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  Part V


  Critical Views




  ‘A city cannot be constituted from any chance collection of people, or in any chance period of time. Most of the cities which have admitted settlers, either at the time of their foundation or later, have been troubled by faction.’


  — Aristotle 


  ‘What causes a people’s demise is neither the use of bombs nor military operations, but ethnic flooding. The primary and most effective weapon of war has always been embodied by an invasion of foreign populations, naturalisations, and a gradual seizure of power by foreigners.


  Ethnic homogeneity is the condition for civil peace and prosperity. As rightly noted by Aristotle, the peaceful and economically viable coexistence of ethnically different populations on a single territory is generally impossible. It leads to incessant conflicts, followed by a civil war in which the invaders attempt to replace the natives.’


  — Guillaume Faye 


  ‘World harmony need not be threatened by the cultural differences which exist and the sense of superiority that most people feel for their way of life. The danger arises when one culture sees itself as possessing a way of life that is superior and suitable for all the world’s peoples and seeks to impose its way of life on others.’


  — Byron M. Roth 




  Introduction


  Europeans, known as Whites, are experiencing population decline. Europeans are already a minority in the world, making up about one billion of the world’s 7.7 billion inhabitants, or less than 13 percent of the total population. Since the 1960s, Europeans have seen a steady decline in births, such that today, they have one of the lowest fertility rates in the world. The total fertility rate (TFR) must be 2.1 for a population to completely replace itself through births. The European Union’s TFR is around 1.6, while the global average is 2.5, with Africa having the highest TFR in the world at 4.7.


  Along with the decline in White births, about sixty years ago European elites sanctioned a population-changing practice that has now become quintessential to the cosmopolitan project of the European Union: large-scale non-European immigration. Because of these two trends — decline in fertility rates and the introduction of mass-immigration — the populations of many cities and towns throughout the EU are now majority non-European. Indigenous Europeans are minorities in these areas. If these trends continue, by the end of this century non-White peoples will come to represent the absolute majority population of entire European countries. When this majority-minority shift occurs, there will be an unprecedented transfer of political power from European peoples to non-Europeans, essentially signalling the end of European sovereignty over their ancestral homelands.


  Clearly, indigenous Europeans are becoming demographic and political minorities in their homelands. However, this downfall is not just the result of declining fertility rates and large-scale non-European immigration, but also, and very importantly, the result of political ideologies that accompany these two trends. The EU project, including efforts to form a Euro-Mediterranean Union, is a politically constructed cosmopolitan project founded on demographic engineering, anti-nationalism, the erasure of ethno-national identities, the creation of multi-ethnic societies, and the separation of political authority and sovereignty from indigenous Europeans. The EU project, accompanied by neoconservative policies, has opened Europe to large-scale non-European immigration (legal and illegal), widespread socio-political problems associated with violent and nonviolent forms of political Islam, and leftist-Third World alliances that are hostile to European power structures and identities. The great majority of ethnic Europeans are being drowned by a Europhobic Euro-Arab Dialogue, by leftism, by the rapidly growing demographic of Muslim and non-European immigrants, and also by Zionists and neoconservatives that laud a deracinated, liberal, Judeo-Christian identity for Europeans and label ethno-national European identities and anti-immigration sentiments among Europeans as racist and a new form of Nazism. In sum, while they are still the majority of their national populations, indigenous Europeans and their traditional political and cultural institutions and identities are undergoing processes of erasure — stigmatized, marginalized, deprived, and replaced — by mandated immigrationism, multiculturalism, and other ideological methods of dispossession and forced diversification (cosmopolitanism, cultural Marxism, Islamism etc.) while their resistance is criminalized.


  Is the EU cosmopolitan project a form of genocide? What international laws and rights are being violated? Is it creating the conditions for civil war? We provide answers to these questions in this volume. But before we delve in, it is important to summarize what was discussed in Volumes I and II, revisit the Eurabia thesis, and evaluate established neoconservative critiques of the EU project.


  In Volume I: Ideologies and International Developments, we began with an examination of the early-20th-century European-integration models of Pan-Europa, the United States of Europe, and Eurafrica and found that these early plans involved: the joint exploitation, by Europe, of the resources and land of the African colonies; a new culturally united Europe led by a spiritual aristocracy (Judaism); and a new European identity stripped of its distinct ethno-national characteristics. Drawing most notably from the influential socialist ideas of Richard von Coudenhove-Kalergi, we found that at this time the unification of Europe was perceived as the first step toward the eventual unity of humanity under a World Federation in perpetual peace. Fabianism and cultural Marxism furthered this goal. Both these ideologies have been integral to: the progressive transformation of Europe into a denationalized and open European Union (including the promotion of Euro-Mediterranean integration); the creation of the new European and world citizen; and the gradual development of a new world order based on cosmopolitan ideas of perpetual peace, initiated by the wealthy socialist classes, and exacted by changing the system from within by infiltrating educational institutions, government agencies, and political parties.


  We then examined other influences that had direct bearing on further European integration and the cosmopolitan project. We found that post-WWII international institutions, namely the Atlantic Charter, the United Nations, and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, established a new global order and effectively opened European nations to large-scale non-European immigration. Moreover, there were certain developments and conflicts in the Middle East (i.e. the creation of Israel and Pan-Islamism) that provided the geopolitical context for an additional integration model: Eurabia. Of particular concern was the 1970s oil crisis that triggered the formation of the Euro-Arab Dialogue, a cultural, political, and economic cooperative partnership that promoted the importation of Muslim migrants and Islam into Europe. Official documents from the 1980s into the 21st century also demonstrated additional strategies for intra-European, Eurafrican, Euro-Arab, and Euro-Mediterranean political, economic, and cultural integration.


  We then scrutinized the four ideologies that have been essential to the creation of the present form of the European Union: cosmopolitanism, social liberalism, neoliberalism, and neoconservatism. Contemporary cosmopolitanism is fixated on transforming the world according to universal socialist ideals and values and is intimately involved with the creation of a new socialist-capitalist class that is dependent on cheap Third World labour. Influential cosmopolitan Jürgen Habermas promotes the idea that mass-immigration will transform European nations into ethnically diverse liberal democracies. He wants to use immigrants and the universal principles of rights to overturn national self-determination and the plurality of sovereign-states and decouple European majority ethnic groups from their ethno-cultural political identities. Furthermore, while Canadian multiculturalist William Kymlicka promotes group rights for ethnic minorities and non-European immigrants, he does not grant the same rights for ethnic Europeans.


  Social liberalism has roots in Marx’s theories of historical materialism and the end of capitalism, applies social science methods (social engineering) to make European societies more liberal, and views moral authority and judgments through the lenses of relativism and emotivism. Neoliberalism has an economic basis in deregulation, privatization, and reduced funding for social services. It transfers political power from the political authority of the state to the economy and judiciary; corporations and a small wealthy elite control the economy, and by extension society and local politics. Debt and dependency are incurred because of the interventionist and coercive opening of foreign markets to the capitalist world economy and transnational corporations and the international financial elite gain increasing power over the global economy and over life itself. Neoconservatism is rooted in neoliberal economics, has left-wing origins, has a predominantly Jewish composition, is devoted to the security of Israel at the expense of America, and is based on Democratic Peace Theory and the notion of the ‘end of history’. It advocates pre-emptive war and intervention, and the use of military might to achieve American global leadership, spread American freedom and democracy, and prevent any potential or actual rivals arising as a global superpower to challenge American hegemony.


  We now turn to Volume II: Immigration and Islam. We demonstrated that immigration into Europe has been predominately from Muslim countries in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East since the 1960s. Net migration into the European Union is now around 1.5 million a year and many cities are increasingly non-European in composition. Due to aging populations and below-replacement fertility rates, net migration (which has been increasing since the 1990s) is the main source of population growth for the five key European countries that were profiled: Belgium, the United Kingdom, France, Sweden, and Germany. Between 10 and 20% of the populations of these five nations are now foreign-born. In addition, most residency permits granted to immigrants are for family reasons rather than employment.


