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PRAISE FOR


NO GO ZONES


HOW SHARIA LAW IS COMING TO A NEIGHBORHOOD NEAR YOU


  “Raheem Kassam is one of the most fearless and insightful journalists on the scene today, and he pulls no punches in No Go Zones: How Sharia Law Is Spreading in America as he boldly exposes what most of his peers and colleagues would rather pass over in silence or, even worse, actively deny in the face of an ever-increasing mountain of evidence. All that evidence is in this book, presented with the candor and realism that is so urgently needed on this increasingly serious issue. No Go Zones is a unique look at a phenomenon that is growing under the noses of our politicians and law enforcement officials, who are too busy pursuing ‘outreach’ to Muslim communities to notice.”


                  —ROBERT SPENCER, director of Jihad Watch and author of the New York Times bestselling books The Politically Incorrect Guide® to Islam (and the Crusades) and The Truth About Muhammad


  “An important and eye-opening look inside the Islamic enclaves that dot Europe and are now cropping up in America. Kassam takes us on a tour that is both enlightening and frightening. If you want to understand why radical Islam is spreading in the West and why so little is being done to stop it, this is the book to read.”


                  —WILLIAM KILPATRICK, author of The Politically Incorrect Guide® to Jihad


  “What the West calls ‘No Go Zones’ are Islam’s way of building a territorial shield of separation and a firm line of demarcation between “Dar Al Islam,” the House of Islam, and “Dar Al Harb,” the House of War—the rest of the world, with which Islam is at perpetual war. The Islamic community is saying ‘We will never assimilate.’ Thank you, Raheem Kassam, for alerting the West of this purely Islamic phenomenon of rejection that will inevitably lead to a bloody confrontation between the Islamic and the Western way of life.”


                  —NONIE DARWISH, director of Former Muslims United and the author of Now They Call Me Infidel: Why I Renounced Jihad for America, Israel, and the War on Terror and Wholly Different: Why I Chose Biblical Values over Islamic Values
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This book is dedicated to all those who have given their lives for liberty. From dissenters in the Middle East, to dissidents in the Soviet Union, from our military heroes who fought to preserve our way of life in the West, to the filmmakers, satirists, and cartoonists brave enough to confront would-be tyrannical theologies.


This is for all of you.









FOREWORD


BY NIGEL FARAGE


When Raheem told me he was writing this book on No Go Zones in the Western world, my first reaction was “Thank goodness someone is doing this job.” My second thought was, “I hope he’s careful.”


The reason for my first response is probably self-explanatory. This is an issue that is so contentious mainly because no one has yet documented these areas as comprehensively as Raheem does in this book. It’s a topic that is marred by half-truths, full denials, slips of tongues, and an attempt to reject the notion of such areas in such a brazen and unfounded manner that much of the establishment media that spends its time in denial can truly wear the title “Fake News” proudly.


Now, I’m pleased to say, they have a very good starting point by which to judge the merits of the debates on integration, assimilation, and the scale and speed of migration into the West.


My second thought on the book was multifaceted.


Firstly, people who speak out against radical Islam, highlighting issues such as Sharia law, terrorism, and indeed things that shouldn’t be contentious like integration are often targeted, abused, endure massive attempts at being discredited, or even find themselves on the receiving end of threats or violence. As a personal friend, I am sincerely concerned that such brave truth-telling on the subject might find Raheem on the receiving end of some of this.


But as a professional colleague, I was also concerned at the scale of the task.


How can you, I wondered, summarize so much, over so many decades, in so many places around the Western world in just one book?


I’m delighted to say after having read this book that Raheem has done an excellent job in balancing hard data and statistics, and using multiple areas from around Europe and the United States in his attempt to fairly portray the issues facing majority Muslim areas in the West.


And it’s not just that, either.


From Molenbeek to Malmö, from Brooklyn to Hamtramck, each of these areas has its own, unique characteristics. Its own players. Its own resistance movements.


The personal stories and interviews contained in this book shine a much-needed light on how actors, from residents to local officials, politicians, and pressure groups, all play into the massive discord taking place in areas across Europe and America.


Truly, the final product is one that bears reading, citing, and even corroborating by other journalists, who I implore to follow Raheem’s lead in getting to the bottom of these issues.


Of course, with any book of this length, there is so much more to tell, and I hope Raheem can follow up with more information, more trips, more investigation, and more documentation of what is going on in our towns and cities.


