Chapter Four: Courtesy Toward Infidel Co-Workers, Neighbors, and Family Members 

The doctrine of al-walā' wa-l-barā' is grounded in the principle of antipathy toward non-believers, which permeates all juridical considerations pertaining to the doctrine. As al-Qahtani explains:	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: Editors in MS studies  ofter prefer designated transliteration fonts. Hence ’  and not '. But I may vary from publisher to publisher. At the moment will leave the designated transliteration fonts. 
Since God has established bonds of brotherhood, love, loyalty, and mutual support among the believers, and has prohibited loyalty (muwālāh) with all disbelievers, be they Jews, Christians, atheists … it has been unanimously agreed … that every believer who affirms the oneness of God and refrains from all nullifiers of Islam must be loved, supported, and shown loyalty. Conversely, anyone who contradicts this is to be opposed and hated for the sake of God, and to be confronted – whether verbally or physically – according to one’s capacity and means.[footnoteRef:1] 	Comment by JP: Although this is an alif followed by a tā’marbūta, I can’t see a reason to add an “h” on the end when you haven’t with any other word ending in tā’ marbūta in transliteration. If you wish, we can be consistent either way (all –ah or all –a but 
–at with mudāfāt).	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: In Hans Wehr, it is with "h" but if you think it is more common without we can do without. Note that in some cases the "ta marbuta" is transliterated as "t" like in salat , ghulat (I am not sure why) despite the fact that Hans Wehr transliterates it "salah" and "ghulah" . So in the case where I transliterate "ta marbuta as "t" just point it out and I will check. 
 [1:  Muḥammad Sa‛īd al-Qaḥṭānī, Al-Walāʾ wa-l-Barāʾ fi-l-Islām, 51. (it does not allow me to reject changes)] 

	
Indeed, Salafi-jihadi online discourse is replete with emphatic affirmations of the obligation to harbor hatred toward non-believers and apostates. This theme recurs across a wide array of digital texts produced by adherents from various national backgrounds. For example, one American contributor on Facebook averred that “the idol of nationalism was invented by the enemies of Allah to weaken the love and hate for the sake of Allah within the hearts of our people.”[footnoteRef:2] Similarly, a South African writer contended in his post that “[w]hen Allah forbade the believers from allying with the kuffar, that required enmity towards them and bara’ from them.”[footnoteRef:3] ISIS, in its English-language magazine Dabiq, articulates a doctrinal basis for enmity directly toward non-Muslimsreaders: “We hate you, first and foremost, because you are disbelievers, you reject the oneness of Allah … by making partners for Him in worship … [and because] you fabricate lies against His prophets and messengersassagers.”[footnoteRef:4] In another postexample, a British writer underscored the centrality of doctrinal hatred to true belief: “Anyone who says: ‘I have no hatred in my heart,’ then know, he has no iman [belief] in [his] heart [either].”[footnoteRef:5]	Comment by JP: Is kuffar/kuffār not italicized but bara’ italicized in original? Just checking.	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: all arabic words must be italicized. 	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: In this case the original text does not italicize it	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: Obviously the magazine speaks directly to the readers, but through them he conveys a message to all Western people	Comment by JP: If this is not Dābiq then it seems to need anchoring—where is it from?— and it might make sense to move this example up to be with the others, so that the Dābiq rationale, which is more directly definitive in some ways, comes at the end. 	Comment by JP: Is it thus in the original, not imān or non-italicized? Just checking.	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: yes
	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: These are posts on Facebook  written by Salafi-jihadi practitioners. Usually the language in very casual. [2:  On file with author. The “on file” source is not really sufficient – is there a URL? Broadcast date? I checked the screenshots I took, they have no dates on them. These Facebook accounts were shut down long ago. I referred to these posts in a previous article of mine. I could cite the article here. I will look to see if I referred to these exact post in my article.]  [3:  On file with author. The “on file” source is not really sufficient – is there a URL? Broadcast date?
]  [4:  Dabiq, “Why We Hate You and Why We Fight You,” Issue 15, 30–33 (on file with author). ]  [5:  On file with author, July 2016. This is not available for download anywhere because it has been outlawed in many states.
] 

Salafi-jihadi jurists express heightened doctrinal anxiety about personal relationships with non-Muslims, construing such relationships as more spiritually hazardous than engagement with state institutions. Interactions with government officials, therefore, receive comparatively less juridical scrutiny, whereas workplace connections, neighborly ties, and family relationships are treated as presenting elevated spiritual risks. The jurists distinguish these interpersonal bonds by their intimate and emotionally invested nature. Unlike formal institutional dealings, personal relationships develop through sustained daily contact. This proximity may foster mutual affection and deepen emotional attachments over time. Jurists fear that as sympathetic attitudes intensify, religious boundaries may gradually erode and doctrinal commitments may weaken. Hence, close personal relationships with infidels and apostates inherently conflict with the religious imperative to maintain spiritual distance from non-believers. The emotional bonds formed through everyday interactions create what the jurists characterize as conducive conditions for spiritual stumbling and religious deviation.	Comment by Susan Doron: Stronger language seems called for here than “particular concerns”	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: agree	Comment by Susan Doron: The comparison and the kind of scrutiny needed clarification	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: the third chapter discusses regulation vis-a-vis contact with officials. 
Academic research on religious hatred has examined the complex interplay between theological principles, social identity, and intergroup dynamics. Scholars have proposed several frameworks for understanding hatred within religious traditions, highlighting distinctive theoretical approaches and methodological perspectives. While hatred is not inherent to all religious belief systems, scholars nevertheless employ various analytical lenses to account for the contexts in which it emerges, is expressed, and becomes justified. As Juergensmeyer aptly notes: “Religion is not innocent. But it does not ordinarily lead to violence. That happens only with the coalescence of a peculiar set of circumstances – political, social, and ideological.”[footnoteRef:6]	Comment by Susan Doron: Changes in this sentence - frameworks used to avoid repeating approaches; proposed perhaps more appropriate regarding scholarship; 	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: o.k. [6:  Mark Juergensmeyer, Terror in the Mind of God: The Global Rise of Religious Violence (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2017), 9. ] 

Scholars working within constructivist traditions emphasize how religious hatred emerges through processes of social boundary formation and maintenance. Jonathan Z. Smith pioneered this approach, arguing that religions define themselves not only through positive self-identification but also through negative differentiation from others. This “othering” process establishes cognitive and social boundaries between the in-group and out-group.[footnoteRef:7] Bruce Lincoln extends this framework, asserting that religious hatred intensifies during periods of community formation or identity threat when boundary maintenance becomes particularly salient. As Lincoln emphatically puts it: “When a group insists that its identity is not only different from but better than that of others, the sentiment easily slides into a stance of superiority and contempt.”[footnoteRef:8] This constructivist tradition views religious hatred as a social mechanism rather than a doctrinal imperative, thereby emphasizing how communities actively construct and maintain boundaries that facilitate hatred of designated others. [7:  Jonathan Z. Smith, Imagining Religion: From Babylon to Jonestown (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 1982), 1–18.]  [8:  Bruce Lincoln, Holy Terrors: Thinking About Religion After September 11 (Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press, 2006), 72. ] 

Talal Asad’s influential 1993 work employs discourse analysis to examine how sacred texts containing potentially hateful content undergo dynamic interpretational processes. His approach emphasizes how discursive authority determines which textual interpretations become dominant. According to Asad, certain scriptural passages may remain practically dormant until activated by specific historical circumstances, while others are reinterpreted to either amplify or mitigate hateful content depending on community needs.[footnoteRef:9] Similarly, Lincoln’s discourse-centered methodology analyzes how religious elites deploy language to construct categories of “us” versus “them” that sanction hatred. This perspective views religious texts not as static repositories of meaning but as discursive resources deployed strategically within specific historical contexts.[footnoteRef:10]	Comment by JP: “Passages” from where probably needs stating. Does what I have suggested work?	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: "Scriptural passages" seems clear here without further clarification because Asad makes a general point here.	Comment by JP: It felt like what you meant by “dormant” needed qualifying since it is a metaphorical application. Does my suggestion work?	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: yes	Comment by JP: Is this a different Lincoln from the one mentioned two paragraphs above. Since this paragraph seems to introduce discourse analysis, is it the same Lincoln taking both constructivist and DA approaches (which is possible, of course). If it is the same Lincoln, it seems odd on the face of it to mention him in separate paragraphs dealing with ostensibly different approaches.	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: it is the same Lincoln but I will need to check again the reference to his DA. I have to check out the book from the library [9:  Talal Asad, Genealogies of Religion: Discipline and Reasons of Power in Christianity and Islam (London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1993), particularly Chapter 7: “Multiculturalism and British Identity in the Wake of the Rushdie Affair,” 239–268.]  [10:  For a similar approach see R. Scott Appleby, The Ambivalence of the Sacred: Religion, Violence, and Reconciliation (MarylandLanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2000). Appleby seeks to transcend simplistic polarizations between theological and sociopolitical explanations, recognizing the complex interplay between religious content and contextual factors in determining when and how religious hatred emerges.] 

Catarina Kinnvall’s research on religious nationalism demonstrates how existential insecurity creates psychological conditions in which religious hatred becomes a mechanism for reestablishing certainty and identity coherence. In these conditions, religious communities may emphasize hatred toward perceived threats as a means of strengthening their internal cohesion and their members’ psychological security. This psychologically-oriented approach illuminates how religious hatred serves to protect identities, particularly during periods of cultural disruption and/or societal uncertainty. It frames hatred as not primarily a theological issue but as a psychological response to perceived threats to otherwise stable identities.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Catarina Kinnval, “Globalization and Religious Nationalism: Self, Identity, and the Search for Ontological Security,” Political Psychology 25:5 (2004), 741–67. As Kinnval writes: “In the process of securitizing subjectivity, hate becomes the link among the present, the future, and the re-created past. In this sense, it serves as a social chain for successive generations as a particular event or trauma becomes mythologized and intertwined with a group’s sense of self” (755). ] 

Related to Kinnvall’s argument about insecurity as a trigger for religious hate, William Cavanaugh contends that religious hatred frequently emerges out of political and economic competition. His analysis reveals how religious hatred intensifies during periods of resource scarcity and/or political transition, with religious justifications serving as post hoc rationalizations for essentially political conflicts. This materialist approach foregroundsemphasizes sociopolitical and economic factors rather than theological content as the primary drivers of religious hatred. Accordingly, it views religious hatred as instrumentalized by elite actors pursuing non-religious objectives through purportedly religious means.[footnoteRef:12] Building on theseFocusing on organizational dynamics, Anthony Gill demonstrates how religious organizations systematize hatred through formal policies, educational systems, and leadership proclamations. His research shows how religious institutions often align hatred with institutional self-interest, particularly regarding competition with other religious groups or secularizing forces.[footnoteRef:13]	Comment by JP: Chicago style, and many others, advises against hyphenating Latin expressions, even when used adjectivally. 	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: ok	Comment by JP: Should you say “apparently religious” since the objective seems to tarnish the means, as it were?

SD -Please see suggestion	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: I agree	Comment by Susan Doron: This sentence needed a transition - is the suggestion correct? Or should it read ”Building on this materialist framework...”?	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: you second suggestion is better "Building on..."	Comment by Susan Doron: changed [12:  William Cavanaugh, The Myth of Religious Violence: Secular Ideology and the Roots of Modern Conflict (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2009), 123ff. ]  [13:  Anthony Gill, The Political Origins of Religious Liberty (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 227–29. ] 

Sternberg and Sternberg’s duplex theory of hate applies psychological insights to religious contexts, identifying “scripture-sanctioned hatred” as particularly dangerous because it receives ostensibly divine authorization and emotional reinforcement. Their research revealsdemonstrates how religious communities emphasize certain textual passages while ignoring others to construct theological frameworks justifying hatred of specific groups. This approach views religious hatred as a complex emotional structure rather than simply a cognitive position or theological stance. Its focusemphasis is on how religious traditions can cultivate particular emotional dispositions toward designated others through narrative, ritual, and symbolic systems.[footnoteRef:14] 	Comment by JP: Emphasis is necessarily selective, isn’t it? You do draw out the selectivity in what follows anyway.

SD - would deliberately work?	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: emphasize is o.k. [14:  Robert J. Sternberg and Karvin Sternberg, The Nature of Hate (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2008). See, for example, their analysis of the religious propaganda by post-revolutionary Iran against the United States and Israel at 151–52. ] 

Vamik Volkan’s concept of “chosen traumas” demonstrates how religious communities transmit memories of historical persecution across generations, thereby justifying preemptive hatred toward perceived threats. As Volkan observes: “Within virtually every large group there exists a shared mental representation of a traumatic past event during which the large group suffered loss and/or experienced helplessness, shame, and humiliation in a conflict with another large group.”[footnoteRef:15] These narratives frame contemporary hatred as legitimate self-defense rather than aggression.  Against this backdrop, Volkan Volkan’s approach examines how collective memory of historical victimization shapes contemporary expressions of religious hatred, with particular attention to the transgenerational transmission of trauma narratives that legitimize hatred as a defensive mechanism.	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: it does not allow me to accept changes	Comment by Susan Doron: accepted	Comment by JP: Suggested since we have shifted from “these narratives” thematically.	Comment by אליהו אלשיך: o.k.
 [15:  Vamik Volkan, “Transgenerational Transmissions and Chosen Traumas: An Aspect of Large-Group Identity,” Group Analysis 34, no.1 (2001): 87. ] 


Mary Douglas’'s anthropological research on purity and danger provides a cultural framework for understanding how justifications for religious hatred arereceives framed justification throughby the imperative of purification motives. Within this paradigm, cCommunities justify their hostility towardjustify hatred toward those who allegedly contaminate their sacred spaces or and traditions by deeming them threats, with marginalized groups becoming symbols of pollution requiring separation or elimination. This Douglas’s cultural-symbolic approach emphasizes how religious hatred operates within through cultural classification systems that divide the world into pure and/ impure, and sacred and/ profane,. It shows and thereby legitimate how hatred becomes justified as a defense of cosmic order against a perceived threat ofthreatening  disorder.[footnoteRef:16]	Comment by JP: “Purification motives” is unidiomatic.	Comment by JP: The publisher cited in the footnote is only Routledge. [16:  Mary Douglas, Purity and Danger: An Analysis of Concepts of Pollution and Taboo (London: Routledge and K. Paul, 1966). See, for example, the discussion about sorceresses (in Chapter 6) who are perceived as a threat to society because they draw on external powers considered dangerous. ] 

Mark Juergensmeyer’’s concept of "“cosmic war"” articulates howreveals how religions frame conflicts in absolute terms that transcend historical circumstance, justifying hatred as participation incontributing to a divinely  ordained struggle. This dualistic worldview permits no compromise with evil forces, requiring and a total rejection of opponents. In Juergensmeyer'’s words, "“The possibility of compromise is precluded by the absolute and sacred nature of the struggle... The very notion of compromise is ostensibly a sacrilege since it would challenge the eternal truth of the absolute metaphysical entity."”[footnoteRef:17] In this sense, This approach examines how religious hatred becomesbecomes  justified through religious narratives that elevate mundane conflicts to cosmic levels of significance, emphasizing. It emphasizes the  a totalizing form of hostility nature of religiously framed hatred that perceives conflict as transcending history and politics. 	Comment by JP: Please note shortened entries of works already cited should normally be four words maximum. [17:  Juergensmeyer, Terror in the Mind, 158.] 