  With reference to experts and analysts, we then discussed the origin of Islam, the revival of political Islam in the 20th century, militant Islamist movements such as the Taliban, al Qaeda, and ISIS, the differences between violent, non-violent, and participationist Islamists, and Islamist channels of operation in Europe. We addressed Islamist declarations of the demographic conquest and Islamization of Europe, and evaluated the proposition that Islamism represents a Gramscian counter-hegemonic ideology and movement against the power structures of the West. We also analysed Muslim demographics in the European Union. We found that Islam is the fastest growing religion in Europe, that around 7% of the EU population is Muslim, that Sharia law is having an increasing impact on the political landscape, and that many of the largest cities have significant Muslim populations (with many areas turned into ‘Sharia-controlled areas’ leading to ‘White flight’ and ‘Jewish flight’). Statistics and demographics in the five key European countries mentioned above also revealed that Muslims have low educational levels, high welfare consumption, high unemployment rates, and high incarceration rates compared to national and other immigrant groups. There are also increasing problems with the radicalisation of Muslims in schools, social media, mosques, and prisons, and significant support for radical Islam in Europe.


  We showed, through statistical analysis, that since at least the late 1980s a majority of Europeans have opposed political Islam and Muslim enclaves in Europe as well as large-scale population changes brought about by global mass-immigration. But there has been no effective action taken by political elites. In fact, there has been an increase in immigration and more statements that political Islam belongs in Europe. And what about the 2015/2016 migrant crisis? It revealed not just the open-door policy of EU elites and the flouting of asylum laws, but more importantly, it reflected a mass exodus of young Muslim men who used the Mediterranean Sea and land routes for clandestine entry into Europe. The vast majority (over 90%) of irregular migrants during this time came from Muslim majority countries in Africa, the Middle East, and South Asia, many of which were safe or safe third countries. Over 60% were not genuine asylum seekers, and some were terrorists.


  Despite these facts, elites argued that the migrant crisis could be used to solve economic and demographic (and political) issues in Europe. But a critical evaluation of demographic data (education and employment levels, language abilities, etc.) of recent asylum seekers and first and second generation non-European immigrants cast serious doubt on their claims. As did the actual and estimated costs of the migrant crisis for individual European nations, for the European Union as a whole, and for Europeans as individuals, including social and security costs, such as migrant crime waves, the 2015 New Year’s Eve mass-sexual assaults in Germany and elsewhere, and the hundreds of lives that were lost and the hundreds more that were wounded in the Islamist terrorist attacks in Paris (2015) and Brussels (2016). These incidents, and many others, revealed the failure of costly integration and counter-radicalism strategies and the actual crisis of non-European migration into Europe in general. More importantly, they exposed the disgraceful behaviour of EU bureaucrats and other elites who lied about and denied the ethnic nature and extent of these crimes, blamed the victims, and censored media and police reports for political ends.


  And now we turn to Volume III: Critical Views. We begin with a detailed account of the Eurabia thesis, which is foundational to the present form of the European Union. We then turn to a discerning evaluation of Muslim immigration, Islamism, multiculturalism, and left-wing ideologies in the EU as presented by neoconservative authors Bat Ye’or, Melanie Phillips, and Bruce Bawer. We summarize their views and then critique and refute some of their central arguments, including:


  • Islamist aggression against Israel and the West is a metaphysical conflict between good and evil


  • An Israel-West neoconservative alliance against Islam and Leftism is necessary


  • Palestinianism is a Nazi-Jihadi fascist alliance between Europe and the Arab countries


  • Europe needs mass-immigration


  • Europe should adopt American assimilationism (liberal individualism and monoculturalism)


  • Europe must rid itself of ethno-nationalism.


  Referring to international laws, rights, and other official documents, we then define some central terms, such as self-determination, discrimination, persecution, genocide, indigenous rights, and the aim and basis of the European Union. In an effort of assessment, we then consult the research of several scholars and experts on demography and ethnicity and apply the aforementioned laws, rights, and legal terms to various aspects of the EU cosmopolitan project. The central argument is that EU elites, pro-immigrant open-border leftists, Third World oppositionists, anti-European immigrants, Islamists, and neoconservatives (the liberal Right) share a common ground: the negation and undermining of ethnic European demographic majority rule and national homeland sovereignty. These groups knowingly use immigration and the recent flows of irregular migrants into Europe, as well as discriminatory measures, hate propaganda, and exclusionary ideologies that condemn indigenous Europeans who oppose their goals, to elicit regime change in Europe. Such a project dismisses the will of European peoples, renders them political and demographic minorities in their own homelands, increases the likelihood of civil war, and violates numerous international laws that serve to protect the rights of distinct ethnic peoples from any form of genocide.




  14. The Eurabia Thesis and an Analysis and Critique of Three Conservative Views


  14.1 The Eurabia Thesis


  Historian Bat Ye’or (Gisèle Littman) is the most important scholarly proponent of the Eurabia thesis. She is the thinker behind Melanie Phillips’s Londonistan (2006) and Bruce Bawer’s While Europe Slept: How Radical Islam is Destroying the West from Within (2006). She has also exercised considerable influence on many of the most important authors who warn us about the Islamization of Europe, including Daniel Pipes, Niall Ferguson, Robert Spencer, and Bernard Lewis. The major work of Bat Ye’or is Eurabia: The Euro-Arab Axis (2005/2011), to which we now turn.


  In this book Ye’or explains that the Euro-Arab Dialogue (EAD) was established by the European Economic Community (EEC) as a response to the oil embargo of 1973. The EAD was centred on a multilateral economic forum that aimed to strengthen economic, financial, technical, and cultural co-operation between the Nine of the EEC and the twenty Arab League states. The EEC perceived that such cooperation would bring about economic benefits for Europe from ‘expanded oil, commercial, and industrial markets’, which included the ‘massive sales of arms, as well as of industrial and nuclear equipment’.1

 The EEC also founded the European Parliamentary Association for Euro-Arab Cooperation (PAEAC) with the aim of cultivating cultural, economic, and political cooperation between Europe and the Arab-Muslim world. A PAEAC meeting in Strasbourg, June 1975, recognized the ‘historical contribution of Arab culture to European development’ and discussed ‘the contribution that the European countries can still expect from Arab culture, notably in the area of human values’. The provision of the ‘means’, created by the Arab countries, to enable Arab immigrants ‘to participate in Arab cultural and religious life’ in their respective European host countries was also deliberated, and included the propagation of Islam and the Arab culture throughout Europe.2

 


  To a large extent these discussions were stimulated by a study on the conditions of Euro-Arab cooperation submitted to and accepted by the PAEAC by Belgian member, Tilj De Clercq. He wrote that ‘[a] medium and long term policy must henceforth be formulated in order to bring about economic cooperation through a combination of Arab manpower reserves and raw materials, and European technology and “management”’.3

 In fact, according to Ye’or, ever since the first General Commission meeting in Luxembourg (1976) ‘every EAD meeting passed resolutions in support of Arab immigration, labor, and employment in Europe’, resolutions that were reaffirmed in subsequent meetings. In other words, while Europe expanded its markets and transferred its technology to the Arab world and received a guarantee of oil supplies, it itself received Arab manpower through large-scale immigration from Muslim countries — immigrants who were perceived as ‘builders of the future Euro-Arab alliance: “Eurabia”’.4

 


  This EAD plan for the ‘implantation of homogeneous ethnic communities’ into Europe, which resulted in the rapid growth of Muslim communities, necessitated the need for addressing the living and working conditions of these Muslim immigrants. Several immigration policies were enacted by the EEC, like the 1978 Damascus Declaration, which gave immigrants the right to retain their cultural traditions and not integrate into the secular European culture of their host nation. Other policies, such as from the Hamburg Symposium (1983), have given immigrants the opportunity to ‘enjoy all the political, cultural, social, and religious rights of the host country’. In addition, Arabs have called for ‘special privileges’ for Arab immigrants, including equal work opportunities, and have demanded that host countries ‘provide immigrants with vocational training, freedom of movement, suitable living conditions, and financial aid should they decide to return to their homeland’. Muslims have also insisted on the ‘partial incorporation of shari’a into European civil law’; Ye’or claims that since the early 1980s Islamic Sharia Councils have been founded in Europe and have created ‘a parallel unofficial Islamic legal system’.5

