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LORD NEWTON:  Right, well, thank you very much indeed for taking the trouble 
to come. I am sorry that we are just a little later than I had originally hoped. We 
have been talking to a foreign visitor this morning. We were particularly keen to 
make sure that your campaign had an opportunity to speak to us and we are very 
grateful indeed for the trouble you have taken to put together the papers that you 
have sent to us which we have obviously looked at and considered with interest. 
A number of members are under quite a lot of pressure of time at the moment 
and I hope you will be understanding if one or two are not able to stay throughout 
our period, but I promise you that will not be for lack of interest, it is simply a 
conflict of considerations that arise at this time of the parliamentary year. Let me 
go straight over to you. Perhaps you might just like to say a word or two each by 
way of introduction, introducing yourselves, and then it may be that one of you 
wishes to make an opening statement of some kind. Can I perhaps start with 
you, sir. 
 
DABINDERJIT SINGH:  My name, sir, is Dabinderjit Singh. I am representing the 
Sikh Secretariat. I am here to give you a brief insight into how the Sikh 
community has been affected by recent legislation. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  My name is Stephanie Harrison. I am a lawyer 
practising predominantly in immigration and asylum laws and have been involved 
directly in some of the cases caused by them, thinking of two recent cases where 
individuals were interned. I am here as part of my role of being involved in this 
campaign. 
 
DR GHAYASUDDIN SIDDIQUI:  I am Dr Siddiqui from the Muslim parliament. It 
is a community forum and I am here to explain how this law has affected the 
Muslim community. 
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LES LEVIDOW:  I am Les Levidow from the Campaign Against Criminalising 
Communities. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Are you here primarily to keep a note, as it were?  
 
LES LEVIDOW:   I will do an opening statement……. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Ah, right. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  ……..of key points. I think we will all be taking notes and taking 
part depending on what questions we are asked. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Certainly, I hope you all will take part but you have identified 
yourself as the one who will make the opening statement. Do bear in mind that 
we have looked at the papers that you sent. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:   We tried to be selective in our opening statement. The 
Campaign Against Criminalising Communities (CAMPACC) is a group of lawyers 
and political activists especially from migrant communities. Recently we have 
circulated this leaflet, ‘The War on Terror at Home’, especially in the anti-war 
movement and in other circles. We oppose the so-called anti-terror measures of 
2000 and 2001 on several grounds, especially because they are an unjustified 
infringement of civil liberties; also because they impose fear and hostility on 
ethnic minority communities.  
 
Our summary statement along those lines, which was launched at a meeting in 
the House of Lords in May, was endorsed by several organisations representing 
many thousands of people, including the Green Party and those from ethnic 
minority groups. Our draft submission, which you have seen, analyses both the 
2000 and 2001 Acts because these are inseparable in our view. The 2001 Act 
rests upon the framework of the 2000 Act, especially in the following ways: 
because the 2000 Act broadened the definition of terrorism to encompass a wide 
range of political activities, and this became a basis for proscribing many 
organisations; second, because it established crimes of suspected association 
with so-called terrorism; third, because it authorised extra police powers of 
detention and surveillance in the name of investigating this so-called terrorism.  
 
Both Acts have had similar effects in frightening and isolating long-established 
ethnic minority communities here. Moreover, the further powers of the 2001 Act 
are exercised in a climate of ‘terrorism’ scare stories. Such stories are given 
further credence by arresting people under the terror laws in circumstances 
where they could just as well have been arrested under the ordinary criminal law 
or immigration law. I will briefly remind you of some scare stories, starting in 
January: "Iraq and al-Qaeda are part of the same picture", says Jack Straw, "al-
Qaeda suspects had enough explosives to kill hundreds: London bomb plot, five 
held", "Police believe knife suspect is poison chemist connected to the murder of 
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PC". That headline referred back to an earlier scare story about a “chemical 
weapons plant” producing ricin in Wood Green.  Later a plant in Iraq was alleged 
to be the source of the alleged ricin found in Wood Green, and so on: the story 
circulates. There has been an enormous gap between arrests around these 
scare stories, on the one hand, and prosecutions for organised violence in this 
country. In fact, we do not know of any prosecution evidence about plans for 
such violence.  So, why is all this happening? In our view, a state culture of 
suspicion is directed at ethnic minority communities, especially those from 
Muslim countries. Otherwise mundane activities or political protest is suspected 
of “terrorist” links, as a pretext for persecuting people. These scare stories are 
really joint operations between the intelligence services and the mass media, in 
ways which fabricate a national emergency. That general racist suspicion and the 
fabricated emergency together justify using the powers under the 2001 Act. In 
particular this means internment is used to undermine basic rights in the name of 
preventing terrorism, yet the real aim is to lock up people whom the Government 
regards as undesirable – for whatever reason – while frightening their 
communities. Special Branch officers have visited relatives and friends of the 
families and warned them to have no contact with the families – or else. 
 
Also, there has been surveillance and even freezes of bank accounts – actions 
that severely damage community networks and people's reputations. So-called 
"terrorist cash" has been seized or investigated. In these ways the 2001 Act is 
being used to terrorise and marginalise entire communities. For instance, 
Muslims overwhelmingly opposed the attack on Iraq, yet they have been too 
frightened to attend local anti-war meetings, for fear that their names will be 
passed on to the police. In our view, those political attacks are not accidental; 
rather, they serve political purposes. The use of the ‘anti-terror’ powers, and the 
way they are written, are driven by anti-democratic aims and by racist prejudice. 
In our view, therefore, the Privy Council Review faces a choice: either to collude 
with this state racism or to challenge it. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Can I just ask a question. I will be particularly interested to 
hear in a moment or two about the perspectives of the Muslim and Sikh 
communities. I would like to see first of all whether any of my colleagues would 
like to ask any questions on the opening statement. I think I understand your 
general position and I will not, therefore, seek at the moment to explore that. Can 
I just ask one question. A moment or two ago you said that against the 
background of what you regarded as, to put it mildly, an exaggerated 
assessment of the threat, I think you said that the aim of the legislation was to 
lock people up. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  The internment provision? 
 
LORD NEWTON:   Yes, what you described as the internment provision. But it 
did not seem to me that you acknowledged that these powers are used, or are 
designed to be used, we are told, only against those who cannot be prosecuted 
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for reasons you understand, intelligence information - you may not accept those 
reasons but you will understand the reasons – and who cannot be deported 
because they would be in danger if they were deported. Surely that is somewhat 
different from the aim simply being to lock them up. Am I putting my point 
across? 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  As with many cases of laws we need to distinguish between the 
officially stated purpose and the real purpose, its real use. We believe that the 
official reasons do not stand up to scrutiny and do not explain why the law has 
been used in this particular way. As the submission to you last year from Liberty 
argued, internment is used simply because the European Convention on Human 
Rights prevents the UK from deporting people in unsafe circumstances, not 
because of grounds to believe that the internees pose a violent threat. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  Certainly I have seen other submissions that have 
been made where if you analyse the stated justification for the internment, the 
fact that it only relates to foreign nationals in the first place even though British 
citizens are also identified as presenting a threat, or part of a threat. At any point 
the person is able to leave. We know that two people who were subject to this 
legislation left. One went across the Channel to France. They are alleged to be 
international terrorists, part of a network, but still the logic of the legislation is that 
they are allowed freely to go elsewhere. Both men who have left - it is on the 
record - live freely in Morocco and France. I think that even on the face of the 
legislation there is a great deal of concern about what is really motivating that 
perhaps. Others have said it is really a retrenchment from the impact of Article 3 
of the European Convention on Human Rights, which goes back to the case of 
Chahal, which means that people cannot be removed and it impinges on the 
enjoyment of that right. I think that there is a legitimate question as to what was 
the purpose of this legislation because even on the face of it, it does not appear 
to directly relate to the threat that it is said to be proportionate to. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:   I should have said: either to lock up or deport people. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  But I think you did actually say that the aim was simply to lock 
people up. 
 
