PART V

Days of Rage

The soundest strategy in war is to postpone operations until the moral disintegration of the en-
emy renders the delivery of the mortal blow both possible and easy.
V. 1. Lenin

Russian Revolutionary Leader

The OIC wasted little time initiating its Ten-Year Programme to “combat Islamophobia” after it was ratified in
late 2005. It began with a full-blown information campaign directed at a set of cartoons. On September 30, 2005, a
Danish satirical newspaper called Jyllands-Posten published a series of unflattering cartoons depicting the Prophet
Mohammed.! Outrage in the Muslim world quickly intensified, creating what has been called the Danish Cartoon
Crisis.

On the heels of the OIC’s announcement of its Ten-Year Programme, which called for legislation and punish-
ment for violations of Islamic law on slander and blasphemy, I noticed the addition of new players, an acceleration
and intensification of provocative events, and an echo-chamber pointing in a single, unified direction. Something
big was happening, and I could see the gathering storm. In January 2006, I sent emails to the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Special Operations Command warning of what was unfolding and
explained their seriousness. At the time, nobody took the message seriously.

By mid-February, the Muslim world worked itself into such a convulsive rage that the Cartoon Crisis gained in-
tense media attention. Later, I was asked to brief Special Operations Command’s (SOCOM) Strategic Communi-
cation Synchronization Conference in early March 2006. They asked me to explain how I had been able to warn
them of these events by identifying and forecasting them with such precision before they occurred. The briefing
brought the conference to a standstill.

The calculated manufacture of outrage is among the principle lines of operation that the OIC uses to imple-
ment its Ten-Year Programme of Action. The Cartoon Crisis was the prototype event in a campaign towards im-
plementing Islamic principles of slander, giving rise to talking points and demands that have remained consistent
through similar incidents. The rhetoric surrounding these events is identical, and will be described and analyzed in
detail in the following pages. The challenge is to identify elements of messaging that find their way into what should
be recognized as a sustained strategic communications and information operations campaign.

When taken together, I began to also recognize a convergence among the ummah, dawah, and jihadi elements
within the Islamic domain. This convergence centered clearly on the Islamic law of slander and the effort to imple-

ment it globally. Dawah, jihad, and ummah entities worked together to move the ball forward, with each element



concentrating on its own principal function, from the nation-states and the supra-national OIC (the ummah) man-
aging the meta-narrative, to the Muslim Brotherhood’s Days of Rage as instigators (representing dawah), to the
actual rioters infusing terror into the process (jihad). In these Programme of Action campaigns, it is important to
take note that groups like al-Qaeda are only peripherally involed.

Throughout the contours of this convergence, there is a place for all three components of the Islamic Move-
ment. The ummah entities identify the offense and establish the narrative, dawah entities demand compliance, and
jihadis—in this scenario the incited mob—exact violence. For example, when Pope Benedict gave his lecture at a
rarified Regensburg seminar, the ummah—represented by the OIC and leaders of its Member States—used this
opportunity to attack him by calling his statements an outrage; dawah entities around the world amplified the mes-
sage in order to incite Muslim groups to elevated levels of anger, agitating for a Day of Rage (tacitly sanctioned by
the ummah); which created a permissive environment for jihadi violence—targeted rioting and murder. Yet no one
is interested in pulling out their flowcharts and block diagram programs to connect these dots. Here is how the
script unfolds:

1 Ummah: The OIC’s Islamophobia Observatory presents material from real-time, so-called Islamophobic in-

cidents, also known as infractions against Islamic law prohibiting slander.

2 Ummah: A suitable “crisis event” is chosen from this material—or manufactured outright—at the nation-
state or OIC level. These events are always expressions of speech that, while violating Islamic notions of
slander, have always been considered protected speech by the U.S. Constitution. A recognized narrative en-
ergizes the process and targets an offender.

