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‘Gove does not take prisoners . . . Gove has done us all a service by uncovering the extremist antecedents of the “moderate” Muslim spokesmen feted by the race relations industry and its sympathisers in the BBC’


Daily Telegraph


‘Well informed and persuasive . . . Gove provides the essential background – the origins of Islamist radicalism from Sayed Qutb to Maududi, the role of the Muslim Brotherhood and its main present-day representatives, the aims of the jihadists’


Times Literary Supplement


‘Michael Gove’s provocative and convincing book . . . Gove’s argument is thorough’


Observer


‘Michael Gove is one of the rising stars of the British parliamentary Conservative party on account of the exceptional depth and lucidity of his thinking. Almost alone among British politicians, he courageously opposes the ugly anti-Americanism and hatred of Israel which are currently convulsing British society. His new book, Celsius 7/7, is a brilliant analysis of Britain’s wilful blindness in refusing to grasp the true nature and extent of the Islamist war upon the west and the resulting culture of appeasement which threatens to undermine Britain’s special relationship with America. At a time when the hostilities in the Middle East are ratcheting up Britain’s state of denial to an unprecedented level of irrationality and prejudice, Gove’s urgent wake-up call could not be more timely or prescient’


Melanie Philips


‘The political book of the year so far’


Irish Independent




‘This title apes Michael Moore’s polemical Fahrenheit 9/11, but this is not a bombastic broadside. Gove – a Tory MP and Times columnist – denies that the war has made Britain a target, arguing that we have not done enough to punish regimes that sponsor terrorism’


The Times


‘Attacks on Israel are merely a small part of what global Islamism is about. As Michael Gove points out in Celsius 7/7 – his short but brilliant guide to the global threat we all face – as fascism degraded nationalism and communism betrayed socialism, Islamism is a political creed that perverts Islam’


Ruth Dudley Edwards, historian of the Economist


‘[Gove] has an Orwellian gift for cutting through the fog of detail and identifying the underlying moral lessons . . . Gove’s coruscating book makes an impassioned case’


Sunday Business Post
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It’s the Ideology, Stupid


Since this book was published there has been a lively debate, among politicians, through the media, in the public square, about the place of Islam in the modern world.


The balance in any liberal society between the claims of faith and the demands of freedom has always required careful negotiation. The growth in the number of Muslims living in the West, as well as the way in which globalization has meant the values of the West impinge on the Muslim world, requires us to proceed with more care than ever.


But in all the debate about how Islam finds its way in the modern world, a crucial distinction is in danger of being lost. This book has sought to make that distinction clear, and underline its importance. The distinction is the difference between Islam, the great historic faith which has brought spiritual nourishment to millions, and Islamism, the specifically twentieth-century ideology which twists the religious impulse into submission to a new totalitarianism.


As the distinguished historian Michael Burleigh has pointed



out, in his masterful book Sacred Causes, the history of the last hundred years has been drenched in blood because man’s religious impulses have been ‘metabolized’ into support for political religions – totalitarian ideologies which offer to create a heaven on earth but inevitably descend into hellish violence and oppression.


Islamism poses a challenge to Western values, indeed to universal human values of freedom, dignity and equality, just as potent as past totalitarianisms. And while the Islamists do not have a Wehrmacht ready to roll across the Ardennes, or a Red Army poised to roll across the north German plain, they do advance, just as fascists and communists sought to, through both military pressure and internal subversion. That the military offensive now is driven by insurgents, terrorists and militias alters the nature of the challenge, but no wise statesman can afford to dismiss the threat to our own security from the establishment of Islamist control over nations such as Iraq, Afghanistan or Somalia. The creation of terrorist safe havens, the encouragement offered to allied fighters across the globe, the inevitable ethnic cleansing and terrible violence attendant on Islamist victories, are all, as we know, from Iran to the Sudan, dangers to our future and affronts to our conscience.


But one does not need to travel to the borders of the Arab and Islamic world to see Islamism advance. In the last year there has been a tragic accumulation of new evidence that suggests our response to this challenge is still, at best, muddled and, at worst, so weak as to invite further and yet further assaults.