I also want to take the opportunity to commend his fair mindedness on this issue.


Raheem has been careful not to portray—as someone more alarmist might—these communities as marauding, out of control groups intent on the decline of the West. In a lot of instances in fact, the people who find themselves ghettoized and demonized from all sides are victims themselves of their community leaders and actors who want to drive a wedge between migrant communities and native populations.


The work concerning poverty and socioeconomic factors is pivotal. The work on Deobandism and the Tablighi Jamaat movement is seminal. And the work contained in this book on the aggravating factors—usually the establishment, the political Left—is a warning sign to America to stand up and assert its identity, enforce its laws, and demand integration before it is too late for many places in the United States.


There will of course be plenty of critics of this book. They’ll ask questions like, “If these places are really ‘No Go’, how come you were able to go there?”


The answer should of course be obvious if you read the text. Raheem timed his visits carefully, didn’t seek to antagonize locals with video cameras, and in some cases—already reported by news organizations across the board—managed to luckily avoid mass incidents of violence and rioting by a matter of hours. In short: it was due to the studiousness of his approach that he managed to fairly document his experiences and put together a piece of work that will stand the test of time both academically and from a philosophical perspective.


It should be required reading for conservatives, Republicans, liberals, teachers, students, reporters, editors, and activists alike. And I’m delighted he has managed to resist tabloid-style presentation, and painstakingly sought out reliable sources, high-level interviews, and even hard-to-come-by data on topics like crime, imprisonment, and more.


If you do one thing after picking up this book, I recommend this: buy it for, or recommend it to, someone else too, and do your part to help settle the debate we shouldn’t even be having—whether or not these areas exist. Only by leaping this hurdle can we get onto the real debate: what should we do about it, now that it is on our shores?









ONE


THE UNSETTLED DEBATE


When I heard this, frankly, I choked on my porridge and I thought it must be April Fools’ day. This guy’s clearly a complete idiot.


—FORMER BRITISH PRIME MINISTER DAVID CAMERON, SPEAKING ABOUT STEVE EMERSON’S COMMENTS ON BIRMINGHAM, UNITED KINGDOM1


It was just after the Charlie Hebdo terror attack in Paris when Steve Emerson appeared on Fox News. During the interview, while discussing where extremism-fostering enclaves exist, he described the city of Birmingham in the United Kingdom as “totally Muslim” and a “No Go Zone.”2


The claim was manifestly false. While Birmingham is a city not without its multiculturalism-imposed problems—and as you’ll find out later in this book, especially as regards one particular area called Sparkbrook—there is not much besides the area’s horrific architecture that would give me pause before visiting. Emerson, of the usually reliable Investigative Project on Terrorism, had clearly misspoken. He eventually admitted his error, took to the airwaves again—this time in the United Kingdom—apologized, and the matter was forgotten for the most part.


But watching that moment live, I realized just how scarce the facts are when discussing No Go Zones, or as the French call some of them—as only the French would—“sensitive urban areas.” At the time, former British Prime Minister David Cameron described Emerson as “a complete idiot” for his comments about Birmingham. But in my experience, Emerson was only off by a couple dozen miles at worst, and a couple hundred miles at best. This was the debate that was lost in the maelstrom of attacks on Emerson’s character that followed his mistake.


A commonly heard trope from the Left, especially on the issue of climate change, is that “the science is settled.” And despite the science being settled on the question of whether No Go Zones exist, there is still a reluctance—borne perhaps out of an unholy alliance of misplaced “tolerance,” philosophical vacuousness, and perceived electoral advantages—to tackle the issue head on.


No Go Zones are, in effect, a microcosm of the debate surrounding Muslim immigration and Islam, areas where few people will dare to venture. And can you blame them? The pioneers of the subject matter in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries have all ended up either dead, with prison sentences, with fines for thought crimes, or had their lives reduced to skulking around public areas with their hats pulled low and their gazes averted.


From Ayaan Hirsi Ali—herself a victim of female genital mutilation—to her colleague Theo Van Gogh, the Charlie Hebdo satirists, Geert Wilders, Robert Spencer, Pamela Geller, Douglas Murray, and others, entire livelihoods and careers have been ruined (or almost ruined) because these people dared to speak the truth or at least ask tough questions.