Somewhat related to the idea of ““cosmic war”” is the notion of apocalypticism, which, as Lorenzo Di Tommaso shows, fosters is likewise based on a dualistic worldview sortingdivision of humanity into forces of good and evil and justifies hatred towards those idenitied withpurported opponents opposing of cosmic forces. Under tThis approach, illuminates how temporal orientation, particularly anticipation of imminent cosmic resolution, shapes the intensity and expression of religious hatred. This perspectiveIt examines how apocalyptic frameworks transform contingent historical conflicts into necessary stages in a predetermined cosmic drama.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Lorenzo Di Tommaso, “Apocalypticism in the Contemporary World,” in Colin McAllister (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Apocalyptic Literature (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2020), 336–40.] 

The above analysis review reveals that, while some scholars view religious hatred emerges in some studies as a complex social phenomenon arising from the intersection of identity construction, power dynamics, and existential insecurity, others explain itit is explained in some scholarly discussions as an inherent theological imperative. The convergence of constructivist, psychological, and materialist approaches demonstrates that religious hatred functions many times aoften s a maintains boundaryboundaries -maintenance mechanism that serves both individual psychological needs and collective political objectives. This literature shows that wWhether made manifested through discourse analysis or institutional systematization, religious hatred in these studies consistently operatess as a strategic response to perceived threats to group identity and resource security. The theoretical framework examined elaborated in some of these above studies suggests that religious hatred intensifies when communities experience simultaneous challenges to their ontological security, spirituality, and material interests, with sacred texts and traditions providing used to provide post -hoc justification for that hatred rather than acting as primary causationdrivers of it. 
In By contrast, to with this socio-politically--constructsted approach, some of these studies, exemplified bylike Douglas’’s and Juergensmeyer’’s, concepulize conceptualize hatred as emerging from authentic concerns for about religious contamination or for the potential disruption of cosmic order. Communities motivated by these fears often adopt dichotomous perceptions of life where reality, dividing it into is divided into pure and impure entities, light and darkness, and evil versus righteous forces.	Comment by JP: Right?	Comment by JP: I can see why you can use “authentic” here in the sense of being true to one’s spirit (the second definition in Merriam-Webster), but it is more often used to mean “real, actual” (M-W definition 1). If you feel “genuine” or some other substitute could work, it might remove any reader ambiguity.

Against tThis theoretical backdrop , the current chapter examineinforms our examination here of how Salafi-jihadi jurists conceptualize love and hatred within their religious tradition. Our analysis asksIt seeks to elucidate whether the jurists scrutinized in this work present hatred toward apostates and infidels as genuine theological imperatives or whether their jurisprudential frameworks reveal the same underlying functions of protecting identity-protective and legitimizing power-legitimizing functions exemplifidescribed in some of the above- cited studies. 	Comment by JP: Doesn’t this beg the question of whether both could be true i.e., it is presented as causing A to do B but is driven by C causing B to then do A? It doesn’t seem of necessity to be an either/or.
In commenting on the meaning of the religious imperative of ““loving a person for the sake of Allah,”” Abu Usama al-Shami explains that believers will not truly love one another for the sake of Allah unless ““they come together in this world under the spiritual shadow of Allah; namely, they discipline their hearts to obey Allah, prioritizing His pleasure and seeking what is with Him. For this reason, they will unite on the Day of Resurrection under Allah’’s physical shade.”” [footnoteRef:19] Underlying this statement is the presupposition that if a believer harbors love for another Muslim purely for the sake of God, and subsequently he observes that this individual engages in religious innovation, the believer is then religiously obligated to exercise articulate disapproval and feel hatred toward the otherhim. To persist in expressing affection for such a person despite the presence ofthe identified innovation would, in this approach, signal that the initial love for that person was not sincerely grounded in devotion to God.  	Comment by JP: Please note that publishers may not approve the use of bit.ly URL shorteners, such as the one in this footnote, in line with advice from the Chicago Manual of Style, for example (see CMOS 18: 13.11).	Comment by JP: I don’t think you can idiomatically “exercise disapproval.” [19:  Abū Usāma al-Shāmī, “Ma‛nā al- Ḥubb fī Allah,” November 22, 2009 (on file with author). See also legal opinions expressed by Salafi-taqlidis, such as those found at Islamweb, “Ma‛nā anahu Lā Yuḥibbu fī-l-Wujūd Shay’ li-Dhātihi ilā Allah,” March 16, 2017, https://www.islamweb.net/ar/fatwa/348493 (accessed November 25, 2024); Ibn Bāz, “Al-Ḥubb wa-l-Bughḍ Yakūn li-‛Amal al-Shakhṣ Lā li-Dhatihi,” n.d., https://bit.ly/3Z1WEA1 (accessed November 25, 2024); ‛Abd al-‛Azīz b. Muḥammad Āl ‛Abd al-Laṭīf, “Al-Ḥubb fī Allah wa-l-Bughḍ fī Allah,” July 22, 2014, https://ar.islamway.net/article/34861 (accessed November 25, 2024). ] 

Al-Shami explains further explains that love and brortherhood for the sake of God transcend mere rhetoric and constitutes are a profoundly important obligations among upon believers. This These commitments encompasses helping fulfilling one another’s fulfill practical needs, exhibiting exemplary behavior toward one another, accepting invitations, and providing mutual support, including concealing faults, forgiving errors, and offering assistance during times of hardship.[footnoteRef:20] With a nuanced understanding of the practical implications of such brotherly obligations, Salafi-jihadi jurists explore the extent to which , if any, these commitments can be extended even partially or at all to encompass non-Muslims.  	Comment by JP: Invitations to what? This seems vague.

SD - would invitations to socialize work? [20:  Abū Usāma al-Shāmī, “Ma‛nā al- Ḥubb fī Allah,” November 22, 2009, (on file with author).] 


Preliminary Considerations Regarding Relations with Non-Muslims
Al-Shami’s response to A al-Tartusi’s question addressed to al-Tartusi regarding on the permissibility to of love loving a personpeople for histheir personal attributes reveals elaborates further on the profound meaning of love for the sake of God:  	Comment by JP: Is this right? “A response” seemed vague and who is asking and who is answering seemed unclear here and in the paragraph that follows.

Know that the only one who is loved for His essence (al-maḥbūb li-dhātihi) is Allah, the Exalted, alone, and everything else is loved for His sake, glory be to Him. [… As indicated in the Qur’’an]: ““There are men who take [for worship] others besides Allah as equal [with Allah], they love them as they should love Allah (2: 165).”” [Their sin] is a worship of love […] How then can a person be loved for his own sake [instead of for Allah’’s sake]? Any individual who is loved for his essence […] meaning [he is loved] whether he is an infidel or a pious Muslim […] and whether he […] left Islam for another religion […] is considered a person who is loved for his essence (al-maḥbūb li-dhātihi).[footnoteRef:21]  	Comment by JP: This ellipsis should be included to reflect the omission of a sentence here.	Comment by JP: This seems a little loose as a translation of the surah and may appear to editorialize it. Quran.com (for example, thoough this contains editorializing of its own) has: “Still there are some who take others as Allah’s equal—they love them as they should love Allah—but the ˹true˺ believers love Allah even more” (https://quran.com/2?startingVerse=165). 		Comment by JP: I cannot trace this section in the passage in the hyperlink you supply in the footnote and the Quranic citation does not seem to come from the response to the question on al-maḥbūb li-dhātihi. That means, unless I have missed something, that further referencing is required and clarity over the editorial ellipses made (in addition to the ellipses of a sort already in the original) since there are many and I’d suggest re-examining the translation for accuracy. For example. “meaning whether he is an infidel or a pious Muslim” seems a very loose translation of 

فهو محبوب ككافر فاجر كما هو محبوب كتقي مسلم

	Comment by JP: Can you insert this in complete confidence that this is what he meant? Given that it is best to keep editorial insertions to a minimum, is it necessary anyway?	Comment by JP: The insertion here is not necessary to understand the sentence or to make it grammatical. [21:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Shirk al-Maḥabba,” November 16, 2012, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2012/11/blog-post_44.html (accessed December 23, 2024). ] 


In line with al-Shami’’s observations above, love is deemed prohibited between people when it is based on an individual’’s personal attributes rather than on theirhis allegiance to God. Should affectionate sentiments persistendure, despite the beloved'’s abandonment of devotion to God, or in the more severe circumstance of religious apostasy, this would constitute clear evidence that the individual in question subordinates divine love of God to interpersonal attachment. Al-Tartusi elaborates on this concept, noting that one’s unconditional love for an individual necessitates aligning one’’s allegiances with that person. This includes loving those whom thate individual loves, even if they are non-believers, and hating those whom thate individual hates, even if they are devout Muslims. Consequently, this form of love becomes centered on the individual rather than on God, leading those devoted to the belovedthe person's admirers to holdpractice  allegiances and disavowals (al-walāʾ waʾl-barāʾ) directed towardin devotion to that individual, instead of to God.	Comment by JP: So, should you explain who al-Shami is, unless he has appeared in a previous chapter?
It could reasonably be anticipatedOne might reasonably anticipate that judicialjuridical concerns regarding about unconditional emotional bonds would generate lead to categorical prohibitions against on non-essential interactions with non-Muslims, particularly in relation to social and neighborly engagements, as a prophylactic measures against personal attachments that could that could undermineundermine doctrinal integrity. However, as shown below, empirical examination of Salafi-jihadi jurisprudence reveals a more sensible pragmatic approach. Salafi-jihadi legal authorities demonstrate an awareness that absolute segregation would render doctrinal adherence practically impossible for Muslims in contexts required to maintaining sustained contact with non-Muslim colleagues, neighbors, and associates. Acknowledging this tension between ideological imperatives and lived reality, Salafi-jihadi jurists employ strategic interpretive interpretations mechanisms and calculated permissiveness to accommodate necessary social interactions while maintaining upholding the legal boundaries of al-walā'’ wa-l-barā'’.
This Such accommodations reflect as legal pragmatism that seeks to balance doctrinal purity with the demands of contemporary Muslim existence in heterogenousheterogeneous societies. Salafi-jihadi jurists recognize that the obligations to maintain animosity toward non-Muslims , alongside the requirementand to manifest such sentiment in accordance with al-walā'’ wa-l-barā'’, may conflict with the practical need for cooperativerdial relations with non-believers in daily proximate proximitydaily circumstances. ToConsequently, they seek to resolve this tension, they makeby introducing  legal distinctions that differentiate between the requisite internal hostility toward non-Muslims and its outward expression, thus enabling. Specifically, they enable Muslims to maintain civil interactions while fulfilling their doctrinal obligations through in private sentiments rather than in overt conductdemonstration.	Comment by JP: This didn’t seem a specification of the former, rather a consequence of it.
	Shaykh ‘‘Ali b. Khudayr al-Khudayr, a Saudi Salafi-jihadi jurist who is known to be a pupil of the Saudi Salafi-jihadi shaykh Shaykh Hamud Ibn ‘‘Uqla’’ al-Shu‘’aybi,[footnoteRef:22] was once asked about the difference between muwālāh and tawalī al-kuffār, two notions alluding to a forbidden associations. In his reply he explainsHe replies that tawalī is an act of apostasy which consists of four types: loving infidels for their forbidden religious beliefs (maḥabbat al-kuffār li-dīnihim), such as their adherence to democracy, ; assisting infidels against Muslims (tawalī nuṣra wa-i‘’āna), ); making an alliances with the infidels (tawalī al-taḥāluf ) to assist them, ; and conforming to their infidel ways (tawalī muwāfaqa), such as establishing legislative councils for human legislation.[footnoteRef:23] In contrast, muwwālāh, according to al-Khudayr, is generallymostly a sin thatwhich does not take a person outside the fold of Islam. A One manifestation of muwwālāh is respecting and honoring the infidels and honoring them by allowing them to sit first.[footnoteRef:24] Here, the respect is to the infidel person himself and not to theirhis religious beliefs. Hence, according to al-Khudayr, relations that do not involve imitatingon of the infidels’’ deviant practices, showing appreciation to of such practices, expressing outstanding respect to the infidels, orand assisting them against Muslims Muslims are permissible. 	Comment by JP: This seems a closer translation.	Comment by JP: The expression used refers to religious beliefs (dīn) but it seems to need explaining why a belief in democracy is deemed a religious difference. I can see how salfi-jihadis would argue this, but some readers may be confused without further explanation, won’t they?	Comment by JP: Why “mostly? The reader may wonder.
SD  - please see change	Comment by JP: In what circumstances such jurists would countenance this probably needs explaining. [22:  For a biography, see Saabiq Ibn Abee, “Biography of Hamud Ibn ‛Uqla Ash-Shu’aybi,” posted on May 5, 2012, https://www.scribd.com/document/92498099/Biography-of-Hamud-Ibn-Uqla-Ash-Shu-Aybi (accessed February 26, 2024). ]  [23:  Abū Yāsir al-Jazā’irī, a commander in al-Qa’ida in the Islamic Maghrib (AQIM) makes the same distinction in his article between muwālā and tawalī al-kuffār, explaining that the sin of tawalī renders the one who commits it an apostate whether or not he intended to commit kufr. Abū Yāsir al-Jazā’irī, “Tanwīr al-Baṣā’ir bi-Kufr Ḥukkām al-Jazā’ir,” 2020, https://archive.org/details/20220908_20220908_0525 (accessed December 14, 2024). Another jurist who makes a similar distinction is Naṣr al-Fahd, “Al-Tibyān fī Kufr Man a‛āna al-Amrīkān,” 2002, https://archive.org/details/122012-10-12 (accessed January 6, 2025)]  [24:  ‘Alī b. Khuḍayr al-Khuḍayr, November 8, 2007, “Mā al-Ḥadd al-Fāsil bayn al-Muwālā wa-Tawalī al-Kuffār?” https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/18981/read?part=4&page=93&index=844809 (accessed February 26, 2024). ] 

	A query directed to aAl-Tartusi’s response to one query put to him underscores the ambiguity ambiguities surrounding the tension betweeninherent in the simultaneous permissibility of showing courtesy to non-believers and the obligation to demonstrate disdain toward them. Al-Tartusi’’s approach indicates that certain Salafi-jihadi jurists are willing to consider more complex and context-sensitive perspectives on relations with non-believers,  that extending beyond a strict focus on doctrinal correctness and practical efficacy. As al-Tartusi explains, hating disbelief and people who adhere to itdisbelievers is one thing, and interacting with disbelievers in ““kindness, gentleness, honesty, trustworthiness, and the ethics of prophethood is another thing.””[footnoteRef:25] The two, he explains, neither contradict nor negate one anotherare not contradictory , as exemplified in the Prophet and his companion’s’ behavior. Al-Tartusi offers a religious rationale for promoting courteous behavior toward non-believers. Practically, he He reminds Salafi-jihadi adherents that they, in practice, they areare  tasked not only with preserving doctrinal purity but also ““with inviting calling people to Allah the Almighty  through wisdom and gentle preaching counsel and to be a bearer of good news, not a repellentrepeller, a companion, not a fanatical or extremist.””[footnoteRef:26] He urges Salafi-jihadis to be diligent in rescuing people ““from misguidance to guidance, from polytheism and disbelief to tawḥhiīd [the doctrine that God is one] and faith, and from Hellfire to Paradise.””[footnoteRef:27] One principle, he asserts, should not overshadow another, nor should one virtue eclipse another, as long as those principles are legitimate in Islam according to Islam. 	Comment by JP: How does this square with the previous point (I appreciate made by someone else) that there is an obligation to feel it not necessarily to express it? 	Comment by JP: Here again the translation is loose and even omits elements without indicating such:

التعامل مع الآخرين ـ ممن هم في ذمتهم وعهدهم وأمانهم ـ بقمة الإحسان، والرفق، والصدق، والأخلاق الحسنة

“dealing with others—those under their protection, covenant, and security—with utmost excellence, gentleness, sincerity, and good morals” seems nearer. This also points to those under Muslim protection as a subset of non-believers rather than a generalization to all non-believers, doesn’t it?	Comment by JP: Where does he explain this? It is not in the webpage cited.	Comment by JP: There are some inaccuracies in the translation. [25:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Al-Ḥubb wa-l-Bughḍ,” August 3, 2013, http://tartosi.blogspot.com/2013/08/blog-post_224.html (accessed February 26, 2024). ]  [26:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Al-Ḥubb wa-l-Bughḍ.”]  [27:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Al-Ḥubb wa-l-Bughḍ.”] 

