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INTRODUCTION  

 

All I wanted to do is get back in the course.  Instead, I went to war with the Westôs intelligence 

agencies and my life, whatever is left of it, changed in every respect.   

 

When in 2009 I was thrown out of a political philosophy course at Oxford University on the 

grounds that I had breached netiquette, I did not know that I had fallen victim to a covert 

surveillance and censorship program initiated by Britainôs security apparatus for the purpose of 

combating international terrorism and radicalization.  Nor did I know that this attack on freedom 

of speech, thought and conscience was delegated by the United Nations Security Council with 

the unanimous approval of governments throughout the world and that the worldôs media was 

sworn to secrecy.  Least of all could I have suspected that this program was but an offshoot of 

the global depopulation policy and, as such, of vital importance to the system of global autocracy 

needed to subvert the rule of law and circumvent the democratic process.   

 

I appealed my expulsion, indignant that a university as reputable and famous as Oxford should 

engage in blatant acts of censorship and certain that I would be reinstated in the course.  In the 

process, I unraveled deep secrets that strike at the heart of the New World Order and I have made 

enemies in every secret service agency around the world.   

 

This is the account of my struggle for our fundamental rights in the post 9/11 environment and of 

the sacrifices I had to make to get the spooks out of universities.  It details the three step 

approach by which I succeeded: first, exposed the program; second, challenged it in court; and 

third, forced politicians to dissolve it. 

 

I exposed the surveillance and censorship program by writing a series of articles and informing 

civil  society about its existence.  While the mainstream media refused to publish any of my 

articles, the online media did.  I subsequently challenged the program first in the U.K., by 

adjudicating my expulsion through every level all the way up to the Office of the Independent 

Adjudicator, Englandôs national authority on unresolved disputes within universities.  When I 

exhausted every national means, I turned to the European Court of Human Rights, where I sued 

the government of the U.K. for violating fundamental rights and debasing academic freedom.  

Last, I got on a plane and flew to Strasbourg, France, where for 30 days I engaged in a public 

hunger strike in front of the Council of Europe and addressed the Eurocrats with weekly letters.  

 

The wall of silence I encountered proved impenetrable, as neither the press nor human rights 

organizations dared to break it.  Even though my presence was not acknowledged, I did set in 

motion a crisis of conscience and the authorities did act behind the scenes.  A secret program is 

only useful as long as it remains secret, and I had blown its cover and forced it to be shut down.  

In retaliation, the global establishment of power imprisoned me two days after I returned home to 

Canada and for more than two years has systematically attacked me to force me into submission 

and acquiescence.   

 

They did not succeed and never will.  They have instead awakened me to a life of activism, 

dissent and resistance.   

 
 

http://www.scribd.com/doc/174356184/KILLING-US-SOFTLY-CAUSES-AND-CONSEQUENCES-OF-THE-GLOBAL-DEPOPULATION-POLICY
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A covert surveillance and censorship (SAC) program run by Britainôs secret service agencies 

from spy centers in and outside the UK threatens the democratic foundation of Europe and 

undermines respect for human rights and civil liberties across the Western world.  
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         THE GREAT SECRET 

 
The following article is the result of 17 months of conflict with the British Government, 

Oxford and Leicester universities and 1500 hours of investigative work, time during which I 

took to task dozens of academics, administrators and officials in Britain and the EU.  In the 

process, disturbing truths have come to light about the state of Great Britain and the EU, which 

reveal that Europeôs democratic foundation is at stake.    
 

Imagine a world where what you are allowed to say and think is dictated and controlled from spy 

centers in the tribal and autocratic Muslim states of the Arabian Peninsula, where polygamy is 

ripe, women are hidden behind veils and where some form of Sharia law or no law at all prevails.   

      

Imagine a world where the offspring of the global elites are privy to a great secret that your sons 

and daughters are not and that can ruin their lives before they even have a chance to start.   

 

Imagine a world where the people who are supposed to render justice and defend the law are 

lying through their teeth and judge in bad faith to make sure the governmentôs dirty secrets stay 

secret. 

 

Imagine a world where teachers are forced by secret government decree to fail their students in 

underhanded ways if they say anything critical of the nationôs foreign or domestic policies. 

 

Imagine a world where human rights and civil liberties are just words on paper and where the 

politicians are hypocrites pretending to defend the constitution and the laws of the land.   

 

Imagine a world where the institutions of democracy have been silenced and the press closed to 

any and all who want to tell their fellow citizens about an international attack on liberty, justice 

and equity.   

 

Imagine a world where fact is fiction and fiction fact, because that is the only way to keep 

together a feeble social fabric woven from the knotty thread of distorting inequalities and 

growing inequities.   

 

Imagine a world where the laws of the land apply only to those whose opinions and ideas are 

sanctioned by government censors.   

 

Well, you donôt have to imagine it because you already live in that world; and if not, then you 

are about to live in it thanks to the Machiavellian ingenuity and perverse machinations of the 

British secret services and the gullible leaders of our abandoned democracies throughout the 

western world.   

 

If you live in the United Kingdom or attend any British institution of higher education from close 

or from afar, then that is the reality that is being withheld from you thanks to a covert 

surveillance and censorship (SAC) programme of Britainôs higher education institutions that 

took effect in 2007.  If you live anywhere else in the European Union, then that world is coming 

to your neighborhood soon, if it isnôt already there; just as soon as the Stockholm Programme 

that was agreed upon by the ECôs member states in 2009 takes effect.   
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The surveillance and censorship programme (SAC) I have uncovered during 16 months of 

ongoing conflict with the British government and its intelligence agencies is a full scale assault 

upon free thinking.  It is also a deep secret within a grand deception.  It has its roots in 

CONTEST, The United Kingdom's Strategy for Countering International Terrorism 

(http://www.official-documents.gov.uk/document/cm75/7547/7547.pdf), a government 

document that dates back to 2003.  As Britainôs ñstrategic response to the threat from 

international terrorismò CONTESTôs stated aim is ñto reduce the risk to the UK and its 

interests overseas from international terrorismò.  The strategy has four strands for achieving 

this: Pursue, Prevent, Protect and Prepare, and SAC is part of the Prevent strand.  The 

government introduced its revised Prevent strategy in October 2007 and this is also the time 

when the covert surveillance and censorship programme (SAC) of universities and other higher 

education institutions was initiated after years of painstaking groundwork.  SAC, however, is 

only the latest of a series of sister programmes of surveillance that operate openly in the UK 

since 2003 and that have infiltrated places of worship, prisons, social and sports clubs and target 

mainly, but not exclusively, Muslims in Britain.   

 

The Prevent strand was initially meant ñto stop people becoming terrorists or supporting 

terrorism and violent extremismò and its first objective ï ñto challenge the ideology behind 

violent extremism and support mainstream voicesò ï is what prompted the nationôs politicians to 

empower Britainôs secret service agencies to take control of the nationôs democratic debate and 

to listen in and interfere with any conversation, whether real or virtual, deemed radical.  To 

achieve this they have covertly infiltrated the countryôs higher education institutions to censor 

and control the academic environment.  In the meantime, CONTESTôs Prevent strategy has 

assumed far more odious objectives and its tentacles are strangling every democratic institution 

in the UK, from the press to the judiciary, undermining the very foundation of a free society.  

This has occurred at breakneck speed due to the favorable geopolitical environment provided by 

Al Qaedaôs attacks on America in 2001 and on Europe in 2004 and 2005.       

 

To implement SAC Britainôs spooks needed the collaboration of the nationôs civil society, and 

the participation of Britainôs administrators and academics.  In the name of national security, 

they asked them to compromise the core values of democracy, pervert the premise of academic 

discourse, and sell out the sanctity of the academic environment.  They obtained their 

collaboration by reminding them that funding for their institutions, departments and research will 

be abundant for those who collaborate and subject to review for those who donôt.  Once a 

universityôs administrators, to feather their own beds, agree to collaborate with the government 

on SAC, the academics are forced to cooperate by threatening them with staff redundancy rules 

which include, as at Cambridge University, a vague list of disciplinary offences such as 

óunreasonable refusal to carry out a reasonable instructionô or the catch-all óany other act of 

serious misconductô (http://www.cl.cam.ac.uk/~rja14/ccf/statute-u.html).   Since competition for 

teaching jobs at British universities is fierce, the incentive is to cooperate or else risk losing 

oneôs teaching position and the ability to work at any and all British universities.      

 

SAC works by circumventing, ignoring or blatantly violating both national and international 

laws.  Government agents operating from within and outside the country ï should the course be 

offered virtually - are assigned to specific universities where they enroll in programs and courses 

as regular students, paying tuition fees out of pocket.  This allows universities to play innocent 

http://www.official-documents.gov.uk/document/cm75/7547/7547.pdf
http://www.cl.cam.ac.uk/~rja14/ccf/statute-u.html
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should anyone cry foul and to avoid legal repercussions for violating privacy rules, expressional 

rights, freedom of conscience, education law and the trust of their students.  Once imbedded, the 

spies masquerade as legitimate students while secretly collaborating with the course tutors.  They 

gather information on every student, test the studentsô allegiance to the system, assist the course 

tutors in deflecting and diverting the discussions away from subjects the government deems 

taboo when the opinions expressed by students run counter to Britainôs foreign or domestic 

policies, bully and coerce students into toeing the politically correct line, manufacture consent 

and, should that fail, provoke students to commit netiquette breaches or simply create an 

environment so harassing as to cause targeted students to quit their studies of their own accord.  

The overall effect is to brainwash the young and the impressionable to hold skewed and 

hypocritical views in line with the British Governmentôs foreign and domestic policy objectives 

and not to question the new world order or criticize its shortcomings and injustices.         

 

Should a student, for instance, criticize the wars in Iraq or Afghanistan and Britainôs involvement 

in them, mention the word Caliphate, point out that the worldôs worst nuclear proliferators are all 

western nations, suggest that Al Qaida has more than marginal support among Muslims, identify 

the ongoing conflict between the West and Islam as a war of civilizations, or as much as whisper 

the notion that Iran is as entitled as any other nation to pursue a nuclear programme, a scripted 

and well-rehearsed censorship mechanism is activated.  The spy and the course tutor first gang 

up on the hapless student to challenge his arguments and to require substantiation, and if that 

does not work to accuse him of over-simplification, lack of sophistication, sweeping 

generalizations or intellectual shortcomings.  Should the student stand his ground or refuse to 

sing from the same song sheet as the censoring duo then his marks will take a dive.  Any further 

infringement of the British Governmentôs secret dictates and directives will result in failing 

marks regardless of the quality of the studentôs assignments.   

 

Since the guiding principle of CONTEST is to defend Britainôs ñshared valuesò and ñcommunity 

cohesionò the censoring duo (secret agent + course tutor) or trio ï since oftentimes a student who 

is in training to become a censor will also be used to hone in on the victim ï has absolute 

discretion in deciding who is in violation.  And since students lack any real recourse should they 

fall afoul of the censors, this gives them unchecked authority that can be abused and misused.  

Showing republican tendencies, pointing out that monarchies are antithetical to democracies, and 

calling for the dissolution of the British monarchy; criticizing the system of parliamentary 

democracy and advocating for direct democracy; or suggesting a more equitable distribution of 

labor and wealth in free-market societies, can be sufficient reason to trigger oneôs expulsion.  

What is even more disturbing is that oneôs ethnicity, nationality, color, religion as well as 

political persuasion are used to profile students and to discriminate against them in the name of 

defending Britainôs shared values and community cohesion.   

 

To avoid lawsuits for engaging in censorship, discrimination, and freedom of speech violations, 

the favorite methods of triaging unconforming, undesirable and ñun-Britishò students out of 

universities are netiquette breaches and the unfair evaluation of assignments leading either to 

direct expulsions or, respectively, to voluntary withdrawals.  If students cannot be reformed or 

intimidated into submission, or if they happen to be deemed not British enough by the censors 

then they will be harassed to such an extent that they will drop out of the program of their own 

accord.    Alternatively, students who cannot be coerced to abandon their convictions and ideals 
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and to adopt and regurgitate the British Governmentôs propaganda are expelled for netiquette 

breaches, which are carefully instigated, especially in the case of courses offered virtually.   

 

To ensure that SAC remains secret and that it is not challenged in a court of law for its obvious 

ethical and legal violations, the entire system has been rigged.  The institutions of government 

and the organizations of civil society have been either redesigned to be ineffective or coerced to 

remain silent and the rule of law has been perverted to ensure that the laws of the land are used to 

suppress rather than defend truth and justice.   

    

Universities that run SAC have been allowed to make their internal processes for conflict 

resolution a complete farce in order to hide the existence of SAC and their collaboration with the 

government in running it.  Oxford and Leicester, the universities where I uncovered SAC, have 

even gone so far as to deny me (and everyone else, I suspect) the right to protest the existence of 

SAC on their campuses.  They continue, however, to portray themselves as bastions of free 

speech.1  To cover their shame, universities that have been exposed go so far as to threaten legal 

action against students who communicate their findings with their fellow students.2  And if 

intimidation does not work, they then refuse to issue a Completion of Procedures letter, which a 

student needs to take his or her complaint to an authority outside the university.3    

 

The Office of the Independent Adjudicator (OIA), which is the highest authority in Britain to 

adjudicate conflicts unresolved at the university level, was intentionally not given the mandate to 

consider complaints that relate to matters of academic judgment.  Since matters relating to 

prejudice or bias in the conduct of the assessment process ï SACôs favorite method of getting rid 

of students ï can be pursued only at the university level, any and all incidents of censorship are 

thus buried within the university and rarely reach the OIA.  But even if they do reach it, the OIA 

is under government directive not to address complaints that expose the existence of SAC and to 

instead conduct bogus investigations.  To prevent the establishment of precedents, the OIA 

refuses to release information on how many of the complaints it receives annually mention 

censorship, which runs counter to its declared transparency policy.  And to shelter it from being 

forced to release damning information through the Freedom of Information Act, the government 

has exempt the OIA from having to open its books to such scrutiny and public oversight. This is 

all the more egregious and suspicious since officially the OIA promises full transparency and 

complete impartiality.  The OIA plays dirty in other ways too: by delaying its verdicts, refusing 

to issue a copy of the rules that govern it4, or communicating with the universities it investigates 

                                                           
1
 Leicester Universityôs Academic Registrar, Kathy Williams, wrote to me on the 8th of April, 2010: ñThe 

University will not grant you permission to use the Universityôs grounds for the purpose of conducting a hunger 

strike, or indeed, as you are no longer a student of the University, for any purpose at all.  Our security service is 

being provided with your name and such personal details as you volunteered to us when you registered, and if you 

attempt to initiate the action you describe you will be asked by them to leave the campus.  If you refuse to leave 

voluntarily, the police will be called.ò 
2
 Leicester University threatened legal action if I continue to share my findings with other students.  I wrote back: 

ñGiven the many dirty secrets Leicester is trying to cover up, you would do me a great favour by initiating a lawsuit 

against me.  I therefore urge you to do so at the earliest possible date.ò  Needless to say, they have not followed 

their threat with action.  
3
 In my case, both Leicester and Oxford University have refused to issue a Completion of Procedures Letter, even 

though this flies in the face of their rules, in order to prevent me from taking my case to the OIA. 
4
 This is particularly egregious since its primary function is to determine if universities follow the rules.  Obviously, 

by refusing to make its own rules public, the OIA is bound by no rules and instead reserves the right to make its own 
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and with government agencies without the knowledge of the complainants, all of which fly in the 

face of its stated transparency and independence.  The OIAôs principal role, therefore, is to give 

students the illusion that their complaints are being considered in good faith and that the system 

works, when in fact they will be shelved without any regard to their validity and with complete 

disdain for the law, as long as they contain any reference to SAC.  The OIA is the graveyard for 

SAC complaints; that is where they are buried and the slate is wiped clean. 

 

Students who accuse their universities of censorship and thus with violations of Article 10 

(Freedom of Expression) of the European Convention on Human Rights, Article 9 (Freedom of 

Thought, Conscience and Religion), and Article 2 (Right to Education), or with discrimination, 

as defined by Article 14, will also not have their cases heard by the Equality and Human Rights 

Commission (EHRC), the watchdog charged with promoting and enforcing equality and non-

discrimination laws, as well as human rights in Britain.  Its power to investigate human rights 

violations resulting from CONTESTôs many programs, SAC included,  has been clipped from its 

inception in 2007, the very year SAC was initiated, and when the EHRC replaced three previous 

commissions that had real teeth.  The EHRC eschews its responsibility and hides its complicity 

in keeping SAC secret by conveniently and conspicuously invoking short statutes of limitation, 

so short in fact that a universityôs internal adjudication process will not have ended, or by failing 

to admit a complaintôs validity.   To look busy, the EHRC issues meaningless guides on best 

practices that are routinely ignored and never enforced.   

 

The Information Commissionerôs Office (ICO), which is the public body in charge of 

investigating violations of the Freedom of Information Act, the Data Protection Act and the 

Privacy and Electronic Communications (EC Directive) Regulations 2003, thus with undue 

eavesdropping into peopleôs communications via computers and access to electronic data ï  all of 

which SAC violates with impunity ï no longer even bothers to reply to complaints that allege 

such violations.  The excuse the ICO uses is that it is backlogged to such an extent that it takes 

years to hear from them.  Giving secret government agents unencumbered access to studentsô 

personal data and to their most intimate and honest thoughts posted on course forums and in 

written assignments is obviously a clear and gross violation of the Data Protection Act and 

privacy laws.  More than this, the information is gathered by foreign nationals in the employ of 

front organizations, such as the Qatar Foundation in Doha, Qatar, where the British intelligence 

agencies have located one of SACôs spy centers.  This means that the data is taken out of Britain 

and even out of the European Union, without the knowledge let alone the consent of the 

individuals concerned, to be used and abused any which way the British and Qatari intelligence 

agencies wish.  The Data Protection Act is thus violated in every respect, both in the letter and 

the spirit in which it was written.   

 

Last but not least, claims for discrimination in post 16 education must be taken to county court 

within 6 months less 1 day from the date of discrimination to have oneôs claim heard.  This again 

means that no student could possibly get through their universityôs internal adjudication process 

within that time, let alone reach a county court.   

                                                                                                                                                                                           
rules as it goes along and as it best suits its interests.  I have requested the OIAôs rule book from its Chief Executive, 

Robert Behrens, six times and after initially ignoring me he instructed his Secretary, Ben Elger, to attempt to pass 

me a pamphlet as the rule book.  When that didnôt work, he finally admitted that he will not release the rule book 

and offered no explanation why, all the while hiding behind his Secretary.   

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Privacy_and_Electronic_Communications_(EC_Directive)_Regulations_2003
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To shield itself from international opprobrium at the EU level and from being forced to adhere to 

the laws it professes to obey by a European court of law, the UK has refused to be bound by the 

Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union and its elements of judicial and penal 

policy.  This amounts to a free pass to trample the rights and freedoms of any European citizen 

(or indeed of any citizen period) without fear of being held accountable in a court of law outside 

the UK.  And inside the UK, of course, no lawyer or law society will contest the legitimacy of 

CONTEST and SAC.  I should know, for I tried and failed to get any solicitorôs interest.  

 

Prevent strategy updates published by various local authorities such as police departments as 

well as the progress and assessment reports published by the British Government on CONTEST 

neither address grievances nor report incidents of abuse and mistakes in the delivery of the 

Prevent programme.  Instead they invariably declare that no human rights implications arise as a 

result of Prevent.  This blatant dishonesty serves the purpose of disarming criticism of the 

programme, which is deeply unpopular especially among Muslim communities, creating the 

impression that the rule of law still applies in the UK, as well as exonerating ministerial 

authorities, who are supposed to exercise oversight over CONTEST ï namely the Home 

Secretary and the National Security and International Development Committee (NSID) ï from 

any responsibility should the consequences of Prevent explode into criminal abuse or civil 

unrest.   

 

Between 2003 and 2007, thus prior to SACôs implementation, the UK totally redesigned its 

public bodies so as to ensure that no claim for human rights violations or discrimination can find 

an independent and impartial investigating body.  This was done systematically and intentionally 

to ensure that SAC meets with no opposition and that it cannot be exposed or challenged in a 

court of law.  In the process, the rule of law has been suspended and replaced with government 

diktats5, reducing the entire officialdom to systemic dishonesty and state-sanctioned fraud and 

turning the nationôs higher education institutions into propaganda and indoctrination machines.6 

 

Since no secret program can stay secret long enough in a democracy with a functioning and free 

press, the British Government had to also silence the media.  It did and continues to do so by 

imposing publication bans on any and all newspapers and media channels that get a whiff of 

SAC.  Defence Advisory Notices, which are official requests to news editors not to publish or 

broadcast items on specified subjects for reasons of national security, are slapped on editorsô 

desks to keep their newspapers or TV stations quiet.   

                                                           
5
 Paradoxically, the rule of law has been identified as the number one feature of britishness, the first and most 

important among ten core values Britainôs counter-terrorism strategy is supposed to protect from terrorists.  ñNo one 

is above the law - not even the governmentò declares The Telegraph proudly and confidently.  

