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	 IN THIS ISSUE:  We complete twelve years of publication of MoC in which we have focused on 
major issues that face our country and civilization.  This chapter concerns Islam’s potential threat 
to our American and western culture and is one of the most important topics that we have undertaken. 
Accordingly, we have had to increase its length from the usual 16 pages to 20.

	 IN OUR NEXT ISSUE:  We will explore other cultural contradictions in America that 
contribute to understanding and answering our title questions.

MATTERS
 

CONSC IENCE
OF

	 Before engaging the argument of Islam’s place in 

America and, by extension, in WCIV (western civilization) 

there is one essential, but rarely recognized, aspect 

of culture that should be made clear.  Cultures can be, 

and have been, changed by individual efforts or actions; 

and by relatively small groups when a few individuals 

combine their forces.

	 Ours is an age of technology ascendant in which 

basic forms of reporting news and opinion such as local 

newspapers, magazine and radio stations have been 

bought, combined and transformed into our mainstream 

media (MSM) complex to market an array of services 

or products capable of generating large and ongoing 

revenues.  No longer dominated by their original 

attitudes and entities, they now comprise the personal, 

social, political and economic directions that guide our 

culture.

	 In view of this existential transformation of our 

public media by technology and the combination of its 

ownership, it is important to restate that cultures (even 

ours) can be changed by individual efforts/actions.

	 No two cultures are the same and all cultures, 

regardless of similar or identical origins, locations, or 

histories, show significant differences.  And, while we 

generally think of cultures in terms of a mass rather 

than an individual scale, we have altered them more 

often and more significantly than we allow ourselves to 

admit.  

	 History offers some interesting examples 

such as the three extraordinary cultural shifts that 

occurred in Europe in the hundred years from 1450 to 

1550.  The first was Johannes Gutenberg’s invention of 

the printing press and moveable type in 1456; the next 

was Martin Luther’s posting of his theses to reform the 
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held by the church/clergy which often were 

at the center of persistent arguments over 

the political and economic boundaries of 

temporal vs. religious authority.

	 As England’s supremely powerful 

king, symbolically and physically separated 

from greater Europe by the sea, Henry 

chafed at having to yield any power to a 

pope in distant Rome.  He was willing to 

extend England’s island independence to 

her practice of religion by establishing 

an Anglican church with the monarch at 

its head, and to make changes in liturgy, 

vestments, language and music to create 

space between his new church and Rome.  

It is doubtful whether he could have 

envisioned that his action would play a key 

role in the schism and reformation that 

came after 1550 and changed the religious 

and political relations of the European 

continent forever.

	 And more recently, within the space 

of a little more than one generation in the 

late 19th and early 20th centuries, Bell’s 

telephone and Marconi’s radio set the stage 

for our modern communications revolution; 

Edison illuminated the world; Ford and 

the Wright brothers gave new dimensions 

to the words “wheels” and “wings”.  And 

Susan B. Anthony formed the International 

Suffrage Alliance and became the motive 

force in support of women’s suffrage here 

and elsewhere.  Sadly, she would die before 

Pres. Wilson and Congress passed the 

enabling legislation permitting women to 

vote.

	 While all of these inventive pioneers 

shared a vision that their products/

services would gain wide use by providing 

economic, social or personal benefits, none 

could actually foresee the great variety 

of applications of their inventions and the 

growth of other technologies that would 

adapt them to uses unimaginable in their 

own time, and that would transform future 

cultures.

*             *               *

	 Individuals are not the only source 

of cultural change.  Governments, too, 

both despotic and democratic, are tempted, 

usually for very different reasons.  One 

Roman Catholic Church (RCC) in 1517; and 

last was the Act of Supremacy passed in 

the English parliament in 1534 which was 

pushed by Henry VIII and established him 

and successive English monarchs as titular 

heads of an Anglican Church separate from 

all its former Roman connections, and with 

its ecclesiastic authority lodged in the 

Archbishop of Canterbury.

	 Within the cultural blink of an eye 

these three men drastically changed human 

communication, Europe’s educational 

and religious structure and the way that 

commoners and monarchs were to live for 

the next two and a half centuries.  Gutenberg 

could not foresee in detail all the changes 

that his printing press technology would 

deliver, but he certainly envisioned that 

its superiority over the methods of book 

production then available would create a 

wide demand for it.

	 Similarly, Luther’s criticisms of the 

RCC’s role as the sole religious force in 

Europe were mostly aimed at the unethical 

conduct and corruption which had attached 

themselves to both the spirit and the 

structure of Christianity, as it struggled 

to survive and adapt to the realities of life 

in Europe in the centuries that followed the 

fall of the Roman Empire.  While Luther’s 

message seems primarily correctional, he 

was willing to separate himself from the 

errors and excesses of early 16th century 

Roman religious practice.  Whether he 

envisioned the deep schism and wide growth 

of the Reformation brought on by his 

objections is much less certain.

	 England’s Henry VIII offers a 

perspective of the RCC’s power very 

different from Luther’s.  Henry was 

consumed by the dynastic demand that he 

produce a male heir to assure the continuity 

of his Tudor monarchy.  As time passed and 

only female or no issue was produced, the 

blame fell upon his queens who had to be 

discarded in favor of a new lineage capable 

of providing a son to follow Henry on 

England’s throne.

	 Under RCC law the royal divorces/

annulments required to establish a 

legitimate new male heir to Henry’s rule 

had to be approved by the Pope.  There were 

other issues too, notably the large estates 
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rather quaint example occurred in Japan in 1871 when 

the Japanese government sent five young girls from 

traditional Samurai backgrounds to the U.S. for ten years 

to attend schools here.  It was hoped by those who sent 

them that they would be sufficiently exposed to western 

ways so that on their return they could inspire a new 

generation of male leadership.  This qualified as heavy 

lifting, indeed, in 19th century Japan and, although they 

dedicated their lives to improving women’s education 

there, the effect upon their country’s government fell 

short of its intended mark.1 

	 Back in the USA, there is no clearer evidence of 

conscious culture change by government than in our 

management, and mismanagement, over the last 150 years 

of our increasingly contentious immigration issue.  It has 

been transformed from an economic, workplace issue to 

one of multiple social, economic, political and cultural 

challenges to our government and Constitution.  It draws 

lines of emotional and cultural division throughout 

our society and enables other arguments that oppose 

our traditions and culture to gain access, audience and 

traction in our land, notably, for example, our growing 

Islamic presence.

	 Other examples of conscious governmental 

culture change are easy to identity — Prohibition, Civil 

Rights, Education, the end of Slavery and, most recently, 

the Supreme Court’s decision in Obergefell v. Hodges that 

redefines marriage.  Popular movements such as these, 

often begun by one person, can quickly gain mass that 

empowers them to become independent of their founders.  

They can then set their own pace and direction; pick their 

leaders; build momentum; create, knowingly or not, 

immediate results and long term consequences; develop 

the character and connections they will need; and even 

alter their original message when progress calls for 

change.  For instance, our commitment to freedom of 

speech and thought has served as an “open house” for 

new ways and directions of cultural change.  Mostly we 

have been able to accommodate them, but our process of 

acceptance is not endlessly benign as, with the advent 

of multiculturalism (MC) and political correctness (PC), 

our democratic process, itself, as well as our culture, 

is being constantly divided and redivided.  At the end, if 

we continue on our present path, there will only remain 

of our culture a mass of tiny fragments incapable of 

reflecting or supporting our historical identity.

	 We are where we are by our own doing.  We have 

courted a culture of violence, sex and excess and have 

assigned the leading role in our decline to our MSM which 

are ably assisted by our flawed and failed educational 

system, by our corrupt and unconcerned Congress 

and by the American voters’ inability to exercise their 

authority.	

“ . . . today in Washington there is energy 

only for politics — not for government.”

	 These are all powerful, negative forces.  What, if 

anything, are we left with that will enable us to survive 

our present crisis and to reclaim our culture?  Only this 

— cultural change and direction can be determined by the 

conscious efforts and choices of individuals and groups, 

including in the latter even reluctant government. We 

say “reluctant” because today in Washington there is 

energy only for politics — not for government.

THE ISLAMIC MISSION

	 First, before venturing into the many difficult 

areas of risk posed by our cultural engagement with 

Islam, we must make two things clear.  The first states 

our religious position.  We believe unequivocally that 

anyone who comes to America has the right to the free 

exercise of religion as expressed in our Constitution’s 

first amendment.2  This brief promise has generated a 

long and intense political, legal and religious argument 

over its meaning and application.

	 Our view and, we think, that of our founders is 

that religious faith is both a personal matter of multiple 

characteristics that define an individual and also a 

matter of belief that one is entitled to hold in an open 

society such as ours.  Worship is something else, as it 

involves the expression of faith in small or large groups 

beyond the individuals’ borders.

	 As most faiths proclaim unique elements/

attitudes of divine origins, their peaceful coexistence 

can be problematic, and even impossible, when their 

expression requires the restriction or elimination of 

others.