3 Dawah/Jihad: The Muslim Brotherhood or other dawah entities use new and traditional media to foment
outrage calculated to incite violence, called Days of Rage. These are followed very shortly by bursts of vio-
lence targeting the interests of the offending non-Muslim party or state.

4 Ummah/Dawah: An echo chamber of governmental, NGO, and Brotherhood entities amplify outrage and
(a) demand apologies from the offending nation-state now intimidated; (b) use the opportunity to once
again promote legislative solutions to curb blasphemy or slander against Islam; and (c) offer to play the
“good cop” to avoid the actions of the “bad cops.”

The dynamics of this convergence do not necessarily indicate—and do not require—that there be a formal chain
of command and control authority. Enforcement comes from the functional roles each entity plays based on the line
of operation it holds and its orientation to Islamic law.

When the OIC made “Defamation of Islam” its standard, the punishment for transgressing that standard be-
came enforceable by the Islamic Movement’s dawah entities. And, because the penalty for this crime can be death,
according to shariah, it becomes permissive for jihadi entities to take action. Stated differently, the OIC’s decision to
declare the slander standard establishes a permissive environment. Given the functional orientation of dawah enti-
ties, they would see their role as enforcing that standard by providing warning to non-Muslims when a given event
constitutes slander (according to Islamic norms). If the dawah condition goes unmet, a jihadi entity’s functional ori-
entation to Islamic law would require that action be taken.

Even as there may be no formal chain of command by Western estimations, an efficient form of command and
control exists that is dependent on the requirements set by shariah, given the functional roles of the players. It is
difficult to recognize the relationship without understanding the discipline-enforcing role that shariah brings to Is-

lamic entities expressly acting in subordination to its rules.
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The following table is a list of significant events stemming from the ratification of the OIC’s Ten-Year Pro-

gramme of Action in December 2005. Notice the addition in 2009 of an important component to the dynamic, that

of Western Action, in the form of actual Western legal support in enforcing that action.

2005
2006

2007

2008
2009

2010
2011

2012

Ten-Year Programme of Action ratified

Day of Rage: Danish Cartoon Crisis

Day of Rage: Pope Benedict’s Regensburg Speech

Day of Rage: Knighting of Salman Rushdie

Warning: Pakistani demands on Rushdie and UK

Warning: OIC targets Geert Wilders, presses for criminal prosecution

Western Action: Geert Wilders charged with hate speech by Dutch court

Western Action: U.S. co-sponsors UN Resolution on Defamation of Religions with OIC
Western Action: U.S. government pressures Florida man for Qur’an burning

Day of Rage: Qur'an burning in Afghanistan

Western Action: U.S. Secretary of State makes Joint Remarks with OIC General Secretary
Day of Rage: Riots around the Middle East in response to Innocence of Muslims film
Western Action: U.S. jails Innocence of Muslims filmmaker

If the goal of the Islamic Movement and the OIC is to institute Islamic law—Dbeginning with its notions of

slander—in non-Muslim jurisdictions, this carefully orchestrated drama is incomplete without recognizing some
corroboration from the target population, represented above as Western Action. With feckless Western leaders re-

sponding as the Days of Rage intended, we can add the final element to the dynamics of convergence:
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Dhimmi: Representatives of non-Muslim states, either fearful of violent retribution or ideologically over-
committed to ‘hate crimes’ curbs on free expression, apologize to the gravely offended among those in the
Muslim community whose job it is to be outraged. Their actions usually range from (a) statements of con-
demnation of the offending speech that frame Muslim violence as the natural response; and (b) promises to
advance OIC treaties that circumvent the plain meaning of the First Amendment. After the Benghazi attack
of 2012, an outrageous new milestone was reached in the non-Muslim world, including (c) criminal pun-
ishments to appease Muslim demands, including prison time of what was otherwise protected speech.