DR GHAYASUDDIN SIDDIQUI:  Forgive me; just to clarify on the scare in the 
community, I think there is a political need to create a scare within the community 
and also to create some kind of fear within the wider community because the 
political system needs a scapegoat and punch bags, so there we are. On one 
side we are scared, we do not mix with other people and when we come out, let 
us say, to an anti-war meeting there is a fear we might be photographed by 
intelligence services. The perception of the wider community is do we want to 
meet these people, our neighbours, they could be potential terrorist. I think this is 
effecting integration. The very fact that two people, Yasir al-Siri and Luthfi Raisi, 
who were arrested on US orders, have been released when given an opportunity 
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to challenge the charges indicates that there is an alternative. If there is 
suspicion against these men held in Belmarsh, why are they not given an 
opportunity to challenge that they are not terrorists, have no connection with 
terrorism, then they could be free. I think this whole idea that people could be 
interned, kept there without being charged, without being told why they have 
been arrested, is unjust and unfair. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Can I just bring in Lord Browne-Wilkinson, who as you know 
is a judge, who I know wants to ask a question and I think Richard, was it you 
who wants to come in? 
 
LORD BROWNE-WILKINSON:  I really only want to deal with what you have just 
been talking about, Dr Siddiqui. We are very well aware of all the points that can 
be made against the detention of people and we are addressing that. I confess 
that that was not Mr Levidow's presentation. He was saying initially that this was 
a pretext to lock people up. I am just wondering if the campaign has got figures of 
the people you say have been locked up under this Act under this pretext. This is 
a very serious allegation to make and I think we ought to back it up with fact. 
Have you got any idea or can you name the people who have been locked up 
under the Act? 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  I do not know that we can name them because the 
majority of them are subject to reporting restrictions. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  In terms of the numbers, I think the figure at the moment is 
13, if I remember rightly, but there were two others who have actually left the 
country. 
 
LORD BROWNE-WILKINSON:  But is that the totality of the number of people 
who the Campaign is alleging have been locked up, for which this Act has been 
used as a pretext or is there a large number of other people? 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  Many people have been persecuted under other provisions, but 
that point was only about the internment provision. 
 
LORD BROWNE-WILKINSON:  That is 13? 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  As far as we know. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Richard, you wanted to come in on the opening statement? 
 
LORD HOLME:   I apologise, I am one of the guilty people who has to leave 
early, I am sorry about that. I was very interested in the documentation and the 
presentation at the beginning. I suppose my concern is something like this with 
the issues that have been raised. It is undeniable that there is an endemic 
problem of racism and attitudes towards minority communities at present, which 
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has been commented on by a number of us here. I find some problem in 
accepting what the Campaign almost seems to say at some point, that this was 
the object of the legislation, to terrorise minority communities. I accept that that 
might be an unintended consequence. Certainly speaking as one 
Parliamentarian I would have doubted there were many Members of Parliament 
passing this legislation - and we are looking at it to see how valid it is, I am sure 
we will be critical in some respects – I doubt if I could identify many Members of 
Parliament who would say that the object of this is to make life even more difficult 
for the minority communities, so we are dealing to some extent – I think we will 
have to accept in mutual good faith between us with a law of unintended 
consequences. It is that, that I take particularly seriously, that one of the effects 
of this has been to increase levels of fear and mutual distrust within the United 
Kingdom. The question I really wanted to ask is when we saw some Muslim 
colleagues, I think it was three weeks ago, I remember asking specifically did 
they feel that the effect of the legislation was to make things particularly difficult 
for the Muslim community as opposed to this endemic problem of inter-group 
relations in Britain and they felt very strongly, yes, that it was particularly difficult 
for the Muslim community. That is why I am so interested to see Mr Singh here 
and some of what is said about the Sikh community. I was wondering if you could 
tell us whether the Campaign, which clearly you find clearer than coalition, 
"Campaign" says it is held for everybody, whether you accept that it has had a 
differential effect on relations with the Muslim community as opposed to others 
like the Sikh community who you, sir, are saying are also suffering. I would be 
very interested to hear. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  I think that is very helpful because I indicated just now that I 
would like to make absolutely sure that we do give Mr Siddiqui and Mr Singh an 
opportunity to speak about that perspective. I think it would be sensible to go on 
to that now and then perhaps just to see if there is anything else you want to say 
and then to widen the questioning to the whole range of what has been said to 
us. Perhaps I could start with you, Mr Siddiqui. 
 
DR GHAYASUDDIN SIDDIQUI:  What is your question? 
 
LORD NEWTON:  The question is you indicated at the beginning that you 
wished to speak of your perceptions of the effect on the Muslim community and 
similarly Mr Singh on the Sikh community. Richard's question effectively invited 
you to do that. 
 
DR GHAYASUDDIN SIDDIQUI:  As a result of these two Anti-terrorism Acts the 
Muslim community is very scared. The number of attacks on individuals and 
mosques has increased. Cemeteries have been vandalised.  There is a feeling 
that the wider community considers them as fifth columns and enemy within. 
There is a lot of evidence to prove that the number of incidents of this nature has 
increased. They feel that at one level there is a pressure on them to integrate, at 
the same time, the legislation and media coverage persuades British people to 
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feel they ought to detach themselves from foreigners.  
 
DR CHRIS SMITH MP:  Can I ask a follow up to that, if I may, because I am 
afraid I have to leave along with Richard in a moment or two. Is the particular 
point that worries you about the 2001 Act, the fact that it is an Act, certainly in 
Part IV, that specifically deals with non-British nationals and that because there is 
this specific piece of legislation that singles out, as it were, non-British nationals 
for special treatment by the law, that that fuels this suspicion. 
 
DR GHAYASUDDIN SIDDIQUI:  Muslims have become the target because of 
the connections that have been made between al-Qaeda, Iraq, and 
Arabs/Muslims. Often you see whenever raids have taken place there is always 
some kind of al-Qaeda connection highlighted, some non-existent al-Qaeda cells 
found operating, so they are the targets, they are the victims. Because these are 
lies, the news disappears in a few days. But the impression left on people is 
permanent. As Les said, the discovery of the ricin factory also had some fictitious 
connection with Iraq. As we have seen with the 45-minute scare, it was designed 
to push people to accept a need for war. I believe the vast majority of people in 
this country were against the war. They felt it was unjustified, unnecessary, so 
these stories were invented to push people to say, “No, we do have a threat from 
foreigners, from outsiders, because of al-Qaeda, let us destroy the source”. 
Because of the fact that vast majority of asylum seekers are Arabs/Muslims. 
Voices were raised against them that they should be expelled, that they are a 
danger to the society. This way a connection between al-Qaeda, Iraq, asylum 
seekers and Arabs/Muslims was created. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Joyce, you wanted to come in on this specifically but I really 
do want to get to Mr Singh. I do not want to curtail Joyce but I really want to hear 
from Mr Siddiqui on that. 
 
