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Jim Fitzpatrick, food, farming and environment minister, was invited to a wedding at the 

London Muslim Centre (LMC). When he and his wife got there he discovered it was 

segregated. He turned around and left. After he left, he was called up and told there was a 

table where non-Muslims could sit without segregation. 

 

Fitzpatrick: "This is a very exceptional occasion, it's a new occurrence. It perhaps 

demonstrates that there is a degree of intolerance - certainly exclusion rather than inclusion, 

which we are trying to build in the East End. Certainly the vast number of my Muslim 

constituents who've contacted me have expressed sympathy that I was placed in this 

predicament." 

 

"The segregation of men and women didn't used to be as much of a strong feature. We've 

been attending Muslim weddings together for years but only recently has this strict line been 

taken. It is an indication of the stricter application of rules that is taking place." 

 

He said he believed the centre was being influenced by the Islamic Forum of Europe (IFE), 

seen as a backer of Sharia law. "I think the stranglehold influence of the IFE is present more 

than ever. We are trying to build social cohesion in a community but this is not the way 

forward." 

-------------- 

 

A reader sent me the following response by the IFE: 

 

Islamic Forum of Europe (IFE) is mystified with Food Minister Jim Fitzpatrick’s unwarranted 

allegations and attack against it, following his attendance at a constituent’s wedding at the 

London Muslim Centre (LMC). 

 

At the wedding reception Mr. Fitzpatrick was reportedly asked to sit separately from his wife, 

a choice and arrangement made by the Bride and Groom. Rather than taking it up with his 

hosts or even the LMC who formulated their letting policy, Mr Fitzpatrick decided to throw 

wild and fictitious allegations against IFE and its influence on the LMC as well as Muslim 

wedding customs. This is not only disrespectful to his host’s choice of how they chose to 

celebrate their ‘Big Day’, but utter ignorance and insensitivity of the community he serves. 



Muhammad Habibur Rahman, President of IFE said: “Mr. Fitzpatrick’s unfounded allegations 

have outraged the community and has done nothing but tarnish his image and the good 

name of IFE whose work and engagement in social cohesion is well known and 

appreciated”. 

 

Mr Fitzpatrick, who has been representing the local community in Poplar and Canning Town 

for a number of years should have better knowledge and understanding of his constituents' 

religious and cultural values, as many weddings organised on religious grounds have 

separate seating arrangements, this includes Muslim and Jewish weddings. 

 

We have contacted Mr. Fitzpatrick for an explanation of his unwarranted outburst. 

-------------- 

This was a private affair, and so it was within the families' rights to do the wedding as they 

pleased. However, it was also Fitzpatrick's right to decide not to stay. The groom and his 

family are upset that Fitzpatrick hijacked their wedding in order to make a political point. I 

think that if the hosts wanted to save themselves the embarrassment, they should have 

warned their guests in advance that it was a segregated wedding.  

 

The IFE claims separate seating was a choice of the bridge and groom. It took me time to 

make sense of what seemed like conflicting claims, but, if I understand correctly, what they 

mean is that separate seating for NON-MUSLIMS was up to the bridge and groom. 

According to the Daily Mail, the LMC only allows Islamic weddings according to Sharia law, 

with no free mixing between the sexes. From Fitzpatrick's point of view, it wasn't an issue of 

whether he himself could sit with his wife, but whether the entire wedding was segregated.  

 

The IFE does have a point. Religious Jewish weddings also have separate seating 

arrangements. But on that point I agree with Fitzpatrick - it's a recent strict line. Another point 

is that I've never seen a Jewish wedding with separate seating for non-Jews. If the hosts 

allow for mixed seating, then it is not reserved only for non-Jews.  

 

Sources: BBC, Telegraph, This is London, Daily Mail 
Permalink: 9:29 AM   
Labels: Location: United Kingdom, Marriage and Family 

 

Comments (39) 
SiculoArabi31p· 2 days ago 

Gender segregation has certainly always been characteristic of Orthodox and ultra-Orthodox 

Jewish weddings that I have attended in NY City and in Spring Valley, and in my experience no 

distinction is made between Jewish and non-Jewish attendees.  



 

Gender segregation is hardly unknown among Orthodox Christians whether Slavic, Greek or 

Arabic in the Balkans and the Middle East.  