The “dhimmi” label seems appropriate. Regardless of what non-Muslim leaders in the West convince them-
selves of concerning the actions they take—from tangible fear of violence to multicultural or “hate crimes” ra-
tionale—Dby caving to shariah curbs on free expression, our representatives are, in fact, bringing their populations
under the sway of shariah. Their fears of violent retribution make them indistinguishable from non-Muslims in a
state of abeyance. Kamali, in Freedom of Expression in Islam, records a traditional Islamic position on dhimmitude
that captures this dynamic:

Imam al-Shafi’i is said to have held that the protected status of the dhimmi terminates when he commits blas-
phemy and that, consequently, he becomes an enemy of war (baréi), in which case the head of state is within
his rights to punish him as such. Imam al-Shafi’i adds that in this matter the head of state has discretionary

powers similar to he has with regard to prisoners of war, that is, over whether to kill the offender or ask for
ransom, and over whether or not to expropriate his property.?

While our leaders choose to remain unaware of the consequences of their actions, they are nevertheless operat-
ing under degraded norms of free expression and imposing them on the population. Understood this way, the supra-
national campaign to stamp out Islamophobia actually represents a purposeful, directed hostile foreign assault on
First Amendment free expression standards.

The Ten-Year Programme came in the wake of the OIC’s failed efforts to criminalize blasphemy on an interna-
tional level. Since 2006, however, the OIC has harnessed the power of disparate elements of the Islamic community

to this single purpose. The chapters that follow describe how the pieces fit together.

Islamophobia

Both Islamic law and the intent to enforce it are real. Islamic principles of free expression—based on Islamic ju-
risprudence on slander, defamation, talebearing, and blasphemy—differ greatly from Western, or at least non-
Muslim, conceptions of this fundamental human right. As we have seen in the case of slander, shariah also applies to
the behavior of non-Muslims, both as non-Muslim subjects of the Islamic state and in jurisdictions in the dar al-
harb. Given the imperative to spread shariah as the law of the land, it is only natural that an entity capable of such
an effort throughout “the four corners of the world” engages in a campaign to do so.> As an organization that makes
plausible claims to represent the Muslim Ummah, the OIC is well situated to embark on such a campaign to impose
Islamic legal standards globally, beginning with the subordination of free expression to Islamic law.

The framers of the Cairo Declaration made a point of defining human rights as shariah. In the Islamic context,
this is a valid equation. Yet the OIC’s use of the term “human rights” is also an indication that it understands the
importance the West places on this language in global forums. This is not completely an issue of subterfuge. Today,
many Islamic thinkers have so thoroughly assimilated the terminology of Western trans-national forums and high-
level bureaucratic conferences that, in some elite circles, representatives of the Muslim world understand their own
worldview as comfortably sitting in Western postmodernism narratives. Before he was a leading Middle Eastern
studies expert, Edward Said was in the vanguard of literary deconstructionism. In a sense, Islamophobia is simply
deconstructionism applied. Islamic law enters into the Western world through the diversity-friendly Islamophobia
construct.

The term “Islamophobia” emerges from the chain of “phobias” that left-leaning minority-rights groups affix as
clinical-sounding descriptors to critics of their agendas. Islamophobia is not descriptive, however, for it is purpose-
tully imprecise; it is used chiefly as a blunt rhetorical object, impugning the motives and mental state of those at

whom it is hurled. The construction “-phobia” nearly always suggests an irrational or unfounded fear that is linked



to a mental pathology. The Mayo Clinic defines it as “an overwhelming and unreasonable fear of an object or situa-
tion that poses little real danger.”

Abdur-Rahman Muhammad, a “former radical Islamist,” said that the Brotherhood-associated International
Institute for Islamic Thought (IIIT) developed the concept of Islamophobia, as it is currently used, in the 1980s to
“emulate the homosexual activists who used the term ‘homophobia’ to great effect. He said the group meeting at
IIIT saw ‘Islamophobia’ as a way to ‘beat up their critics.”” The OIC has taken control of the term’s usage and re-
tains control of its application for use in hostile information campaigns. The term “Islamophobia” has become, in
effect, a brand that is managed by the OIC. When we see the word Islamophobia we should instantly be aware that
it represents an OIC campaign package that seeks its implementation internationally and, through the support of
the Brotherhood in American, domestically through front groups that, as the Explanatory Memorandum says,
“adopt Muslims’ causes domestically and globally . . . and support the global Islamic State wherever it is.”