Just as this book was published in hardback at the end of June 2006, Ayaan Hirsi Ali, the brave Netherlands parliamentarian who had done so much to alert her fellow Dutch citizens to the dangers of Islamism, was compelled to quit Holland. Her immigration status had become a matter of controversy.



But a greater burden the Dutch state had to bear was the cost of keeping Hirsi Ali safe from Islamists who had sworn to take her life. Hirsi Ali’s outspoken defence of women’s rights and the liberal values of her adopted homeland had led her to be branded an apostate and condemned to death. On leaving Holland, she explained that the only country in which someone like her, who was prepared to challenge the Islamist advance, could now feel secure was America.


Just weeks later, on 10 August, an apparent terrorist conspiracy to blow airliners out of the skies over the British Isles was disrupted at the last moment. Plans were already at an advanced stage of development when the security and intelligence services averted a disaster which could have caused more casualties even than 9/11.


The very next day a coalition of influential British Muslims sent an open letter to the Prime Minister blaming his foreign policy for offering ‘ammunition to extremists’ and putting British lives ‘at increased risk’. The signatories included three Labour MPs, the Muslim Council of Britain and the Muslim Association of Britain. They argued that Mr Blair had to ‘change our foreign policy to show the world that we value the lives of civilians wherever they live and whatever their religion. Such a move would make us all safer.’


Twenty-four hours after British nationals had been arrested for plotting the mass murder of their fellow citizens, and the man the Muslim Council of Britain places in the dock is the Prime Minister. While the rest of the country was struggling to come to terms with the enormity of what had been planned the Muslim Association of Britain already knew where the moral culpability lay – with a government arrogant enough to believe in supporting democracy against terror.


For much of the media this letter was not seen, as it should have been, as a morally compromised and intellectually fatuous legitimization of the Islamist agenda but as just another



‘embarrassment’ for the Prime Minister.


One month later, in September 2006, it was the turn of the Pope to feel the heat. In a lecture he delivered to Regensburg University Benedict XVI quoted the thoughts of a fourteenth-century Byzantine emperor on Islam in the context of a scholarly discussion of faith and reason. He warned his audience that the words he was about to quote were of a ‘startling brusqueness’, a clear disassociation on his part from the sentiments expressed. The Emperor Paleologus had certainly expressed himself with a directness that, even over the chasm of seven centuries, has the capacity to startle. Rejecting the principle of forced conversion – the spread of Islam by conquest – Paleologus had argued, ‘Show me just what Mohammad brought that was new, and there you will find things only evil and inhuman, such as his command to spread by the sword the faith he preached.’


If the Pope himself had been preaching to that text then such brusqueness might have been expected to inspire a strong reaction. But the Pope was only exercising his right – our shared right – to freedom of thought and speech by holding the thoughts of the past up to contemporary scrutiny. But while we might wish freedom of speech, and inquiry, to be a value of universal worth, the Pope found himself on the receiving end of a torrent of vilification, with the Islamists leading the charge.


The Muslim Brotherhood ideologue Yusuf Qaradawi commented, ‘We condemn this and we want to know the explanation of this and what is intended by this. We call on the Pope, the pontiff, to apologize to the Islamic nation because he has insulted its religion and Prophet, its faith and Sharia without any justification.’ One of Iran’s most influential clerics, Ahmad Khatami, asked the Pope to ‘fall on his knees in front of a senior Muslim cleric and try to understand Islam’.


The Pope’s words inspired more than just vilification. In a



tragic echo of the reaction provoked by the Danish cartoons of the prophet Mohammad, Benedict’s offering of reasoned argument was met by unreasoning violence. In the Palestinian territories Christian churches were fire-bombed by Islamist groups who said they were protesting against the Pope’s speech. An elderly Italian nun was murdered in Mogadishu, where she was working at an Austrian-run hospital which cared for Somali children. In Iraq, the militia group Jaish al-Mujahideen (Holy Warriors’ Army) announced its intention to ‘destroy their cross in the heart of Rome . . . and to hit the Vatican’. One Islamic extremist group kidnapped a priest, Paulos Iskander. Another Christian priest was beheaded in Mosul, his kidnappers having demanded his church condemn Benedict’s words.


