live as a Christian under the Islamic state he has the freedom to 

live as a Christian in the Islamic state, under the Islamic state. None of the scholars said no 

we force him to become Muslim or the Jew, to force him, the Jew as a religion yeah, to 

force him to become a Muslim. No one ever said this. But it is not a joke. If you accept 

Islam you cannot just leave it like this. Clear? So there is a difference.” 

 

Abdurraheem Green talks of an environment that will force people to stay with Islam: 

“They have written in their charter of Human Rights, their charter of kufr, their charter of 

calling people to rebel against Allah. In this charter it says that one of the rights of the 

human being is to choose their religion, one of the rights of the human being is that if 

they change their religion they should not be intimidated in any way. They should be left 

to change their religion and to follow whatever they want. This charter of the human 

right is in direct opposition to what Allah has revealed. The right of the human 

being is in fact the opposite of that. The right of the human being is to be 

pressurised to follow the true religion, that they should be living in an environment 

where they are encouraged or even forced to remain upon the truth that will take 

them to paradise and keep them away from the hellfire.” 

 

Said Rageah warns of the dangers of leaving Islam. However he suggests that exile rather than death 

might be the punishment - Muslims who choose to leave Islam may no longer reside in an Islamic 

community: 



Member of audience: “The punishment of a murtad is death in Islam. Is this not against 

the freedom of speech?” 

Rageah: “…Islam tells you, before you become a Muslim, these are the rules, these are a 

system. If you’re in, you’re in for life. You cannot take back…Islam tells you, you wanna 

stay non-Muslim? You stay non-Muslim. The day that you become Muslim, then be 

careful, you cannot go back, it is your choice…” 

Member of audience: “So, for those born into…a Muslim family, they have no choice in 

the matter?” 

Rageah: “…lets say they decide they don’t wanna be a Muslim anymore, they don’t wanna 

live in the Islamic environment, then they can leave, but they cannot live within a Muslim 

country, society like that. In that they have no choice, yes.” 

 

Some slightly less hard-line Muslims attempt to soften this teaching by suggesting that apostasy 

needs to be aggravated by treason to become punishable by the state. Yusuf Estes makes this 

argument; this may be a slightly more liberal position than those highlighted earlier, but he still 

cautions against ex-Muslims who choose to air their change of heart in public or attempt to persuade 

others to leave Islam: 

“When someone publicly announces their rejection of Islam within an Islamic state it is 

basically a challenge to the Islamic government, since such an individual can keep it to 

themselves like the personal affair it is made out to be.” 

 

Estes' stance is particularly hypocritical as he converted to Islam from Christianity: 

“Conditions are really what bring about the different rulings on dealing with those who 

enter Islam and then leave it, with the clear intention of bringing about descention [sic] 

and unrest amongst the people. 

 

Also, those who seek to convert people away from Islam into other faiths or to 

destroy the Islamic government would naturally be considered as traitors and then 

dealt with as such.” 

 

Assim Al-Hakeem confirms the correct punishment for leaving Islam and finding a new religion in an 

Islamic state: 

Question: What is the penalty on a person who changes his religion from Islam to some 

other religion? 



Response: This is apostasy and it is punishable by death in an Islamic society. 

 

Although many Muslims accept the theory of evolution, Abuz Zubair equates it with apostasy: 

“The call to evolution is a call to kufr and apostasy from Islam. 

Ibn al-Uthaymeen in particular, he was asked this question about a teacher who comes 

into the classroom and teaches evolution. He said that not only this person, who is in a 

position of a teacher at school, should be expelled, but even outside of school he should 

be monitored in terms of his activities and his contacts to make sure he is not misguiding 

others. And he should be stopped by any means necessary even if it means his 

execution. 

Upon that Ibn al-Uthaymeen was asked ‘do you mean 

that it is permissible to execute him?’. Ibn al-Uthaymeen 

says ‘Yes, if there is absolutely no other way of stopping 

this person except execution, then this person should be 

executed because he is an apostate and apostates are 

executed.’ 

The point of quoting this fatwa is not that people or 

individuals listen to this message and to figure out for 

themselves what to do but only this fatwa is only being 

quoted for information purposes because executing 

people is solely the responsibility of the Imam who is implementing sharia in a 

Muslim country…” 

 

Kamal El-Mekki gives details of the procedures involved: 

“The question is ‘Why is the apostate killed in Islam?’…if someone leaves their allegiance 

to their country they should be killed, so if they leave their allegiance to Allah nothing 

happens?” 