In the non-Muslim world, Islamophobia has also been closely associated with the efforts of a left-leaning inde-
pendent research and social policy agency since the mid-1990s called the Runnymede Trust. Founded in London in
1968 as a think tank dedicated to domestic race relations, the group’s focus eventually shifted away from combatting
anti-Semitism to researching and advocating for the increasing population of Muslims in Britain. In 1996, it formed
the Commission on British Muslims and Islamophobia, publishing Islamophobia: A Challenge for Us All the following
year.

Conflating ideological elements with racial matters, Islamophobia: A Challenge for Us All set the tone for pseudo-
analysis in the decades to come. The OIC, in its Third OIC Observatory Report (2010),” favorably relied on Isiam-
ophobia: A Challenge for Us All, going so far as to link to a brochure that prominently displayed the notorious “closed
view/open view” Islamophobia matrix.® The book argues that “Islamophobia refers to unfounded hostility towards
Islam,” which it claims leads to “hostility in unfair discrimination against Muslim individuals and communities and
to the exclusion of Muslims from mainstream political and social life.”” While the book reflects the political activism
of the Runnymede Trust, it also resembles an information operation campaign plan to impose a narrative by favor-
ing “open views” that reflect diversity and multicultural standards over targeted “closed views” that reflect prevailing
views that were to be — and still are - disfavored. In Runnymede’s simplistic but effective paradigm, everyone is sup-
posed to be “open” and should be made to feel isolated and looked down upon when “closed.” Throughout the pa-

per, “closed views” of Islam are contrasted with “open views” along a very suspect and subjective axis. For example,
Closed View: Islam seen as a single monolithic bloc, static and unresponsive to new realities.

Open View: Islam seen as diverse and progressive, with internal differences, debates and development.

In chameleon-like fashion, Runnymede casts Islamophobia as the modern equivalent of anti-Semitism." It also pro-
vides a disparaging definition of Christians in an effort to genericize the term “fundamentalism,” assigning the term a neg-
ative connotation."’ One suspects that Runnymede would harshly criticize this approach as a form of Islamophobia if it
were directed at an Islamic practice as opposed to a Christian one.

Of course, Runnymede recognizes that “Islamophobia” lacks a coherent definition and that its associated narratives
are hostile; it’s inherent in the design. To deflect these criticisms, Islamophobia: A Challenge for Us All places these concerns
in the mouths of its critics so that it can acknowledge these truths while at the same time dismissing them. From the

mouth of the “critic”, what we really have is the mission statement of the Islamophobia initiative back in 1997:

The term [Islamophobia] is not, admittedly, ideal. Critics of it consider that its use panders to what they

call political correctness, that it stifles legitimate criticism of Islam, and that it demonises [sic] and stigma-

tizes anyone who wished to engage in such criticism."



Watching the interplay between left-leaning groups like Runnymede Trust and the OIC (or the Brotherhood),
it’s important not to lose sight of the fact that Islamic scholars have established the knowability of Islamic law based
on the unchanging revelation of the Quran, the hadith, and scholarly consensus. Describing the “fixed inner sphere”
of Islamic law as “diverse and progressive”—meaning, presumably, that no system exists for enforcing the stability of
the doctrine over time—is incorrect. While there are variations across the schools of Islamic jurisprudence, the range
of possible legal opinions is circumscribed and does not affect those aspects of shariah that are relevant to national
security, such as jihad and the relations between Muslims and non-Muslims.