There is an irony, too bitter for laughter, in a speech which discussed Islam’s relationship with force provoking such a deep sense of injury in the minds of Islamists that they murder nuns to protest against the insulting and unjust notion that they are somehow attached to violence.


The Pope was not the only public figure in the West this past year to have the words he had spoken twisted by knaves to make a trap for fools. Labour’s former Foreign Secretary Jack Straw provoked a debate, which certainly lacked nothing in heat, over the question of the niqab, the full face veil worn by some Muslim women.


In a measured article for his local newspaper, Straw, now Leader of the House of Commons, explained the disquiet he felt when talking to women who wore the full veil during constituency surgeries. Raising his concerns in a tentative fashion, Straw ventured the thought that the niqab differed materially from other forms of cultural and religious dress because it ‘could be seen as a visible statement of separation and difference’.


Straw was roundly abused for stoking Islamophobia,



arrogantly dictating how women should dress and pandering to the prejudice of a white working class whom Labour wished to woo now that the Iraq war had forever estranged it from Muslim affections. The piquancy of all these accusations being directed at the man who brought the Muslim Brotherhood ally Mockbul Ali into the heart of government and who apologized for the offence caused to extremists by Denmark’s free press was seldom observed.


While it is impossible to know quite why Straw did raise the question, the reaction to his article once again gave the generality of the British media an opportunity to heroically miss the point. The adoption of the niqab is not so much a mark of Islamic faith as a badge of allegiance towards Islamist politics. Its growing popularity reflects the troubling growth in the attachment to Islamism of a rising generation of British Muslims.


While Islam itself, like all the Abrahamic faiths, considers modesty and restraint a virtue and enjoins on both men and women respect for the sacredness of the sexual act, there is no specific injunction in Islam which requires the adoption of the niqab as an obligation of the faith. But, for Islamists, the veil serves a double purpose. It dramatizes the rejection of Western values, liberalism and feminism particularly, and it marks the wearer apart as one who has become an internal exile. The principle that Muslims should make themselves exiles – almuhajiroun – from the corrupt and barbaric society in which they are fated currently to live is central to the Islamist programme.


The real debate which the country needed to have, and which the veil debate failed to become, was not about Islam and England but about Islamism and the West. The requirement to tackle that ideology head on, to identify its advocates, challenge their arguments, shed light on their organizational networks, reject their claims and counter their advance across



the globe is the central argument of this book. As a result of pressure being applied in that direction, not least from the Daily Mail writer Melanie Phillips in her book Londonistan, and the New Statesman political editor Martin Bright in his Policy Exchange pamphlet ‘When Progressives Treat with Reactionaries’, the government has been compelled to respond. But even among those ministers sensitive to the argument, the response still gives rise to doubts about the seriousness with which the whole machinery of the State is taking the challenge.


The Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Ruth Kelly, has shown an admirable willingness to wrestle with some of the intellectual challenges posed by Islamism and in a speech last October reflected some of the concerns aired in this book. Specifically, she insisted that bodies which received government money should reflect core British values and she outlined one example of unacceptable conduct, the boycott of Holocaust Memorial Day, by the Muslim Council of Britain, referred to in Chapter 8. Ms Kelly has also opened government’s doors to genuinely moderate figures within Britain’s Muslim community and has sought to empower voices for moderation within British Islam through the creation of the Mosques and Imams National Advisory Board (MINAB).


But hopeful as these signs are, they also create new causes for concern. MINAB was set up in close cooperation with the MCB and is also run in alliance with the flagrantly Islamist Muslim Association of Britain. The connections between the MAB and support for extremism are also chronicled in Chapter 8, but the government seems not be troubled by the involvement of an organization which offers apologia for terror in the policing of Britain’s mosques.


Indeed, the inattention to the real threat from Islamism is tragically apparent in the fate of Finsbury Park mosque. The



establishment which once gave Abu Hamza a secure base from which to preach terror and groom killers stands as a symbol of the failed ‘covenant of security’ by which the British state sought to ‘manage’ extremists. Hamza is now, at last, behind bars, thanks to American law-enforcement agencies, but the mosque he once exploited was, on his departure, placed in the hands of a fresh group of extremists. And, almost unbelievably, that handover was not just accepted, but blessed by those charged with guaranteeing our security.