	 As a practical matter we feel that our 

Constitution guarantees the right to believe but does 

not guarantee the exercise of that belief if it limits or 

denies other beliefs, or harms their holders and/or the 

general public.  We think this concept is absolutely basic 

to an understanding of our democratic government and 

to many of the thorny issues that have derived from it.

	 Our second point of clarification is that 

contemporary Islam is very much a “mixed bag” of 

different sects, tribes, economies, boundaries, purposes 

and degrees of “religious purity”.  The most evident 

confrontation within Islam is between the Arab Sunni 

Saudi monarchy and the Persian Shiite Iranian theocracy, 

but there are other lesser ones that have played 

supporting roles in Islam’s recent rise and challenge 

to WCIV.   Tribes in the Near East (NE) are smaller in 

population but longer in existence than many of the 

region’s nations which have only been created in the 
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past century.  As they are divided by a host of local, 

religious and economic issues, which seem beyond the 

reach of their governments to solve, the possibility of 

state collapse is always present.

	 The Islam we face today is composed of so many 

shades, sizes and shapes in constant motion that we are 

unable to clearly identify their numbers or identity.  

As a result, we must use the broader term of Islam in 

referring to both the many parts of the Muslim political 

process and to expanding Islam as a cultural threat to 

America and WCIV.    

*             *               *

	 Islam, through its texts, proclamations, practices 

and behavior, contradicts our American culture across a 

wide range of its values and purposes.  This is important 

because it has been true throughout our existence.  

We have neither the authority nor the means to divide 

Islam into component parts that can be absolved or held 

responsible for the very basic differences between our 

cultures, a tactic favored by multi-culturalists here and 

elsewhere.

	 The important task for our time and government 

is to recognize the dangers that confront us and let the 

American people decide whether they should be resisted.  

Threats to national sovereignty/security can come 

in multiple forms — military, political, commercial, 

technological, social and cultural, all ready to be 

recorded by history.  

	 Any assumption that Islam can be assimilated 

into a wider world culture runs counter to everything 

Islam has claimed as its mission since its founding.  It is 

what it is, and that has been, and still can be, aggressive.  

Expansive Islam is not part of an ecumenical community 

of like-minded equals.  It is not just another religion we 

could easily add to our mostly Judaeo-Christian mix.  It 

is a controlling faith bent on ordering laws, culture and 

worship in ways that leave little or, mostly, no room for 

individuality.  And, where differences of opinion arise, 

we should expect no discussion groups, as persuasion 

and enforcement are often one and the same.  So again 

we are faced with the question — “Where, how and by 

whom will the line of separation between moderate and 

aggressive Islam be drawn?”

	 In America we have come to regard our long 

history of safety as a God-given right that will always 

protect us from the loss of territorial and cultural 

integrity inflicted by most wars.  And, while modern 

weaponry is shrinking our safety zone, Islam has a 

God and energy of its own which it is in the process of 

reasserting in both the East and West.

	 Returning to our concern for our culture 

and knowing that it can be influenced and changed by 

conscious individual or group efforts, we must be aware 

that Islam’s greatest threat to the U.S. is not on the 

battlefields of the NE but within the vaguely drawn 

boundaries of our culture.  Very few people recognize 

the present danger that expanding Islam poses to our 

traditional cultural identity.  We are living in a Paul 

Revere moment, but the invading force will not be British 

arriving “one if by land and two if by sea”.3  It will be 

Muslim by land, sea and air.

*             *               *

	 Within the ever shifting elements of our culture 

with which Islam is in conflict none is more basic, more 

established in the law, custom and socio-economics 

of our democratic experiment than our long-running 

immigration issue with its many opposing political facets, 

interests, purposes and legislation.  It has been with us 

since our beginning and shows no sign of resolution.  

In numerous ways Islam contradicts what has been the 

essential, enduring aspect of our immigration policy for 

150 years — assimilation.

	 At our beginning, the country’s leading founders 

were mostly united in their opposition to immigration.  

While the spirit of newly gained independence and the 

task of establishing a new form of popular government 

prevailed, there were lingering problems with the British 

minority and England’s trade policies that led to the war 

of 1812.  Although the federal government established 

some basic regulations pertaining to naturalization, 

it did not play an active role in immigration policy or 

enforcement which were then treated as functions of the 

states; and those immigrants who were allowed limited 

entry were charged a fee.  

	 Over the course of the 19th century as our nation 

moved westward, more goods, services and people were 

needed to transform the natural abundance of our land 

into a functional, industrial economy that would allow 

the US to claim and exercise world power status.

	 A brief flirtation between government and 

immigration took place when, in 1864, Congress put in 

place a federal agency and commissioners to conduct 

immigration policy as a function of the Dept. of State.  

Brief, because labor interests objected, and the 

legislation was repealed, but the demands of our economic 

expansion could not be repealed, and in 1891 Congress 

revisited the issue and transferred all immigration policy 

and enforcement responsibilities to the newly formed 

Bureau of Immigration in the Treasury Department.  In 

the time between then and now it has undergone multiple 

changes of title, location, policy and legislation.  Given 

the ongoing changes in our population, politics and 
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power structure, there have been few constants in our 

immigration issue’s development.  There is one, however, 

that has withstood the forces for change until now.  It is 

assimilation.

	 Assimilation, in the American immigration 

argument, is foundational.  It is bedrock !  It is the heart 

of the unwritten contract between our government 

and those to whom we grant entry, naturalization and 

citizenship.  It did not become policy by decree during the 

Civil War when our federal government first involved 

itself with immigration matters.  Rather, it grew out 

of the labor needs of our expanding late 19th century 

economy.

	 The nation then had mostly an agricultural/

ranching economy in the process of converting to 

industry and at that time, and into the early 20th 

century, those born on the land tended to stay on the 

land.  The importation of foreign industrial workers 

satisfied a basic need of our economic expansion and put 

in place a process for regulating wages and prices that 

well served the needs of both labor and management for 

close to a century.

	 We must remember that during this same period 

(1864-1965) immigration was regarded as a privilege 

granted by the host country to its new arrivals.  In 

return, the latter had to meet certain requirements such 

as having a basic knowledge of the English language and 

American history, as well as a job offer and/or a financial 

sponsor so that the immigrant would not become a public 

charge.  Medical examinations were given to identify and 

prevent the spread of communicable diseases.

	 And, as we moved away from immigration’s 

19th century origins and into the growing political  

antagonisms of the 20th, we even inserted language 

in our immigration legislation that set the holding of 

political beliefs contrary to our own as a valid reason 

for exclusion.

	 The written contract of our legislative language 

determined if, how and when newcomers could be admitted 

and begin the process of becoming an American.  It was 

delivered within the span of a few days at entry points 

such as Ellis Island in NYC’s harbor and elsewhere.  

Unless the immigrant violated the terms of his/her grant 

of entry, or in some other way ran afoul of our state/

federal laws, the path to naturalization and citizenship 

would be direct and at its conclusion he/she would be 

free of government supervision, all within a time frame 

of a few years.

	 But there was a longer, more important unwritten 

contract that grew out of our 18th century innocence 

and exuberance over our new social, territorial and 

economic status.  It was assimilation and, although 

it worked its magic at the individual and community 

levels, it also established itself as a key element in our 

immigration policy discussions.

	 This contrast was one of large, but equal, 

human exchanges in which Americans welcomed their 

new neighbors by allowing them to live, work, learn 

and worship without interference in return for which 

the new Americans embraced our law, democracy and 

language and exchanged all previous allegiances, 

titles, identities, distinctions, etc. for our freedom and 

opportunity.

	 As with any process that has to work on a national 

scale, there were failures and recurrent problems, but 

for the most part our policy of assimilation produced an 

extraordinary cultural swap from which both older and 

newer Americans benefitted.  Well managed, our system 

of assimilation could fulfill two important economic 

functions, so that by their second generation most 

immigrants could move up economically into our middle 

class, and thereby make room at the bottom for new 

entrants.

	 We do not ignore the many bitter and often 

violent displays of religious, ethnic and racial 

differences that occurred, but they were exceptions to 

the broader pattern of acceptance.  It was assimilation 

that made possible the success of our first century of 

immigration.  It was not an order handed down by some 

anonymous committee in the labyrinth of government, 

but grew out of a combination of circumstances which 

produced a rare exchange of humanitarian values.  It is 

unlikely that it could have been created and honored in 

our contemporary society.

*             *               *

“. . . assimilation became a blessing to which we

 became accustomed and then took for granted.” 

	 At some point in the historical process, the 

passage of time rearranges the scale and our perspective 

of the multitude of events that form our national life and 

character.  In this course, as things move, shapes change 

or blur and colors fade, history and culture are joined 

with each employing and displaying aspects of the other.  

So it was with assimilation in the century from 1864-

1965.  An issue that had its roots in labor and economic 

matters was able, by meeting human needs, to produce a 

symmetric solution to the problems and pressures of a 

time of exceptional growth and change.  Perhaps all too 

predictably, assimilation became a blessing to which we 

became accustomed and then took for granted.