(http://www.telegraph.co.uk/comment/telegraph-view/3618632/Ten-core-values-of-the-British-identity.html ) 
6
 Of the dozens of officials I have dealt with in Britain only one has proven to be brave and honourable.  Colin 

Atkinson, Leicesterôs Information Officer, in answering my request under the Freedom of Information Act about the 

identity of Carla Liuzzo (the spy working from Qatar on behalf of the British and Qatari intelligence agencies) and 

the universityôs collaboration with the government in censoring the academic environment, has confirmed that the 

University of Leicester must ñwork in partnership with other organisations and agencies on matters of national 

security and law enforcement, and in order to combat such very serious issues as terrorism and organised crimeò 

and that the information office cannot release information about Carla Liuzzo because such information cannot be 

disclosed due to Section 23(3) ñinformation supplied by, or relating to, bodies dealing with security mattersò.  He 

covered himself by adding that this neither confirms nor denies that the University holds such information.    

http://www.dnotice.org.uk/standing_da_notices.htm
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/comment/telegraph-view/3618632/Ten-core-values-of-the-British-identity.html
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While it is unclear to me how a similar ban is imposed on the European media from Brussels, it 

is clear that such a mechanism indeed exists.7  Although I have contacted a number of important 

newspapers in Germany, France, Italy and Spain not one of them has even bothered to 

acknowledge receipt of my evidence let alone publish it.   

 

To ensure that SAC remains operational, secret and unchallenged, the British government has 

also bullied human rights organizations, such as Liberty, and student unions to keep their hands 

off any cases brought forth that so much as mention SAC and to refrain from publicizing its 

existence.   

 

Without recourse to the law or access to the media, aggrieved individuals who want to peacefully 

protest their mistreatment, seek redress, or inform the public about the existence of SAC meet 

with police threats.8   Indeed, police constabularies actively deny individuals the right to protest 

the existence and abuses of SAC, even though the right to protest is enshrined in Article 11 of 

the European Convention on Human Rights.   

 

The final slap in the face of human rights and civil liberties comes through bilateral agreements 

on countering terrorism forged at the national level between Britain and its Commonwealth allies 

and multilateral agreements at the EU level to ensure that Canada, Australia, the U.S. and New 

Zealand remain silent about covert ops that violate their citizensô rights both directly and 

indirectly through social controls, censorship or consent manufacturing.  Counter-terrorism 

clauses in agreements between the EU and third countries on co-operation in international and 

regional organizations, as well as counter-terrorism related assistance to select partners ensure 

that 80 countries so far will refrain from exposing SAC and programs like it.  Democratic 

processes and human rights are thus undermined or outright suspended across the world in the 

name of security and thanks to the diabolical work of Britainôs secret service agencies.  

 

Throughout the western world, the good men have gone into hiding, lest they should be accused 

of fraternizing with the enemy or standing up for potential terrorists.  Institutions of last resort 

for the defense of human rights and civil liberties refuse to get involved because taking on their 

government is a daunting task with few chances of success.  I have personally appealed to the 

Canadian Civil Liberties Association (CCLA) and to the American Civil Liberties Union 

(ACLU), organizations that advocate and litigate for individual rights.  The CCLA has responded 

that this is an issue they do not want to get involved in while the ACLU has completely ignored 

my plea for help.  I fared no better with academic centers that advocate for civil liberties: The 

Citizen Lab at the Munk Centre for International Studies, University of Toronto (Canada); 

Professor Ross Anderson at Cambridge University (UK), and The Defence of Civil Rights in 

                                                           
7
 Freedom House as well as the Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF), both of which 

I have contacted several times, have not answered my repeated calls to help me identify the mechanism employed by 

the EU to muzzle the media.  It is frightening that these two international and ostensibly independent organisations 

have become mere arms of the political establishment and enablers of censorship.     
8
 Chief Superintendent Brendan O'Dowda of Oxford police and Deputy Chief Constable Gordon Fraser of Leicester 

police have both denied me the right to protest, thus violating Article 11 of the European Convention of Human 

Rights, and have insinuated that if I do so I will be in violation of the law.  When asked which law they are referring 

to they went silent.  O'Dowda went so far as to even attempt to intimidate me by suggesting that I will be in trouble 

with the immigration authorities if I enter the country. 
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Academia (DCRA) Project of the National Council of Arab Americans (United States).   These 

institutions of civil society have been defanged, silenced or, respectively, dissolved.   

 

In this environment of see no evil, hear no evil, clearing oneôs name from the stigma of 

terrorism, subversion, extremism or radicalism is neigh impossible once these labels are applied, 

and especially when they are applied without the victimôs knowledge.  Giving the power to 

assign such labels to apologists, ideologues, censors and simpletons with hidden personal 

agendas, class interests and no real oversight is a recipe for disaster, especially since such 

individuals have a license to stand in judgment over our opinions and convictions in secret, under 

false pretences, without our knowledge, without due process, in contempt of the law, and across 

international borders where they have no jurisdiction.   

 

The cancer spreads 

The genie is now out of the bottle and getting it back will be impossible since the checks and 

balances between the institutions meant to protect democracies from such abuses no longer exist 

and the rule of law has been suspended. Not surprisingly, SAC has expanded exponentially not 

only in scope but also in reach, absorbing ever more human and financial resources.    

 

As expected, the program is already out of control.  Having run out of Muslims to harass and 

kick out of the United Kingdom on legitimate and illegitimate grounds, for good and for bad 

reasons, it has now honed in on foreigners of all colors and creeds; they are obviously un-British 

and jeopardize community cohesion.  Foreigners whose opinions and convictions diverge from 

those prescribed by the British Government and who dare reach out for power jobs in 

government or professions sought after by the privileged locals, are a favorite target, if not by 

policy than by dint of the popular mood reflected in the authority given imbedded government 

agents to exercise their deepest personal prejudices and their communityôs hatreds and biases 

with no oversight or safeguards.  Expressions of such biases and hatreds are particularly ugly and 

prevalent at a time when employment is sparse because the economy of Britain is in shambles 

and meaningful employment throughout the western world is increasingly becoming a privilege.    

 

From the evidence I have been able to gather, SACôs true objectives are far more insidious still 

and a lot broader than first expected, which is why it is kept secret at all costs.  They are as 

follows: 

 

1. Force the public to accept the status quo by discouraging or even obstructing criticism of 

the system and government actions and by creating artificial support for unpopular 

policies like the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.    

2. Deny minorities, and especially Muslims, the ability to voice their grievances and to 

speak in defense of their values and convictions so as to keep them silent, weak, divided, 

isolated and suspicious of one another in order to prevent them from participating in the 

democratic process, the nationôs discourse, and the political system.   

3. Ensure that new ideas that challenge the wisdom of the current political and economic 

system are suppressed and discarded before they reach a mass audience and that those 

who put forth such ideas are discriminated against and prevented from graduating from 
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university and succeeding in life in order to ensure that they have no opportunity to 

change the system from within, command a public podium, or contribute to professional 

publications.     

4. Annihilate cultural differences from the public sphere to create the illusion of community 

cohesion and to sell the notion that the many factions that make up the pluralist and 

multi-religious society of Britain could possibly coexist solely on the basis of a shared set 

of values.  This amounts to denying members of different cultural groups their true 

identity.   

5. Fill the civil service and ministry ranks of foreign nations, as well as the ranks of 

international and transnational institutions and organizations, with graduates who have 

abandoned their peopleôs values and best interests and who for reasons of personal 

benefit and advancement have made Britainôs agenda their own.   

6. Exercise undue influence on the people and governments of other European countries in 

order to gradually and underhandedly shape the EU in Britainôs image.  This requires the 

active suppression of other nationôs identities and their cultural subjugation to ensure that 

no competing world views capture the imagination of humanity and supplant the existing 

Western order.   

The cancer of CONTEST and its most covert and virulent progeny, SAC, has spread to the 

European Community.  In 2009, the EU Member States have agreed on a framework of 

cooperation, called the Stockholm Programme, in several areas of security policy, including 

counter-terrorism, for the period 2010-2014.  Supposedly promoting "openness and security", the 

Stockholm Programme has begun unleashing the same covert surveillance and censorship 

operations upon the rest of Europe as are commonplace in Britain.  This new security 

architecture will allow individual governments and Brussels to misuse and abuse the instruments 

introduced for the purpose of counter-terrorism to quell legitimate social protests and to pursue 

social engineering goals without constitutional restrictions and despite grassroots opposition.  If 

the UK is any indication, the fundamental rights promised citizens by the European Union, and 

enshrined in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union, will be conditional upon 

oneôs willingness to say and do only what the European Commission dictates.9   

 

With unabashed disregard for appearances, the Directorate-General for Justice, Freedom and 

Security (recently split into the Directorate-General for Justice and the Directorate-General for 

Home Affairs), Europeôs agency for, ironically, protecting fundamental rights and creating a 

                                                           
9
 Since the Stockholm Programme was agreed upon during the Swedish presidency of the EU, I asked the Prime 

Minister of Sweden, Fredrik Reinfeldt, and the Minister for European Union Affairs in the Swedish government, 

Birgitta Ohlsson, if ñthe Stockholm Agreement will implement the surveillance and censorship program (SAC) of the 

academic environment throughout the EU, as already covertly practised in the UK since 2007 under the auspices of 

CONTEST, Britain's anti-terrorism strategyò and ñif SAC will be implemented covertly or overtly in other EU states 

with the tacit or implicit knowledge and permission of the Swedish Presidency and under the legislative framework 

provided by the Stockholm Agreementò.  Since they have failed to respond, I take their silence as confirmation that 

this is indeed the case.   

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charter_of_Fundamental_Rights_of_the_European_Union
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Minister_for_EU_Affairs_(Sweden)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Government_of_Sweden
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European area of freedom, security and justice, has adopted the UKôs CONTEST strategy and 

text wholesale, so much so that its webpage on terrorism is nearly a carbon copy of CONTEST 

and its four strategy strands ï Pursue, Prevent, Protect and Prepare (http://ec.europa.eu/home-

affairs/policies/terrorism/terrorism_intro_en.htm).    

 

To protect SAC from being exposed, the EC has adopted the same methods of obstruction and 

obfuscation as those developed in Britain.  An appeal for justice addressed to the Commissioner 

for Education, Mrs. Androulla Vassiliou10, will be promptly answered by none other than Dr. 

Martin Schieffer11, the Acting Head of Unit F1 (Fight against Terrorism), of Directorate F 

(Security) of the EC (which as of 2010 has become Directorate A of the Directorate-General for 

Home Affairs).  He will confidently inform you that the violations of fundamental rights you 

allege have no link to European Union law and that the EC has therefore no power to intervene 

                                                           

10
 I subsequently asked the Commissioner for Education, the following:  ñDear Commissioner Vassiliou, On the 3

rd
 

of April I send you an email (see File 1) informing you about the existence of a surveillance and censorship program 

in British universities under the auspices of CONTEST ï The United Kingdomôs Strategy for Countering 

International Terrorism ï and requesting that I lodge a complaint since the program in question violates European 

education law and human rights.  To date, I have not received an answer from you, but only a reply from Dr. Martin 

Schieffer, Acting Head of Unit F1 (Fight against Terrorism) from Directorate F (Security) of the European 

Commission (see File 2).  I found it rather puzzling that a request about education law and human rights addressed 

to you should be answered by the European Commissionôs terrorism unit acting head, especially since such 

knowledge is outside Dr. Schiefferôs expertise.  Since I am about to lodge a complaint with the European Court of 

Human Rights, I need you to commit yourself in writing that my case presents no evidence of violations of European 

education law and European human rights law, as Dr. Martin Schieffer has indicated on your behalf.  Dr. Schieffer 

will be able to send you the material I forwarded to your office at that time.  If not, I will be more than happy to 

personally send you the files.  Should I not hear from you personally, I will take this as evidence that your office is 

being misused to cover up the existence of the surveillance and censorship program I have identified and exposed.  I 

am attaching my latest correspondence with the OIA to further elucidate the issues at hand and the stage of my 

ongoing appeal within Britain (see File 3).  Should you wish to read the 24 supporting documents of File 3, I will be 

more than happy to send them to you.  I look forward to hearing from you. Sincerely, Kevin Galalae.ò Not 

surprisingly, she has refused to respond and has gone into hiding.  As one would have expected given her actions, 

Mrs. Vassiliou studied law at Middle Temple Inn of Court in London (1961-1964) and international affairs at the 

London Institute of World Affairs (1964-1966).  It appears that her loyalties lie with the British Government rather 

than the rule of law, justice, and the rights and freedoms of the citizens of the EU. 

11
 I have asked Dr. Schieffer on multiple occasions to explain his actions, but to date he has remained silent and 

seems to have disappeared from the face of the earth. . I wrote to him:  ñDear Dr. Schieffer, On the 19
th
 of May, 

2010, you replied to an inquiry I made to Commissioner Androulla Vassiliou (see File 1), regarding the violation of 

human rights and education law in British universities.  I am currently preparing a complaint for the Council of 

Europeôs European Court of Human Rights and I am attempting to explain why an inquiry I made to the 

Commissioner for Education was answered by the Acting Head of Unit F 1 (Fight against Terrorism) of Directorate 

F, which is responsible for Security.  Am I to understand this as (1) confirmation that the surveillance and 

censorship program I identified in British universities is operating with the knowledge and consent of the European 

Commission and (2) that it may be extant beyond Britain and active in universities throughout the EU?  The current 

Stockholm Programme on cooperation seems to also reinforce this conclusion.  Furthermore, could you please 

provide your expertise and qualifications in the area of education law and human rights?  The information I have 

gathered thus far seems to indicate that you have no expertise in these areas and that you are therefore ill-qualified 

to assess the validity of complaints that relate to human rights and education law.  Last but not least, I would like to 

know if it is common practice within the European Commission to have requests addressed to the Commissioner for 

Education answered by the Acting Head of the Fight against Terrorism unit.   I look forward to your reply. Regards, 

Kevin Galalae.ò   

 

http://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/policies/terrorism/terrorism_intro_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/policies/terrorism/terrorism_intro_en.htm
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and that you should seek redress at national level through the competent authorities, including 

the courts.   

 

By refusing to investigate abuses committed at the national level, the EC gives its Member States 

a free pass to implement whatever restrictive and undemocratic policies they deem necessary 

without fear of being prosecuted by the European Court of Human Rights or any other EU 

agency.  The freedom to abuse the law and violate citizensô rights at the national level without 

fear of repercussions at the EU level is what would have made European consent for the 

Stockholm Programme possible.  

  

Maintaining Europe-wide secrecy of covert operations that blatantly violate citizenôs 

fundamental rights and civil liberties is achieved through a dozen conventions, joint actions, 

framework decisions and instruments designed to combat terrorism (http://ec.europa.eu/home-

affairs/doc_centre/intro/docs/jha_acquis_1009_en.pdf, pp. 34-5).  The Stockholm Agreement, it 

is safe to say, is Europeôs first step towards autocracy and totalitarianism.  And covert programs 

like SAC are the instruments that sow the destruction of Europeôs democracies.     

 

Binding and non-binding agreements at the EU level between Member States and bilateral 

agreements with western allies have elevated solidarity and collective action on combating 

terrorism above human rights and civil liberties, allowing allied states to violate or suspend the 

rights of each othersô citizens as they see fit.  That is why every appeal I made in Canada to my 

local Member of Parliament12 and the heads of various political parties in the opposition have 

fallen on deaf ears.  Canadaôs political establishment, like that of every EU Member State, has 

betrayed its citizens.  Even the hunger strike I staged on Canadaôs Parliament Hill at the 

beginning of May has failed to convince Canadaôs politicians to act in accordance with the 

nationôs Charter of Rights and Freedoms, which they purport to obey and defend.13   

 

The Solidarity Clause (contained in Article 42 of the draft Constitution for Europe) of the 

Declaration on Combating Terrorism of 25 March 2004 states that Member States and acceding 

                                                           
12

 Peter Milliken, the local MP, did absolutely nothing.  As alumnus of Oxford University, Mr. Milliken chose to put 

the interests of his university ahead of the fundamental rights of his constituents.  As elected Member of Parliament 

and Speaker of the House of Commons, Mr. Milliken has sworn to uphold and protect the Charter of Rights and 

Freedoms.  Instead, he joined the editor of the local newspaper, Claude Scilley of The Whig Standard, to ensure that 

Canadians are kept in the dark about the fact that their children are being ideologically purged, intellectually 

brainwashed, spied on and censored in British universities and that the constitutionally protected rights of Canadians 

are being trampled upon by the British Government with the full knowledge and tacit consent of the Canadian 

Government.   The toxic combination of Canadaôs corporate owned media and a political establishment beholden to 

the British Crown and compromised by bilateral and multilateral cooperation agreements on counter-terrorism have 

annihilated freedom of speech, the rule of law and human rights in the country to which I immigrated as a child. 

  
13

 Due to personal circumstances my hunger strike was, unfortunately, much shorter than I intended, lasting only 

four days, two at home and two in front of parliament.  As it came at the wrong time - three weeks before the birth 

of my second son - I had to abort it when my wifeôs blood pressure rose to dangerous levels.  During my hunger 

strike the Canadian media completely ignored me, walking past me like I was invisible. Only one reporter spoke to 

me in passing and told me that no politician speaks to the press about my subject and that as long as nobody talks to 

them their hands are tied.  The politicians too ignored me. The only one who talked to me in passing was Bob Rae, 

the Foreign Affairs critic for the Liberal Party, who told me not to ruin my health for this cause and to contact CSIS 

(the Canadian spy agency) and show them my evidence. I immediately phoned them and was told that someone 

would contact me soon. Six months later and I am still waiting.   

http://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/doc_centre/intro/docs/jha_acquis_1009_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/doc_centre/intro/docs/jha_acquis_1009_en.pdf
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/79637.pdf
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States must act jointly and have a common approach to combating terrorism.  This, in addition to 

intelligence sharing and a Europe-wide legislative framework, further weds Europeôs Member 

States to central directives on security issues that are binding throughout the EU.  This means 

that once labeled or red-flagged as a potential threat or an enemy of the state by one of SACôs 

agents, an individual will have an uphill battle to prove his innocence and will be indefinitely 

treated as persona non grata throughout the EU and beyond.  The full consequences of such 

labeling to the individual concerned remain secret.  In my case, I have been denied tertiary 

education, a slew of fundamental rights, and the renewal of my Romanian passport, all of which 

have far-reaching consequences for my life now and in the future.   

 

The Declaration on Combating Terrorism has paved the way for an aggressive EU-wide policy 

on the prevention of radicalization leading to terrorism, which is indeed recognized in the 2009 

extended report on the Evaluation Of The Hague Programme And Action Plan as ñthe core of the 

ópreventingô strand of the European Union's counter-terrorism policyò (p. 47).   

 

Europeôs Prevent strand is, not surprisingly, a carbon copy of Britainôs CONTEST document and 

is based on the same four studies as Britainôs (three of which are indeed British).  Not 

surprisingly, as in Britain, it has generated a series of projects (seven to date) to tackle 

radicalization throughout society: in prisons, places of worship, higher education institutions, and 

elsewhere.  These are intrusions into peopleôs lives that engender flagrant violations of 

fundamental rights, but that are supposed to be kept under control through Handbooks of Good 

Practices.  These publications spell out ñbest practices in cooperation initiatives between 

authorities and civil society designed to prevent and respond to violent radicalizationò and, as in 

Britain, they will be fully ignored, just as the evaluation reports by oversight authorities that are 

supposed to ensure the programs are in conformity with the law and that the rules are respected, 

will never be reached by reports of wrongdoing and abuse, which will have been purged from the 

public record along the way.   As in Britain, progress reports and evaluation reports will fail to 

register abuses and will declare instead with unabashed dishonesty that CONTESTôs Prevent 

strategy entails no human rights breaches and that to date no violations have been registered.  

Civilian oversight will thus be bypassed at the EU, as within the UK, with cleansed reports that 

in turn ensure not only the survival of the program but also its proliferation into ever more 

intrusive and pervasive forms.   

 

How many people have been expelled from Britain or persecuted as a result of SAC is therefore 

a well-guarded secret both at the national and EU level.  The EUôs 2009 document on the 

progress made by anti-terrorist legislation (TE-SAT 2009: EU Terrorism Situation and Trend 

Report, published by EUROPOL) has exempted Britain from even supplying itemized figures on 

the ñnumber of arrested terrorism suspects in 2008ò or the ñnumber of failed, foiled or successful 

attacks in 2006, 2007 and 2008ò, which aids the UK in hiding the true figures. 

 

Prevent is spreading like wildfire and is here to stay.  In its 2010 annual report on CONTESTôs 

progress the UK Government declares that its Prevent program ñhas established local and 

national partnerships with an increasingly broad range of community groups and organizations, 

successfully delivering over 1,000 projectsò (p. 12) and over 250 overseas projects ñin countries 

and regions which are most significant for the threat to the UK and our interestsò (p. 14).    

 

http://ec.europa.eu/justice_home/doc_centre/doc/sec_2009_766_en.pdf
http://www.official-documents.gov.uk/document/cm78/7833/7833.pdf
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In preparation for the Europe-wide expansion of SAC, the UK has set up an organization, called 

The Group, to distribute the materials and know-how necessary to initiate SAC programmes.  