DABINDERJIT SINGH:  I will try to steer clear of the points the Sikh Secretariat's 
written submission makes about the proscription process.  Instead I will try and 
cover the impact of the legislation on the Sikh community. I think one thing to say 
at the outset is that it is very difficult to get a complete picture of what has been 
happening to the Sikh community. It has included intimidation at borders in terms 
of British Sikhs travelling abroad who have without good reason been questioned 
when leaving and returning from countries like Canada. Some have also been 
threatened with once belonging to or associated with proscribed organisations, 
even though the organisations in question may be suspended. We were also 
horrified to learn from extremely reliable sources, of directives that have been 
given to immigration officers to stop Sikhs with particular coloured turbans. Much 
of this has come about since 11th September. Sikhs travelling from Europe to the 
UK have been stopped, searched, arrested and also sent to prison.  Two of those 
imprisoned in the UK appear to have been imprisoned for membership of the 
International Sikh Youth Federation, in Germany, where it is not proscribed.  The 
two individuals concerned have served their sentences.  One was returned to 
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Germany a few weeks ago and was arrested there and released after 
questioning. The arrest and imprisonment in the UK of members of an 
organisation legal in all other countries of Europe raises serious concerns about 
the legitimacy of the law in the UK and demonstrates that many Sikhs legally 
living in Europe are being denied the right to freedom of movement. Some Sikhs 
who are politically active, law abiding and been living in the UK for over twenty 
five years are being prevented from travelling abroad altogether as they remain 
blacklisted by the Indian authorities.   For a number of years some of these Sikhs 
have been denied all forms of travel document.   Some were Indian nationals and 
are currently stateless, therefore legislation of this sort raises big question marks 
over their futures if the legislation is misused to appease foreign governments.  It 
is scandalous that law-abiding and well-respected Sikhs who have lived here for 
over twenty five years, that at one time had Indian passports, have been denied 
British nationality, even though their children and grandchildren were born in the 
UK.  In general, all legitimate political activity by Sikhs in the UK is wrongly 
viewed with considerable suspicion by the Indian authorities.  Legitimate 
campaigns, such as that relating to separate recognition and monitoring of Sikhs 
in the UK is seen as a separatist agenda by the Indian government who are 
paranoid of such activities.  We have seen a whole host of obstacles put in the 
way of the British Sikh community.  On separate monitoring of Sikhs in the UK, 
government ministers appear to be listening more to the Indian authorities about 
an issue that relates to the UK than its British Sikh citizens.  As a direct result of 
terrorism legislation, proper consultation by Government with British Sikhs that 
represent the grassroots have been totally undermined. One of the major 
repercussions of 11th September, with all due respect to the Muslim community, 
is that Sikhs unfairly became the focus of attention because of their appearance, 
we are the most visible minority, especially with our turbans and unshorn hair. 
The media incorrectly linked Sikhs and Sikh organisations with 9/11, partly due to 
the implementation of terrorism legislation in the UK.  Many are naive or 
opportunistic and the Sikhs have suffered and continue to suffer. The damage to 
Sikhs was not only in North America and the UK.  Sikhs suffered in Australia, 
Ireland and Russia, where a Sikh was battered to death in Moscow in the 
aftermath of 9/11.  In the last few weeks two Sikhs have been killed in the US 
because of their appearance, highlighting the need for governments like the UK 
not to incorrectly "label" minorities like Sikhs as extremists or terrorists as desired 
by the Indian authorities. Sikhs and Sikh organisations have been and continue 
to be the innocent victims of 9/11 and terrorism legislation. Those engaged in 
truly countering terrorism in this country, such as Special Branch and the likes of 
David Veness, have indicated and appreciate that the implementation of 
terrorism legislation as regards the Sikh community has had to do much more 
with international politics than any real threat.  Members of the Sikh community 
that Ministers have wanted to avoid are the very people that have been assisting 
those engaged in countering terrorism in the UK.  Proscription of the largest and 
most powerful Sikh organisation in the UK to appease the Indian government has 
proved in practice a mistake, especially when the law enforcement agencies 
need to untangle the politically motivated decisions from the genuine security 
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decisions.  The experiences in the UK since 9/11 have shown the assistance of 
the very networks that proscription, motivated by the wishes of the Indian 
government, tried to end were required more than ever. When tensions between 
India and Pakistan came to a peak about a year and a half ago the people at the 
"coalface" knew that politically motivated proscription was a clear hindrance to 
their work as they needed lawful well organised bodies that did not exist because 
of the vacuum left with the proscription of the ISYF.  The ISYF was a grassroots 
organisation that was needed. Any one of you who has a Sikh constituency will 
know the ISYF had tens of thousands of people who associated with it through 
Gurdwaras and yet they suddenly got caught up in this process and were being 
wrongly viewed with suspicion. The impact on law abiding Sikhs has been in 
terms of employment, security checks etc.  Some have even lost jobs as they 
were once members of a proscribed organisation. From a purely personal 
perspective, I would like to explain how I got involved with the campaign for 
having the ban lifted on the ISYF.  When I received my OBE at Buckingham 
Palace and on the recommendation of the PMs office, some two months before 
the ISYF was proscribed I was proudly wearing traditional clothes and my jacket 
with the emblem of the ISYF. I was naturally shocked when it was announced in 
Parliament that the ISYF was included in a list of 21 organisations that were 
recommended to be proscribed.  Being someone passionate about human rights 
and directly affected by the decision to silence an organisation that had done 
enormous good for the Sikh community since 1984 I felt I had little choice but to 
challenge the ban despite the difficulties this would no doubt entail.  Having 
made this commitment it was hardly surprising then to have had direct references 
in both debates in the House of Commons and Lords in March 2001 when the 
decision to proscribe the 21 organisations was made.  Hansard is testimony to 
the string opposition by politicians to the proscription of the ISYF. I feel I have 
suffered as a result of the proscription both directly and indirectly despite being a 
high profile and well respected figure.  Others less well known have suffered 
much more. From day one the Sikh community has placed faith in the law and 
thought the system of deproscription would quickly result in the ban on the ISYF 
being lifted.  The experiences of the last two years have demonstrated we may 
have all the arguments, but the political will to remove the ban has changed with 
9/11 and the continued pressure from the Indian authorities.  We also feel the law 
abiding Sikh community has been damaged by the wish for "political 
correctness".  Above all else we have this dilemma, on the one hand in India they 
would say Punjab is peaceful, and has been peaceful for over 10 years, and on 
the other hand, the UK was the first and only country to proscribe Sikh 
organisations.  The US which is seen as an authority on terrorism is very 
interesting because they have not proscribed any Sikh organisations, they do 
however proscribe a number of other organisations that the UK do not recognise 
as terrorist organisations.  One of the Law Lords specifically asked in the House 
of Lords in March 2001 that as the 2000 Act was aimed at trying to outlaw 
international terrorism there must be a strong link in the UK list and the US list.  
The big difference is Sikh organisations are absent from the US list.  In many 
respects it is very difficult to just talk about recent legislation without going back 

9 



to proscription. There have been a number of practical examples of how 
individuals have been affected, including individuals who were very remotely 
associated with the proscribed organisations.   Individuals are being monitored, 
followed, and their political activism disrupted. If individuals have tried to get 
involved in formal meetings with Government meetings, meetings have been 
postponed and cancelled. Sometimes it has been done in a very subtle way. In 
other words, attempts have been made to isolate and target individuals because 
of past associations, despite these individuals remaining as some of the most 
prominent people in the Sikh community that will continue to be representatives 
of the grassroots of the community.  They feel aggrieved as they have never 
broken the law and have respected it. It is very difficult with the recent process 
where the appeals process on proscription has basically failed, no organisation 
has successfully gone through that process, to turn round to people two and a 
half years later and say "We ask you to put faith in the process". There was a 
school of thought back in March 2001 which said hundreds, if not thousands of 
Sikhs would actually wear their ISYF jackets, for example and demonstrate the 
law was ridiculous. It was decided at that time it was not the right action to follow. 
Various meetings then took place with Jack Straw and positive signals were 
given.  Unfortunately, with 11th September and the legislation that has followed it 
has made it virtually impossible from a political perspective to get a fair hearing 
as regards deproscription.  What is most worrying is the Home Secretary is not 
even prepared to meet elected representatives to discuss the ISYF. 
 