	 With the passage of the Immigration Reform 

and Control Act in 1965, every aspect of immigration 

in America, including assimilation, changed.  Without 
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going into the details of this legislation, three major 

consequences deserve brief mention.

	 The first is that neither our legislative nor our 

executive branch of government has made any effort to 

enforce this Act since the end of the Reagan presidency 

despite the fact that most Americans (approx. 65%) 

favored enforcement.  Public opinion, however, was 

no match for the powerful combination of corporate, 

religious, media and political interests that prevailed in 

Washington.

	 The second, and probably more lethal, 

result was that a new attitude was forming and being 

proclaimed here and abroad that in the postwar world 

immigration was no longer a privilege granted by the 

host country, but a human right of all peoples to migrate 

to destinations of their choice.  This new theory found 

favor in the UN, in the European Union, among liberal 

left political factions and those many commercial and 

socioeconomic interests that benefit from migrant 

movements.  It found expression in both the legal and 

extra-legal applications of our immigration law through 

emphasizing family reunification and other expansive 

measures which transferred control of our immigration 

numbers from government to the immigrant.

	 And it sounded the death knell for assimilation 

which required patience, adaptation and education to 

overcome the difficulties of both immigration’s early 

moments and the decades or generations that followed.

	 The symmetry of logic, benefits and results 

provided by assimilation were unique. In the America we 

have become these cannot be regained nor replicated.  

They will no longer serve as a standard for us to aspire 

to and will be sorely missed.

	 As successfully as assimilation has served our 

national immigration problem and process, it has drawn 

early, heavy and consistent fire from multiculturalists 

over the last half century.  Theirs is a devious message 

that requires a steady flow of immigrants to provide the 

votes and dollars that fuel its efforts.  We say “devious” 

because MC offers the celebration and continuation of 

the immigrant’s old identity and obscures the larger 

and longer advantages of assimilation.  This is “bait and 

switch” at work in an issue capable of a defining impact 

on our democracy and way of life.

	 The lure of MC to new arrivals in an alien land 

is that it can soften the shock imposed by their new 

culture; it permits them to maintain key parts of their 

native identity; it grants them the social and political 

strength of a group consisting of their own kind with a 

hyphenated American name that will ease their transition 

and set the terms for their becoming Americans.

	 MC depends for its success upon celebrating the 

existence of every group, no matter its size, origin or 

culture, that enters our American society.  It slices and 

arranges these in pieces of increasingly smaller size 

and in the end there will be only pieces of our country, 

no country itself.  It completely reverses “E pluribus 

Unum” and will do away with assimilation as a goal for 

both newcomers and our immigration policy.

	 We should make no mistake about this; there is 

money, big money, in play in MC.  The power, real or only 

claimed, in representing subsets within our society is 

regularly and efficiently applied to corporate America 

at its most sensitive political, marketplace and labor 

force points.  Another rich vein of financial support for 

a variety of groups is our private charitable foundations 

whose interests, although more social than commercial, 

can be subject to MC exploitation.  LaRaza, for instance, 

an organization dedicated to Latino advancement, has 

been the recipient of hundreds of millions of dollars 

from the Ford Foundation over the past half century.

ENTER ISLAM

	 Before engaging the many parts and ways of 

Islamic expansion, we must restate the nature of our 

concern and the extent of our interest.  We have no 

objection to groups’ or individuals’ religious beliefs.  

They are properly personal and internal matters 

rightfully guaranteed by our Constitution, as well as 

their “free exercise”.4  It is this phrase “free exercise” 

that has been twisted by legal argument to allow a far 

broader interpretation than even our democracy can 

support.  In our opinion the exercise of religious freedom 

can fairly extend only as far as the common rights of the 

larger community in which we live.  As example, personal 

belief in animal sacrifice is recognized; its exercise 

by roasting an animal in the village square is not.  In 

between, say in a circumstance of public advocacy, where 

free speech protection can join the issue and bring 

fresh forces to the battlefield, the argument will be 

widened by additional perspectives and interpretations.  

Even with advocacy, a man addressing a crowd in a park 

proclaiming a faith marked by animal sacrifice is one 

thing; the same man urging the crowd to express this 

faith by going to your house and sacrificing your dog or 

cat is quite another.

	 We cannot hope to be able to evaluate Islam’s 

threat to our culture without understanding the 

preceding background of immigration and assimilation.  

Our experience of Islam is not an easy one because it is 

partly religious and partly political and our democracy 

requires that they be separate.  But politics and religion 

are not separated in the Islamic homelands of the NE, 

SE Asia and Africa, and their combination is beginning 

to unsettle traditional politics in Europe as Muslim 
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penetration there accelerates.

	 The form of Islamic faith that we now confront 

under the name of  the Islamic State (IS) goes by many names 

— “extreme”, “radical”, “aggressive”, “expanding” and 

even “true”, and presents contradictions that we in the 

West are not likely to resolve.  For instance, how can 

the violence and torture practiced by IS be reconciled 

with the claims to peace and co-existence of “moderate” 

Islam?

“ . . . Islam has used force and violence

 to extend its religious and legal authority.”

	 Another contradiction is more historical.  The 

present manifestation of radical Islam has its origins in 

Egypt in the 1920’s with the appearance of the Muslim 

Brotherhood and its brief history allows “moderates” 

to disclaim it as an anomalous off-shoot.  This may serve 

as a contemporary and convenient way to establish 

separation, but the truth is that for much of its history 

Islam has used force and violence to extend its religious 

and legal authority.

	 Following WWI, the Islamic caliphate that had 

dominated life in the NE for centuries was beset by 

external and internal strife.  Most notably, its largest 

political entity, Turkey, was under the leadership of 

Kemal Ataturk who was determined to convert it to a 

modern, secular state which, with western assistance, he 

did.

	 This was not an easy transition and two strong 

opponents of secularization were Hassan al-Banna, 

founder of the Muslim Brotherhood, and his key assistant, 

Sayyid Qutb.  In brief, al-Banna was killed in 1948 and 

Qutb relocated himself under pressure to Greeley, 

CO.  There he developed a deep dislike for all things 

American; he then returned to Egypt to join Nasser’s 

coup against King Farouk, but subsequently split from 

him over his failure to impose Sharia law.  He continued 

his activist activities for which he was arrested, tried, 

convicted and hanged in 1966.  As government pressure 

against the Muslim Brotherhood increased, many of its 

members fled Egypt and transferred their operations to 

more hospitable Saudi Arabia.  Among these were future 

Al Qaeda leaders Ayman al-Zawahiri and Osama bin Laden.5

	 The importance of this background is that it so 

clearly illustrates the duality that we face in so many of 

our exposures to Islam.  Is IS an errant branch, or is it the 

DNA of mainstream Islam?  There are other traps waiting 

to catch us.  We have come to feel safe and strong in our 

WCIV by minimizing the strength and appeal of extreme 

Islam, and yet our western democracies are home to 

growing numbers of sources of radicalization for those 

(mostly youth) who are drawn to the IS message.  Some 

of these sources of radicalization are located in Muslim 

enclaves; others are not.  Whichever, their success is 

our failure for which it’s time for us to become aware.

	 In thinking about Islam and our relationship to it, 

the temptation exists to maintain our political/religious 

dichotomy, but that approach will fail us in dealing 

with expanding Islam which harbors no such separatist 

illusions.  It is both church and state, and they are joined 

either by structure or accommodation.  In either area, 

religious or political, Muslim thought is not burdened 

by our commitment to inclusionary ways, an attitude 

reinforced by its singularly religious education system.

	 Within or without its political/religious 

concerns its goals are different from ours.  It has 

developed a strong cultural  conscience and readily 

accepts that cultures can be influenced by conscious 

individual or group decisions.  Politically, religiously 

and culturally our two societies share the threat of 

being polar opposites and nowhere is this more evident 

than the experience of assimilation.

	 Assimilation, the psychological and social core 

of our immigration experience during its formative 

century, is anathema to contemporary, expanding Islam 

for whom it is viewed as neither a goal nor a benefit.  This 

mindset derives from the teachings in Islam’s holy text, 

the Quran.  Within it there are mixed attitudes expressed 

towards Christians and Jews — some complimentary, 

but many more that are critical, bitter and violent — 

which Muslim children are made to absorb beginning in 

their earliest school, and even pre-school, years.  This 

is a cultural imprint second to none and poses a major 

problem in our relationship with Islam.

	 It is also the source of our greatest quandary in 

setting policy for this relationship.  We recognize global 

Islam as having a population of somewhere between 2 

and 2.5 billion.  We face evidence of political/religious 

violence and warfare from western Africa to SE Asia 

waged against both military and civilian targets without 

consideration for age or gender.

	 And yet we are told by our Muslim political 

allies, commercial friends and religious leaders that 

the widespread violence in Europe/Asia/Africa and the 

lesser, but growing, incidence in our hemisphere, is 

perpetrated by a small minority and that their conduct is 

not representative of the “moderate” Muslim majority.  