Thus, the doctrine of al-walā’’ wa-l-barā’’, as reflected in this reply, must be placed in the larger context of the duty to expand Islam’’s influence globally. A Muslims must harbor feelings of hatred toward the infidels, to protect himself themselves against forbidden association with the non-Muslims,them, but , at the same time, he should be outwardly kind and gracious to the infidelstoward them outwardly. Kindness should be extended  Kindness should be directed at theto infidels themselves, whereas hatred is reserved for while hatred should be aimed at the  infidels’’ beliefs and religious practices. Accordingly, A Muslims, therefore, can be sympathetic towards an infidels as a personpeople and at the same timewhile simultaneously loathing his mistakentheir religious morals. While tHe hey can express his their negative feelings toward infidel creeds, they must do soalbeit in a palatable manner. Kindness towards the infidels, therefore, has a the meaningfumeaningful, l and even sublime purpose. It is designed of to inspireing infidels  to embrace Islam. Benevolence would can open infidels’ the heart of the infidels to Islam, while roughness and cruelty treatment of them would can drivepush away potential converts away. 	Comment by JP: I recommend using plurals in such examples where possible/relevant, since publishers generally don’t like unnecessarily gendered language.
As withSimilarly to al-Shami’’s ruling  examined in the previous chapter concerning regarding Salafi-jihadi worshippers who systematically reiterate their prayer in the corner of the mosque following the conclusion of the congregational prayer,[footnoteRef:28] al-Tartusi moves’s concerns here extend beyond mere religious puritanism to include broader considerations of what is the of greater benefit of to Islam. He recognizes that fanaticism and extremism are likely to alienate non-Muslims, whereas kindness has the potential to attract them. In his closing remarks, al-Tartusi expresses regrets that both jurists and ordinary Muslims today often perceive Islamic morals as inherently in conflictconflicting with non-Islamic ethics,  and, hence, assuming assume that adhering to Islamic principles necessitates rejecting all non-Islamic ethical frameworks. Notably, alAl-Tartusi’’s lenient stance notably aligns with that of Taqlidi taqlidi jurists who uphold maintain that Islam prohibits feelings of love for non-believers but does not preclude kindness to them.[footnoteRef:29] Indeed, most prominent Salafi-taqlidi jurists permit courteousy behavior towards infidels, provided that it does not foster affection.[footnoteRef:30] Some taqlidi jurists adopt an instrumental approach, permitting kindness towards non-believers only when it is intended to encourage their conversion to Islam.[footnoteRef:31]	Comment by JP: In line with my suggested edit to the chapter title, courtesy can only be manifested in behaviour, I think, so this is a less-heavy, direct expression of that. [28:  Al-Shāmī, “Ḥukm al- Ṣalāt”.]  [29:  Ibn Bāz, “Ḥukm Muwālā al-Kuffār wa-Maḥabbatihim, n.d., bit.ly/3TdnZh7 (accessed February 27, 2024). ]  [30:  Islamweb, “Hadī al-Nabī Ṣalā Allah ‘alayhi wa-Sallam fī Mu’āmala al-Kāfir,” July 29, 2012, bit.ly/3uFUcEq (accessed February 27, 2024). ]  [31:  Ibn al-’Uthaymīn, “Mu’āmalat al-Kāfir bi-l-Rifq wa-l-Līn Ṭama’an fī Islāmihi,” n.d., https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8NEq2AhaXt0 (accessed February 27, 2024). ] 

	Abu al-Walid al-Maqdisi reinforces the distinction between permitted kindness and prohibited affection (maḥabba) with non-Muslims by citing Ibn Qayyim’s (d.1292– 1350) statement:saying that ““when Allah forbade the believers to show affection to the infidels, he required them to show enmity to them, to disassociate from them and to declare their enmity….””[footnoteRef:32] Ibn Qayyim distinguishes between affection and kindness in relations with non-believers, positing that affection and enmity are mutually exclusive, while kindness and enmity are not. One may maintain enmity toward an infidel while still demonstrating kindness, but one cannot simultaneously harbor both enmity and genuine affection.	Comment by JP: According to the Bori and Holtzman edited volume on him [32:  Abū al-Walīd al-Maqdisī, “Hal Yajūzu Iddi’ā’ Maḥabba al-Murtaddīn min Fataḥ aw min Ḥamās wa-Kitmān Muḥabbatinā li-l-Mujāhidīn al-Salafīyin? December 17, 2009, https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/7268/read?part=12&page=624&index=5311005/5311027 (accessed February 26, 2024). ] 

	In one of his juridical pronouncementspronouncements on the internet, al-Tartusi articulates a conceptual framework for determining the appropriate comportment Muslims should adopt toward non-believers across varying contextual circumstances. He delineates emphasizes that, within military domains and combat zones, "“a Muslim should display courage, strength and rudeness towards the infidel fighters."”[footnoteRef:33] Conversely, within territories governed by covenant and protection (sāḥāt al-‛ahd wa-l-amān) where non-believers possess immunity protection agreements (dhīmma) or formal pacts with Muslims, ““a Muslim must show gentleness and kindness in dealing with the non-Muslims.””[footnoteRef:34] 	Comment by JP: I wonder if this should more specifically be expressed as the ahl al-kitāb, a term you have already explained, since it is normally applied to believers in communities of monotheistic religions. 	Comment by JP: Isn’t this closer to how this concept is understood? “Immunity” seems a little vague, especially when such people are not immune from some things, like additional taxes. [33:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Al-Jam’ bayn al-Ghilẓa ‘alā al-Kāfirīn wa-bayn Ḥasan al-Khulq,” August 3, 2013, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2013/08/blog-post_609.html (accessed June 25, 2024). ]  [34:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Al-Jam’ bayn al-Ghilẓa.”  ] 

This formulation establishes benevolence as the normative baseline for Muslims’-non-Muslim relations with non-Muslims, with severity being contextually activated exclusivelyapplied to the latter only during armed conflict. The rationale for adopting harsh measures toward non-believers thus derives not from their ontological status but from the situational parameters governing the encounter. In martial contexts, Muslims are enjoined to assume a forcefuln assertive stance to ensure strategic success. During peacetime conditions, however, interactions should be characterized by courteousy and civility.

Permissible Interactions with Non-Muslim Spouses, Neighbors, and Co-Workers
One of the most challenging contexts in which a believer may struggle to suppress feelings of affection, and not just kindness, while engaging with a non-believer is that of mixed marriage. When a Muslim man marries a woman from ahl al-kitab kitāb (the “People of the Book,” principally Jews and Christians), an act licensed by the Qur’’an,[footnoteRef:35] suppressingquelling his love for her would beis impossible. Shaykh al-Fawzan, a traditional Saudi Salafi, resolves the matter by suggesting that a Muslim can be affectionate to his Jewish/Christian wife, because this is considered a natural love (maḥabba ṭabī‘‘īya), but he must not show love for her religion (maḥabba shar‘‘īya).[footnoteRef:36] Al-Tartusi rejects the distinction between natural love and love based on religion, claiming that no member of the Salaf Salāf (i.e., the Muslims of the first three generations) is known to have made this distinction.[footnoteRef:37] He then explains that the only acceptable distinction is between love (maḥabba) and between kindness and beneficence (al-barr wa-l-iḥsān). The former is allowed only with Muslims, and the latter can be practiced with all humanity. Hence, one would expect al-Tartusi to prohibit deem marrying a kitabi woman (i.e., a Jewish or a Christian woman)from ahl al-kitāb prohibited because love is reserved for Muslims only. Nevertheless, al-Tartusi concedes elsewhere that not only can a Muslim marry such a woman, because it is permitted in the Qur’’an, but he can also harbor feelings of love toward her because the Qur’’an (30:21) permits love (mawadda) and compassion (raḥma) between a husband and a wife.[footnoteRef:38] This apparent tension reflects an  unresolved inconsistency in al-Tartusi’s reasoningcontradiction in his position, therefore, remains unresolved. 	Comment by JP: Again, do you mean “non-believer” or “non-Muslim”?	Comment by JP: Since some extend this notion to others.	Comment by JP: He can’t actually prohibit it in most cases, I guess.	Comment by JP: Have you fully presented this as a contradiction for the reader? Between what and what precisely? Part of the difficulty here may lie in the translation of multiple Arabic terms into one English one: “Love.” It’s conceivable that al-Tartusi could “resolve” the contradiction (at least in his own head) by arguing that the forms of love mentioned in Q30: 21 and the term maḥabba used elsewhere are distinct. I could not suggest a solution here, since it very much depends on how you would unpackage this, but I do think it needs a little unpackaging. [35:  “This day are all things good and pure made lawful unto you. The food of the People of the Book is lawful unto you and yours is lawful to them. [Lawful unto you in marriage] are chaste women who are believers, and chaste women among the People of the Book.” (Qur’ān: 5:5). ]  [36:  Ṣāliḥ al-Fawzān, “Maḥabbat al-Zawja al-Kitābīya Maḥabba Ṭabī’īya wa-Laysat Dīnīya,” YouTube, n.d., https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QwEA7CtfLjA (accessed February 27, 2024).]  [37:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Taqsīm al-Maḥabba ilā Shar’īya wa- Ṭabī’īya,” December 5, 2012, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2012/12/blog-post_712.html (accessed February 27, 2024). ]  [38:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Maḥabba al-Rajul li-Jawzatihi al-Kkitābīya,” December 6, 2024, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2012/12/blog-post_581.html?m=0 (accessed February 27, 2024) ] 

Some Salafis living in non-Muslim countries regard it as permissible to love a Jewish or Christian spouse, while and rejecting only their faith. Consider, for example, the statement made by a Salafi dwelling in Germany: ““I cannot hate a woman I am allowed to marry, and I can marry a Christian [woman] as [I can] a Muslim one. And then, on the other hand, if I disavowed her [...]. I would be schizophrenic … Islam does not teach us ambivalence. If I marry a non-Muslim woman, a Jew or a Christian, then I renounce her faith. Her faith is, then, not my faith. But that doesn’’t mean that I hate her.””[footnoteRef:39] This indicates that, within Salafi communities, affection directed toward, for example, Christian or Jewish spouses is considered permissible by some, notwithstanding the prevailing Salafi doctrine that restricts expressions of love to relationships among between practicing Muslims. This doctrinal exception indicates a measure of juridical flexibility within Salafi legal interpretation, specifically regarding legitimate matrimonial unions with adherents of ahl al-kitabkitāb. Such accommodation appears to acknowledge the practical reality that emotional attachment in marital relationships transcends religious boundaries, thereby necessitating legal recognition of affective bonds that emerge within lawfully contracted interfaith relationsmarriages.	Comment by JP: It’s pretty clear he means a woman.	Comment by JP: Your ellipsis? If so, it needs square brackets.	Comment by JP: Does it not rather just indicate the view of one Salafi in Germany? I suggested adding “by some” to attenuate the generalization.	Comment by JP: What doctrine is it an exception to, since it is in the Qur’an? In what ways is it an exception? Is it rather a qualification based on different conceptions of “love” — see earlier note — or at least could be argued to? It feels like this element needs further explanation, as already indicated.	Comment by JP: But to what extent does the “exception” arise out of their legal interpretation when both al-wala’ wa-l bara’ and the permissibility of, let’s say, affection in marriage to non-Muslims are both Quran’ic principles? It could arise from both but not one on its own, can it? [39:  Damir-Geilsdorft, Menzfeld and Hedider, “Interpretations of al-Wala’ wa-l-Bara’ in Everyday Lives of Salafis in Germany,” 10. ] 


A frequently raised question concerning expressing the expression of courtesy toward non-believers and apostates, particularly those closely associated with Muslims, involves the permissibility of greeting colleagues and neighbors with the phrase al-salāmu ‘‘alaykum (peace be upon you). In response, Abu Hafs Sufyan al-Jaza’’iri, a member of the sharisharī‘‘ a committee of Minbar al-Tawhid wa-l-Jihad, clarifies: ““There is no distinction between an apostate and other [non-believers] regarding the prohibition of initiating a greeting with salām. It is categorically forbidden to employ the greeting al-salāmu ‘‘alaykum with a non-believer, whether that individual was a born unbeliever (kāfir aṣlī) or someone who was born Muslim and later apostatized, unless the greeting does not include the word salām.””[footnoteRef:40]	Comment by JP: Should you briefly explain what this is? [40:  Abū Ḥafṣ Sufyān al-Jazā’irī, “Ḥukm Ilqā’ al-Salām ‘alā al-Murtadd,” December 23, 2009,. https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/7268/read?part=14&page=716&index=5311058/5311071 (accessed February 26, 2024). Shaykh Ibn Bāz explains in his fatwa that, in the case of an innovator (unlike an apostate), it is permissible to initiate greetings with salām to him, provided that it is done for the purpose of engaging him in a conversation in order to re-direct him to the true path. Ibn Bāz, “Mā Ḥukm Ilqā’ al-Salām ‘alā al-Mubtadī’? n.d., bit.ly/49qgQzy (accessed February 26, 2024). ] 

The prohibition ton greeting non-Muslims specifically with “salām” specifically is derives derived from a Hadith hadith according to which the Prophet instructed: ““You shouldDo not initiate greetings of salām [when encountering] Jews and Christians (lā tabda’’ū al-yahūd wa-l-naṣārā bi-l-salām).””[footnoteRef:41] Abu Usama al-Shami prohibits initiating greetings of salām with non-believers, even for the purpose of da‘‘wa,  (inviting calling non-Muslims to Islam). He argues that, since such interactions do not constitute a genuine necessity, it is impermissible toone cannot contravene the prohibition outlined in the hHadith literature. Instead, he recommends employing alternative greetings used by the Prophet, such as al-salām ‘‘alā man ittaba‘’a al-hudā (peace be upon those who follow the divine guidance), which the Prophet utilized when inviting the leaders of non-believers to Islam.[footnoteRef:42] In this greeting, the word salām is not bestowed on the non-believer but alludes to Muslims who follow the Rightous righteous Pathpath. 	Comment by JP: You have used hadith as an English word, which is fine. However, at times you capitalize (in what follows) at times not. I think the distinction you are drawing is between a particular hadith and the body of the ahadith in general, but I don’t think capitalizing/non-capitalizing readily signals this in English so I have suggested rendering the distinction between particular and general as hadith/the hadith literature (always lowercase “h”). “The hadith literature” is a regularly-used phrase and, whatever its limitations, has some recognizability.	Comment by JP: It is a direct imperative in your citation.	Comment by JP: Is this the same al-Shami as mentioned before? See earlier note suggesting you give a brief pointer as to who he is. [41:  For a similar approach, see a fatwa by Shaykh al-’Alwān, a Saudi Salafi-jihadi scholar. Ibn Nāṣīr al-’Alwān, “Ḥukm Bad’ Ahl al-Kitāb bi-l-Salām wa- Ḥukm ‘Iyādatuhum,” November 8, 2007, https://bit.ly/4312YcC (accessed March 3, 2024). Al-’Alwān permits to salute a non-Muslim with any phrase other than salām which, as he explains, is the name of Allah and so can be bestowed only on a Muslim. He does not address the question of responding to a salutation of al-salāmu ‘alaykum by non-Muslims.]  [42:  Abū Usāma al-Shāmī, “Hal yajūzu al-salām ‘alā al-naṣrānī wa-man fī ḥukmihi li-ajl al-da’wa aw-ghayrihā,” November 30, 2009, https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/7268/read?part=10&page=477&index=5310955/5310959&q=%D9%85%D8%B5%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%AD%D8%A9 (accessed March 4, 2024). ] 

