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It was what Britain had dreaded ever since 9 /11. At shortly before nine in the morning on July 7,2005, bombs went off almost simultaneously in three London Underground trains deep below the streets of the capital. Soon afterwards, a fourth bomb blew a red London bus to bits as it trundled through a leafy Bloomsbury square.

The carnage was horrific, particularly in the Tube trains underground. As the gruesome task began of collecting the body parts from the wrecked trains and bus, and as the wounded emerged dazed and weeping from the underground tunnels, a shocked Britain had to confront the terrible fact that the appalling phenomenon of suicide bombing had arrived on British soil.

Two weeks later, an almost identical attempt was made to blow up commuters on the Tube and buses. This time—incredibly—all four bombs failed to detonate. Now, though, the British public was even more traumatized. It seemed that Britain was in for a campaign of mass murder targeted at the public transit system, and that the security that commuters had hitherto taken for granted had now, for the foreseeable future, disappeared.

From the moment the bombs went off, however, Britain sought to deny their full implications. For it quickly became clear that the bombers were all British. The realization that British boys would want to murder their fellow citizens was bad enough. But the thought that they would do so by using their own bodies as human bombs was a horror that people had assumed was confined to the mystifying passions  of the Middle East. So, for some time afterwards, Britain told itself these had not been suicide bombings. Eventually, it was proved beyond doubt that they had been. A shocking videotape surfaced in which the bombers’ young leader, clad in an anorak and an Arab keffiyeh, calmly declared that suicide bombing was the only way to make Britain acknowledge Muslim grievances—all in a broad Yorkshire accent. There was now no getting away from the fact that British Muslims had turned themselves into human bombs to murder as many of their fellow citizens as possible.

It was only then that Britain belatedly acknowledged the lethal and many-headed hydra it had allowed to grow inside its own society. The attacks had been carried out by home-grown Muslim terrorists, suburban boys who had been educated at British schools and had degrees, jobs and comfortable families. Yet these British boys, who loved cricket and helped disabled children, had somehow been so radicalized within the British society that had nurtured them that they were prepared to murder their fellow citizens in huge numbers and to turn themselves into human bombs to do so.

An appalling vista thus opened up for Britain, which houses around two million Muslim citizens out of a population of some sixty million. How many more Muslim youths, people wondered, might similarly be planning mass murder against their fellow Britons? For although no one thinks that the vast majority of British Muslims are anything other than peaceful and law-abiding, the evidence suggests that the numbers who do support either the aims or the tactics of the jihad are terrifying. According to British officials, up to sixteen thousand British Muslims either are actively engaged in or support terrorist activity, while up to three thousand are estimated to have passed through al-Qaeda training camps, with several hundred thought to be primed to attack the United Kingdom.1

These figures are staggering, and their implications go beyond any immediate concern for security. They suggest that something has gone very wrong with British society. For none of the usual explanations for suicide bombers is remotely applicable here. These British terrorists and their sympathizers were not radicalized by their experience in refugee camps in faraway lands, or by living under despotic regimes,  or by coming from countries whose national project was hatred of the West. They were born and brought up in one of the freest, most prosperous and most humane countries in the world. Yet these British boys, the product of British schools and universities and the British welfare state, behaved in a way that repudiated not just British values but the elementary codes of humanity. Nor were they oddball loners. What had caused them to go onto the Tube with their backpacks and blow themselves and their fellow Britons to bits was an ideology that had taken hold like a cancer, not just in the madrassas of Pakistan but in the streets of Leeds and Bradford, Oldham and Leicester, Glasgow and Luton. And this had happened while Britain was studiously looking the other way.

European convulsions over Islam—such as the murder of the Dutch filmmaker Theo van Gogh in 2004 or the French riots in 2005 —have provoked critical discussion of the profound cultural changes across mainland Europe in response to large-scale Muslim immigration, as in recent books by authors such as Bruce Bawer and Claire Berlinski.2

Great Britain, however, is America’s most important ally. The “special relationship” between the two countries is no less critical today than when they stood shoulder to shoulder against Nazi Germany. The United States may provide the muscle to defend the free world against Islamic fascism, but Britain—the originator of the values that America defends—provides the backbone. The unwavering support for the war in Iraq displayed by Prime Minister Tony Blair has been as crucial for the moral authority it has lent the United States as for any military or intelligence contribution. Britain is a champion of America to the world, using its own moral capital as a guarantor of America’s good faith. And in Tony Blair the American people see the embodiment of British staunchness and resolve, along with an eloquence in putting the case for the defense of freedom and democracy which has turned him into a hero of the cause.

But what if things in Britain are not as they seem to America? What if Mr. Blair is an aberration within his own country? What if Britain, rather than being the front line of defense against the threat of radical Islam, has become a quisling state that actually threatens to undermine  that defense? What if, instead of holding the line for Western culture against the Islamic jihad, Britain is sleepwalking into the arms of the enemy?

When the London bombings occurred, America felt the shock almost as keenly as did Britain. It was not just that the synchronized attacks in the heart of Britain’s capital painfully reminded Americans of September 11, 2001. The bombings alarmingly demonstrated how easy it was to get under the defenses of America’s most powerful and dependable ally. If radical Islamists could live as ordinary UK citizens for years while operating as terrorist sleeper cells under the radar of the British authorities, this could easily happen to America too.

There was also something shockingly totemic about these attacks upon Britain. This was, after all, the country that was a byword for bloody-minded independence and a refusal ever to knuckle under to tyranny. This was the bulldog breed that in the 1940s had endured the horrors of the Blitz and had vowed never to surrender. The London bombings were therefore an attack on the historic core of Western liberty. There was admiration in America for the apparently stoical reaction by the British. And there was redoubled respect for Prime Minister Blair, whose subsequent addresses to the nation were felt to be gratifyingly blunt in naming the problem correctly as an evil ideology that had hijacked a religion, and which had to be extirpated along with the terrorists committing mass murder in its name.3 At last, thought Americans, a leader was prepared to spell out the truth without equivocation.

But the transatlantic telescope furnishes too rosy a perspective. The London bombings revealed a terrible truth about Britain, something even more alarming and dangerous to America’s long-term future than the fact that foreign terrorists had been able to carry out the 9/11 attacks on U.S. soil in 2001. They finally lifted the veil on Britain’s dirty secret in the war on terrorism—that for more than a decade, London had been the epicenter of Islamic militancy in Europe. Under the noses of successive British governments, Britain’s capital had turned into “Londonistan”—a mocking play on the names of such state sponsors of terrorism as Afghanistan—and become the  major European center for the promotion, recruitment and financing of Islamic terror and extremism.

Indeed, it could be argued that it was in London that al-Qaeda was first forged from disparate radical groups into a global terrorist phenomenon. During the 1980s and 1990s, despite repeated protests from other countries around the world, Londonistan flourished virtually without public comment at home—and, most remarkably of all, with no attempt at all to combat it by the governmental and intelligence agencies that were all too aware of what was happening.

Incredibly, London had become the hub of the European terror networks. Its large and fluid Muslim and Arab population fostered the growth of myriad radical Islamist publications spitting hatred of the West, and its banks were used for fund-raising accounts funneling money into extremist and terrorist organizations. Terrorists wanted in other countries were given safe haven in the United Kingdom and left free to foment hatred against the West. Extremist groups such as Hizb ut-Tahrir remained legal, despite being banned in many European and many Muslim countries. Radicals such as Abu Qatada, Omar Bakri Mohammed, Abu Hamza and Mohammed al-Massari were allowed to preach incitement to violence, raise money and recruit members for the jihad. An astonishing procession of UK-based terrorists turned out to have been responsible for attacks upon America, Israel and many other countries.

When Abu Hamza was finally jailed in February 2006 for soliciting murder and inciting racial hatred, an astounded British public suddenly discovered that for years he had been allowed to operate from his London mosque as a key figure in the global terrorist movement while the British authorities sat on their hands. Not only had he openly incited murder and racial hatred, but he had amassed inside his mosque a huge arsenal of weapons to be used in terrorist training camps in Britain. Worse still, through his preaching of jihad he had radicalized an unquantifiable number of British Muslims, including three of the London bombers.4

Only after the court case was it revealed that the police had made two previous attempts to prosecute him but had been rebuffed by the  Crown Prosecution Service, which defended itself by claiming that there had not been enough evidence to bring a case. It was also revealed that, seven years previously, the British authorities had gathered wire-tap evidence apparently linking Abu Hamza to terrorist offenses abroad.5 There were suspicions that the only reason he had eventually been prosecuted at all was that America had requested his extradition, and the British had put him on trial solely to avoid his possible incarceration in Guantanamo Bay, whose procedures were regarded by the British government with deep disapproval.6

But why had he not been prosecuted earlier if the British authorities knew about his activities? The former home secretary David Blunkett claimed that the police, the security service MI5 and prosecuting authorities had all told him that he was exaggerating the threat posed by Abu Hamza when Blunkett had pressed for him to be dealt with. “There was a deep reluctance to act on the information coming out of Abu Hamza’s own mouth and some people did not want to believe how serious it all was,” he said.7

Why, though, were the British authorities so reluctant? More astonishingly still, Londonistan continued to flourish unhindered even after the “wake-up call” of 9/11. Despite the fact that a number of Islamist terror plots against Britain had previously been thwarted, the London bombings in 2005 still caught MI5 with its trousers down. It had no idea that an attack was imminent, and it had never imagined that the foreign radicals whom it had all but ignored might be having a lethal effect on impressionable young Muslims in British cities. How could Britain have slept on its watch like this?

Among ordinary Britons, there has been widespread alarm and incomprehension about such official laxity. America should be even more concerned about what this tells it about its principal ally. For this was no simple lapse; MI5 itself was guilty of a combination of flawed analysis and cynicism. Distracted by the Cold War on the one hand and Irish terrorism on the other, it never understood the power of the Islamic nation—or ummah—over its scattered members and for a variety of reasons believed that it was not in Britain’s interests to act against Islamist radicals. The security service was content instead to watch as Londonistan took shape, apparently either oblivious or indifferent  to the carnage that its proponents might be inflicting overseas.

Shocking as this may be, the intelligence debacle is only the tip of the iceberg. Among Britain’s governing class—its intelligentsia, its media, its politicians, its judiciary, its church and even its police—a broader and deeper cultural pathology has allowed and even encouraged Londonistan to develop, one which persists to this day.

Early in 2006, the world was suddenly convulsed by a wave of Muslim violence and demonstrations over the publication in Denmark of a batch of cartoons linking the Prophet Mohammed with violence, which had been published the previous September in the Danish newspaper Jyllands-Posten. Despite some local Muslim protests in Denmark at the time, the drawings initially caused no wider problems. Indeed, they were republished in October 2005 on the front page of an Egyptian newspaper, Al-Fagr, without incident.

Feelings were inflamed among Muslims, however, by a group of Danish imams who circulated the cartoons throughout the Muslim world, along with others of an obscene nature that had not been published by Jyllands-Posten and appeared to have been included purely to stir up passions.8 As the controversy grew, newspapers in France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Spain republished the Danish cartoons in a gesture of solidarity and to show that the core Western value of freedom of expression would not be cowed by clerical fascism.