It is, in large part, fear that drives people away from the subject matter. But for big, establishment media outlets that seek to create harmony on the Left and division on the Right, it is expedient to ignore No Go Zones. The combination of fear and ignorance surrounding this topic has begun to manifest itself in tragic ways. Islam itself has become a No Go Zone for many. One can easily see why.


The Pew Research Center has found that Muslims in the West are not integrating as well as CNN or the BBC would have you believe. The endless scare stories—many demonstrably fake—of women having their hijabs ripped off in Western cities or being verbally abused are scarcely balanced with the troubling hard data on how Muslims in the West think, feel, or behave, especially toward one another.


The figures for how many Muslims believe in Sharia law, or death for apostasy, are staggering to say the least. On March 22, 2016, I wrote an article entitled “DATA: Young Muslims in the West Are a Ticking Time Bomb, Increasingly Sympathizing with Radicals, Terror.” I reported that 20 percent of British Muslims sympathized with the 7/7 bombers who killed fifty-two people on the London transport network;3 that 27 percent supported the attacks on Charlie Hebdo; that 12 percent of young Muslims in Britain said that suicide bombings can be justified, and that 26 percent of young Muslim Americans felt the same.4 At some point, this mindset ceases to be on the “fringe” or “radical” and becomes an integral and significant part of the demographic concerned. It also becomes part of what the rest of the world expects from it.


The BBC, hardly known for its ability to talk tough on Islam, was forced to include a man who was arrested in 2014 for possibly wanting to travel to Syria to support the Islamic State in a reality TV show called Muslims Like Us. The British Broadcasting Corporation admitted at the time, in December 2016, that Abdul Haqq—who was subsequently acquitted—“represent[s] a voice” in the Muslim community. Despite Haqq’s comments excusing the actions of Islamic State, the production company for Muslims Like Us said, “People who have monstrous views aren’t always monsters.”5


Separating emotion from this debate is difficult, especially for someone like me, born and raised in a Muslim family, who still has many practicing Muslim friends and family members. That’s why data was the key to writing this book. It allowed me to assess this situation objectively and see what most participants in the debate ignore or cover up.


It’s impossible to turn a blind eye to cold hard facts—at least for me. Data reveals that 18 percent of young British Muslims would not report details of a planned terror attack to the police, 40 percent of British Muslims want Sharia law in the West, and one in five prison inmates in the United Kingdom are now Muslim,6 despite the religion making up only 5 percent of the population as a whole.7


The situation in the United States is equally dire. Nearly 10 percent of prison inmates in America are Muslims, despite adherents of Islam making up around just 1 percent of the total country’s population.8 A 2015 poll published by the Center for Security Policy—run by President Ronald Reagan’s former Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs Frank Gaffney—found that 51 percent of Muslims in America believed they “should have the choice of being governed according to sharia [law].” Nearly one quarter of those polled said they believe there should be violent punishments for those who insult the Muslim prophet, Muhammad.9 All this is deeply troubling given the prevalence of Islamic enclaves and No Go Zones.


Younger generations of Muslims in the West may be more susceptible to extremist tendencies because they are ghettoized, segregated, and radicalized. This often occurs due to foreign money being pumped into mosques and madrassas around the West. But it has also been a consequence of this being a unique situation, and thusly both their immediate support networks—friends, family, imams, colleagues—turning a blind eye or not knowing what to do when faced with hardline views.


When Europe’s migrant crisis was in full flow in 2015, instead of welcoming Syrians into Saudi Arabia, the Saudi government pledged to build two hundred mosques in Germany.10 These mosques and their leaders often promote anti-Western sentiment, anti-Jewish sentiment, and push a hardline interpretation of the Quran and Islamic jurisprudence, which we have come to know as “Wahhabism” or “Salafism.”


This attracted almost no media attention when it was announced. The Independent—once a newspaper and now an online platform—published two articles on the matter. The Daily Mail published one. HuffPost, International Business Times, and Breitbart News all published articles on it too. But in terms of the massive global news sources, there was zero coverage. Nothing from the BBC, nothing from CNN, nothing from ABC, NBC, or CBS.


When searching Google for this story, by the second page of search results, the reader is now looking at news sites from Pakistan, India, and a small denial of the story tucked away in a Reuters article on page three. This is indicative of how Western media failed to live up to its basic obligations to its readers to cover the story. Whether true or not—and I suspect the original source in the Lebanese newspaper that broke the story was telling the truth—most established media organizations in the West did not want to broach the subject. It was too tricky to explain. Too inconvenient while they were pushing an open borders narrative.