Given that the explicit prohibition in the hHadith concerns Muslims initiating the greeting of al-salāmu ‘‘alaykum, jurists have debated the appropriate response when a non-Muslim is the one initiating this salutationsaying it first. In this context, Abu Hafs Sufyan al-Jaza’’iri introduces a nuanced distinction: 

If the expression [al-salāmu ‘‘alaykum] is articulated clearly and eloquently (faṣīḥa wāḍiḥa) by a non-Muslim [such that one cannot feign ignorance of hearing it without offending the non-Muslim] a Muslim is obliged to respond in kind, saying wa-‘’alaykum al-salām. [footnoteRef:43] However, the response must be limited to this phrase, excluding the customary addition wa-raḥmatu Allah (and the mercy of God), as divine mercy is considered distant from non-believers unless they repent and return to Allah. If, however, the greeting is not clear or eloquent, the response “should be limited to wa-‘’alaykum (and upon you too) [rather than the full reply wa‘-’alaykumalaykum al-salām.] [footnoteRef:44]	Comment by JP: If this is an editorial insertion, as the square brackets imply, it seems a big claim to say that that is certainly what he meant.	Comment by JP: What is in the original and what is editorial insertion? The relevant footnotes here and in the example below do not contain a link.  [43:  Abū Ḥafṣ Sufyān al-Jazā’irī, “Ḥukm ilqā’ al-salām ‘alā al-murtadd.” Abū Usāma al-Shāmī claims that in responding to a greeting of al-salāmu ‘alaykum initiated by infidels, some jurists are less strict about it and they allow to reply using the greeting wa’alaykum al-salām. He nevertheless suggests replying with phrases such as ahlān wa-sahlān, marḥaba and ṣabāḥ al-khayr or to make a gesture with one’s hand. Abū Usāma al-Shāmī, “Hal yajūzu al-salām ‘alā al-naṣrānī wa-man fī ḥukmihi li-ajl al-da’wa aw-ghayrihā.” ]  [44:  Abū Ḥafṣ Sufyān al-Jazā’irī, “Ḥukm ilqā’ al-salām ‘alā al-murtadd.”] 


Islamic law obliges Muslims who are greeted by a fellow Muslim with the phrase al-salāmu ‘‘alaykum to respond with an equivalent or more courteous salutation, such as wa‘-’alaykumalaykum al-salām wa-raḥmatu Allah (and peace upon you and the mercy of Allah). This obligation is rooted in the Qur’’an’’s directive in sura 4:864, verse 86: ““When you are greeted with a salutation, greet with one better than it, or return it equally.””[footnoteRef:45] Failure to respond with at least an equivalent greeting is viewed as both impious and disrespectful. Interestingly, Abu Hafs Sufyan al-Jaza’’iri extends this principle to situations where a non-Muslim initiates the greeting al-salāmu ‘‘alaykum, provided that the salutation is articulated clearly.[footnoteRef:46] While al-Jaza’’iri could have relied on the hHadith to permit replying only with wa-‘’alaykum in such cases, he instructs Muslims to respond with the full phrase wa‘-’alaykumalaykum al-salām. This position implies a degree of flexibility in circumstances where no explicit divine prohibition exists against reciprocating Islamic salutations to non-Muslims who initiated the greetings. It is possible that, like his fellow Salafi-jihadi jurists, al-Jaza’’iri considers the broader implications of how one responds for to the image of Islam, recognizing that failing to respond to a clear greeting of al-salāmu ‘‘alaykum from a non-Muslim could be perceived as discourteous or even offensive. Alternatively, his stance may reflect an effort to encourage Muslims to maintain respectful neighborly or collegial relationships in contexts where such interactions are necessary. The Salafi-taqlidi position on this matter aligns with that of Salafi-jihadis’.[footnoteRef:47] 	Comment by JP: In the footnote here and in other examples, you apply diacritics etc. to people’s names when you don’t in the main body of the text. It seems to make sense to be consistent and it is normal not to apply them to people’s names, except for those from the classical and medieval periods at least. I know this is what Encyclopedia of Islam would do, but it’s unlikely a publisher will use that system (if they have any sense ).	Comment by JP: Should you make explicit what the implications of this and why it exemplifies flexibility as you go on to describe it? [45:  Islamweb, “Ḥukm Ilqā’ al-Salām wa-l-Radd ‘Alayhi,” February 15, 2004, https://bit.ly/49tfuEj (accessed February 28, 2024). ]  [46:  It may also be that al-Jaza’iri is more lenient here because the matter was in debate among the Companions of the Prophet. Some allowed even to initiate salutation of salām when encountering non-Muslims while some permitted initiating greeting only at times of necessity. Islalmweb, “Ilqā’al-Taḥīya wa-l-Salām ‘alā al-Kāfir,” May 10, 2001, https://bit.ly/49tfuEj (accessed February 28, 2024). ]  [47:  Ibn Bāz, “Kayfa Yakūn al-Walā’ wa-l-Barā’ ma‛a al-Zumalā’ ghayr al-Muslimīn?” n.d. https://bit.ly/40Fpqss (accessed January 20, 2025). ] 


Aside from restricting daily salutations to infidels, Salafi-jihadi jurists also prohibit the expression of also holiday greetings. For example, Abu Hammam al-Athari (also known as Turki al-Bin‘‘ali), a Bahraini scholar and a senior member of the Islamic State (ISISIS) until his death in 2017, was asked whether it is permissible to greet Christians on their holidays. He replied in the negative saying: ““A Muslim is not permitted to join or to greet Christians and Crusaders on their holidays  [because] doing so constitutes the falsehood which Allah forbade to witness (25:72).””[footnoteRef:48] Note that Abu Hammam equates holiday greetings to Christians with participation in Christians’’ holidays, suggesting that both actions equally constitute a forbidden testimony to the truth of Christianity. 	Comment by JP: That it was in the negative is clear from the quotation. [48:  Abū Hammām al-Atharī, “Mā Ḥukm Tahni’a al-Naṣārā bi-Ra’s al-Sana al-Mīlādīya?” (on file with author).] 

Abu Usama al-Shami follows in the footsteps of al-Athari in forbidding any form of holiday greetings for Christmas. He forbidsbans greeting Christians with ““Merry Christmas”” because ““it carries blasphemous meaning.”” He also prohibitsbans even more generic greetings such as ““blessed holiday for you,”” which are free of blasphemy, claiming that ““it is like congratulating a person for prostrating to a cross.””[footnoteRef:49] This, he asserts, is a greater sin in the sight of God and more detestable than ““applauding someone for drinking alcohol, committing murder, engaging in illicit sexual intercourse, and similar sins.””[footnoteRef:50] Such greetings, according to him, are prohibited because they signify a Muslim’’s implicit endorsement of a Christian’’s celebration of their religion, which Salafis unequivocally regard as an act of disbelief (kufr). For al-Shami, therefore, these greetings transcend mere courtesy and represent a form of celebration of actions that contravene divine will. Salafi-taqlidi perspectives on this issue aligns closely with that those of the Salafi-jihadis. They too also  prohibit congratulating Christians on Christmas or other religious holidays. However, Salafi-taqlidis differ in their approach, as they do not categorize such greetings as acts of apostasy. , Instead, they treat such acts as significant albeit still significant non-apostatizing violations.[footnoteRef:51]  [49:  Abū Usāma al-Shāmī, “Muwāfaqa al-Sana al-Mīlādīya wa-’Īd al-Naṣārā li-l-Hidāyā al-Sanawīya li-l-Maḥal, hal Tubīḥ al-Ihdā’ li-l-Naṣārā fī Hādhā al-Waqt?” December 1, 2009, https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/7268/read?part=10&page=497&index=5310955/5310966#p-7268-497-3 (accessed March 3, 2024). ]  [50:  al-Shāmī, “Muwāfaqa al-Sana al-Mīlādīya.” ]  [51:  Islamweb, “Ḥukm Tahni’at wa-Ziyāra al-Nnaṣārā fī Kanā’isihim fī A’yādihim,” February 26, 2008, https://bit.ly/3wwLd8U (accessed March 3, 2024). See also Shaykh Muḥammad Nāṣir al-Albānī, “Hal Tajūz Tahni’at al-Naṣārā?” n.d., https://bit.ly/3Tlj11K (accessed March 3, 2024). ] 


	One of the additional gestures of respect prohibited by Salafi-jihadis towards non-believers is handshaking. Abu Muhammad al-Maqdisi explains that handshaking is a form of greeting (wa-yaltaḥiqu bi-l-salām al-muṣāfaḥa wa-hiya min al-taḥīya).[footnoteRef:52] Continuing, hHe asserts that Salafi-jihadis abstain from shaking hands with soldiers serving under contemporary Muslim rulers because such individuals ““have renounced divine law and actively oppose it.”” Despite al-Maqdisi’’s doctrinal position, however, available evidence indicates that he did not consistently observe this prohibition. Testimonies from Abu Mus‛ab al-Zarqawi and others who were incarcerated with al-Maqdisi in a Jordanian prison suggest that he did, in fact, engage in handshaking with prison guards and policemen during his detention.[footnoteRef:53] 	Comment by JP: For the most part, you have not shown the verbal case-ending vowels, so it’s best to be consistent.	Comment by JP: Citation footnote needed? [52:  Abū Muḥammad al-Maqdisī, Al-Ishrāqah fī sū’alāt sawwāqa, n.d. https://archive.org/details/doctor25250_gmail_20170317_1658 (accessed March 4, 2024), 68. ]  [53:  Alshech, “Doctrinal Crisis,” 430.] 

Abu Usama al-Shami also prohibits handshaking with non-believers and apostates. However, he clarifies that, since this prohibition is not explicitly mentioned in the Qur’’an or the Hadithhadith literature, it is not to be enforced with the same strictness (lā nushaddid fīhā) as the prohibition against initiating the greeting of salām with non-believers.[footnoteRef:54] Al-Shami permits handshaking with the infidels for the purpose of da‘‘wa, when they invite the infidels to Islam.[footnoteRef:55] This may explain al-Maqdisi’’s laxity aboutmore lenient attitude toward handshaking with the policemen and guards in prisonjail. Since no prohibition is mentioned in the divine sources regarding this act, he may have decided not to expose himself to harsher treatmentadditional punishements in prisonjail for offending the policemen by refusing to shake their hands. Salafi-taqlidis disagree about the permissibility of handshaking with infidels and apostates. Some adopt a rather lenient position on this matter, allowing shaking hands with the infidels as long as it does not conflict with the law of morality, e.g.for example, when a man shakes the hand of a non-relative (maḥram) woman.[footnoteRef:56] Some permit deem it permissible it only if the infidels extended his their hands first.[footnoteRef:57] Yet, others, such as shaykh Shaykh Salih b. Fawzan al-Fawzan, prohibits to shakinge hands with infidels altogether.[footnoteRef:58] 	Comment by JP: Is this the same al-Shami we have encountered? It’s probably best to give the full name first and then only the shortened version thereafter, unless there are more than one with the same surname.	Comment by JP: Laxity usually implies a carelessness that I didn’t think you’d mean to imply.	Comment by JP: Maybe a harder time rather than actual punishment (though I don’t know what prison system we are contemplating).

SD - please see suggestion [54:  Abū Usāma al-Shāmī, “Hal Yajūz al-Salām ‘Alā al-Naṣrānī wa-Man fī Ḥukmihi li-Ajl al-Da‘wa aw Ghayrihā,” November 30, 2009, https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/7268/read?part=10&page=477&index=5310955/5310959&q=%D9%85%D8%B5%D8%A7%D9%81%D8%AD%D8%A9 (accessed March 4, 2024). Abū Baṣīr al-Ṭarṭūsī prohibits the exchange of friendly gestures with Shiites who adhere overtly to Shi’īte apostasies such as slandering the first three caliphs. Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Al-Aṣl fī Awām al-Rāfiḍa,” August 2, 2013, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2013/08/blog-post_735.html?m=0 (accessed March 11, 2024). ]  [55:  Abū Usāma al-Shāmī, “Hal Yajūz al-Salām.” ]  [56:  Islamweb, “Ḥukm Muṣāfḥa al-Dhimmī wa-l-Kkāfir wa-l-Mulḥid wa-l-Mubtadi’ wa-l-Fāshiq,” November 24, 2007, https://bit.ly/3TlwTJi (accessed March 4, 2024).]  [57:  Muḥammad Ibn Ṣāliḥ al-’Uthaymīn, “Ḥukm Muṣāfaḥa al-Kāfir,” n.d., https://binothaimeen.net/content/6574 (accessed March 4, 2024).]  [58:  Ṣāliḥ b. Fawzān al-Fawzān, “Mā Ḥukm Muṣāfaḥa al-Kāfir Idhā Bad’a Huwa bi-l-Muṣāfaḥa?” January 14, 2021, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NuvrGcW60Z4 (accessed March 4, 2024). ] 

The jurisprudential jurisprudence analysis analyzed presented above reveals a striking paradox within Salafi-jihadi jurisprudence: . while While ostensibly grounded in immutable divine commandments, these legal determinations demonstrate considerable interpretive flexibility that appears to serve pragmatic maintenance of boundaryboundaries-maintenance functions rather than purely theological imperatives. The jurists'’ careful taxonomical distinctions between "“courteous behavior"” and "“affectionate relations,"” their graduated responses to different greeting scenarios, and their varying degrees of enforcement strictness in enforcement suggest that religious hatred operates not as an inflexible doctrinal mandate but as a strategic social mechanism calibrated to preserve group identity while enabling functional coexistence. This interpretive elasticity –, evident in al-Maqdisi'’s practical inconsistencies and al-Shami'’s contextual permissions –, indicates that even within traditions that explicitly endorsevalorize hatred toward religious others, jurisprudential frameworks ultimately prioritize community viabilitysurvival and social navigation over absolute doctrinal purity. 	Comment by Susan Doron: Survival seems like too strong a word, not necessarily supported by the texts here

EmployingThe employment of the term "“akhī"” (my brother) when addressing non-Muslims constitutes isa prohibited practice according to both Salafi-jihadi and Salafi-taqlidi jurisprudential approaches.[footnoteRef:59] In Al-Tartusi'’s exegetical analysis, elucidates that such usage such usage violates the requirements of al-walā’’ wa-l-barā’’, except in instances where biological kinship exists between the Muslim interlocutor addresser and the non-Muslim addressee.[footnoteRef:60] The legal foundation for this position rests upon the Qur’’an, specifically the interpretation of verse 49:10, which declares that: "“The believers are nothing else but brothers (innamā al-mū’’minūn ikhwa)."” According to the jurist’ss’ exegesis, the concept of brotherhood (ukhūwa) represents is an exclusively religious category that operates within the boundaries of the Muslim community. This interpretation construes brotherhood not as a universal human category but as a theologically circumscribed relationship predicated upon shared faith commitment. Indeed, al-Tartusi prohibits using the phrase ““Our our Christian brothers,”” stressing that the word brotherhood (ukhūwa) connotes loyalty (al-walā’’), which is also permitted only between Muslim believers.[footnoteRef:61]	Comment by JP: Is it legitimate to insert this in the translation, since it is not in the Arabic?	Comment by Susan Doron: Is this change correct or are you referring to multiple jurists and multiple exegeses? If so , consider writing According to the exegeses of other jurists,... [59:  Islamweb, “Ḥukm Iṭlāq Lafẓ al-Ukhūwa ‘alā Ghayr al-Muslimīn,” March 8, 2015, https://www.islamweb.net/ar/fatwa/287995 (accessed June 24, 2024). ]  [60:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Mā Ḥukm Iṭlāq Kalimāt al-Ukhūwa ‘alā Ghayr al-Muslim min al-Yahūd wa-l-Naṣārā wa-Ghayrihim,” December 6, 2012, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2012/12/blog-post_7.html?m=0 (accessed June 24, 2024). 	]  [61:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Hal Yajūz an Naqūl: Ikhwānunā al-Naṣārā?” August 5, 2013, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2013/08/blog-post_56.html (accessed June 24, 2024). ] 