The growing disquiet was cynically exploited by other Islamist radicals, along with countries such as Iran and Syria that seized the opportunity to manipulate the global agenda to their advantage.9 The result was Islamist violence and intimidation across the globe. Denmark was threatened with human-bomb attacks. Death threats were issued against the cartoonists and editors, with Danes, Norewegians and other Europeans being hunted for kidnap. Thousands took part in marches and demonstrations, with calls to behead Westerners and rallying cries for “holy war” by Islam against Europe.10 In Afghanistan, Libya and Nigeria, people died in mass protests.11

Such an attempt at international censorship could hardly have furnished a more graphic example of the assault by one civilization upon another in an explicit attempt to subordinate to Islam a cardinal value of the Western world. Yet the governments of both Britain and America12  responded by apologizing for “causing offense” to Muslims, while their intelligentsia earnestly debated whether it was wrong to insult someone else’s religion—for all the world as if this were a university ethics seminar rather than a world war being waged by clerical fascism against free societies.

Of course it is wrong gratuitously to insult a religion. But the Danish cartoons were not an attack on Islam. They were commissioned as a comment on the fact that a Danish children’s author, who was writing an inoffensive book about Islam, could not find an illustrator. This was because, after the murder of the filmmaker Theo van Gogh in the Netherlands for his perceived insult to the religion, Danish illustrators were too frightened to undertake even this commission.

The cartoons were therefore not intended as an attack on Islam, but rather as a political comment on the intimidation being practiced by extremists in its name. Their publication was an attempt to test out the degree of self-censorship that this has caused in Denmark. Far from an attack upon another faith, they were an attempt to defend a society from an attack upon its own values by religious fanaticism. They were therefore an expression of high moral purpose and needed to be defended with the utmost vigor.

Nevertheless, Britain did not see it that way. Its foreign secretary, Jack Straw, initially ignored the violence and condemned instead those European newspapers that had republished the cartoons. “There is freedom of speech, we all respect that, but there is not any obligation to insult or to be gratuitously inflammatory,” he said. “I believe that the republication of these cartoons has been unnecessary, it has been insensitive, it has been disrespectful and it has been wrong.”13

Yet while declaring that free speech should be limited to avoid being insulting or gratuitously inflammatory, Britain appeared to believe that it should be unlimited when Muslims incited mass murder. In February 2006, Muslims demonstrating outside the Danish embassy in London’s exclusive Knightsbridge area were allowed to call for bombings and decapitations while the police looked on. “Bomb bomb Denmark” and “Nuke nuke Denmark,” shouted the demonstrators, while their placards read: “Exterminate those who slander Islam,” “Behead those who insult Islam,” “Europe you’ll come crawling when  mujahideen come roaring,” “As Muslims unite we are prepared to fight,” “Europe you will pay, fantastic four are on their way” (a presumed reference to the London suicide bombers the previous year). And one demonstrator was even dressed in the garb of a suicide bomber.

Not only was such open incitement to murder and terrorism allowed to go on, but the only action taken by the police was actually directed against those passersby who objected to such displays. People who tried to snatch away the placards were held back. Several members of the public tackled senior police officers guarding the protesters, demanding to know why they allowed banners that praised the “magnificent 19”—the 9/11 terrorists—and others threatening further attacks on London. The officers said that their role was to ensure public order and safety.14 And those who tried to photograph the man dressed as a suicide bomber were threatened with arrest.

The result was public outrage. Realizing that a public relations disaster was in the offing, British Muslim community leaders themselves criticized the police for allowing the demonstrators to threaten violence on British streets. With such calls from the very people they were bending over backwards not to offend, the police and government abruptly changed their tune. Mr. Straw condemned the violence around the world, while the police said they would consider arresting some of the demonstrators.15

In stark contrast to their European counterparts, not one British newspaper republished the cartoons. The foreign secretary praised their self-restraint—but the more likely explanation was that they were practicing self-censorship through fear. Far from standing up to intimidation, Britain was caving in. Such weakness merely encouraged yet further demands that Muslim values take precedence over British ones. A gathering of three hundred Muslim religious leaders in the Midlands city of Birmingham demanded that the law should be changed to prohibit the publication of any images of the Prophet Mohammed.16 This demand for special treatment was backed up by two further large demonstrations in London. The jihad was brazenly beating the loudest and most martial of drums in the capital city of the country that was supposed to be playing a pivotal role in the fight to defend the values of the West—but instead was apologizing for  those values and seeking to appease those who were threatening to usurp them.

The British public was increasingly appalled by the feebleness of its rulers in the face of this onslaught. Yet over the past few years, it has failed to sound the alarm at the steady encroachment of radical Islamism into British public life. The Labour mayor of London, Ken Livingstone, has embraced and defended Sheikh Yusuf al-Qaradawi, the prominent Islamist cleric who says it is a duty for Muslims to turn themselves into human bombs in Israel and Iraq. Meanwhile George Galloway, the supporter of Saddam Hussein, was elected to the British Parliament as the leader of a new political party that brings together the far left and radical Islamism—the first such party in Europe. Yet there has been no groundswell to get rid of the popular Livingstone as London’s mayor, nor has the Labour party disowned him; while Galloway is regarded as, at worst, a minor irritant or pantomime villain.

The alarming fact is that, far from continuing to embody the bulldog spirit that enabled it to fight off fascism in the twentieth century, Britain remains in a widespread state of denial. It understands well enough that it faces a mortal threat from radical Islamists. But by and large, it does not understand why it faces this threat. Instead of laying the blame firmly upon the Islamist ideology where it belongs, Britain has itself adopted some of the tropes of that very ideology—in particular, hatred of America and Israel, whose policies it blames as the cause of Muslim rage.

The view is widely shared, for example, that the London bombings were caused by Britain’s support for the war in Iraq. Clearly this cannot be so, since Islamist terror not only preceded that war but has been directed against countries that either had nothing to do with it, such as Indonesia, or actively opposed it, such as France.

Equally clearly, however, the war in Iraq—along with Afghanistan and other conflicts—has been used to whip up further animus against the West. The distorted and hostile media coverage of Iraq, which has presented regime change as an indefensible conspiracy against the public interest to serve the interests of Israel and the Jewish lobby in America, has undoubtedly helped this process. Instead of challenging  the lies that feed Muslim paranoia and rage, it has stoked them up and reinforced the deep prejudices that fuel them.

No less troubling, it has helped spread those prejudices among the wider British society, which, being constitutionally incapable of understanding religious fanaticism and always seeking instead a rational explanation for irrational acts, has developed an ugly climate of rampant anti-Americanism and prejudice against Israel, the legitimacy of whose very existence is now openly questioned. This in turn echoes the romantic attachment to Arab culture long harbored by the British establishment and represented most conspicuously by the heir to the throne, Prince Charles, who has spoken warmly of Islam and expressed dismay at the animosity being displayed towards it in the concern over global terror.17 So at the very same time that Britons fear the threat from radical Islamism, the warped analysis of foreign policy that lies at its heart is now being echoed in the mainstream British conclusion: that the Iraq war was not a defense against Muslim aggression but its cause, that America is a superpower out of control, and that the origin of Muslim rage against the West lies in Israel’s “oppression” of the Palestinians.

Instead of gaining a clear-eyed understanding of the ideology that so threatens it, Britain has thus been subverted by it. Instead of fighting this ideology with all the power at its command, Britain makes excuses for it, seeks to appease it—and even turns the blame that should be heaped on it upon itself instead. After the London bombings, the main concern of the media and intelligentsia was to avoid “Islamophobia,” the thought-crime that seeks to suppress legitimate criticism of Islam and demonize those who would tell the truth about Islamist aggression. Consequently, Muslim denial of any religious responsibility for the bombings was echoed and reinforced by government ministers and commentators, who sought to explain the Islamist terror in their midst by blaming, on the one hand, a few “unrepresentative” extremist preachers and, on the other, Muslim poverty and discrimination—even though the bombers came from middle-class homes and had been to university. Even Tony Blair, who had explicitly identified the ideology as the wellspring of terror, has not matched his words with deeds.  His government has sought not to defeat that ideology but to appease it.

In other words, Londonistan is—among other things—a state of mind that has spread well beyond the capital and, even after the London bombings, still has British society firmly in its grip. It is not a transient phenomenon but has deep roots inside British culture, and has been created by the confluence of two lethal developments.

The first was the arrival in Britain of large numbers of Muslims, first from Asia and then from Arab countries, where Islam had been systematically radicalized by a political agenda promoting the conquest and Islamization of the West. The second development, which was critical, was that British society presented a moral and philosophical vacuum that was ripe for colonization by predatory Islamism.

Britain has become a decadent society, weakened by alarming tendencies towards social and cultural suicide. Turning upon itself, it has progressively attacked or undermined the values, laws and traditions that make it a nation, creating a space that in turn has been exploited by radical Islamism. It has thus absorbed much of the inverted and irrational thinking that is subverting not only its own society and the values that underpin freedom and democracy, but also the alliance with America and the struggle to defend the free world.

This book is an attempt to piece together this complex cultural jigsaw, and to show how the deadly fusion of an aggressive ideology and a society that has lost its way has led to the emergence of Londonistan. In doing so, it is not drawing any conclusions about whether Islam is intrinsically a religion of violent conquest or whether it has been hijacked by a revisionist ideology. That issue, the subject of much controversy between scholars learned in the religion, lies beyond this book’s scope. Nor is it saying that all Muslims support jihadi terrorism or its aim of conquering the West and subjugating free societies to the tenets of Islam. On the contrary, Muslims are the most numerous victims of this clerical fascism. The premise upon which this book is based is rather that jihadi Islamism, whatever its historical or theological antecedents, has become today the dominant strain within the Islamic world, that its aims if not its methods are supported by an alarming number of Muslims in Britain, and that, to date, no Muslim representative institutions have arisen to challenge it.

In Britain, hundreds of thousands of Muslims lead law-abiding lives and merely want to prosper and raise their families in peace. Nevertheless, moderation among the majority appears to be a highly relative concept considering their widespread hostility towards Israel and the Jews, for example, or the way in which the very concept of Islamic terrorism or other wrongdoing is automatically denied. More fundamentally still, many do not accept the terms on which minorities must relate to the majority culture in a liberal democracy. Instead of acknowledging that Muslim values must give way wherever they conflict with the majority culture, they believe that the majority should instead defer to Islamic values and allow Muslims effectively autonomous development.

The attempt to establish this separate Muslim identity is growing more and more intense, with persistent pressure for official recognition of Islamic family law, the rise of a de facto parallel Islamic legal system not recognized by the state, demands for highly politicized Islamic dress codes, prayer meetings or halal food to be provided by schools and other institutions, and so on. No other minority attempts to impose its values on the host society like this. Behind it lies the premise that Islamic values trump British ones, and that Muslims in Britain are necessarily hostile to the values of the society of which they are citizens—a premise with which many British Muslims themselves would not agree.

Since even “moderate” Muslim representative institutions in Britain convey such a message, it is therefore hardly surprising that so many young Muslims are easy prey for radical Islamism and the call to violent jihad from the internet, or the Wahhabi or Muslim Brotherhood imams who have infiltrated many Muslim institutions and leadership positions in Britain.

And there is little to counter such influence because of a fundamental loss of national self-belief throughout the institutions of British society. Driven by postcolonial guilt and, with the loss of empire, the collapse of a world role, Britain’s elites have come to believe that the country’s identity and values are by definition racist, nationalistic and discriminatory. Far from transmitting or celebrating the country’s fundamental values, therefore, they have tried to transform a national  culture into a multicultural society, both in terms of the composition of the country and the values it embodies.