But we have no evidence of this; we have no identifying 

names or numbers.  We have only consequences which 

result as much from our unsuccessful foreign relations 

as our inability/unwillingness to admit that expanding 

Islam poses a powerful threat to our culture, way of life 

and security.

	 The concept of Islam as a threat to the unique 

culture we have created in our United States does not 
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gain much attention or traction in Washington these days, 

and unfortunately the American public has become so 

lulled into a state of political sedation by the media and 

the two major political parties that it cannot function 

as the country’s guardian as effectively as it has in the 

past.

“A GOVERNMENT OF LAWS NOT OF MEN”6

	 Increasingly, it seems, as our government’s 

enforcement and legislative functions fail us, we call on 

this statement to define us and, hopefully, to substitute 

for the values that we have abandoned.  Our reliance 

upon it by politicians from both parties indicates that 

our “law” and its traditions are still important elements 

of our political heritage even though we no longer hold 

them in the same respect as we have in the past.

	 Law is an essential and prime characteristic of 

national culture.  Ours was both adapted and distinguished 

from the Anglo-Saxon traditions that preceded it, most 

notably Magna Carta in 1215, which limited royal power 

by establishing a higher, public authority to which both 

royalty and commoners would be held accountable.  As 

the concept of representative government in England 

grew and as we added to it the expanded freedoms of 

our Declaration of Independence and Constitution, the 

relationship between the individual and government 

was transformed in ways unimaginable a century or two 

before the revolutions here and in France that closed 

out the 18th century.

	 Our legal system and culture had to develop in 

areas that contained Spanish, French and Native American 

populations, and on the frontier where communities had 

to be built from scratch by settlers whose first priority 

was survival.  As it expanded over time and through 

territory, our legal culture came to serve a variety 

of interests — agricultural, industrial, religious, 

ethnic, racial, social, labor, management, ranching, 

mining, shipping, rail, etc.  In doing so we developed a 

unique legal system.  There were failures, false starts, 

corrections and new beginnings, both large and small.

	 With the end of WWII the GI Bill extended 

education to all who had served in our armed services.  

This was an economic, educational and employment game 

changer which allowed millions of veterans to attain 

college and graduate degrees that otherwise would not 

have been available to them, and which greatly enlarged 

our supply of doctors, lawyers, accountants, architects, 

teachers, economists, scientists, etc.

	 Lawyers are of special note.  They litigate; 

that’s what they do.  And, as our postwar world 

became progressively more prosperous and powerful, 

the conduct of civil, personal and criminal litigation 

accelerated to keep pace.  Over our two postwar 

generations our legal culture has changed in both 

its tone and usage, transforming itself from what had 

been a mostly defensive posture to its present highly 

aggressive model, and offering yet another example of 

how government can change culture.

	 Our law has now become a victim of its size and 

intentions.  It has become unwieldy due to the neglect 

of our legislative branch and the burden imposed on 

it by MC’s continuing subdivisions.  And yet, like Mt. 

Rushmore, the Grand Canyon and Niagara Falls, it has an 

institutional majesty all its own from which, regardless 

of our folly, we have so far been inseparable.  Expanding 

Islam has the potential to destroy our legal culture and 

that of WCIV by undermining its structure from within.  

How can this happen?

	 A significant element of Islamic faith is the 

embrace of its very strict legal code named Sharia as 

proclaimed in the Quran.  It delivers severe, corporal 

punishments and death sentences for offenses which 

WCIV considers social in nature rather than seriously 

criminal.  Among these are adultery, blasphemy and 

violations of dress and behavior codes by women.

	 Sharia is not practiced in its entirety throughout 

Islam, but even where more moderate beliefs prevail 

it hovers in the background.  It is subject to different 

interpretations and, therefore, rulings by different 

imams.  It is a hard master that commands obedience from 

the faithful and complicity from civil government.

	 As with much else about Islamic thought and life, 

we do not have an accurate measurement of the number of 

Muslims of total, moderate or no commitment to Sharianic 

law.  Safe within the protections of our western systems 

of law, we tend not to concern ourselves about Sharia 

until our attention is captured by a story from an Islamic 

community of a criminal sentence requiring punishment 

by stoning, amputation, flogging or some other form of 

violence.

	 We are safe here in America, protected by the 

enlightened laws of WCIV.  Aren’t we ?  The answer now 

is “yes”, but not as safe as we like to think.  The U.S., 

as the western world’s economic, political and military 

superpower, is a prize target for Islamic expansion, and 

in addition to these secular attractions our religious 

element is comprised mostly of Christians and Jews who 

rank at the very top of extreme Islam’s elimination list.

	 Our real danger, however, stems from the fact 

that external Islamic pressure on our WCIV life and 

culture is being joined by forces within our own and 

other western countries that have commenced, and 

now pursue, the process of combining our legal system 

with Sharia.  The two are so totally different that this 

process cannot be seen as one of equal exchange, but 
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rather requires that we adapt our WCIV legal and justice 

system to include and accommodate elements of Islamic 

law.

	 Our initial tendency, when facing such a 

statement, is denial — to consider Islam’s mostly third 

world comfort zone and then our own vast wealth and 

power, leading us to ignore that Biblical tale revered by 

Jews and Christians alike of David and Goliath.

	 The truth of our time is that we have only to look 

to the cradle of WCIV in Europe to see an invasion by 

Islamic numbers and culture that puts proof to what can 

be accomplished in very little time if western political, 

religious, commercial and cultural leaders are unwilling 

to defend our shared cultural inheritance from over 

two thousand years ago.  In Europe — home to ancient 

Greece and Rome, Luther’s Germany, the Napoleonic code 

and England’s Parliament — the elements were put in 

place that have enabled WCIV to develop to its present 

state.  That form is under attack by Islamic segments 

which, not satisfied by Europe’s hospitality, now press 

for dominance.

*             *               *

	 What do we mean by “threat”?  It is important to 

be specific in dealing with issues as broad as culture and 

as wide as our civilizational boundaries.  There are many 

shapes and shades of “threat”.  There is the sudden, 

violent, armed invasion of one territory by another that 

humans and other species have employed through their 

eons of existence.  And there is the far more gradual, 

natural type (which, however, can also be violent) of 

shifting tectonic plates and changing climate patterns.  

In between are almost endless variations of natural/

human causality and participation.

	 From our perspective we view “threat” to be the 

opposition, real or imagined, of one force acting against 

another force or entity with the power, and sometimes 

the intent, to alter, destroy or eliminate it.  With Islam, 

the aggressive force is primarily a religious one which 

also targets our civic and cultural institutions.

	 Just as there are “almost endless variations” 

of threat in our lives, there are equally numerous ways 

for us to respond.  The one, common denominator of 

every possible defense is that first the threat must be 

recognized.  This does not require warfare — economic, 

military, territorial or religious.  It does require 

awareness from which an appropriate and timely form of 

resistance might  be fashioned.  The kind of awareness 

that is now required is not the passive model that has 

lately become popular in our country.  Rather, today, 

awareness must include being willing to openly discuss 

our culture and its values and then relate Islam’s stated 

aims to them.  This is not, by itself, a complicated task, 

but it will be met with  alarm, confused patriotism and 

determined resistance by our political, religions, media 

and other special interests.  For them, the thought of 

seeking and acting upon the public’s opinion of our 

culture has no merit or chance of success.  And we’re not 

suggesting legislation here; only open discussion !  It is 

the purpose of this chapter to create awareness of the 

possible consequences for our nation and civilization of 

expanding Islam’s presence and purpose.

*             *               *

	 At this time in the US an increasing, but still 

very small, number of Americans views Islam’s Sharia 

as a threat to our legal system.  And yet in Europe, 

where Islamic settlement and practice run far ahead 

of our experience, we can see its consequences.  Key to 

understanding the Islamic conflicts that best Europe 

are the basic figures below showing the numbers and 

percentages of some muslim populations:7

France - 4.7 million  (7.5%)

    Germany - 4.7 million  (5.8%)

    U.K. - 2.9 million   (4.8%)

Often numbers by themselves are manageable whereas 

their underlying forces convert them to a threat.  In 

Europe an unusual alliance of interests has caused this 

to occur.  Muslim arrivals have shunned any meaningful 

assimilation by establishing their own exclusive enclaves 

where their isolation also serves the social and political 

purpose of host countries’ governments.  Over time, these 

restricted communities have become breeding grounds 

for poverty, discontent and violence to the degree that 

both parties to this “contract”, immigrants and hosts 

alike, now find that its faults outweigh its benefits, and 

they are left with an increasingly bitter and difficult 

problem rather than a solution.

	 In these Muslim only enclaves any kind of law 

enforcement can deteriorate into ethnic confrontation 

and conflict with loss of life and property.  This has led 

governments in Europe to allow these communities to 

deal with “minor” local legal issues such as domestic 

relations, debts, contracts, births, marriages, deaths, 

etc. within themselves in order to avoid unnecessary 

intervention.