 


  Even the selection, by Europe, of source countries for immigrants have not escaped Islamic scrutiny and external Arab demands, as illustrated in the early 2000s, when the EU was on the brink of enlargement by the admission of ten Eastern European countries. The Arab States of the Mediterranean were concerned that such enlargement would affect them financially as well as affect their status as ‘Western Europe’s privileged source of immigration’. In response to these fears, in February 2003 the Euro-Mediterranean Study Commission (EuroMeSCo) issued a report which stressed that the main sources of immigration into the EU would primarily be from Muslim countries (Turkey, the countries to the east of Central and Eastern Europe, and the Mediterranean Arab countries). Then, in October 2003, the High-Level Advisory Group of the European Commission issued a report that predicted that Arab Muslims along with the Muslim populations of Bulgaria, the Balkans, and Turkey, and the Turkish Muslim populations in Germany and Austria, would contribute to the ‘diversification of European Islam’.6

 


  On top of these developments, Ye’or points out that host populations have been required to ‘satisfy’ and adapt to the ‘religious, cultural, and social requirements’ of Muslims immigrants. This accommodation has been actively promoted by Eurocrats via their ‘sociopolitical directives’, which have pervaded all European institutions and include: the whitewashing of Islamism (divorcing it from terrorism, jihad, and geopolitical goals), the propagation of Islamic culture and religion, and support for the ‘Arab perspective’ regarding Islam and the Islamic world. These Eurocrat directives have been ‘wholeheartedly embraced, applied and monitored by European leaders, intellectuals, and activists’, such as by the socialist finance minister of France and 8th president of the European Commission, Jacques Delors, who stated that ‘Islam is a component of Europe’s value system, and this fact must be acknowledged in order to prevent the exclusion of Muslims’. Such propaganda has been grounded in idealistic notions about respect between cultures and religions and the enrichment of human knowledge through cultural diversity, as well as involving pernicious concepts such as ‘the Andalusia utopia’, ‘Islamic cultural superiority’, ‘Christianophobia’ and ‘European self-guilt’.7

 


  The indoctrination of indigenous Europeans to accept the social and political goals and ideologies of the EAD, especially the presence of Islam in Europe, is being accomplished by what Ye’or calls ‘a gigantic machinery’ that has been ‘planned and ordered at the top of Europe’s political, cultural, and economic establishment’ and executed through ‘various legal, cultural and political frameworks’: the Damascus (1978) and Barcelona (1995) Declarations, the Hamburg Symposium (1983), the European Institute for Research on Mediterranean and Euro-Arab Cooperation (MEDEA, 1995), the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EUROMED, 1995), the Euro-Mediterranean Foundation for the Dialogue of Cultures (Anna Lindh Foundation, 2004), the European Neighbourhood Policy (2004), and the Union for the Mediterranean (UfM, 2008). Ye’or writes that the Anna Lindh Foundation ‘seems to be designed to condition the minds of Europeans and mold them according to guidelines imposed by the Euro-Arab network’ and has aimed


  to retain exclusive and totalitarian control on everything written and taught about the Mediterranean area in EU schools and universities. The report outlines a program to control the intellectual life, thoughts and activities of the whole Partnership area through guidelines given to the press, the schools, the universities and NGOS; through the arts, films, publications, and political pressure; and through the expurgation of history, reworking of school syllabi and other means — all in order to create a new mankind according to the Dialogue’s standards “in the spirit of and in support of the EU’s neighbourhood policy”.8

 


  Ye’or well knows that indigenous European populations have been ‘betrayed and misled by their own leaders’ through the political, educational, and media systems as well as through various cultural activities. She also knows that with the EAD and its further developments, ‘identities are to be destroyed in order to dissolve diversity into a uniform anonymous humanity …. differences are submerged into a collective Us’. Yet the first process of this engineering of collectivity is the erasure of the differences of Europeans from Muslims by the promotion of the cultural, political, and religious identity of Muslims over and above that of Europeans. For example, while Eurabians denounce ‘the Crusades, the Inquisition, imperialism, and European colonialism’ and suggest that Europe owes ‘a moral debt to the Arab Palestinians and to the Muslim world’, there is no acknowledgment of the ‘moral debt’ owed to Christian Europe for the historical jihad expansionism of Islam. Leftist Eurocrats attribute the sources of Islamist rage and terrorism to ‘circumstantial situations like “poverty,” “underdevelopment,” “humiliation,” or “frustration” — for which the West and Israel bore responsibility’. Here the aggressor is transformed into the victim. The history of European civilization has also been distorted to fit in line with the social and political goals of the EAD, such as the claim that the Greek scientific heritage of Europe was actually transmitted from the Arab-Muslim world. Denying the central relevance of the ancestral foundations of Greek, Roman, and Judeo-Christianity, as well as lesser progenitors, such as European pagan and tribal heritages, and also denying the fact that Greek civilization was taught in the Byzantine Empire and Italy and was transmitted to Western Europe in the eleventh century, this view of history promotes the idea that Islam ‘is the only relevant ancestor of modern European civilisation’, a view that is prevalent in textbooks.9

 


  The ideals of the Barcelona Declaration and the epitomes of the European leftists, whether clerics, educators, or politicians, are not practiced by Muslim countries and the Arab League states. The EU has claimed ‘that it promotes democracy, the rule of law, respect for human rights, and fundamental freedoms with the Arab countries through the Barcelona Process’, but ‘none of these goals has been attained in the African, Middle East, and Asian dictatorships’. Although the EAD is ‘a political dialogue based on observance of essential principles of international law…in accordance with the United Nations Charter and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) as well as other obligations under international law’, the 1990 Cairo Declaration of Human Rights (CDHR) supersedes the UDHR for Muslim countries (and the Arab League), conforming to Sharia rather than human law. What this means is that the rights of Muslim immigrants in the West are incomparable to the rights of European immigrants and indigenous non-Muslim populations in Muslim majority countries; in fact, the persecution of minorities that occurs in Muslim majority countries is considered justifiable under the CDHR and is whitewashed by the European media, government officials, and educational institutions. More importantly, mass-immigration from Europe into Muslim countries on the same scale conducted by Muslim countries into Europe ‘would never be tolerated’.10

 


  The ideologies of cultural relativism and ‘political correctness’ have also been imposed upon European populations by the Eurabian elites. For example, in addition to the false portrayal of European history, Europeans who have ‘functional relations with the immigrants’, such as ‘civil servants, medical staff, members of the police force, social workers, and others’, have been required to undergo ‘special training and educational courses’ that sensitize them to the requirements and sensibilities of Muslim immigrants. Any criticism of Islamic history, Islamic doctrine, large-scale Muslim immigration, and the demographic colonization of Europe is also strictly prohibited. Since the 1980s anti-immigration sentiments arising from European natives has been consistently labeled as ‘xenophobic’, ‘right wing extremist’, ‘racist’, ‘Arabophobic’, ‘Islamophobic’, and even associated with Nazi anti-Semitism by ‘universities, books, and the media’ as well as by politicians and other influential public figures, such as ‘the EAD’s agents and executives’.11

 


  A consequence of this hostile and elitist subversion has been what Ye’or calls ‘the mutation of European civilization’ or ‘a hybrid culture: Eurabia’. With the support of the European elites and the legal system and the gagging of native dissent, over the past fifty years millions of Muslims, who have been perceived as ‘builders of the future Euro-Arab alliance’, have immigrated to Europe with no intention of integrating into the host culture and society; they have brought their cultural norms and habits with them, have rejected the secular liberal culture of Europe in favour of their own, and have utilized the legal system to protect their interests, all of which has created a volatile situation of social fragmentation and separatism within Europe at the expense of indigenous Europeans and their ways of life.12

 


  14.2 Bat Ye’or


  The Eurabia thesis is grounded in an extensive amount of evidence and exposes the pernicious influences of Islamism, multiculturalism, and left wing ideologies in the EU. Ye’or provides a persuasive critique of the growth of Muslim communities, the promotion of Islam in European nations, and the denunciation (by EU bureaucrats and intellectual elites) of the concerns of European peoples about such developments. However, there are several aspects of her argument that are problematic. What follows is a critical examination and refutation of some of the main themes presented in Eurabia: The Euro-Arab Axis (2005/2011).