The jurisprudential reasoning here extends beyond mere linguistic convention to encompass the substantive implications of brotherhood-related  terminology. Their analysis emphasizes that the designation of brotherhood carries inherent obligations that transcend matters of mere nominal address,  and encompassing affective dimensions, such as love, and practical responsibilities, including such as mutual care and concern for one another'’s welfare. These relational obligations, according to this judicial perspective, are religiously sanctioned only within the context of intra-Muslim relationships.[footnoteRef:62]  [62:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Mā Ḥukm Iṭlāq Kalimāt.”	] 


	Professional and amicable relationships call fornecessitate supplementary expressions of courtesy and mutual regard, practices that Salafi authorities across denominational lines perceive as potentially transgressing the doctrinal parameters of al-walā'’ wa'’l-barā'’ and as compromising the religious integrity of the Salafi ““enclave.”” Here, too, as in the case ofAs with the above courteous gestures, here too the jurists pursue legal strategies that accommodate selected interpersonal gestures within carefully circumscribeddelineated constraints, thereby preserving doctrinal coherence while acknowledging practical social necessities.
This methodological approach is exemplified in the jurisprudential guidance of Shaykh al-‛Alwan, a prominent disciple of shaykh Shaykh Hamud Ibn ‛Uqla’’ al-Shu‛aybi, who addressed the permissibility of visiting an ailing Christian colleague or educational peer. Al-‛Alwan permitssanctions  such visits insofar as they are undertaken with the express contingent upon the explicit  intention of presenting Islamic teachings to the sick colleague and extending an invitation to religious conversion. His reasoning articulates a deliberate median intermediate position between categorical prohibition and unrestricted permission, justified by the absence of explicit Qur’’anic proscription regarding such interactions. Moreover, the judicial position here draws upon Prophetic precedent, specifically a tradition documenting the Prophet'’s visit to an indisposed Jewish youth employed in his service, during which he encouraged the boy' tos conversion convert to Islam. Significantly, the narrative concludes with the boy'’s father, present during the encounter, counseling his son to embrace the Islamic faith. Undoubtedly, the hadith reinforces the legitimacy of using interpersonal contact as a vehicle for religious outreach while maintaining appropriate religious boundaries.[footnoteRef:63] [63:  Sulaymān b. Nāṣīr al-’Alwān, “Ḥukm ‘Iyādat al-Marīḍ al-Kāfir,” n.d., https://thahabi.org/book/3231/read/997 (accessed March 6, 2024).] 

As demonstrated in the case of visiting ailing non-Muslim acquaintances, such collegial or humanitarian gestures are occasionally deemed permissible when they serve broader religious objectives or align with overarching doctrinal imperatives. This approach reflects the application of maṣlaḥa (public benefit), which justifies a degree of flexibility in upholding the principles of al-walā’’ wa-l-barā’’, – a doctrine thatwhich otherwise advocates maintaining social distance from non-Muslims to avoid fostering amicable relationships. In fact, al-‘’Alwan specifically cites the concept of maṣlaḥa in his ruling, emphasizing that the Prophetic precedent allows for visiting a sick Jew when it serves a beneficial purpose (‘‘iyādat al-yahūdī idhā rujiyat al-maṣlaḥa). This ruling demonstrates how perceived benefits to Islam and its adherents can take precedence in determining permissibility even in situations that pose a potential threat to the purity and integrity of the Salafi-jihadi community. Notably Interestingly, this position aligns with that of Salafi-taqlidi jurists, who similarly understand the need to balanceshare the understanding of balancing doctrinal rigidity with practical considerations when advancing religious objectives.[footnoteRef:64] 	Comment by JP: Consider whether here and throughout the chapter the reader can judge Salafis’ degree of flexibility by comparison with non-Salafi Muslims other than Salafi-taqlidis?  [64:  Ibn Bāz, “Ḥukm ‘Iyādat al-Marīḍ al-Kāfir,” n.d., https://bit.ly/48Dckwl (accessed March 6, 2024). See also, Ibn al-’Uthaymīn, “Ḥukm ‘Iyādat al-Marīḍ Ghayr al-Muslim wa-Ittibā’ Janāzatihi,” n.d., https://binothaimeen.net/content/11303 (accessed March 6, 2024). Ibn al-’Uthaymīn allows one to visit non-Muslims, even if the chance to convert them is slim, if the sick person is a family member. ] 


Al-Tartusi, like his jurisprudent counterparts, likewise emphasizes the pragmatic dimension of courteous behavior towards non-Muslims in other areas of life. In response to a query from a Salafi-jihadi student studying at a secular university in Lebanon about how to interact with Shi‘’ites, Druze, and Christians in his class, al-Tartusi begins by affirming the principle of separation (al-aṣl al-i‘’tizāl). However, he acknowledges the reality of being compelled to interact with them in an academic setting. Under such circumstances, he advises the student to exhibit exemplary manners and sincere conduct, noting that such behavior might inspire non-Muslims to develop an interest in Islam, learn about its teachings, and eventually embrace it.[footnoteRef:65] This perspective underscores once again the instrumental value of courteous interactions with non-Muslims, framing them as a means of advancing the spread and influence of Islam. By adopting such an approach, al-Tartusi reflects a utilitarian application of interpersonal ethics aimed at achieving religious objectives. [65:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Al-Ta’āmul ma’a al-Rāfiḍa wa-l-Naṣārā wa-l-Durūz fī Niṭāq Ṣafī,” (on file with author). ] 

 	Consistent withAligned with their above positions above, Salafi-jihadi jurists and their taqlidi counterparts,[footnoteRef:66] prohibit attending a non-Muslim’’s funeral because ““the act of escorting [the deceased] is a type of [showing] love, respect and appreciation which is prohibited with the infidels.””[footnoteRef:67] In this case, there is no maṣlaḥa since the non-Muslim colleague or neighbor is deceased and, thus, the only motivation here is showing respect and appreciation and not facilitating conversion. Diyaʼ al-Din al-Qudsi, a member of al-ghulah fi- al-takfirtakfīr, bases his prohibition to on attending such funerals on the Qur’’an: ““Do not pray for any of them who dies nor stand at his grave, for they rejected Allah and his aApostle and died in a state of perverse rebellion,”” (9:8184).[footnoteRef:68] The verse, according to Muslim jurists, refers to the “hypocrites” who refused to join the Prophet on his military expeditions, but al-Qudsi considers it applicable to all non-Muslims.[footnoteRef:69] Salafi-jihadi jurists permit Muslims to attend the funeral of a non-Muslim only in the exceptional circumstances . Specifically, this is allowed when no co-religionist of the non-Muslim deceased is available to assume responsibility for their burial. In such cases, it is considered an obligation for Muslims to undertake the burial, as ensuring the proper disposition of the deceased becomes a communal responsibility (farḍ kifāya).[footnoteRef:70] 	Comment by JP: Should you explain what this is?	Comment by JP: I would suggest using the common translation of “messenger,” since “apostle” has readier associations with Christianity for most English readers, I would think. [66:  Ibn al-’Uthaymīn, “Hal Yajūz li-l-Muslim an Yashī’a Janāza Ghayr al-Muslim aw al-’Aks?” n.d., https://al-fatawa.com/fatwa/15560 (accessed March 6, 2024). ]  [67:  Sulaymān Ibn Nāṣīr al-’Alwān, “Ḥudūr Janāza Zamīlihi Ghayr Muslim fī-l-Kanīsa Taqdīran li-l-Mayt,” n.d., https://ar.lib.efatwa.ir/46221/5/4781 (accessed March 6, 2024).]  [68:  See also the view of Ḍiyāʼ al-Dīn al-Qudsī who prohibits attendance at the funeral of a non-Muslim. Ḍiyāʼ al-Dīn al-Qudsī, “Al-Jawāb ‘an Ta’zīya al-Kāfir wa-Ḥuḍūr Janāzatihi,” June 6, 2011, https://www.davetulhaq.com/ar/forum/showthread.php?t=902 (accessed March 6, 2024). ]  [69:  Salafi-jihadis seem to base their prohibition on Ibn Taymiyya’s fatwa. Ibn Taymiyya, Majmū’a al-Fatāwā (Dār al-Ḥadīth, 2007) v. 12, 369 (20 vls.)]  [70:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Hal Yajūz lil-Muslim an Yushārika fī Dafn Man Māta min Jīrānihi min Ghayr al-Muslimīn,” (on file with author). ] 

In a seemingly paradoxical stance, both Salafi-jihadi and Salafi-taqlidi jurists advocate that Muslims should show respect and stand when a non-Muslim funeral procession passes by. They base this position onThis they base on a Prophetic instruction in a hHadith: ““If you see a funeral, stand up”” (Idhā ra’’ytum al-janāza fa-qumū’’).”” As Ibn Baz explains,asserts that the Prophet himself indicated that this rule applies to non-Muslims’’ funerals too.[footnoteRef:71] Hence, even though standing for an infidel’’s funeral procession is a clear act of respect, Salafi jurists of all denominations are compelled to accept the Prophet’’s ruling in this case. [71:  Ibn Bāz, “Ḥukm al-Qiyām li-Janāzat al-Kāfir,” n.d., https://bit.ly/3v5wscM (accessed March 6, 2024)] 

	The exchange of gifts between Muslims and Christian neighbors or colleagues is generally permitted unless the gift itself involves a prohibited item, (e.g.,like alcoholic drinks,) or if the act of gift-giving conveys implicit approval of a religious belief or practice contrary to Islamic teachings. For exampleinstance, accepting a gift from a Christian during Christmas is deemed impermissible, as it may suggest to the giver that the Muslim recipient endorses or is pleased with the Christian faith. This restriction is compatible with the principle of maintaining distinct religious boundaries while upholding respectful interactions.[footnoteRef:72] [72:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Qubūl Hadīyat al-Naṣārā fī A’yād al-Krīsimas,” July 25, 2013, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2013/07/blog-post_585.html (accessed June 25, 2024).] 

The jurisprudential determinations examined above reveal a sophisticated calculus wherein in which Salafi-jihadi jurists instrumentalize courtesy as a strategic tool for religious expansion while simultaneously maintaining ideological boundaries through selective prohibitions. The pattern of permitting Muslims to visit the non-Muslim ill people for conversion purposes while forbidding attendance at non-Muslim funerals attendance, or allowing respectful interactions in academic settings while prohibiting holiday greetings, is very highly consistentprevalent. It demonstrates that religious hatred operates not as an inflexible theological absolute but as a calibrated social mechanism serving dual functions: preserving in-group cohesion through the maintenance of boundary boundaries maintenance and facilitating out-group engagement when it serves expansionist objectives. The jurists'’ deployment of maṣlaḥa (public benefit) as a hermeneutical device to justify contextual flexibility reveals how ostensibly divine commandments become subordinated to pragmatic considerations of Islamic Islam’s advancement. This utilitarian approach to interpersonal ethics inadvertently confirms that, even within traditions that explicitly prescribevalorize hatred toward religious others, the actual implementationfurtherance of such hatred in real circumstances remains contingent upon strategic calculations rather than pure doctrinal commitment. The resulting jurisprudential framework developed thus far showspr esented hitherto thus exposes religious hatred as to be a socially constructed boundary mechanism-maintenance tool  that adapts to contextual imperatives while preservingmaintaining the appearance of theological consistency. This analysis accordsfinding concurs with the broader consensus among academic scholars on the instrumental rather than inherent nature of religious animosity.
	
As discussed abovewe have seen, residing in neighborhoods with mixed populations of devout Muslims, non-Muslims, and apostates is not categorically prohibited. However, interactions within such settings may occasionally challenge the principles of al-walā’’ wa-l-barā’’. For instance, al-Tartusi has addressed a query regarding living in a Muslim neighborhood where individuals openly consumed alcohol, and blasphemed against God, and insult the Prophet. Despite these overt moral offenses, local Muslim police officers refused to intervene on these grounds. As a result, devout Muslim residents felt compelled to report these individuals by falsely claiming they had cursed the king, hoping this accusation would prompt law enforcement to intervene. 	Comment by JP: You can only blaspheme against God or sacred things and Muslim do not claim that the Prophet was either, I think.
Interestingly, despite the lack of state enforcement of apostasy laws, i.e., by capital punishment or expulsion, by the state, al-Tartusi displays a lenient approach. 
This stance exemplifies a nuanced application of the doctrine within a socially complex context, allowingHe allows pious Muslims to navigate such challenges without requiringnecessitating immediate separation, thereby reflecting a nuanced application of the doctrine within a socially complex context. His instruction to the question’s addresser was to ““focus on teaching people their religion and explaining to them the consequences of slander.”” [footnoteRef:73] Rather than enforcing strict doctrinal separation, this guidance points to reveals a pragmatic strand within contemporary Islamic jurisprudence that prioritizes sustained religious engagement over strict doctrinal separation. In this regard,This approach is another example of how modern Salafi-jihadi jurists are shown to navigate the tension between maintaining religious boundaries and acknowledging practical social realities. The underlying assumption isIt suggests that community-based moral influence can serve as an alternative to physical withdrawal from religiously  compromised environments. Taken together, thisSuch reasoning reflects a broader methodological shift toward contextual adaptation, where the jurists’’ primary concern becomes the preservation and transmission of religious knowledge rather than the enforcement of absolute purism.[footnoteRef:74] [73:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Al-Kidhb ‘alā al- Ṭawāghīt al-Mujrimīn bi-Khuṣūṣ Sukārā Yusabbūn Allah,” November 3, 2013, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2012/11/blog-post_41.html (accessed March 11, 2024). ]  [74:  According to al-Tartusi, when a person who travels in a minibus witnesses an apostatizing speech, such as the cursing of God and Islam, and he cannot exit the vehicle immediately because it passes through a dangerous area, he must first denounce this behavior and, if it does not stop, has to cover his ears until he can get off the bus safely. Al-Tartusi, “Hal Yajib al-Iinkār ‘alā Man Yastahzi’ bi-Allah fī Amākin al-’Āmma aw Tark al-Makān,” November 3, 2012, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2012/11/blog-post_73.html (accessed June 23, 2024). ] 


	Mixed virtual platforms could can be just as spiritually dangerous spiritually as mixed physical realms. Al-Tartusi was asked whether it is permissible to remain in a Paltalk video chat room where prophets are insulted, jihadi scholars are disrespected, and, even worse, God is cursed, and the Qur’’an is mocked. Al-Tartusi’’s response is predominantly negative; however, he but does allow for the possibility of limited engagement. As in the case of the sinful neighborhood, al-Tartusi similarly underscores the necessity of proactive moral engagement in virtual spaces, such as Paltalk chat rooms. He enables encourages believers to remain active participants in such forums, provided they openly condemn the slanderers and make efforts to effect behavioral change among the participants’ behavior.[footnoteRef:75] However, unlike the case of the residents of in a sinful neighborhood, participants in these such online discussions are required toshould leave the chat room if their attempts fail to yield meaningful change, as their continued presence would imply complicity in the act of apostasy. Clearly, this requirement is a more feasible demand compared tothan the relocatingon of the neighborhood residents. Al-Tartusi supports his positionstance regarding theon Paltalk with a Qur’’anic verse (4:140) that allows for rejoining the conversation only once there is certainty that the defamatory behavior has ceased.[footnoteRef:76] This reasoningposition highlights the balance between the believer'’s active moral responsibility and the obligation to dissociate from environments that perpetuate prohibited acts. [75:  Al-Tartusi, “Al-Biqā’ fī al-Amākin allatī Yaṭ’an wa Yastahzi’ fīhā bi-l-Dīn,” August 7, 2013. ]  [76:  “Already has He sent you word in the Book that when you hear the signs of God held in defiance and ridicule, you are not to sit with them unless they turn to a different theme” (4:140).] 