Mass immigration has been encouraged on the twin premises that economic dynamism depends on immigrants and that a monoculture is a bad thing. In some places, the concentration of Muslim immigrant communities has changed the face of British cities. It is, however, considered racist to say so in “multicultural” Britain, where a majoritarian culture is viewed as illegitimate and the nation as a source of shame. Instead, all minorities are deemed to have equal status with the majority and any attempt to impose majoritarian values is held to be discriminatory. Schools have ceased to transmit to successive generations either the values or the story of the nation, delivering instead the message that truth is an illusion and that the nation and its values are whatever anyone wants them to be. In the multicultural classroom, every culture appears to be taught except Britain’s indigenous one. Concern not to offend minority sensibilities has reached the risible point where piggy banks have been banished from British banks in case Muslims might be offended.18

Britain has become a largely post-Christian society, where traditional morality has been systematically undermined and replaced by an “anything goes” culture in which autonomous decisions about codes of behavior have become unchallengeable rights. With everyone’s lifestyle now said to be of equal value, the very idea of moral norms is frowned upon as a vehicle for discrimination and prejudice. Judaism and Christianity, the creeds that formed the bedrock of Western civilization, have been pushed aside and their place filled by a plethora of paranormal activities and cults. So prisoners are now allowed to practice paganism in their cells, using both wine and wands; and a Royal Navy sailor was given the legal right to carry out Satanic rituals and worship the devil aboard the frigate HMS Cumberland.19

The outcome has been the creation of a debauched and disorderly culture of instant gratification, with disintegrating families, feral children and violence, squalor and vulgarity on the streets. At an abstract level, such moral relativism destroyed the notion of objectivity, so that truth and lies were stood on their heads. This opened the way for the moral inversion of “victim culture,” which holds that  since minorities are oppressed by the majority they cannot be held responsible for what happens to them. As a result, a climate of intimidation developed in which minorities could demand special treatment and denounce anyone who objected as a bigot. Minority wrongdoing was thus excused and the blame shifted instead onto the majority. This allowed British Muslims, who consider themselves to be preeminently victims of Western culture, to turn reason and justice on their heads by blaming any wrongdoing by Muslims on others.

This communal state of denial continued even after the London bombings. Muslim leaders condemned these attacks—but also said that since they were “un-Islamic,” the bombers could not have been real Muslims. In addition, since Muslims regard Western values as an assault on Islamic principles, they routinely present their own aggression as legitimate self-defense. This moral inversion has been internalized so completely that the more Islamic terrorism there is, the more hysterically British Muslims insist that they are under attack by “Islamophobes” and a hostile West. Any attempt by British society to defend itself or its values, either through antiterrorist laws or the re-affirmation of the supremacy of Western values, is therefore denounced as Islamophobia. Even use of the term “Islamic terrorism” is regarded as “Islamophobic.”

Such deception and intimidation have worked. So profound is the fear of being branded a racist among British liberals, so completely do they subscribe to the multicultural victim culture, that the obvious examples of illogicality, untruths and paranoia in much Muslim discourse have never been challenged. Instead of attacking Islamic extremism, British liberals attacked Islamophobia. Instead of defending Britain against its attackers, they turned their rhetorical guns upon their own nation. Whenever suicide bombers struck, whether in Iraq, Israel or on the London Tube, the reaction of many in Britain’s morally compromised culture—where one man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter—was to blame not the fanatical ideology that spawned such inhuman acts, but invasion, oppression or discrimination against Muslims by America, Israel or Britain.

These trends are far from unknown in the United States. Indeed, much of the ideology of radical individualism was imported into  Britain from America during the decades after World War II. The kind of feminism that hated men and marriage, educational doctrines that destroyed teaching and knowledge in favor of “child-centered” autonomy, the ideology of racism which laid down that prejudice was confined to people with power—all these destructive ideas and more originated in the United States. Today, the culture wars rage unabated in America, where such thinking has become the orthodoxy in the universities and the media just as it has in Britain. But in the U.S. there has, at least, been a counteroffensive. The grip of the left-wing intelligentsia has been loosened by the growth of conservative think tanks and publishing houses, talk radio and now the internet bloggers. In Britain, by contrast, there has been no equivalent institutional challenge to the hegemony of the left and its stranglehold on the universities, media, civil service and other key institutions. In the United States, at least there are wars over culture; in Britain, there has been a rout.

As a result, virtually the entire British establishment has succumbed to multiculturalism and victim culture, and the attack on British values that these encapsulate. In America, the churches have been in the forefront of the defense of Western values. In Britain, by contrast, the Church of England has been in the forefront of the  retreat from the Judeo-Christian heritage. At every stage it has sought to appease the forces of secularism, accommodating itself to family breakdown, seeking to be nonjudgmental and embracing multiculturalism. The result has been a shift in Britain’s center of moral and political gravity as the Judeo-Christian foundations of British society have come under sustained assault.

Muslims in Britain are as incredulous as they are disgusted at the rout of moral values that has taken place. Indeed, when they speak of Western moral decadence, many in the West would agree with them. In Britain, this decadence not only fuels the rage of Muslims at the moral squalor that so affronts them, it also provides an opportunity to fill with an Islamist perspective the space that has been vacated by the collapse of Judeo-Christian moral authority. Since no fault in that perspective can be admitted, no wrongdoing in imposing it can be acknowledged either. Playing on the pathological fear of prejudice created by victim culture, Muslims refuse to accept responsibility for  Islamist violence, blame the British government instead for siding with America over Afghanistan and Iraq, and denounce any resistance to the imposition of an Islamic perspective as “Islamophobia.”

Britain has been unable to counter such intimidation because it has already sold the pass to other “victim” groups. It has effectively allowed itself to be taken hostage by militant gays, feminists or “antiracists” who used weapons such as public vilification, moral blackmail and threats to people’s livelihoods to force the majority to give in to their demands. And those demands were identical to those made by the Islamists: not merely to tolerate their values as minority rights but to replace normative values altogether and subordinate the values of the majority to the minority, because majority values set up a hierarchy that is deemed to be innately discriminatory. So when Muslims refused to accept minority status and insisted instead that their values must trump those of the majority, Britain had no answer.

This in turn is part of a wider movement that has become the orthodoxy amongst the progressive intelligentsia of Britain and Europe. As religion has retreated and morality becomes privatized, individual conscience has become universalized. The nation and its values are despised; moral legitimacy resides instead in a vision of universal progressivism, expressed through human rights law and such supranational institutions as the European Union, the United Nations or the International Criminal Court, and revolving around multiculturalism and minority rights.

This has produced the extraordinary phenomenon of radical Islam—which denies female equality and preaches death to gays—marching under the banner of human rights. The self-styled progressives on the British left, for whom human rights have replaced Christianity as the religion for a godless society, have formed a jaw-dropping axis with militant, fundamentalist Islamism. These two revolutionary camps have put their very sizeable differences to one side so that each can use the other to advance their goal, which is the destruction of Western society and its foundation values.

The effect on Britain of Islamist-chic has gone far beyond left-wing circles. Because of the grip exercised by such circles on British institutions and popular culture, the Muslim/Arab take on America and  events in the Middle East has been adopted by the media and other shapers of public opinion, most influentially by the BBC and Christian nongovernmental organizations.

This has had a far-reaching effect on Britain. It has fueled hostility towards America and the Iraq war, which has in turn distorted British political debate and now threatens to undermine Britain’s continuing role in the defense against terror. The issues of Iraq, America and Israel are now conflated in the British public mind in a poisonous stew of irrationality, prejudice, ignorance and fear.

Britons believe that the only reason they are currently threatened by Islamist terror is the UK’s support for America in Iraq. They do not believe Saddam Hussein was ever a threat to Britain or the West; they believe they were lied to over his weapons of mass destruction. They think the main reason for Muslim rage is the behavior of Israel towards the Palestinians, and that America made itself a target simply because of its support for Israel. And now, after London was bombed, they think the reason for that was Britain’s role in Iraq.

The outcome is that—unlike the vast mass of Americans in the more conservative “red states,” who may be aghast at the continuing war in Iraq but never doubted that their nation was threatened by clerical fascism—“middle Britain” thinks that America is the fount of all evil, that George W. Bush is a greater war criminal than Saddam Hussein ever was, and that Israel poses the greatest threat to world peace.

The resulting antiwar movement has provided a vast platform for Islamic extremism. It has turned what would otherwise have been dismissed as far-left, inflammatory and deeply unpatriotic statements in time of war into acceptable mainstream opinion. The impact of the daily invective against Jews, Israelis and evil Americans upon young Muslims who were already inflamed against the West has almost certainly turned up the temperature to boiling point. The relentless demonization of America and Israel by the British media, along with the demagoguery of George Galloway and Ken Livingstone, have acted as powerful recruiting sergeants for the jihad and have entrenched Londonistan in Britain’s national psyche.

Faced with this potentially lethal cultural meltdown, what is Tony Blair doing to combat it? For Americans who take British support for  granted in the defense against terror, the signs are unfortunately ominous. Instead of fighting these prejudices, the British government has decided to take the path of least resistance.

Despite Tony Blair’s brave stand on Iraq and his stern words against Islamic fanaticism, the fact is that the Labour party he leads does not follow him. Despite ministers’ awareness of the extent of Islamist extremism in Britain, the government’s response has been to appease it in the belief that by doing so it will draw the poison and transform Muslims into a model minority. If ministers are pusillanimous, their officials are worse. Throughout the British civil service, there is a refusal to identify fanatical Islamism as the problem. In thrall to a combination of victim culture and pragmatic cynicism, the establishment is salami-slicing its cultural inheritance and being drawn inexorably into the balkanization of Britain.

This book is an attempt to explain how Britain has walked into this situation with eyes firmly shut. It describes a society that has progressively torn up its cultural maps and as a result has become so badly confused that even now it cannot properly grasp the danger that it is in. The effect on America if its principal ally continues down this perilous road will be profound. The consequences for the West, for which Britain remains a cultural beacon, would be incalculable. That is why this book is a warning—to America, to Britain and to all who care for freedom.

London, February 2006






· CHAPTER ONE ·

THE GROWTH OF LONDONISTAN
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London, Britain’s capital city, has become the human entrepôt of the world. Walk its streets, travel on its buses or Underground trains or sit in a hospital casualty department and you will hear dozens of languages being spoken, testimony to the waves of immigration that have transformed the face of London and much of the southeast of England as people from around the world have arrived in search of work. But you will also notice something else. The urban landscape is punctuated by women wearing not just the hijab, the Islamic headscarf, but burkas and niqabs, garments that cover their entire bodies from head to toe—with the exception, in the case of the niqab, of a slit for the eyes—in conformity with strict Islamic codes of female modesty. In general, religious dress, even of an outlandish kind, makes a welcome contribution to the variety of the nation. But in this case, one wonders whether such attire really is a religious requirement commanding respect, or a political statement of antagonism towards the British state. The effect is to create a niggling sense of insecurity and unease, as the open nature of London’s society is vitiated by such public acts of deliberate concealment, with faces and expressions—not to mention the rest of the body—hidden from sight. In the wake of the London bombings in July 2005, such concealment appears to be a security issue too.

Moreover, as you travel across London you notice that district  after district seems to have become a distinctive Muslim neighborhood. Nor is this particular to London. Travel further afield, to rundown northern cities such as Bradford, Burnley or Oldham: in some districts the concentration of mosques, Islamic bookshops and other Muslim-run stores, the Islamic dress on the streets, the voices talking not in English but in the dialects of the Indian subcontinent make you feel that you have stepped into a village in the Punjab that has somehow been transported into the gray, drizzly setting of an English mill town. What becomes even clearer here than it is in London is that these Muslim enclaves are just that: areas of separate development which are not integrated with the rest of the town or city.1 More than that, this separatism is a cause of communal tension that all too frequently simmers just below the surface in a low-level susurration of aggression between Muslims and their neighbors—and which occasionally explodes in rioting and violence. Except that, in Britain, people don’t refer to them as Muslim areas; they are “Asian” areas, and the cause of such communal tension is said to be racism or discrimination. The issue of religion is carefully avoided.