  14.2.1 Franco-German Reconciliation, European Integration, Euro-Mediterranean Union, and Anti-American Strategy


  Ye’or claims that after losing its colonial empire from the onset of decolonization (late 1940s) and Algerian independence (1962), France under Charles de Gaulle (and others, such as Jacques Chirac) sought to regain influence by leading the unification of Europe and by initiating cooperative partnerships with the Arab and African Muslim worlds. French elites wanted a ‘Franco-Arab alliance’ whereby France would ‘build a community with all the Mediterranean countries’, especially ‘with a Muslim federation extending over North Africa and the Middle East’. Ye’or claims that this Franco-Arab cooperation ‘coalesced with de Gaulle’s greatest ambition’ — the unification of Europe. This union of Europe rested upon the restoration of good relations between France and West Germany, and these two countries collaborated with each other to undertake a long-term geopolitical plan that sought the integration of the European and Arab Mediterranean countries into ‘a single interdependent economic bloc’ (Eurabia) that would act as ‘an international counterweight to America’.13

 


  In contrast to Ye’or’s claims that France was a leading mastermind in the creation of Eurabia, certain French governments have attempted to stop labour immigration and family reunification over the years, through various laws and acts, such as the Chirac and Barre governments, the first Pasqua Law (1986), the Second Pasqua Law (1994), the Debre Law, and so on.14

 Furthermore, none of the ideas that Ye’or originates in France and Germany were new or confined to these countries. As detailed in Volume I of this work, the integration of Europe became popular in the nineteenth century on both sides of the Atlantic and reached a high pitch in the interwar and initial post-WWII era in the twentieth century among many leading politicians and public figures in Europe, the United Kingdom, and the United States.


  The notion of European alignment with the Mediterranean countries to the south (and east) as an integrated geopolitical bloc to counter America was an idea that was first disseminated by the Austrian geo-politician and activist Richard Coudenhove-Kalergi in the form of Eurafrica and Pan-Europa and was supported by a wide-range of leading European and American elites from the 1920s onwards. European integration and Euro-Mediterranean alignment were part of a long-term socialist vision of a world federation of humanity, whereby the world, in an effort to maintain the balance of powers and attain perpetual peace, would be divided into five political blocs that would be lawfully ordered on a global scale. Franco-German reconciliation was indeed a first step towards European integration and a Euro-Mediterranean union, and an attempt to create a disarmed and peaceful Europe, but it was an idea that did not originate in post-WWII France but instead came out of the pre-WWI Atlantic peace movements and the interwar Pan-European movement. Aristide Briand, the French foreign minister, and Gustav Stresemann, the Germany foreign minister, were both greatly influenced by the ideas of Kalergi, and in 1926 they were awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for their efforts at Franco-German reconciliation. The alignment of West Germany and France in the extraction and production of coal and steel, as declared by the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) in 1951 (Treaty of Paris) led by Jean Monnet, finally cemented reconciliation between these two countries, but it was not confined to France and Germany; the Benelux countries and Italy also signed and belonged to this community. The Friendship Treaty (Elysee Treaty), a peaceful cooperation between Germany and France that has lasted ever since its inception in 1963, embodies Kalergi’s ideas of Franco-German reconciliation and initial European integration.15

 


  In sum, in her analysis Ye’or neglects the long history behind European unification with the Mediterranean areas, the ideas of a world federation based on five major world political blocs and the balance of powers, as well as the historical notions of peace, disarmament, anti-nationalism, and cosmopolitanism. All of these influences arose long before the leftism of the 1960s, have not been confined to France and Germany, have been endorsed by America, and have been central to European unification and to various Euro-Mediterranean partnerships.


  14.2.2 Oil Embargo Not a Threat but a Pretext for European Plan of Political Reversal


  Ye’or asserts that the Arabs used the 1973 oil embargo as a weapon to gain leverage over international foreign affairs regarding the Middle East conflict. But, she also alleges that Europe, particularly France and Germany, ‘panicked’ and succumbed to the oil threat by endorsing the Arab perspective ‘toward Israel’ in exchange for guaranteed oil supplies and access to Arab markets. She also claims that America knew that the oil threat was empty because the Arabs ‘would have been powerless without Western technology’ and without oil and natural gas revenues, and that Americans ‘proved’, through their policies, that this interdependent relationship between the Western and Arab Worlds meant that ‘there never was an oil threat’.16

 


  In addition, Ye’or asserts that because ‘there never was an oil threat’ and because Europe did not use its political leverage to remain ‘politically autonomous’ but instead, motivated by ‘fear…greed and misplaced ambition’, established the Euro-Arab Dialogue and other cooperative partnerships with the Arab world, the oil embargo was really ‘just a pretext for a political reversal already planned by France and Germany’. This Franco-German ‘planned reversal’ was the integration of Europe through common political and economic strategies toward core issues such as foreign policy in the Middle East, and a Euro-Arab integration that aimed towards the creation of a geopolitical bloc that would rival America.17

 


  As previously mentioned, the integration of Europe as a geopolitical bloc that also utilized the Mediterranean countries in an effort to counter America was not new or confined to a Franco-German collusion. Although the oil embargo of 1973 was a new factor that prompted the increased need for a common European foreign policy in the Middle East, particularly regarding the peace process, this foreign policy had already been in development since at least the time of Kalergi, and especially since the Suez crisis, when the Arabs began to explicitly reveal their ideological aspirations (Islamism) and geopolitical powers (via oil and pan-Islamic nationalisms) and threaten Europe’s interests in the region.


  Although Ye’or attempts to convince the reader that the oil embargo was an ‘empty threat’, which may have been applicable to America as it had its own oil supplies, this is just not true for Europe. Europe was dependent on a large amount of its oil supplies from the Arab oil-producing countries and its biggest port, Rotterdam, was completely embargoed, which affected all the European nations (including Britain, which was not embargoed at all). The effects of rising oil prices per barrel and the reduction of oil supplies to Europe by 25 percent resulted in massive inflation and unemployment, hardly facts that render the threat of the embargo ‘empty’. How would America (and Israel) have secured or guaranteed a vital energy resource for European industry if Europe had not established a dialogue with the Arab League and continued to be at the mercy of the oil embargo? How would they have prevented Arab hostility towards Europe? Why does Ye’or not mention the Soviet threat18

 and the role this played in the European ‘appeasement’ of the Arabs and the development of the Dialogue?


  One of the main reasons why the EEC entered into the Dialogue with the Arab League states was to avert the possibility of another embargo in the future and to secure long-term guarantees of oil from the oil-producing countries in the Arab world. In fact, in 2014 a meeting of pro-Israel American neoconservatives aired on Horowitz Freedom Center TV revealed that America itself was dependent upon Middle Eastern oil, and even admitted that America relies on terroristic Islamic groups such as ISIS for the continued existence of the American military.19

 What is important here, is that by denying the reliance of Europe and America on Middle Eastern oil, Ye’or can then gain credibility for her accusations against Europe — that the Europeans began the Dialogue and continue it with the Arabs because they are first and foremost anti-semitic and want to destroy Israel. Such accusations are unfounded. European elites have in no way fully endorsed the Arab perspective on Israel. While they have said they recognize Palestinian rights and nationhood, a statement which has aimed at placating Arab hostility and has not been enforced, they have not been opposed to or sought the destruction of Israel as a nation-state or the Jews and Israelis as a people; rather, they have requested that Israel abide by UN Resolution 24220

 by withdrawing from former Arab lands that were taken by force in 1967 and going back to the armistice lines of 1949.