LORD NEWTON:   That is very helpful.  Ms Harrison. 
 
DR CHRIS SMITH MP:  I am sorry, we have to go. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  I just want to say something to you about the 
personal impact of the legislation, if that is possible. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  I was about to offer you a chance to say something because 
otherwise it leaves us in a very difficult position, having heard from everybody 
else. I think the sensible thing would be for you to say a word or two and then it 
will be open season, as it were, for questions. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  I will try to keep it brief. We do see that there is a 
continuity in this legislation in terms of a particular focus and it is not just because 
it is specifically aimed at foreign nationals, although that makes it absolutely 
clear, but you have to see this legislation in the context of probably a decade now 
of legislation that has been particularly targeting refugee and migrant 
communities for different reasons. If we look at the situation for refugees and 
migrants now, they are beginning to be subjected to a wholly different regime of 
law than British citizens and that is in terms of their access to welfare benefits, 
since 1996 there have been attempts to exclude refugees and asylum seekers 
on different kinds of bases from social security so that we say that this section of 
the community can be left destitute. That is a radical departure from the 
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consensus that we have had since 1945 that people should not fall below a 
minimum level.  No matter what side of the debate you are on about that, the 
politics of that, the fact is this particular group who are from abroad, who are 
foreign, who are refugees, are the ones who are being said to be suitable for 
treatment that is below an otherwise accepted minimum. The criminalisation, put 
in broad terms, of refugee communities with increased internal controls, 
surveillance on their movements, all of that, we say, does feed in and has 
culminated in the 2001 Act where it was decided that it would only focus on 
foreign nationals and that there is a continuity of approach. Whether or not 
Parliament deliberately is attempting to do that, we say the fact that it is part of 
the series of measures is some indication that they (?????)  Without a doubt that 
is certainly the perception of a wide variety of groups on the ground. In our 
organisation we have representations from other communities who are not here, 
from Tamils, Kurds, although you may already have met them, and it has been 
the universal experience that to be a refugee and to be from a migrant 
community in an English country now, unfortunately, makes you feel like a pariah 
because for large numbers of people that is how they are treated. I know that is a 
different issue and you are not looking at that but we think you do have to look 
forward because it is a combination of effects. That is why you have at the 
moment particular views of the Sikh community because of their appearance, but 
because you have an overriding fear now that is fixed in the public's mind by 
legislation and by the propaganda that goes with it that refugees and migrants 
are dangerous people irretrievably – hopefully not but possibly – irretrievably 
linked with terrorism you have these wide-ranging attacks on a variety of 
communities. Muslims for obvious reasons are disproportionately affected but it 
has an added effect on whole groups of people. Obviously refugees are not just 
transient people, many of them have got communities here that have been 
settled for 30/40 years and they find it extremely difficult now to feel that they 
have a safe and secure place in this society. That is really what I wanted to add. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Thank you very much indeed. Is there anything that either of 
you want to ask before you go? I know that Joyce does want to. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  As far as I remember, only Part IV makes an explicit distinction 
between UK citizens versus others. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  That was actually one of the questions that I noted down as 
Ms Harrison was speaking. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  But most other parts are used as if they were directed at ethnic 
minorities, though this remains implicit in the original wording. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  That is not quite the question I had in mind but it is an 
interesting point. I am well aware, for example, from evidence we have taken 
earlier that some of the provisions on terrorist finance are perceived to have a 
particular effect on the Muslim community because of various attitudes that the 
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Muslim culture has towards financial matters. We may well get a moment to 
explore that. I, too, was going to try to establish that Ms Harrison was not in any 
way attempting to mislead us but the suggestion that every part of this Act is only 
aimed at foreign nationals is, of course, not the case. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:   The Terrorism Act 2000 specifically was intended to 
build on the 1996 definition that extended the scope of the Terrorism Act and 
clearly made it possible to categorise as terrorists those who are involved in 
activities focused on countries abroad. So the definition of terrorism was 
expressly with that purpose and that followed through from the preceding review 
that was conducted by Lord Lloyd focusing after the peace negotiations in Ireland 
on foreign nationals and people in this country. Although it is right across the 
board, it has always had that as the purpose of section 1 in 2000 and 2001. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  The last thing I want is to turn this into a debating point but it 
is good that that point has been fairly clearly established. Joyce? 
 
JOYCE QUIN MP:  I found your submission both interesting and worrying. 
Worrying from the point of view of the general racist attacks that are enumerated 
here and also the rather depressing reality that a lot of people in Britain cannot 
differentiate between longstanding communities. That does not bode well for the 
level of education or awareness in our society as a whole. However, I think you 
were right, Stephanie, to say that our remit is fairly narrow and at the same time I 
think you were also right to say that we have to be conscious of the wider context 
here and that is important. This may be almost an impossible question to answer 
in that sense, but I just wondered how much of the current situation you feel is 
connected with this specific Act and how much of it is really to do with other 
things, either the broader context or even other things which are not legislated, 
like some of the hysterical and very unhelpful reporting in the media about a lot of 
issues which I know I get written to about, from both perspectives, from my 
constituents. Like many other MPs I get written to about stories in the press 
about asylum seekers leading the most extraordinary lives of luxury, etc. I get 
those letters, on the one hand, but, to be fair, I also get letters from other people 
saying they are very worried about the climate that is being created. It is how 
easy it is to separate the specific effects of this Act. Secondly, I would like to ask 
about Part V of the Act, how useful a provision do you feel that is? 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Can we take those two separately. First of all the question 
that was also in my mind in relation to things that all of you have said: how far are 
the problems that you perceived connected with the legislation or the overall 
situation and the fears that undoubtedly exist in people's minds, especially since 
9/11? 
 
DABINDERJIT SINGH:  Can I give a Sikh perspective on that because for me it 
is relatively straightforward. 
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LORD NEWTON:  It is a question that seemed to arise particularly clearly in 
relation to your statement, I must say. 
 
DABINDERJIT SINGH:  I am not a lawyer so I express it from my own beliefs 
and understanding.  As far as Sikhs are concerned this is an important 
opportunity to look at and explain the wider context. I think, as far as the Sikh 
community is concerned, proscription can not be seen as simply something to do 
with the 2000 Act and be divorced from the 2001 Act.  The process of 
proscription, application for deproscription, appeal against non deproscription 
and political lobbying are part of the unique political-legal minefield that has been 
created that we must work together to overcome for the good of British society as 
a whole.  In terms of the various channels for putting the message across, I have 
mentioned Lord Carlile who the Home Secretary has appointed to review and 
report on the Terrorism Act 2000.  Prominent members of the Sikh community 
met him in February 2002 when he had just started work. That was very early on 
in the process, much has happened since then to show the safeguards promised 
by the Home Secretary to Parliament in March 2001 in the debate in the House 
of Commons, on the all or nothing proscription of 21 separate organisations have 
not worked.  The impact of 9/11 on the political atmosphere and desire for 
fairness can not be underestimated.  My own view on this is this Committee is 
very important on the issue of proscription and matters that naturally stem from 
this, albeit you are reporting on the 2001 Act.  
 