	 But there is a downside to this also, as Muslim 

communities have sought to establish Islamic legal 

authority and greater autonomy by allowing Muslim 

“rights”, customs and laws to be considered and 

employed in England’s courts.

	 The same process on a smaller and slower 
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scale is taking place in our own country where pro-

Islamic attorneys argue that Muslim immigrants have 

broad “human rights” as well as those granted by our 

Constitution.  This argument derives from our First 

Amendment’s guarantee of freedom of religion to all 

and that, as elements of Islamic life such as clothing, 

diet, education, law, appearance, language, etc. are 

religiously mandated, they cannot be denied.  Here, 

as in Europe, Islamic law and culture are seeking and 

incrementally gaining equal, or near equal, status in our 

judicial arguments and process.

	 For example, an OK state constitutional 

amendment prohibiting the consideration of Islamic or 

international law in judicial decisions was passed with 

the approval of 70% of those voting.  Muslim interests 

appealed, whereupon a federal judge issued an injunction 

staying enforcement.  Our contemporary democracy can 

take curious forms !

“Awareness is essential !”

	 This strategy does not receive close tracking by 

our msm, but we should be aware of its existence, and 

that it is being sponsored by dedicated members of our 

government, judiciary, legal bar and media.  And also here, 

as in Europe, any opinion voiced against Islam’s presence 

and acceptance in our society will draw in return at least 

the charge of racism and, potentially, physical violence.  

Today, the charge of racism has a power second to none 

to cow our politicians who generally avoid defending 

themselves against, or even discussing, it.  And, lacking 

any firm push-back, we will find ourselves in a default 

position.  Other threats, not fueled by MSM coverage, are 

less noticeable, but are threats nonetheless.  Awareness 

is essential !

AT THE HEART OF THE MATTERS

	 Because Europe’s political, economic, 

educational and social structures are notably different 

from ours, it has been spared some of the difficult 

immigration related problems with which we have had to 

deal.  Our unique 19th to 20th century circumstances, 

combined with our earliest political expressions, led 

us to establish assimilation as the dominant goal of our 

immigration policy.

	

“ . . . the clash between our policy and their 

religion at the highest levels has already begun.”

	 As we can see in Europe, many Muslims tend to 

settle in their own communities where they can maintain 

their cultural and religious identity.  For Muslims, for 

whom much of their identity and daily life is prescribed 

by their religion, this is as essential as assimilation is 

to us.  There is very little middle ground and the clash 

between our policy and their religion at the highest 

levels has already begun.

	 It has been claimed that some remote Muslim 

communities here are actually armed camps where 

Jihadist training takes place in preparation for the time 

when Muslims in America may be called upon to rise up 

and take part in an armed Islamic insurgency.  We cannot 

report this as fact, but only as information gleaned 

from our public media.  However, whether insurgency 

is their goal or not, reports from those who live near 

these enclaves reveal that contact with local service 

and law agencies, utilities, media, educational and health 

districts, repair/maintenance functions and neighbors 

are discouraged and only allowed in minimal amounts 

when necessary.  The conflict between these accounts, 

even if they are only partially accurate, and our policy 

of assimilation is undeniable.

	 The latter has also been compromised by our 

State Department’s (DOS) settlement of Muslim refugees 

and asylum seekers in ways that reinforce Islamic 

separatism.  Often Muslim groups from Africa, the NE 

and/or SE Asia are placed in U.S. communities without 

warning or their approval after which the management 

and funding is turned over to professional, for-profit 

humanitarian relief groups.  The latter usually operate 

under short term contracts with DOS for a few years 

and then return to the more profitable entry/settlement 

phase of their operations.

	 We should remember that, when refugees are 

admitted with status by the DOS, they receive services 

— food stamps, housing, medical care, tutors and 

interpreters via the US taxpayer.  They also receive 

funds from charitable organizations (both religious 

and secular) which are heavily supported by government 

grants.

	 This scenario harbors many contradictions.  The 

first is that between the federal government’s relocation 

goals and the ability of local government to provide the 

funds, space, personnel, etc. necessary to fulfill them.  

There is also, within the many problems that arise from 

these relocations, the presence of ill will caused by 

Washington’s intrusion into the patterns of local life 

from which the receiving communities have little or no 

recourse.  Emotions run deep over circumstances that 

can appear to contradict our colonial era emphasis of 

individual freedom.

	 But it is not just the physical separation between 

Islamic groups and their new American neighbors that 

creates friction.  There are choices of diet, costume, 

language, physical appearance that are made by 
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individuals and which can seem relatively easy within the 

confines of the group, but can require social fortitude 

when moving to independence.  That move from the 

old group and ways can be painfully difficult when it 

encounters fear, resentment or other opposition from 

the new community.

	 Culturally, one of the deepest divisions between 

Islam and the West is found in their treatment of women.  

In Muslim marriage, education, the workplace, the mosque, 

politics and their social lives women are distanced from 

men.  For us in the West this would be seen as a cultural/

social problem, but for Islam it is that and more; as it 

can trace its origins back through centuries of religious 

practice and belief.

	 Nothing expresses this difference as forcefully 

in our 21st century world of celebration of sex and 

publicity as Islam’s mandated female dress code of 

wearing the burka.  Covering all the body from head to 

toe and relieved only by a narrow slit for visual use, 

the burka conceals the feminine form’s traditional 

expression of beauty and wards off most contact with 

others except in the privacy of the home.  In the wearing 

of the burka, the individual’s status, appearance and 

identity are suppressed and/or disguised.

	 A less severe, but more widely worn, article of 

both clothing and faith is the hijab, a head scarf that 

covers the head, neck shoulders and upper torso and is 

favored by most Muslim women in the US and Europe as 

a statement of modesty and identity.  It also emphasizes 

Islamic distinction and resistance to assimilation.  

	 Interestingly, in a recent column in which he cites 

IS as a product of our time, Fraser Nelson claims that 

Muslim “use of the veil is a relatively recent trend”8  

which is supported by photos of Palestinian and Afghan 

women in western garb fifty years ago.  Change came with 

the rise of the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt where the 

veil became a political symbol and statement of piety.  In 

1983 an American research project revealed that many 

women viewed the veil as a fashion choice and offered 

comments such as “We Muslim women dress in a modest 

way, not like western women”.9  In the generation since, 

however, Muslim restrictions on many female activities 

and thought have been tightened.

	 For our culture, which has been singularly 

open since our country’s birth, openness is traditional 

and has become a national value; and one of our most 

common social practices today, the handshake, began 

as an expression of it.  In the time when personal 

protection depended upon swords and/or flintlock 

firearms, greetings took the form of bows and distances 

were maintained, but with the appearance of the rapid 

fire revolver in the 19th century, and especially on 

our remote western frontier where all men carried 

sidearms, an instant way to convey openness was needed 

and took the form of our right-handed handshake.  As 

most men were right-handed and wore their revolvers 

on their right side, the extension of the right hand in 

greeting made it impossible to “draw” the gun, and the 

clasping of hands became a quick and practical way to 

signal friendliness and/or the lack of intention to harm.  

This act of simple security concern has “morphed” into 

a social greeting in common use in many parts of the 

world.

	 It can be claimed with some truth that our 

country’s openness can be excessive to the point of 

becoming non-productive or, even, self-defeating, and 

it may be that this is a matter that we will address by 

either legislative or cultural change, as we have done in 

the past.

	 Because culture, law and religion are so firmly 

joined and closely controlled under Islam, it seems that 

change there will not be forthcoming in any meaningful 

degree.  As women constitute a little over half of the 

world’s population, their abuse — economic, social, 

physical, legal, sexual, political, etc. — becomes a 

central issue in Islam’s cultural relations with us and 

other non-Islamic nations.

	 Were this issue of women’s place in civilized 

society merely a cultural one, it could be relegated 

to polite academic and diplomatic discussions, but this 

is not possible with Islam which carries the additional 

weight of both religion and law.  At the beginning of the 

21st century our view of the future is more clouded and 

dangerous than it ever has been.  And if we look closely 

at a map, or the numbers or the forces involved, it takes 

no stretch of thought or imagination to realize that the 

actions and goals of expanding Islam could pose a real, 

not imagined, existential threat to our culture and to 

WCIV.

	 Other lesser lifestyle differences separate 

our culture from Islam — diet, facial hair, treatment 

of animals and the unique religious requirement of 

five calls to prayer a day, some of which occur during 

workplace hours.  These are the kinds of barriers to 

assimilation that have faced other immigrant groups and 

have been overcome in their process of assimilation — 

an unlikely result for Muslim migrants.

	 By a circuitous way we have returned to 

assimilation which takes place when one or more elements 

are added to another larger or stronger one, absorbed 

by it and, in time, lose their original identity.  The 

elements can be chemical, physical, cultural, political or 

religious; the key is that the lesser in size, or strength 

or number must be absorbed by the dominant one.

“ without a guest population wanting to 

assimilate, there can be no assimilation !”
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	 This brings us face to face, or eyeball to eyeball, 

with the heart of the problem posed by expanding Islam.  