Interestingly, theAll of this jurisprudential architecture examined in this sub-chapterelaboration reveals how religious hatred becomes is systematically controlled through legal discourse, transforming what ostensibly presents itself as divine commandment into pronouncements designed to apply to a sophisticated taxonomy of social relations. The jurists'’ meticulous categorization of permissible and impermissible interactions, –  from the linguistic prohibition of on using the terminology of "“brotherhood"” terminology with non-Muslims to the contextual allowance of handshaking, –  demonstrates how hatred becomes bureaucratized bureaucratically framed through juridical processes that in fact paradoxically diminish its affective intensity while but maintaining its symbolic power. This legalization legal basis for of animosity reveals a deeper paradoxconundrum: the very act of subjecting hatred to jurisprudential analysis transforms it from an emotional or spiritual phenomenon into a technical legal issuecategory, thereby neutralizing its capacity to generate genuine antipathy while preserving its function as a boundary-marking device. The resulting framework suggests that institutionalized religious hatred operates less as a motivational force driving behavior than as a hermeneutical lens through which jurists construct coherent taxonomies of social interaction. This bureaucratization bureaucratic control of hatred ultimately reveals how religious legal traditions can simultaneously doctrinally endorsevalorize animosity in theory while systematically containing its disruptive potential in practice, creating a controlled form of symbolic hostility that serves institutional rather than genuinely antagonistic purposes.	Comment by JP: Though I know what you’re driving at, it isn’t a strict paradox, is it? Perhaps in some senses counterproductive in consequence?	Comment by JP: Again, not really a paradox, is it?	Comment by JP: Can’t it serve both simultaneously, albeit with a tension between the differing forces shaping it?

Daily Interaction with Infidel and /Apostate Family Members
Islamic law regards places a high value on family relations as highly valuable and mandates care and respect for all family members, including non-Muslims.[footnoteRef:77] This principle explaincauses the significant difficulties for Salafi-jihadi jurists encounter when applying the doctrine of al-walā’’ wa-l-barā’’ to family life. Restricting interactions and emotional connections between family members can cause considerablesubstantial emotional distress. When consulted about implementing al-walā’’ wa-l-barā’’ in familial contexts, jurists acknowledge the need to maintain a careful equilibrium. Their aim isy aim to prevent the unwarranted disruption of family bonds. For instance, consider the following question directed to al-Tartusi: [77:  Susan Rutten, “Applying Shari‛a to Family Law Issues in the Netherlands,” in Maria Berger (ed.), Applying Sharia in the West: Facts, Fears and the Future of Islamic Rules on Family Relations in the West, Osman Bakar (Amsterdam: Leiden University Press, 2013), 97–110; “Family Values, the Family Institution, and the Challenges of the Tweenty-First Century: An Islamic Perspective,” ICR Journal 3:1 (2011), 13–36; Islamweb, “Qaṭī‛at al-Raḥm,” October 31, 2019, https://www.islamweb.net/ar/article/228757 (accessed December 14, 2025).] 


I am from Macedonia, and I study in Egypt. I have a question about my family there. They are completely ignorant and infidels, but they are Muslims in their origin, except for my mother. They know nothing about Islam except for Ramadan. Some of them fast. They do not fight Islam but still they know nothingdo not work at all about for its sake. They think that a person is a Muslim just because he was born to a Muslim family. How should I conduct myself when I travel there during my summer break? Can I live with them, knowing that I do not … have another place to go to? I am married and I have a son. My father’’s property is not all clean, ; some of it stems from unlawful things.[footnoteRef:78] [78:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Naṣīḥa,” August 3, 2013, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2013/08/blog-post_270.html?m=0 (accessed December 1, 2024).] 


The family'’s persistent neglect of religious obligations can scarcely be excused as legitimate ignorance under Islamic law, even though they reside in a non-Muslim-majority Macedonia and not in a Muslim majority country. In the age of the internet, no Muslim with access to a computerit can credibly claim ignorance of fundamental religious duties. The family’’s conduct can, therefore, be reasonably classified as apostasy under Salafi jurisprudence. Furthermore, the father’’s questionable source of income could be viewedseen as grounds for the son to distance himself from the parental home. Nevertheless, al-Tartusi instructs the son to stay with his family during the summer and guide them toward Islam, citing the principle derived from a hadith that ““khayrukum khayrukum li-ahlihi” (the best among you is the one who is best to his family (khayrukum khayrukum li-ahlihi).”[footnoteRef:79] Al-Tartusi notably disregards concerns regarding the father’’s questionable sources of income, affirming that the son may utilize this money as needed. If the inquirer had sought guidance about residing as a guest in the home of non-family members who are apostates, Salafi-jihadi jurists such as al-Tartusi would likely have rejected such an arrangement on legal grounds, categorizing it as an impermissible association with apostates. Al-Tartusi'’s comparatively lenient permissive position in this instance appears, at least in part, to reflect a desire to avoid exacerbating familial tensions. [79:  About the meaning of this ḥadīth, see Ibn Bāz, “Ma’nā qawl al-rasūl: Khayrikum khayrikum lil-ahlihi,” n.d., https://binbaz.org.sa/fatwas/16061 (accessed August 28, 2024). ] 


New converts frequently seek guidance from Salafi-jihadi jurists regarding legal challenges associated with al-walā’’ wa-l-barā’’ that emerge in the context of interactions with their non-Muslim family members. In a lengthy and emotionally-charged inquiryquestion addressed to the shari‛a committee of Minbar al-Tawhid wa-l-Jihad, the questionerthe addresser describes how his attempt to pressure his parents to embrace Islam, as required by Islamic law, has complicated their relationships:
. 

My mother has declared that she does not wish to talk to me on anything pertaining to religion. Instead, she wishes to limit our relations only to only other matters, namely, to discussions about worldly matters. If I send her a message which contains a small part about family news and a longer part where I invite her [to Islam], alert her, and admonish her … she replies after a while with her answer including only a reference to worldly matters. She completely ignores what I send her … At times, she totally avoids answering a message [by from me] because she does not know how to respond, as she does not want to admit the truth... or [due to] the falsehood and the [moral] corruption of her ways … What should I do about her?[footnoteRef:80] [80:  Abū Usāma al-Shāmī, “Kayfa Yujma‛ bayn al-Barr wa-l-Barā’,” December 16, 2009, https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/7268/read?part=12&page=612&index=5311005/5311023 (accessed November 21, 2024). ] 


The son, having embraced Islam, finds himself tornconflicted between his religious duty to invite others, —particularly relatives, —to Islam and admonish non-believers,, and his obligation to show respect for and deference toward his parents. His persistent effort to guide his mother to Islam, however, has only complicated their relations. Furthermore, as he elaborates later in his inquiry, the situation with his father has become even more challenging, as his father has openly mocked Allah, a grave offense considered a capital crime under Islamic law. This angered the son to the point that the wished to boycott entirely shun his father, but he was afraid that doing sothis would constitute an the offense of deserting one’’s duty towards a relative (qaṭī‘’at al-raḥm).[footnoteRef:81] He thus decided to continue writing to his father, adding words of rebuke for his father’s blasphemous behavior until his father stopped responding to his letters altogether. His relationship with his sister was completely damaged ruined when he expressed his hatred for her, as required by the Salafi creed, as we have seen. His profound distress and heartbreaking situation isare reflected in his closing remarks:   	Comment by JP: Boycotting a person seems unidiomatic. [81:  Islamweb, “Qaṭī‛at al-Raḥm,” October 31, 2019, https://www.islamweb.net/ar/article/228757 (accessed December 2, 2024).] 


This is my situation with the apostates of my family. I have often asked myself whether what I do with them is correct. So, at times I … completely ignore them, expressing hatred and enmity, and total severance... But then I remember the obligation of maintaining ties [with relatives] and showing kindness to [parents], and that disbelief is not a barrier to goodness and maintaining ties... [I also consider the fact] that despite their oppression and rejection, they have not fought me because of my religion nor expelled me from [their] home... Therefore, I lean towards maintaining ties, particularly with the parents, and [at the same time] continuing to call them [to Islam]. But now they refuse to accept any talks about religion from me. [footnoteRef:82] [82:  Abū Usāma al-Shāmī, “Kayfa Yujma‛ bayn al-Barr wa-l-Barā’,” December 16, 2009, https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/7268/read?part=12&page=612&index=5311005/5311023 (accessed November 21, 2024). ] 


Feeling perplexed about how to reconcile these seemingly conflicting legal imperatives of ““separation and maintaining ties (hajr wa-l-ṣila) [and] kindness and enmity”” in the context of his own family, the questioners appeals to the jurist for guidance. 
In his response, Abu Usama al-Shami begins by encouraging the questioner to persist in calling his family members to Islam and to avoid not despair over at their resistance. Al-Shami draws a parallel to with the Prophet Muhammad’’s unwavering efforts to guide his non-Muslim uncle, Abu Talib, ““until his soul left his body.”” Al-Shami advises the questioner to maintain ties with his family through acts of kindness and good deeds, while cautioning him to avoid any form of prohibited association, such as aiding them in ways that harm Muslims and/or Islam. He emphasizes that maintaining familial relations does not depend on the family’’s acceptance of Islam but rather on ensuring that such relations do not lead the believer to engage in forbidden acts. 
Al-Shami then addresses the most sensitive aspect of the inquiry: how to deal with the questioner’’s father, who not only rejects Islam but actively mocks God. It is clear that the father’’s behavior renders him an adversary to of Islam , who must be opposed and certainly not treated with kindness in this specific context. Despite recognizing the severity of the father’’s actions, al-Shami refrains from explicitly advising the questioner to sever ties with his father entirely, even in light of his adversarial stance toward Islam. Instead, al-Shami leaves the issue unresolved, underscoring its inherent complexity.	Comment by JP: It feels like not quoting him directly might leave the reader wondering what he did and what he didn’t address exactly.
Finally, al-Shami offers a broader, rather innovative, framework for reconciling the two conflicting duties of; showing kindness to family members and expressing enmity towards infidels: 

The forbidden love for the infidel is different from the permissible marital love and affection driven by desire … towards a wife, which may be shown towards a Christian or Jewish wife. What is forbidden is not that natural kind [of love to one’’s non-Muslim wife], but the love and affection [towards non-Muslims] which leads to helping, supporting, and siding with them, aligning with their side, allying with them and assisting them....[footnoteRef:83] [83:  Abū Usāma al-Shāmī, “Kayfa Yujma‛ bayn al-Barr wa-l-Barā’.” ] 


Al-Shami appears to adopt a distinction similar to that proposed above by the one Shaykh al-Fawzan, a Salafi-taqlidi jurists, proposed in the discussion above, between natural love (maḥabba ṭabī‘‘īya) and religiously mandated love (maḥabba shar‘‘īya), even though al-Shami does not employ the exact same terminology.[footnoteRef:84] He posits that love and enmity can coexist in the context of a Muslim’’s relationship with a non-Muslim wife and, by extension, with all non-Muslim family members. According to this distinction, a Muslim can express natural affection for an infidel family members while simultaneously maintaining enmity towards his or hertheir religion. This ensures that the natural affection does not lead to religious alignment or assistance in supportingto the family member'’s faith.  [84:  Ṣāliḥ al-Fawzān, “Maḥabba al-Zawja al-Kitābīya Maḥabba Ṭabī‘īya wa Laysat Dīnīya,” YouTube, n.d., https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QwEA7CtfLjA (accessed February 27, 2024).] 

Interestingly, as cited above, al-Tartusi rejects this distinction outright, arguing that the only legitimate differentiation in Islamic jurisprudence is between love and kindness. In his view, love is reserved for relations among between Muslims, except in the context of a kitābi kitābī wife, where love is permitted, while kindness is permissible in interactions with non-Muslims, including infidel family members.[footnoteRef:85] Al-Shami'’s stance also seems to contradict also the Salafi judicial consensus discussed earlier, which that criticizes affection for an individuals based on his their personal qualities rather than his their loyalty to God. Salafi jurists collectively derogate such objects of affection, labeling them al-maḥbūb li-dhātihi, a person loved for theirhis own sake rather than for the sake of God. This type of love is regarded as a prohibited form of worship, as it prioritizes personal affection over love for a personpeople based onbecause of his their devotion to God. [85:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Taqsīm al-Maḥabba ilā Shar‘īya wa Ṭabī‘īya,” December 5, 2012, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2012/12/blog-post_712.html (accessed February 27, 2024). ] 

The fact that al-Shami, a Salafi-jihadi jurist, is willing to adopt a position associated with Salafi-taqlidi jurisprudence – whichthat one of his ideological counterparts colleagues explicitly rejects – underscores the complexity and sensitivity of this issue in his view. In addition, his willingness to permit love not based on loyalty to God in the context of infidel family relationships, and not only with respect to a Muslim’’s infidel wife, may reflect a concern that excessive rigidity on this matter could lead to familial discord and crisis.

Another inquiry which was submitted to al-Tartusi involves relates to a mixed-faith family. The questioner’’s father is a Muslim, while his mother is a Christian. The son explains that, although his mother has abandoned her earlier religious practices, she has refused to embrace Islam. Instead, she remains is indifferent to spirituality and is primarily preoccupied with worldly concerns. While his father does not appear to bes unbothered by her behaviorthis, the son expresses deep embarrassment over his mother’’s actionsconduct, particularly in the presence of relatives and friends who are devout Muslims. This situation has led to frequent quarrels between him and his mother, during which he often speaks to her harshly. His mother rebukes him for treating her in this manner. Seeking guidance, the son asks al-Tartusi whether the obligation to show kindness to one’’s parents applies under such circumstances and how he should properly interact with his mother. In response, al-Tartusi begins with a stern reprimand of the son’’s behavior.