Yet one of the most striking features of Britain today is the significant and increasing role being played by religion—not Christianity, the established religion of the British state, but Islam. It is Islam that is Britain’s fastest-growing religion. With the Muslim minority officially estimated to number 1.6 million people out of a population of 60 million—although the true figure, as a result of illegal immigration, is likely to be significantly higher—Muslims are now Britain’s second-largest community of faith after Christianity. More people go to the mosque each week than now attend an Anglican church. Over the past two decades, London has become the most important center for Islamic thought outside the Middle East. It is home to some of the most influential Muslim and Arab research institutions, lobby groups and doctrinal groups—Sunni, Shia, Ismaili and Ahmadi—and is a world center for the Arab press, home to the newspapers Al-Hayat  and Al-Quds al-Arabi, the Middle East Broadcasting Company (MBC) and a long list of specialist Islamic publications.2

Probe a bit deeper, however, and the situation becomes rather more troubling. Go into one of these bookshops and you may well turn up a  copy of Mein Kampf or the tsarist anti-Jewish forgery, The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, which are openly on sale. Many specialist Islamic publications contain diatribes of hatred against Israel or glorify some of the ideologues of Islamist terrorism. Filisteen al-Muslima (Muslim Palestine), the journal of the Palestinian terrorist organization Hamas, is published and distributed from the north London district of Cricklewood.  Al-Sunnah, the Islamist magazine that calls repeatedly for human-bomb terror operations against the United States, is published from London, as is Risalat al-Ikhwan (Message of the Brotherhood), which states: “Active resistance (muqawamah) to the occupation and the use of any available means to resist it are a religious Moslem duty, a national duty and a natural right anchored in both international law and the United Nations Charter.”3

These publications are merely the tip of an iceberg. For London has become a major global center of Islamist extremism—the economic and spiritual European hub of a production and distribution network for the most radicalized form of Islamic thinking, which not only pumps out an unremitting ideology of hatred for the West but actively recruits soldiers and raises funds for the worldwide terrorist jihad.

London is home to the largest collection of Islamist activists since the terrorist production line was established in Afghanistan. Indeed, one could say that it was in Britain that al-Qaeda was actually formed as a movement. It was in Britain that disparate radical and subversive agendas, which until then had largely been focused upon individual countries, became forged into the global Islamist movement that was al-Qaeda. Many of Osama bin Laden’s fatwas were first published in London. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, a series of important conferences took place in Britain bringing together radical Islamists from all over the world, ranging from violent groups such as Hamas or Hezbollah to nonviolent groups running for parliament in Jordan or Malaysia. These conferences were where the global Islamist project came together.4

Yet the bizarre fact is that the British authorities allowed all this extremist activity to continue with impunity for more than a decade—even after the ostensible “wake-up call” of 9/11. Moreover, although the London bombings in 2005 revealed the devastating fact that  British-born Muslims had somehow been radicalized so that they were prepared to turn themselves into human bombs to murder as many of their fellow citizens as possible, Britain is even now displaying an extreme reluctance to identify, let alone confront, the fact that a religious ideology connected these young bombers from the northern mill towns with the astonishing procession of terrorists fanning out from London across the globe. Even to talk in such terms, Britain tells itself, is “Islamophobic.” Welcome to the alternative political and intellectual universe of Londonistan.

There are two separate but intimately related strands of extremism in Britain. One has arisen from the influx of foreign radicals from North Africa and the Middle East, who arrived in large numbers during the 1980s and 1990s. The other—along with some converts to Islam from the wider British community—has developed from the radicalization of Britain’s own Muslims, who first started arriving during the 1970s and 1980s from Pakistan, Bangladesh and Kashmir. As a result of these twin developments, London has become, over the past two decades, the world’s principal center for Islamism outside the Middle East and Afghanistan.

Islamism is the term given to the extreme form of politicized Islam that has become dominant in much of the Muslim world and is the ideological source of global Islamic terrorism. It derives from a number of radical organizations that were founded in the early part of the last century, which all believe that Islam is in a state of war with both the West and the insufficiently pious Muslims around the world. The first was the Tablighi Jamaat in India/Pakistan, secessionists who believed that Muslims must return to the basics of Islam and separate themselves from non-Muslims. The second was the Muslim Brotherhood, which was founded in Egypt by Hassan al-Banna with Sayed Qutb its leading ideologue. Its creed is known as Salafism and is deeply antisemitic; this is virtually indistinguishable from Saudi Arabian Wahhabism. The third was the Jamaat al-Islami, founded by Sayed Abu’l Ala Maududi in India/Pakistan, which had similar ideas to the Muslim Brotherhood, and with Maududi providing a major influence over Qutb.

When the Muslim Brotherhood was thrown out of Egypt, its  leaders fled to Saudi Arabia, which became the world’s major exponent of Wahhabism and which in turn contributed to the radicalization of Pakistan. Thus a fateful line of extremism was drawn which in due course would lead from the rural villages of Mirpur and Sylhet straight to Bradford and Dewsbury, Luton and London.

It must be said at the outset that there are hundreds of thousands of British Muslims who have no truck whatsoever with terrorism, nor with extremist ideology. They simply want what everyone else wants: to make a living, bring up their children and live peaceful and law-abiding lives that threaten nobody. They are as horrified by the terrorism that has disfigured their community as is anyone else. Nevertheless, it remains the case that not only is such terrorism being carried out in the name of Islam, but the British Muslim establishment has itself been hijacked by extremist elements funded and promoted by the religious establishment in Saudi Arabia, Pakistan and elsewhere. While many imams doubtless promote only messages of peace, there has been no suppression by British Muslims of the ideology of holy war. This shifting of the center of gravity towards extremism in Islamic discourse in Britain has created the sea in which terrorism can swim.

And the number of terrorists who have come roaring out of these polluted British waters is startling. UK-based terrorists have carried out operations in Pakistan, Afghanistan, Kenya, Tanzania, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Israel, Morocco, Russia, Spain and the United States. The roll call includes Ahmed Omar Saeed Sheikh, killer of the journalist Daniel Pearl and disaffected, brilliant son of Pakistani immigrants; Dhiren Barot, Nadeem Tarmohammed and Qaisar Shaffi, British citizens and al-Qaeda members who plotted to attack major financial centers in the United States; Mohammad Bilal from Birmingham, who drove a truck loaded with explosives into a police barracks in Kashmir; the “shoe-bomber” Richard Reid, who was converted to Islam at Brixton Mosque in south London; Sajid Badat from Gloucester, a putative second shoe-bomber but who was also caught and is now in jail; and Omar Khan Sharif and Asif Mohammed Hanif, the British boys who helped bomb a Tel Aviv bar in 2003 and killed three Israeli civilians.5  And let’s not forget Azahari Husin or the “Demolition Man,” the Malaysian engineer who belonged to the al-Qaeda-linked terrorist  group Jemaah Islamiyah ( JI). He had studied at Reading University in the 1980s, honed his bomb-making skills in Afghanistan in the 1990s, helped mastermind the terrorist attacks in Bali (twice) and finally blew himself up in a gun battle with Indonesian police in November 2005.

Al-Qaeda’s first high-profile attack on U.S. targets was partly organized from Britain, and the claim of responsibility for these bombings went out from London.6 For al-Qaeda, London was a vital nerve center. In 1994, Osama bin Laden established a “media information office” there named the Advisory and Reformation Committee. According to the U.S. Justice Department’s indictment of bin Laden, this office was designed both to publicize his statements and to provide a cover for terrorist activity including the recruitment of military trainees, the disbursement of funds and the procurement of necessary equipment such as satellite telephones. In addition, the London office served as a conduit for messages, including reports on military and security matters, from various al-Qaeda cells to its headquarters.7

Another al-Qaeda organization based in London was the Committee for Defense of Legitimate Rights (CDLR), which was established by Mohammed al-Massari, a Saudi who had been given indefinite leave to remain in Britain after fleeing Saudi Arabia—according to the Saudis, having been involved in terrorism. In December 2004, al-Massari claimed that CDLR was the “ideological voice” of al-Qaeda.  8 On his website he justified assassinating President George W. Bush and Tony Blair, argued that the death of civilians in terror attacks in Iraq was “collateral damage and a necessity of war,” and called for attacks on coalition forces and “apostate” Muslims who helped them in Iraq and Afghanistan.9

CDLR’s activities went beyond rhetoric into terrorist activity in East Africa, Saudi Arabia and elsewhere. Other terrorist groups—such as the Algerian Armed Islamic Group (GIA), its offshoot, the Salafist Group for Call and Combat, and the Moroccan Islamic Combatant Group—have also used Britain to coordinate attacks against American and European targets. Such groups formed a web of terror with many links to al-Qaeda. The striking feature of all of them was the freedom with which they were able to use London as base camp for their terror activities, providing money, means of communication  and bogus travel and identification documents to trainees who had graduated from the terrorist training camps. And all this without any attempt by the British authorities to stop them.

These activities were buttressed by an astonishingly dense network of radical Islamist groups that spread far beyond London, making Britain a key global center for the production and promotion of insurrectionist Islamist ideology of the kind that would be ruthlessly suppressed within the Arab world. The Muslim Brotherhood, for example, operates through a series of interlocking organizations of Palestinian, Syrian, Libyan, Somali, Iraqi and Egyptian origin. These include the Muslim Association of Britain, the Muslim Welfare Trust, Interpal, the Palestine Return Centre, the Institute of Islamic Political Thought, Mashreq Media Services (which publishes the Hamas newspaper  Filisteen al-Muslima), the English language pro-Hamas paper Palestine Times, the Centre for International Policy Studies, and others.10

The Ahle Hadith is a smaller Wahhabi movement funded by Saudi Arabia, that runs many extremist madrassas and several terrorist organizations and training camps in Pakistan and Kashmir. It has four dozen centers in England and at least that many madrassas.11 On its website, it tells readers that their fellow citizens are “Kuffaar,” or infidels, and warns them: “Be different from the Jews and Christians. Their ways are based on sick or deviant views concerning their societies.”12

One of the world’s most radical Islamist organizations, Hizb ut-Tahrir, which is banned in many countries where it is considered a major threat, has its headquarters in Britain. HuT promotes the resurrection of the Islamic caliphate, which had been abolished in 1924 on the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, and holds that Muslims may live only in a Muslim state governed by Sharia law, a goal which takes precedence over all others.

A similar group called al-Muhajiroun—which disbanded but reformed in other guises—is now expanding its influence in other countries. Al-Muntada al-Islami, a Saudi-funded and run foundation in London, specializes in promoting Wahhabi extremism in Africa, where it has two dozen branches. Last year, Nigerian police accused al-Muntada’s local representative of transferring millions of dollars  to foment religious violence and finance attacks on Christians.13 In the English Midlands town of Leicester, the Islamic Foundation was set up in 1974 to promote the ideology of the Jamaat al-Islami, which wants to spread the governance of Sharia law to both Muslims and non-Muslims. Professor Kurshid Ahmad, chairman and rector of the Islamic Foundation, is also the vice president of the Jamaat al-Islami opposition party in Pakistan, which aims to turn it into an Islamic state governed by Sharia law.

Scarcely less significant is the European headquarters of the radical proselytizing movement Tablighi Jamaat at Dewsbury in Yorkshire. The Tablighi Jamaat mosque has been flourishing in Dewsbury for almost thirty years. It was built in 1978 with funds from the World Muslim League and has since become the headquarters of the movement, which has become a major recruiter for jihad across the globe. This mosque is of such strategic importance to Islamist radicals that, every autumn, thousands of Muslim pilgrims from across Europe gather there to pray. “The mosque’s importance must not be underestimated,” one antiterrorist expert said. “Tablighi Jamaat has always adopted an extreme interpretation of Islam, but in the last two decades it has radicalized to the point where it is now a driving force of Islamic extremism.” And it was this mosque that has been linked by British intelligence to Mohammed Sidique Khan, the leader of the London bomb plot in July 2005.14

So how did this extraordinary network of terrorism and violent revolutionary insurrection with its roots in Arabia and Asia come to develop in Britain, the cradle of Western liberty? How did London, home to the mother of parliaments, turn into Londonistan?