In our country we have witnessed the rare conversion 

of a government policy into an important element of 

our culture.  As policy, assimilation was so successful 

socially and economically in meeting the needs of both 

host and guest populations that it transcended its 

original form and turned history into culture.  But 

this is key — without a guest population wanting to 

assimilate, there can be no assimilation !

	 Across the divide that separates us, Islam 

has an equally strong cultural attitude that rejects 

assimilation as not even a possibility, as the concept 

of being absorbed by and losing its identity to another 

culture or group runs counter to its history and its 

religious texts.  It is impossible for us to even imagine 

any Muslim leader — civil or religious, moderate or 

extreme — taking such a position.

	 This should be what it appears to be — a major 

impasse that neither party has the means to bridge — 

but there are already voices in our government and the 

MC community calling for the further accommodation of 

Muslims by expanding our Constitutional guarantee to 

apply to them whenever and wherever possible.  We can 

be assured there is no corresponding body of opinion at 

work within Islam.

	 There are other deep divisions that seem to offer 

little chance for reconciliation.  We have witnessed 

the destruction of antiquities of other cultures in 

Syria, Afghanistan and Jordan on the basis that the 

figures attacked might have been worshipped and were, 

therefore, blasphemous and in denial of Allah and his 

prophet, Muhammad.  We can only imagine what amount 

of damage could be wreaked upon Christian, Greek and 

Roman sanctuaries in southern Europe were this form of 

religious expression to reach there.  A threat ?  Yes, to 

all places of worship that suggest reverence for non-

Muslim people or symbols.

	 This inability to accept, or even tolerate, other 

faiths is not limited to historical art works.  In April 

a small boatload of Muslims and Christians left North 

Africa for Sicily and a hopefully better life in Europe.  

Along the way, a religious argument developed that 

ended in the Muslims throwing the Christians overboard 

and leaving them to drown.10  These people were not 

militants, only travelers, brought together by chance 

and seeking, like all migrants, a better life than their 

homelands could offer.  Somehow, this simple and common 

situation provoked an argument that proved unbearable 

to the Muslims and resulted in the Christians’ deaths.

	 And there is another, larger truth here — that 

Islamic education accepts this kind of disproportional 

violence in response to differences of opinion.  In how 

many other casual activities, in which Muslims and non-

Muslims are thrown together, should non-Muslims 

expect to be killed for opinions that deviate from the 

Islamic code ?

	 This type of event should be noted and discussed 

at the highest levels of our religious and political 

communities, but that will not happen, as those in 

authority will take no action that might offend growing 

Muslim populations.

THE ISLAMIC TIME FRAME

	 In gauging the Islamic threat to our culture 

and WCIV, the element of time plays two distinct roles.  

The first is its traditional one of planning, choosing, 

scheduling and conducting the operations determined 

by a group’s leaders and goals.  It is a dimension within 

which antagonists must accomplish their purposes.  It is 

a strategic factor, but not an active instrument of war, 

and is available to every contestant in equal amounts.  A 

24 hour day is 24 hours for both attacker and attacked.

	 Islam possesses a cultural factor capable of 

converting time to a weapon.  It is its ordained commitment 

to large families that by geometric progression produce 

consistent and outsize population growth.

	 While Christianity and Judaism are ordered in the 

Bible’s Old Testament to “Be fruitful and multiply”,11  

many of their followers have moderated their response 

over time so that this statement from the earliest 

beginnings of the desert religions is seen more as an 

option than a command.  Not so for the Islamic world, 

where families with 4 to 5 children are considered small; 

8 to 12 as medium in size/ and more than twelve, large.

	 For centuries Islam’s high birth rate was a 

significant contributor to its seemingly permanent 

poverty, but the economic and political changes wrought 

by two World Wars and the age of petroleum have 

created a much different Islam of both deep poverty and 

enormous wealth.

	 Population is a fundamental force in culture 

equally as capable of producing the blessings of peace 

and prosperity  as the historic curses of war and poverty, 

but it is only recently (Malthus, not withstanding)12  

that our global conscience has surfaced and led us 

to recognize that unlimited population growth at our 

current numbers is not socially, economically or 

environmentally sustainable.

	 Islam is an aggressive faith.  Whether peacefully 

or violently, it has an agenda of forceful expansion 

unburdened by considerations such as choice, neutrality, 

ecumenism, etc. And it’s a “two-fer”; with the religion, 

you get the law, Sharia.  This makes Islamic inroads into 
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other cultures difficult to resist and, once the camel’s 

nose is under the tent, almost impossible to dislodge.

	 It is now evident that, having gained wealth, 

technology, media exposure and political representation 

in the UN, Islam can put these to use in its expansion 

program.  It can throw all the “action now” switches to 

“on”, and with much less fanfare and publicity it can sit 

back and let time and the numbers work their magic.  A 

family with ten children today, if it maintains its fertility 

rate, will produce 100 offspring in the next generation 

and 1,000 in the one that follows.  This rate of increase 

over a span of 50 to 60 years will be notable and cause 

alarm as global figures are reported.  Translate their 

effects to the local scale and most communities will be 

torn apart.

	 It is clear that time and numbers will benefit 

Islamic expansion.  Muslim leaders can afford to fight 

scattered wars around the world and push for increased 

political representation here, in Europe, the UN and 

elsewhere, but patience is all that is required for Islam’s 

high fertility culture to spread slowly and quietly 

throughout the world.  Fertility is the silent weapon 

that may well, within the span of a few generations, 

enable Islam to achieve its goal of becoming our planet’s 

dominant religion and, if the extremists are able to 

prevail and impose Sharia, perhaps its only one.

	 The reverse side of the population “coin” is 

poverty because the relentless pressure of high fertility 

against diminishing natural, educational and nutritional 

resources will shrink the amounts available to each 

individual.

	 We believe that there exists within Islam a 

substantial body of moderate opinion and behavior in 

foreign relations, but we do not know its numbers nor 

its influence.  The most important unknown, however, is 

its degree of commitment to its moderate status.  Will 

these mainstream (?) Muslims risk their lives, property 

and positions in defense of moderation ?  Will they be 

swept up in the momentum of extremist violence both 

by fellow Muslims and non-Muslims ?  Will they remain 

silent because of fear or because they will interpret 

whatever gains extremists make as Islam fulfilling its 

divine mission ?  Or will any or all of these possibilities 

combine in such ways and times and amounts that greater 

Islam will be controlled by its IS minority and will 

revert to its prior, historical identity of “the flaming 

sword” ?

	 These are questions that only Islam can answer, 

but in the determination of which WCIV has a very large 

stake.  They should be given priority consideration 

at every level of our political and foreign relations 

apparatus.  And we will have to overcome both inertia 

and outright resistance to get our WCIV allies in Europe, 

Canada, Latin/Central America and elsewhere to be 

counted and to do their share.

	

THE ROTHERHAM HORROR

	 Rotherham is an industrial town in Yorkshire, a 

few miles north of Sheffield in pretty much the center 

of England.  It has seen better times in its past, but 

will never see anything worse than the prolonged mass 

sexual, legal and physical abuse of 1,400 mostly white, 

working class young girls that was revealed there last 

summer, but had commenced in the late 1990s.  Strange 

as it may seem from this brief description, there are 

several cultural conflicts at work which drove these 

events to their horrifying conclusion.

	 In brief, these girls, some as young as nine, 

were lured and trafficked by members of Rotherham’s 

Pakistani community; they were raped in bus stations, 

alleyways and at arranged meetings in homes and hotels, 

and sometimes terrorized by being doused with gasoline.  

Their reports to local police were met with indifference 

and denial including labeling their sexual abuse as 

consensual; and sometimes, when police had to make a 

criminal investigation and report, the victims, rather 

than their Pakistani attackers, were arrested.

	 Similarly Rotherham’s town council turned a 

deaf ear and blind eye to the victims’ efforts to seek 

justice, but eventually, through the efforts of a member 

of Parliament and a former head of a national victims’ 

commission, the truth emerged and set the stage for the 

final chapter of this tale.

	 In multiple interviews of Rotherham’s City Council 

members, they routinely denied any responsibility for 

the crimes or for error in their supervisory duties, 

often professing lack of knowledge and/or laying blame 

on the media, others, etc.  But finally a common root and 

cause of their behavior became clear — individually, 

and as a group, they were unwilling to take action of 

any kind, serious or minor, that might have exposed them 

to charges of racism and be seen as not sufficiently 

welcoming and accommodating to Rotherham’s Pakistani 

element.

	 This is MC run amok in which its poison is able 

to paralyze not only individuals in public life, but also 

our institutions of government from the lowest to the 

highest levels.