 

MP Jim Fitzpatrick is engaging in some sort of ridiculous scare-mongering against Islam, and one 

hopes that his consituents will punish him severely at the polls. 

 

Marie-Luise· 2 days ago 

When attending a Moroccan wedding, there were separate tables for non-Muslim friends, and my 

husband and I could sit together (and smoke!).  

 

SiculoArabi31p· 2 days ago 

When I attended an orthodox Jewish wedding of a friend, who became a hozer bitshuvah via Ohr 

Somayach, I asked why gender separation was applied to everyone, and the Rabbi told me that 

one could never be certain a guest was not Jewish and that some Jews might want to sit at mixed 

tables if there were mixed tables for non-Jews. He pointed out that putting a stumbling block 

before the blind was one of the worst sins. 

 

Marie-Luise· 1 day ago 

Thank heaven, Jewish people do not force this separation of sexes on other people like Muslims 

will do once they get their Sharia established;) 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 1 day ago 

Obviously, you don't read what I wrote. Enforced gender separation on everybody remains the 

norm in Spring Valley as far as Orthodox Jews can push it.  

 

In Israel, the religious political parties push Jewish Sharia (Halakhah) on everyone else. 

 

Marie-Luise· 1 day ago 

I did read what you wrote.  

 

Segregation in orthodox Jewish communities is different. They do not aspire to reach the majority 

and push segration of sexes onto others, while this would be possible under Muslim rule in 

Western countries of which Sharia installation (UK) is a forewarning.  

 

I often visit Islamic sites and know what they have in mind;) 

 



SiculoArabi31p· 1 day ago 

Islam is a proselytizing religion just like Christianity.  

 

If Muslims succeed in converting a majority of Europeans to Islam, then the majority would have 

the right to make legal codes consistent with Sharia if it so desired.  

 

That is what it means to have democracy, but I would not hold my breath in waiting for a majority 

Muslim Europe that decided to implement Sharia any more than I would wait for Christians to 

convince a majority of their fellow citizens to put Christian theologians or clerics in charge of 

running European countries.  

 

In any case I have spent some time in comparative legal studies at Hebrew University. In terms of 

status as a Rechtstaat, the Ottoman Empire did not do badly in comparison with the 

contemporary UK or German Empire right up to the vivisection after WW1.  

 

You are simply engaging in scare-mongering. 

 

IslamInEurope68p· 1 day ago 

"that is what it means to have democracy".  

 

The Dutch justice minister said exactly the same thing a few years ago, but that is incorrect. That 

is not democracy, that is 'majority rule'. Democracy is rule by the majority while protecting the 

human rights of the minority.  

 

Any system which does not preserve the human rights of its citizens, let alone its minorities, 

cannot be 'democratic', no matter how free its elections are. Chances are, as well, that once such 

a system gets into power ,its elections will suddenly not be free. 

 

kafirist63p· 1 day ago 

Exactly! Otherwise a Muslim majority could simply vote to kill all kafirs and elect Muslim clerics to 

political office destroying democracy and replacing it with theocracy.  

 

The West has already learned a lesson that Islam has not...religion and politics should not be 

mixed. The separation of religion and state is a requirement of democracy. 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 1 hour ago 

The ability of a majority or even a well-organized minority to subvert a democracy has no 

correlation with religion.  

 



The German Nazis subverted the Weimar Republic through coalition formation without ever 

having a majority.  

 

The major resistance to the take-over came from Southern German Catholics, who eventually 

capitulated to a large extent because they received little in the way of international support.  

 

Hegemonic secular discourse belittles the legitimacy of religion in politics, but it may be a useful 

part of political checks and balances precisely because believers consider themselves 

answerable to an external power beyond the state.  

 

The ulema provided precisely such a check on Ottoman executive power, and part of the problem 

in modern secular Arabic and Islamic politics has been caudillismo supported by the West out of 

fear of the Islamic religious politics. 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 17 hours ago 

You are engaging in casuistry (or -- as my friend David Shasha, who is Director of the Center for 

Sephardic Heritage, would say -- in pilpul).  

 

Political scientists or philosophers have been talking about democracy for more than 2000 years. 

Human rights enters political discourse about 60 years ago and is usually used as a club to beat 

the opposition over the head.  

 

The Soviets had their own discourse of human rights, which differed radically from that in the 

west, while lately pro-Palestinian groups fairly routinely accuse Zionists of poisoning human rights 

discourse.  