Between you and the duty of showing kindness to parents –— or kindness to your mother, who has the greatest right over you –— there is a vast distance that only Allah knows. And if you are among those who seek Paradise … then stay close to your mother'’s feet, for there lies Paradise…[footnoteRef:86] .[footnoteRef:87] […] A parent is one of the eight doors to Paradise, so beware not to abandon it. If you understand that, you should know that you should not hate her for [not] embracing Islam. What you are instructedis demanded of you […] is to ask her to embrace Islam with your great good manners and through your kind treatment of her... and to deal with her gently […]  You [should also] pray to Allah for her guidance and success... in secret. And you have no obligation beyond that.[footnoteRef:88]	Comment by JP: The distinction between ellipses in the original and your own editorial ellipses to be rendered in square brackets was absent here for the most part.	Comment by JP: If, as you say in the footnote, these are usually called “gates” in English, why use “doors” here? The original uses bāb which can be translated as door or gate(way).	Comment by JP: والمطلوب منك
 [86: ]  [87:  According to the Islamic tradition, there are eight actions, called gates, which can lead a person to paradise: prayer, charity, jihad, fasting, belief, respecting one’’s parents, invoking the name of God, and repentance. Al-Sayyīd Murād Salāma, “‘Hal Turīd an tadkhul al-Janna min Abwābihā al-Thamānīya?’” Al-Alūka al-Shar‘’īya, April 3, 2023, https://www.alukah.net/sharia/0/161545 (accessed August 14, 2024).]  [88:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Ilzam Rijlahā fa-Thamma al-Janna,” August 7, 2013, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2013/08/blog-post_86.html (accessed November 27, 2024). ] 


Al-Tartusi'’s reply demonstrates a judicial strategy that prioritizes kinship obligations over doctrinal solidarity when these principles conflict. The fatwa'’s most striking feature is not what it prescribes, but what it strategically omits. By entirely eliding the component of al-barā’’component  when discussing non-Muslim parents, al-Tartusi effectively creates a judicial exception that challenges the absolutist interpretation of al-walā’’ wa'’l-barā’’. This selective application suggests a hierarchical understanding of Islamic obligations wherein familial bonds, and particularly one’’s relationship with one’s parents, transcend religious boundaries in specific circumstances.
Furthermore, al-Tartusi'’s emphasis on "gentle invitation" rather than confrontational disavowal reveals an adaptive pragmatism. The fatwa implicitly acknowledges that rigid application of doctrinal principles may actually undermine their ultimate objectives, in this case, the potential conversion of the mother. This represents an approach that subordinates ideological purity to practical outcomes. The invocation of Paradise as contingent upon maternal devotion serves a dual rhetorical function: it both elevates parental rights above sectarian considerations and provides religious legitimacy for what might otherwise appear as to be a doctrinal compromise. This sophisticated balancing act demonstrates how contemporary Salafi-jihadi authorities navigate competing scriptural imperatives while maintaining jurisprudential coherence.

	An inquiry directed to Shaykh Abu Muhammad al-Maqdisi highlights familial tensions arising from a Salafi son'’s attempt to reform his father'’s misunderstanding of the Islamic doctrine of tawḥīdtawhid. The father, who resides in Gaza, is a practicing Muslim who, according to his son,  observes, according to his son,  prayer, fasting, and charity requirements. However, the son insists that adherence to religious practices is insufficient without a proper grasp of the doctrine of tawḥīdtawhid. He asserts that, if his father had a  true understanding of tawḥīd,tawhid obligates the father the wouldo declare deem the Hamas government apostate. The son’’s persistance persistence on in pursuing this issue angers the father, prompting the son to question whether he should continue living under his father’’s roof. Implicit in his query is the son’’s suspicion that his father’’s unwillingness to proclaim takfir takfīr on the Hamas government might itself constitute apostasy. 
Al-Maqdisi acknowledges in his response that the situation described by the son representsis a widespread phenomenon among Muslims in various Islamic countries. He attributes this to the older generation’’s upbringing, which instilled in them submission to rulers and acceptance of their authority, often driven by fear of losing their livelihood or suffering oppression and harm at the hands of those in power.[footnoteRef:89] Hence, al-Maqdisi advises the son to exercise patience and gentleness. al-MaqdisiHe urges the sonhim to treat his father with kindness and to approach him in a considerate manner while inviting him to understand and embrace the profound meaning of the principles of tawḥīdtawhid. Al-Maqdisi further encourages the son to remain in his father’’s home, emphasizing the importance of continuing to offer guidance and sincere counsel. [89:  Abū Muḥammad al-Maqdisī, “Kayfa At‛āmal ma‛a Abī alladhī lā Yulqī li-Kalāmī ‛an al-Tawḥīd wa-Kufr al-Ḥukkām Balān?” September 23, 2009, https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/7268/read?part=1&page=10&index=5310728/5310733 (accessed November 27, 2009).] 

Interestingly, although the father’’s refusal to acknowledge the apostasy of the Hamas regime could theoretically be construed by Salafi-jihadis as an act of disbelief under the principle that ““he who refuses to proclaim takfir takfīr against an apostate or doubts his apostasy is an apostate himself”” (man lam yukaffir al-kāfir aw yashuku fī kufrihi fa-huwa kāfir), [footnoteRef:90] al-Maqdisi adopts a lenient stance. He attributes the father’’s more rigid position stance to the influence of his upbringing, offering a seemingly valid legal justification for the father’’s refusal to issue a judgment of takfir takfīr against Hamas. This leniency may also reflect al-Maqdisi’’s recognition that the people of Gaza might be misled by endorsements of the Hamas government from prominent scholars such as al-Qaradawi.[footnoteRef:91] Finally, al-Maqdisi'’s decision to refrain from declaring the father an apostate may reflect a deliberate effort to prevent unnecessary familial discord, aligning with the cautious and sensitive approach demonstrated by his Salafi-jihadi counterparts in similar cases. 	Comment by JP: You describe this as a principle but whose is it? The footnote relates to Bin Baz. If it is his, it is not guaranteed to be accepted as a principle by all Salafis, is it? 	Comment by JP: Should you provide evidence that his attribution of the father’s stance provides a legal justification? One can understand why someone thinks something and still not accept it at the same time. I’d suggest that how al-Maqdisi presents this as an ostensible justification needs explaining a little further, perhaps by quoting him.	Comment by JP: Should you put any evidence for this from what al-Maqdisi says into the text here? [90:  Ibn Bāz, “Ḥukm Man Lam Yukaffir al-Kāfir aw Shakka fī Kufrihi,” n.d. https://bit.ly/4eQSz7V (accessed November 27, 2024). ]  [91:  Yūsuf al-Qarḍāwī, “Waṣf Ḥamās bi-l-Irhāb Muṣība wa-Taghyīb,” July 16, 2014, https://www.al-qaradawi.net/node/759 (accessed December 2, 2024). Here al-Qarḍāwī condems whoever delegitimizes the Hamas government. ] 


Additional Another inquiry addressed to al-Tartusi this time regarding a biological brother illustrates the extent to which Salafi-jihadi jurists are prepared to accommodate familial relations while adhering to their doctrinal principles. The questionerinquirer describes his brother as someone who performs prayers inconsistently, primarily attending only the Friday prayer. Aware that such negligence is considered apostasy in Salafi jurisprudence,[footnoteRef:92] the inquirer seeks guidance on whether his brother'’s perceived apostasy means thatnecessitates the writer must leaveleaving their shared parental home, as both are unmarried and reside with their parents. In his response, al-Tartusi affirms that neglecting even some of the obligatory prayers constitutes an act of kufr (disbelief), thereby removing an individual from the fold of Islam.[footnoteRef:93] Nevertheless, he does not immediately instruct the inquirer to immediately leave the shared residence, despite the general Salafi principle that prohibits believers from living with infidels or apostates under the same roof.[footnoteRef:94] Al-Tartusi justifies this positionstance by asserting that remaining in the household is appropriate to provide guidance to the errant brother, provided he demonstrates a willingness to engage in sincere dialogue regarding his religious shortcomings. However, if it becomes evident that the brother has closed himself off to such counsel, al-Tartusi advises separation, stating: ““Avoiding him and distancing oneself from him (yakūn hajrahu hajruhu wa-i‛tizālahutizāluhu) is the priority and more beneficial for him.””[footnoteRef:95] 	Comment by JP: These nouns are verbal subjects, right? [92:  Ibn Bāz, “Mā Ḥukm Tāriq al-ṣalāt,” n.d., https://bit.ly/4fTOGjK (accessed December 1, 2024); Al-Najdī, Al-Durar al-Sanīya, v. 4, 200.]  [93:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Man Ghalaba ‛Alayhī Tark al-Ṣalāt,” July 31, 2013, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2013/07/blog-post_57.html (accessed December 1, 2024). ]  [94:  Islamweb, “Ḥukm al-Sakan ma‛a Ahl al-Kitāb fī Bayt Wāḥid,” September 17, 2001, https://www.islamweb.net/ar/fatwa/10327 (accessed December 1, 2024).]  [95:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Man Ghalaba ‛Alayhī Tark al-Ṣalāt.”] 

Another approach comparable stance that bears comparison is articulated by al-Tartusi in response to another query directed to him. In this case, the inquirer describes having two atheist brothers: one who openly boasts about his atheism, mocks Islam, and engages in frequent arguments, and another who is calmer and advocates for mutual respect and the cultivation of harmony despite differing beliefs. The inquirer further explains that his parents and other relatives uphold argue that differences in religious opinion should not disrupt familial bonds or friendships. Recognizing that his family’’s perspective contrasts withcontradicts the principle of disassociation (al-barāʼ), the inquirer seeks guidance on how to behave during family gatherings, which, as he describes, are typically characterized by ““humor, laughter, and a lighthearted atmosphere,”” given that he resides in the same household as his family.[footnoteRef:96]	Comment by Susan Doron: Is this the same as separation? Or are you deliberately using a separate term? [96:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Al-Ta‛āmul ma‛a al-Kāfirīn al-Mulḥidīn Dhū-l-Qurbā,” n.d., https://fatawa-tartosi.blogspot.com/2012/11/blog-post_4726.html (accessed December 1, 2024). ] 

Al-Tartusi first stresses that no friendship (wilāya) exists between the inquirer and his brothers because their kufr ““cuts off friendship, love and affection”” between them. This, he bases on the Qur’’anic verse:” “You shall not find any people who believe in God and the Last Day loving those who resist God and His apostle even though they are their fathers, sons, brothers or children”” (Q. 58: 22). In accordance with the doctrine of al-walā’’ wa-l-barā’’, friendship and enmity (al-muwālā wa-l-mu‘’āda) and love and hatred must be only for the sake of God and tawḥīdtawhid and not for the sake of any family or any other connection. A person’’s religion will not be sound but unless it is based on this, declares al-Tartusi declares.[footnoteRef:97]    [97:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Al-Ta‛āmul ma‛a al-Kāfirīn al-Mulḥidīn Dhū-l-Qurbā.” ] 

Thus, in contrast to al-Maqdisi'’s conciliatory response regarding the father who refused to declare takfir takfīr against the Hamas government, al-Tartusi adopts a more uncompromising approach. He unequivocally emphasizes the primacy of religious ties over familial tiesones, as explicitly articulated in the Qur’’an. Therefore, when a conflict arises between one’’s familial obligations and one’’s duty to maintain loyalty exclusively to pious and loyal Muslims who are loyal to God, priority must be given to one'’s commitment to God. 
After establishing the legal framework, al-Tartusi addresses the inquirer’’s specific circumstances, explaining that the claim made by the brothers, "“differences in opinion should not spoil friendship"” (ikhtilāf al-ra’’y lā yufassidu lil-wadd qaḍīya), is valid only in cases where differences arise in matters that Islamic law permits asaccepts are debatable. However, disputes concerning matters of doctrine and belief are impermissible. Despite the complexity of the inquirer’’s legal situation, however, al-Tartusi advises him to remain in the household, even though there are moments times in the house that which constitute what Islamic law classifies as ““a gathering where Allah is mocked.”” The inquirer is advised to evade avoid such instancesoccasions. In addition,Outside of these moments, he is instructed to limit his interactions with his brothers to efforts aimed at guiding them toward the truth. If, however, he determines that such efforts are ineffective, due to their unwillingness to engage with the truth, he should sever ties by leavingand leave the household. 	Comment by JP: You have not generally used the terminal tense markers unless necessary, so I have tried to make this consistent throughout.
As in the earlier case concerning the brother who neglected his prayers, al-Tartusi grapples with the dilemma of allowing a devout Muslim to reside alongside with apostate siblings, a situation fraught with doctrinal and ethical complexities. At the same time, he acknowledges the gravity of severing familial ties, an action that carries profound social and emotional repercussions. In seeking a nuanced resolution, al-Tartusi advocates for a provisional arrangement whereby the remaining of the devout individual remaining within the household is framed as an opportunity to encourage the siblings'’ repentance, until it isunless it becomes clear that the such efforts are futile.

The following inquiry exemplifies the a situation in which al-Tartusi adopts an inflexible position, declining to offer any legal latitude or concession in a familial context. The inquirer explains that, while the family adheres to the Salafi manhaj (methodology), the father neither performs prayers nor refrains from blasphemy, as he curses God, the Prophet, and mocks Islam. Despite repeated efforts to guide the father toward repentance, all attempts have proven unsuccessful. Unlike previous cases involving family members, al-Tartusi unequivocally advises the inquirer to immediately leave the houseleave the house immediately:

If he refuses [to heed] after being advised and he persists in his clear kufr (al-kufr al-bawāḥ), he is a disbeliever and an apostate. He is subjected to the rules of apostasy such as separating him from his wife, losing his guardianship over his sons and daughters. I believe that you should withdraw from him and stay away from him as much as possible. Perhaps that would be more beneficial for him. This may cause him to regain his senses, righteousness, and belief.	Comment by JP: Citation footnote needed?

In contrast toUnlike in the previous cases raised here in which al-Tartusi allowed the brothers or the son to remain in the family home, at least temporarily, in this instance,here he adopts a resolute and uncompromising position in this instance. The father’’s blasphemous behavior and refusal to heed to the family members’’ admonition rendered render himself an apostate, and, even worse, an enemy of Islam. This, according to al-Tartusi, leaves the son with no alternative but to depart fromleave the household. In the preceding cases involving the two brothers who mocked Islam and the brother who failed to observe prayer, al-Tartusi seemed to recognize the prospect of their reformation. As a result, he placed greater emphasis on maintaining familial cohesion, permitting the inquirers to continue residing within their respective households. By contrast, the apostate father in this instance had has persistently dismissed the family’’s repeated exhortations to repent. Thus, al-Tartusi finds it legally difficult to permit the inquirer to remaining continue living with him under the same roof. It is noteworthy that iIn all three cases, al-Tartusi emphasizes that leaving the household may ultimately benefit the father and brothers. This approach appears to reflect his hope that such a drastic measure could serves as a catalyst for wake-up call, prompting  self-reflection. Once cut off from their relation, In isolation, they might re-reconsider their actions and become more receptive to the call for repentance. Put in this light, the instruction to leave the house appear not to beis not driven solely by doctrinal considerations but is motivated to some extent by familial concerns. 	Comment by JP: This is ostensibly what he says but how do we know that is what drives it?
In a somewhat similar manner, Salafi-jihadi jurists display little tolerance when the parent undertakes an apostatizinga job that serves apostasy. In response to an inquiry regarding the permissibility of marrying a pious woman whose father serves in the military, the questioner seeks clarification on whether such a union is lawful and whether the father’’s role as guardian during the marriage contract (‘‘aqd al-Qur’’ān) could invalidate it.[footnoteRef:98] Abu Usama al-Shami responds by asserting that the father’’s apostasy, stemming from his military affiliation, does not compromise the daughter’’s religious status. Accordingly, the marriage is permissible, provided the prospective bride remains steadfast in her devotion to Islam, with the additional stipulation that any children born of the union must not be raised within the wife’’s family. However, with regard to the father’’s role as guardian (walī) during the marriage contract, which constitutes the central component of the religious ceremony, al-Shami adopts a more stringent position. He prohibits the father from to serveing as a guardian to his daughter at in the religious ceremony, even if this insults him, because ““guardianship of an infidel over a believing woman is invalid.”” He thus requests that the daughter’’s pious brother or grandfather serve as guardians instead.[footnoteRef:99] Nevertheless, Al-Shami explains that al-Shami, despite his apostasy, the father may nevertheless still participate in the ceremony and oversee other arrangements related to the marriage, such as the writing of the contract itself, confirming its content, registering the marriage with the court, and so on etc. Once again, when adjudicating familial relations, Salafi-jihadi jurists demonstrate interpretive latitude in reconciling the doctrinal requirement to disavow apostates with the competing obligation to honor kinship bonds, and particularly parents. [98:  Abū Usāma al-Shāmī, “Ḥukm al-Jawāz min Ukht Mutadayyina Wāliduhā Ya‛mal fī-l-Jaysh,” December 19, 2009, https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/7268/read?part=13&page=670&index=5311030/5311050 (accessed December 8, 2024).]  [99:  al-Shāmī, “Ḥukm al-Jawāz min Ukht.” ] 