LORD NEWTON:   We also keep quite closely in touch with Lord Carlile and, in 
fact, I think in view of the nature of the oral evidence we will make sure that it is 
made known to him as well because it will be linked to the 2000 Act. 
 
DABINDERJIT SINGH:  Purely from a practical view and the experiences of the 
last two years I do not think it is possible from a community perspective to 
separate the political process from the legal process.  The de-proscription 
process and the appeals process has not worked.  The Sikh community has 
concluded on the advice of lawyers and politicians that the only means to remove 
the unfair ban on the likes of the ISYF, which should have been banned in the 
first place is to do this through the political process.  Your independent view on 
how the anti-terrorism legislation as a whole has impacted upon the likes of law-
abiding British Sikhs will be very much appreciated. I will give you a practical 
example of why it is difficult to separate the two acts and political ramifications 
following 9/11. If you look at the UN reaction to 9/11 and the freezing of funds 
you will see how a doubtful "political" decision first made exclusively in the UK 
has hugely influenced incorrect decisions across the world as a panic or 
opportunistic reaction to 9/11. In the UK, funds have been seized relating to 
humanitarian projects understood to be associated through individuals that 
belonged to the ISYF.  Interestingly enough the funds relating to these 
humanitarian projects were not regarded as associated with the ISYF on the 
passing of the 2000 Act as there was no action taken.  The funds were frozen 
following 9/11 in October 2001.  The seizure of funds is now covered by the 2001 
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Act.  The freezing of funds for projects that commenced after the armed conflict 
had largely come to an end in 1991, that were aimed at alleviating the pain and 
suffering of the victims of the armed conflict in Punjab, such as orphans and 
families of those that had lost loved ones is beyond belief. These actions appear 
to have been a reaction to 9/11 and no doubt pressure from the Indian 
authorities.  After 9/11 you had the strange scenario of India proscribing the likes 
of the ISYF because the UK proscribed it.  Then a few weeks ago - just before 
the appeal hearing for the ISYF in the UK, Canada became the third country to 
proscribe the ISYF.  Sikhs do not see this as a simple coincidence.  The whole 
thing is politically motivated to silence Sikhs highlighting the injustices to Sikhs in 
India over the last 25 years. Unilateral actions in the UK have incorrectly made 
Sikhs terrorists in the UK in 2001 when the armed conflict ended in Punjab some 
10 years earlier according to the Indian authorities themselves.  Since the 
freezing of funds in the UK, we have seen similar actions in the rest of Europe 
(June 2002), followed by Canada, Japan and Australia around about the same 
time and eventually the USA.  If you assume the decision in the UK to proscribe 
the ISYF was doubtful you now have a situation that is very difficult to reverse 
after the reaction to 9/11. From a Sikh perspective the problem has been the 
proscription, because with it comes many other things as we have learnt from our 
bitter experiences.  Given the current situation I am not ashamed to say that from 
a Sikh perspective, I would use opportunities like this to talk to politicians and 
people who can make a real difference, to move the UK in a direction that is 
there to eliminate terrorism and not to silence people who are politically active 
and want political change abroad.  This is a fundamental question about human 
rights. I feel passionately about this human rights issue, almost irrespective of the 
consequences, personally or otherwise it has had and will continue to have until 
the ban on the ISYF is lifted. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Do you want to say anything? 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  On that question, we can try to distinguish between the effects 
of all these developments. In one sense it is not possible to make absolutely 
clear distinctions.  But in our submission to the Privy Council Review, we 
carefully selected evidence about activities by the state authorities, so all the 
effects we described can be attributed to those activities -- not to mass media 
images of refugees and so on. Even the mass media representations (such as 
the examples that I showed you earlier) often come from the intelligence services 
feeding information to journalists, who then report the information because they 
do not know what else to do -- even though they have no idea whether it is real 
or fantasy. In an Appendix to our submission, Martin Bright of The Observer 
describes the dilemma faced by journalists about what to do with this systematic 
flow of disinformation, fantasy or some reality -- they do not know.   So your 
questions are difficult to answer.  
 
LORD NEWTON:   Of course I understand that. They are difficult questions for 
us to answer too. 
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LES LEVIDOW:  Your review is focusing on the Act and its use. We have 
provided evidence that all these horrible effects do result from the Act. You 
cannot simply blame ignorant people who simply have some prejudice against 
foreigners.  The operation of the Act contributes to those racist prejudices. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  I understand what you are saying. An alternative way of 
formulating the Quin/Chairman combined question is would the problems that 
you perceive go away if this Act went away? 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  Without the anti-terror” legislation, people would not be in fear 
of bank accounts being frozen, of being stigmatised by surveillance, 
investigation, detention and so on. 
 
DR GHAYASUDDIN SIDDIQUI: Somehow a distinction between political dissent 
and terror has to be made. I think this is where the basic problem is. Britain has 
always been a place where, if there were injustice or oppression anywhere in the 
world people would come here to highlight it, but this is simply not possible now. 
We talk about al-Qaeda and Taliban. But we never talk about those who created 
them in the first place. CIA and other intelligence services trained all these 
people. Some of these men were trained in Scotland. It seems to me that this 
was acceptable as long as the threat from the Soviet Union was there. Once that 
was over the American administration wanted to go a stage further to “full 
spectrum dominance” of the world. The old chapter had to be closed. What we 
are seeing is simply a mopping up operation; as a result some of these 
communities have become victims. We have seen how these so-called 
Mujaheddin were received in London and Washington. Nobody has so far talked 
about putting on trial the leaders and intelligence agency operators who created 
these monsters in the first place. 
 
I think the task that we see for your committee is to make a distinction between 
political dissent and terrorism. We have to allow political dissent when there is a 
regime that is unjust, unfair and oppressive. That is what your committee has to 
consider. Also, my personal feeling is that this whole scare, threat of terrorism in 
Britain is a fiction. This was created last November when Tony Blair made his 
speech at the Lord Mayor's Banquet. It was designed to please the Americans. 
One must remember that Tony Blair has met Tom Ridge, US homeland chief, 
prior to this banquet. Many journalists come to me to ask about this threat; I 
always say, "There is absolutely no threat. If our intelligence services stop 
meddling and creating this fear, this problem would simply go away." Some 9 or 
11 people, whatever the number, have been held, interned without charge, 
without any recourse to legal challenge, if the opportunity was there this will show 
if they were guilty or not. If they are terrorists, punish them by all means. This 
way we, as a community, will be cleared. Because the cases will be heard in 
open courts everybody would know the truth and people will say, "Yes, they 
deserve it" or whatever the verdict. But the impression that the whole community 
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is fifth column or threat to society would disappear.  
 