 

Democracy means at the root choice of the people. It is usually interpreted as decision by 

majority of qualified voters although ancient Athenian democracy did not always work that way.  

 

In an attempt to "perfect democracy," one can add rules for super-majorities or non-democratic 

aspects like review by judges, who are appointed to a review court for life, but unless one 

eliminates democracy entirely, a majority wanting sharia law will eventually institute it.  

 

And guess what! The majority will by definition have what it wants.  

 

There is no obvious reason to believe that a sharia-based system is inherently undemocratic.  

 

As the Ottoman system became more Islamic, it tended to become more democratic and to 

institute more checks and balances.  

 



In many regards, problems with Islamic politics today probably result from the vivisection of the 

Ottoman State at the end of WW1. 

 

IslamInEurope68p· 17 hours ago 

A sharia based system is inherently undemocratic. It's inherently undemocratic because, being 

theocratic, it can NOT be democratic.  

 

You can not have a system whose laws are decided by God and at the same time give people the 

right to decide laws.  

 

This is true for any theocratic system, btw. But i have yet to see the Dutch minister of Justice 

declare that if most Dutch would decide that the pope would be supreme ruler than that would be 

'democratic'. 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 15 hours ago 

The 1876 Ottoman Constitution (Kanûn-ı Esâsî) was meant to establish a state more democratic 

than contemporary UK or German Empire.  

 

It envisioned a constitutional monarch or sultan/caliph, a parliament with prime minister, a sharia 

court system supervised by the Şeyhülislam.  

 

You are correct that in theory the legislature did not legislate because sharia is interpreted, but 

the parliament promulgated regulations enforced by the police and interpreted by regulatory 

courts.  

 

Even though the system was blocked by Abdülhamid II in a coup against his own government 

until 1908, the ulema (Islamic scholars) as a whole supported the constitutional democratic 

system, and we really do not know how it would have evolved if France and Britain had not 

chosen to carve up the Ottoman State in the "peace to end all peace."  

 

It is simply Orientalist prejudice to postulate that an Islamic democracy could not develop that 

would guarantee equal civil rights to its citizens.  

 

At least, in regard to checks-and-balances, the 1876 Ottoman Constitution was far superior to the 

current US Constitution. 

 

IslamInEurope68p· 15 hours ago 

You mean that just because no Sharia system evolved that gave equal rights to its citizens I'm 

not allowed to 'postulate' that no such Sharia system evolved?  



 

You can call the Ottoman empire superior to the West. The fact is that the Western powers 

protected their own citizens - these citizens did not want to become Ottoman citizens, because 

under Ottoman law, Christians were NOT equal citizens.  

 

But, all of this is just complicating the discussion. It does not matter at all whether the Ottoman 

Empire in the late 19th century was better than the West.  

 

The point is that IF you assume that Sharia law is religious law, then it CAN NOT be democratic. 

If you think that Sharia law is not religious law - that is, if you believe that men can legislate 

Sharia law - then it's not Sharia in the sense of "Islamic law". It then becomes law legislated by 

Muslims.  

 

You can redefine what "Sharia law" means, but then you're not debating what I'm saying. I say 

oranges, and you go prove bananas.  

 

I am perfectly willing to agree that law legislated by Muslims could be democratic. Making Sharia, 

a body of religious law, the law of the land, can never be democratic. Citing references from the 

Ottoman empire will not convince me otherwise. At the end of the 19th century the Ottoman 

empire was trying to copy from the Western powers and in the end - it ended the Khalifate and 

turned into a secular state. That is not an example of Shariah law. In fact, it just proves the 

opposite - you cannot have a democratic state run by religious law.  

 

If you don't agree with somebody, I suggest you bring proof to make your point. Snidely calling 

people names is not very convincing. Taking the argument into other realms is also not very 

convincing. 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 13 hours ago 

The equal civil rights component of the 1876 Ottoman Constitution (Kanûn-ı Esâsî) survived 

Abdülhamid's coup. From 1876 onward both equal taxation and equal military service were 

applied to all Ottoman subjects/citizens .  

 

Individuals tended to opt out of the system if possible because of a desire not to pay Ottoman 

taxes or not to serve in the Ottoman army.  

 

In any case, secularism, civil rights, and democracy are independent concepts.  