Starting with its first report on the subject in 1996, the OIC has relied on the Runnymede Trust for its applica-
tion of Islamophobia. But Runnymede’s calculated ambiguity about the term’s precise meaning persists. At a Sep-
tember 2013 meeting of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) in Warsaw, former
Runnymede staffer Robin Richardson—author of Guidelines for Educators on Countering Intolerance and Discrimina-
tion against Muslims: Addressing Islamophobia through Education—conceded again that, in regard to the word Islam-
ophobia, “terminology is important and we've got the wrong terminology. . . . I'm not ashamed that our language
isn’t good enough.”®

Lost in its own ideology, or perhaps because of it, Runnymede is in the position, as we have seen with its tor-
tured use of “open” and “closed” views, of trying to maintain a postmodern narrative that supports the OIC’s Islam-
ophobia initiative. It is through the scientism of groups like Runnymede that the -phobia construction is able to
mask shariah initiatives that seek to criminalize not just expression but thought in postmodern terms. To accomplish
this, the OIC expanded the definition of the postmodern use of terms like racism. In November 2007, OIC Secre-
tary General Ekmeleddin Thsanoglu decried

defamatory campaigns that seek to incite a particular civilization against another, thereby inflaming violence,
hatred and extremism, and ultimately leading to terrorism.

As reiterated by the OIC, the international community must counter campaigns of calumny against Islam and
Muslims to prevent the spread of Islamophobia which attempts to cause a rift between civilizations, a situation
that has become a new form of racial discrimination.™

By casting Islamophobia as a new form of racism, the OIC masks Islamic submission campaigns in narratives
calculated to appeal to politically correct audiences. Runnymede serves this purpose. The goal is to criminalize Is-
lamic notions of slander in non-Muslim jurisdictions. Furthermore, according to the OIC, defamation “seeks to
incite a particular civilization against another,” the so-called “rift between civilizations"—in other words, silence is
being demanded under threat of violence. In this language, one begins to see the shifting of responsibility for acts of
violence from the perpetrator to the victim. The word “calumny” used here must be understood as it is defined in
Islamic law. The insistence that “the international community must counter campaigns of calumny against Islam and
Muslims” constitutes a state-sponsored demand that non-Muslim jurisdictions implement shariah doctrines of slan-
der against its non-Muslim citizens.

Consider the final communiqué of the Third Extraordinary Session of the Islamic Summit Conference in 2005.
Remember, because it was a summit, it consisted of the heads of state of the OIC Member States. The excerpt be-
low is from Section II, “In the Political Field”:

The Conference underlined the need to collectively endeavor to reflect the noble Islamic values, counter Is-

lamophobia, defamation of Islam and its values and desecration of Islamic holy sites, and to effectively coordi-

nate with States as well as regional and international institutions and organizations to urge them to criminal-

ize this phenomenon as a form of racism."



That expansive definition of racism—*“based on discrimination and disparagement on a cultural, rather than bi-
ological basis”—was on display at the 2001 Conference of Foreign Ministers in Bamako, Mali. In a section titled,
“Contemporary Forms of Racism”:

Contemporary forms of racism are based on discrimination and disparagement on a cultural, rather than bio-

logical basis. In this content, the increasing trend of Islamophobia, as a distinct form of xenophobia in non-
Muslim societies is very alarming.'¢

The term “disparagement” is an indicator that the OIC understands criticism of Islam as a “contemporary form
of racism.” As we have seen in Reliance, the Islamic view of disparagement is essentially defined as slander when it
comes to things related to Islam or Muslims. In this case, the relevant language on talebearing is worth reviewing:
“A person should not speak of anything he notices about people besides that which benefits a Muslim . . .”""