LORD NEWTON:  Thank you very much indeed. I would like to come in to the 
second half of Joyce's question and then I think Nicholas and possibly Helene 
and Terry want to come in.  Of course I recognise that if the Act went away 
certain things, for example in relation to terrorist finance, would not be an issue.  
What I was seeking to get at was whether, particularly in relation to what Mr 
Singh said earlier, that would suddenly change the public perceptions and 
attitudes of other parts of the community which I sense were a significant part of 
your concern. That, I think, is the really difficult question and I accept that there is 
no clear cut answer. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  There is an answer which is not going to be cause 
and effect, it is about compounding entrenchment. Obviously laws that 
distinguish on the basis of your nationality have a very clear impact. It says 
publicly to the world "We are entitled to subject this particular group of people 
because of an objective characteristic, their nationality, to an inferior system of 
justice" and, whatever its safeguards, it is radically different from a criminal trial 
and everything that we have come to accept is necessary to ensure justice for 
those who are accused of serious crimes. So the very entrenchment, all of those 
negative, prejudicial attitudes, it may be a green light for some people to say "If 
that is what the law says we can treat these people differently", that has a knock-
on effect even to violence in the streets, so we do say it has a compounding 
entrenchment there. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  I understand your feelings about that. Joyce asked a second 
question which we have discussed quite a lot ourselves and that is Part V, the 
one about religiously aggravated crime and how much importance you attach to 
that. As I understand, when it went into the Act it was clearly intended to help to 
alleviate some of the concerns that had been expressed. How much importance 
do you attach to that? 
 
DABINDERJIT SINGH:  Can I give an example of what has been happening to 
the Sikh people as a result of racially as well as religiously aggravated crimes. 
Although the Sikhs are one of the few groupings that has been specifically 
protected against racial discrimination for over 20 years, since the Mandla v Lee 
ruling in the House of Lords in 1983, we continue to face tremendous practical 
difficulties as regards proper enforcement of the law.  Sikhs are not being 
separately recognised and monitored by public bodies as should be the case.  
Systems set up by over 99% of public bodies do not separately monitor Sikhs.  
We therefore have a law on racial discrimination against Sikhs that we have had 
for over twenty years, but without separate monitoring lack the practical methods 
for public authorities to determine the extent of racial discrimination.  From a Sikh 
perspective, the law on "religiously" agravated crime has without a shadow of 
doubt made no difference whatsoever to the Sikh community.  It is simply 
symbolic and there for political reasons. 
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LORD NEWTON:  Let me ask my question the other way. If the Act remains but 
that part of it disappears, Ms Harrison just now put quite a lot of weight on things 
that were symbolic, as it were, what they signalled. How concerned would you be 
if Part V disappeared, even though you do not think it has made any difference? 
 
DABINDERJIT SINGH: From a purely personal perspective I would like to 
answer the question. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  By all means. 
 
DABINDERJIT SINGH:  Going back to your original question of the Newton/Quin 
scenario, if you got rid of the 2001 Act I think it would help.  However, from the 
Sikh perspective you would also have to either get rid of the Terrorism Act 2000 
or implement it so it is not misused to target political activists and that it truly 
focused on those "involved in terrorism".  Anyone that knows and understands 
the situation in the Indian sub-continent will know the armed conflict between the 
Sikhs and the Indian authorities ended over a decade ago. One thing we can not 
do is get rid of 9/11.  However, what 9/11 has brought into focus is the 
importance of focusing anti-terrorist efforts to those truly engaged in terrorism 
and not on political activists as it appeases foreign governments. 
 
BARONESS HAYMAN:  Of course, the Sikh community would have been 
protected by the Race Relations Act in a way that the Muslim community was not 
in the sense of religious aggravation, so there would need to be slightly different 
alterations, would there not? 
 
DABINDERJIT SINGH: Again, it is clear that Sikhs are protected like the Jewish 
community and at times individual Sikhs have used the Race Relations Act.  
However, Sikhs have had to fight for this right.  The Mandla case that went to the 
House of Lords in 1983 gave Sikhs that right but, as I said only a handful of the 
43,000 public bodies required to implement the Race Relations (Amendment) Act 
are properly safeguarding Sikhs and ensuring they are fairly treated as regards 
provision of public services, employment opportunities etc. by introducing 
separate monitoring for Sikhs. The whole issue of race relations, it is a big bone 
of contention in the Sikh community, everyone states we are protected, but the 
fact remains that the mechanisms for effective implementation are not there. 
 
BARONESS HAYMAN:  But we do have prosecutions. 
 
DABINDERJIT SINGH:  That is right. 
 
LORD NEWTON: Is there anything that any of the other three of you want to say 
about Part V?  No. Okay. Nicholas, you wanted to come in. 
 
LORD BROWNE-WILKINSON: I think the impression I am getting is that the 
Campaign is speaking with rather a divided voice because the written submission 
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was extremely attacking the good faith of Members of Parliament who passed 
the Act and was really quite offensive in its approach.  But both Dr Siddiqui and 
Mr Singh in their evidence are not really talking in those rigid terms, you are 
talking about one of the consequences of the Act being these very unfortunate 
impacts on minority communities which, speaking purely for myself, I fully accept. 
Putting on one side, if I may, for the moment, the allegations of racism and bad 
faith and all the rest of it, just looking at it has consequences flowing from the Act 
and we are only concerned with the 2001 Act. Have you got any positive 
suggestions as to how one does deal with a worldwide threat of terrorism without 
in some way……how does one ameliorate the impact on the whole community 
from which certain terrorists do come? Have you any positive thing we could put 
forward as a way of helping on the assumption that we cannot eradicate anti-
terrorist legislation? 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  If I can respond firstly to that. Obviously in terms of 
the Anti-terrorism Crime and Security Act, no other country in Europe, and I think 
probably beyond but let us deal with Europe as they are our immediate partners, 
took the same measure. There have been numerous prosecutions in Germany 
and in other European countries, wherever else it has happened, and the 
practice there demonstrates that the ordinary criminal law is able to deal with the 
threat, or certainly those countries believe it to be the case, so we say that is 
powerful evidence that there are measures that do not have these same negative 
consequences and intrusive impacts on human rights because the experience of 
our partners in Europe demonstrates that. I do not think it is such a difficult 
question to answer, assuming that. 
 
LORD BROWNE-WILKINSON:   On Part IV see what you say, that it is an 
unbelievable sledgehammer to crack possibly a non-existent nut, but when you 
talk about control over funds and economic controls over the movement of 
money, of which there is clearly a lot of evidence to suggest that some of it has 
been funded, what do you want to do about it? 
  
STEPHANIE HARRISON:   I think in principle legislation that is directed against 
specific conduct that is related to terrorism should properly be the subject of the 
criminal law, and if that be the case it is much more then a question of how you 
use that legislation. Certainly we see from experience that the use of the power 
to proscribe which allows a series of other measures on the back of proscription 
does have disproportionate impact. For example, Mr Singh has got direct 
knowledge of that. The fact that fund raising activities in the Sikh community 
became subject to the seizing of assets because they were linked to the 
proscribed organisation, we say that has a disproportionate impact. It could not 
necessarily be demonstrated, we have never seen anything that demonstrates 
that that money was going to be funding terrorist activity in the Punjab, it was 
linked to an organisation that had been proscribed, so it had a knock-on effect 
and that became a justification for the seizing of funds which then does have 
these wider impacts on both perceptions, people affected in the community, they 
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are afraid to give money to anything because they might be said to be funding 
terrorism and it is very frightening. It is then how it is used that we think is 
important. If you look at the United States in the context of proscription, they do 
not ban organisations and say that membership of an organisation is a criminal 
offence. It is very clear about that from the McCarthy period, that membership 
alone should not be a basis for claiming that you are guilty by association. 
 
