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This paper deals with two separate phenomena of which the first, Islamist recruitment, has been a contributing cause of the second. I will therefore approach the topic in two separate sections and then try to draw some conclusions.

Inevitably, I can only do this in broad brush strokes in the time and space allotted.

First, we must define our terms. I understand Islamism to mean the religio – political ideology constructed by Hassan al Banna, the founder of the Muslim Brotherhood (Ikhwan al Muslimoon), Maulana Maududi, the founder of the Jamaat e Islami, and  especially by their successor Sayid Qutb.
They made a clear distinction between what we might term fundamentalism and revivalism, which is marked by an adherence to, or return to, a strict interpretation of the Shariah.
On the other hand, the Islamists’ influences are anti - colonialism, anti – imperialism and anti- westernism fused in a symbiotic fashion with Western leftist ideologies and grafted onto a radicalised and political religious world outlook. Unlike fundamentalists and revivalists, for example the Tablighi Jamaat, Islamists they are not rejecting the ideas and symbols of modernity, they are adapting and using them.

The Sunni Islamist ideologues are the direct descendents of Ibn Taymiyyah, who in the 14th century assumed a self appointed role as legal interpreter of the sayings of the Prophet, and as a consequence of the contemporary threat of the Tatars’ invasion of  Asia Minor, placed the fighting of jihad as an equal or even higher obligation than prayer, fasting or pilgrimage, and Ibn Abd Al Wahab, who in the 19th century rejected all and any theological interpretations and preached a strict adherence only to the teachings of the Prophet.

The Shia also have their ideologues, most importantly Navvab Safavi, a contemporary of Banna whose Fidaaiyun (Devotees of Islam) ideology was the basis of Ruholla Khomeini’s Islamic revolution in Iran. 1
In looking at Islamist groups active on British campuses I exclude the international and foreign based groups which cater to the needs of, and which represent, foreign nationals studying here. Into this category I would put the Federation of Student Islamic Societies (FOSIS).
We should also note that Islamist ideology is not monochrome: it contains a broad spectrum of ideology, from Tariq Ramadan, who argues for a new European Muslim identity at one end, to the Wahabi influenced Salafists of al Qaeda at the other.
I want therefore to focus on three Islamist groups which together represent to a large extent this spectrum of belief. They are Hizb ut Tahrir (HUT - The Islamic Liberation Party), al Muhajiroun (AM - The Emigrants) and its successors, and the Muslim Public Affairs Committee UK (MPAC).

HUT was founded in 1953 by Taqiuddin an Nabhani, a Palestinian Shariah court judge, who had broken from the Muslim Brotherhood to form a vanguardist modern political party dedicated to liberating the Arab Muslim countries from the impact of colonialism, and having as its aim the recreation of the Caliphate which had been dissolved by the Allies in 1924. In doing so he broke from the Brotherhood’s policy of cautious long term development primarily through pedagogic means, but he was also influenced by Haj Amin al Husseini, the pre War Mufti of Jerusalem, who had raised a Muslim army to fight for Hitler’s Third Reich and who was then living in exile in Egypt. Nabhani regarded Husseini as a mentor and his pro Nazi antisemitism consequently influenced Nabhani. But he also took with him the Marxist Leninist mode of operation which was guiding the Brotherhood. 2
HUT first appeared in London in 1988, and was established by Syrian émigrés, in particular Omar Bakri Mohammed and Farid Kassim. Its first branches were at Imperial College and Queen Mary College London and its recruitment was aimed squarely at students, in line with its vanguardist modus operandi. It is essentially an elitist ideology which seeks to recruit among the professional classes and which only seeks mass involvement in its second and third stages of development, when it will attempt to challenge the institutions of the state. 

Its rapid growth since then has been slowed on several occasions, but only barely.  The barriers came firstly from the Committee of Vice Chancellors and Principals of the Universities of the UK (CVCP), now renamed Universities UK, who in July 1998 published a guidance booklet ‘Extremism and intolerance on campus’ for university heads in response to the many complaints from moderate Muslims, Hindus, Sikhs and Jews who resented, and in some cases feared, the bullying tactics of HUT recruiters on campuses. Their report followed an interim report a year earlier, the outcome of which was to seek information from UK colleges. Thirty two colleges responded to this invitation, the majority noting that students were being intimidated. 3
The other barriers were the bans imposed on HUT by the National Union of Students in 1994, 1995 and again in 2004. Interestingly the later ban was extended to all known HUT front groups, but by the end of 2005 it was estimated that it was using an ever widening range of cover names and was active on virtually every major UK campus. It was obvious to some observers that HUT, which had survived over 50 years as a banned organisation in most Arab and central Asian countries, would have perfected the art of concealment and covert operation and could, in effect, run rings round the British law enforcement and educational institutions’ comparatively loose oversight mechanisms. 4
Front names include: the One Nation Society, Islamic Society, Muslim Women’s Cultural Forum, Debating Society, Millennium Society, 1924 Committee, International Affairs Society, Dialogue with Islam.

