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Fundamentalists
vest their scriptures
with great authority.
They take them at
face value and
interpret them
literally in all
instances except
those where a
figurative meaning is
blatantly obvious.

Modernists are more skeptical. They
treat their scriptures more like literature
than as divine law. They prefer
allegorical and figurative applications.  

Everyone knows the Christmas story.
Jesus was born of a virgin, wrapped in
swaddling clothes, placed in a manger,
visited by shepherds and wisemen, then
fled from King Herod to Egypt. So how
do fundamentalists and modernists
respectively interpret this story? 

For fundamentalists the Christmas
story as recorded in the gospels is true
history. However, Dr. Frederickson of
Boston University was quoted in the
Washington Post on 22 December 2001
in an article titled “The Story of Jesus’
Birth Revised” as saying, “I can’t think
of any New Testament scholar who takes
[the gospel account of Jesus’ birth] to
be historically reliable.” 

The same article quotes, Dr. Markus
Borg of Oregon State University saying,
“The truth of these stories is not
dependent on their historical factuality  
. . . the truth lies in their use of such
universal metaphors as light in darkness,
waking from sleep, the coming of the
dawn.” 

According to the Washington Post,
modernists who are able to see beyond
the literal language to the deeper literary
meanings are the true scholarly
Christians. To the fundamentalist,
however, men like Dr. Borg and Dr.
Frederickson cannot even be considered
to be Christians.  

Fundamentalist Christians find
divine authority in their scriptures for all
kinds of social positions like definitions
for human life, marriage, and sexuality.

Modernists using “scholarship” make
these same scriptures accommodate a

variety of social positions
as being “Christian.”  

So how does this
principle of interpretation
divide Islam? Let us look at
how different Muslims
interpret a passage on
Jihad. 

Muhammed Pickthall’s
translation of Qur’an
Surah 9:5 says, “Then,

when the sacred months have passed, slay
the idolaters wherever ye find them, and
take them (captive), and besiege them,
and prepare for them each ambush, But
if they repent and establish worship and
pay the poor-due, then leave them their
way free. Lo! Allah is Forgiving and
merciful.”  

About this idea of slaying the
non-believers unless they repent,
Al-Muhajiroun issued a press release 
that was readable on their web site
(www.al-muhajiroun.f2s.com) on 16
September 2001. It said, “The Taleban
are Muslims working for the
establishment of Shari’ah, and Muslims
in the East and West therefore have an
obligation to support them. . . . O
Muslims, stand together and unite to
fight . . . the book of Allah calls you, and
paradise awaits you.”  

About this exact same verse on 21
November 2001 in an article titled “The
distortion of Islam” the national
newspaper of the Muslim country of
Bangladesh, The Independent, proclaimed,
“The commandment to “slay the pagans
wherever you find them” in verse 9:5
speaks of hostile Arab tribes
surrounding Medina . . . When sincere
scholarship and exegisis is applied, it
becomes quite clear that verse 9:5 is one
of self-defense and not a carte blanche to
kill all non-believers.” 

The same newspaper ran an editorial
on 18 September 2001 in which,
Zahidul Hague asserted, “I don’t think
any Islamic country can support such
sort of terrorism because Islam itself is a
religion of peace.”  

How can both be correct? 
The truth is that Islam is a religion

at war within itself. On one side are the

fundamentalists adhering to the literal
meaning and authoritative application of
their divinely inspired scriptures. On the
other side are the modernists who use
“sincere scholarship” to interpret the
Qur’an according to their definition of
true religion.  

Between the modernists Muslims and
modernist Christians is very little
difference. Of such it can be said that
they worship the same god -- the god of
modern scholarship which takes
authority over the literal words of their
respective texts. 

Between fundamentalist Muslims and
Christians we also find some striking
similarities. Both ascribe divine authority
to literal interpretations. Both are
battling against modernists for public
influence. But these cannot be said to
worship the same God.  

The gods and methods of
fundamentalist Christians and Muslims
differ greatly because their sacred texts
are very different. On one hand the
Apostle Paul admonishes, “If the
unbeliever leaves, let him do so” (1Cor
7:15), while Mohammed tells his people
to “Slay the unbelievers” (Surah 9:5). 

Without reins of power,
fundamentalist Christians fight against
modernist ideology in the press and in
courtrooms with arguments. Similarly
cut off from political dominance,
fundamentalist Muslims resort to
terrorism against even their own people.  