The GROUP, as well as the National Archives, refuse however to release the propaganda and 

indoctrination materials they have on the subject.  I have made multiple enquiries only to have 

my email blocked.14   

 

On the EU level, the lofty ideals and ambitious agenda of the Directorate General for Justice, 

Freedom and Security have been hijacked by the forces of authoritarianism and their vested 

interests, who want to subordinate the new European governance and economic arrangements to 

British oversight and control so as to ensure that no one threatens the entrenched rights, 

privileges and economic interests of the elites by challenging their power base or by pointing out 

their hypocritical stances and pretences.  These forces have already succeeded in changing the 

modus operandi of the European Commission and are now using programs like SAC to gradually 

change the political culture of the EU from one that is genuinely consensual, free and democratic 

to one that is covertly dictatorial, manipulative and autocratic.  By taking control of Europeôs 

academic discourse they hope to predetermine the outcome of democratic deliberations; a sneaky 

way to control or at the very least influence the nature of the EU.  Ultimately this is part of the 

Anglo-American strategy to keep Europe within the fold and under the leadership of the US by 

rendering it fully dependent on Anglo-American ideas and fully subscribed to Anglo-American 

policies and to the free-market ideology the US and the UK espouse.15   

 

By this strategy, it is only select American and British citizens, as well as their likeminded 

counterparts and minions elsewhere, who are allowed to contribute their ideas to the intellectual 

construct the new global order is to embody.  Programs like SAC ensure that only those who toe 

                                                           
14

 The full name of this organization is "Community Cohesion and Preventing Violent Extremism Champion 

Principals Groupò and is headed by Paul Head. I sent the following letter to Mr. Head, but instead of responding he 

blocked my e-mail: "Dear Mr. Head, I would like to know what your Group's position is on the surveillance and 

censorship programme that currently operates in UK universities under the auspices of CONTEST and that imbeds 

government agents in courses and programs to masquerade as students in order to covertly spy on and censor their 

legitimate fellow students if their opinions do not conform with the dictates of CONTEST.  I am particularly 

interested in the role the Qatar Foundation plays in this surveillance and censorship programme.  I am preparing a 

case for the European Court of Human Rights at the Council of Europe in Strasbourg to challenge the legitimacy of 

this programme and your input would be greatly appreciated.  Can you also please forward me a copy of the 

document "Learning Together to be Safe - A toolkit to help colleges contribute to the prevention of violent 

extremism".  I would greatly appreciate it.  I look forward to hearing from you.  Sincerely, Kevin Galalaeò 

Mr. Rousseau at the National Archives and have unsuccessfully applied the following study: The Role of Education 

Providers in Promoting Further Community Cohesion, Fostering Shared Values and Preventing Violent Extremism - 

Initial Consultation (331 KB), The Role of Education Providers in Further Promoting Community Cohesion, 

Fostering Shared Values and Preventing Violent Extremism - Consultation Summary (86 KB), The Role of 

Education Providers in Promoting Further Community Cohesion, Fostering Shared Values and Preventing Violent 

Extremism - Consultation Response (74 KB), The Role of FE Colleges in Preventing Violent Extremism: Next 

Steps (611 KB), Learning Together To Be Safe - A toolkit to help Colleges Contribute to the Prevention of Violent 

Extremism (495 KB) 

 
15

 The CIA Memorandum recently disclosed by WikiLeaks and titled "Counting on Apathy Why Might Not Be 

Enough", shows how America manipulates public opinion through propaganda in Europe and manufacturing of 

consent in order to sustain support for its wars in Iraq and Afghanistan despite public opposition.  SAC is part of the 

same Anglo-Saxon effort to control the "internal enemy", the European public, when the population of the continent 

opposes state policy. 
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the Anglo-American conception of the new world order are heard, that alternatives are discarded 

before they can be contemplated, and that no inconvenient truths are voiced that reveal the flaws, 

inequities and hypocrisy of this new world order.      

 

On the global level, the democratic aspirations of people living under autocratic regimes are 

being suppressed through illegal and unethical programs like SAC in order to protect the stability 

of a global economic order based on injustice and inequality and which pits the West against the 

Rest.  What is ultimately undermined is the means by which people everywhere can determine 

the shape and form of the political and economic system under which they want to live.  This 

neo-imperialist objective demands that Britain positions itself favorably on Americaôs side by 

devising an underhanded way by which to control continental Europe.    

 

The rightwing military types, self-serving politicians and moneyed interests that have joined 

hands and seized control of Britainôs democratic discourse and civil society under the pretext of 

counter-terrorism, the guidance of Britainôs intelligence agencies, the cover of CONTEST, and 

the blessings of Washington are well on their way of achieving the same feat throughout Europe.   

 

The international cabal they have assembled is part and parcel of the global push to seize control 

of the world government that is emerging and to ensure that it serves the interests of the global 

elite first and foremost.    They alone are to make the rules while the rest of mankind has no 

choice but to follow them.   

 
 
Why it spreads 

Cooperation at the lowest common denominator  
 

SAC has become a self-reinforcing mechanism of oppression because its insiders profit and the 

system has been rigged so that outsiders who are wronged have no recourse to the checks and 

balances a functioning democracy needs to correct abuses and breaches of the law, and also 

because the current geopolitical climate breeds fear and paranoia and feeds deeply held 

prejudices and naked racism: the fallen universities and their defeated academics receive copious 

funding; the privileged get to offer their offspring a free education and fat incomes; national 

governments have the perfect tool to pursue unpopular policies without much internal opposition 

and external opprobrium; the Eurocrats get to manufacture consent for unpopular integration and 

harmonization directives; allies who are equally paranoid about the Islamic fundamentalist threat 

and upcoming social unrest get free intelligence and an instrument for stifling political 

challengers; and the autocratic states in the Middle East that house the surveillance and 

censorship centers set up by the British intelligence agencies get an additional tool for repressing 

their peopleôs democratic aspirations.  As a bonus, all stakeholders get to exercise their 

prejudices as they see fit and with their Stateôs assistance and the EUôs tacit blessing.  

Undergirding this coalition of the willing is Europeôs inability to contain a populist anti-

immigrant backlash and the tacit decision to circumscribe the European Unionôs cherished free 

movement of people through covert methods of persecution delivered through programs like 

SAC; programs that deprive immigrants and foreigners of the right to be heard and ultimately of 

the ability to organize and to acquire political representation, which will act in the long run as a 

deterrent to leave oneôs country.   
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On the human level, SAC and its sister programs have created a reward system that pays petty 

and narrow-minded individuals for informing and spying on their fellow citizens and for 

throwing stones at those brave and honest enough to speak out their minds and to stand by their 

convictions in an environment of state-sponsored lies, injustice and misinformation.  Unethical 

people can now exercise power over others and be handsomely paid for it.  

 

That self-interest and sycophancy dressed as patriotism and concern over peopleôs security 

should prevail over rare courage in an environment where the masses are silenced by inertia and 

acquiescence comes as no surprise to me.  I have experienced this first-hand as a child in 

Ceausescuôs Romania, when my father, Dr. Costel Galalae, took on the communists.  What 

comes as a shocking revelation, however, is the ease with which SAC and its sister programmes 

have been forced upon and found acceptance in a people protected by the rule of law and 

empowered by rights and liberties the citizens of the former Eastern Bloc could only dream of.   

 

The only logical explanation of why this has happened lies in the political structure and social 

organization of the UK.  Given Britainôs highly stratified society and the full control the elites 

have over the masses, CONTEST and SAC could only have been first instituted in the UK.  

Furthermore, as one of Europeôs oldest partial democracies, Britain has no recent experience of 

the devastating effects of censorship and authoritarianism and this lack of historical perspective 

and first-hand experience have made it reckless and ignorant.  A third factor is that the institution 

of the monarchy has conditioning the British populace to easily cower to authority.   

 

That the British Government has succeeded in pushing its progenies to the EU level is partly the 

result of the tremendous soft power it commands through the hundreds of thousands of 

foreigners who have graduated from British universities over the past three decades.  Many of 

them have been installed as point men and women in key positions throughout the EC after their 

careers have been fast-tracked by the British Government, often despite tangible achievements or 

merit.   

 

Whatever the causes, Britain has created a self-perpetuating beast that can no longer be 

contained and that now feeds its growing appetite on unbridled prejudice and naked racism.  This 

beast has nearly shattered my marriage, has irreversibly alienated me from my older brother, has 

altered my relationship with extended family and friends, has destroyed my love for Canada 

(where I reside) and my respect for its leadership, and has robbed me of just about every right 

and freedom I thought I had.   

 

The consequences of its spreading 

Deep social divisions, conditional rights and the suspension of the rule of law 
 

A secret is only a secret if it stays a secret.  A secret meant to protect societyôs shared values and 

community cohesion will by necessity be shared only among the minority that profits most from 

the status quo.  If your daddy happens to be a high ranking officer in the armed forces, a judge, a 

commissioner, an industrialist, a newspaper editor, or an academic, chances are that you will be 

let in on the big secret and invited to profit from it.  The job of spying on your fellow citizens 

comes with many perks: a free education, fellowships to live and ñresearchò abroad, free 



21 
 

international travel, excellent medical plan, the cachet of secret service work and, of course, the 

power to exercise authority over your lesser citizens.  That kind of power, needless to say, is 

addictive.  If you are the son or daughter of Joe the plumber, you can be certain that you will not 

be let in on the big secret and the lucrative work that comes with it.  No, you and I need not 

apply for one must have the right pedigree, the right political inclinations, and the necessary 

connections and social status to be let in on the big secret and gorge on the public trough at the 

expense of the taxpayers and their rights.   No, you and I need not apply, for we are the mob that 

needs to be kept in its place, less we should revolt over growing unemployment, dwindling 

incomes, exploding debt, unfair distribution of wealth, and so on.  You get the picture!  The first 

symptom of the SAC disease is social division between insiders, those who are in on the big 

secret and who by necessity are the sons and daughters of the elites, and outsiders, those who 

will never be. 

 

The rule of law no longer applies equally and human and civil rights are no longer respected let 

alone inalienable.  Those with views and values not deemed by the elites as compatible with the 

society they live in are stripped of their every right, liberty and social protections that are 

supposed to be guaranteed by the constitution and upheld by law.   In this environment one is at 

the mercy of government agents whose individual judgments are based on uncontrolled 

prejudices, self-interest, class interest and the changing agendas of the ruling party.  Abuses and 

mistakes will not be recognized because the survival of the programme is more important than 

any single individualôs rights, 1000 individuals, or of any number of individuals for that matter.  

And that is how a second division occurs, between the initiated and empowered, those who set 

themselves above the law because they have authority over others, and the uninitiated and 

disempowered, those who can be stripped of their rights, freedoms and protections the moment 

they say or do something that offends the initiated.  The result is that if you think like us and say 

what we want to hear, your rights will be respected, but if you donôt, your rights will be trampled 

upon.     

 

Those at first reluctant to cooperate are soon keen supporters of the programme because the 

money is good and a cushy and safe job in a depressed economy is not something to sneer at, and 

because holding unrestricted power over others is corrupting.  The democratic institutions that 

are supposed to hold in check and balance government power are thus corrupted along with the 

individuals co-opted into the inner circle.  And that is how SAC becomes a tool for social 

oppression that holds society hostage to the status quo while the organs of democracy decay 

alongside the integrity of individuals.  The predictable outcome of such a system-wide decay is 

that we, the people, no longer have a say in the running of our countries and of Europe and that 

those who make the rules are above criticism and therefore free to be as autocratic or totalitarian 

as they wish.   

 

At a time when a university degree is essential for getting ahead and prospering, barring the 

underprivileged and the unconforming from education on the pretext that they do not hold views 

compatible with the society they live in will prevent social ascension and entrench privileges in 

ever fewer hands.  This in turn will spell the end of meritocracy and the universal benefits it 

brings, since within a generation or two individuals previously appointed to positions of 

leadership according to intelligence and aptitude will be merely chosen due to their connections 

and to their willingness to prostitute themselves.    
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The gradual repression of free speech will translate into universal fear to utter any criticism 

however relevant or subtle it may be.  This will not only destroy the foundation of democracy, 

since the pluralism of opinion necessary for democracy is replaced by state propaganda, but also 

the fabric of society, since the people will be imprisoned in their own minds, robbed of the 

ability to seek redress for injuries suffered at the hands of the authoritarian elite, and suspicious 

of anyoneôs motives, lest they should turn out to be informants, censors or ideologues.  Fear and 

self-interest will sink society into an unbearably stultifying uniformity.   

 

Inalienable rights have become conditional, participation in society subject to government 

scrutiny, the balance of power upset, freedom of speech and conscience subordinated to class 

interest, the academic discourse impoverished, human relations perverted, and the rule of law 

replaced by individual whim.  These are the poisonous fruits that Britain is now reaping from its 

counter-terrorism strategy and whose end result will be a society deeply fragmented by fear and 

suspicion and irrevocably divided between insiders and outsiders, empowered and 

disempowered, full citizens and second class citizens, overseers and overseen, natives and 

foreigners.        

 

 

The consequences of its spreading outside Britain: 

Autocracy in the making, EuropeĴs new form of fascism 
 

SACôs appeal is obvious.  It allows those in positions of authority to exercise power unrestrained 

by democratic processes and their lackeys to profit from government funding and job security 

unavailable to the great majority.  SAC has found acceptance at the European level because in 

the post 9-11 geopolitical climate it is politically safe not to oppose any program that purports to 

increase security; because it offers a covert way to exercise prejudices of all kinds and 

Islamophobia, xenophobia and racism are ripe throughout the western world; and because the 

Brits are adept at selling Trojan horses to unsophisticated continental politicians who are either 

unaware that they are sowing the seeds of their own countryôs self-destruction and the end of 

their peopleôs self-determination, or are bought not to care by being offered a seat at the 

European governing table and access to the revolving door between the corporate and the 

political establishments.   

 

Few governments in Central and Eastern Europe will want to or be able to cough up the money 

necessary to implement their own versions of SAC.  So the task will graciously be taken over by 

Britain, which already has the people and the know-how in place to do so.  Gradually Britain will 

get to reshape other European societies in its own image by taking advantage of the asymmetric 

vulnerabilities of different nations, while also billing the EU and the rich puppet states in the 

Middle East and elsewhere for services rendered.  Already the advantages conferred on British 

universities by the international supremacy of the English language are being used to ensure that 

only those foreign students graduate from British universities who are willing to espouse British 

ideas and values to the exclusion of others.  Before long, the entire European continent will be as 

stratified, elitist, snobbish and hypocritical as the UK, as well as subordinated to policies and 

ideologies emanating from Whitehall.  Fifty years from now the much touted European Project 

will have produced an Anglicized and dependent continent overpopulated with lords and ladies 
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at the top of an Orwellian society defended from the wrath of its citizens by millions of CCTV 

cameras and hundreds of thousands of informants, spies and ideologues at every level of society.  

To a great extent, that is already the reality of British society. 

 

EU citizens will be no more than royal subjects with conditional rights rather than free citizens 

with inalienable rights.  If Britain is allowed to reassert its dwindling importance and relevance 

on the world stage by taking control of the EU through the back door, not only the citizens of the 

EU but the citizens of the entire free world will face an uncertain future.  If we allow it, the 

outcome is predictable; a populace that is acquiescent, apathetic, docile, demoralized and fully 

disenfranchised from the democratic process.   

 

Those in charge of the EU Presidency come and go every six months while Britainôs spoofs and 

their system of social control and consent manufacturing are there to stay and to entrench their 

power from year to year, turning Europe into a securitized society in which the military-

industrial complex and its rhetoric pervert every aspect of life, just like in the United States, and 

has the power to legitimize extraordinary means to solve any perceived threat.  Within a few 

decades they alone will be Europeôs mandarins, preying on peopleôs insecurities and weaknesses, 

stoking their prejudices and vulnerabilities and turning them against the peopleôs own best 

interests in order to strangle every democratic initiative that does not suit those in power.  What 

better way to undo hard-won European unity than by stoking the racist undercurrents that run 

deep in Europe and that have experienced a resurgence through the rise of rightwing and 

nationalist parties throughout the EU.    CONTEST and its progenies, like SAC, are the clearest 

and boldest expression of a militarized, rightwing, conservative vision of the world in which the 

State keeps its eye on everything and everyone.   

 

 

The paradoxes SACôs existence entails 

 

The greatest damage to our democracies and threat to our rights and freedoms come not from Al 

Qaeda or other real or fictitious foes, but from our own allies and from our prejudices run wild, 

for the damage done to date by all terrorist attacks put together pales by comparison to the 

damage done to our societies by the application of covert methods of surveillance and censorship 

designed to control what we say and how we think, and to ensure that we acquiesce.  In the name 

of defending our ñshared valuesò and ñcommunity cohesionò the free, pluralist and multicultural 

societies that made western nations successful and free are being turned into xenophobic and 

repressive societies that have abandoned the very principles of democracy and freedom.   The 

time has come to ask ourselves if a society that needs this kind of defenses deserves to survive, 

and if a world order obsessed with security when it should be concerned with humanity has a 

right to exist.   

 

It is a bitter irony that the pursuit of knowledge, which is to lead to a better world and to a better 

life for the individual, leads instead to the discrimination, exclusion and stigmatization of the 

very individuals who have the courage to criticize the status quo and the foresight to suggest 

alternative solutions to enduring problems.   
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While SAC was purportedly instituted with the intent to safeguard Britain and Europe from 

terrorist attacks, it is conveniently used and abused for whatever purpose serves the people in 

charge of the programme.  No one in their right mind can maintain that I was thrown out of 

Oxford and Leicester because my ideals and ideas mirror those of Islamic militants or terrorists.  

On the contrary, the record shows that my forum contributions stand in defense of democracyôs 

most cherished values and Enlightenmentôs forgotten humanist ideals.  There is no greater threat 

to todayôs brand of brutal capitalism and cruel Islamic fundamentalism than Enlightenmentôs 

forgotten humanist ideals.   

 

The conviction with which I promoted these ideals and the forcefulness with which I attacked 

and criticized the current capitalist world order and its asymmetrical justice is what has infuriated 

the governmentôs censors.  What has also infuriated the censors is that my allegiance is to human 

rights for all (and not just for my fellow citizens or for the members of my social class) and not 

to narrow national interests, especially when they are defined as who gets the biggest share of the 

global economic pie and who exploits whom in this brave new world of emerging global 

government under American hegemony.  That kind of thinking and acting belongs to the past (or 

at least ought to) and has no place in this day and age when humanity struggles to find unity in 

purpose and to solve problems that are common to mankind as a whole and that, unless resolved, 

threaten human civilization itself and the very survival of the species. 

 

CONTEST is by definition and by necessity blatant censorship and SAC is now being used and 

abused to achieve a broader neoconservative and imperialist agenda.  Seizing the unique 

opportunity provided by Al Qaeda, the elites lost no time disabling the nationôs institutions 

designated to protect human and civil rights by throwing an umbrella of surveillance and control 

over the entire nation and bullying and/or co-opting the people in charge of Britainôs vital 

institutions.   

 

The true scope of this is, pure and simple, to fabricate consent when it is necessary to do so in 

order to preserve what Britainôs elites see as their birthrights: their wealth, privileges, power, and 

the right to meddle in and control the destinies of other nations.  Never mind manufacturing 

consent, that was too laborious and unsafe and the UK is now in the business of inventing 

consent ï for that is how removed they are from the people they govern ï and SAC is just 

another weapon in their ever-growing arsenal of social controls. 

 

Contemplate for a minute the paradox entailed by the notion that Britainôs ñshared valuesò and 

ñcommunity cohesionò should be defended from places like Qatar (which I have identified and 

exposed as the country that houses one of Britainôs spy centers) and which is a tribal society that 

professes Islam as its religion and polygamy as a social custom, where the emir, Hamad bin 

Khalifa al-Thani, and his cohorts control all the wealth and have unrestricted power to do as they 

please, and where 1.2 million foreigners are treated no better than indentured slaves; and by 

people like Sheikha Mozah bint Nasser Al Missned16, the emirôs favorite (and second) wife and a 

woman that sports multimillion dollar yachts, whose clan members, the Missneds, control the 

security services, whose life is shrouded in secrecy, and whose fabulous wealth gives her 

privileges Westerners can only dream of.  

                                                           
16

 I wrote to the Sheikhaôs Qatar Foundation to request an explanation why their employee, Carla Liuzzo, is spying 

on and censoring students at Leicester University.  No one answered.   
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Sheikh Hamad bin Khalifa al-Thani and his Consort, Sheikha Mozah bint Nasser Al Missned, visiting the UK on 

HM The Queenôs invitation, October 26-28.  

 

 

 

Of course, that is not how the people who control Britain see Qatar.  Qatar, as far as they are 

concerned, is the same as Britain: a monarchy where the elites control all the power and wealth 

and with whom it is easy to strike shady and illegal deals of convenience because they both have 

to defend societies based on gross inequality.  Qatar, in their assessment, is the ideal place from 

whence to censor and control British and foreign subjects.  It is the worldôs largest exporter of 

gas, which means that vast sums of money can be funneled into spy activities while masked as 

legitimate energy transactions.   It is the home of Al Jazeera, which can report and criticize 

anything and anyone in the West as long as they do not touch Qatarôs ruling elite.   

 

With the Western media co-opted to cover up the existence of the spy program, Al Jazeera would 

have been the most likely media channel to expose it.17  That channel is now shut because any 

whiff of SAC would lead to the emir and his favorite wife. The emir, of course, is a graduate of 

the Sandhurst Military Academy, an elite British military school, and getting his collaboration in 

the spy program would have been very easy and would have involved one of his former 

colleagues at Sandhurst.   

 

                                                           
17

 If this strategy was followed across the board, it is a sure bet that a similar spy centre exists in Dubai, in the 

United Arab Emirates, where Al Arabiya is located, the other Arabic-language television channel of importance.   
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Carla Liuzzo, an Australian citizen, and the government spy I identified at Leicester, works for 

the Qatar Foundation, based in Doha, Qatar.18  The Qatar Foundation is the brainchild of Sheikha 

Mozah bint Nasser Al Missned, the emirôs third wife.  Sheikha Mohzahôs Qatar Foundation was 

purportedly set up to bring world-class education to Qatar and has spent billions of dollars to 

attract some of the best American universities to Qatar.   

 

As you can imagine, if they have an agreement with the British intelligence agencies to spy on 

foreign and domestic students studying in British universities, the same is being done to the 

Qatari and foreign students enrolled in the American universities now in Qatar.  Obviously, this 

is happening with American approval and perhaps even as a result of Americaôs initiative.  

Qatar, after all, is home to a huge American base that is the forward headquarters of Americaôs 

Central Command, which feeds the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan with supplies and equipment.  