  14.2.3 Politics and Policy on Israel and a Nazi-Jihadi Alliance


  According to Ye’or, the project of Euro-Mediterranean integration has roots in ideas advocated by Adolf Hitler, as represented in his 1941 vision: ‘the common interests of a unified Europe within an economic zone completed by the African colonies’.21

 She argues that this plan has otherwise manifested in the Euro-Arab Dialogue of 1974 and the successive developments towards a Euro-Mediterranean union that came after, which she considers anti-Zionist. She claims that a Nazi-Jihadi fascist alliance between Europe and the Arab countries, a ‘Euro-Arab Nazism’ in the form of Palestinianism,22

 constitutes the EAD partnership and characterizes the construction of Eurabia. She explains that through the EAD the European heads of state developed, for the first time, a common European foreign policy that was aligned with the Arab League’s policy on Israel. She thinks this shared policy also involves a ‘common political will’ of ‘collective hostility’ toward Israel, which has been revealed through EAD Declarations that recognized the rights and national identity of Palestinians and urged the withdrawal of Israel from the ‘occupied territories’ of post-1949. Therefore, according to Ye’or, Europe has endorsed the Palestinian Liberation Organisation’s (PLO) ‘ideology, strategy, propaganda, and phraseology’ and constructed ‘[a]n entire war policy for the delegitimization of Israel’.23

 


  Ye’or also thinks the supposed Nazi-Jihadi Euro-Arab alliance is the re-emergence of the same alliance of the 1930s era and poses an existential threat to Israel: ‘As Judaism was the target of Nazi ideology, so Israel’s very existence is a central target of Euro-Arab policy’. She further claims that ‘anti-Zionist dogma’ that links ‘Zionism with racism’ has been spread far and wide by EAD inspired ‘radio, television, the press and the UN educational publications’. She also blames Europe for internationalising the Arab-Israeli conflict by its public support of the Arab position and its more radical of leaders, Arafat and the PLO, and accuses Europe of using the conflict ‘as a tool against America to strengthen EU influence and interests in the Islamic world, while working for the disintegration of Israel’.24

 


  As previously mentioned, the EAD and the European Union have not aimed at the destruction of Israel or the elimination of her people, but rather have requested Israel withdraw to 1949 armistice lines. This shared foreign policy of Europe was essentially part of a strategy to gain European unity and was an effort to appease the Arabs’ conditions for dialogue and economic partnership and has not been enforced. In addition, the drive towards European unification and its use and development of Euro-Mediterranean partnerships have been in development since the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and have been endorsed by leading figures in both Europe and America.


  For Ye’or to claim that Hitler and National Socialism are connected in a vital way to Euro-Mediterranean unification, and therefore the destruction of Europe from massive Muslim immigration and subsequent colonisation, is to entirely miss the significant role and lasting impact Kalergi et al. have had on this engineering project. The socialism of Hitler was ethnic and national, whereas the socialism of Kalergi was cosmopolitan and international. The Palestinian Third-World socialism of Eurabia is the socialism of Kalergi, the Frankfurt School (cultural Marxism), and Fabianism. It is a socialism of anti-nationalism, open borders, and miscegenation, policies that do not bode well for both the European indigenous peoples and Israelis alike, for they aim to destroy ethnic nationalism, meaning the loss of national and ethnic sovereignty, political power, and identity.


  It was Kalergi-Fabian-Frankfurt School socialism that gave rise to the EAD, not the National Socialism of Hitler. Although both Hitler and Kalergi did not intend for Third World immigration into Europe, it was Kalergi who advocated the settlement, exploitation, and Europeanization of Africa (and the Arab world if necessary) while also imagining a mixed European race of the future, a ‘Euro-Asian Negroid’ that would be spiritually overseen by a Jewish elite. He wrote in Practical Idealism that Jews are the predestined spiritual leader race of Europe and the world:


  Instead of destroying Judaism, Europe, through an artificial selection process and without having the intention, ennobled it and educated it to be the leading nation of the future …. this people… became Europe’s spiritual aristocracy…. a new aristocratic race by God’s [the Spirit’s] grace just at the time when the feudal nobility fell into decay.25

 


  14.2.4 Palestinianism and the Andalusian Myth


  Ye’or claims there is a ‘hidden war against Israel’ in the forms of Palestinian Liberation Theology and Replacement Theology. These are socialist developments arising from Latin America, Third Worldism,26

 Islamic supremacism, Liberation Theology of the Church, and from ‘European pro-Palestinian lobbies’ that have, according to Ye’or, sought ‘to create a Euro-Arab population that would fight in Europe for Arab causes against Zionism and “American imperialism”’. Ye’or asserts that ‘Palestinianism provides the moral justification for the elimination of the State of Israel’ and it is intertwined with ‘a new Christian reading of the Bible, in line with the Qur’an, that would expel Israel from its biblical identity as well as its patrimony’. It is a reassertion of ‘traditional European anti-semitism’ (‘contempt for the First Testament’) within the context of Palestinian-Israeli relations. However, according to the Islamist component of Palestinianism, Biblical figures (Abraham, Jesus et al.) are viewed as Muslim prophets, Islam is viewed as preceding Judaism and Christianity, and Jerusalem is viewed as having always been Islamic. In other words, because Judaism and Christianity came out of Islam (are ‘outdated expressions[s] of Islam’), Abrahamic civilization is Islamic, which means that Europe and Israel are Islamic at their roots and thus subservient to Islam (replacing both Judaism and Christianity with Islam). According to Ye’or, this ‘Islamization of the Jewish sources of Christianity’ and the de-legitimation of the ‘biblical identity’ and ‘patrimony’ of Israel aims to give legitimacy to the Islamist claims over the Holy Land, Al Quds/Jerusalem, as well as the Christian lands of Europe.27

 


  Europeans who also delegitimize ‘Israel’s sovereignty over the Old City of Jerusalem’ because of ‘theological Judeophobia [denying the centrality of Judaism to the origin of Christianity] and subservience to Islamic threats’ are dhimmis according to Ye’or. She explains that dhimmitude denies difference of the ‘Other’, the other people of the Book, their roots, historical belonging, and identity, which reduces them to mere ‘amnesic collections of individuals’ that are vulnerable to ‘manipulation’ and that ‘seek their survival by flattering their oppressors’. She asserts that ‘European dhimmitude’ is defined by ‘policies of submission, humiliation, and services, blended with anti-semitism and anti-Americanism’. Europeans who are not ‘proud’ of their ‘Judeo-Christian values’, as well as Islamophile Europeans who indict the Bible because they hate Israel (‘Christian Judeophobia’), deny the Jewish-Christian relationship (the Judaic roots of Christianity), apologize for Islam by making the case for the historical legitimacy of Islam in Europe, and bestow Muslims with a ‘privileged status as sources of immigration’, are merely dhimmi ‘Eurabians’ who have opened the door to the Islamization of Christianity (and Europe). These dhimmis also promote the utopian myth of Andalusia (Al-Andalus) as the model of European integration, an idyllic ‘coexistence’ that has led to a ‘multicultural Eurabia’, although Andalusia was in fact characterized by ‘cruelty, war, and slavery’ against Jews, Christians and religious minorities. They also identify any opposition to mass immigration in general as ‘racism, Arabophobia … Islamophobia’ or ‘Nazi anti-semitism’, thus preventing ‘[a] sober, comprehensive, and regular assessment of the impact of Muslim/Arab immigration into Europe’.28

 


  Most reasonable people recognize the fallacious nature of the arguments about Islam being the fount of both Judaism and Christianity, Islam being integral and vital to the history of Europe, or Andalusia as a model to be emulated. Yet, Islamophiles, dhimmis, and apologists do indeed exist among the bureaucrats and leftists (and so-called ‘moderate Muslims’) of Europe. However, denying the importance of Judaism as foundational to Christian Europe does not necessarily open Europe up to Islamization or render the speaker a dhimmi. Neither Judaism nor Islamism are on equal par with Christianity regarding the foundation and development of European civilization. In fact, other non-Christian elemental factors have played much more integral roles to Europe than Judaism or Islamism, such as the aristocratic culture of Indo-Europeans, Greco-Roman traditions, Catholicism, the Enlightenment, and the development of the sciences.29

 


  What is important in this context is Ye’or’s complete disregard of the highly influential contribution of the cultural Marxism of the Frankfurt School towards the negation of the Christian religion and the ethnic identity of Europeans. This ideology, among others, has created a hyper-individualist secular and materialistic Europe that has a demoralized ethnic identity, no traditional codes of morality, and a lack of defining judgment of the Other. The secularism and cultural Marxism in Europe and the negation of Biblical creeds and dogma directly challenge Israel’s claim upon Jerusalem and the territory of Israel according to ‘Biblical identity’. If people no longer believe in Christianity or even know the stories of the Bible or Biblical history, how can they support the Jews’ claim over Israel and Jerusalem?