Note that “racism” as defined by the OIC falls under the category, “Contemporary Forms of Racism”—which
does not comport with standard notions of racism because it has nothing to do with biology or race. The next para-

graph makes it clear that the desired outcome is the “elimination” of such “disparagement,” i.e., speech:

The Committee for the Elimination of Racial Discrimination and the Commission on Human Rights along
with its subsidiary bodies and mechanisms, have an important guiding role in the elimination of the contem-
porary forms of racism. All governments should cooperate fully with the Committee and the Special Rappor-
teur on the Contemporary Forms of Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance with
the view to enabling them to fulfill their mandates and to examine the incidents of contemporary forms of rac-
ism, more specifically discrimination based on religion, including against Islam and Muslims.'

So “contemporary forms” of racial discrimination are actually based on something else entirely. Obviously, this

is not the racism that United States Code was written to enforce. The 2001 OIC Bamako document continues:

The World Conference considers that the defamation of an individual’s religion provides the basis of, legiti-
mises [sic] and inevitably leads to the manifestation of racism, including in their structural forms, such as Is-
lamophobia against the adherents of that religion. Furthermore, the defamation of religions, including its de-
nial is a primary source of both the persistence and mutation of racism. UN organs and specialized agencies
should therefore strengthen their collective efforts together with the relevant intergovernmental organizations,
such as the OIC, to implement programmes and undertake initiatives to combat the defamation of religions
and manifestations of this in any form."

The OIC’s alarming description of Islamophobia as “a contemporary form of racism” is echoed by others in the
Islamic community. Former Personal Representative to the OSCE, Turkish Ambassador Omiir Orhun, currently
serves as Adviser of the Secretary General of the OIC on “Combating Discrimination and Promoting Human
Rights.” In 2011, Orhun authored a paper titled, “Challenges Facing Muslims in Europe.” It was subsequently en-
dorsed by the OIC and posted on its website in English. Just like Runnymede, Orhun spoke of the lack of a com-
monly agreed upon definition of Islamophobia just before providing the OIC’s more expansive (and official) one:

Islamophobia needs but lacks a commonly agreed definition. It has often been defined as “fear or suspicion of

Islam, Muslims, and matters pertaining to them.” I think that this is a rather narrow definition. I prefer to
base my definition on the following concepts:

“Islamophobia is a contemporary form of racism and xenophobia motivated by unfounded fear, mistrust and
hatred of Muslims and Islam. Islamophobia is also manifested through intolerance, discrimination and adverse
public discourse against Muslims and Islam. Differentiating from classical racism and xenophobia, Islam-
ophobia is mainly based on radicalization [sic] of Islam and its followers.”?

Underneath the purported lack of a “commonly agreed definition” of Islamophobia, there invariably rests a very con-
crete definition that is explicitly based on OIC constructs. At this point, it makes sense to apply the 24/25 Rule: Since the

OIC has made clear that “Shari’ah is the only source of reference for . . . explanation or clarification” on matters of human



rights, it can only point to Islamic standards of slander and punishment. Because so few understand the interplay between
the postmodern narrative and shariah, predominantly non-Muslim international bodies have allowed their discussion on

Islam to be controlled by entities that define human rights according to shariah and, in the process, have implemented

those standards. For the OIC,
Defamation = Racism = Defamation of Religions = Islamophobia

At the center of this process is the left/Islamist alliance. Allowing left-leaning multicultural organizations like Run-
nymede to take point in the development and implementation of Islamophobia narratives in Western venues introduces a
measure of ambiguity that provides ummah entities like the OIC with room to maneuver. In many respects, the Runny-
mede relationship perfectly reflects the thinking behind the 1982 Muslim Brotherhood document, seized in Lugano,
Switzerland, that holds that, in order for “gradual efforts aimed at gaining control of local centers through institutional
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action in furtherance of establishing an Islamic power [government] on earth™' to succeed, they must “avoid the Move-

ment hurting itself with major confrontation”

early on. They do this by resorting to the “principle of temporary coopera-
tion” through “limited contacts between certain leaders, on a case-by-case basis, as long as these contacts do not violate the
[shariah] law”—but they “must not give them allegiance or take them into confidence.”” For the OIC, Runnymede is a
tool to be used for a purpose and disposed of when no longer needed.