	 Rotherham is an egregious tale of violence, pain 

and betrayal involving multiple abuses of the victims’ 

personal, community and human rights.  But abuse, like 

many other things, can start small and grow large.  About 

55 miles almost due south of Rotherham is Leicester 

where the Kentucky Fried Chicken outlet instructed 

its staff not to hand out alcohol wipes because they 
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might offend Islamic customers or violate Muslim 

law.  By and large, this was a tempest in a teapot which 

quickly disappeared when a prominent Islamic spokesman 

announced that Muslims do not object to alcohol used 

for medicine, hygiene or fragrance, but only when it is 

imbibed.

	 Still in England, in January of last year, Mr. 

Belwant Baines, principal of the mostly Muslim Saltley 

School and Specialist Science College, resigned “in the 

face of relentless criticism from the Muslim-dominated 

school board (which) had pressed him, unsuccessfully, 

to replace some courses with Islamic and Arabic studies, 

(to) segregate boys and girls and (to) drop a citizenship 

class on tolerance and democracy in Britain.”13

	 Mr. Baines is a Sikh and second-generation 

British citizen whose action took place against the larger 

backdrop of an extensive government investigation of 46 

schools into what some sources claimed was an active 

effort to Islamicize their curricula and management.  

Bains, whose father walked 30 miles to and from school 

every day to teach students in India’s Punjab State, 

educated himself out of urban English poverty and 

hoped to “educate his children to live and function in a 

multicultural Britain, to be appreciative of the views of 

other people, but also to express themselves”.14	

This kind of pressure against our WCIV culture is 

relatively new.  It is quiet and non-violent and operates 

mostly in the shadows of our MSM lead stories.  But it 

is real and growing, and is especially difficult to detect 

and eliminate in exclusively Muslim enclaves where 

inquiries are seen as violations of “religious rights”. 

	 And finally, in Lincolnshire the Middle Rasen 

primary school was penalized by Ofsted, England’s 

educational watchdog agency, “for not having enough 

black or Asian students” leading to “cultural 

development limited by a lack of first-hand experience 

of the diverse make up of modern British society.”  

The school has 104 pupils aged 4 to 11 in an area with 

relatively few ethnic minorities.15

	 These examples of cultural encroachment — 

criminal, commercial and educational — in England 

should be clear warnings to us.  There, people with 

knowledge and/or authority would not or could not take 

action in support of their own culture.  Challenging the 

ways of government bureaucracy, whether national or 

local, is not likely to be successful especially where 

immigration, social or ethnic policies are involved.  

Misuse of government size and power, it seems, is 

overwhelming.

	 There are two very real lessons that we can 

take from the ways these events threaten home culture.  

The first is that Islam’s resistance to assimilation will 

establish areas of our public and private lives that will 

come under Islamic control.  This will mute the vox populi 

and seriously erode our democracy at the local level.

	 The second is even more frightening.  It is the 

attitude that other cultures are more relevant and 

meaningful in our present time than WCIV.  This is 

usually expressed indirectly, not by stating that other 

cultures are better, but that WCIV, and we, are failing 

history’s or religion’s tests.  The practical application 

of this theory, and one of the tenets of MC, is that the 

host culture, or country, must conform  to that of the 

stranger which it has admitted.

	 Islam, like MC, requires this.  It is a growing 

threat in Europe and has commenced here; and for us 

to deny or ignore it is nothing other than idle, wishful 

thinking.

	 England and France, largely because of their 

colonial pasts, have had longer and greater exposure 

to Islam’s impact on their cultures.   In England, its 

former colonialism notwithstanding, the problems of 

Islamic immigration were made worse by the Blair Labour 

government and by a leftist tilt on social issues by the 

judiciary.  Again, as in the 1930s, we should pay close 

attention to what is happening in Europe.  But we won’t.

MULTICULTURALISM

	 Here, as in England, we are confronted by, and 

must reject, MC.  It is evil disguised as good — the 

cloven hoof briefly glimpsed beneath the monk’s robe 

at the costume ball.  It bullies those who resist it with 

charges of racism, and too many of our political class 

are subdued by or beholden to it.  It describes itself in 

lofty language, but it is, the arch-enemy of assimilation 

and will divide America into more and smaller pieces 

until our nation vanishes.  This is both its method and its 

goal.

CULTURAL POLITICS 
VS. POLITICAL CULTURE

	 The conflict in this title has become more 

widespread and intense in our recent period of Islamic 

expansion.  It is ongoing and reveals itself through a 

variety of inconclusive attitudes and events.  Occasionally, 

however, new information, or a new reading of the old, 

provides a needed  perspective.  A recent letter from an 

MoC subscriber in Houston referred us to material in 

a book by Dr. Peter Hammond,16  Slavery, Terrorism and 

Islam: the Historical Roots and Contemporary Threat.  We 

have not read the whole book, only excerpts from it which 

assign new importance to the European Muslim population 

percentage figures we cited earlier.  Hammond’s book 

is an important device for measuring the growth and 
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consequences of Islamic population when it is grafted 

onto non-Islamic host cultures.  Not surprisingly, he 

cites the process of Islamization as beginning “When 

there are sufficient Muslims in a country to agitate for 

their religious privileges.”17  From this starting point 

until the Muslim population reaches about 2% it will 

generally be viewed “as a peace-loving minority and not 

as a threat to other citizens.”18  Listed below are some 

sample percentages of Islamic penetration and the forms 

of activism that typically accompany them:

5% to 10% - Push for introduction 

of Islamic food preparation/marketing 

practices; and the acceptance of Sharia 

law in Muslim enclaves.

10% to 15% - Increasing number and 

violence of demonstrations/protests.

20% to 40% -  Riotings, killings, and 

attacks on churches and synagogues, 

and more. 

	 These examples and others tie different stages 

of Muslim activism to specific population percentages 

and Dr. Hammond also offers a catalogue of Muslim 

beliefs that preclude the possibility of any genuine 

peaceful/equal coexistence with our western religions 

and culture.

	 Slavery . . .  , even by our limited exposure to it, 

comes off as a powerful book capable of disturbing and 

terrifying its readers.  No analysis of present or future 

religious behavior is ever completely accurate, and Dr. 

Hammond is probably no exception to this statement, but, 

even if he were only 50% correct in his judgments, those 

would be real cause for concern in WCIV.  And, in view 

of this book’s content, the state of Muslim infiltration 

of our government and our population is of genuine 

concern.  Moreover, it is clear that our historical 

practice of assimilation cannot succeed with Islam as it 

has in the past with others.

PITFALLS AND PROSPECTS AHEAD

“ . . . in Islam we may face a force capable of 

determining our civilization’s destiny.”

	 A quarter of a century ago there were 100,000 

Muslims in the US; today there are 7 million and 2,000 

mosques.  By any measure, these numbers reveal a trend 

with implications for our nation, culture and identity 

which Congress chooses to ignore.  They also suggest 

that in Islam we may face a force capable of determining 

our civilization’s destiny.

	 Developing a process to protect WCIV from a 

potential all-encompassing Islamic expansion is one 

of daunting political complexity.  Its threat must be 

identified, but not exaggerated, and in its earliest, 

and most vulnerable, stages it will give rise to strong 

opposition from parts of our political spectrum that 

will call into question whether the problem even exists.  

Certainly, there is presently no reason to believe that 

our government could, or should, play a role.  Instead an 

informal group of distinguished thinkers could be formed 

to explore and comment on the subject.  Assembling such 

a body should not be an exercise in political correctness 

or even proportional  representation for Islam.  

	 It should choose a moderate name with 

historical/civilizational connotations that emphasizes 

the importance of WCIV rather than attacking Islam — 

no “war on drugs or terrorism” stuff.  And, once having 

established its voice here, it should act as the principal 

in forming a sibling group in Europe.

	 Mindful of its primary purpose to gain sufficient 

traction and momentum to function as a center of 

growing public opinion, it could then undertake the next 

challenge of directing that opinion towards political 

goals via our government, the EU, Canada and Australia.  

Latin America, because of its lower level of Islamic 

penetration and strong RCC entrenchment, is an area of 

less priority now, but Muslim timetables and targets can 

quickly change without advance notice.

	 Just looking at the difficulties involved in 

projecting long range problems and independent thought 

to national or multi-national scales suggests that 

organizing and operating a civilizational effort would 

be impossible.  And yet, if violent expansion is harbored, 

practiced and accepted by elements within greater Islam, 

then what choice does the West have?  The answer to this 

question may seem easy; what will not be easy is finding 

ways and people capable of responding civilizationally 

without their traditional national, political baggage.

	 There is a way ahead which can preserve WCIV and 

by pursuit of it we can be assured of opposition from 

the economic, political and religious constituencies 

for whom success is measured in dollars, votes and 

memberships.  Civilizational thought and preservation 

are more important to life on our planet than their 

theories, arguments and beliefs and the wars they have 

caused.  As a superpower, we will have to engage in less 

rhetoric and subject ourselves to the discipline of 

reality in defending our civilization from its enemies.

	 What might work best is a group whose careers/

professions are involved with the history, culture 

and values of WCIV- for example; historians, classics 

scholars, international lawyers with experience in Sharia 

and the NE, Old Testament Biblical scholars, ethicists, 
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heads of culturally oriented charitable foundations, 

population/environmental authorities and others.  In the 

beginning, a few good people will attract others so that 

by the time a name has been chosen, initial sponsors have 

committed and a purpose statement has been prepared 

momentum will begin to build and attract wider support.