The process started back in the 1970s, when a large influx of immigrants from Pakistan, Bangladesh and India started to arrive in Britain. They came mostly to work in the cotton mills in England’s northern industrial towns such as Bradford and Burnley, Oldham and Rotherham. They were brought in as cheap labor because these mills were floundering in the face of competition with the third world. In due course, the mills went out of business anyway and the Asian immigrants found that the land of plenty and promise had turned into the land of unemployment.

Virtually all concerns about this wave of immigration focused upon the alleged racism or discrimination with which the host community in Britain was treating these newcomers. What went almost totally unnoticed was the enormous dislocation between the Muslim immigrants and the host society. These new arrivals came overwhelmingly from desperately poor, rural villages in places like Mirpur in Pakistan and Sylhet in Bangladesh. Many never thought they would stay permanently but expected to make some money and then return after a few years (not that this happened).15 So they remained umbilically connected to the culture of southern Asia. And what no one had realized was that religious life in Pakistan was in the process of becoming deeply and dangerously radicalized.

When these Muslim immigrants arrived, the highly traditional faith they practiced was largely influenced by introspective, gentle Sufism and was thus passive and quiescent. But in the space of a few years, it became an increasingly activist faith centered on the mosques, which were transmitting a highly radicalized ideology. Groups such as the Jamaat al-Islami were supplying the mosques with imams and setting up research centers like the one in Leicester. As a result, according to Dr. Michael Nazir-Ali, the Pakistani-born bishop of Rochester, a whole generation of Muslim children was indoctrinated with a set of inflammatory ideas about the need for Islam to achieve primacy over the non-Islamic world.16

Against this backdrop of steady radicalization, a series of tumultuous developments during the 1980s and 1990s increasingly gave Muslims in Britain a new, highly politicized and deeply confrontational sense of their own religious identity. The first was the Soviet war in Afghanistan during the 1980s, in which the United States and Britain armed and trained Islamic mujahideen to fight and eventually drive out the Soviet invaders. Little did the Americans and the British realize that, in the process, they were helping sow the dragon’s teeth from which would spring the killers who would turn so spectacularly upon themselves. For they had armed and trained people who had now found their vocation: holy war. Was not that, these warriors told themselves, precisely what they had waged in Afghanistan, where the forces of Islam had driven out the godless Soviets? The belief that  Islamic warriors had not only won that war but as a result caused an entire superpower to implode became a founding myth of modern Islamism and cemented the concept of the armed jihad as a contemporary pillar of the faith.17 And as a result of the steady radicalization under way in the Muslim world, the Christian West—which had armed and trained the mujahideen—itself became the next target for the jihad. As secular Afghans from the country’s exiled tribal leadership had warned the Americans during the 1980s: “For God’s sake, you’re financing your own assassins.”18

If Afghanistan was an inspiration for British Muslims, the Islamic revolution in Iran had produced another electrifying effect. When Ayatollah Khomeini came to power in 1979 and transformed Iran into an Islamic state, Islam became crystallized as a political ideology for people who felt estranged from British secular society and were looking for a cause that would cement their identity and provide something to admire. Within a few years, moreover, the trajectories of both the Iranian revolution and the identity of British Muslims were to fuse in a culturally explosive episode.

In 1989, the novelist and British citizen Salman Rushdie published his novel The Satanic Verses. A bitter satire on Islam which understandably gave serious offense, its publication provoked uproar in the Islamic world with protests in the Pakistani capital Islamabad that led to the deaths of five Muslims. Shortly afterwards, in Iran, Ayatollah Khomeini issued a fatwa sentencing Rushdie to death for writing the book, along with “all involved in its publication who were aware of its content.”19 As a result, Rushdie was forced to go into hiding for many years and to live the life of a highly guarded fugitive, with a bounty on his head for anyone who succeeded in murdering him.

This incitement to murder a British subject and his associates in the publishing world set the Muslim community in Britain alight. Literally so—they burned the book in the street, in scenes uncomfortably reminiscent of Nazi Germany. There was a positive feeding frenzy of incitement. Sayed Abdul Quddus, the secretary of the Bradford Council of Mosques, claimed that Rushdie had “tortured Islam” and deserved to pay the penalty by “hanging.” Speaking in Bradford, where the first demonstrations against the book took place, he said:  “Muslims here would kill him and I would willingly sacrifice my own life and that of my children to carry out the Ayatollah’s wishes should the opportunity arise.”20 Dr. Kalim Siddiqui, director of the Iranian-backed Muslim Institute, shouted at a meeting: “I would like every Muslim to raise his hand in agreement with the death sentence on Salman Rushdie. Let the world see that every Muslim agrees that this man should be put away.”21

The importance of this episode and the no less significant reaction to it by the British establishment can hardly be overestimated. Such scenes were unprecedented in Britain. The home of freedom of speech was playing host to the burning of books and an openly homicidal witch-hunt. Yet not one person who called for Rushdie to be killed was prosecuted for incitement to murder. The most the government could bring itself to say was that such comments were “totally unacceptable.”22

On the contrary, they seemed to be not only accepted but even endorsed by certain members of the British establishment. Far from universal condemnation of this murderous expression of religious fanaticism, various people used their public position to jump prematurely upon Rushdie’s grave. The eminent historian Lord Dacre said he “would not shed a tear if some British Muslims, deploring Mr. Rushdie’s manners, were to waylay him in a dark street and seek to improve them.”23 And in Leicester, the Labour MP Keith Vaz led a three-thousand-strong demonstration intent on burning an effigy of Rushdie, and carried a banner showing Rushdie’s head, complete with horns and fangs, superimposed on a dog.24

Here in microcosm were all the key features of what would only much later be recognized as a major and systematic threat to the British state and its values. There was the murderous incitement; the flagrant defiance of both the rule of law and the cardinal value of free speech; the religious fanaticism; the emergence of British Muslims as a distinct and hostile political entity; and the supine response by the British establishment. What was also on conspicuous display was the mind-twisting, back-to-front reasoning that is routinely used by many Muslims to turn their own violent aggression into victimhood. Muslim leaders claimed that the refusal by the British government to ban The  Satanic Verses showed that Muslims in Britain were under attack, with the political and literary establishment trying to destroy their most cherished values. “They are rapidly coming to the conclusion that they will have to fight to defend Islam in Britain,” said Dr. Kalim Siddiqui of his community.25

Of course, it was Britain that was under attack from an Islamism that required the British state to dump its most cherished values in order to placate the Muslim minority. Yet this was promptly inverted to claim that it was Islam that was under attack. Thus Islamist violence was justified, and its victim blamed instead for aggression—the pattern that has come to characterize the Muslim attitude to conflict worldwide.

The Rushdie affair became a rallying cause for Muslim consciousness. It was the point at which British Muslims became politicized and hitched their faith to a violent star. According to the writer Kenan Malik, Muslim radicals had until then been on the left, not religious and against the mosque. Now, fired by resentment at the apparent insult by the Rushdie book, they became transformed into religious radicals and formed the pool of discontents for militant Islamic groups like Hizb ut-Tahrir, which began organizing in Britain, particularly on campus, in the late 1980s and early 1990s.26

When Khomeini died later in 1989, British Muslims reiterated that the death sentence on Rushdie still stood. A spokesman for the Council of Mosques said: “We are talking about the Islamic revival.”27  It was at that point, therefore, that the promotion of Islam in Britain became fused with an agenda of murder.

Hard on the heels of this seismic episode came two further key developments. The Bosnian war was another major radicalizing factor for British Muslims. They watched the appalling scenes of Bosnian Muslims being massacred by their Christian neighbors. What made this carnage so much worse was that it was taking place in the middle of secular, multicultural Europe. The Muslims being wiped out were pale-skinned and clothed in jeans and track shoes. They looked and behaved like any other Europeans. And yet Britain and Europe were dragging their heels about doing anything to stop the slaughter. So British Muslims believed that it was Islam that was under attack, and that therefore they too were unsafe and threatened in a country that  had so conspicuously failed to view the massacre of Muslims with any concern. With their pathological sense of victimization thus accelerating by the day, they started volunteering to fight for the jihad in Bosnia and organizing the “defense” of their own communities in Britain.

At around the same time, Arab Islamist exiles from Libya, Algeria, Egypt and elsewhere started turning up in London in large numbers. Many had fought the Soviet Union in Afghanistan. They had returned to their home countries from where, after instigating violent agitation, they were promptly thrown out. So these trained “Afghan Arab” warriors made their way instead to Britain—attracted, they said, by its “traditions of democracy and justice.”28 But they had now been trained to be killers. They had discovered jihad. And the radical ideology they brought with them found many echoes in the Islamism and seething resentments that by now were entrenched in British Muslim institutions.

Reda Hussaine, an Algerian journalist who supplied information on Algerian radicals in London to both French and British intelligence, says the Algerian connection was particularly crucial. “They came to the UK, the only country that gave asylum and didn’t ask a lot of questions,” he said. “Thousands and thousands came, wave upon wave, saying they were being repressed in Algeria.” Then they started to organize inside Britain against the West. And to provide the religious imprimatur for jihad through the instrument of the fatwa, they recruited Abu Qatada from Afghanistan and sent him to London, where he preached in the Finsbury Park mosque. “From here started the first fatwas calling for the killing of everyone who was against the ideology,” said Hussaine. “Then dozens of jihadis started to arrive every week, to raise money, make propaganda.” 29

Abu Qatada was extraordinarily important. He was not only crucial in the development of Algerian terrorism, publishing the newspaper of the Algerian terrorist group the GIA (the French acronym for Armed Islamic Group) in London in the early to mid 1990s. He was also the “spiritual head of the mujahideen in Britain,” according to the leading Spanish prosecutor Baltasar Garzón, and “Osama bin Laden’s European ambassador” according to French intelligence.30 Terrorist cells broken up in Germany, Spain, France and Italy were all found to  have connections to Abu Qatada. His preaching attracted figures like Zacarias Moussaoui, who helped plan the 9/11 attacks, and videos of his speeches were found in the Hamburg flat of Mohammed Atta, the hijackers’ ringleader.31 Yet for years Britain afforded him the liberty to mastermind al-Qaeda terror.

Many other radicals found a comfortable home in London during this period. Rashid al-Ghannushi, the leader of the Tunisian branch of the Muslim Brotherhood, An Nahda, lived in Britain for about fifteen years after being convicted in Tunisia of bombing an airport—one of the most important Islamic ideologues living in exile, although with a very low public profile. Abu Doha, an Algerian described by intelligence sources as Osama bin Laden’s main man in Britain, has been accused of controlling Ahmed Ressam, who plotted to bomb Los Angeles International Airport in 1999, as well as being linked to bomb plots in Strasbourg and Paris. Yasser al-Siri was convicted in Egypt for terrorism after he tried to kill the deputy prime minister and killed a small child instead. And Kamal el-Helbawy, an Egyptian sent to Pakistan as a Muslim Brotherhood point man with Jamaat al-Islami, came to London as the Muslim Brotherhood spokesman in the West and in 1997 established as its British voice the Muslim Association of Britain.