Finally, Salafi-jihadi and Salafi-taqlidi jurists engage in nuanced debates regarding the extent to which economic ties persist between a Muslims and his their deceased infidel or apostate parents. For exampleinstance, some Salafi-taqlidi jurists categorically prohibit a son from inheriting from his infidel parents, [footnoteRef:100] while others permit it under on specific conditions.[footnoteRef:101] Salafi-jihadi jurists, on the other hand, generally allow such an inheritance, though they place it within a distinct legal framework. Notably, scholars like Abu Muhammad al-Maqdisi and al-Tartusi advocate for the Muslim inheritor to claim their share of the inheritance, arguing that leaving the property under the control of infidels,  – whether infidel siblings or the apostate state in the absence of other legal heirs,  – would only strengthen (yataqawwun) their position (yataqawwun)[footnoteRef:102] and enable them to even further oppose Islam.[footnoteRef:103] For these jurists, the issue extends beyond the financial detriment to the Muslim heir, encompassing to the broader concern of limiting the infidels’ influence in society. [100:  Ibn Bāz, for example, prohibits a Muslim from inheriting from his infidel father. Ibn Bāz, “Lā Yarith al-Muslim al-Kāfir wa-Lā al-Kāfir al-Muslim,” n.d., https://bit.ly/4gpdy2D (accessed December 8, 2024).]  [101:  See, for example, Islamweb, “Aqwāl Ahl al-‛Ilm fī Tawrīth al-Muslim min al-Kkāfir,” December 19, 2004, https://www.islamweb.net/ar/fatwa/57018 (accessed December 8, 2024). ]  [102:  Al-Ṭarṭūsī, “Hal Yarith al-Muslim al-Kāfir,” October 30, 2012, https://tartosi.blogspot.com/2012/10/blog-post_37.html (accessed December 8, 2024). ]  [103:  Abū Muḥammad al-Maqdisī, “Ḥal Yajūz al-Wirātha min al-Aqārib Ghayr al-Muslimīn,” November 12, 2009, https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/7268/read?part=8&page=398&index=5310906/5310922 (accessed December 9, 2024). ] 

The divergence between al-Maqdisi and al-Tartusi centers on their respective interpretations of the nature of economic ties between Muslim inheritors and their deceased infidel parents. While aAl-Tartusi remains silent on the conceptual framing of such relationsties, implicitly suggesting his acquiescence to the permissibilitynotion of inheriting from infidels, . alAl-Maqdisi explicitly argues that the Muslim heir must not perceive the act of claiming the money as an inheritance (lā ya’’khuduhu kamā qulnā ‛alā annhu īirāth). He contends that framing it as inheritance implies an acknowledgment of bonds of allegiance (muwālāh) between Muslims and infidels, which the Qur’’an categorically forbids. For al-Maqdisi, inheritance from infidels is inseparable from the broader issue of prohibited associations with them. Consequently, he insists that the Muslim son should conceptualize the act not as inheritingance but merely as merely rightfully acquiringthe rightful acquisition of property.

In sum, Salafi-jihadi jurisprudence demonstrates a pronounced hermeneutical flexibility when adjudicating cases of apostasy within kinship networks, exploiting legal ambiguities to their maximum interpretive capacity in order to preserve familial cohesion. This methodological approach reflects what might be termed in some scholarly fields "“strategic ambiguity maximization,"”[footnoteRef:104], a technique employed here by jurists deliberately to deliberately amplify doctrinal uncertainties in order to defer the application of harsh legal consequences when family relationships are at stakes. [104:  For an example of how this principle is purposely employed in legal contract, see B. Douglas Bernheim and Michael D. Whinston, “Incomplete Contracts and Strategic Ambiguity,” The American Economic Review 88:4 (1998), 902–32. ] 

The phenomenon is particularly evident in cases where in which apostasy remains behaviorally inchoate or legally contested. Jurists consistently privilege lenient, flexiblegraceful interpretation over doctrinal rigor when evaluating the religious status of family members, extending extraordinary latitude for "behavioral reform," even when such prospects appear objectively remote. This attitute attitude represents a significant departure from the typically uncompromising stance these same authorities adopt toward non-familial apostates. It suggests that kinship bonds function as a mitigating factor that fundamentally alters the calculus of legal application.
The case of the father who declined to pronounce takfir takfīr against Hamas exemplifies this jurisprudential elasticity. Rather than treating such theological reticence as evidence of apostasy, jurists treat it as if it were a legitimate judicial disagreement, thereby creating interpretive space to maintain family unity. This interpretive pragmatic lenience generosity extends even to more egregious cases, as demonstrated by al-Shami'’s reluctance to mandate order someone to leave a household separation despite the ongoing blasphemous conduct on the part of the father, a decision that would be inconceivable in non-familial contexts. However, this interpretive flexibilityleniency operates within clearly demarcated boundaries. Once apostasy transcends the realm of ambiguity and becomes jurisprudentially incontestable, the familial exception collapses is entirely inapplicable. At this threshold, jurists uniformly mandate complete disassociation, suggesting that their earlier flexibility serves not to fundamentally compromise doctrinal principles, but rather to maximize opportunities for family preservation within the constraints of a legitimate doctrinal interpretation. This graduated approach reveals a sophisticated understanding of how legal ambiguity can be instrumentalized to balance competing religious imperatives without abandoning doctrinal coherence.	Comment by JP: Wasn’t what we rather saw that it was evidence of apostasy in their eyes but one that could be revoked through persuasion and that the grounds were not a different view of what constitutes apostasy in legal terms but how one addresses a practical situation in which it arises?	Comment by JP: Wasn’t it pursuit of wider Islamic goals rather than leniency as such, in their eyes at least?

SD - please see suggestion

Some Other Matters a Family Member’s Apostasy that May be Affected by the Apostasy of a Family Member
Although marriage between a Muslim man and an infidel woman is permitted in the Qur’’an, such a union between a Muslim woman and an infidel man is considered prohibited by Muslim jurists across religious denominations. A query directed to Abu al-Walid al-Maqdisi involved a Sunni Muslim woman who married a Muslim man, only to later discovdiscover later that he engaged in Shi‛ite practices of worship. Unlike the majority of Shi‛ites, who traditionally curse some of the Prophet’’s companions at the conclusion of prayers, the husband abstained from this practice. However, he holds a position as an officer in the Iraqi interior Ministry ministryof Interior. 	Comment by JP: I don’t think you can have an Arabic character in what is an Anglicization like this.
Abu al-Walid al-Maqdisi adopts an uncompromising stance, offering offering nono allowance for leniency. He is willing to recognize a Shi‛ite as a Muslim as long as he does engages in any shirk, activity (e.g.,such as worshiping the imams,  or cursing the Companions of the Prophet), . He contendsasserting  that, ““if Islam is established with clear proofs, it should isbe terminated only by clear proofs” (idhā thabata al-Islām bi-yaqīn lā yazūl ilā bi-yaqīn).”[footnoteRef:105] However, warns Abu al-Walid warns that, if a husband is known to adhere to the Shi‘itei views such as the ““distortion of the Qur’’ān”” (taḥrīf al-Qur’’ān), ““the apostasy of the Companions”” (kufr al-ṣaḥāba), ““accusing ‛Ā’’isha of fornication,”” or beliefs that their imams have knowledge of the unseen (ya‛lamūn al-ghayb), he is a disbeliever and an apostate. 	Comment by JP: It is more than “should” in the Arabic, isn’t it?	Comment by JP: Do you need all of these examples, since you refer to only a sample? It makes for a long sentence. [105:  Abū al-Walīd al-Maqdisī, “Ḥukm Jawāz al-Sunnīya min al-Shī‛ī,” December 16, 2009, https://ketabonline.com/ar/books/7268/read?part=12&page=589&index=5311005/5311012 (accessed December 8, 2024). ] 

Having first articulated the foundational legal principles relevant to the case, Abu al-Walid ultimately advises the wife to leave her husband'’s household. His recommendation is grounded in two principal concerns. Firstly, he cautions that the husband may be engaging in taqiyya – concealing his true doctrinal convictions (taqīya).– which Such behavior raises the possibility that his apostasy is even more deeply entrenched than it appears. Abu al-Walid emphasizes that this such dissimulation might conceal from the wife the full extent of her husband'’s deviancedeviancy, thereby putting her at risk of unwitting complicity. 
Secondly, Abu al-Walid underscores that the husband'’s employment within the interior Ministry ministryof Interior, in and of itself, constitutes grounds for apostasy, unless there is a valid legal justification for him taking that position. In conjunction with the husband’’s adherence to Shii‛ism, this professional affiliation compounds the gravity of his unbelief. Abu al-Walid characterizes the man’’s apostasy as "“thick (mughallaẓ), layers of darkness one upon the other,"”[footnoteRef:106] invoking this Qur’’anic imagery to stress its severity. Unlike other familial cases in which Salafi-jihadi jurists demonstrate a willingness to consider context-specific accommodations or to chart more gradual paths toward doctrinal conformity, Abu al-Walid adopts a resolutely hardline position. His refusal to explore conciliatory alternatives –, such as encouraging the wife to invite her husband to renounce his sectarian and occupational affiliations –, is rooted in his perception that the theological and institutional markers of the husband'’s identity are both egregious and intractable. Maintaining the marriage, in Abu al-Walid’’s view, would pose an unacceptable threat to the wife'’s religious integrity and doctrinal purity. He therefore unequivocally advises her to leave the shared home and to formally request a divorce. Abu al-Walid’’s opinion here is consistent with the rigid position upheld by Salafi-taqlidi scholars.[footnoteRef:107]  [106:  Abū al-Walīd al-Maqdisī, “Ḥukm Jawāz al-Sunnīya min al-Shī‛ī.” ]  [107:  Ibn Bāz, “Ḥukm Jawāz al-Sunna min al-Shī‛a,” n.d., https://bit.ly/3ZtR9dC (accessed December 8, 2024). ] 

	
Conclusion remarks	Comment by JP: Is this more of a summary than a conclusion?
Salafi-jihadi jurists seek to facilitate basic social interactions between their followers and non-Muslim colleagues and neighbors, despite concerns that such interactions might lead to prohibited forms of friendship. To achieve this, they reframereinterpret the legal obligation to harbor animosity toward non-Muslims, emphasizing that such animosity should target the religious practices of non-Muslims rather than their personal character. Consequently, non-Muslims may be treated with kindness, gentleness, honesty, and trustworthiness, albeit without fostering affection. For instance, courteous behavior may include extending daily greetings, though the greeting al-salamu ‘‘alaykum,  is reserved exclusively for Muslims, is prohibited. While shaking hands with non-Muslims is often deemed impermissible, some jurists overlook this practice in social settings, as it is not explicitly forbidden in divine texts. 
Furthermore, jurists encourage acts of kindness toward non-Muslims, such as visiting ill colleagues or neighbors, to with a view to attracting them to Islam. Shaking hands with non-Muslims is also allowed when the purpose is to invite them to embrace the Islamic faith. They even permit Muslims to reside in neighborhoods where the Prophet is cursed, provided that their positive engagement might inspire repentance among such individuals.
The jurists adopt an even more lenient stance when dealing with relations involving apostate or non-Muslim family members. Muslims are permitted to share a household with apostate or non-Muslim relatives if there is a reasonable prospect of influencing them to return to the correct Path path or toand embrace Islam, as long as these relatives do not exhibit hostility toward Islam or Muslims after being advisedcounseled. Respect for non-Muslim parents is also mandated, even if they refuse to convert to Islam. In matters of inheritance, Salafi-jihadi jurists allow a Muslim to inherit from non-Muslim parents; . howeverHowever, this is primarily motivated by a desire to prevent the wealth from falling into the hands of the non-Muslim state or heirs, rather than a recognition of inheritance as a continuation of economic ties with deceased parents.
When assessing the broader motivations underlying these rulings, two distinct essentialist and utilitarian approaches emerge: essentialist and utilitarian. On the one hand, jJurists like al-Tartusi argue that respect for parents is an unconditional obligation,, irrespective of their religious affiliation. On the other hand, oOther jurists, however, emphasize such familial interactions as opportunities to introduce Islam to non-Muslim parents and to encourage repentance among apostate relatives.
Notably, the concept of religious "hatred" is is consistently invoked within familial, neighborly, and collegial contexts, particularly because such relationships possess inherent potential for developing profound emotional bonds. Jurists conceptualize this "hatred" not merely as a religious imperative, but rather as an instrumental mechanism for establishing social boundaries between in-group and out-group constituencies, as Jonathan Z. demonstrates. The growing Amrican US military pressure on al-Qaeda Qa’ida Iraq starting as 2006, with  (the “Anbar Awakening: ” that saw the consolidation of Sunni tribes against al-Qaeda)the group,[footnoteRef:108] the progressive territorial decline of ISIS in Syria and Iraq between 2015- and 2017, and the weakening of al-Qaeda Qa’ida and other Salafi-jihadi organizations across the MENA region have likely intensified concerns among Salafi-jihadi adherents that their religious communities remain vulnerable to negative influences and precariously held together.	Comment by JP: Does the reader already know who this is? Shouldn’t there be a citation of where he demonstrates it?

SD - why no last name? That is standard [108:  Kimberly Kagan, “The Anbar Awakening: Displacing al-Qaeda from Its Stronghold in Western Iraq,” The Institute for the Study of War, n.d., (https://understandingwar.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/IraqReport03.pdf). ] 

Consequently, these groups have madeundertaken systematic efforts to demarcate boundaries as a protective measures against the potential dissolution of Salafi-jihadi enclaves. The existential insecurity arising from significant Salafi-jihadi political reversals may have compelled jurists to advocate for religious antagonism as a mechanism for reestablishing certainty and maintaining identity coherence, a dynamic identified bys  Catarina Kinnvall suggests. As discussed in the introduction to this volumeelucidated in this volume's introduction, this pattern mirrors the Khawarij response following their seventh-century defeat, the Shi'’ite response subsequent to their defeat by the Umayyads, and the Wahhabi response following to their successive defeats by Ottoman forces. Across In all three instances, these movements institutionalized the doctrine of al-walā’’ wa-l-barā’’ and particularly “hatred” as a means of fostering social separation from external groups while preserving in-group cohesion and identity.
However, according toas Mary Douglas argues, religious hatred not only functions not solely as a political or social instrument, but also represents a genuine response to fears of doctrinal contamination within the sacred enclave. Given the deterioration of political formations, specifically the Islamic State (ISIS) and various other Salafi-jihadi organizations, that previously provided structural cohesion for Salafi-jihadis, jurists may have harbored profound concerns about the future direction of adherents. They couldmay be concerned have worried that these adherents maywould drift toward ideological syncretism with Salafi-taqlidi communities or, more problematically, assimilate into broader non-Salafi Islamic societiessociety. Such potential doctrinal drift represents poses a serious threat to the purity and integrity of Salafi-jihadi doctrine, potentially resulting in the corruption of core beliefs through exposure to what they perceive as compromised interpretations of Islam. Accordingly, they have constructed a rigidly dichotomous doctrinal framework clearly circumscribingdelineating doctrinally pure and impure spheres, thereby compelling Salafi-jihadis to safeguard their doctrine by maintaining their strict separation from Islamic ideologies they regard as deviant, contaminated, and spiritually defiled..

Chapter Four: Courteous Courtesy Behavior withToward Infidel Co-Workers, Neighbors, and Family Members