LORD BROWNE-WILKINSON:  This is not our Act. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:   No, but if you are looking at the fund raising, they do 
just focus on the fund raising, so it is much more direct and the fund raising does 
not become a criminal offence or a proscribed offence because it is related to 
being a proscribed organisation, which is how the legislation works here, but it 
has this disparate, wider impact. It is much more carefully tailored legislation that 
deals with actual conduct which can be proven in a criminal court. That is what 
we say should be the focus rather than crimes of association or suspicion based 
upon assumptions, general assumptions. If you look at the allegations in the 
internment cases, I am afraid for anybody just reading it, that is what that is 
based on because they cannot prove it through admissible evidence, that is how 
the assumption is being demonstrated, assumptions based on other assumptions 
but never proven in any kind of sensible way. So, it is a question of tailored 
legislation and using it only where you can actually demonstrate that people have 
been doing something wrong. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  If the purpose is to try to prevent funds from circulating which 
eventually will be used for organised violence against the public, then that is how 
we would define terrorism, and once upon a time it generally was defined that 
way.  If that really is the purpose, then there are two points to consider. First, the 
burden of evidence lies upon the authorities to demonstrate that funds are being 
used or specifically intended for such use. And then second, at a higher level, the 
burden of evidence lies upon anyone who wants to argue that the ordinary 
criminal law is not adequate for a procedure by which the Government would 
collect information and demonstrate in court that this in fact is the intended use of 
the funds. What we have got now, with the 2001 Act, is almost the reverse.  The 
authorities have enormous powers just to seize funds and detain people on mere 
suspicion, and the burden of evidence is almost the other way around: the 
person must somehow prove exactly what this money was intended to be used 
for, in order to be released from custody or in order to get back the money, and 
that is proving difficult. The present law perverts a basic principle: the state’s 
burden of evidence to demonstrate guilt.  We regard the ordinary criminal law as 
adequate for the stated purpose of preventing organised violence and therefore 
we suggest this is not the real purpose of ‘anti-terror’ legislation.  Who has other 
purposes? Perhaps we should have been more specific: we did not mean that 
Members of Parliament had the anti-democratic purposes that the government 
has put into practice, but certainly parts of the Home Office had those purposes. 
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LORD NEWTON:  Thank you very much indeed. We are going to have to bring 
this to an end in a moment or two, I think, but I would not want to do that without 
just checking whether there are any other parts of the Act that you specifically 
want to express concerns about. Obviously you have expressed concerns about 
the Act as a whole, most of the comments have been focused on Part IV, some 
comments have been focused on the seizure of terrorist cash, I would just like to 
check whether there is anything else that you want to mention but in the 
meantime I think Terry has a question. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  I have, yes. I have got a few questions, I am afraid. I will try 
to be brief. Mr Levidow, did I hear you correctly, did you say there have not been 
any prosecutions? 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  There is an enormous gap between all the arrests around the 
scare stories, on the one hand, and prosecutions which present evidence of 
organised violence or plans for organised violence in this country, on the other 
hand. In fact, we do not know of any prosecutions that present such evidence. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  It is difficult to reconcile that with something you say in your 
written evidence because somewhere here I think it refers to press stories. I 
cannot find the exact reference but there is somewhere a statement of rumours 
being spread – I forget the words you have – cases of scare stories surrounding 
prosecutions. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  Scare stories around arrests and prosecutions? 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  No. It says "Malicious rumours from Government sources 
have been spread by the mass media, even before and during criminal trials". To 
which criminal trials are you referring, because that is not consistent with what 
you are saying? 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  Certainly there have been criminal trials under the ‘anti-terror’ 
laws.  But as far as we know from the sources we have, which is partly the mass 
media and the lawyers involved, we do not know of any trial where the 
prosecution has presented evidence of plans for organised violence against the 
public in this country. If that is the case, then there is an enormous gap between 
the evidence in court and all the scare stories that I mentioned before. That gap 
should make us very sceptical about what is going on here. To give one 
example: When people were prosecuted for fraudulent passports or for credit 
card fraud under the Terrorism Act, they were the subject of mass-media scare 
stories, but the prosecution did not present any evidence about a threat to the 
public in this country. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  If you are referring to prosecutions for credit card fraud, 
would you please provide us with examples of the stories, malicious rumours 
spread by the mass media during, even before but during, a criminal trial for 
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credit card fraud, because I would like to see it. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  I think probably what he is thinking of is that there 
were the trials relating to a number of people in Leicester, two were convicted of 
terrorist related activities, not organising violence but fund raising, and I know 
from having spoken to her that she has got a room full of press cuttings that 
would prejudice through the trials. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  Bearing in mind that Mr Levidow did say that there have not 
been any prosecutions I find an apparent inconsistency. I want you to support 
that. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  No, I said that prosecution cases had provided no evidence of 
organised violence against the public in this country, despite all the scare stories. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  If you could produce the evidence for the statement that you 
made, that would be helpful. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  Okay. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  Can I also clarify one other point, because I do not want to 
put words into your mouth, but I want to be clear about the position of your 
organisation, the Campaign Against Criminalising Communities. Is it the view of 
your organisation that the threat of terrorist activity in this country is either based 
in this country to take effect elsewhere or in this country to take effect here, that 
this threat has been invented or do you believe that it has been exaggerated? 
There is a difference. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  I think that it has been exaggerated. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  Thank you, that is very helpful. In places in your statement 
you actually talk about "fabricated", so I was not quite sure whether you were 
saying there is some threat. 
   
LES LEVIDOW:  The category "public emergency", which the UK government 
uses to justify derogation from human rights principles, has very high stakes. We 
say that this “emergency” is fabricated. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:   I see. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:   We cannot know what “evidence” in court or in the mass media 
may be fabrication, but there are clear signs that the government has been 
fabricating an emergency. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  I just wanted to give you the opportunity to make that clear. 
Stephanie Harrison, you referred to clearer legislation. If it is agreed that there is 

21 



a threat which may be exaggerated, but nevertheless a threat, and you referred 
to clearer legislation, what sort of thing do you have in mind? 
  
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  I think it is probably easier to say that what we say is 
we think that the ordinary criminal law can deal with these problems and that 
whilst it may be necessary to have legislation such as we were talking about, 
about controlling funding of terrorism, it should be specific conduct that is proven 
in a criminal court, so you should not have quasi judicial bodies, like the Special 
Immigration Appeals Commission, looking at secret evidence that the person 
never has a chance to deal with. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:   I was just trying to find out what you were….. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  That is only Part IV. The other provisions of the Act 
are governed by the normal court of law. I do not think we object to them at all in 
the same way. What we are concerned about is how they may be used in 
practice, particularly in the context of other measures in the terrorism legislation 
and the dominant description because it is a gateway into a whole load of other 
criminal offences and of course there are elements in the Terrorism Act that allow 
for arrest and detention for something that is not even a crime. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  Can I put this to you. In the Act there is a reference to 
applying for access to data held by mobile phone providers. Would you object to 
that? 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  No, I think that could be useful to police use when it 
is properly regulated. 
 
DR GHAYASIJDDIN SIDDIQUI:  There was a Muslim who works for a legal firm 
in the City; he was a frequent visitor to Hounslow mosque where his car number 
was noted and through this piece of information the police were able to identify 
this person. This information was fed into some kind of a computer and when he 
went to attend a conference on behalf of his company he was arrested at the 
airport, kept for 24 hours, handcuffed and sent back. When his company 
protested Foreign Office and Home Office took no action. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  Mr Siddiqui, I would object to that, but that is not the 
question that I put to you. Do you object to investigating agencies being able to 
have access to data about who has phoned who, not recordings, I am talking 
about data about who has phoned who, when and where, and she said she 
thought that was quite a proper thing to investigate. Do you agree with that? 
 