Much of this activity took place below the public radar. But there was also very public evidence of the violent feelings that were being stirred up. One year after the attacks on New York and Washington, a flyer distributed around London by al-Muhajiroun read: “September 11th 2001, a Towering Day in World History,” a text illustrated by the Twin Towers. This was followed the next year with a flyer celebrating “The Magnificent 19,” with portraits of the suicide attackers involved in the atrocity.

There were also Islamist demagogues who very publicly called for murder and insurrection. The Syrian expatriate Omar Bakri Mohammed, who arrived in Britain after being expelled from Saudi Arabia, founded Hizb ut-Tahrir in Britain in 1986 with another Syrian expatriate, Farid Kassim. He was allowed to call for the murder of the British prime minister with no action taken against him: in 1991, during the first Gulf War, he claimed that Prime Minister John Major  was “a legitimate target; if anyone gets the opportunity to assassinate him, I don’t think they should save it. It is our Islamic duty and we will celebrate his death,”32 a point which he later clarified as “a legitimate target if he were to set foot in a Muslim country.”

After the 2005 London bombings, the Sunday Times conducted an undercover investigation in which it amassed hours of taped evidence and pages of transcripts that showed how Bakri and his acolytes promoted hatred of “nonbelievers” and incited their followers to commit acts of violence, including suicide bombings. His group, the Saviour Sect, preached a racist creed of Muslim supremacy which, in Bakri’s words, aimed at “flying the Islamic flag over Downing Street.” Followers were told that Islam was constantly under assault in Britain, and that the best form of defense was attack. One speaker claimed that the  kuffar were trying to “wipe out [Muslims] from the face of the earth” and implored the group “to cover the land with our blood through martyrdom, martyrdom, martyrdom.”33

And, for all this incitement, the British taxpayer was paying through the nose. Sheikh Bakri acknowledged to the press that he had been living on social benefits of nearly £300 a week in handouts from the British government for himself, his wife and their several children. “Islam allows me to take the benefit the system offers,” he explained. “I’m fully eligible. It is very difficult for me to get a job. Anyway, most of the leadership of the Islamic movement is on [state] benefit.”34 Omar Bakri Mohammed continued to foment Islamist insurrection until the government suggested after the July bombings that it might finally take action against such extremists, when he left the country and was promptly barred from returning.

But perhaps most astonishing of all was the history of the institution at the very heart of the British jihad, the Finsbury Park mosque.

The North London Central Mosque in Finsbury Park owed its existence to the Prince of Wales, who persuaded King Fahd of Saudi Arabia to donate well over £1.3 million to construct a new building in the heart of the largely Bangladeshi community in north London. This worthy enterprise, however, was rapidly hijacked in the early 1990s by violent extremists who attacked the mosque’s original trustees and others who attempted to resist them. At this stage a mediator  appeared in the unlikely form of one Abu Hamza, an Egyptian-born former engineering student and nightclub bouncer, who had lost an eye and an arm in Afghanistan and sported a hook instead of a hand, and who was henceforth allowed to preach in the mosque.35

Abu Hamza, however, turned out to be one of the most dangerous men in Britain. In April 2002, the United States listed him as having alleged links to terrorism, accusing him of membership of the Islamic Army of Aden, the group that claimed responsibility for the bombing of the USS Cole in Yemen. By his own admission he had “a long association with the Taliban government.” During the 1990s, he and his “Supporters of Sharia” were considered to be the propagandists of the Algerian GIA in Europe. At a meeting at the Finsbury Park mosque on June 29, 2001, according to La Repubblica, Abu Hamza proposed an ambitious but unlikely plot, “which involved attacks carried out by planes,” to kill President Bush at the G8 summit in Genoa. The Italian report concluded: “The belief that Osama bin Laden is plotting an attack is spreading among the radical Islamic groups.”36

Attempts by the mosque’s trustees to evict Abu Hamza were met with violence. In October 1998, the trustees appealed unsuccessfully to the High Court to stop him from preaching. Worshippers then began noticing groups of young men staying overnight at the mosque. These included Richard Reid, the “shoe bomber”; a Tunisian, Nizar Trabelsi, who was told to drive a truck loaded with explosives into the U.S. embassy in Paris; Zacarias Moussaoui, the 9/11 planner; Ahmed Ressam, who was arrested attempting to bomb the Los Angeles airport at the millennium; Anas al-Liby, now on the FBI’s most-wanted list and in whose Manchester flat police found al-Qaeda’s terror manual in 1998; Abu Doha, wanted in the United States and France for plotting bombings; and others.37

Yet Abu Hamza was allowed to preach jihad until police stormed the Finsbury Park mosque in 2003 during an investigation into a suspected plot involving ricin poisoning. The raid involved 150 police officers wearing full body armor with some carrying guns (still unusual in Britain), smashing a battering ram through the front door. Despite this show of lethal force, officers who had sought the advice of Muslim colleagues on “how to behave respectfully” covered their  shoes and focused their search on offices, avoiding prayer spaces.38

In April 2003, the Home Office finally moved to strip Abu Hamza of his citizenship with a view to deporting him. But although he was banned from preaching inside the Finsbury Park mosque, he held prayers outside the building every Friday until he was eventually put on trial—after some seven years of incitement, and then only after America had applied for his extradition. Hundreds of worshippers filled the street to hear Abu Hamza describe Israel as a criminal state, attack the media as Zionist and denounce Western politicians as corrupt homosexuals—for which the British taxpayers had to fork out yet further hundreds of thousands of pounds, since at least twelve officers had to be on duty outside the mosque when these events took place. The offense of obstructing the public highway was ignored and, in surreal scenes, Hamza sat in an armchair on the pavement after prayers as his followers queued to embrace him and have private conversations.39

This astounding standoff by the British authorities produced an even more farcical sequel. After the Abu Hamza debacle, a new board of trustees was appointed to give the mosque a fresh start. But one of these trustees was Mohammed Kassem Sawalha, president of the Muslim Association of Britain. According to U.S. court documents, in the early 1990s Sawalha was a leading militant “in charge of Hamas terrorist operations within the West Bank.” Sawalha maintained that he was committed to peace in Britain. Both Muslims and non-Muslims in the British establishment simply looked the other way. Another trustee, Mohammed Sarwar, MP for Glasgow Govan, said he would remain despite being told of Sawalha’s links to Hamas, and proclaimed himself happy with the way the mosque was being run. And Barry Norman, the Metropolitan Police chief superintendent who was working closely with the trustees, said: “I am aware of the background, but if I took the view that I’m not working with this or that person I’d end up spending my whole life in my office.”40

Despite the lethal nature of the activities of Abu Hamza and Omar Bakri Mohammed, Britain persisted in regarding them as little more than pantomime villains. It just did not take them seriously; indeed, until the London bombings in 2005, it paid virtually no attention to the extraordinary network of terrorism and extremist incitement that  had developed under its nose. Nor was it taking any notice of those who were warning that British Muslims had become dangerously radicalized. Dr. Michael Nazir-Ali, the bishop of Rochester who had been watching this process with alarm throughout much of this period, says that when he started saying as much to Labour government ministers in the late 1990s he was met with incomprehension. “They would say to me: ‘But these are my constituents, they are perfectly nice people.’ They just didn’t believe me when I told them the kind of things that were being taught in places like the center at Leicester run by the Jamaat al-Islami.”41

So why were such people allowed to carry out activities in Britain that posed such a threat to the West? Why didn’t the British authorities arrest or deport the foreign radicals, shut off their funds and suppress their terrorist infrastructure? Why, indeed, were they allowed into the country in the first place? And why did the authorities allow the growth of a hostile separatism among British Muslims? The answer is as complex as it is troubling. It requires understanding a society that even now is in denial about the threat that it faces, and whose institutions have all been captured by a mindset that poses a lethal danger to the British state by weakening its defenses from within against the threat from without.






· CHAPTER TWO ·

THE HUMAN RIGHTS JIHAD
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For Islamist terrorists and jihadi ideologues, London during the 1980s and 1990s was the place to be. Kicked out of or repressed within their own countries, they streamed in their thousands to the British capital because they found it to be more hospitable and tolerant than any other place on the globe.

A more brutal way of putting it, however, is that British entry procedures were the most lax and sloppy in the developed world—a system which asked no questions, required no identity papers and instead showered newcomers with a galaxy of welfare benefits, free education and free health care regardless of their behavior, beliefs or circumstances. To state it more brutally still, during the 1990s Britain simply lost control of its borders altogether because of the gross abuse and total breakdown of its asylum system. Of the thousands of asylum-seekers who arrive every year, most have no legal entitlement to remain in Britain. Yet only a very small minority are sent home, and the remainder melt into British society. The reason so many are attracted is largely because illegal immigrants can simply disappear with no questions asked.

It was hardly surprising, therefore, that so many Islamist terrorists and extremists found Britain to be such a delightful and agreeable destination. As the counterterrorism analyst Robert Leiken has pointed out, al-Qaeda and its affiliates depend on immigration to get into the  West to carry out their terrorist plots, and to that end they use—or abuse—every immigration category to infiltrate Western countries.1  According to Imam Abu Baseer, one of the leading religious supporters of al-Qaeda:One of the goals of immigration is the revival of the duty of jihad and enforcement of their power over the infidels. Immigration and jihad go together. One is the consequence of the other and dependent upon it. The continuance of the one is dependent upon the continuance of the other.2





The asylum shambles thus provided cover for the influx of large numbers of people into Britain who posed a direct threat to the state from without. But the reason why the shambles occurred in the first place is itself intimately related to a threat to the state that had developed from within.

Britain lost control of its borders because it was overwhelmed by a huge increase in the numbers claiming asylum. As Europe played host to a vast migration of peoples from south to north, Britain’s lax asylum rules made it a soft touch for those who were not fleeing persecution at all but simply wanted a better life. Ministers and officials in charge of the asylum system, moreover, were among the least likely to possess either the intellectual or the political clout to tackle this problem. This was because, as members of a lowly and disregarded department, they tended to be at the bottom of the political pecking order.

The reason for this, in turn, was that the whole subject of immigration had been absolutely taboo ever since the Conservative politician Enoch Powell made a notorious speech in 1968 when, warning of the consequences of continued unchecked immigration from the Commonwealth, he alluded to a prophecy from Virgil that the river Tiber would “foam with much blood.” That speech turned immigration into the topic that dared not speak its name, and racial prejudice became the most neuralgic issue in British politics. So when the asylum system collapsed under the twin strains of multiplying abuses and official incompetence, no one did anything about it for years—until the public started to protest.

When politicians finally did try to tackle the problem, they failed dismally because they refused to address the fundamental reason for the chaos. This was at root an ideology of “human rights” that was nothing less than an assault on the integrity of the nation, along with an obsession with preventing any self-designated “victim groups” from being harmed anywhere in the world. And the topic couldn’t even be talked about openly and honestly for fear of accusations of racism. Remarkably, these absurd and dangerous attitudes—the governing creed of the progressive intelligentsia—had become the orthodoxy in the very heart of the British establishment, the judiciary, whose rulings not only reduced the asylum system to a shambles but thwarted all subsequent attempts to restore order.

In 1989, the European Court of Human Rights extended the scope of the provision in the European Convention on Human Rights that prohibits torture or degrading treatment. This ruling made it impossible to deport illegal immigrants—including suspected terrorists—to any place where the judges thought such abuses might be practiced. Although the ruling applied to all signatories to the Convention, the English courts applied it far more zealously than anyone else. At the same time, English judges began to interpret the 1951 United Nations Convention on Refugees much more broadly than other countries, so that the definition of a refugee was expanded from its original meaning of someone persecuted by the state to anyone threatened with harm by any group.