Furthermore, the Americans are the emirôs closest allies, while the British are Qatarôs second 

most important ally.  One also has to ask, what other universities in what other countries are 

already being censored from Qatar? 

 

In order to protect our rights and freedoms the government of Britain decided that it is both wise 

and necessary to deprive us all indiscriminately of our rights and freedoms.  When SAC is 

exposed, as I have done, the need to cover up its existence trumps any single individualôs rights 

and freedoms.  So it is that in order to cover up SACôs wilful violations of my right to free 

speech, thought and conscience, the people in charge of the spy programme have deemed it 

necessary to also deprive me of the right to a fair trial, perverting the adjudicating process of 

universities, silencing the Information Commissionerôs Office19, sending the Equality and Human 

Rights Commission into hiding20, corrupting the Office of the Independent Adjudicator through 

secret directives, instructing the police constabularies of Oxford and Leicester to refuse me the 

right to protest peacefully and to even issue veiled threats if I enter the country, perverting even 

the office of the Governor General, the Queenôs representative in Canada, who refused to allow 

me to protest on the Canadian soil where the official residence is located.  By instructing the 

Romanian authorities to refuse me the renewal of my Romanian passport they have also 

interfered with my right to free movement.21  They have also infringed my right to free 

association when depriving me of access to the media, which has been silenced not just in Britain 

but also in Canada and throughout the western world through intelligence sharing agreements 

between allied nations that trump their citizensô human rights.  Although I have contacted just 

about every important newspaper in Western Europe, Australia, Canada and the US, I have yet to 

hear from any.  Were it not for Mr. Paunescu, who is truly a lion among sheep, I would have 

been screaming in the wind because the so-called free press of the so-called free world has long 

ceased to exist.  Nearly three decades ago, Mr. Paunescu saved my fatherôs life from the 

communists by intervening on my fatherôs behalf when he lay in jail as a political prisoner.  

                                                           
18

 The spies I have exposed at Oxford are Ivor Middleton (a British citizen of South African origin and Director of 

Complete Security Concepts, a British security firm) and Gloria Portella (a Brazilian citizen and lawyer operating 

from Brasilia, Brazil, and daughter of Supreme Court Judge Antonio de Padua Ribeiro).   
19

 My appeal to the ICO to this day has yielded nothing but a computer generated case number, even though I sent 

them my file nine months ago.   
20

 The EHRC has refused to investigate my case and transferred its responsibilities to the OIA even though the OIA 

has no proper jurisdiction over human rights issues.   
21

 In May 2010, I tried to renew my Romanian passport at the Romanian Embassy in Ottawa, where I was told it is 

not possible and that I am probably no longer a citizen since my passport expired eight years ago.    
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Today, Mr. Paunescu saved my dignity by giving me the opportunity to inform the public when 

the capitalist press denied me access.  This is all the more egregious given my familyôs history, 

for when my parents fled Romania in the 1980s, my father could finally speak freely and 

publically in the UK on BBC.  Today, I have to leave Canada and the UK to be able to speak 

freely and publically in Romania.  Nothing illustrates better the decay of British (and Canadian) 

democracy than this tidbit of personal history.    
 

In the name of security, a regime of global oppression is being forged.  This regime has no 

respect for human rights and civil liberties and has perverted the national and international 

institutions entrusted with safeguarding our rights and freedoms to such an extent that the 

constitutions of individual nation states are mere words on paper.  It has also annihilated the 

protections previously afforded by citizenship, so much so that the social contracts implied by 

nationality are rendered null and void.  This is occurring because the ideology of greed (Anglo-

Saxon free market capitalism) is in a life and death struggle with the ideology of hatred 

(Wahhabi Muslim fundamentalism), and because the West realizes that Islam is the only 

remaining force large enough to threaten the new global order and to refuse to adopt the tenets of 

capitalism.  Those of us who subscribe neither to the MacWorld nor to the Jihad ideology are 

being victimized twice over.  The Islamic fundamentalists have robbed us of our sense of safety 

while capitalismôs censors have robbed us of our fundamental rights.  Arguably, the latter have 

done the greater damage to our society.  In any case, those who rob us of our rights in the name 

of security are no better than those who rob us of our security in the name of religion.  Both live 

among us under false pretences and both seek the destruction of our noblest values.  That is why 

we must name and shame both terrorists and censors and pursue them with equal determination.   

 

Since I subscribe neither to the óprofit over people modelô of the capitalist West nor to the óGod 

over humanity modelô of fundamentalist Islam, I reserve the right to criticize both as I see fit.  I 

refuse to regurgitate the propaganda and half-truths of either party or have my opinions and 

convictions controlled by secret service agents or by mullahs.  Freedom of speech, thought and 

conscience are not either or propositions, as the Government of Britain would have it, and they 

are certainly not the domain of God, as the Islamists would have it.  They can only survive and 

thrive in an environment that is free of intrusion and control.   

 

Given the contradictions and paradoxes I have outline above, what is the more logical 

conclusion: that SAC was initiated to catch a few Muslim fundamentalists or that it was meant to 

manufacture consent in line with the interests of Britainôs privileged class?  What terrorist goes 

to university or posts in forum discussions to announce that tomorrow he will blow up Big Ben, 

or to persuade his fellow students to blow up Big Ben?  The very notion that terrorism can be 

prevented and vulnerable individuals protected by censoring the academic discourse is ludicrous.   

 

This shatters the possibility that SAC was created to prevent violent extremism.  SAC was meant 

from the very beginning to render alternative political views, dissenting voices, minority 

interests, and the common man voiceless by denying them the ability to exchange ideas and 

organize in order to sway public opinion, obtain political representation, and shape the society 

they live in.  By controlling public opinion and censoring the academic discourse Britainôs 

masters have found a covert way to dictate the outcome of democratic deliberations and thus to 

ensure that only policies sanctioned by the powers to be have justification and are heard.  SAC 
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allows the Brits to police thought for the benefit of its elites while pretending that Britain is a 

free society.    

 

What the existence of SAC and its proliferation on the EU level also demonstrates is that the 

security-military-industrial establishment has become too large, too powerful and too 

internationally interconnected post 9/11 to be able to be contained by national and even 

international civilian authorities.  Without civilian control and in the absence of a functioning 

civil society, the continuing militarization and securitization of society is inevitable, and the 

consequences of this trend, unless reversed, will be dire.   

 

 

What is to be done? 

 

If SAC is allowed to spread beyond Britain, the only way to stay true to oneôs convictions, 

beliefs, ideas and ideals will be to worship in secret, to reserve oneôs thoughts to a trusted circle 

of family and friends, and to withdraw oneôs participation from civil society and the political 

process, which will be irreversibly perverted.  This is exactly the predicament of Britainôs 

Muslims and increasingly of its immigrants and of its disaffected native population.   

 

The sole defining feature of our democracies will be hypocrisy and our children will be second-

class citizens in perpetuity and fully at the mercy of a global fraternity of powerful and wealthy 

individuals who are bound by self-interest and autocratic power rather than the common good 

and democratic participation.    For if we tolerate this we will only replace the óyou do as youôre 

told or else rot in prisonô world of dictatorship communism with the óyou do as youôre told or 

else starve to deathô world of totalitarian capitalism.   

 

If we allow this, Europe will descend into a second phase of fascism.  While in the 30s Jews 

were the main target of fascists and Nazis, and socialists, communists, pacifists, homosexuals 

and gypsies were secondary targets, in the brave new world of the 21
st
 century, Muslims have 

become the primary targets and immigrants, communists, civil libertarians and the Roma, once 

again, the secondary targets.   This time around the fulcrum of hatred and prejudice is not 

Germany but England and todayôs Gestapo is Britainôs OSCT, its Office of Security and Counter 

Terrorism.   National Socialism was the ideology of the persecutors then, and their objective a 

1000 year 3
rd

 Reich.  Free market capitalism is the ideology of the persecutors now and an 

unchallenged new global world order their goal.  Those who donôt share the ideology and stand 

in the way of the goal, then as now, will be mowed down.  The Nazis herded their victims into 

concentration camps and exterminated them.  The British electronically encircle and isolate their 

victims and through discrimination and intimidation render them socially and politically 

irrelevant.   

 

As always in crimes perpetrated at this level and scale, a few people carry most of the 

responsibility.  It is however an indictment on the entire nation because such crimes require 

broad participation.  I will now identify those who have been revealed by my investigation to 

bear most of the responsibility.22 

                                                           
22

 Air Vice-Marshal Andrew Vallance, the man in charge of muzzling the British media, has advised me on 

September 2 against revealing the names of the spies.  I quote:  ñTurning to whether you should 'name' alleged 
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                                             The Political Conspirators 

 

 

 

                              
                         Hamad bin Khalifa al-Thani                   Gordon Brown ï former Prime Minister 

                                   Emir of Qatar     of Britain (2007-2010) 

 

 

 

 

 

     The Overseers 

 

 

                        
 Sheikha Mozah bint Nasser Al Missned

23
     Alex Allan ï spy chief 

    Consort and 2
nd

 wife of the Emir of Qatar &             Chairman of the Joint Intelligence Committee 

       Chairperson of The Qatar Foundation             & Head of Intelligence Assessment (2007-present) 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
secret agents embedded in British Universities, my unequivocal advice is not to do so.ò  I go against his advice 

because the damage to human rights and civil liberties that their continuing activity as spies and censors engender is 

greater than the threat they face from potential enemies.   

23
 In 2007, the same year Sheikha Mozah agreed to cooperate with the British Government on running a spy center 

from her foundation, she was rewarded with a Chatham House Prize for improving international relations.  Chatham 

House said she was awarded the prize because of her commitment to progressive education and her strong advocacy 

of closer relations between Islamic countries and the West.   

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:GordonBrown1234_cropped_.jpg
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          The Facilitators 

 

 
 

Paul Head                 Dr. John Hood            Dr. Andrew Hamilton24  Dr. Elizabeth Murphy25 
Chair of Principals                 former Vice-Chancellor of           current Vice-Chancellor of Pro-Vice-Chancellor 

Champions Group                Oxford University (2004-2009)       Oxford University  Leicester University 

 

 

 

 

 

     The Bullies 
          

Phillip Whiteley                Brendan O'Dowda               Kathy Williams 

Superintendent Operations                         Chief Superintendent                          Academic Registrar 

Leicestershire Constabulary                Oxfordshire Police         University of Leicester 

 

 

 

                                                           
24

 When Dr. Hamilton took over the Vice-Chancellorship from Dr. Hood, and inherited SAC from his predecessor, 

who is primarily responsible for involving Oxford in the spy and censorship program, I wrote to him on the 16
th
 of 

February 2010 and asked: ñSince you are an American citizen who is not bound by British secrecy laws I urge you to 

tell the world about the sorry state of Britainôs democracy and the intrusive, illegal and covert encroachment of the 

academic environment by Britainôs government.  I remind you also of the solemn duty you have to uphold the 

sanctity of the academic environment.ò  I concluded my letter to him by saying: ñI hope that unlike your predecessor 

you will do what is right.ò  He did not reply, publicly apologise to students, condemn SAC or offer compensation.   

If SAC continues, and there is no reason to believe otherwise, then Dr. Hood is aiding and abating foreign nations to 

spy on fellow American citizens, which is treason.  The only visible sign of corrective action is that he took Dr. 

Giovanni de Grandis, the tutor in charge of the Political Philosophy course where I uncovered the existence of SAC, 

off his teaching duties and has relegated him to an office position where he has no contact with students.    

 
25

 Professor Murphy, unlike her colleagues at Oxford who knew enough to remain silent, went on record to lie about 

Carla Liuzzoôs true identity.  To date, the only corrective action Leicester University appears to have taken is the 

early retirement of Kathy Williams, the Registrar who would have been instrumental in fudging the records in order 

to make the spies/censors in their courses appear to be common students. 
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The Clean-sweepers at the UK level 
 

     

 
Robert Behrens   Fiona Draper              Felicity Mitchell 

OIA Chief    OIA Adjudication Manager            OIA Deputy Adjudicator 

 

 

 

 

                                            The Clean-sweepers at the EU level 

 

 

                              
          Martin Schieffer                Androulla Vassiliou  

                Acting Head, Counter-Terrorism Unit                    EU Commissioner for Education 
                    Directorate-General Home Affairs          
 

 

 

      The spies/censors    

     
  Ivor Middleton, Oxford spy    Gloria Portella, Oxford spy-in-training      Carla Liuzzo, Leicester spy 

 

Ivor Middleton  (British citizen, born 1960), Director of Complete Security Concepts (CSC), a 

British security firm.  CSC is a subsidiary of ESC, which manages events for the royal family 

and other prestigious clients.  Ivor Middleton has worked within the security industry both 

http://www.google.ca/imgres?imgurl=http://www.oia-complaints.co.uk/RobertBehrens.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.oia-complaints.co.uk/OIA/complaints/flaws1.htm&h=244&w=175&sz=11&tbnid=_XsC993mFJI3-M:&tbnh=110&tbnw=79&prev=/images?q=Rob+Behrens,+OIA,+pictures&zoom=1&q=Rob+Behrens,+OIA,+pictures&hl=en&usg=__Xo2ufTQAtVPNhGQI1KZfReGJ7_M=&sa=X&ei=lqrDTLabGYfFnAealYD5CQ&ved=0CBkQ9QEwAA
http://www.ecademy.com/account.php?op=edit&type=photo
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nationally and internationally for over 20 years, 5 of which he spent working for a prominent 

Middle Easter family.  Yet the profile he posted at Oxford reads: ñI am 44. I live some 15 miles 

south of Oxford, near the Thames. I was born in South Africa, but have lived in the UK for some 

30 years. I work as a finance director for larger small businesses.ò 

 

Gloria Maria Portella  (Brazilian citizen) is a lawyer and daughter of retired Superior Court 

Judge, Antonio de Padua Ribeiro, a highly decorated high ranking officer in the armed forces.  

She lives in Brasilia, the capital of Brazil.  When I uncovered her at Oxford she was acting as a 

spy/censor-in-training under the tutelage of Ivor Middleton.  Her full name is Glória Maria 

Lopes Guimarães de Pádua Ribeiro Portella.   

 

Carla Liuzzo (Australian citizen) is a frequent contributor to the Lowy Interpreter, the 

publication of the Lowy Institute for International Policy, where she describes herself as a 

freelance consultant, and is married to Dan Nolan (shown in the picture), who is a correspondent 

for Al Jazeera in English.  They live in Doha, Qatar.  She was formerly senior consultant for 

Parker & Partners, an Australian public affairs consultancy.  In the profile she posted at Leicester 

University she declared to be employed by the Qatar Foundation on food security issues.  When I 

uncovered her spying on and censoring students at Leicester University her phone number at the 

Qatar Foundation was +1-974-686-6379, which confirms her employment there.   
 

If you want your rights to be inalienable then this is the time to stand up and be counted.  The 

threat to our rights and freedoms has never been greater.  For the first time in history, the forces 

of authoritarianism have joined hands across the globe and are working in tandem to keep us 

weak and powerless by usurping our rights, to make us ignorant and purposeless by depriving us 

of the truth, and to render us suspicious of each other and isolated by denying us the trust of our 

fellow man.  Nationality in this environment is but the prison that contains us and passports no 

more than documents of slavery.  To deny them dominion over us, we must join hands across the 

globe and make the peopleôs power the vehicle of freedom.   

 

This is the time to say: 

 

Over my dead body will the international conspiracy against freedom emanating from Britain 

dash the hopes and dreams, ideals and innocence, sincerity and morality of our sons and 

daughters! 

 

Over my dead body will the democratic processes that secure our rights and freedoms be 

replaced by state propaganda and government decrees enforced by a global elite made up of sell-

outs, profiteers, propagandists and ideologues bent on instituting an autocratic rather than a 

democratic world order. 

 

Over my dead body will humanity be split into insiders and outsiders, empowered and 

disempowered, full citizens and second class citizens, overseers and overseen. 

This is not the kind of world I want my children to grow up in and I will not bend until the free 

world is free once again and until the rights and freedoms our forefathers have bled and died for 

are fully restored for our children to enjoy.  
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To restore the western world to democratic principles and processes and to the rule of law will 

take a revolution.  And it is a revolution of conscience and passive resistance that I am 

attempting to ignite.   

 

The time has come to stand up and say no more.  Whatever the odds of success, whatever the 

consequences we cannot allow the desecration of mankindôs most hallowed rights.  For it is those 

rights that make us human and our society humane, and it is those protections that give us dignity 

and make life in free societies dignified.   

 

I, for one, have returned my Romanian passport to the President of Romania, Traian BŁsescu, 

and my Canadian passport to the Prime Minister of Canada, Stephen Harper, and will remain 

stateless until such time as the rights and freedoms of our constitutions are respected and 

defended by our governments and politicians.   

 

To shame and punish those who rob us of our rights, I will be pursuing legal action against them 

and against the governments of Britain and Qatar at the European Court of Human Rights and at 

the United Nations.   Hopefully, these institutions are still untainted and not yet beholden to 

autocratic interests and forces.   

 

If these international institutions of last resort prove to be as corrupted as those in Britain, or as 

indifferent and/or co-opted as those in our own countries, then I will dedicate my efforts to create 

a Peopleôs Protection Force, an authority of the people, by the people and for the people, which 

wil l stand up for individuals whose human rights and civil liberties have been trampled on by 

their governments across borders and irrespective of the victimôs nationality, race, religion, 

gender or sexual orientation.  For a man who is not allowed to think aloud and act freely is but a 

slave, and slavery has no place in the 21
st
 century.   

 

I shall keep you posted.   
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EUROPEAN COURT OF HUMAN RIGHTS  
COURT EUROP£ENNE DES DROITS DE LõHOMME 

 
 

Application  
 

under Article 34 of the European Convention on Human Rights and Rules 45 and 47 
of the Rules of Court  

 
IM PORTANT:   

This application is a formal legal document and may affect your rights a nd  obligations.   
 

 

 

SUMMARY  

 

The Government of the United Kingdom, in collaboration with select university departments and 

the Qatar Foundation, operates a covert and illegal program of surveillance and censorship of the 

academic environment (henceforth referred to as SAC) that is secretly enabled by the Prevent 

strand of CONTEST: The United Kingdomôs Strategy for Countering International Terrorism, 

whose stated first objective is ñto challenge the ideology behind violent extremism and support 

mainstream voicesò.  

 

In the name of defending Britainôs ñshared valuesò and ñcommunity cohesionò, which are 

CONTESTôs primary goals under the Prevent strand, SACôs operatives, who are imbedded in 

university courses to masquerade as legitimate students, have engineered my expulsion from 

Oxford and Leicester, which I attended in 2009 online from my home in Canada, because they 

deemed my political opinions to be unsuitable to CONTESTôs secret directives.  

 

My mistreatment constitutes a breach of freedom of thought and conscience (Article 9), freedom 

of expression (Article 10), and of the right to education (Article 2 of the First Protocol), and was 

made possible by the British Governmentôs decision to allow discrimination on political grounds 

to occur covertly in its universities, which is a breach of Article 14.  

 

The appeals and counter-appeals I made during the adjudication process at Oxford and Leicester 

universities, at the Equality and Human Rights Commission, the Information Commissionerôs 

Office, and the Office of the Independent Adjudicator have been hampered by the British 

Governmentôs interference with the course of justice, thus denying me the right to a fair trial 

(Article 6) and to an effective remedy (Article 13).  

 

To intimidate and prevent me from pursuing justice outside the UK and from exposing the illegal 

and unethical actions of Britainôs universities and secret service agencies to the public, the 

British Government has cyber attacked my home on three different occasions, destroying the 

entire contents of my computers, has intercepted my postal mail, has interfered with my 
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electronic communication and blocked my emails, has shut down one of my email accounts, has 

infected my computerôs hard drive with phishing software, has prevented me from peacefully 

protesting on public land, has colluded with the Government of Romania to deny me the renewal 

of my Romanian passport, and has shut down my attempts to reach out to legal organizations, the 

media, NGOs and immigrant organizations in Britain and beyond.  

 

These actions constitute violations of the obligation to respect human rights (Article 1), of the 

prohibition of abuse of rights (Article 17), of the right to respect for private and family life 

(Article 8), of freedom of assembly and association (Article 11), and of the right to freedom of 

movement (Article 2 of the Forth Protocol) with dire consequences for my reputation, health, and 

wellbeing, causing the destruction of my marriage and the alienation of friends and even family 

members.  

 

These violations are all the more egregious and reflective of the misguided nature of CONTEST 

and its progeny SAC, since I am neither Muslim nor Arab, and, in fact, not only have no 

fundamentalist views of any kind, but am agnostic by conviction, apolitical, non-ideological, and 

have never resorted to violence. This means that my treatment cannot be justified by national 

security prerogatives, especially since I gave the Government of the UK several opportunities to 

address my grievances away from the public light.  

 

I hereby request an expedited assessment of my pleadingôs merit, on account of the danger my 

family and I are subjected to due to possible further retaliatory measures by the British secret 

service, the Qatari intelligence agency, which is implicated in my expulsion from Leicester 

University, and the many vested interests and forces at the EU level and beyond that wish to 

safeguard the secrecy and existence of SAC. 

  

The European Courtôs assessment team will, I hope, consider that the British Government has 

not only violated nearly every human and fundamental right I have both as a Canadian and 

Romanian citizen, it has also defanged the institutions of civil society, corroded the legal system, 

and silenced the media in order to prevent me from exposing its illegal and covert program of 

surveillance and censorship of the academic environment.  

 

Since the country of my birth, Romania, and my current country, Canada, as indeed the entire 

Western world, are acting as a block and assisting Britain in covering up the existence of SAC, I 

find myself in the unenviable position of having nowhere to turn to for help and justice.  