The MAB succeeded Abu Hamza and his associates as stewards of the Finsbury Park mosque months ago, and found themselves welcomed in that role by the Metropolitan Police. The MAB spokesman Dr Azzam al-Tamimi, on the record as a supporter of suicide bombing (as reported in Chapter 8), made clear his determination to secure the mosque for his organization, proclaiming, ‘For the first few Fridays we will be organizing for our members from across London to come and pray here so that we have a strong majority. We will not tolerate anyone who will seek to abuse the mosque.’


It is not only in its attempts to counter extremism in houses of worship that the machinery of government has proved faulty. The problem of extremist activity on university campuses has been highlighted by many responsible academics, not least Dr Anthony Glees of Brunel University and Professor Tom Gallagher of Bradford University. In response to those and other concerns, the Higher Education minister Bill Rammell appointed an adviser to improve the teaching of Islam in higher education. But the man he chose, Dr Ataullah Siddiqui, is director of the Markfield Institute of Higher Education, an Islamist establishment set up by followers of the teachings of Mawdudi. The Markfield Insititute and its sponsoring body, the Islamic Foundation, are both intimately intertwined with the Pakistani Islamist party Jamaat-i-Islami.


This pattern of proclaiming the need to counter extremism,



and then allowing extremists to drive policy, characterized the government’s approach in the aftermath of 7/7 and continues to impede progress today. What makes this pattern of self-deception so tragic is the continuing clarity with which Tony Blair has delineated the challenge we all face. On occasions as varied as his address to News Corporation executives in America last August and his speech on integration in December, Mr Blair has shown a keen appreciation of the problem posed by Islamism rendered all the more striking by the failure of his administration to match his acute rhetoric with appropriate action.


The eclipse of Mr Blair’s power, which this mismatch has only underlined, has, of course, been intimately linked with the war in Iraq. For many in his party, and millions more outside, the traumas of that country are crimes for which he is preeminently responsible.


That mistakes have been made in Iraq is, as I wrote when this book first appeared, undeniable. Other writers have made it their melancholy task to chronicle what they see as the specific errors at every stage in the campaign. Whatever weight one wishes to attach to each of these errors there is, however, one central strategic miscalculation which overshadows everything.


Almost from the moment that Saddam was toppled the West’s leaders have signalled their intention to leave Iraq at the earliest possible opportunity. The strategy for the war itself, masterminded by Donald Rumsfeld, was predicated on a rapid strike of overwhelming force decapitating the Ba’athist regime and then allowing for a quick handover to a new Iraqi government. The number of troops deployed for the invasion reflected Rumsfeld’s desire to execute the decapitation and then swiftly depart. The destruction of Saddam’s regime was accomplished in a manner, and at a pace, which appeared to vindicate Rumsfeld’s narrow calculation. But the failure



to commit sufficient forces to make that victory secure has blighted the promise of that liberating moment.


The necessity for a prolonged partnership with the new Iraqi government, the requirement for effective policing and security in the early years of the new government’s life, the likelihood that Ba’athist forces would seek to prosecute an insurgent campaign to destabilize the new government and, above all, the risk to that government’s future from Islamists, whether sponsored by Tehran, assisted by Syria or emanating from Saudi Arabia, all underlined the need for a military commitment more determined than that originally envisaged.


But Western leaders, having willed the end of tyranny, did not provide the means by which democracy could be securely entrenched. The scale, and vigour, of military force required to provide security was only fitfully provided. And while there have been occasions when Western troops have secured effective military defeats of insurgent forces, from Fallujah to Tal Afar, a willingness to fight the long war necessary has never been effectively demonstrated.


The consequence of a failure to make that commitment has been the rise of Islamist forces like Moqtadr al-Sadr’s, which were not contained when they could have been, and have grown in influence by posing as ‘guardians’ of a Shia population which the coalition and the new Iraqi government should have been protecting more effectively. The failure to provide the force necessary to constrain those militias has been matched by a failure to demonstrate sufficient strength towards Iran, the sponsor of many of those groups, even as its agents were providing the materiel to target British troops.