As a result, asylum policy descended into farce. Thanks to its courts, Britain was now obliged to grant asylum to potentially billions of people who could claim to be harmed by any group; and if such immigrants turned out to be themselves harmful to Britain, they could not be thrown out if they claimed that they faced further harm where they were being sent—which many promptly did. This impasse was then deepened by a series of judgments under human rights law—such as the ruling that halting welfare payments to asylum-seekers denied them a right to family life—in which the judges thwarted all government attempts to end the abuse.

The consequence was that human rights doctrine was used to  uphold patently false claims against the British state, with ruinous consequences. Those who were refused asylum simply disappeared into Britain; all they had to do to stop being deported was to claim that they would be ill-treated in their country of origin. As a result, they were not even sent back to the last country of transit, such as France, on the basis that France might in turn deport them to a country that would ill-treat them.

The absolute prohibition of torture is one thing. But to interpret this so that a country is forced to accept people who pose a potential danger to the state, on the grounds that sending them back to a country where torture is practiced is tantamount to practicing torture oneself, is demonstrably absurd. It has stood all notions of justice, logic and elementary prudence on their heads. Thus a Taliban soldier who fought the British and Americans in Afghanistan was granted asylum because he said he feared persecution—from the Western-backed government in Kabul. On the other hand, a group of Afghan hijackers, who diverted a flight to Stansted and then claimed asylum on the grounds that they were fleeing the Taliban, still remain in Britain despite the fact that they had committed a crime, despite the defeat of the Taliban and despite the best efforts of the government to remove them.

The resulting chaos in immigration procedures produced a catastrophic breakdown in British security. According to Home Office figures slipped out quietly just as MPs were departing for their Christmas vacation in December 2005, almost a quarter of all terrorist suspects arrested in Britain since 9/11 have been asylum-seekers.3  At least two of the men accused of involvement in the failed July 21 attacks on London are alleged to have obtained asylum using bogus passports, names and nationalities.

What’s more, the courts refused to extradite terrorist suspects if the countries requesting extradition were themselves suspected of ill-treatment. Case after case was mired for years in legal challenges and court rulings that overturned the government’s decision to extradite these extremists. The Algerian Rachid Ramda, for example, was accused by the French government of having financed an attack on Saint-Michel station in Paris in 1995, in which eight people died and 150 were wounded. Britain had granted Ramda asylum in 1992. The  French government requested his extradition in 1995, 1996 and 2001. Ten years after the first request, and after two home secretaries had ordered his extradition, he was finally sent back to France.

In 1995, the home secretary tried to extradite the Saudi extremist Mohammed al-Massari to Yemen after Saudi Arabia, with whom Britain has lucrative and extensive trade dealings, vehemently requested his extradition. When the courts blocked this, a deal was done with the Caribbean island of Dominica, which agreed to take him in exchange for help from Britain with its trade negotiations with the European Union over the export of bananas. The courts blocked this too. As a result, al-Massari has lived for years in north London, posting on his website videos of civilian contractors being beheaded in Iraq—an activity he briefly suspended after the 2005 bombings but then resumed, inciting Muslims to join the global jihad, advocating the beheading of homosexuals and describing 9/11 as the “blessed conquest in New York and Washington.”4

Why has the judiciary behaved in this way? Britain’s judges are independent of political control. Over recent years, however, they have come to see themselves, rather than the democratically elected politicians, as the true guardians of the country’s values. In addition, the judges have redefined those values to be in opposition to many British traditional beliefs. For the judiciary and the so-called progressive intelligentsia, human rights law is an article of faith, the legal progenitor of a brave new world in which prejudice, discrimination and oppression are consigned to history. In fact, it has undermined Western society, eviscerated its values and helped create the conditions breeding Islamist extremism and terror in the UK and its export around the world. It lies at the very heart of the hollowing out of British society, which has all but destroyed Britain’s internal defenses against the external threat it faces from Islamist aggression.

The rise of judicial activism and human rights culture came from two important developments that changed the way English judges saw themselves. The first was the increasing ambit of European human rights law, with the judges in the European Court at Strasbourg progressively widening their scope as part of the growing ideological belief in universal legal principles that trumped the law of individual  countries. Although the Strasbourg court has nothing to do with the European Union, this ideology fitted the accelerating movement towards political union in Europe and the idea of a supranational political entity.

This gave English judges the opportunity to flex their muscles in new directions. During much of the premiership of Margaret Thatcher, the Labour party appeared near to its demise and provided little effective opposition. This encouraged the judges to take upon themselves an opposition role. They saw themselves as the last redoubt of democracy fighting an over-mighty executive. They began to challenge government policy more and more—especially over asylum and immigration cases.

As a result, they came to think of themselves in a much more political way. When the Labour government came to power in 1997, it made a seminal mistake. Instead of putting the judges firmly back in their box, it entrenched judicial activism by incorporating the Human Rights Convention into English law. Bringing human rights law home in this way did much more than repatriate it and make it binding on the English courts. It galvanized special interest groups to make demands on the grounds that these were “rights” enshrined in law, created a burgeoning industry of human rights lawyers and—despite acknowledging the ultimate supremacy of Parliament—effectively transferred much political power from Parliament to the courts.

For New Labour, the issue of human rights was as totemic as state control of the economy had been for its Old Labour predecessors. With the collapse of socialism, Blairite politicians—like left-wingers everywhere—had to find a new radical motif that would enable them to continue their defining mission to transform society and human nature. Human rights provided the perfect vehicle.

The Human Rights Convention was originally conceived in another era altogether. Drafted in the wake of World War II, it was an attempt to lay down a set of principles to ensure that totalitarianism would never deface Europe again. It has now mutated into something very different. Far from protecting European civilization, it has turned into its potential nemesis.

In the shadow of fascism and Stalinism, its original aim was to  protect the individual from the state. But in the half-century that has since elapsed, the relationship between the individual and the state has fundamentally changed. The emergence of a culture of hyper-individualism gave rise to a radical egalitarianism of lifestyles and values. Morality was privatized, and all constraints of religion, tradition or cultural taboos came to be seen as an attack on personal autonomy.

Where previously ties of obligation had bound individuals to each other and to the state, the new culture of entitlement imposed instead an obligation on the state to deliver individual demands that were presented as rights. Since radical egalitarianism meant that all lifestyles were of equal value, the very notion of a majority culture or normative rules of behavior became suspect as innately exclusive, prejudiced or oppressive. Moral judgments between different lifestyles or behavior became discrimination; and prejudice, the term for discrimination between lifestyles, became the sin that obviated the moral codes at the heart of Judaism and Christianity, which had formed the bedrock of Western civilization.

All minorities thus became a victim class to be championed. The nation itself became suspect, since it was the embodiment of a majority identity that by definition treated minorities as lower in the cultural hierarchy. So the idea of a nation that represents and protects individual citizens on the basis that they all subscribe equally to an overarching identity and set of values came to be replaced as the key political driver by interest groups defined by race, religion, ethnicity, gender or other existential categories.

The values of the dominant culture thus had to be replaced by the perspectives of the self-designated victim groups. Democracy became effectively redefined from majority rule among equal citizens to power-sharing among ethnic and other interest groups. Multiculturalism became the orthodoxy of the day, along with nonjudgmentalism and lifestyle choice. The only taboo now was the expression of normative majority values such as monogamy, heterosexuality, Christianity or Britishness. Because these were rooted in the particular, they were by definition discriminatory. The only legitimate values were now universal, detached from particulars such as religion, tradition or nation.

So the nation-state itself came to be seen as past its sell-by date, an anachronism responsible for all the ills of the world such as racism, prejudice and war. The remedy was what has been termed “transnational progressivism,”5 the idea that what we must all sign up to transcends national boundaries. Laws based on the values, traditions and histories of particular nation-states must be replaced by laws and delivery mechanisms that are universal. So international law trumps the political decisions of sovereign states, and human rights law trumps their values.

These supranational laws and values are imposed by supranational institutions such as the European Court of Human Rights, the European Union, the United Nations or the European Court of Justice, which increasingly are becoming the sole sources of legitimacy. Indeed, law itself now trumps other forms of human interaction such as, at one end of the spectrum, informal relationships based on custom or convention and, at the other end, defending liberty through war. Instead, the view took hold that the application of law would settle all the world’s problems and conflicts. It was law that by regulating behavior and attitudes would bring about a new and uplifted universal psyche. Codifying principles to which all civilized people could sign up would, it was thought, eradicate hatred, impose global order and remove any occasion for war. Indeed, law would now trump war. To paraphrase Winston Churchill, it seems that law-law is always better than war-war.

This legal supremacism has now developed into an industry that threatens to usurp the democratic process itself. Instead of being governed by the rule of law, we increasingly have rule by lawyers. Instead of being the vehicle to convey a nation’s values, law has increasingly become a moral end in itself.

Accordingly, English common law is being steadily eroded by the encroachment of European law, on the basis that these distinctions no longer matter because we are all now bound by universal legal principles that brook no opposition. But they do matter. European law is deeply foreign to the tradition of English common law, which is founded on the premise that everything is permitted unless it is expressly forbidden. This is the very basis of English liberty. But European law,  which is now taking precedence, presupposes instead that whatever is acceptable has to be expressly codified and permitted. The result is that, far from enhancing liberty, human rights law is a key mechanism for those who want to force people to conform to highly subjective notions of how to behave.

These developments are based on the elevation of law to a doctrine of legal infallibility. The law itself has become a kind of secular religion, with lawyers acting as the new priesthood. As a result, governments and other public authorities now look to lawyers to bestow or withhold their blessing on their deeds.

But rule by lawyers is based on assumptions as flawed as they are dangerous. International law, for example, is of dubious authority since it is not rooted in any democratic jurisdiction. It is merely an expression of prevalent political or ideological views, which are subject to disagreement. Some of the judges in supranational courts have not been judges in their own countries, or are not even lawyers but diplomats; and their deliberations are inseparable from political maneuvering. The legal tail is now wagging the national dog. The widespread opposition to the Iraq war in the British legal world seemed to be motivated by a fundamental outrage that it took place despite the absence of consent by international lawyers, which in itself made it an illegitimate exercise. But the idea that no prime minister can take the action he considers necessary to defend his country unless international lawyers give him permission is preposterous.

Judicial universalism supersedes the nation and represents a direct attack on democracy, on the ability of individual nations to express their own traditions and cultural preferences through their own laws. The argument is that no one could possibly object to the values conferred by human rights law because they are universal; that the judiciary are the custodians of these universal values; and so if politicians take actions to which the judiciary object on the grounds that they conflict with these universal laws, such politicians are acting in a tyrannical and despotic manner.

Thus one of Britain’s most important judges, Lord Bingham, a senior law lord, said it was a “complete misunderstanding” for people to suggest “that the judges in some way seek to impede or frustrate the  conduct of government.” The judges were simply “auditors of legality,” who quashed government decisions from time to time because they were contrary to law, not because the judges happened to disagree with them.6

But law is not, as Lord Bingham implied, immutable. Laws depend on interpretation by the courts. Far from providing certainty, law is a battleground of contestable viewpoints where victory may depend on highly subjective judgments. And nowhere are these judgments more subjective and contestable than under human rights law. Unlike national laws, which require the courts to interpret the intentions of the parliaments that passed them, human rights law requires the courts to arbitrate between the competing principles of the Human Rights Convention, in which the vast majority of rights are balanced by their exception. So by definition, these “rights” are not universal at all. On the contrary, they are highly contingent, dependent on the opinion, prejudices or whims of the judges who are called upon to arbitrate between them. And these are deeply divisive issues—which means the judges inevitably stray into territory that is properly the province of politicians, elected by and responsive to public opinion.