An example of how this ambiguity creates room for maneuvering arose at that same 2013 OSCE Conference in War-
saw. As noted, original Runnymede staffer Robin Richardson acknowledged that the group’s definition of Islamophobia
was seriously defective. Seeing that the Islamophobia narrative was under direct public assault in an international forum,
Umut Topguoglu, Counselor to the Permanent OSCE Delegation of Turkey, played on the ambiguity by seemingly dis-

tancing the Islamophobia discussion from the OIC’s while suggesting a retreat from the Islamophobia definition:

You, Sir, mentioned that the Turkish delegation provided a definition of Islamophobia which came from
the Organization of Islamic Cooperation [that] my delegation provided in some previous sessions or
meetings on tolerance and non-discrimination [that] was formulated by a retired Turkish ambassador, Mr.
Omiir Orhun. . . . But the point is that the definition was formulated by someone who has deep experi-
ence in these affairs and who actually worked within the OSCE in these affairs, so I think saying it’s an
OIC definition is really sort of distorting the facts.?*

Yet even with all the contrived confusion, Counselor Topguoglu could not help but tip his hat to the real status
of Islamophobia when, a few days later, he said,

One other thing I wanted to mention is I keep hearing “the official definition brought by the Turkish
Delegation, the official definition of the Turkish Delegation,” now, the definition you're referring to . . .
of course there is no official agreement among the OSCE States . . . as long as you go on saying “the offi-
cial definition by Turkey, the official definition by Turkey,” well, I mean, you're doing our advertising,
maybe it'll become the official definition.”

Because Turkey is an OIC Member State and Ambassador Orhun represented Turkey at both the OSCE and the
OIC, the 24/25 Rule demands that analysts understand that Orhun’s treatment of Islamophobia is consistent not
only with regard to the OIC’s definition of Islamophobia but also with Turkey’s treatment of Islamophobia in such
international forums as the OSCE. (For a more detailed discussion on how the OIC interoperates with left-leaning
groups like Runnymede in international forums, Appendix 2 “The OSCE” is a case study that provides greater detail
on the events of that forum.)

Islamophobia provides the OIC with a linguistic mechanism to advance its contention that any criticism of Is-
lamic doctrine, Islam’s leading figures, and Islamic practices—however barbaric or true—constitutes a hate crime,
“defamation of Islam” based on a new form of racism.

As we will soon see, Islamophobia is immediately associated with an OIC initiative to criminalize the speech of

non-Muslims in non-Muslim jurisdictions through the auspices of the United Nations. Since at least 2005, we have



been on formal notice that the term Islamophobia is under the active control of state actor foreign powers. As a for-
eign instrument that seeks enforcement through extralegal means over the First Amendment, the OIC’s campaign
should be understood to be hostile, as should all activities that facilitate it. As Josef Pieper warned, once a foreign

power controls a country’s speech, it will ultimately control its thought.

THE ISLAMOPHOBIA OBSERVATORY AND ITS TARGETS

As mandated by the Ten Year Programme of Action in December 2005, the OIC called for the creation of an
“Islamophobia Observatory,” which charged with monitoring and reporting all issues of Islamophobia on an annual
basis.?® It is essentially a state-sponsored collection effort targeting non-Muslims living in non-Muslim jurisdictions,
including the United States, for the purpose of intimidation and attacking their free speech rights. Thsanoglu ex-
pressed satisfaction with the “daily, 24-hour documentation of every single occurrence” of Islamophobic speech.”
The Observatory, together with its reports, is a documentation process in furtherance of creating pretexts to launch
multi-tiered information campaigns.

The Islamophobia Observatory represents the OIC’s capability to determine whether countries like the United
States, itself beholden to the First Amendment, are in compliance with OIC requirements to enforce the Islamic
law of slander (that would violate the integrity of the First Amendment). This is important because, in order to en-
torce OIC-directed law in foreign jurisdictions, it has t