“…in Islam, off course, you know, it’s a very different system. It’s not like somewhere you 

heard someone leaves Islam and you just go get him and stuff like that. First of all it’s 

done by the authorities, there are procedures and steps involved. First of all they talk to 

him, yeah, about, yanni, the scholars refute any doubt that he has on the issue, they 

spend days with him refuting and arguing with him, trying to convince him. Then they 

might even, yanni, threaten him with the sword and tell him ‘You need to repent from this 

because if you don’t you repent you will be killed.’ And if he insists on being killed that 

means really, really believing in that. And then, after the procedures take their toll, and 

then at the end, by the authority of the ruling body, it’s done. 

 

Abuz Zubair, Queen Mary 
University of London, Mile End. 



Whereas some try to limit such killings to traitors rather than peaceable apostates, Al-Haddad insists 

that apostasy alone is a capital crime: 

“They completely ignored the specific adillah [proofs] that talk about hadd al-ridah 

[apostasy] as hadd [punishment] for those who apostate [sic], just for apostasy, just for 

changing their religion from al-Islam to kufr, OK? To other religion other than Islam, just 

because of that. Actually, I found a statement, amazing statement from Shaykh al-Islam 

ibn Taymiyyah where he said that during that time, those who used to apostate they were 

not committing an act of treason. They just apostate. Because the Islamic State at that 

time was so strong they cannot commit anything against the Islamic state. So they were 

killed just because they apostate.” 

 

Here is Indian scholar Asghar Ali Engineer with a much more tolerant interpretation of apostasy in 

Islam: 

“…one should be free to renounce his/her religion if it ceases to appeal to his/her 

conscience. A religion which does not appeal to once conscience or does not form part of 

once inner conviction can have no meaning for that person. But does Islam permit this 

freedom of conscience? In my considered opinion it does. But why then some Islamic 

countries insist on punishment of death for renouncing Islam (i.e. irtidad)? We will throw 

light on this little later. However, such a punishment for renouncing Islam cannot be 

supported from the Qur’anic teachings. There is no verse directly supporting such 

punishment. Of course there are ahadith quoted in its support. But these ahadith need to 

be examined carefully. Not only their authenticity but also their context needs to be 

looked into.” 

[…] 

“If one renounces Islam it is for Allah to punish him or not but certainly not for human 

beings to do so. If someone feels strongly about renunciation of Islam by once friend, 

neighbour or relative, one may try to pursue him or her not to do so. But certainly he or 

she cannot be killed.” 

 

Muslims hold divergent views on how they should relate to non-Muslims.  For some there is an 

important distinction between 'People of the Book', Jews and Christians, who should be treated with 

more respect than other non-believers.  Whereas some Muslims are far more liberal, and are happy to 

engage with those of all faiths and none, others demonstrate disdain, at best, for all 'kuffar'.   

Yasir Qadhi discusses the act of destroying the idols/statues of other religions, specifically those 

religions outside of Islam, Judaism and Christianity. As with offensive jihad, these acts are not to be 

undertaken by individuals, but should only be carried out with the authority of a legitimate Islamic 

state. He explains that, in an Islamic state, followers of these religions can not only expect to see their 

public statues destroyed but must not worship outside of their own community: 
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“Now, it’s a very important point, especially in light of modern political issues where we 

have these groups that are destroying basically sacred sites or what not, and they use 

these incidents from the suwar as evidence to destroy modern sites. Now, one thing 

needs to be reiterated and that is that the Prophet (SAW) only did this after he had 

established his political authority in the land. In other words, he’s not destroying Dhul-

Kaffain, he’s not destroying al-Qullus and others of these idols until he has established 

political authority, right? So this is after the conquest of Mecca, after the Battle of 

Hunayn when central Arabia is basically his completely and he’s now expanding and 

conquering all of Arabia. So when the political power is with the Islamic state at this 

point in time they might contemplate destroying the idols of, the pagan idols… 

[…] 

In an ideal Islamic state you could not practice shirk publicly. So if you were of 

another religion, you will worship in the way you want to worship in your place of 

worship. And these idols that were destroyed were public idols. So there is a difference 

between a public icon of shirk, you have a public idol, right, versus the temples that are 

closed and only the people of that religion come into that temple. 