 

The European Court of Human Rights is my last resort, which is why I cannot and will not leave 

Strasbourg without a court date 
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II. Statement of the Facts  

 

 (See § 19 (b) of the Notes)  

 

14.  

 

II.1. The Government of the United Kingdom, in collaboration with select university 

departments, operates a covert and extrajudicial program of surveillance and censorship of the 

academic environment (henceforth referred to as SAC) that is secretly enabled by the Prevent 

strand of CONTEST: The United Kingdomôs Strategy for Countering International Terrorism, 

whose stated first objective is ñto challenge the ideology behind violent extremism and support 

mainstream voicesò.  

 

II.2. SAC works by circumventing, ignoring or blatantly violating both national and international 

laws. Government agents operating from within and outside the country ï should the course be 

offered virtually - are assigned to specific universities where they enrol in programs and courses 

as regular students, paying tuition fees out of pocket. This allows universities to play innocent 

should anyone cry foul and to avoid legal repercussions for violating privacy rules, data 

protection laws, expressional rights, freedom of conscience, education law and the trust of their 

students. Once embedded, the spies masquerade as legitimate students while secretly 

collaborating with the course tutors.  

 

II.3. In the name of defending Britainôs ñshared valuesò and ñcommunity cohesionò, which are 

CONTESTôs primary objectives, the embedded SAC agents gather information on students, test 

their allegiance to the system, assist the course tutors in deflecting and diverting the discussions 

away from subjects the government deems taboo when the opinions expressed by students run 

counter to Britainôs foreign or domestic policies, manipulate and coerce students into toeing the 

politically correct line, manufacture consent and, should that fail, provoke students to commit 

netiquette breaches or simply create an environment so harassing as to cause targeted students to 

quit their studies of their own accord. The overall effect is to brainwash the young and the 

impressionable to hold biased views in line with the British Governmentôs foreign and domestic 

policies and to squash dissenting opinions that challenge the status quo before they reach a larger 

audience. Whether deliberate or accidental, the Government of the UK imposes positions that are 

contrary to reason, factually incorrect, and antithetical to the values, background and experience 

of foreign and even domestic students, positions that fly in the face of academic freedom, violate 

free speech and cause the retreat of reason, endemic dishonesty, and the corruption of public 

debate; enchaining intellectual discourse and political analysis to preconceived notions derived 

from a toxic mix of political correctness, manufactured consent and hidden agendas. As a result, 

entrenched discrimination towards foreigners who do not share British values, and/or natives 

who do not accept received wisdom and collective denial, and who do not show unquestioned 

respect for British institutions and policies, or who dare diverge from accepted beliefs, is the 

order of the day in British universities that collaborate with the government in SAC and allow 

government agents to define the terms and parameters of intellectual debate.  
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II.4. On the 3rd of June 2009, six weeks into a ten-week online Political Philosophy course 

offered by Oxfordôs Continuing Education Department, which I attended from my home in 

Canada, I was expelled for allegedly breaching netiquette. From the very beginning, I maintained 

that my expulsion was not only unfair but also motivated by ulterior motives and have appealed 

it. Subsequent evidence has revealed that I was subjected to a premeditated attack by the course 

tutor, Dr. Giovanni De Grandis, the embedded SAC agent, Ivor Middleton, and agent-in-training, 

Gloria Portella, who had decided that my views are unwelcome at Oxford and then took the 

liberty to devise a legally palatable way to run me out of the course. They achieved this by 

posting an inflammatory and leading question in the common room inviting equivocation and 

then insinuating that my long posts had prevented others from participating in the course. When I 

took issue with this notion and defended myself against their accusations and attempt to 

scapegoat me for invented offenses, I was rebuked for breaching netiquette and was not only 

immediately shut out of the course but also, a fact at the time unknown to me, barred from ever 

attending Oxford University.  

 

II.5. The subsequent appeals I made to Oxfordôs various internal adjudicating bodies ï namely, 

in the following order, to the Director of Public Programmes, the Director of the Continuing 

Education Department, the Proctors Office, and finally to an interdepartmental Disciplinary 

Panel convened by the Senior Proctor, a process that lasted nearly seven months, from 26 June 

2009 to 18 January 2010, and that properly ended only when the OIA compelled Oxford to issue 

a Completion of Procedures Letter, which occurred 31 March 2010 ï revealed systemic 

obstruction of justice, bad faith, withholding of evidence, delayed release of evidence, selective 

release of evidence, misrepresentation of facts, false depositions, and repeated and flagrant 

violations of the universityôs rules and regulations so as to hide Oxfordôs complicity in SAC and 

conceal the fact that my expulsion from the course was a direct result of the governmentôs covert 

surveillance and censorship of Oxfordôs academic environment. The Disciplinary Panel, 

Oxfordôs final adjudication authority in my case, convened its meeting and held its deliberations 

in my absence and despite my objections that I had not been allowed to present my defense, 

which was promised to me by the Senior Proctor, and found that I should not have been excluded 

from the course and that my expulsion was ñdisproportionately severeò, but failed to compensate 

me beyond the already reimbursed tuition fees or give me the opportunity to finish the course. I 

thus decided to take my case to Englandôs highest adjudication authority, the Office of the 

Independent Adjudicator (OIA), whose remit is to consider complaints that have first been taken 

through the procedures of a Higher Education institution's own internal system without reaching 

a satisfactory conclusion in the view of the complainant. Oxford time frame: 3 June 2009 ï 31 

March 2010 (nearly ten months)  

 

II.6. Although Oxford tried to prevent me from taking my case to the Office of the Independent 

Adjudicator (OIA) by repeatedly refusing to issue a Completion of Procedures Letter and then by 

questioning the OIAôs jurisdiction, I nonetheless succeeded in referring my case to the OIA on 4 

February 2010 and the OIA accepted my appeal and assigned case handler Siobhan Hohls to my 

complaint file (OIA/08877/10) in April 2010. On 1 November 2010, after unusual and 

conspicuous delays on both the OIAôs and Oxfordôs part, Oxford finally provided its 

representations to the OIA in respect to my complaint. On 12 December 2010, I presented my 

rebuttal to the OIA. The OIA issued its Draft Decision on 21 December 2010, despite the fact 

that Oxford compromised the OIAôs decision-making process by failing to provide the minutes 
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of the Disciplinary Panelôs meeting, choosing to keep them secret while pretending that they do 

not exist. I issued a response to the OIAôs Draft Decision on 22 December 2010, voicing my 

deep dissatisfaction. The OIA issued its Formal Decision on 20 January 2011, which found my 

complaint against Oxford to be ñpartly justifiedò due to minor regulatory breaches on Oxfordôs 

part, but exonerated Oxford of any serious wrongdoing, deliberately overlooked and made no 

mention of SAC and of Oxfordôs complicity in SAC, went out of its way not to connect SAC 

with my expulsion, and failed to offer proper compensation, or to take Oxford to task for 

withholding the minutes of the Disciplinary Panel meeting. OIA time frame for complaint 

against Oxford: 4 February 2010 ï 20 January 2011 (eleven and a half months)  

 

 

II.7.  The Political Philosophy course I attended at Oxford was to be a warm-up to a two-year 

Masters program in International Relations and Global Order to which I had been accepted by 

the University of Leicester and that I subsequently began in October, 2009. On 18 November 

2009, eight weeks into the first ten-week module of the Masters in International Relations and 

Global Order programme at Leicester University, I was forced to withdraw. Mr. Nick Wright, the 

course tutor, deliberately marked down my assignments as soon as it became obvious that my 

socio-political analyses and my political philosophy clashed with the dictates of CONTEST. 

From an A student I became an F student. It is unclear to what extent SACôs embedded agent, 

Carla Liuzzo ï who operates from Doha, Qatar, and works for the Qatar Foundation, which is a 

front for the Qatari secret service ï was involved in Leicesterôs decision to force me to quit the 

program by unfairly evaluating my assignments.   

 

II.8. My attempts to seek a fair evaluation of my work and a persecution-free environment for 

my contributions to the discussion forums went unheeded. As at Oxford, Leicesterôs academics 

and administrators have lied on record, have acted in bad faith, and have denied me recourse to 

the universityôs highest adjudication body in order to hide the universityôs complicity in SAC. 

Several adjudicators (i.e. the Director of Distance Learning, the Head of the Department of 

Politics and International Relations, and the Pro-Vice Chancellor, in this order) refused to admit 

any bias in the way my assignments and work were evaluated by the course tutor and his 

colleagues, despite their flagrant lack of objectivity and fairness. This was the universityôs way 

to show me the door without openly expelling me from the course, which would have exposed 

the university to easily provable accusations of censorship and breaches of education law. It is 

thus Leicester and SAC put an end to my decade-long dream of studying International Relations 

and to five years of financial preparations and career adjustments in order to be able to enroll in 

the Masters program.  

 

II.9. At first, I thought that Leicester Universityôs Department of Politics and International 

Relations is narrow and ideological and does not tolerate dissenting views. In time, however, I 

came to understand that the prerogatives of CONTEST ï The United Kingdomôs Strategy for 

Countering International Terrorism ï trump academic freedom and are used to purge Leicester 

Universityôs academic environment of ideas and ideals that are deemed to threaten Britainôs 

ñshared valuesò and ñcommunity cohesionò. In this politicized and censored environment 

informed debate is not possible and given my familyôs background ï my parents left communist 

Romania in the 1980s and abandoned their careers and lives in order that their children may live 



40 
 

in freedom in the West ï I had no choice but to act according to my conscience and quit the 

program.  Leicester time frame: 18 November 2009 ï 28 April 2010 (over five months).   

 

II.10. Although Leicester University tried to prevent me from taking my case to the Office of the 

Independent Adjudicator (OIA) by repeatedly refusing to issue a Completion of Procedures 

Letter, which the University was compelled to do by the OIA on 28 April 2010, I nonetheless 

succeeded in referring my case to the OIA on 12 April 2010 and the OIA accepted my appeal 

and assigned case handler Fiona Draper to my complaint file on 9 July 2010. On 26 July 2010, 

the OIA issued a Preliminary Decision on my complaint against Leicester University. I presented 

my response to the OIAôs Preliminary Decision on 15 August 2010. I took issue with the OIA for 

failing to answer whether it ñis under a government directive not to investigate complaints about 

the existence of a covert surveillance and censorship program of the academic environmentò, 

which would have demonstrated its impartiality and independence. I also took issue with the 

OIAôs ill-construed notion that my withdrawal from the course was voluntary; when it clearly 

rested on conditions imposed on me by the university, conditions that created an atmosphere 

which made it impossible for me to continue either the course or the program, an atmosphere that 

bordered on harassment and that can only be construed as the result of an escalating and 

concerted effort to make my participation in the course so unpleasant, and my work so blatantly 

misevaluated as to force me to quit. The OIA nevertheless issued its Formal Decision on 14 

September 2010 and found my complaint against Leicester to be ñnot justifiedò. Its decision is 

based on material errors, complete disdain for the facts, negligent refusal to consider the 

existence of SAC at Leicester and its effect on my expulsion, and suspicious willingness to 

overlook any and all regulatory and procedural breaches and violations committed by Leicester 

before and after my expulsion, all of which I have documented in my response to its Preliminary 

Decision. OIA time fra me for complaint against Leicester: 12 April 2010 ï 14 September 

2010 (just over six months).  

 

Against the background of my expulsion from and appeals to Oxford University, Leicester 

University and, subsequently, the OIA, the following events occurred:   

 

II.11. Once I became aware of the existence of SAC and of the risks that the British and Qatari 

intelligence agencies, who had been empowered by their governments to act outside the law, 

posed to me and my family, I sought the protection of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. At 

the end of February 2010, I met with Detachment Commander Andy Harbour to alert him of the 

possibility that harm may come to me or my family as a result of my efforts to expose Britainôs 

illicit spy program on its universities, and that though this possibility is remote he should be 

aware of who may be behind potential reprisals. He was very sympathetic and promised to keep 

an eye on me, but could not offer any official protection, which indeed I did not request. He 

suggested I contact the media.  

 

II.12. My efforts to get the British, Canadian or Western media to publish my evidence on SAC, 

which is an ongoing process that began in March 2010, failed. Had I succeeded in getting public 

exposure, it would have provided a level of security for me and my family since the publicôs 

knowledge would have deterred the British and Qatari security agencies from attempting to harm 

me. D-Notices in Britain and self-enforced censorship in Western media, fuelled by widespread 

racist sentiments and/or fear of Muslim fundamentalists appear to be the reasons why no one in 
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the West is willing to publish the truth about SAC. In April 2010, however, I did succeed in 

publishing my ñOpen Letterò in the Romanian magazine ñFlacara lui Adrian Paunescuò, partly 

due to personal family connections to the editor and owner of the magazine.  

 

II.13. My appeals and petitions for help to various human rights and legal organizations and to 

Canadian politicians, which I launched in April 2010 and are ongoing, have also fallen on deaf 

ears. The marginalization I experienced as a result of seeking justice and exposing SAC, only 

raised the level of anxiety and disappointment for me and my wife and marks the beginning of 

serious problems in our marriage. It has also spelled the end of my relationship with my older 

brother, who is a German citizen, and several friends, both in Canada and abroad, who appear to 

be afraid of the forces behind SAC and would rather distance themselves from me than suffer 

dire repercussions.  

 

II.14. In May 2010, this marginalization and discrimination reached a peak when the Romanian 

embassy in Ottawa, most likely at the request of the British Government, refused to renew my 

Romanian passport (I have dual citizenship, Romanian and Canadian) and told me in no 

uncertain terms that I may not even be a Romanian citizen anymore, but failed to explain why.  

 

II.15. Alarmed at the level of repression I was experiencing and at the reluctance of civil society 

throughout the western world to condemn SAC and the multiple violations of my human rights, I 

decided to go on hunger strike. I first asked Oxford and Leicester universities to grant me 

permission to hunger strike on their campuses, but they both refused. I then requested permission 

to hunger strike on public land from the Oxford and Leicester police constabularies and they not 

only refused to grant it, but also issued veiled threats that my protest would infringe unnamed 

laws and that British immigration will want to have a word with me if I enter the UK. Unable to 

protest in the UK, I then sought permission to protest on the grounds of the residence of 

Canadaôs Governor General, the Queenôs representative in Canada, but she too refused to grant 

it. Finally, I was given permission to hunger strike on Canadaôs Parliament in Ottawa. To my 

dismay, the leaders of Canadaôs political parties ignored my pleas for help, as did the Canadian 

media, throughout the duration of my hunger strike, which, due to health problems my wife 

experienced at the time (she was nine months pregnant), I had to cut short after only four days 

(June 1-4).  My second son was born five days later, on 9 June 2010, and I was not able to 

resume the hunger strike.   

 

II.16. Over the course of the last twelve months, I have suffered three cyber attacks that have 

disabled my computers, damaged their contents, disrupted my work and caused me great 

material losses. Two of these attacks have succeeded in completely erasing my computer files. 

Had I not saved them on external hard drives most of the evidence I had collected on SAC would 

have been destroyed. While I cannot prove it, these cyber attacks could have only come from 

Britainôs security agencies with the aim of intimidating me and destroying the evidence.  

 

II.17. Over the course of the past twelve months, my electronic communication has been 

routinely intercepted and tampered with. I have been prevented from contacting a variety of 

media, immigrant, legal, and Muslim organizations, so much so that in order to ascertain whether 

or not my emails reach their destination I have had to end them with the request that the recipient 

acknowledged receipt and with an explanation as to why this is necessary. The British secret 
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service has for all intents and purposes electronically imprisoned me, ensuring that even email 

accounts I opened from the public library are shut down within a day or two. It has even 

disrupted my electronic (and perhaps even telephone) communication with family and friends.  

 

II.18. I have evidence that my postal mail has been intercepted and delayed on one occasion, a 

file from the OIA, which represents a clear and unnecessary violation of the right to privacy and 

was meant solely to ensure that Oxford does not release any evidence on SAC and that justice is 

delayed and denied.  

 

II. 19. Having exhausted national authorities and national and international NGOs, I appealed for 

justice to the European Community and the United Nations. My letter to the European 

Commissioner for Education, Androulla Vassiliou, was answered by none other than Mr. Martin 

Schieffer, the Acting Head of Unit F1 (Fight against Terrorism), of the Directorate-General for 

Home Affairs, who confidently informed me that the violations of fundamental rights I allege 

have no link to European Union law and that the EC has therefore no power to intervene and that 

I should seek redress at the national level through the competent authorities, including the courts. 

I fared even worse with Dr. Martin Scheinin, the UNôs Special Rapporteur on the Promotion and 

Protection of Human Rights while Countering Terrorism, who never even bothered to reply to 

my repeated entreaties, let alone do anything about it.  

 

II.20. My subsequent enquiries and investigation have revealed that the EC has adopted Britainôs 

SAC through the Stockholm Programme and that it has begun implementing it Europe-wide in 

2010. I have exposed this in my article ñThe Great Secret: Surveillance and Censorship in 

Britain and the EUò, which I wrote in April 2010 and succeeded in publishing on the Internet a 

few months later, first on Cryptome and then on Wikispooks, and which in the meantime has 

found its way as far afield as China, but still no mention of SAC in the mainstream media.  

 

II.21. On 8 February 2011, I collapsed, lost consciousness for several minutes and had a seizure 

due to pneumonia aggravated by stress and exhaustion from 18 months of conflict with Britain 

and chronic sleep deprivation. I was taken to the hospital by ambulance and kept there for 

observation. I am still recovering as I write this pleading two weeks later.  

 

II.22. The stress the British Government has subjected me to has most recently caused the 

destruction of my family. Unable to bear the stress, anxiety, surveillance and repression the 

Government of the UK has unleashed on us, and the innumerable hours and nights I have had to 

dedicate to the struggle for justice for the past 20 months, my wife has chosen to separate from 

me on 21 February 2011. I am writing this pleading from a hotel room.  
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III.  Statement of alleged violation(s) of the Convention and/or Protocols and of relevant 

arguments  
 

 (See § 19 (c) of the Notes)  

 

15.  

 

III.1. The Government of the UK has violated Article 1 of the European Convention, the 

obligation to respect human rights for ñeveryone within their jurisdictionò, in causing and/or 

facilitating breaches of my right to freedom of expression; right to education; right to a fair trial; 

right to an effective remedy; right to respect for private and family life; freedom of thought, 

conscience and religion; prohibition of discrimination; and prohibition of abuse of rights.  

 

III.2. The Government of the UK has violated Article 10 of the European Convention, freedom 

of expression, which states clearly that ñthis right shall include freedom to hold opinions and to 

receive and impart information and ideas without interference by public authority and 

regardless of frontiersò. Covertly embedding government operatives in university programs to 

masquerade as regular students while in fact performing surveillance and censorship functions on 

behalf of foreign and domestic secret service agencies and in line with CONTESTôs directives to 

purge the academic environment of ideas and ideals that are deemed to threaten Britainôs ñshared 

valuesò and ñcommunity cohesionò, constitutes a clear and gross violation of Article 10. The 

graduated attempt by Oxford and Leicester universities to coerce me to hold views that are 

antithetical to reason and to my own experience and values, and that are politically motivated 

and covertly enforced, followed by my expulsion from Leicester and Oxford on manufactured 

grounds, are the direct results of the UK Governmentôs illegal and unethical SAC program. As a 

foreign citizen, participating in online studies in British universities from my own country, 

Canada, I can neither be expected to know nor to adhere to Britainôs ñshared valuesò and 

ñcommunity cohesionò, especially since these requirements are imposed in secret, without 

disclosure, and without my knowledge. It is therefore not only absurd but also patently unfair to 

be expected to adhere to something that I have no knowledge of and without being explicitly told 

in advance that I must do so in order to study in a British university.  

 

III.3. The Government of the UK has violated Article 9 of the European Convention, freedom of 

thought, conscience and religion, which states that ñEveryone has the right to freedom of 

thought, conscience and religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief and 

freedom, either alone or in community with others and in public or private, to manifest his 

religion or belief, in worship, teaching, practice and observance.ò The SAC operativesô attempt 

to coerce and intimidate me to hold views that are contrary to my conscience and thoughts, and 

my expulsion when I refused to submit to manipulation and coercion, constitute a clear violation 

of my freedom of thought and conscience, especially since this occurred in an educational 

environment where the pursuit of truth and freedom of thought and conscience are sacrosanct 

and must be actively defended and promoted.  

 

III.4. The Government of the UK has violated Article 14 of the European Convention, 

prohibition of discrimination, which states that ñthe enjoyment of the rights and freedoms set 

forth in this Convention shall be secured without discrimination on any groundò including 
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ñpolitical or other opinion, national or social origin, birth or other statusò all of which have 

played a role in the decision of Britainôs SAC agents to discriminate against me by curtailing my 

freedom of speech and denying me the right to education.   

 

III.5. The Government of the UK has violated Article 6 of the European Convention, right to a 

fair trial, which upholds that ñeveryone is entitled to a fair and public hearing within a 

reasonable time by an independent and impartial tribunal established by lawò. The adjudication 

of my case at the university and OIA levels has not been fair and has not been carried out within 

a reasonable time because the Government of the UK has hamstrung the independence and 

impartiality of both the university authorities and the OIA, by elevating the need to keep SAC 

secret and the prerogatives of CONTEST above human rights under the pretext of national 

security, and even though I have never presented a threat to Britainôs national security but merely 

exercised my conscience and free speech in an academic environment where my thoughts, ideas 

and analyses were requested by the course tutors and elicited in written assignments and 

discussion forums. Furthermore, the Government of the UK has imposed a see no evil, hear no 

evil attitude on civil society and the legal system, so much so that any and all attempts I made to 

bring my case to a court of law has been blocked. Lawyers and law societies in Britain and 

Canada have not only refused to take my case, they have not even had the decency, or have been 

prevented, to acknowledge my emails. Even appeals for legal representation that I made on the 

Internet through websites like JustAnswer.com have been shut down by the Government of the 

UK in order to prevent me from challenging SAC and my mistreatment in a court of law. 