An example of this was provided by Lady Hale, who upon becoming Britain’s first female law lord—equivalent to a justice of the U.S. Supreme Court—gave a press conference. She was in favor, she said, of gay adoption, legally recognized gay partnerships and improved legal rights for heterosexual cohabitants, and she wanted to see the concept of fault removed from divorce law. These issues, which are among the most divisive in our society, are all political topics. They are the subject of heated debate in Parliament and among the general public. The notion that one of England’s most senior judges, supposedly the acme of impartiality, should have proclaimed her views like this suggested that any cases she heard on these topics would be prejudged by an ideological agenda.

That agenda, moreover, far from embodying universal values, represents a direct and deadly attack on the normative values of family life that underpin British society. It is, nevertheless, the agenda of a significant section of England’s judiciary. These are judges who either are terrified of being thought “out of touch” with modern life or, having  never grown out of the sixties counterculture when they came to maturity, have whole-heartedly embraced the obnoxious “victim culture” that gives unchallenged preference to minorities, however they behave, at the expense of the majority, who are deemed to “oppress” them.

This was explicitly justified by Lord Bingham when he said that the Human Rights Convention, which existed to protect vulnerable minorities who were sometimes disliked, resented or despised, was an “intrinsically counter-majoritarian” instrument. It should come as no surprise, he added, that decisions vindicating their rights “should provoke howls of criticism by politicians and the mass media. They generally reflect majority opinion.”7

So majority opinion, it seems, is essentially illegitimate, and the role of the judiciary is to use human rights law to override it. This unashamed justification of judicial supremacism is as antidemocratic, subversive and unjust as it is arrogant. It does not allow for wrongdoing by any “disliked, resented or despised” minority, but presupposes that it is in the right simply by virtue of being such a minority.

This view is based on the doctrine of moral equivalence, which has redefined equality as “identicality” in a secular universe of—in the pungent phrase of the writer David Selbourne—“dutiless rights.”8 It is duty and obligation that forge a community; rights detached from obligations fragment a society into competing interest groups fighting each other for supremacy. The only duties recognized by the rights agenda are the obligations on the state to deliver group rights. The individual claimant is liberated from obligations to the state, to convention or to other individuals in the cause of his own unchallengeable autonomy.

Human rights doctrine is thus the principal cultural weapon to undermine the fundamental values of Western society—with an activist judiciary turned into culture warriors, marching behind the banner of militant secularism. As the human rights activist Francesca Klug boasted in her book Values for a Godless Age, “Human rights are now probably as significant as the Bible has been in shaping modern western values.”9 The result of this judicial activism is an increasing breakdown of social, legal and moral conventions by unelected, unaccountable judges. In some cases, they have unilaterally challenged  moral norms without public opinion even being consulted, and have undermined concepts such as family life, truth, social order, citizenship and law itself.

Three examples:

 

• In 1999, the law lords ruled that gay tenants should have the same rights under the Rent Acts as married couples and blood relatives. This in turn followed remarks by the leading family judge Dame Elizabeth Butler-Sloss that it was acceptable for gay couples to adopt children. Asked about such judicial liberalism, the then Lord Chief Justice Bingham said it was important for the law to “keep in touch with changing social attitudes.”

Yet his assumption that the judges were simply reflecting cultural change was wrong. Tolerance of homosexuality and sympathy for a gay man who has faithfully cared for his sick partner are one thing. The law lords’ decision, though, went much further than that and effectively redefined the family. According to Lord Slynn, the leading judge in the case, “family” need not mean either marriage or blood relationship. If “family” is defined, as he suggested, merely by love, care and attachment, it would appear that two devoted elderly spinsters would also be defined as “family.” Is this really the judiciary merely “auditing legality”—or using the law to reshape society?

 

• The Court of Appeal ruled that gypsy families who had moved onto land they bought in Chichester, West Sussex, in open defiance of the planning laws should be allowed to stay because human rights law gave them “the right to family life.” The ruling effectively gave the green light for illegal gypsy camps the length and breadth of the land to become legally untouchable, in flagrant breach of the planning laws. It thus legitimized widespread lawbreaking.

How can unlawful behavior suddenly be deemed lawful, even though the law that prohibits it is still on the statute book? The answer is that the Human Rights Act has become the law that subverts the rule of law itself. When Parliament incorporated the European Convention on Human Rights into English law, the public were reassured that the courts would not be able to strike down acts of Parliament if  these were judged to be in conflict with human rights law. But this case showed that the Human Rights Act can trump other legislation. So the courts can simply push aside laws such as planning controls as if they didn’t exist.

Although a subsequent ruling by the Law Lords in 2006 upheld the eviction of a gypsy family on the grounds that they had not established sufficient links with the place for it to be considered their home,10 the earlier Chichester ruling destroyed the compact at the very heart of citizenship—the guarantee that there is equality for all under the law. Instead, the judges decided that for certain favored groups, they may waive the legal requirements that apply to the rest of us. All citizens have rights—but minorities, it appears, have more rights than others.

 

• The Gender Recognition Act was passed to conform with a ruling by the European Court of Human Rights. This ruling laid down that a transsexual had the right to claim that his or her gender at birth was whatever he or she now deemed it to be, as agreed by a panel of experts.

The act accordingly gave transsexuals the right to a birth certificate that does not record the actual gender into which they were born, but states instead that they were born in the gender that they now choose to be. While the plight of transsexual identity obviously deserves sympathy, this means that their birth certificate—the most basic guarantee that we are who we say we are—will be a lie. It means that someone who was born a man, married as a man and fathered children as a man will have a birth certificate, if he so chooses, that says he was born a female.

Worse still, a wide variety of people will be prosecuted if they make known the truth. Suppose a fitness club advertises for a personal trainer and takes up a reference at another gym for an applicant named Barbara. If that gym’s owner employed this person as Barry, it will be a criminal offense for him to say so. So he may be forced to tell misleading half-truths about “Barbara’s” performance. If a woman becomes a man, “he” nevertheless remains the mother of his (her?) children. Similarly, a man remains the father of his children and is therefore still liable for child support—even though his birth certificate might say he was born female. Such are the absurd and unjust contortions that result  from a legislated lie—a lie brought into being as a direct result of judge-made human rights law.

Such law is also turning social order on its head along with the concepts of right and wrong. Two more examples:

 

• In 2002 an elderly street preacher, Harry Hammond, was fined £300 for displaying a placard that said: “Stop immorality. Stop homosexuality. Stop lesbianism.” He had been surrounded by a group of thirty to forty people who had thrown dirt at him and poured water over his head. Despite the fact that he had been assaulted, he was the one who was prosecuted. His conviction was upheld by Appeal Court judges who said his behavior “went beyond legitimate protest” because it had provoked disorder. So causing offense, it seems, is now a crime while assault is not—because the anti-majoritarian position is deemed inviolable and beyond criticism. Was this “auditing legality”—or redefining it?

 

• The government’s drive against yob culture includes the imposition of antisocial behavior regulations, which may impose nighttime curfews for young people or order them to stop wearing hooded tops that obscure their faces from CCTV cameras. The High Court ruled in one case that forcibly removing a youth from a curfew zone breached his human rights; apparently the police could only ask him to leave. And in another case, it ruled that the ban on a boy’s hooded top was illegal after his lawyers argued that it was “a breach of his right to personal development.” “Auditing legality”—or defying common sense?

 

Armed with this doctrine, the English judiciary appears over and over again to have placed itself on the wrong side of the country’s battle against terror and extremism. When it comes to Islamism, its human rights mindset seems to render it quite unable to grasp just who needs to be protected from what. In March 2005, the Court of Appeal ruled that a sixteen-year-old schoolgirl, Shabina Begum, should be allowed to wear a full-length jilbab, and that the decision of her school that she should wear school uniform instead—which already included shalwar  kameez and an approved headscarf for the 80 percent of its girls who were Muslim—had denied her the right to manifest her religion in public under the Human Rights Convention.

This was despite the fact that her headmistress warned that permitting her to wear the jilbab would leave other Muslim girls defense-less against targeting and intimidation by fundamentalists; despite the fact that the affair was clearly a political stunt, with the girl claiming that the school’s ban on the jilbab was a result of the “vilification” of Islam after 9/11; and despite the fact that she was backed by Hizb ut-Tahrir, the group that wants to see Sharia law in Britain and the restoration of the global Islamic caliphate, and which has been banned in countries around the world.

It seems that the judges are so blinded by their obsession with minority rights and their belief in the morally unchallengeable logic of human rights law that they cannot grasp that it might be used to  imperil members of a minority at the hands of its own extremists. As a result Dr. Ghayasuddin Siddiqui, chairman of the Muslim Institute, rebuked them when he said: “This may be a victory for human rights but it is also a victory for fundamentalism.”11

Still worse was to come, however, when the law lords delivered a seminal ruling over the detention of foreign terrorism suspects without trial. Blocked by the courts from deporting such extremists, the government locked up the ones it considered most dangerous in Belmarsh prison pending their eventual deportation. But in 2004, the law lords struck down the provisions that allowed for the detention without trial of suspected foreign terrorists on the grounds that they were discriminatory and disproportionate under human rights law.

Their reasoning was deeply flawed and illogical. They argued that locking up foreign Islamic terror suspects without trial was discriminatory, because there were also Muslim UK nationals who were terror suspects and who were not being locked up without trial. They compared foreign nationals and British nationals and decided that, as the former were not being treated the same as the latter, this was unlawful discrimination.

But this was not to compare like with like. Foreign nationals do not have the rights or responsibilities of British citizens. Most pertinently,  British nationals cannot be deported, nor once arrested are they free to move to another country. The foreign terror suspects in question were always free to leave prison at any time if another country would take them. They were only being held pending deportation. To say that it was discrimination to treat suspects being held pending deportation differently from suspects who cannot be deported and cannot freely leave the country once in custody amounted to the belief in “identicality” that is such a feature of human rights law, and which claims that only identical treatment is fair even if the circumstances are different. This produces in fact not fairness but gross injustice—and in the case of the terrorist threat to this country, a possibly lethal outcome.

Yet the reaction of some of these judges to holding foreign terror suspects without trial in circumstances where they were actually free to leave was little short of hysterical. Lord Scott said this situation was “associated whether accurately or inaccurately with France before and during the Revolution, with Soviet Russia in the Stalinist era and now associated, as a result of section 23 of the 2001 Act, with the United Kingdom.”12

Another of the judges, Lord Hoffmann, declared that Muslim extremism did not threaten the life of the British nation. He said: “The real threat to the life of the nation, in the sense of a people living in accordance with its traditional laws and political values, comes not from terrorism but from laws such as these.”13

So the real danger was not a terrorist movement whose aim was to defeat Western democracy and reinstitute a seventh-century Islamic empire that stretched halfway across the globe, but the measures that a free society had devised to protect itself from such a threat.

The Belmarsh judgment did not merely suggest that the highest judges in the land had been suborned by the moral bankruptcy of victim culture. It also illustrated how the English judiciary was now using human rights law to tear up the very definition of citizenship, the compact with the state that gives citizens different rights and duties from noncitizens. It was but the most striking example to date of a judiciary that, assuming the mantle of legal infallibility and universal authority, was now not only threatening the democratic process but  undermining the security and integrity of the nation along with its values.

At any time this would be disturbing enough; but in the present circumstances it is potentially lethal. For Britain, along with the rest of the free world, faces a threat to its security and values from without. A nation can fight to defend itself only if it knows what it is fighting for, if it is secure in its own identity and values. Yet these are being steadily undermined from within by the legal universalism of human rights doctrine, which, in weakening Britain’s physical security while hollowing out its values on the grounds that minority rights must take precedence, is inadvertently providing a legal battering ram for the Islamic jihad.
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