My point being the Islamic state allowed them to worship other than Allah in their 

lands but within their temples. They were not allowed to go public in this regard. So 

here we have an extremism that we see in our times of these groups and they want to 

destroy anybody that doesn’t agree with them. And in our religion, firstly if you want 

to do this properly you need to have authority in the land. You need to have 

statehood. Our Prophet (SAW) didn’t begin his dawah by destroying the idols around the 

Kaaba did he? When did he destroy the idols? When he conquered Mecca. After twenty 

years of preaching. And these guys, they want to start from this exact point when nobody 

will accept this from them. And then number two, they selectively apply, they don’t know 

properly which thing to go and destroy. Our Prophet (SAW) allowed, and the sharia 

allows, the freedom of worship of other religions if it is done in their own places of 

worship. And this is the standard position, the majority position and also historically this is 

how the Ummah has always done it. 

The Ummah tolerated the beliefs of other religions as long as some conditions were met, 

and of those conditions is, and this is a common sense condition, don’t practice your shirk 

out in public, don’t have an idol in the town square and sacrifice to the idol in the town 

square. If you want to do something that goes against the worship of Allah’s religion 

that’s something in your own religion basically, then you do it in your 

own community not in front of others.” 

 

Abdurraheem Green also believes that religious minorities should face discrimination in an Islamic 

state. Here he deals with Jews and Christians: 



“…open Bukhari you will find the hadith that if you find 

the Jew or a Christian walking down the 

street, push them to the side. It is well-known from 

what Umar ibn al-Khattab and the Khulafa ar-Rasyidin 

used to implement, that the Jew and Christian was not 

allowed to ride on a horse when the Muslim is riding 

on a horse. They would have to walk. Allah he said in 

the Quran about the jizya that you, that fight the 

people of the book, Allah (SWT) said, it’s in the Quran, 

fight the people of the book and those who do not 

believe that what Allah has made lawful as lawful and 

what Allah has made unlawful as lawful, until they pay the jizya and feel themselves 

subdued. The purpose of the jizya is to make the Jew and the Christian know that 

they are inferior and subjugated to Islam, OK? In the Muslim state, although the Jew 

and Christian is free to practice their religion, this is allowed, but they cannot 

display their cross and even in the time of Umar they were not allowed to re-

construct or construct new churches.  

Although the sharia allows the Jew and the Christian to practice their religion in an 

Islamic country, it does not encourage it.” 

 

The reason for this discrimination, Green explains, is to pressure non-Muslims to come to Islam: 

“All of this is to create an atmosphere where it is encouraging the people to come to 

iman and Islam, not to remain upon kufr and misguidance. Yes there is, we do not force 

people, we do not say ‘You must become Muslim or we kill you.’ That’s not correct. But it 

is from Islam to create an environment where people are pressurised and encouraged to 

be upon the path of haq…” 

 

Muslim men are traditionally allowed to marry Jews and Christians. However Abdurraheem Green 

warns against Muslim men marrying Jewish and Christian women in non-Muslim-majority countries. 

Muslim countries can prevent the children from such marriages being raised as other than Muslims: 

“However, I have to say that there are some conditions that the scholars they mentioned 

concerning the Muslim man marrying the Jewish and Christian woman who is chaste. And 

some of those conditions are, they mentioned that they did not like, they did not make it 

haram, but they did not like that this should place in a non-Muslim country. And the 

reason for that is that if this woman wanted to go with the children and raise them 

up as a Jew or a Christian there would be no way for him to prevent her, in a 

Christian country or another country, from doing that. Whereas in a 

Muslim land usually there will be a means to prevent that sort of thing happening.” 

 

Abdurraheem Green, Mile End, 
London. 



It's worth remembering that in practice the first victims of Muslim theocrats are often themselves 

Muslims.  

Abu Abdissalam: 

“And in an Islamic State of course there would be, there were historically, these laws were 

enforced, so if a person doesn’t pray it’s not just a personal thing that, you know, the 

person doesn’t pray, just leave them to it as it is in the secular world. Rather in an Islamic 

State, if a Muslim, not a non-Muslim, but if a Muslim doesn’t pray there would be 

some kind of punishment attached to that because it is actually something that is, 

it’s part of Islamic law.” 

 

It's clear that for many of these influential Muslim scholars and speakers practices viewed with 

abhorrence by most in the UK, whether Muslim or not, are permissible and even desirable, even 

though they may not be fully sanctioned until an Islamic state is established. Such views are more 

extreme than those of the most intolerant far right parties in Europe. However too often people 

hesitate to condemn them for fear of being thought Islamophobic or even racist.  Such anxieties are 

both morally misplaced and unfair on the many Muslims who find these positions both horrifying and 

un-Islamic.  

All quotes can be found at tifrib.com 
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