The same applied to the Cologne sexual assault scandal story from New Year’s Eve of 2015. On that night, over one thousand men—some sources even claim up to two thousand11—of varying migrant backgrounds were reported to have sexually assaulted, raped, or mugged German women in front of Cologne’s Central Station. Overall, around 2,000 sexual assaults and robberies were reported across major German cities, leading even the most pro-migration German officials to concede this was a new phenomenon perpetrated by recently arrived migrants and refugees.


Despite reading about this atrocity on German news websites, I could find nothing about it for several days in the Western media. It was only when my colleague Oliver Lane, now one of my reliable deputies at Breitbart London, brought it to me himself, certain that he could accurately represent the facts of the case, that we set about figuring out how to cover the story.


I was perplexed by the lack of coverage—the most “telling” reports claimed the incident involved multiple robberies and rapes—and my disbelief that this could happen almost led us to miss it entirely. But between Lane and I, we figured it out: this topic was a sensitive issue that no one wanted to touch. Still, when Oliver came to me with his final story, I almost hit “Delete” immediately.


“There’s no way this is true and no one else has written about it yet,” I thought. It simply couldn’t—in an era of smartphones and twenty-four-hour news—be of the scale Oliver claimed. But it was.


We broke the story later that day, much to the panic of my bosses, who insisted that my head would roll if we had bungled any details. I gulped, and kept refreshing my Google search page over the next few hours, hoping someone else would corroborate our work.


Phew.


Shortly afterwards, major news organizations started to report the incident, with an op-ed in the Times of London even crediting us for the fact that the news had been reported at all.


“Cover-up” would be a strong word to use when discussing the broader attitude of the media on this incident. “Disbelief” and an unwillingness to pursue the story would perhaps be more accurate. I almost had the very same reaction. It is the same disbelief that pushes journalists away from the topic of No Go Zones. Most of them probably think, “It’s 2016 in western Europe and in the United States. These things cannot possibly be happening. These places cannot possibly exist. These are the fantasies of Islamophobic right-wingers seeking to target and abuse Muslim communities out of sheer bigotry.” None of that is true.


The establishment media and political complicity—cowardice—behind a failure to accurately report an almost psychological and physical enslavement perpetrated upon Muslims—young Muslims especially—is far more damaging than what the most bigoted Westerners could imagine as a punishment for the adherents of Islam. It is more unfortunate for the Muslim communities that are being targeted for ghettoization and radicalization than it is for the Steve Emersons of the world who experience mild reputational damage as a result of missing the mark by a few miles.


Otherwise normal people, who go to their jobs every day, who pay their taxes, who want to, as Ayaan Hirsi Ali has said, “share in the mutual benefits” of Western nations, are being converted, perverted, and radicalized in the name of the world’s fastest growing religion and the political goals that have been hitched upon it. So-called “progressives” should hang their heads in shame over this. In reality, they trumpet their “tolerance” for these people and blast critics, including critics from within the Muslim faith, as “Islamophobes.”


In December 2016, a British group called “Hope Not Hate,” which has received funding from the George Soros-backed Open Society Foundations,12 insisted that practicing Muslim reformers like Dr. Zuhdi Jasser and anti-Sharia campaigner Raquel Saraswati were part of an “anti-Muslim” cabal seeking to promote “hatred” against Muslims in the West.13 In reality, as Hirsi Ali noted in a video for Prager University, these people are the modern-day Aleksandr Solzhenitsyns—the famed Russian dissident who played a huge role in bringing down the tyrannical Soviet Union. Instead of spending their time in prison, however, reformers like Jasser and Saraswati live their lives under constant threats and harassment because of such groups, which also donate millions of dollars to projects supporting the eradication of national borders.


They are effectively being sacrificed at the altar of a political battle between nation-statists and globalists. Their plight—trying to salvage their religion from extremists and barbarians—is no more than an inconvenience to those in the establishment who would use Islam and “Islamophobia” as a stick with which to beat its philosophical opponents.


Over the course of this book, you will read interviews from the major players involved in this struggle, as well as those—including me—who have investigated “sensitive urban areas” on the ground. This is an international issue that, if left misrepresented, will continue to spread until it overpowers the establishments that oppose it. From Malmö to Molenbeek, from Dewsbury to Dearborn, the fight against No Go Zones—indeed the fight to settle the science and have it acknowledged that these places even exist—is as much a fight for the reformist Muslims of the world as it is for the heart and soul of Western civilization.