However, and some might consider perversely,  the NUS Executive voted last August to oppose the ban proposed on HUT and AM in the current anti- terrorism legislation being debated in Parliament and the SOAS students union are about to debate a motion praising HUT, which has been proposed by a member of the NUS National Executive Council. 5
In February 1996 HUT leader Omar Bakri Mohammed announced that he had been compelled to leave the party after 18 years of membership. The disagreement appeared to be over the Middle East based leadership’s annoyance with his publicity seeking gimmicks which are at odds with their more covert and stealthy approach. 6
On quitting, Mohammed claimed to have no ideological disagreement with HUT but it quickly became apparent that he and those who left with him relied on a more aggressive and populist approach which would involve seeking media coverage through publicised opportunistic statements, street demonstrations, mass rallies and public ‘quickie’  conversions. 

This more action oriented approach has been less successful on campuses, and while it is possible to observe instances of leaflet distributions at campuses since then, the group’s ability to establish itself has been less successful. Moreover the subsequent splits have led to some degree of fragmentation, that mirror to some extent the Islamist and Salafi divisions. As a consequence the initial membership gains have been lost and the group does not now compete in size with HUT. 

In October 2004 Mohammed announced the group’s disbandment in the ‘interests of Islamic unity’. Three months later he called for a new coalition behind al Qaeda with Osama bin Laden as the leader. His supporters split and formed two new organisations, al Ghurabaa (The Strangers) and the Saviour Sect, which appeared also to have some HUT members in it. In August 2005 Mohammed fled to Lebanon and in November his successor Anjem Choudary announced the formation of a new Islamist group, Ahl al Sunnah Wal Jamaa’ah (The Messenger and his Companions), which declared its intention of bringing  activists from al Ghurabaa and the Saviour Sect together. 7
With a lack of cohesion and a  less focussed and consistent approach AM has been less successful at campus recruitment, but its material is distributed and its speakers have been invited to speak, despite the NUS ban. 
On 31st September 2001 Mohammed told the Daily Telegraph ‘We teach in universities …….I have penetrated many university campuses. I get a lot of support.’  Perhaps he was exaggerating but there are many examples of HUT speakers appearing at universities, and of HUT recruitment there. 8
Two meetings at Cambridge in February and March 2001, in the name of the Middle East Society and the Organisation for Arab Afghan Unity respectively, were unsuccessful attempts to promote AM and provide it with a platform. However AM leaflets were distributed at freshers’ fairs at Derby University in Spring and Autumn 2000 and at Manchester Metropolitan, Keele and Greenwich universities and LSE and Kings, London regularly from 1998 onwards, indicating some sort of presence.
In November 2005 Choudary spoke at Trinity College Dublin and his speech was widely reported in the local press. 9
The Muslim Public Affairs Committee UK (MPAC) inhabits the other end of the Islamist spectrum, and does not promote Salafism, Rather, it calls for increased engagement in the political process in order to further the Islamist agenda, and has even been bitterly critical of HUT and AM on occasions.
It is a comparatively recent organisation being active only for the past five years and having no mass membership, yet. The four main activists, Asghar Bukhari, Zulfikar Bukhari, Tassadiq Rehman and Madassar Ahmed operate from home, and again until recently were active only online or in some local campaigns to unseat MPs they deemed pro Zionist. Their on - campus activity resulted in a ban after a ‘no platform’ debate at the NUS conference in April 2004 on the grounds that they are homophobic and antisemitic. 10
At the beginning of December 2005 a planned MPAC meeting at Westminster University was banned, in accordance with the NUS decision, but more recently they have publicised plans for the forthcoming NUS annual Blackpool conference in March 2006. Headlined a ‘Student Political Jihad’ they asked supporters to seek nomination as delegates from their unions. They suggested that there would – be candidates seek help from Christian, Socialist, Respect, Hindu and Sikh societies, perhaps rather naively. 11
It is clear that HUT have had success at campus recruitment. The party may be larger anyway than we realise. Demonstrations and rallies can attract at least 10 000, and their strategy of recruitment among the professional classes and aspiring professionals is apparent in the quality of their published material, their advanced use of cyberspace and their growing political sophistication. AM’s appeal appears now to be more for the young Muslims who are distanced from society and who in following the Salafi ideal want some sort of ‘action’, now. Not only did the two suicide bombers of the Mike’s Place Disco in Tel Aviv, pass through AM, albeit briefly, but AM has been responsible for radicalising others who have ended up in Afghanistan, Iraq, Chechnya and Guantanamo Bay. 12
Let me now turn to the second aspect of this presentation. Antisemitism is common to all three groups, because it is a core belief within Islamist ideology.