 

Even before modernization efforts, the Şeyhülislam was the highest religious/sharia official in the 

Ottoman Empire. The Sultan maintained the title of Caliph as a symbol of Islamic unity just as he 

maintained the title of Roman Emperor as a symbolic link to the Roman-Byzantine past of his 



empire.  

 

All Western democracies include a certain degree of religious law or religious prejudice in their 

legal system as the debate about gay marriage shows.  

 

The persistence of such religion-based concepts does not render these states less democratic.  

 

The nature of the legal system is for the most part independent of the means of deciding political 

questions, and the Ottoman system found a way to legislate without calling it legislating.  

 

The main roadblock to Ottoman modernization was lack of cash. The political system was quite 

flexible.  

 

Had the Central Power won WW1, the Ottoman State would have controlled oil fields from Algeria 

to Mesopotamia and almost certainly would have been able to carry out the democratic Islamic 

modernization program already mapped out by the 1870s.  

 

Dr. Ginsburg, the 5th form master of political theory at my public (private) school, used the issue 

of religious community committed to sacred law in order to illustrate the nature of a hegemonic 

discourse.  

 

He argued correctly that a community of believers could certainly follow a religious law but 

choose its leadership democratically even though current hegemonic discourse assumes that 

only a secular Western liberal state can achieve true democracy.  

 

He might also have argued that hegemonic development discourse assumes that there is only 

one end form of modernization even though there is no justification for such a belief.  

 

The South came close to winning the Civil War. If it had, we might have a modern slave-based 

state in North America.  

 

As for the Ottoman case, the Sharia system tends to integrate other legal systems. Thus the 

Ottoman system integrated kanun traditional and ad hoc law and had no problem in integrating 

the juridicature of other communities into the overall system. 

 

kafirist63p· 16 hours ago 

There is no causuistry involved in these rebuttals.  

 

The reality is that democracy cannot survive without restrictions on the actions of the government; 

otherwise one merely has the tyranny of the majority.  



 

Contrary to your allegation, human rights have been involved in political discourse for centuries. 

For example, the Edicts of Ashoka, ca 250 BC. Virtually all of the Western democracies have 

human rights limitations on their governments.  

 

I also disagree with your assertion that the majority always gets what it wants. For example, 

prayer in schools is banned in the United States even though a majority of the voters are religious 

and want prayer.  

 

IslamInEurope makes an excellent point. If Sharia law is deemed the law of Allah, it therefore 

cannot be changed by the voters and hence is categorically undemocratic.  

 

It seems you admire the Ottoman empire which was not democratic at all. Nonmuslims were 

relegated as second class citizens subject to presecution. Where is the democracy in that? 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 12 hours ago 

Obviously, you can translate however you want, but there was no human rights discourse in the 

18th century West when political thinkers argued about natural law, enlightened despotism, 

republicanism and democracy.  

 

There is a mechanism to put prayer back in the public schools. It simply requires supermajorities 

that advocates of public school prayer have not been able to muster. If the supermajorities 

appear, we will have prayer in public school.  

 

The closure of the gates of Ijtihad belongs to Orientalist discourse and was not present in 

Ottoman practice. In any case the Ottoman Empire found ways to legislate without calling it 

legislation just as it found instruments to legitimize cash awqaf. 

 

The clams of persecution and second class status do not pass the test of historical scrutiny but 

belong to Islamophobic discourse and anti-Ottoman propaganda. 

 

kafirist63p· 11 hours ago 

Let me refer you to the writings of Thomas Paine and Thomas Jefferson with regards to discourse 

on human rights. These were written circa 1800.  

 

The only ways prayer will be allowed in school is either by a reversal of a Supreme Court decision 

or by repeal of the First Ammendment of the Constitution. Both occurrences are only remotely 

possible short of a revolution.  

 



I'm not sure why the obsession with the Ottoman empire, but surely you're not suggesting 

nonmuslims had the same rights as the muslims. 

 

ThorsProvoni78p· 10 hours ago 

As far as I know, the earliest use of the phrase "human rights" comes from Thoreau, and it is far 

from clear that his understanding corresponds to modern usage.  

 

The Ottoman Empire is of interest as the most highly evolved sharia state.  

 

In theory the Imperial Rescript of the Rose Chamber of 1839 declared equality before the law for 

both Muslim and non-Muslim Ottomans -- well before most European states claimed to adhere to 

such an idea.  

 

I do not deny that practice failed to meet the theory, but the same situation held throughout 

Europe during the 19th and early 20th century. 