Terrorism may have become a global
menace, but its roots go deep into
Muslim sectarian conflict. America can
take many steps to enhance its security,
but only one long term solution gets to
the root of the problem. Since, it is the
fundamentalist faction of Islam that
promotes terrorism, only reformation of
fundamentalist Islam or conversion of
fundamentalist Muslims will end their
terrorism. 

Belief systems come and belief
systems go and sometimes they subtly
change. A few of them manage to hang
around for thousands of years.
Fundamentalist Islam is one belief
system whose time has definitely come
to pass or change.
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Bush Praised for ‘Naming the Enemy’ 
by Patrick Goodenough, International Editor CNSNews.com, reprinted with permission

        

President George W. Bush clearly
identified the enemy for the first time in
a speech he delivered on 6 October
2005.

So say a number of conservative
commentators reacting online to the
president’s speech, in which he spoke of
the ideology behind Islamist terror and
attempts to create a “radical Islamic
empire.”

More than four years after 9/11, and
after the “global war on terror ‘ phrase
was briefly sidelined by some
administration officials in favor of the
“global struggle against violent
extremism,” Bush on Thursday chose a
new and more specific emphasis.

“Some call this evil Islamic
radicalism; others, militant Jihadism;
still others, Islamo-fascism,” he said in a
speech at the National Endowment for
Democracy.

Bush, in fact, used the phrase
“Islamic radicalism” another half dozen
times during the speech.

He likened Islamic radicalism to
earlier failed ideologies, primarily
communism, and accused Iran and Syria
of collaborating with terrorists, warning
that the U.S. “makes no distinction
between those who commit acts of terror
and those who support and harbor
them.”

He also referred, without using the
term, to Islamists’ vision of setting up a
“caliphate” under Islamic law.

“The militants believe that
controlling one country will rally the
Muslim masses, enabling them to
overthrow all moderate governments in
the region, and establish a radical
Islamic empire that spans from Spain to
Indonesia,” he said.

Many commentators in recent years,
both supporters and opponents of the
Bush administration, have criticized the
notion of fighting a war against
something as abstract as “terrorism,”
calling the phrase meaningless, vague, or
a politically-correct euphemism designed
to avoid offending Muslims.

The term “Islamic radicalism” was
welcomed by some Thursday as a clearer
and more specific definition of the
enemy.

“Finally, four years after the
bloodiest Jihadi attack on the Western
Hemisphere, and perhaps worldwide, the
President of the United States named
the enemy,” said Walid Phares, a
terrorism expert and professor of Middle
East studies. “He used the ‘ism’ word.”

Phares, who was born and raised in
Lebanon, recalled urging Bush in a letter
last year to “name the ideology behind
the terrorists.”

“Americans are not fighting nor
being targeted by an abstract called
terrorism, but a growing body of
ideological concepts,” Phares said at the
time. “They need to know what is it they
are up against.”

“At long last, Bush has identified the
enemy,” wrote Marc Shulman in a post
on the weblog Israpundit, adding that
“this speech represents progress for
those of us who have become sick and
tired of having the politically-correct
word ‘terrorists’ used to describe our
enemy.”

Glenn Reynolds on Instapundit said
of the speech: “Notable features -
besides its overall clarity - are the
naming of Iran and Syria, and his
willingness to talk about a war against
Islamic terror, not just generic ‘terror.’”

“There was
still quite a bit
of political
eggshell-
walking, but
this marks the
first time that
Bush has
identified and
described the
real goals of
radical Islam – to re-establish the
mythical caliphate and the global
dominance of Islam,” commented
Charles Johnson on Little Green
Footballs.

“For the first time that I know of,
the President has spoken openly about
the jihadists’ dream of establishing the
caliphate,” wrote Islamic specialist and
author Robert Spencer on his weblog,
Jihad Watch. “He still spent a lot of
time in his speech talking about peaceful
Islam, but this is nevertheless a step
forward toward reality.”

Liberal commentators were as quick
to criticize Bush’s speech, which Marc
Cooper, a contributing editor to The
Nation, thought “went over like a Mars
bar in the diabetes ward.”

“Tired and over-used themes,” was
the verdict of the Comments from Left
Field blog.

“The guy just can’t let some themes
go,” it said. “He yet again evokes the
memories of 9/11, throws a little terror
politik in there with some WMDs.”

Writing in Village Voice, liberal
journalist Laura Rozen described Bush’s
speech as “Churchillian mimicry” and
said it remained to be seen whether it
could “staunch the growing grumbling
of his base.”

Read the full speech at www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2005/10/20051006-3.html
Subscribe to the free CNS News daily E-Brief at www.CNSNews.com.