For many Iraqis the memory of a previous betrayal by the West haunted even the first, hopeful, days of liberation. The experience of 1991, when Western troops delivered a blow to Saddam, opened the door to a better future, but then left Iraqis to their fate, had made many sceptical of the West’s new



commitment to their nation. That scepticism has only deepened as pressure in the West has grown to wind down the coalition’s presence. The perception that the West does not have the will for a prolonged fight against Islamism, that Western nations will, in the end, let down their friends and hearten their enemies, is only fed by the preparations even now being made for departure.


The process of nation-building, or national reconstruction as we are faced with in Iraq, requires humility and patience. We need to be humble enough to recognize that our errors in the past, not least in 1991, have made our task more difficult now. And we need to be patient enough to see through the business of helping a fledgling democracy establish itself, in a region where democracy is so especially valuable because it is so rare.


The demand for an early withdrawal from Iraq not only disheartens those democrats who have done so much to help establish a genuinely free Arab nation, it risks undermining the sacrifices made by the millions of Iraqis who freely voted for a better future. But, perhaps even more tragically, it encourages not just those Islamists who have made Iraq their battlefield, it emboldens all those who rejoice at renewed evidence of the West’s weakness.


Those who call for precipitate withdrawal fail to realize that the fall-out from such a scuttle would not be confined to Iraq’s borders, just as those who opposed the war in the first place wilfully blind themselves to the consequences for all of us of a defiant tyrant left free to pursue his genocidal ambitions at the heart of the Middle East.


And those who place their faith in solutions devised by foreign policy ‘realists’, who wish to see an enhanced role for those currently running nations such as Iran, Syria and Saudi Arabia, have singularly failed to appreciate why we got into this mess in the first place.


Against a dedicated ideological challenge, which has been



consistently encouraged by our weakness, no option is more certain to endanger our future than retreat. And yet, on every front, that is what the swelling chorus calls for . . .
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The Rules of the Game Have Changed


On 14 July 2005 The Times published a photograph of a thoughtful young man at work in a Yorkshire classroom. Mohammad Siddique Khan was pictured, purse-lipped and neatly bearded, in the school where he was employed as a teaching mentor. Khan’s CV was one of which any parent might be proud. The son of a foundry worker who had emigrated from Pakistan, he was born in Leeds, where he succeeded at school and went on to university. Happily married, a regular worshipper at his local mosque, Khan’s work seemed designed to allow others to enjoy the British dream. His professional life was dedicated to helping the children of recent immigrants make the most of the opportunities open to them in the United Kingdom.


That life ended, however, at 8.50 on the morning of 7 July 2005, when Mohammad Siddique Khan detonated an explosive device on the Circle Line train heading west out of



London’s Edgware Road Station. Khan and three others, Shehzad Tanweer, Hasib Husain and Jermaine Lindsay, blew themselves up that day in the first successful suicide bombing attack in the British Isles. Fifty-two people were killed and more than 700 injured.


A terrorist attack on London had been predicted for more than three years. Ever since the 9/11 assault on America, Britain’s security and intelligence services had been convinced that the capital was vulnerable. An attack was ‘inevitable’. But what few Britons had expected, or anticipated, was that a terrorist atrocity would be executed by their own countrymen. Children of the welfare state, subjects of the Crown, citizens of Cool Britannia; Khan, Tanweer, Husain and Lindsay were, in the words of Boris Johnson in the Daily Telegraph on 14 July, ‘as British as Tizer, and queues, and Y-fronts and the Changing of the Guard’. What could have driven them to kill? And to murder with such indiscriminate ferocity?


These men were not foreign fighters prosecuting a struggle of national liberation against a colonial overlord. They had been born, nurtured and supported by Britain and its institutions. They were not desperately poor and voiceless outsiders, Franz Fanon’s ‘wretched of the earth’, driven to violence because no other option lay open to them to secure justice. They had enjoyed the freedoms and opportunities of the West, held down respected jobs and lived lives of relative comfort. Nor were they psychopaths, or empty nihilists, who found in violence an end in itself. As they themselves made clear, they saw their violence as serving a cause, and a purpose, higher than themselves. Khan himself proclaimed, in a videotape broadcast after his death: ‘We are at war and I am a soldier.’