Hassan al Banna was particularly influenced by the growth of totalitarian ideologies in the 1920s and 1930s. He founded the Brotherhood as a reaction against colonialism, and the competing ideas at that time, and which influenced him, came from fascism, Nazism and communism. Also common to all Islamist ideologies is a belief in conspiracies against Islam, again partly understandable given their origin in battling against western colonialism and other non-Muslim influences. 13
This antisemitism is manifest in many of the groups’ activities and publications. 

For example, HUT first came to attention in the UK in 1988 when its members distributed the ‘Islamic Rule on Hijacking Aeroplanes‘ by Abdul Qadeem Zallum, the then emir of the party, outside the Central London Mosque. He ruled that it was forbidden to hijack a plane, unless it contained Israelis or Jews, in which case it was a duty to do so. 14
On campus, for example, in May 1993, Farid Kassim stated, in a debate at London Guildhall University that it ‘is a duty of the Muslim to kill a Jew’, that the media is controlled by Zionists and that he doubted that any Jews had been killed in the Holocaust. In January 1994 two students were arrested outside UCL for distributing a leaflet which advertised their meeting and which stated that Israel was a crime against Islam. The meeting was banned, but subsequently held at SOAS where a HUT leader noted ‘Let’s be open about this – the Koran does not mention Zionists, it mentions Jews, They are our enemy and insh’allah we will finish them’.
Inevitably AM, like HUT, do not differentiate their attitudes towards Jews, Zionism and Israel. They also promote the hadith which refers to the Jews as ‘the sons of monkeys‘ and the other which states that ‘the hour will not come until the Muslims fight the Jews and kill them’. 15
MPAC have taken a different, but no less confrontationary, direction by publishing links from their website to the works of David Irving, and Simon Sheppard of the BNP, without of course proper attribution, and by promoting Holocaust denial. 16
In campaigning for a more politicised and aggressive Muslim community MPAC spends an equal amount of energy and space to denigrating Jews. Like the others it promotes distortions of the terms ‘Jew’ and ‘Zionist’ and consistently substitutes the latter for the former in an effort to prevent itself from being labelled antisemitic while at the same time it uses the language of classic antisemitism. 

For example, it refers to Zionism as ‘an effectively organised world-wide fascism system’ 17 or again, in an article posted in September 2003, it referred to the Talmud as ‘the most powerful and racist book in the world’. 18 
‘Powerful’ and ‘international’ are frequently employed as adjectives on their website when they refer to Jews; allusions to the might of the alleged international Jewish conspiracy that seeks to control the world. 

MPAC does not support a specific political party. Unlike HUT and AM it does believe in engagement in the political process, but only to advance what it sees as Muslim concerns. It has campaigned for Labour, Conservative and Liberal Democrats who it believes were against the war in Iraq and who are pro Palestinian. 

When it campaigned for Sarah Teather MP, the victorious candidate in the Brent East by-election it published the following on its website:

‘It has paid off. The Liberal candidate won by just over 1000 votes. Imagine if MPAC had not taken the fight on. It was the closest election in years, and the vote was swung by Muslims. MPAC made history in the UK, as the first ever candidate defeated by a Muslim Bloc vote. The Ummah had taken up a political Jihad and delivered a bloody nose to the government that attacked Iraq.‘ 19
Let me finally try to make some assessment. 
HUT has survived for 50 years, and has a sophisticated and experienced leadership promoting an ideology which is central to Islamist demands, the resurrection of a Shariah led caliphate governing a transnational Muslim political entity. Despite its alleged involvement in terrorism in central Asia and the Arab world it can reasonably claim to be nothing more than a Muslim political party in the UK and its appeal is one which is increasingly attractive to young Muslims. Its message is echoed by many other groups, albeit in a more diluted form. 

AM however has moved away from the original theme and openly supports the Global Jihad Movement, although its messaging has been tampered by restrictions placed on it by the law, and by the loss of its charismatic leader, even if he still communicates via cyberspace. It’s appeal is to a narrower grouping and it has, and is likely to continue to have, less success in operating on campus. 

MPAC’s message is a dynamic one holding out the prospect of Muslim political power, but its stridency and extremism could count against it. It is possible that, as with the other two groups, it is the sort of organisation that angry young Muslims join only to leave when they have gained some maturity; that is if they haven’t become radicalised further and not stepped off the conveyor belt to violence that these groups provide. 
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