 

III.6. The Government of the UK has violated Article 8 of the European Convention, the right to 

respect for private and family life, which states that ñthere shall be no interference by a public 

authorityò. The cyber attacks I have suffered, the phishing software the Government of the UK 

has installed in my computers, the interception of my electronic communication, telephone 

conversations and postal mail, represent clear and egregious violations of Article 8, which states 

that ñeveryone has the right to respect for his private and family life, his home and his 

correspondenceò, and that cannot be excused by the pretext that I ever posed a threat to Britainôs 

national security.  

 

III.7. The Government of the UK has violated Article 11 of the European Convention, freedom 

of assembly and association, which safeguards the right to peaceful protest. In order to prevent 

me from protesting my mistreatment by Oxford and Leicester and the violation of my rights by 

SACôs operatives, both Oxford and Leicester refused to grant me the right to protest on their 

campuses. The Government of the UK has prevented the police constabularies of Oxford and 

Leicester from granting me the right to protest on public land. Last, Canadaôs Governor General 

has denied me the right to protest on the official property, which is located on Canadian soil.  

 

III.8. The Government of the UK has violated Article 13 of the European Convention, the right 

to an effective remedy, which states that ñeveryone whose rights and freedoms as set forth in this 

Convention are violated shall have an effective remedy before a national authority 

notwithstanding that the violation has been committed by persons acting in an official capacityò. 

The fact that the OIA has refused to answer whether or not is under a government directive not to 

investigate allegations of surveillance and censorship of the academic environment, and that it 

has proceeded to issue a decision in bad faith and in conflict of interest in order to assist the 
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Government to cover up the existence of SAC, shows that the Government of the UK has 

prejudiced the nationôs highest adjudication authority for complaints against universities.  

 

III.9. The Government of the UK has violated Article 17 of the European Convention, 

prohibition of abuse of rights, which denies States the right to ñengage in any activity or perform 

any act aimed at the destruction of any of the rights and freedoms set forth [in the Convention] 

or at their limitation to a greater extent than is provided for in the Conventionò. Having at no 

point in time posed a threat to the security or morals of the UK, the violations I have suffered 

represent an abusive and unjustifiable overreaching by the Government of the UK well beyond 

the limitations and to a greater extent than provided for in the Convention. Given that the 

Government of the UK has violated a number of my human rights for the sole purpose of 

covertly and illegally enforcing objectives that are unethical, in an environment where freedom 

of speech, thought and conscience must be actively defended and promoted, and that it then 

violated my right to a fair trial, effective remedy, and respect for private and family life, for the 

purpose of covering up the existence of SAC and preventing me from exposing SAC, the 

Government of the UK has not just failed to abstain from the prohibition of abuse of rights, it has 

consciously chosen to do so in order to cover up and perpetuate the existence of the SAC 

program that it well knows to be illegal. 

 

III.10. The Government of the UK has violated Article 2 of the First Protocol (the Paris 

Protocol) to the European Convention, the right to education, which clearly states that ñno 

person shall be denied the right to educationò. In trying to impose the objectives of CONTEST 

upon HEIs, and in the process instituting a covert regime of surveillance and censorship of 

academia, the Government of the UK has allowed itself to violate my right to education and has 

devised a hidden mechanism to expel students whose philosophical convictions it deems to be in 

violation of Britainôs ñshared valuesò and ñcommunity cohesionò.  

 

III.11. Though not a signatory to the Fourth Protocol, The Government of the UK has violated 

Article 2 of the Fourth Protocol (the Strasbourg Protocol) to the European Convention, the right 

to freedom of movement. There is evidence to suggest that the Government of the UK has 

requested from the Government of Romania to deny me the renewal of my Romanian passport 

and even to suggest that I am no longer a Romanian citizen. This represents a clear violation of 

my right to freedom of movement. Under no circumstances can my actions be shown to have 

necessitated the violation of my right to free movement for the ñinterests of national security, the 

maintenance of ordre public, for the prevention of crime, for the protection of health or morals, 

or for the protection of the rights and freedoms of othersò.  

 

III.12. Though not a signatory to the Twelfth Protocol, The Government of the UK has violated 

Article 1 of the Twelfth Protocol (the Rome Protocol) to the European Convention, the general 

prohibition of discrimination, which states that ñthe enjoyment of any right set forth by law shall 

be secured without discrimination on any ground such as sex, race, color, language, religion, 

political or other opinion, national or social origin, association with a national minority, 

property, birth or other statusò. The discrimination I have suffered and the multiple violations of 

my rights can be shown to have been motivated and enabled primarily though not exclusively by 

the British Governmentôs CONTEST strategy decision to elevate ñshared valuesò and 
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ñcommunity cohesionò above the right not to be discriminated against for oneôs ñpolitical or 

other opinion.ò   

 

 

 

IV. Statement relative to article 35 § 1 of the Convention  
 

(See § 19 (d) of the Notes. If necessary, give the details mentioned below under points 16 to 18 

on a separate sheet for each separate complaint)  

 

16. Final decision (date, court or authority and nature of decision)  
 

On 13 September 2010, the Office of the Independent Adjudicator (OIA) issued its Formal 

Decision on my complaint against Leicester University (OIA/09223/10), which it found to be 

ñnot justifiedò.  

 

On 20 January 2011, the Office of the Independent Adjudicator (OIA) issued its Formal Decision 

on my complaint against Oxford University (OIA/08877/10), which it found to be ñpartly 

justifiedò.  

 

 

17. Other decisions (list in chronological order, giving date, court or authority and nature of 

decision for each of them)  

 

Decisions pertaining to Oxford:  

 

1. On 9 June 2009, Philip Healy, Director of Public Programmes, upholds the decision taken by 

Dr. De Grandis, Claire Kelly and Marianne Talbot to expel me from the course  

 

2. On 23 June 2009, Professor Jonathan Michie, Director of the Continuing Education 

Department, does not support my appeal and upholds the expulsion.  

 

3. On 27 July 2009, Professor Martin S. Williams, Senior Proctor, reaches the determination that 

the Department of Continuing Education ñhas not followed appropriate procedure in 

considering [my] appealò and ñthat it should now do so by convening a Disciplinary Panelò.  

 

4. On 7 September 2009, the Disciplinary Panel (composed of Professor C. Gosden, member of 

the Continuing Education Board, Dr. A. Hawkins, Deputy Director of International Programmes, 

and Dr. Peter Gamble, Secretary of the Continuing Education Board) found that Kevin Galalae 

did breach netiquette but that the decision to remove him from the course for this offence was 

ñdisproportionately severeò.  

 

5. On 27 April 2010, the Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC), refuses to assist me 

in taking my claim (EHRC reference: 1-6972703 ) against Oxford further.  
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6. On 12 November 2010, the Information Commissionerôs Office (ICO), finds in the case of my 

complaint (Ref. RFA0295154) ñthat it is unlikely that the University of Oxford has complied 

with the requirements of the DPA [Data Protection Act]... ñbecause the University of Oxford 

failed to respond to your subject access request within the statutory timescale of 40 days 

provided by the DPAò. It concluded, however, ñthat further regulatory action is not appropriate 

at this timeò. To date, the ICO has failed however to address my complaint that Oxford and 

Leicester are engaged in a covert program of surveillance and censorship of the academic 

environment run in collaboration with Britainôs secret service agencies and, in the case of 

Leicester University, assisted by the Qatari secret service, a program that violates many aspects 

of the Data Protection Act and personal privacy.  

 

7. On 21 December 2010, the OIA issued its Draft Decision on my complaint against Oxford 

University, which it found to be ñpartly justifiedò.  

 

 

Decisions pertaining to Leicester:  

 

1. On 20 November 2009, Dr. Rofe, Director of Distance Learning, decided that my assignments 

were evaluated fairly by his colleague, Nick Wright, the tutor of the course.  

 

2. On 4 January 2010, Professor Phythian, Head of the Department of Politics and International 

Relations, upheld the decisions of his colleagues in regards to the way my assignments were 

evaluated and refused to grant me the full refund I had requested.  

 

3. On 1 February 2010, Professor Murphy, Pro-Vice-Chancellor and Head of the College of 

Social Science, rendered her verdict and found none of the seven points I raised to have merit. 

Nonetheless, she authorized a full refund.  

 

4. On 17 February 2010, Leicester refused to grant me the right to have my appeal heard by the 

universityôs highest adjudicating authority, the Senior Pro-Vice-Chancellorôs Office, and 

informed me that no further appeal avenue is open to me, while also threatening me with legal 

action if I continue to communicate my findings to my fellow students and with removal by 

police if I attempt to hunger strike on the university campus.  

 

5. On 26 July 2010, the OIA issued its Preliminary Decision on my complaint against Leicester 

University, which it found to be ñnot justifiedò.  

 

 

18.  Is there or was there any other appeal or other remedy available to you which you have 

not used? If so, explain why you have not used it.  

 

No other appeal or remedy is available to me in Britain. Furthermore, even if there had been, I 

would not have tried to avail myself of it since the impartiality and independence of Britainôs 

legal system and the nationôs organizations of civil society have been prejudiced by government 

intrusion in a heavily politicized environment that discourages any real investigation and hinders 

the administration of justice if the nationôs ill-construed effort to combat terrorism is in any way 
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jeopardized or even criticized, and if covert and extrajudicial programs like SAC are in danger of 

being exposed.   

 

 

V.  Statement of the object of the application  

 

(See § 19 (e) of the Notes)  

 

19.  

 

The object of this application is to prove in a court of law that the Government of the UK 

operates a covert surveillance and censorship program of the academic environment that is 

illegal and unethical and whose operatives have engineered my expulsion from Oxford and 

Leicester in order to prevent me from exercising the right to free speech and the right to freedom 

of thought and conscience as a result of legislation that allows discrimination on political 

grounds and that has led to the violation of my right to education. Subsequently, the Government 

of the UK, in order to hide SAC from being exposed, has denied me the right to a fair trial and 

the right to effective remedy by prejudicing the internal adjudication of universities and the 

independence and impartiality of the OIA. Last, the Government of the UK has allowed its 

intelligence agencies to intimidate me so as not to reveal the truth about SAC and to apply 

pressure by denying me freedom of movement, by violating my private and family life, and my 

right to protest. These actions show that the Government of the UK has failed to respect the 

prohibition of abuse of rights, the general prohibition from discrimination, and has failed in its 

obligation to respect human rights. I therefore seek reparation and compensation for the damage 

done to my academic reputation, intellectual reputation, and consequently to my professional 

credibility as a writer/consultant. I also seek full reparation and compensation for the hardship I 

suffered, hardship that has placed tremendous strain on my marriage and led to its dissolution, on 

my time and resources, on my ability to fulfill my duties as father and the consequent hardship to 

my sons, on my ability to meet the demands of my work, and on my physical health and state of 

mind. I also seek full compensation for the humiliation of being treated unjustly and with 

prejudice.  

 

 

VI.  Statement concerning other international proceedings  

 

 (See § 19 (f) of the Notes)  

 

20. Have you submitted the above complaints to any other procedure of international 

investigation or settlement? If so, give full details.  
 

As explained above, in paragraph II.19, having exhausted national authorities and national and 

international NGOs, I appealed for justice to the European Community and the United Nations. 

My letter to the European Commissioner for Education, Androulla Vassiliou, was answered by 

none other than Mr. Martin Schieffer, the Acting Head of Unit F1 (Fight against Terrorism), of 

the Directorate-General for Home Affairs, who confidently informed me that the violations of 

fundamental rights I allege have no link to European Union law and that the EC has therefore no 
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power to intervene and that I should seek redress at the national level through the competent 

authorities, including the courts. I fared even worse with Dr. Martin Scheinin, the UNôs Special 

Rapporteur on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights while Countering Terrorism, who 

never even bothered to reply to my repeated entreaties, let alone do anything about it.   

 

 

VII.  List of documents (no original documents, only photocopies, do not staple, tape or bind 

documents)  

 

(See § 19 (g) of the Notes. Include copies of all decisions referred to in Parts IV and VI above. If 

you do not have copies, you should obtain them. If you cannot obtain them, explain why not. No 

documents will be returned to you.)  

 

21.  

 

a. 9 June 2009, decision of Philip Healy, Director of Public Programmes.  

 

b. 23 June 2009, decision of Professor Michie, Director of the Cont. Ed. Department.  

 

c. 27 July 2009, decision of Professor Martin S. Williams, Senior Proctor.  

 

d. 7 September 2009, decision of the Disciplinary Panel.  

 

e. 27 April 2010, decision of the Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC).  

 

f. 1 November 2010, Oxfordôs representations in respect to my complaint  

 

g. 12 December 2010, my rebuttal to Oxfordôs representation  

 

h. 12 November 2010, decision of the Information Commissionerôs Office (ICO).  

 

i. 21 December 2010, OIAôs Draft Decision on my complaint against Oxford University.  

 

j. 22 December 2010, my reply to OIAôs draft decision on Oxford complaint.  

 

k. 20 January 2011, OIAôs Formal Decision on my complaint against Oxford.  

 

l. 20 November 2009, decision of Dr. Rofe, Director of Distance Learning.  

 

m. 4 January 2010, decision of Professor Phythian, Head of the Department of Politics and 

International Relations 

 

n. 1 February 2010, decision of Professor Murphy, Pro-Vice-Chancellor and Head of the College 

of Social Science.  

 

o. 17 February 2010, decision by Leicester University.  

http://wikispooks.com/w/images/4/46/OIA_draft_decision_on_Kevin_Galalae%27s_complaint_against_Oxford_University.pdf
http://wikispooks.com/w/images/f/fe/Kevin_Galalae%27s_response_to_OIA_draft_decision_on_complaint_against_Oxford_University.pdf
http://wikispooks.com/w/images/8/8a/Manufacturing_Consent_and_Intellectual_Cloning_at_Leicester_University_-_Letter_to_Dr._Rofe.pdf
http://wikispooks.com/w/images/6/62/Censorship%2C_Surveillance_and_Indoctrination_at_Leicester_University.pdf
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p. 26 July 2010, OIAôs Preliminary Decision on my complaint against Leicester University.  

 

q. 15 August 2010, my response to OIAôs Preliminary Decision on Leicester complaint.   

 

r. 13 September 2010, OIAôs Formal Decision on my complaint against Leicester University.  

 

s. 19 May 2010, letter from Martin Schieffer, European Commission ï Directorate General 

Justice, Freedom and Security.  

 

t. 24 April 2010, Open Letter, appeal to Canadaôs politicians and the press.  

 

u. 25 October 2010, The Great Secret: Surveillance and Censorship in Britain and the EU.   

 

 

 

VIII.  Declaration and signature  

 

 (See § 19 (h) of the Notes)  

 

I hereby declare that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the information I have given in the 

present application form is correct.  

 

 

 

Place  

Ottawa, Canada  

  

 

 

Date  

25 February 2011  

 

 

 

  

 (Signature of the applicant or of the representative)  

 

Kevin Galalae  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://wikispooks.com/w/images/f/fe/Kevin_Galalae%27s_response_to_OIA_draft_decision_on_complaint_against_Oxford_University.pdf
http://wikispooks.com/w/images/f/f8/Kevin_Galalae%27s_response_to_OIA_preliminary_decision_on_Leicester_University_complaint.pdf
http://wikispooks.com/w/images/1/1f/OIA_final_decision_on_Kevin_Galalae_complaint_against_Leicester_University.pdf
http://wikispooks.com/w/images/0/06/Covert_Censorship_at_Oxford_and_Leicester_University.pdf
http://cryptome.org/0003/great-secret.pdf
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HUNGER  STRIKE 

PAMPHLET  
 

 

 

 

10 April 2011 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://wikispooks.com/w/images/4/4a/Hunger_strike_handout.pdf
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HUNGER STRIKE: REASONS AND OBJECTIVES 

 

In the name of security and counter-radicalization Europeôs politicians have approved a covert 

program of surveillance and censorship (SAC) of universities that is unlawful, unethical and 

discriminatory.  As a result, our sons and daughters are being subjected to thought control, 

ideological manipulation and indoctrination.  Our childrenôs education and future now depend on 

the judgments of government censors and secret directives.   

 

To keep it secret, Europeôs institutions at all levels of government, the media and civil society 

have been corrupted, co-opted and intimidated to remain not only silent but also blind and deaf 

to the cries of individuals whose fundamental rights, civil liberties and protection under the law 

have been violated. 

   

Without the knowledge and consent of its citizens, the EU has adopted the methods and means of 

thought control and indoctrination formerly used by communist dictatorships.  What our sons 

and daughters should believe and how they ought to express their views is the job of parents and 

oneôs own conscience, not the State.  SAC makes the right to education conditional on oneôs 

willingness to think and say only what the State approves of.   

 

 

 

The objectives of the hunger strike are: 

 

1. To achieve the dissolution of the program of 

surveillance and censorship (SAC) of universities both at 

the UK and EU level. 

 

2. To break the mediaôs cover-up and activate the 

institutions of civil society to fulfill their duties in 

respect to upholding the truth, protecting human rights 

and equality under the law. 

 

3. To obtain justice for the mistreatment of any and all 

students who have suffered discrimination and the 

violation of their fundamental r ights at the hands of 

British and European universities that collaborate with 

SAC. 
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FREEDOM IN EDUCATION.ORG  

 

Freedom in Education.org is a fledgling non-governmental organisation born out of necessity 

and dedicated to the protection of expressional rights, freedom of conscience, academic freedom 

and the right to education.  Educational institutions must be free of political interference and 

state-sponsored discrimination.   

 

Freedom in Education.org came into being in 2010 and is located in Canada.  

 

 

WHAT IS SAC? 

 

Since 2007, the UK operates a covert program of surveillance and censorship (SAC) of 

universities that is secretly enabled by the Prevent strand of its anti-terrorism legislation, whose 

stated first objective is ñto challenge the ideology behind violent extremism and support 

mainstream voicesò.  Despite being unlawful and discriminatory SAC has been approved by the 

EU Members States and scheduled for replication throughout the European Union as part of the 

Stockholm Programme, which began implementation in 2010.   

 

SAC avoids legal barriers by covertly embedding agents in online and onsite university programs 

as common students, paying tuition fees out of pocket.  This allows universities to claim 

innocence should anyone glimpse the truth and to avoid legal consequences for violating privacy 

rules, data protection laws, expressional rights, freedom of conscience, education law and the 

trust of their students.   Once embedded, the spies masquerade as legitimate students while 

secretly collaborating with the course tutors.  The prerogatives of Europeôs counter-terrorism 

strategy trump academic freedom and are used to purge the academic environment of ideas and 

ideals that are deemed to go against Europeôs ñshared valuesò and ñcommunity cohesionò.  

Political science, international relations and philosophy courses are primarily targeted by SAC.   

 

The embedded SAC agents monitor students, test their allegiance to the system, assist the course 

tutors in deflecting and diverting the discussions away from subjects the government deems 

taboo when the opinions expressed by students run counter to the Stateôs foreign or domestic 

policies, manipulate and coerce students into toeing the politically correct line, manufacture 

consent and, should that fail, provoke students to commit netiquette breaches or simply create an 

environment so harassing as to cause targeted students to quit their studies of their own accord.   

 

Whether deliberate or accidental, SAC imposes positions that are contrary to reason, factually 

incorrect, and antithetical to the values, background and experience of foreign and domestic 

students, positions that fly in the face of academic freedom, violate free speech and cause the 

retreat of reason, endemic dishonesty, and the corruption of public debate; enchaining 

intellectual discourse and political analysis to preconceived notions derived from a toxic mix of 

political correctness, manufactured consent and hidden agendas.  As a result, entrenched 

discrimination towards foreigners who do not accept received wisdom and collective denial, and 

natives who do not show unquestioned respect for institutions and policies, or who dare diverge 

from accepted beliefs, is the order of the day in the European universities that have allowed SAC 

operatives on their campuses and have given up control as to who defines the terms and 
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parameters of intellectual debate.  The overall effect is to brainwash the young and the 

impressionable to hold biased views in line with State policy and to squash dissenting opinions 

that challenge the status quo before they reach a larger audience.   

 

To keep SAC secret, the institutions of democracy and all branches of government have decayed 

into a state of incestuous and self-serving secrecy, coercing the media and co-opting NGOs to 

remain silent.   The rule of law and due process have been suspended, reducing the entire 

officialdom to systemic dishonesty and state-sanctioned fraud and turning Europeôs higher 

education institutions into propaganda and indoctrination machines.   

 

Those who contest SACôs legitimacy or try to expose it, as I have done, are stripped of their 

human rights, civil liberties and protection under the law and turned into second class citizens in 

their own countries.   

 

For detailed information on SAC see http://wikispooks.com/wiki/Kevin_Galalae or read the main 

article at http://cryptome.org/0003/great-secret.pdf .  SAC is currently contested at the European 

Court of Human Rights.  The pleading is entitled Galalae v. The United Kingdom (Application 

no. 13386/11). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://wikispooks.com/wiki/Kevin_Galalae
http://cryptome.org/0003/great-secret.pdf
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WEEK ONE  
DEAR MR. HAMMARBERG 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



56 
 

19 April 2011.   

 

Mr. Thomas Hammarberg 

Council of Europe  

Commissioner for Human Rights 

F-67075 Strasbourg Cedex 

FRANCE 

commissioner@coe.int 

press.commissioner@coe.int 

 

 

 

 

Dear Mr. Hammarberg, 

 

A week has gone by since I first have hand delivered a letter to you at the fortified gates of the 

Council of Europe, where I wrote that upon arriving in France on the 12
th
 of April I began a 

hunger strike on behalf of Freedom in Education.org, explained my reasons and that I need to 

speak to you.  Next day I came to see you but I was told you are too busy.  At your secretaryôs 

advice, I have followed my initial request for an audience with an email that very afternoon and 

then again on the 18
th
 of April, but to no avail.  I am now 20 pounds lighter, having lost 10% of 

my body weight, but tenfold stronger and more determined than ever to see to it that Europe 

rescinds its unlawful, discriminatory, divisive and unethical program of covert surveillance and 

censorship of students in universities, which I shall henceforth refer to by its acronym SAC.   