It has not been enough that major government figures from around Europe have conceded there are now areas that cannot be normally policed. It is not enough that the Belgian Home Affairs minister has admitted his country’s authorities do not “have control of the situation in Molenbeek [Brussels].”14 It appears to not be enough when journalists who actually report on this issue are beaten within an inch of their lives in Sweden, or when ‘Muslim Patrols’ are set up,15 or when the British government has to lay on extra policing in areas like Tower Hamlets in East London in a bid to tackle Pakistani- or Bangladeshi-style electoral corruption.16


These things scarcely prompt mass headlines or investigations. But when Steve Emerson mentions the name of the wrong city on Fox News, the former British Prime Minister feels compelled to rebuke and ridicule him publicly. Unfortunately, Emerson was not the only one who had his knuckles rapped over No Go Zones.


CNN went after Governor Bobby Jindal after he mentioned No Go Zones in a 2015 speech in the Houses of Parliament. The network’s reporting focused primarily on the fact that Governor Jindal was unable to name a specific No Go Zone area, and the reporter asserted that No Go Zones were such because of crime rates rather than demographics. The problem is that a CNN journalist, Dan Rivers, had just two years prior broadcasted a report on Muslim Patrols in East London—a story I originally broke—which revealed that homosexuals and women were being accosted, threatened, and hectored in high Muslim population areas in the city.17


The hypocrisy is abundant and clear. When it serves the needs of a left-leaning news outlet, that outlet will turn a blind eye to this issue. Governor Jindal’s appearance in the House of Commons was one of these moments.


I have traveled to Molenbeek. I have spent extensive amounts of time in Tower Hamlets. I have dispatched colleagues to Malmö and Rosengård, and I have interviewed filmmakers and journalists who have been to other such areas across Europe. I can tell you beyond a shadow of a doubt that No Go Zones are real.


The important questions, as far as I am now concerned, are not as evident as whether these places exist, or whether Islam plays a major role in this ghettoization. Rather, the crucial questions are those that I answer in this book. What are the parameters of a No Go Zone? To what extent can one not go there? What is one susceptible to in doing so? And how is this phenomenon now manifesting itself in the United States of America?


Before most of my trips to these areas around Europe and the United States, I hoped, I wished, I prayed that I would be unable to finish this book for a lack of evidence about No Go Zones.


I fear this was not the case.









TWO


WHAT HAPPENS IN EUROPE


You have territories in France such as Roubaix, such as northern Marseille, where police will not step foot, where the authority of state is completely absent, where mini Islamic states have been formed.


—FABRICE BALANCHE, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR AT THE UNIVERSITÉ LUMIÈRE LYON 2 AND VISITING FELLOW AT THE WASHINGTON INSTITUTE1


The adage “when America sneezes, the world catches cold” remains true when discussing financial markets and Hollywood culture. But if the irrational debate surrounding Syrian refugees and 2016’s Brexit vote are anything to go by, it is safe to assume that American politics are now sneezing along to the tune of Europe’s cold.


It has been some time since this was the case. The Cold War was perhaps the last time it happened, though arguably that was as much an American phenomenon as it was a European one. You would probably have to go back more than a hundred years to the world wars for another concrete example of this.


The lecturing from across the Atlantic, be it from newspaper columnists, German Chancellor Angela Merkel, or European Union apparatchiks, is designed to do one thing: make America as sick as Europe is. This ploy is actualized through the exportation of problems created by the establishment within my home continent in an attempt to normalize the ailment internationally instead of cure it.


In January 2015, Carol Matlack published an article in Bloomberg, claiming in her subheading: “Stories about big Western cities surrendering neighborhoods to control of Islamist extremists are shocking—and totally false.” Matlack attempted to “debunk” the idea of No Go Zones, spending over 10 percent of her 800-word article on Steve Emerson, and the rest on drawing a distinction between an area that police find difficult to respond within and a place people cannot visit. But despite her aforementioned derisive subheading, Matlack concedes in her conclusion:


           As with many urban legends, there are grains of truth in this one. Many French Muslims live in tough, isolated neighborhoods and have faced discrimination in housing and employment. Sometimes, police are afraid to respond to calls from dangerous neighborhoods in France and elsewhere. A few years ago, an Islamist group in Britain demanded that the government establish autonomous sharia-governed zones in some cities. The government swiftly outlawed the group, and it hasn’t been heard from since.2