DR GHAYASUDDIN SIDDIQUI:  As long as it is useful to the investigation, yes. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  You cannot just take it out of isolation because it is 
not just having the legislation, it is how it is used in practice. We know we have 
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got an unfortunate history in the context of the conflict in the North of Ireland to 
see how legislation can be subverted if there are not sufficient safeguards and in 
a climate of hostility. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  I understand that but we are talking about whether that 
would be a proper…. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  If we were in the mid-1990s and we were asked that question 
about admissible evidence (which our campaign has not discussed), then we 
would need to think about it. We might have had a more favourable view at that 
time than in the present situation, where the Terrorism Acts authorise extra 
powers, such as the power to investigate finances, which become inseparably 
linked to all the other powers and their political uses. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  I hear what you say but it is a separate part of the Act. I do 
not see a link. There are a lot of things in the Act which are separate from that, 
such as controls and the security of chemicals used to make chemical weapons 
and I have a view about the desirability of that. It is not fair to say it is all linked 
with Part IV. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  The problem is the whole framework, which rests on the broad 
redefinition of “terrorism” in the 2000 Act. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  Can I suggest something to you. One of the problems that 
we are told about, and this is public knowledge, is that - I am now talking not 
about recording data but intercepting and recording telephone calls - there are 
procedures that can be used to legitimise the interception of my telephone calls, 
but that evidence cannot be admitted in court, as you know as barristers. We are 
told that is one of the reasons why you have to have this Part IV because 
evidence cannot be presented to the court. Can I ask you, since you have got 
experience of dealing with these cases, would you want to give your views if we 
were to recommend that such evidence could be admitted? 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  I think that, again, we are in a unique position in the 
rest of Europe in that we are the only country that does not provide procedures 
for that, evidence will be admissible in a court. I think that there is practical 
experience already of a system that does not infringe national security and that 
would be one of the obvious measures that would be taken to avoid (?????). 
One of the things I was going to follow up on is if you have powers to listen in on 
people's mobile phones so that you can collect that evidence but then you put it 
into a procedure where it is never disclosed to them so they are never able to 
give an explanation of why they were phoning this person, how that information 
should be looked at, you can see how even having that power used in that 
context, although it is in Part IV, of a due process definite system it becomes 
much more of a problem. So that is why, although I can see why you wanted us 
to say some of the legislation is okay, it has got to always be looked at in the 
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context of how it is going to be used, so a measure that does allow further 
intrusion into what would be seen as a person's private life has to be looked at as 
to how it may be used as evidence against them. We are concerned that you can 
violate a person's private life and then never allow them to have a process where 
they can explain that or deal with it. 
 
TERRY DAVIS MP:  Thank you very much. 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Right, well, unless there is anything, I do not know how far we 
have trespassed on your time but we have certainly run over time as a result of 
the interest in various things that you have said. As I said at the beginning we are 
grateful for your papers and also grateful for the tone in which our questions this 
morning have been answered. I am particularly grateful to all of you for coming 
along to give us the perspectives of particular communities which have been very 
helpful indeed. Is there anything else that any of you would wish to say? 
 
BARONESS HAYMAN:  Chairman, I am sorry to pick up … 
 
LORD NEWTON:  Helene, not at all. I had a feeling that I had denied you an 
opportunity to ask. 
 
BARONESS HAYMAN:   I feel I ought to ask one question because I asked it in 
another evidence session and that is you very eloquently spoke about Part IV. 
Would you be more comfortable if those powers were judged to be necessary – I 
put to you although you may or may not agree with the premise – that there were 
categories of people who were of great danger but because of the constraints on 
evidential requirements that we had to go outside normal thinking, would you be 
more comfortable if Part IV provisions applied to UK citizens and non-UK 
citizens? 
 
LES LEVIDOW:  As we have made clear, in our leaflets and at our protests 
outside SIAC hearings, we oppose any infringement of civil liberties 
 
LORD NEWTON: Essentially you are focusing on the human rights. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  Definitely if there is a change it should be a levelling 
down, not a levelling up. 
 
BARONESS HAYMAN:   I only ask it because you did put great weight on the 
discriminatory nature of Part IV. It is just to get it on the record. 
 
LORD NEWTON:   It is a perfectly fair question. 
 
LES LEVIDOW:   We are aware that SIAC effectively turned our criticism upside 
down, by implying that racial discrimination could be avoided by abolishing the 
right of habeas corpus for everyone.  
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BARONESS HAYMAN:   This is an issue in itself of race if there are people of 
the same level of concern who are UK citizens. 
 
STEPHANIE HARRISON:  I think that from civil rights movements we would not 
want it to be extended but our experience of the legislation is the fact that it is 
only targeted at foreign nationals and a number of the negative aspects. It may 
not have had the same effect if it was said "Here is a whole group of people" 
focusing on a threat that they present rather than an objective characteristic like 
their nationality and that might not have had the same impact. 
 
LORD NEWTON:   And, therefore, interrelates very much with the basic 
propositions that Mr Singh and Dr Siddiqui have put to us this morning. Is there 
anything else that any of you would like to...... 
 
DABINDERJIT SINGH:  The implementation of the Terrorism Act 2000 and the 
extension to 21 organisations other than those previously involved in the conflict 
in Northern Ireland has also shown it has been exclusively used to target 
organisations that are asking for political change or have links abroad.  Within the 
Sikh community and within the wider political arena it is now a well accepted fact 
that it has been shown since proscription that the International Sikh Youth 
Federation (ISYF) was proscribed at the wishes of the Indian authorities.  This 
was probably well known among politicians in the know when proscription was 
introduced in March 2001 as demonstrated in the debates in the House of 
Commons and Lords in reference to the ISYF.  Comparing this to the lack of 
action, such as proscription and everything this entails, against UK-based right 
wing groups in this country or animal rights groups where there is ample 
evidence available that they have carried out and continue to carry out "terrorist" 
attacks in the UK shows the "discriminatory" nature of implementation.  Targeting 
those truly involved in "terrorism" as witnessed by the British public through the 
media compared to the inappropriate targeting of some of the 21 organisations 
proscribed e.g. ISYF shows other factors, such as appeasing foreign 
governments that are currently friendly with the UK was a much more significant 
factor than many would like to admit in a public arena. 
 
BARONESS HAYMAN:  So it was the implementation there that you felt was 
discriminatory rather than the legislation itself? 
 
LORD BROWNE-WILKINSON:  I do again say that there is more than one voice 
coming from your organisation and I do think it would be … 
 
LORD NEWTON:   You have only got to look at the list of bodies and persons 
that signed the statement that you initially sent us to know there are a number of 
things on which they might not agree. 
 
LES LEVIDOW: There are different emphases but we all oppose the redefinition 
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of terrorism in the Terrorism Act 2000 and we oppose the banning of 
organisations on the basis of that broader definition, for reasons that we have 
mentioned. In the short time we have had here, we have emphasised different 
aspects. The problem is not just the implementation; the problem is the wording 
of the legislation itself. 
 
BARONESS HAYMAN: You are talking about the two different issues. 
 
LORD NEWTON: I think it is fair to say that there are several voices and – I for 
one would not wish to make a great deal of this – that is because you are a 
coalition.  You are not a single voice organisation on any and every aspect of the 
issue, you have expressed the broad generality of your concerns and it seems to 
me that you have done that very effectively this morning, so thank you very much 
indeed. 
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