  Ye’or suggests that Europe embrace its religious identity, its Christianity, and, in particular, its Judeo-Christian roots. Yet, unlike for the Jewish people, she neglects to mention the identity of Europeans beyond the religious dimension: their cultural and racial descent. European nations have traditionally stood for more than just religious identity; European ethnic groups have been homogeneous for millennia and ethnic unity has been an essential feature of the nation and the nation-state. To be a nation, in part, is to be a distinct people, with an identity based in history, culture, race, and a set of values and standards which are hinged upon a particular set of principles that have developed with that nation’s intellectual culture and heritage.30

 Yet, throughout her book, Ye’or barely gives a glance to these or the fate of European ethnics — the radical and tragic displacement of Europeans and their traditions in the face of rapid immigration and demographic colonisation from the Third World (Muslim and non-Muslim). Her argument is not about the people, the ethnicity, the homelands, or the roots of Europeans. Instead, she presents an ideological argument — religious and geopolitical — that is critical of Muslim immigration and their retention and promotion of their political and cultural customs but allows for large-scale immigration from the Third World if it is based on the successful assimilation of immigrants (Muslims and non-Muslims) into the liberal democratic structure of European nations.


  14.2.5 European Eurabian Elites


  Ye’or accuses the European elites (whom she calls Eurocrats or Eurabians) of being responsible for the ‘mutation’ of Europe into an anti-Zionist Eurabia via the Euro-Arab Dialogue, large-scale Muslim immigration, and multicultural policies. She claims these elites have harboured Islamists and have allowed jihadist anti-Semitism to enter Europe, which has ‘rekindled latent Nazi and fascist vitriol in concoction of Eurabian culture’. In fact, she claims that the Euro-Arab alliance involves Muslims, European leftists, Third Worldists, Communists, and neo-Nazis, all of whom are aligned in that they are ‘Arabophiles’ and have a ‘deeply ingrained’ anti-Americanism and anti-semitism. She further argues that Eurabians have denied the reality of Islamic terrorism by ‘brush[ing]…aside’ the religious justifications given by Islamic terrorists and by placing blame on ‘scapegoats’ instead (Israel and America). For Ye’or, the constant airing of European anti-American and pro-Muslim propaganda is because Europe needs ‘the Arab bloc in order to establish itself as a strategic rival to America’ and because Europe has a false ‘sense of moral superiority’, i.e. Europeans prefer peace and dialogue over conflict and war. She also accuses these Eurabian elites of paying dhimmi ‘tribute’ to Muslims for their spending of ‘billions…to purchase immunity’ from Muslim terrorist attacks.


  According to Ye’or, Israel is not to blame for Jihadi terrorism. She makes the case that the existence of Israel does not play a role in conflicts in other parts of the world that involve Muslims and local populations, such as ‘the Chechen, Kosovo, Macedonian, Kurdish, Iraqi, Sudanese, Nigerian, Algerian, Kashmir, Indonesian, Philippines, and Thai conflicts’; rather, it is the concepts of jihad and Sharia and the drive toward world conquest contained within Islam that are the cause of Muslim terrorism. She thinks the European denial of Islamist terrorism and the deflection of blame onto Israel and America reveal a ‘subordinate collaboration, if not surrender’ to Islam. It is ‘collaboration’ in the sense of ‘appeasement and collusion with international terrorism’ so as to become a geopolitical bloc to challenge America, although it also involves ‘abetting a worldwide subversion of Western values and freedoms’.31

 


  The actions of the Eurabians, undertaken in an effort to also secure ‘peace’ and ‘dialogue’ with the Muslim world and encompassed by the Proximity Policy,32

 are, according to Ye’or, rather ‘cowardly’ and ‘impotent’ acts that reveal the European status of dhimmitude.33

 She thinks attempts at peace, dialogue, and historical revisionism, such as by British Foreign Secretary Robin Cook, who claimed in 1998 that ‘Islam laid the intellectual foundations for large portions of Western civilization’,34

 as well as the principle ‘land for peace’ concerning conflict resolution between Palestine and Israel, is ‘crawling behaviour’. For Ye’or, such behaviour is a sign that Europe is in ‘fear of conflict’ and has surrendered to the ‘political agenda’ of Islam.35

 


  It begs the question whether it is logical for Nazis, who adhere to a national socialism based on ethno-nationalism, to align with leftist socialists, who are internationalists and cosmopolitans, and together promote Muslim communities, immigrants, and immigration, and then collaborate with Muslims in a collectively hostile way towards Israel (with the aim of essentially destroying it) and together create a geopolitical rivalry against America. It is more logical to say that neoconservatives are aligned with leftists to ethnically transform Europe, a project that is based on socialistic idealizations of a future world federation of states and humanity, a global system based on perpetual peace and regulated by standardized economics, politics, and culture, and the creation of a new humankind, an abstract economic man that has no firm attachments to the roots of his particular ethnic, national, and traditional identity. Muslim (and non-Muslim) immigration into Europe from Africa, Asia, and the Arab world, besides being the product of the EAD and other Euro-Arab partnerships, is a tool used by the neoconservative and leftist alliance to diminish the strength of European ethnic identity in order to achieve steps towards World Federation. Eurabia is merely a single instance along the road towards perpetual peace.


  It is true that many European elites have urged the withdrawal of Israel from ‘occupied territories’ and are critical of American neoconservative foreign policy regarding the Middle East (war on terror, etc.), and leftists continue to provide a Marxist analysis of Muslim terrorism and whitewash the religious roots of militant Islamism. However, it is hardly ‘scapegoating’ to claim that Israel and America are in some way responsible for Islamic terrorism against the West. Islamists themselves have claimed that the military interventionist acts taken by America (and certain European countries) in support of Israel in the Arab-Israeli conflict, including Israel’s claim over Jerusalem — ‘the eternal city of the Jews’ — are central factors to their cause. Just as Ye’or criticizes the Eurocratic whitewashing of the roots of Islamic terrorism (Islamists utilize the Quran to justify their terror and Eurocrats claim terrorism cannot be linked with Islam), she herself must be criticized for dismissing certain factors that do indeed contribute to Islamist hostility against the West, such as the war on terror and ‘occupied territories’. In addition, Islamists are not just against America and Israel, but against Westernisation in general, which is called, by some, ‘Westoxification’.36

 


  While it is accurate to argue that Israel is not responsible for the conflicts between Muslims and local populations in the non-Western and non-Middle Eastern world (the geopolitical goals and totalitarian character of Islamism are indeed contributing to these conflicts, as well as to the conflicts in the Middle East and in the West), this does not, however, exempt Israel from its participation and contribution to Middle Eastern conflicts or alter the fact that Israel remains an issue for Muslims not just on a regional level, but most importantly, on a global level. The Ummah, the collective and international Muslim identity, unites Muslims together towards important and defining issues, such as Israel, so that Muslims from Asia, for example, may support their fellow brethren in Palestine.