 

More important -- the ulema did not complain about the theory but embraced it. 

 

kafirist63p· 8 hours ago 

My replies related to the actual discourse on human rights, not when the phrase "human rights" 

was first used, which seems irrelevant. The rights of humans were certainly discussed long 

before Thoreau.  

 

I suspect the Iranians might dispute your claim that the Ottoman empire was the most highly 

evolved sharia state. I suppose it depends on your definition of "evolved." 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 1 hour ago 

The natural law discourse of the Rights of Man had few points of contact with modern human 

rights discourse, which tends to be founded in identity politics.  

 

Iranian shiite clergy did not work for an integrated sharia state for religious ideological reasons.  

 

Khomeini justified an integrated sharia state through intellectual contortions that are rejected by 

many and perhaps most Shiite scholars. 

Tommy· 1 day ago 

Quote....Islam is a proselytizing religion just like Christianity. ........Unquote  

R.O.F.L  

Qur'an:9:29 "Fight those who do not believe until they all surrender, paying the protective tax in 

submission." 



 

SiculoArabi31p· 17 hours ago 

Cherry-picking Quranic verses -- the first and last resort of the racist Islamophobe.  

 

How about these verses:  

 

1. Matthew 10:34 - "I come not to bring peace, but to bring a sword."  

 

2. Luke 22:36 - "He that hath no sword, let him sell his garment, and buy one."  

 

Similar and even more blood-curdling stuff can be found in Jewish scripture.  

 

As for the Quran verse, here is the interpretation of Muhammad Asad (Leopold Weiss of Lviv).  

 

Lit., "such of those who were vouchsafed revelation [aforetime] as do not believe...", etc. In 

accordance with the fundamental principle -- observed throughout my interpretation of the Qur'an 

-- that all of its statements and ordinances are mutually complementary and cannot, therefore, be 

correctly understood unless they are considered as parts of the one integral whole, this verse, too 

must be read in the context of the clear-cut Qur'anic rule that war is permitted only in self-defence 

(see 2: 190-194, and the corresponding notes). In other words, the above injunction to fight is 

relevant only in the event of aggression committed against the Muslim community or state, or in 

the presence of an unmistakable threat to its security: a view which has been shared by great 

Islamic thinker, Muhammad `Abduh. Commenting on this verse, he declared: "Fighting has been 

made obligatory in Islam only for the sake of defending the truth and its followers.... All the 

campaigns of the Prophet were defensive in character; and so were the wars undertaken by the 

Companions in the earliest period [of Islam]" (Manar, X, 332). 

 

kafirist63p· 13 hours ago 

Come now! Resorting to Tu Quoque to defend the Quran? Now that IS causuisty.  

 

Does it bother you that Islam needs these apologetic 'scholars' to interpret Allah's "pure and 

simple" words? Are these 'scholars' unfamiliar with the Quran's concept of abrogation? It seems a 

bit arrogant that some scholar deigns to tell us what Allah meant by his pure and simple words.  

 

It's fair to say that Muhammed knew what Allah really meant. He proceeded to conquer the Saudi 

Penisula and his loyal followers and friends went on to conquer virtually all of the Middle East and 

North Africa.  

 

Then there is that pesky hadith:  

Muhammad said, "I have been ordered to fight against people until they say that "there is no god 



but Allah"  

 

I think it's pretty clear that the cited Surah mean exactly what they say despite the rationalizations 

of the so-called scholars.. 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 12 hours ago 

If you believe that Muhammad conquered the Saudi peninsula, obviously you don't know much 

about Islam. 

 

kafirist63p· 12 hours ago 

Then apparently the historians have it all wrong. Perhaps you can enlighten them by telling us 

who did. All I have read state that in fact Muhammed did.  

 

By the way, your statement itself is a logical fallacy. Given an error in a statement, if there is one, 

does not logically (or obviously) lead to your conclusion.  

 

Not much of a rebuttal to the other arguments, however. Another Islamic brush-off? 

 

ThorsProvoni78p· 10 hours ago 

No, you are unable to read the histories correctly.  

 

Please take a look at the Oxford History of Islam, page 11, lower right. (You will have to step 

through the pages yourself.)  

 

Esposito is referring to territory a bit smaller than the bright green section of this map. 