	 There are many ways to measure success and, 

in the realm of public opinion especially, growing 

opposition is one of the surest.  We can count on the 

latter from pro-Islamic groups of every kind as they 

come to see that an international effort to promote and 

defend WCIV might frustrate plans for Islamic expansion.

	 As soon as practically possible, based on success 

here, efforts should be commenced to form and establish 

the sibling group in Europe.  There, because of the history 

of problems associated with Islamic populations, some 

degree of political cooperation may become available.  

This is more likely to come from political sources in 

individual nations than from the EU itself, although it’s 

possible that over time Brussels may come to recognize 

Islam as a threat to its own power and existence.

	 One very interesting and important question that 

will arise in the course of establishing a European entity 

is that of Russia which in the past has fought off several 

attempts by Islam to expand northward.  Will Russia’s 

response to a new effort be to look to the west and join 

Europe ?  Or will it allow further Muslim agitation and, 

perhaps, rebellion in its southern and eastern provinces ?   

The reappearance of a Muslim caliphate on its borders is a 

mostly negative possibility for this superpower with one 

foot in Europe and the other in Asia.

	 We have no doubt that a group or organization 

formed to protect WCIV could gain the public interest 

and traction necessary to achieve institutional status 

and support here and in Europe.  It does not have to be 

anti-Muslim, but should be strongly pro-WCIV.  This will 

mean having open discussions of sensitive religious, 

cultural and social differences and calling upon Islam 

to join in.

	 In looking back at its past, it should admit error 

and celebrate success, and it should state clearly that 

WCIV will be defended by whatever unified political, 

economic and social directions are called for.

	

*             *               *

	 Whether practical or desirable, or neither, it is 

probably necessary to give any significant global issue 

exposure to the UN.  This organization, despite a history 

of extensive mismanagement in many of its outreach 

programs, is a recognized voice for influencing global 

opinion and undertaking humanitarian and development 

projects in the third world.

	 A project to defend WCIV would differ in 

significant ways from other public support initiatives.  

It’s primary function will be to inform public opinion and 

create awareness of what appears to be a growing threat.  

It will not be called upon to deliver results in the usual 

political terms of acquired votes, money or territory.  

Its only true gauge of success will be whether others 

are moved to take political and social action.

	 It is almost certainly true today that in our 

western world many more people view Islamic expansion 

as a possible existential threat than those who are 

prepared to take action to resist it.  Awareness is the 

tool available to all that will close that gap.  It will 

activate those on the leading edge of this issue and 

create/increase awareness for those who follow.

	 Our planet has witnessed the rise and fall of 

many human cultures, religions and civilizations; and 

species, too.  Until only recently these events, were 

known and experienced as isolated events, whereas our 

present level of knowledge and technology enables us to 

understand them as caused and connected by a complex 

array of natural forces, food chains, essential resources 

and other shared elements of our environment necessary 

for our survival.

	 Our way of thinking about our planet and 

ourselves has been dramatically changed by our 

technology, and yet we are still struggling in its grip 

to comprehend both what we have accomplished in the 

past and what is possible ahead.  Our future efforts are 

hindered by two very basic limitations — the ever wider 

technological methods and horizons being revealed to 

us, and our inability and/or reluctance to elevate our 

view of societal problems from our present tribal/

national level to one at which we can think and act on 

a larger, civilizational, or planetary, scale.  This act 

of transcendence, if it is to succeed, will demand an 

extraordinary global effort which is not possible given 

our current awareness.  There is much work to be done 

if we are not to “pass and be forgotten with the rest”.19

EPILOGUE

	 There is a disturbing undercurrent that runs 

through our government’s response to the major 

issues of our time.  Islam, as religion and culture, is 

certainly one of them.  Also we can cite uncontrolled 

immigration, consumerism and population; climate 

change and diminishing natural resources; species loss 

and environmental damage; and our failing education 

and social systems.  Sadly, too many of our people in 

and out of government believe that our rescue can be 

accomplished by more of the same — i.e., growth will 

cure all.  But it won’t.
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	 We have a larger government than ever before 

in our history.  To make it run efficiently requires 

more, not less, care and attention from our politicians, 

but their energies are largely directed to matters of 

party politics, personal compensation and serving 

those interests represented by Washington’s extensive 

lobbyist network.

“ Things will work out; they always do — 

one way or the other.”

	 It seems that making our government work, and 

work as much as possible for all Americans as intended 

by our Constitution, is just too much trouble for those 

we have elected.  After all, why bother?  Congress has 

become a very lucrative career.   Things will work out; 

they always do — one way or the other.  Paul Revere, 

where are you when we need you ?

	 In the course of America’s cultural 

transformation that has occurred since WWII we have 

managed to lose much of our sense of identity and 

the unity that it provided.  We have become a hive of 

individuals competing for what we view as the rewards 

to be gained from money, celebrity, consumerism, 

inviolable religious or political beliefs, government, 

our environment, sports, the excessive or mistaken use 

of power and, of course, never ending growth expressed 

statistically by numbers, charts and graphs as a divine 

destiny.

	 But hives are the special provinces of insects 

like bees and ants who can better channel their behavior 

and manage their resources by combining rather than 

competing with each other; and by maintaining throughout 

all their individual tasks the sanctity of shared purpose 

and survival.

3 DIMENSIONAL CHESS - REDUX

	 In our previous issue we likened the NE political 

situation to “3 dimensional chess played on spinning 

boards with explosive pieces”.  Normal chess is played on 

a flat board of two dimensions.  The addition of a third is 

a powerful multiplier of options, risks and consequences.

	 And so it is also in the NE’s continuing warfare 

where the surface dimensions are military and political, 

and where it is generally conceded that a political 

solution is not possible without first establishing by 

military means the peace needed for it to be discussed and 

pursued.  In this two dimensional process, circumstance 

dictates that the US must play a dominant role in its 

military phase and an essential one in transforming its 

military outcome into a hopefully workable, political 

solution acceptable to all parties.

	 But then, there is the third dimension.  In 

geometry it converts a square into a cube and any other 

area into volume.  Similarly, in the NE this massive 

multiplier is religion which underlies and pressures all 

other considerations, and presents an almost impossible 

conundrum — that, whereas the US presence is a military 

and political requisite, it is also a religious and cultural 

irritant.  No matter how much our “great power” status 

provides us with credentials to participate, we are 

religiously and culturally “the other”, not part of 

Islam’s past and only momentary travelers in the present 

whose departure, many Muslims believe, is imminent.  

In the world of contemporary Islam, our culture’s 

“otherness” serves as a constant counterweight to our 

military and political effectiveness.

LOOKING AROUND CORNERS

THE TRUMP CANDIDACY

	 Donald Trump’s recently announced entry as a 

GOP candidate raises a couple of questions.  First, is he 

serious enough to “give it a go” ?   Or will he get bored 

and withdraw after the initial publicity glow fades, as he 

has done before ?  There are aspects of the present race 

that suggest he may choose the former.

	

	 Far more important than his individual status is 

the effect that his message and personality could have 

on the responses and positions of his fellow candidates 

seeking the nomination.  Whatever one may think of 

Trump’s politics, his comments are forceful, plain and 

clear and may well make it impossible for the others in 

the race to “dodge and weave” as they have in the past.  

Trump can apply a kind of “blunt force trauma” not found 

elsewhere.  It may miss its mark, or even backfire, but it 

is always on hand and ready to be used.  If so, the tedious 

format of four years ago would have to be scrapped !

THE KATHRYN STEINLE MURDER

	 The killing of 32-year-old Kathryn Steinle 

in broad daylight in San Francisco by a five times 

deported Mexican with seven felony convictions, 

Francisco Sanchez, will dramatically impact our national 

immigration argument.  First, this crime will be reported 

nationally with the names and images of both killer and 

victim, despite the msm’s reluctance to register anything 

but approval of “open borders” policies and methods.
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The Author’s most recent book, Who Lost 
America?, deals with topics covered in MoC 
issues 19 through 27. Both it and his first 
volume, Eminent Disdain, are available from the 
publisher authorhouse,  at 888-280-7715 or at 
authorhouse.com.

	 Next, and more important, will be the view of how 

our “sanctuary” policies, often favored by Christian and 

other religious groups, are administered at the local 

level and how they contradict and undermine our federal 

immigration law.  We will be treated to wide buck-passing 

and denial of jurisdiction and responsibility by political 

and religious authorities, but in this case there will 

be no hiding place.  What will eventually emerge will 

be a textbook case of how special civic and religious 

interests,  ignore our federal law for their own benefit.

	 We should look for a welcome change in the 

way presidential candidates address the immigration 

issue.  Kathryn Steinle’s random death, while not an act 

of resistance, may attach a forceful image to our 21st 

century immigration issue.
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