  Although one can make the argument that Europeans have indeed lost their will to survive as a people due to their pacification and are vulnerable to a complete takeover by Muslims due to their idealism, as stated in above points and in this work generally, peace has been a central element in European integration models since at least the eighteenth century and has become somewhat manifest post WWII. Peace has been a long-term choice of European elites in an effort to create a new type of man based on an abstract deracinated identity, a new type of society based on disarmament, and a new type of world order based on world federation. European pacification is a choice that has been made by the elites that to some is in fact ‘morally superior’ to war mongering, but, more importantly, it is a choice that has been made in regards to a greater, overall plan.


  Striving for peace and preferring dialogue as a method of settling disputes rather than armed conflict is not synonymous with ‘fear of conflict’, ‘dhimmitude’, or ‘submission to Islam’. Rather, it is a strategy in an effort to achieve a larger goal: Euro-Mediterranean integration and, at some point in the future, the World Federation of States. This goal requires the creation of a geopolitical bloc that unites the Mediterranean countries, not necessarily as a ‘rival to America’, but as a force to maintain the balance of powers at the World Federation level. Besides, despite accusations that Europe is anti-American, anti-Israel, and pro-Islamist because of its insistence on peace rather than warfare strategies towards the Middle East, back in 2003 senior advisor for homeland security and counter-terrorism, Thomas E. McNamara, stressed that ‘Europe and the United States are fighting terrorism together’ and that both, together, have ‘built and sustained many institutions that now play special roles in this struggle’, including the European Union (EU), the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the United Nations (UN), the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and so on. In addition, both have been working to fulfill UN Security Council Resolution 1373, adopted in 2001, which established the Counter-Terrorism Committee (CTC) and provided ‘the legal, political, and moral foundations for the international community to organize and act against terror’.37

 


  14.2.6 Holocaust Guilt Complex Exploited


  Ye’or claims that the EAD exploited the European holocaust guilt complex by: conflating it with anti-immigration sentiments against Muslims (calling the opposition Nazis and racists); by equating Zionism with Hitler’s National Socialism and deflecting Muslim terrorism onto Israel and America (in effect casting victims as aggressors and Jews as the new Nazis); and by engaging in historical and theological revisionism regarding the notion of jihad (i.e. jihad is recast as a defensive rather than offensive war in terms of resistance to conquest, or the liberation of Muslim lands governed by non-Muslims).


  Ye’or makes the case that in the 1970s, Norman Daniel and Edward Said, among others, initiated the Arab holocaust exploitation trend in Europe by writing about a ‘European guilt complex towards Muslims’, describing European anti-Muslim racism based on an ‘us and them’ divide as the product of White ethnocentrism, while offering neither an analysis for the us-them divide created by the Muslim concepts of Dar al-Islam (Muslim lands) and Dar al-harb (non-Muslim lands of the enemies) nor the notions of jihad and dhimmitude. The EAD has emphasized the dhimmi mentality, the ‘self-accusing complex’, in university teaching and through the resolutions of Strasbourg and others, and, with its allusion to the erasure of ‘hostile oriental stereotypes’ regarding Islam, the Parliamentary Association of the Council of Europe (PACE) is committed to historical revisionism. These exploitative and revisionist elements, plus the political myth of an idyllic Andalusia, have, according to Ye’or, led to a ‘growing Judeophobic culture’ in universities and mainstream media and have prevented not just an open discussion on immigration, but also the rise of anti-immigration sentiments and movements and an accurate understanding of the geopolitical intentions of Islamism.38

 


  There is no doubt that Eurocrats and their kin want to rid the world of ethno-national identities, and this would include the ethnic identities of Europeans as well as the Zionists of Israel. Yet, in contradiction, leftist bureaucrats and cosmopolitan intellectuals also strive to defend the national identity of the Palestinians and their rights as a ‘people’ against the Israeli occupation of Arab territories that go beyond the 1949 armistice lines. They also protect and promote the ethnic identities of non-European immigrants in Europe through multicultural policies and immigrant rights, while deconstructing European identities. Islamists themselves employ the leftist cultural and political discourse of White privilege, White racism, affirmative action, human rights, and collective multicultural rights, so as to gain further ground on all spheres of life in their attempt to counter Western hegemony inside and outside the West and establish a world-wide Caliphate. Yet, although Islamists utilize leftism for their cause, they ultimately consider leftists as decadent infidels who produce spiritually and morally vacuous societies and thus, in the end, reject them.


  It is very unfortunate that Ye’or does not provide much information on how European natives are actually affected by the imposed White guilt complex or the holocaust exploitation trend other than a few comments here and there about the loss of ethnic identity, the prevention of criticism about immigration, the prevalence of the guilt complex in universities and mainstream media, and dhimmitude. The consequences of such pernicious developments for European natives requires much more research and must be addressed fully, but Ye’or is more concerned about how these developments affect Israelis and the Jewish population in Europe and emphasizes these consequences throughout her book while neglecting the much larger populations of European natives. The Eurabia thesis, for all its insights, does not serve the long-term interests of ethnic Europeans since, ultimately, the driving preoccupation behind this thesis is the survival of Israel.


  14.3 Melanie Phillips


  Melanie Phillips is a British journalist and prominent neoconservative opponent of Islamism and leftism. She has written several books, including Londonistan (2006) and The World Turned Upside Down: The Global Battle over God, Truth, and Power (2010). In her work, Phillips delivers a relentless critique of leftism and Islamism and their pernicious roles in the destruction of European values. She accuses the British Left of developing an ‘axis with militant, fundamentalist Islamism’ because they have the same goal: ‘the destruction of Western society and its foundation values’. In this view, Islamists and victim groups (homosexuals, feminists, etc.), ushered on by the Left, perceive normative or majority values as hierarchical and discriminatory, demand that majority values become subordinate to minority values, and employ various ‘weapons’ to get what they want — ‘public vilification, moral blackmail, and threats to people’s livelihoods’. This is all part of the movement of the radical left intelligentsia of the UK and Europe who have replaced Christianity with a new religion of human rights, and British national identity with multiculturalism.39

 


  Phillips asserts that the British government has ‘redefined’ the ‘principal responsibilities of a citizen’ to mean ‘responsibilities to an ideology’ — multiculturalism. But, argues Phillips, British identity is not based on ‘doctrines of secular human rights, multiculturalism and antidiscrimination’, it instead is rooted in liberal individualism, ‘Christianity, the common law and the history of an island people’. Similarly, she explains that traditional values and ‘the three pillars of national identity — family, education and church’ have been overturned because of a ‘culture war’ involving radical egalitarianism, individualism, mass-immigration and Third Worldism, secular humanism, and moral and cultural relativism, replacing national identity and objective standards of morality with ‘self-actualization’, minority beliefs and identities, a ‘victim culture’ and ‘subjective opinions and feelings’. Morality is ‘privatized’, individual conscience is ‘universalized’, national values are ‘despised’, and moral legitimacy is found in multiculturalism, minority rights, universal progressivism, human rights law, and supranational institutions such as the EU, UN, and the International Criminal Court (ICC).40

 


  Although Phillips provides many details that explain the rise of Islamic extremism in Britain and Europe and delivers a credible critique of leftism, multiculturalism, mass-immigration, and the human rights victim culture, you would think from the title of her book Londonistan that you would be reading details of the radical transformation of Britain into a Muslim enclave by mass-immigration and how the indigenous Brits are suffering as a result. But no. Although she does address the pernicious effects of leftism, the ineptitude of the British intelligentsia on dealing with homegrown Islamic terrorism, and the complicity of politicians in the tragedy by seeking the Muslim vote, Phillips does not elaborate on the interests of or the tragedy that looms over the indigenous Europeans who want to retain their ethnic identity and homelands in the face of multiculturalism, Islamism, and non-European mass-immigration. Instead, Phillips devotes most of her book (as well as The World Turned Upside Down) to the plight of Israel and threats that Jewish people face from European and Muslim anti-semitism and Islamist terrorism. Her primary aims are, in general, steering the critical discourse about Islamism in general and eliciting Western support for Israel in its conflict with Palestine and the Muslim-Arab world in particular.


  The following is a critical examination and refutation of some of the main arguments Phillips puts forward in Londonistan and The World Turned Upside Down.