 

The exigencies of your office must be great indeed, but if you are too busy to see a man who puts 

his life on the line so that the fundamental rights of our most vulnerable members of society, our 

children, are respected by the powers to be, then perhaps you ought to reconsider your priorities.  

It is bad form and bad manners, as well as callous and cruel to ignore a man who is starving at 

your door. It is also a breach of common and universal etiquette, especially since I am not 

appealing to you to push my own case, which is grinding its way through the European Court of 

Human Rights, but to make sure that SAC is shut down before other young men and women are 

hurt by it and to ensure that those young students whose lives have been damaged are properly 

compensated and apologised to.  The latter point is particularly important since only a public 

mea maxima culpa from the EU leadership will ensure that SAC is not reincarnated under a 

different disguise or continues to exist under the cover of secrecy.    

 

The men and women who have conceived this abominable program are as of today guests in 

your building for a three-day conference on how else to deprive the populace of their rights and 

liberties while maintaining a façade of democracy and law so as to allow the Council of Europe 

Secretary General Thorbjørn Jagland and other officials to publicly and earnestly declare that:  

 

ñThe Council of Europe has developed a unique three-pillar approach to fighting 

terrorism: strengthen the international legal framework, address the causes of terrorism 

and safeguard fundamental values. Our commitment to the rule of law and human rights is 

key in this approachò. 

mailto:commissioner@coe.int
mailto:press.commissioner@coe.int
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Nothing could be further from the truth and I hope that you will give me the chance to show the 

participants the damage they have caused by allowing me to address them on the last day of the 

conference.  What I shall tell them is that Europe does not need more counter-radicalisation 

measures but a psychological transformation within itself, a transformation that will allow it to 

embrace the world, not reject it.  Continuing down the path of vindictive counter-radicalisation 

will lead only to the ghetoization of Europeôs minorities and to yet another age of pseudo-

Christians.   

 

I speak now from bitter experience when I say that Europeôs institutions have decayed to such an 

extent and have deviated from their true purpose ï which is to serve the people ï that Europeans 

consider themselves fortunate to be given the opportunity to beg for their constitutionally 

protected rights.  Well, I do not beg for my rights.  I am Canadian and we Canadians do not beg 

for our rights from those whom we pay from the public purse to serve us.  We demand them and 

I am here to demand that our rights are respected.  I should think that medieval barons were more 

considerate of their subjects than the public officials who make up the ranks of the EU 

nowadays.  Adenauer would turn in his grave if he knew what had become of his noble dream.   

 

Now that I have vented seven days worth of hunger strike frustration let me state a few 

inconvenient truths about Europeôs counter-radicalization policies, their most abject progeny, 

SAC, and the EU institutions as a whole. 

 

It has become clear to me from the evasive actions of the Council and the delays of the European 

Court that SAC is not only approved at the highest levels of the EU, but that it is also protected 

by the Council of Europe, the very institution entrusted with safeguarding legal standards, the 

rights of citizens, democratic development and the rule of law, all of which SAC tears into with 

impunity.  Had this happened in Europe and not affected my fellow Canadians I would have let it 

go, but this unlawful, discriminatory, unethical and divisive program has violated my 

fundamental rights as a Canadian (see pp. 9-11 at 

https://wikispooks.com/w/images/1/19/Kevin_Galalae_vs._the_United_Kingdom%2C_European

_Court_of_Human_Rights.pdf.) and has deprived me and many others of parliamentary access 

and legal protection in my own country. I take that personally.  More than this, it has perverted 

and corrupted the institutions of Canadian democracy, the freedom of the press, the impartiality 

of the courts, the humane activities of NGOs and civil society, and the inclusive nature of 

Canadian society, which is a society of immigrants that prides itself on multiculturalism and 

tolerance (for details see 

https://wikispooks.com/w/images/0/06/Covert_Censorship_at_Oxford_and_Leicester_University

.pdf.)  It has therefore damaged my country to the core.   

 

This means that countless other Canadians and foreign nationals across the globe who are 

attending EU universities online or onsite are affected and their lives destroyed and dreams 

irrevocably altered by Europeôs political decision to knowingly institute a program that is flawed 

in every way and that represents gross abuses of power directed at people and countries where 

the EU has no jurisdiction and no right to misshape public opinion by manufacturing consent or 

by imposing its cultural values.   

 

https://wikispooks.com/w/images/1/19/Kevin_Galalae_vs._the_United_Kingdom%2C_European_Court_of_Human_Rights.pdf
https://wikispooks.com/w/images/1/19/Kevin_Galalae_vs._the_United_Kingdom%2C_European_Court_of_Human_Rights.pdf
https://wikispooks.com/w/images/0/06/Covert_Censorship_at_Oxford_and_Leicester_University.pdf
https://wikispooks.com/w/images/0/06/Covert_Censorship_at_Oxford_and_Leicester_University.pdf
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Europe has no right to judge the religions, ideologies and thoughts of non-Europeans in the 

conceit that this will bring about peace, engagement and security, when Europeôs religious 

schisms, ideologies and actions have been more violent, excessive and destructive than those of 

any other lands and cultures.  Even today, Europeôs and by extension the Westôs socio-economic 

system, which is being imposed on the globe, causes more pain and suffering through 

institutional manipulations, economic exploitation and immoral speculation than Al Qaeda could 

ever hope to achieve.   

 

On a more philosophical level, no one, not even God (if He exists) has the right to interfere with 

manôs thinking, for that constitutes an assault upon free will.  No good practice manuals, 

however rigorously written and enforced, could possibly avoid the pitfalls of abuse on the part of 

the overseers and of humiliation on the part of the overseen.  That is because the agents trained 

to apply the rules of surveillance and censorship, as indeed the writers of the manuals 

themselves, are conditioned by their own cultures and backgrounds, as well as unduly influenced 

by their own petty prejudices, political preferences, racist tendencies and religions or lack 

thereof.   

 

At the very least, European universities must explicitly state that participation in their programs 

is subject to government interference and that the opinions expressed are censored by secret 

service agents according to the objectives of Europeôs counter-radicalisation strategy.  It should 

also clearly state what those objectives are and what one is allowed and not allowed to say in 

Europeôs universities so that foreign students who choose to participate in studies at European 

universities can decide for themselves if they want thought control and ideological indoctrination 

to be part of their educational experience.  I should think that most will opt out and will not pay 

the triple tuition fees that foreigners are charged.  They will instead take their parentsô hard 

earned money and study where the sanctity of the academic environment, free speech, and 

freedom of conscience are respected and not conditional on oneôs ability or willingness to 

conform to European norms and values.   

 

The very least Europe can and must do is be honest and considerate of the fact that if it wants to 

profit from foreign students then it must respect their cultures and opinions.  Europe cannot have 

its cake and eat it too; that is to say, it cannot secretly subject foreign students to thought control 

and ideological manipulation meant to purge the continent of foreign norms and values that are 

different or clash with those of Europeans while at the same time profit from the exorbitant 

tuition fees it charges its foreign students.  

 

European universities are now in the business of exporting bigotry and prejudice instead of 

inculcating knowledge, mutual respect and a desire for truth.  In the process, SAC is giving all 

Europeôs universities a bad name for there is no way of knowing those that do not collaborate 

with SAC from those that do.  In Britain alone, where SAC originates and has been fully 

operational since 2007, 2/3 have succumbed to SAC.  

 

 

 

The fact that Europe has tried to get away with SAC without fully disclosing its perils to its 

foreign and, for that matter, its domestic students attests to the bigotry, prejudice, hypocrisy and 
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arrogance of  the European establishment of power; traits that have caused two world wars, a 

Holocaust and countless pogroms in the last century alone.  Traits that have dragged the entire 

world into hell and that are once again threatening to cause a global conflict.   

 

The crimes and abuses of the 3
rd

 Reich, we must not forget, began with the burning of books 

written by Jews.  SAC is eliminating the ideas and ideals of non-Europeans as they are expressed 

and before they have a chance to make it on paper, and it is doing this on the sacrosanct soil of 

its universities where free speech and freedom of conscience are supposed to be actively 

promoted and defended.  This is happening despite the fact that the European constitution is 

crystal clear on that free speech gives one the ñfreedom to hold opinions and to receive and 

impart information and ideas without interference by public authority and regardless of 

frontiersò, that freedom of conscience gives everyone the right to publicly manifest their beliefs, 

and that education is for all and no one should be deprived of the right to education.  

 

Well, on this last point it turns out that Europe makes a mockery of the right to education not 

only for counter-radicalisation reasons but also in the name of Chemical and Biological Weapons 

Convention and thus has given itself secret permission to pre-screen innocent foreign students 

from chemistry programs.  The proof comes from a 2008 US embassy cable 

(http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/wikileaks-files/nuclear-wikileaks/8297132/CWSBWC-

CLOSE-ALLIES-MEETING-JUNE-17-18-2008.html.)   

 

ñThe Close Allies (U.S., UK, France, Germany) met in London on June 17-18 to 

discuss issues related to the Chemical and Biological Weapons Conventions. 

 

...both Germany and France also expressed reservations about proposals that 

would increase the numbers of students from developing countries studying 

chemistry in Western countries, noting that their governments went to considerable 

lengths to limit and manage the degree to which students from countries of concern 

had access to such programs.ò    

 

The ñconsiderable lengthsò used by Germany and France to ñlimit and manageò access to 

chemistry university programs, while not specified, indicate that deserving young people are 

denied entrance to university on false grounds just because they might pose a danger in the 

distant future.  This is a clear and gross violation of Article 2, the right to education, enshrined in 

the 1
st
 Protocol of the European Convention, both of which Germany and France are signatories 

of, not to mention a terrible injustice perpetrated on the young and innocent.  While SAC weeds 

out students post-enrolment in university, by engineering various expulsion methods, the 

prerogatives of the Chemical and Biological Weapons Convention are used to selectively deny 

students access to chemistry programs in the pre-enrolment phase.   

 

Those who still refuse to believe the reality that EU countries subject foreigners to 

discriminatory treatment in education, a reality I have lived through as a student at Oxford and 

Leicester universities, will say that SAC and other counter-radicalisation programs that comprise 

Europeôs prevent strategy are merely after extremists who promote violence.  Well, I am no 

extremist and I certainly do not subscribe to violence.  Nevertheless, I was expelled from these 

two universities by overzealous SAC agents and I am neither Muslim nor Arab.  If anything I am 

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/wikileaks-files/nuclear-wikileaks/8297132/CWSBWC-CLOSE-ALLIES-MEETING-JUNE-17-18-2008.html
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/wikileaks-files/nuclear-wikileaks/8297132/CWSBWC-CLOSE-ALLIES-MEETING-JUNE-17-18-2008.html
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the antithesis of Muslim fundamentalists, being European by birth, agnostic, apolitical, non-

ideological, fiercely independent, outspoken and perfectly peaceful.  If I could fall victim to 

SACôs censors than anyone can because the programme is out of control and is animated by 

racist tendencies.   

 

Knowing that SAC cannot be defended in a court of law or even in the court of public opinion, 

Europeôs politicians have given themselves the right to act outside the law and to do this without 

the consent of the people.  More than this, and what is most frightening, is that in order to get 

away with it, Europeôs politicians and security service agents have played on the fears and 

prejudices of those in key positions to selectively shut down any and all possibilities of SAC 

being exposed in the media or contested in a court of law.  For the first time in history, even the 

fifth pillar of democracy has been corrupted, the NGOs, becoming fully complicit in this 

grotesque conspiracy of silence.   

 

The fact that Europeôs politicians have succeeded in obtaining the collaboration and silence of 

the entire civil society shows just how riddled with fear and hatred Europeôs populace is and 

demonstrates that Huntingtonôs dire prediction of civilizational conflict is upon us, for this kind 

of extrajudicial and unethical collaboration dwarfs the greatest conspiracies and can only be 

explained in terms of cultural divides.  It is a coalition of the willing; those willing to be partners 

in crime and to cover up their misdeeds at all costs and in the name of preserving the integrity of 

their cultures under the pretext of national security.   

 

But even this mighty coalition of the willing can be brought down, especially now that I have 

already shattered its ranks.  Universities UK, the definitive voice of all British higher education 

institutions, has followed my lead only one month after I exposed SAC and its abuses on 

Cryptome and published a report, entitled Freedom of speech on campus: rights and 

responsibilities in UK universities 

(http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/Publications/Documents/FreedomOfSpeechOnCampusRightsA

ndResponsibilitiesInUKuniversities.pdf. ) in which it tells the government in no uncertain terms 

that their members will no longer perform surveillance and censorship functions on behalf of the 

nationôs intelligence apparatus.   

 

Despite my small victory, the cost to democracy and freedom remains greater than any damage 

terrorists could have ever done. That cost I have elucidated in my by now infamous paper The 

Great Secret: Surveillance and Censorship in Britain and the EU 

(https://wikispooks.com/wiki/File:The_Great_Secret.pdf.)  That Europe thought it could get 

away with SAC shows a complete lack of good judgment on the part of those who make 

executive decisions, in that they should have known better that once policies that give every 

Dick, Jane and Harry the right to judge the expressions of others will bring the worse human 

instincts to the fore and prejudice, bigotry and hypocrisy will multiply like mushrooms after the 

rain and lead to abuse.  It also shows their reckless arrogance that they could suppress the truth 

forever, as though a country could be turned into a tribe and a continent into the cosa nostra.   

 

It is no secret that I have made but few friends anywhere in the West while exposing the 

incestuous agreements and backroom deals that have made SAC possible and knowledge of its 

existence a well-kept secret.  But that is of little importance, for what the world now needs is not 

http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/Publications/Documents/FreedomOfSpeechOnCampusRightsAndResponsibilitiesInUKuniversities.pdf
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/Publications/Documents/FreedomOfSpeechOnCampusRightsAndResponsibilitiesInUKuniversities.pdf
https://wikispooks.com/wiki/File:The_Great_Secret.pdf
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more corruptible friends but unapologetic human rights defenders and freedom fighters who can 

still see beyond the blinding cultural divides, and that is exactly who and what I am.  I will 

continue to poke my fingers in the eyes of power until I am dead or get the free world back to 

being freeéand fair and just; for I am an idealist who believes it is not too late, a humanist who 

knows that nothing matters more, and a realist who reasons that this is the only right way.    

 

I was taught to treat others as I want to be treated myself and to stand up for the underdog.  It is 

an unspoken truth that the entire counter-radicalisation agenda is directed at foreigners in general 

and Muslims in particular and I am an unlikely defender of Islam because I am agnostic and 

highly suspicious of organised religion. But I am just as suspicious of governments who set 

themselves above the law.  For what is lost in the blindness of fear and prejudice is the simple 

fact that a Muslim life is as much worth as a Christian life and that a Muslimôs dreams are as 

valuable and precious as a Christianôs dreams.  That is why I will not allow Europe and indeed 

the entire Western world to squash those dreams and ruin those lives, be they Muslim, Christian 

or otherwise at university, where lives are supposed to be made not ruined.  The victims, we have 

seen, come in all colours, creeds and political orientations.  I will also not allow Europe to divide 

my country in the name of its own safety.   

 

And if I die here in France fighting for equality under the law, mutual respect and human rights, 

then so be it.  For I have no desire to live among a people who can justify such injustice because 

they are led by hatred, fear and prejudice towards those who are not like them.  Sadly, the entire 

western world seems to now fall in this category to various degrees and to resemble thus more 

than ever the intolerance, sectarianism and factionalism of the Islamic world.   

 

Since my arrival here in Strasbourg I have contacted several French newspapers, the Council of 

Europe press office, and just about every human rights organisation on earth.  I have yet to hear 

from any of them, which is what I expected knowing what I know about the extent to which 

democracy, truth, and justice have been annihilated by Europeôs counter-radicalisation strategy.  

The reason they are not interceding on my behalf or publishing my story and revelations is 

because these good Christians have decided that I am not one of their own and that in exposing 

them and their state-sponsored discrimination I have dealt a deadly blow to their efforts to purge 

Europe of foreign and especially Muslim elements, which is the hidden agenda of Europeôs 

counter-radicalisation strategy.    

 

Civil society will not breathe a word or help for reasons of civilizational loyalty, to put it kindly, 

and Muslim organisations are petrified that if they do help they will be seen as aggressive and 

will suffer further reprisals from an overbearing super-state on the hunt for victims and a 

population crazed with vigilante fervour.  In the process the rule of law and equality under the 

law have been shattered and with them the lives and wellbeing of countless people. That is why I 

stand alone in this struggle and why no one will help even though most people on either side of 

the cultural divide want me to win.  But that is fine with me for all I need is for the law to be 

applied without prejudice so the innocent can be protected from the cultural and religious 

conceits of civilizations gone mad.  As it is, I want no part in either the Muslim or the Christian 

camp since they both behave according to their worst instincts.       
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Europeôs good Christians and secularists alike must get it through their heads that it is not 

possible to live in a globalized world and isolate the continent in order to preserve its cultural 

purity ï even if there was such a thing to preserve.  These days are over and everyone must get 

used to this new reality and move on down the path of tolerance, acceptance and inclusiveness.  

Otherwise shut down your borders and become an island, but live also on your own devices and 

resources and stop exporting your goods and services and drawing profit from peoples and 

nations you are reluctant to coexist with on an equal basis.     

 

While the reality is that Europeôs people have not been considered in either the design or 

implementation of the counter-radicalisation strategy, it is quite clear that any measures aimed at 

purging the continent of foreigners meets with the approval of a great many Europeans and that 

if SAC were to be put to a referendum it would probably pass in those countries that feel 

threatened by their large Muslim and foreign minorities, which are mainly former colonial 

powers that by now should have learned to live with the effects of their past occupations and 

abuses of foreign lands.  Until such democratic test, however, the fault and the responsibility lie 

with those in power and it is their interests that SAC best represents.  Instituting programmes of 

oppression like SAC reflects the attitude of people who are locked up in ivory towers and have 

little or no connection with the common people or a desire to coexist with them on an equal 

basis.  This kind of elitism is alive and well at the EU institutional level and breeds disdain for 

the fundamental rights of citizens, creating new lines of division in society.   

 

This kind of elitism has also given rise to secrecy in government.  Secrecy is antithetical to 

democracy.  Nothing good could ever come out of secrecy and nothing good has ever come out 

of it, yet secrecy has become the modus operandi of the EU institutions resulting in an 

embarrassing gap between their public pronouncements and the actual reality. This gap is so 

great that the EU as a whole is becoming a simulacrum, a counterfeit and fraudulent product, 

being neither democratic nor consensual, neither respectful of human rights nor kind to its 

people, neither transparent nor accessible, as it bulldozes its policies over an increasingly 

resistant population.  As a result, their decisions and policies no longer command respect but 

instil fear.   

 

But let me now return to the reality of my hunger strike, to the bizarre and embarrassing 

spectacle of being on public display.  The hunger is the easy part.  The difficult part is having to 

subject myself to the judgment of strangers and their derisive smiles, even though they have no 

idea that I am starving myself so that they can live in freedom and their children can still have 

rights in a kind and fair society that is creed-, color- and culture-blind.  The even more difficult 

part is being ignored by those who come out of the rarefied and climate-controlled offices of 

European power, as though I did not exist and should not exist or as though I were the one 

trapped in some fiction, when they are the ones caged up in institutional bunkers, both literally 

and figuratively, where fictions are passed as facts.   

 

The hardest part is having to live with the knowledge that the world is ignorant of what is going 

on and apathetic, yet these very ignorant and apathetic people look upon me and other protestors 

with whom I share the space in front of the Court or Council, as ñloose cannonsò.  They fail to 

remember that if it were not for ñloose cannonsò like us ï that is to say, people who are willing 

to make great personal sacrifices in the name of justice and truth ï the world would have long 
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succumbed to the tyranny of those reasonable masses who always choose the easiest path, the 

path that compromises away everything their forefathers have bled and died for, a path that 

always ends up in corruption, decay, lies and hypocrisy.  Does that sound familiar?  Is SAC and 

the entire counter-radicalisation fiasco not the embodiment of such compromises?  And if the 

regime of surveillance, censorship and secrecy that has been instituted in the last ten years is 

allowed to continue and proliferate will democracy and freedom not be lost for generations to 

come?   

 

This generation of leaders thinks it can cage the beast but it cannot.  Already the beast is out of 

control and devouring everything sacred the West purports to defend from terrorists and 

extremists.  It is in fact so out of control that Europe and its allies will do anything to keep SAC 

secret and its abuses unpunished.     

 

No sooner do I take my place in front of the Court that I am visited by two policemen in civilian 

clothes.  Every day two different men come by and they are invariably polite and amiable so 

much so that I actually look forward to see whom I will meet next.  Nevertheless, their visits are 

not courtesy calls but security precautions.  None of the other protesters get this kind of attention.  