 

kafirist63p· 8 hours ago 

I'm not sure what "No, you are unable the histories correctly." means, and your posted links do 

not work. However, I wouldn't solely rely on an Islamic apologist such as Esposito in any case.  

 

In any event all the sources I reviewed showed that either all of the Arabian penisula or almost all 

of it were Islamic at the time of Muhammad's death.  

 

Again, why bother with the hairsplitting? Why don't you answer the other, more pertinent 

arguments?  

 

Any particular reason the the nickname change? 

 



SiculoArabi31p· 1 hour ago 

Because you have betrayed your total ignorance of primary Islamic sources by your dependence 

on Islamophobic secondary literature that depicts the early spread of Islam as a "conquest" of 

Arabia even though the period of Muhammad's leadership was primarily characterized by 

voluntary conversion within a relatively narrow territory.  

 

I cited English language texts as a courtesy. I read the primary Arabic language sources. 

 

ThorsProvoni78p· 9 hours ago 

I see a double standard that singles out Islam among the three Abrahamic faiths for special 

scrutiny, however appropriate that scrutiny may be in terms of modern "hegemonic human rights 

discourse" for all three faiths and their canons.  

 

In your case, the double standard almost certainly arises from your bigotry, prejudice, and 

ignorance, which you rather shamelessly display. 

 

kafirist63p· 8 hours ago 

Apparently you delight in jumping to conclusions. Just exactly where did I shamelessly display my 

bigotry, prejudice and ignorance?  

 

I said absolutely nothing relating to a double standard concerning the three religions. I merely 

pointed out that you were using the logical fallacy of Tu Quoque in that you state that the other 

religions have bad canon too.  

 

I certainly don't deny that premise, but it doesn't excuse Islam. 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 37 minutes ago 

Maybe because you babbled incoherently about Muhammad's conquest of Arabia.  

 

Maybe because you postulate that tu quoque is a logical fallacy when the essence of your racist 

and bigoted analysis of Islam lies in applying to the study of Islam different standards from those 

you are willing to use when addressing Judaism or Christianity.  

 

And BTW I made no argument that Islam, Judaism, or Christianity had a bad canon. I simply 

pointed out that the three Abrahamic religions are very similar.  

 

This tu quoque stuff started appearing a few months ago in David Project literature when Muslims 

began to ask in interfaith discussions when the hijab is threatening but the stirntikhl or frumke is 

an admirable maintenance of Jewish tradition. 



 

SiculoArabi31p· 54 minutes ago 

If you had any serious knowledge beyond random Islamophobic propaganda you would properly 

cite a source.  

 

Without such a citation, I will simply point out that any hadith must be reconciled with the Quranic 

text and that jihad in the quran and ahadith literature is used in a wider sense than it is used in 

later legal texts pertaining to the laws of war. 

 

Tommy· 2 days ago 

When it comes to islam....,gender separation has a whole new meaning and and reference to 

other beliefs is Tu Quoque  

kudos to Jim Fitzpatrick 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 1 day ago 

Tu Quoque is a major aspect of the 14th Amendment to the US Constitution, but we are all aware 

that Islamophobes don't believe in equal protection.  

 

Have you ever heard of the Nuremberg Laws? Sieg Heil, Tommy! I think we can guess which 

victory you hale. 

 

Marie-Luise· 1 day ago 

"Have you ever heard of the Nuremberg Laws? Sieg Heil, Tommy! I think we can guess which 

victory you hale."  

 

Key word: Islam supremacism  

 

Read "Mein Kampf". Hitler is dead and gone, and Islamism has the same goal. 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 33 minutes ago 

Only if you believe that Christianity has the same goal as German Nazism.  

 

Islam and Christianity are very similar proselytizing religions that offer salvation via conversion 

and service to God.  

 

I am not sure what connection this idea has with the ethnic fundamentalism of German Nazism. 

 



kafirist63p· 1 day ago 

Tu Quoque is a logical fallacy, therefore I don't get your reference to the 14th amendment relative 

to the blog topic.  

 

And what do the Nuremberg Laws have to do with any of this? 

Report 

Reply 

 

SiculoArabi31p· 30 minutes ago 

Standard US interpretation of the 14th Amendment since 1886 holds that unequally enforced 

laws are unconstitutional even if written in apparently unbiased and non-discriminatory language.  

 

The Nuremberg Laws are inherently discriminatory just like your racist and Islamophobic analysis 

and discourse. 
 
 