  14.3.1 Islamist Aggression against the West and Israel: Metaphysics, Nationhood, History, and Land


  Phillips gives several reasons as to why Islamists aim their aggression against the West and Israel: the degeneracy of Western culture, the decadence and spiritual vacuity of progressive leftism, the 1400-year war waged by Muslims against Christians and Jews, as well as overall Muslim anti-semitism and anti-Westernism. Yet, she dismisses the ‘Arab view’ (what Ye’or has called Palestinianism) which holds that the behaviour of Israel (‘oppression’ of Palestinians) and America (neoconservative foreign policy in the Middle East) is a reason for Muslim aggression against Israel and the West. She claims that the real reason why the West and Israel are targets of Islamists is that Muslims have a religious hatred for the Jews and ‘this hatred lies at the core of the war against the West’. In other words, because the West and Israel share religious roots — Judeo-Christian roots — they face the same religious enemy: Islam. She writes:


  It is not that Israel’s behaviour has inflamed the jihad against the West….It is rather that the jihad, which views the West as a threat to Islam, sees Israel’s existence as living, breathing proof of the Western and Jewish intention to rule the planet. The battle with Israel is thus conceived as a metaphysical struggle between good — the Islamic world — and evil — the Jewish-backed Western world. Israel’s struggle to defend itself against this monstrosity is therefore the West’s struggle to defend itself against the same monstrosity. Israel’s struggle is simply being played out in a unique place where metaphysics and geopolitics have become fused.41

 


  Phillips also dismisses the connection between the geographical fact of land and ideological identity as a reason behind Islamist aggression, i.e. Israel and Zionism versus Palestine and Islamism. She writes, ‘It is not a national or territorial conflict but a historical, religious, cultural and existential conflict between truth and falsehood, believers and infidels, prosecuted through jihad until victory or martyrdom’. While she claims that land is not the issue, in The World Turned Upside Down, Phillips argues that Israel is the ancient historic homeland of the Jews, as found in the Old Testament, and thus Jewish claims over Israel are determined by Biblical and racial ancestry. Phillips defends this claim on land as determined by ethno-religious ancestral factors, writing that


  [t]he Jews’ aspiration for their homeland… derives from Judaism itself, which comprises the inseparable elements of the religion, the people and the land [….] The unique Jewish entitlement to Israel is not just a Biblical story but historical fact. The Jews are the only people for whom the land of Israel was ever their national homeland.


  She further defends this racial-religious factor in the creation of the state of Israel in 1948 as the rightful homeland of the Jewish people by emphasizing the legal construction of Israeli territory, upheld by the British and bound by international law:


  The legitimacy of Israel rests not on the United Nations vote of 1947, which finally established it as a state, but on the setting up of the Palestine Mandate in 1922 by the precursor to the UN, the League of Nations, which paid recognition to “the historical connection of the Jewish people with Palestine and to the grounds for reconstituting their national home in that country”.


  In contrast, and despite UN Resolution 242 and other resolutions,42

 Phillips asserts that the territory of Palestine is an arbitrary invention — ‘The original land of Israel had simply been renamed “Palestine” by the Romans’. And, because the Palestinians are a mixture of different ethnicities — ‘Arabs…Greeks, Syrians, Latins, Egyptians, Turks, Armenians, Italians’ and many others, they are not really Palestinians as a legitimate racial ethnicity with a long heritage that could defend the legal claim to the land as a ‘people’. Further, she thinks the Palestinians had plenty of opportunities in the past to form a new, independent state of their own away from Israel, as it ‘was on offer in 1936, 1948 and 2000, and could have been established at any time between 1948 and 1967 by Jordan and Egypt’.43

 


  Phillips’ emphasis on the metaphysical conflict between Islam, Christianity (the West), and Judaism (Israel), and her insistence that Islamist terrorism is just a struggle about values and metaphysical principles, dismisses some of the reasons given by Islamists themselves for their aggression,44

 namely: their rejection of Israeli foreign policy towards Palestine; American and British neoconservative Middle Eastern foreign policy and military support of Israel; and the effects of Western global hegemony in the Middle East (Westoxification). While religious factors do indeed play a central role for Islamists — a moral imperative and geopolitical striving — dismissing the legitimacy of the reasons given by Islamists themselves, as well as disregarding the relationship between land and ideology, in effect denies vital information necessary for a clear and objective understanding of what essentially lies behind Muslim aggression against Israel and the West. In addition, denying that these factors are indeed destabilising elements that contribute to the Islamist rationale against the West is to overlook the aggravation they elicit from Muslim communities across the world (civil unrest, war, terrorism), which is being transported into Europe by mass-immigration.


  Phillips claims that on the one hand the conflict is not about territory or nationality but a metaphysical struggle, thus separating the link between ideology and nationality, while on the other hand, she acknowledges the importance of the link between ideology and land for the Jews of Israel. Although she claims that Palestine is a recent arbitrary construction and Palestinians are a mix of distinct ethnicities and thus do not have historical legitimacy to claims of nationhood or territorial right to Palestine, during the time of the 1922 British Mandate, the census revealed that the majority of the demographic population in Palestine was Muslim.45

 For Arab Palestinians, according to Fred Gottheil writing in the Middle East Quarterly, 2003, ‘the character of their demography is at the heart of their claim to territorial inheritance and national sovereignty’ in Palestine and they have ‘deep and timeless roots in that geography and that their own immigration into that geography has at no time been consequential’.46

 In other words, the difference between Israeli and Arab Palestinian claims to ‘territorial inheritance and national sovereignty’ is the difference between their histories and demographics. Although no conclusions can be drawn in this work, the point is that the dispute over who has the sovereign right to Palestine — over the land — is clearly one that continues to fuel warfare between two ethno-religious rivals.


  Finally, Phillips’ claim of the ‘unique Jewish entitlement’ to Israel as their true homeland by an appeal to the League of Nations, which is now a defunct international organisation, is puzzling considering that she repeatedly denounces supranational organisations such as ‘the European Court of Human Rights, the European Union, the United Nations … [and] the European Court of Justice’ for increasingly becoming the ‘sole sources of legitimacy’.47

 


  14.3.2 Ethno-Nationalism and Alliances between Leftists, Islamists, and White Nationalists


  Not only is there a leftist-Islamist alliance against America and Western society, for Phillips there is also cooperation between the far-right, the White nationalists, Islamists, and leftists. She writes that ‘[s]entiments, images and tropes appearing in the literature of the left and of the Islamists are similar to — and sometimes even drawn from — the outpourings of neo-Nazis and white supremacists’. White nationalists, who attempt to maintain their distinct ethnicity in the face of various forces (e.g. leftism, Islamism, and neoconservative Americanism), such as the British National Party, the National Front, and the White Nationalist Party, are called far-right ‘racists’, ‘white supremacists’, ‘neo-Nazis’, or ‘neofascists’ by Phillips. Part of the reason she labels them this way is because some White nationalist groups have made an alliance with Islamists, like the leftists, due to their criticism of the perceived influence of Zionism on American and Western foreign and domestic affairs. She further writes that ‘[t]hese ultranationalist, racist and anti-Jewish groups saw in the Islamists something beyond their wildest dreams: a global force, armed and trained, committed to the destruction of both Jews and the Western political order’.48

 


  First, it is not logical for any European right-leaning counter-hegemonic group to join forces with Islamists in order to combat American global hegemony and cultural Marxism, for Islamists merely aim to supplant one global hegemonic order with a utopian version of their own. The same is true regarding alliances with leftists. Second, in contrast to accusations that ethno-nationalism is racist and must be done away with (which is similar to what Kalergi said about European ethnic identity back in the 1930s), it must be said that every ethnicity should have a homeland that is safe and secure, and therefore have the right to defend that territory, and every nation should have the right to self-determination, such as independent decision making in accordance with national ethnic interests. Without these ethno-national guidelines, Israel itself would not exist based on its racial-religious territorial claims.


  Despite her protest against minority rights superseding the majority, and her profession of
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