The establishment of power must be truly afraid of me.  But that need not be the case for my 

heart is not ruled by hatred or anger but by love and peace and my intention is not to wreak 

havoc but to spread goodwill among men.  To achieve my goal I use the power of persuasion, be 

it through the written word or my self-less actions.  I am guided by the light of truth and the 

strength of courage, for I have nothing to fear and nothing to hide.  The law and lady justice are 

on my side and I also have the moral high ground.  This may not mean much in a world 

controlled by heartless institutions, self-serving bureaucracies and the profit motive.  But it 

means the world to me.  I have also nothing to lose.  What Europe could take from me it has 

already taken: my wife, my children, my rights and my protection under the law.  But Europe has 

not robbed me of my dignity, honour, courage and self-respect.  And it never will.   

 

It is my responsibility as a father to ensure that I leave behind a better world than the one I 

inherited and it is my responsibility as a citizen to keep our public officials honest.  I intend to 

fulfill both of my responsibilities to the best of my abilities and whatever the cost to me.   

 

I hope, dear Mr. Hammarberg, that you have not closed your eyes to the truth and the suffering 

and humiliation of students injured by the actions of those who want to hang on to and expand 

their illegitimate powers at all costs, and that I will not have to sacrifice myself to force your and 

their eyes open by reawakening your consciences.  The only other alternative would be violence 

and I am not a violent man.  Besides, violence cannot cure Europeôs ills or the cancer that has 

taken hold of its government; it would only aggravate them.  So as you watch me decay into a 

walking cadaver, I will watch your heart bleed with remorse and will hope that you will be able 

to live with yourself for having had the power to stop it, but not used it.  The longer you let me 

suffer for Europeôs sins and conceits, the greater the damage to the EU institutions and to 

Europeôs reputation as a society of justice, freedom, and kindness.   

 

I hope that you will act in accordance with the values and norms expected of your position and 

publicly condemn SAC.  If you do not have the courage to do it, then you must resign.  That 

way, the world will know that Europe is once again in the clutches of fascism and the people will 
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rise to make sure that they will not suffer the same dire consequences for a second time in only 

70 years.   

 

Your actions will determine if Europeôs good Christians, who are so keen on preserving their 

values and norms from foreign influences, will let me die for their sins.   

 

Respectfully yours, 

 

 

 

Kevin Galalae 
P.S.  Please note that this letter has been posted on the Internet at the same time as you received it.   
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WEEK TWO  
LETTER FROM THE MAN OUTSIDE 
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25 April 2011. 

 

 

People of the world, 

Commissioner Hammerberg, 

 

Two weeks have gone by since I first knocked on Commissioner Hammerbergôs door ï 

figuratively speaking since he is hidden behind layers and layers of bulletproof glass, concrete 

walls and security; imprisoned, so to say, in an ivory tower.  After 14 days of hunger strike I am 

33 pounds (=15kg) lighter, having lost 14% of my body weight, but one hundred times more 

determined to see to it that I succeed in shutting down the covert program of discrimination, 

thought control and intimidation that Europe has secretly adopted in 2010 as part of the 

Stockholm Programme and that I have baptized by the acronym SAC.    

 

 

There are occasional dizzy spells and weakness, a constantly dry 

mouth and at times blurry vision, but otherwise I am in good shape 

and hunger is entirely absent having shut down the need to eat and 

the desire for food.  The minibar in my hotel room has a box of 

peanuts and three cans of pop.  On any given day I would have 

devoured them all within a few hours, but even though I have only 

had water in the first 10 days and some juice in the last 4 days, I 

have not even been tempted to sneak a bite or a sip.  On the contrary, 

the items remain on their shelves to warn me when my will, my 

angels, or my God (you have your pick) have abandoned me. 

 

 

So if you are counting on me to give up and go home, Mr. Hammarberg, your calculation is 

wrong.   

 

       

THE PEOPLEôS LAST LINE OF DEFENCE OR THE ESTABLISHMENTôS FIRST LINE 

OF DECEPTION? 

 

The Human Rights Commissionerôs continuing silence on what should be a clear-cut case of 

gross violations of the European Convention and international law proves beyond a reasonable 

doubt that SAC is vital to the success of a hidden agenda, an agenda that has nothing to do with 

counter-radicalization or combating terrorism and that he is either powerless or afraid to 

denounce it.  

 

Logic dictates that a covert programme that has been blown open is of no use anymore if its 

intended purpose was to prevent young people from becoming terrorists by subjecting them to 

covert surveillance in universities.  I therefore thank the Commissioner for confirming to the 

public that there is far more to SAC than what meets the eye.  SAC is in fact so crucial that no 

amount of human suffering will compel the global nexus of power that is behind the counter-

radicalization lie to give up this new tool of thought control.   
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Every pound of flesh I lost during the two weeks since I have started my hunger strike confirms 

also that Commissioner Hammerberg is not doing his duty, which is to ensure that the EU 

member states act in accordance with the human rights they profess to treasure and respect.  I 

remind you, Commissioner, that your function is to be the peopleôs last line of defense.  There is 

still time to show that you are the peopleôs last line of defense and not the establishmentôs first 

line of deception.  I hope you will be using this time wisely.   

Easter weekend has just gone by and I hope Commissioner that it was a happy time for you and 

your family.  I certainly could not be with mine. 

 

The UN Security Councilôs conference that took place here in Strasbourg last week has also 

come to an end on April 21.  The fact that the officials in charge of the counter-radicalization 

strategy have not condemned SAC, even though they were in Strasbourg to assess their policies 

and progress, is also an indication that it is too important to give up because it is critical to the 

entire counter-radicalization deception, a deception that I shall fully expose in this letter. 

 

Abandoning SAC would be an admission that the UNôs safeguards put in place to protect human 

rights and the rule of law from abuse do not work, opening them up to unprecedented legal 

liabilities.  The UNôs refusal to admit this shows also that there is no accountability for mistakes 

made and crimes committed under the cover of counter-radicalization. 

 

The high officials in charge of the programme at the UN level cannot say that they did not know, 

for I have personally tracked down six of them
26

 at the Holiday Inn Hotel Strasbourg and hand-

delivered envelopes to each of them containing both my hunger strike pamphlet and a copy of 

the first letter I sent Mr. Hammarberg.  The high officials were therefore fully aware.   

 

On the morning of the first day of the conference, Mr. Puri, who is the Chair of the Counter-

Terrorism Committee, walked by me with an entourage of four men and as I tried to give him 

another pamphlet he grumbled that he had already read it.  His face was as crimson as his 

turban.
27

  That is not because he was angry to see me, but because in the letter I enclosed in his 

envelope I explained that the largest ethnic group that reaches the Office of the Independent 

Adjudicator (OIA) with complaints unresolved at the university level is Indian, that is, his fellow 

nationals.
28

  I am sure he had a few words to say to the British representatives and that they were 

not kind.   

 

     

SAC AND COUNTER-RADICALIZATION IN GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE 

 

In my last letter, I explained the damage SAC does to young and innocent lives and to 

democracies in Europe and throughout the Western world.  In this letter, I will put the current 

                                                           
26

 The high officials in question are: Hardeep Singh Puri, Chair of the Counter-Terrorism Committee (CTC); Mike 

Smith, Executive Director of the Counter-Terrorism Committee Executive Directorate (CTED); Edward Flynn 

(CTED); Ahmed Seif El-Dawla (CTED); Zeeshan Amin, Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force; and Syed 

Haider Shah (CTED).   
27

 Mr. Suri is a Sikh.   
28

 For details see p. 61at: http://www.oiahe.org.uk/downloads/OIA-annual-report-2009.pdf.  

http://www.oiahe.org.uk/downloads/OIA-annual-report-2009.pdf
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counter-radicalization policy and its deformed child, SAC, in perspective and in so doing show 

that they are not what we are led to believe.  You, Mr. Hammarberg, of course already know this 

since you are a party to it, but I have to be explicit for the benefit of my readers since this letter, 

like the last one, will be posted on the Internet as soon as you get it.   

 

The counter-radicalization strategy is part of the greater struggle against terrorism, which is 

delegated from the UN by the Counter-Terrorism Committee (CTC) since 2001.  The CTCôs job 

is to bolster the ability of UN Member States to prevent terrorist acts both within and outside 

their borders and is assisted in its work by the Counter-Terrorism Committee Executive 

Directorate (CTED), which carries out the policy decisions of the CTC, conducts expert 

assessments of each Member State and facilitates technical assistance.   

 

The CTC is guided by three Security Council resolutions: 1373 (adopted in 2001), 1624 (adopted 

in 2005) and 1963 (adopted in 2010).  The counter-radicalization strategy was born in 2005 with 

resolution 1624.  Not surprisingly, it was drafted by the United Kingdom
29

 and calls upon 

Member States to, among other things, adopt measures necessary to countering incitement of 

terrorist acts motivated by extremism and intolerance, prevention of subversion of educational, 

cultural and religious institutions.  In other words, everything one needs to institute a covert 

programme like SAC and to infiltrate not only universities but also places of worship and 

cultural institutions.   

 

Knowing that 1624 would have a devastating effect on human rights and especially on freedom 

of expression, association and religion, the preamble to the resolution starts by reaffirming the 

Councilôs will to combat terrorism in accordance with the United Nations Charter and to use 

measures that conform to international law; a clear indication that this would not happen.  The 

resolution also emphasizes efforts for dialogue to broaden understanding among civilizations to 

prevent any indiscriminate targeting of religions and cultures; once again knowing full well that 

deeper divisions between civilizations and the indiscriminate targeting of religions and cultures 

are to be expected and unavoidable once such measures and the extraordinary powers to carry 

them out are let loose on the world.   

 

To cover up the human rights violations and the cultural divisions that the drafters of resolution 

1624 knew would inevitably ensue, they called upon the media, business and society to promote 

tolerance, which in the twisted jargon of diplomacy means suppress all cases and incidents of 

intolerance and abuse caused by the resolution and remain blind and deaf to any victims who cry 

for help. The United Kingdom, in other words, set the stage for unencumbered state-sponsored 

discrimination at home and abroad and arm twisted every Member State to cooperate both in a 

conspiracy of silence and in undermining their own nationsô democratic processes and 

independence.    

 

                                                           
29

 The covert programme of surveillance and censorship (SAC) against which I am currently on hunger strike was, 

I remind the reader, conceived in the United Kingdom and in use there since 2007, before being approved for 

replication by the EU in late 2009 through the back door of the Stockholm Programme.  It is very revealing to note 

that as Britain was setting the stage at the UN and getting legal cover for violating the expressional, privacy and 

conscience rights of any foreigner studying in British universities and regardless whether online, from their home 

countries, or onsite, it also adopted the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 at home to give itself legal and political 

permission to commit even greater breeches of human rights and civil liberties.   
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Despite its obvious incompatibility with human rights and civil liberties, resolution 1624 was 

unanimously adopted because it offered a priceless gift, a license to suppress dissent.  The gift 

that every government took home was the ability to commit any crimes at home against anyone 

and then label the victims extremists and terrorists to avoid being held accountable in the courts 

or exposed and criticized in the local or international press.  That is a mighty gift that no one in 

power can refuse and that oppressive governments far and wide now use to counter insurgencies 

and to nip in the bud any legitimate dissent.  The impact to democracy and to democratic 

aspirations is greater than anyone can know and it will take decades to reveal and great suffering 

and hardship to reverse.   

 

 

      *  

Having gotten what it wanted from the UN, the UK then set to work and repackaged its 2003 

counter-terrorism strategy, putting out a revised version in 2007 and then again in 2009
30

.  

 

The new CONTEST strategy, the Home Secretary, Jacqui Smith, boasts in the 2009 introduction, 

ñis one of the most comprehensive and wide-ranging approaches to tackling terrorism anywhere 

in the worldò.  That indeed it is, but what we are not told is that it is also thoroughly unlawful 

and dangerously unethical.  It has four strands: Pursue, Prevent, Protect, Prepare, and it is within 

the Prevent strand that counter-radicalization is introduced as a way to stop people from 

becoming terrorists or supporting violent extremism.   

 

To achieve the miracle of identifying terrorists in the making, the government gave their secret 

service agencies broad powers to engage in covert surveillance and interception of 

communications.  That is how universities became infiltrated by secret service agents and how 

SAC came to be.   

 

      *  

 

In parallel to the UK, the EU began formulating its own counter-radicalization strategy as early 

as September 2005 when it issued the ñCommunication from the Commission to the European 

Parliament and the Council Concerning Terrorist Recruitment: Addressing the Factors 

Contributing to Violent Radicalizationò.  The EUôs strategy at that time, however, relies on 

education, integration, economic support and law enforcement rather than covert surveillance 

and interception of communications.  The removal of websites that promote violence is as far as 

the EU is willing to go in 2005.   

 

By the end of 2005, the EU adopted the British four-pronged approach to combating terrorism, 

but not necessarily the same controversial and unlawful methods, leaving implementation up to 

the individual member states.
31

  It also put the Prevent strand first, followed by the Protect, 

Pursue, and Respond.  That the EU chooses to describe its fourth strand with the word Respond, 

                                                           
30

 The document is entitled ñCONTEST: The United Kingdom's Strategy for Countering International Terrorismò 
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 The EUôs policy document is entitled: ñThe European Union Counter-Terrorism Strategy: Prevent, Protect, 

Pursue, Respondò (30 November 2005).   
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as opposed to the word Prepare used by the British, is merely semantics and therefore of no 

relevance.  Of more importance is the order chosen in the EU version, which indicates that the 

main priority is on protecting, whereas the UKôs is on pursuing terrorists.   

 

Despite the changed order and the implied difference in priorities, it is clear that since the end of 

2005 the UK already sets the tone in Europe as far as counter-terrorism and counter-

radicalization are concerned.  It is also clear that the UK wants to be the darling of the US and is 

staying as close as possible to Americaôs aggressive pursuit of terrorists; a desire clearly 

expressed in a US cable (09LONDON2768, available at: 

http://wikileaksnor.blogg.no/1292086801_viewing_cable_09londo.html.) and whose tone is 

embarrassingly servile.   

 

At Britainôs request, the US and the UK begin holding weekly videoconferences to coordinate 

ever closer counter-radicalization policies.  This is revealed in cable 09LONDON1933 (available 

at: http://www.wikileaks.ch/cable/2009/08/09LONDON1933.html.).   

 

That the EU strategy is a copy of the UK strategy (minus the cowboy attitude) is reflected in the 

language used by the EU document and that copies that of the UK, as for instance when it says: 

ñwe need to ensure that voices of mainstream opinion prevail over those of extremism by 

engaging with civil society and faith groupsò. (p. 8) I have highlighted the word ómainstreamô 

because its choice is very deliberate and the result of close and exclusive consultations between 

the UK and the US.   

 

This comes out in an October 2007 US cable (07LONDON4045, available at: 

http://wikileaks.ch/cable/2007/10/07LONDON4045.html.) between a British high official, EUR 

Senior Advisor for Muslim Engagement Farah Pandith, and a U.S. Department of State official, 

S/P Member Jared Cohen, in which the former explains: 

 

ñHMG is currently working on an updated strategy, yet to be blessed by 

ministers, to update and improve its approach to stopping terrorists and 

extremistséOne project currently underway is preparation of a paper on what 

language works best in public outreach, Lowen said; for example, the advantage of 

using the word ñmainstreamò to define common values, as opposed to ñthe Westò, 

which can have negative connotations.ò   

 

 

Between 2005 and 2009, the UK must have used its considerable soft power to good effect, 

exerting influence through the dominance it has over EU institutions, and appears to have 

persuaded the EU Member States to adopt the same controversial and unlawful methods of 

counter-radicalization as Britain through the Stockholm Programme, which contains guidelines 

of common policy ï including cooperation in the areas of police, military and secret services ï 

for the EU Member States for the years 2010 through 2015.
32
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 How I come to this conclusion is explained in detail in my paper, ñThe Great Secret: Surveillance and Censorship 

in Britain and the EUò, available at Cryptome and WikiSpooks. pp. 11-13.     

http://wikileaksnor.blogg.no/1292086801_viewing_cable_09londo.html
http://www.wikileaks.ch/cable/2009/08/09LONDON1933.html
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THE HIDDEN ANGLO-SAXON OBJECTIVES BEHIND SAC AND COUNTER-

RADICALIZATION  

 

One must ask, how did the UK succeed in corrupting the EUôs commitment to human rights and 

respect for the law in the fight against terrorism when there have been no major terrorism acts 

since 2005 and no reasons to strengthen the existing tools of fighting terrorism?  I have already 

mentioned the UKôs dominance of EU institutions, but in addition to this the UK has used its 

ability to deceive.  Before I show the reader how, I should mention that continental Europeans 

would not have been difficult to blind.  All the UK needed to do to get the Europeans to eat out 

of their hands was to let them glimpse and drool over at the hidden potential of counter-

radicalization conducted through programmes like SAC, and the success they achieved at 

suppressing minority views, controlling the media, taming the courts, and manufacturing consent 

where there is none.  Let me explain. 

 

While the unsophisticated technocrats and politicians of the EU 

and its Member States were swept off their feet at the repressive 

potential of CR
33

 British style, the UK and the US are pursuing 

geopolitical objectives of far greater importance and that 

promise rich rewards.   

 

In the era of openness and of easy access to information that we 

live in, hidden interests can only be advanced through hidden 

means.  A policy that is to serve its masters must have multiple 

facets.  Counter-radicalization has three faces: a public, a 

confidential and a secret face, and SAC lies hidden behind the 

secret face.  This deception is not uncommon and necessary in 

order to avoid public resistance and to advance the interests of 

those who govern, interests that are often but not always 

antithetical to democracy, to the wellbeing of the masses and to 

the greater good.   

 

In the case of SAC and the counter-radicalization policy, the public face, which is only for public 

consumption, is to protect the populace from terrorists and ensure national security.  The 

confidential face, which is shared with select parties in the corridors of power at the EU and the 

UN, counter-radicalization is sold as the best way to promote a culture of peace, ensure global 

security and stability while at the same time giving collaborating governments a tool to ignore 

their peopleôs legitimate grievances and the green light to fight internal dissent and political 

opposition.   

 

On the EU level, as I have stated before, this new security architecture allows individual 

governments and Brussels to misuse and abuse the instruments introduced for the purpose of 

counter-radicalization to quell legitimate social protests and to pursue social engineering goals 

without constitutional restrictions and despite grassroots opposition. 
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 I will henceforth occasionally use the abbreviation CR for counter-radicalization.   
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The third face, the secret face, is for the inner circle only, the close allies, and in the case of SAC 

the objective is to render alternative political views, dissenting voices, minority interests and the 

common man voiceless by denying them the ability to exchange ideas and organize in order to 

sway public opinion, obtain political representation and shape the society they live in.  SAC 

allows the so-called free world to police thought for the benefit of its elites while continuing to 

pretend to be free, fair and equal societies.   

 

Ultimately, this kind of thought control allows the global power structure to declare that there is 

consensus where there is none.  While this is necessary to overcome those deeply ingrained 

social, cultural and religious relics that ill-fit  the New World Order and indeed often stand in the 

way of necessary progress, a lot more gets dragged and drowned by this giant net that now pulls 

the world forward kicking and screaming towards global tyranny.   

 

The counter-radicalization strategy, therefore, has three manifestations: a protective, a 

preventive, and a manipulative one.  In its last manifestation, SACô ultimate goal is to ensure that 

the only worldview left standing at the end of the day is the Western worldview and that along 

with this great sweep all other identities, including national identities, are erased off the face of 

the earth so that the people of the world, regardless of their traditions, can be subsumed in one 

and ultimate global nation, which is the end goal of the New World Order. 

 

While the goal of a borderless world is a noble one, and I support it fully, too much gets lost in 

this stampede towards the New World Order, because the pace and the means by which it is 

pursued is wrong.   

 

 

WHAT HAS BEEN DESTROYED
34

 

 

Let me now point out what has been destroyed.  Most importantly, people no longer matter.  

What matters is the integrity of the system and the unquestioned authority of the superstructure 

of control.  People everywhere are being bullied, manipulated, strong-armed, ignored and 

overridden.   

 

The institutional power balance necessary to catch and to address injustice and breaches is also 

gone.  The global nexus of power now has the ability to deprive citizens of their rights and 

liberties without having to justify its actions and without permission or repercussions.  SAC is 

one such example.   

 

The responsibility and freedom to follow oneôs conscience has been taken from every human 

being on earth in positions of power or importance.  This completes the infrastructure of absolute 

control and now that it is in place all it needs is to be fully activated.  If it falls in the wrong 
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 I have just received news that my older brother, who lives in Kiel, Germany, has received a visit from the police, 

informing him of my hunger strike.  It appears that the police have then asked my brother to persuade me to give up 

my hunger strike in an email sent from a protected email address.  This can only mean that the EU authorities are 

about to force me out of the country or find alternative ways to stop me from continuing my hunger strike.  This 

being the case, I am rushing this essay through and I ask for understanding for the loss in quality and for being 

choppy.     
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hands, mankind will then succumb to its darkest age yet and from which there will be no escape 

because the system of control is now global.  This will render humankind prisoners to a system 

that has no conscience and no compassion.   

 

The independence of people to choose for themselves the kind of society they want and to self-

determine the nature of their government is also lost.  The people already in power no longer act 

in accordance with the will of the people; they await orders from the global nexus of power.   

 

 
 

The elites and the institutions and organizations they lead have been turned into tentacles of the 

New World Order and are now controlled from a single centre of power, the US via the UN.  

Though delegated from the US the nexus of power has no nationality.  It comprises the elites of 

the globe and has nothing to do with the American people, who have long lost control of their 

countryôs governing structures. 

 

The rule of law has been annihilated and replaced by the decisions of the global nexus of power, 

made up of select individuals who are far above the law and whose worse nightmare is a world in 

which all men are equal under the law and in charge of their own lives.  In their New World 

http://cryptome.org/info/finance-luxury/finance-luxury.htm