The war in which they enlisted is the conflict of our times, a struggle between liberal values and resurgent totalitarianism. But it is a war in which many, literally, do not believe. The West faces a challenge to its values, culture and freedoms as



profound, in its way, as the threat posed by fascism and communism. But the response to that challenge from many in the West is all too often confused, temporizing, weak and compromised. The precise nature of the threat – Islamism – is barely appreciated by many. Those most engaged in combating the threat – specifically the governments of America, Britain and Australia – have to struggle against intellectual currents that make the vital work of self-defence increasingly difficult.


Public discourse in Britain barely touches on the real nature of the Islamist threat, the intellectual underpinnings of Islamist thinking, its hold on the minds of millions, the calculations that underlie Islamist terrorism and the scope of Islamist ambition. Instead, in a curious inversion, the energy that should be devoted to analysing and combating a totalitarian challenge is directed towards campaigning against those who dare to take the threat seriously.


In this book I hope to offer a brief overview of the ideology that animates today’s terrorists, for without an understanding of motivation there can be no effective solution. I also want to draw attention to the environment that has given rise to this new totalitarianism. Without efforts to transform the circumstances that create the ground for the terrorists’ ideological advance, the steps we take can only ever be ameliorative and temporary rather than fundamental and lasting.


I hope centrally to help explain what we in the West have done wrong. The primary moral responsibility for acts of evil – and any attempt to qualify the word is itself a moral surrender – rests with the authors of that evil. But leaders, and elites, in the West have made a series of decisions in the past that have encouraged and facilitated the forces now in arms against us. The belief that we in the West bear a measure of responsibility for the conflict we now face is widely accepted, but the real mistakes we have made are not those for which we are regularly castigated by our public broadcasters, tenured



academics, establishment think tanks and best-selling blowhards. The errors we need to atone for are very different, and the steps to be taken radically divergent from those urged upon us by the loudest and most influential voices in our national conversation.


In particular I want to look at one issue that is considered central to the terrorists’ campaign – the fate of Israel – and explain why it is even more crucial to the conflict than many believe – but for reasons most either ignore, deny or pervert.


There is a particular reason why so many of the influential voices shaping our society’s response to Islamist terror are urging us down the wrong path. There is a culture of relativism, a failure to display moral clarity, a corruption of thought on both left and right, as well as a strain of Western self-hatred, that combine to weaken, compromise and confuse our national response to a direct totalitarian challenge. Above all, there is still, after the shattering events of 9/11 and 7/7, Madrid and Bali, a widespread reluctance to acknowledge the real scale and nature of the challenge we face.


In the last weeks of 2005, as it emerged that the 7/7 attack was one of ten recently planned terrorist assaults on the British capital, bombs ripped through naval vessels in Algiers; the German government released a Hizbollah killer in exchange for one of its own citizens held hostage by Islamic fundamentalists; France arrested a dozen North African citizens in possession of a kilo of TNT; Spanish authorities broke up an Al Qaeda cell that included two European converts to Islam; and the head of French counter-terrorism operations revealed that a prisoner he was compelled to release had gone on to head a terrorist cell. Not one of these stories featured in the mainstream British media.


Instead, Britain’s leading broadcasters and commentators cleared time and space for the latest stage in the escalating campaign against America’s counter-terrorism activities. The



possibility that terrorists might have been flown across national borders for detention and interrogation was regarded as the principal threat to Western civilization. The activities of murderous ideologues engaged in efforts to destroy that civilization and its citizens were scarcely noted.


If we seek to plot a way forward by reflecting on the complaints amplified in the echo chamber of British broadcasting, or lent spurious weight by the academic and political elites responsible for foreign and security policy in the past, we will only lose our footing and repeat historic errors. The world in which young men who graduate from Leeds Metropolitan University make it their ambition to become mass murderers, and students of town planning from Hamburg University dream of dying with the screams of airline passengers in their ears as they pilot hundreds of tons of molten steel into an office building, is a world we must remake.
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