In effect, the article suggests that while a document prepared by the French government claims there are 750 No Go Zones in the country, many of these areas are in fact just deprived neighborhoods. Daniel Pipes, the head of the Middle East Forum in Philadelphia, agrees. He noted in an interview with Matlack that, “for a visiting American, these areas are very mild, even dull. We who know the Bronx and Detroit expect urban hell in Europe, too, but there things look fine . . . hardly beautiful, but buildings are intact, greenery abounds, and order prevails. . . . Having this first-hand experience, I regret having called these areas no-go zones.”3


Pipes’s regret reveals a problem: what is a No Go Zone? No one seems to know. The name would suggest, obviously, that these are areas where one cannot, or should not, risk visiting. That at least would be my interpretation of it. A good working definition would perhaps be this:


           An area in which the likelihood of being attacked, accosted, or otherwise abused on the basis of your appearance, or the bigotry of locals, is higher on average than elsewhere in the city or country in question. A ‘No Go Zone’ may refer to an area in which police require authorization or acceptance from a religious figure or community leader before entering, or indeed where the rule of law has either broken down or been supplanted by a foreign set of rules.


It is sensible to realize that there will be a gradation of No Go Zones in the Western world. Do I feel unable to enter Molenbeek? No. Do I feel that I am risking my safety as a result of the bigotry and ghettoization of its locals by doing so? Yes.


So in a sense, Mr. Pipes is correct. Many of the “sensitive urban areas” can be equated to 1980s Harlem, or the Bronx, or other ghettos around the United States. But many cannot. In any case, are such areas to be ignored? Is such deprivation, which is commonly cited as causing violence and high crime, to be dismissed or even accepted across the Western world simply out of fear of offending the “at risk communities”?


It was just eleven months later that Pipes wrote again about the phenomenon, noting:


           My visits establish that non-Muslim civilians can usually enter majority-Muslim areas without fear. But things look very different from the governmental point of view. On a routine basis, firefighters, ambulance workers, and even social workers meet with hostility and violence. For example, days after I visited the Marseille slum, its residents shot at police preparing for a visit by the prime minister of France. Thus does it and its ilk represent a no-go zone for police, a place which government representatives enter only when heavily armed, in convoys, temporarily, and with a specific mission.


                 The term no-go zone is informal (apparently deriving from American military argot); dictionaries ascribe it two meanings in line with my conclusions: either (1) ordinary people staying away from an area out of fear or (2) the representatives of the state entering only under exceptional circumstances. [Sensitive Urban Areas] do not fit the first description but do fit the second.


                 Whether or not Molenbeek, Rinkeby, and the Marseilles slum are no-go zones, then, depends on what aspect one chooses to emphasize—their accessibility to ordinary visitors at ordinary times or their inaccessibility to government officials in times of tension. There are also no-go gradations, some places where attacks are more frequent and violent, others less so. However one sums up this complex situation—maybe partial-no-go zones?—they represent a great danger.4


But this level of nuanced analysis appears to have been lost on traditional or establishment news outlets. U.S. news organizations attempting to illustrate the worst cases of the argument, usually on both sides, have failed to reflect on the importance of these areas for the United States—its immigration policies, its internal cultural issues (otherwise deemed ‘social cohesion’), and its security. As a result, areas that resemble Europe’s No Go Zones, or indeed compounds, have begun to spring up in the United States.


The counter-extremist think tank the Clarion Project has documented at length the rise of the Muslims of the Americas group—a Pakistani-funded, Islamist sect otherwise known as Jamaat ul-Fuqra—which claims to have twenty-two Islamic villages across twelve states in the U.S. A coalition of reformist Muslims have called for the group, known as Fuqra for short, to be designated a terrorist organization based upon the organization’s motivations and ideology.


The Clarion Project reported that a 2007 FBI document stated:


           The MOA is now an autonomous organization which possesses an infrastructure capable of planning and mounting terrorist campaigns overseas and within the U.S.


                 The documented propensity for violence by this organization supports the belief the leadership of the MOA extols membership to pursue a policy of jihad or holy war against individuals or groups it considers enemies of Islam, which includes the U.S. Government.5


Fuqra is one of the most extreme examples of Islamic fundamentalism manifesting itself in the United States. Its methods, including the creation of compounds such as ‘Islamberg’ in New York state,6 are both extreme and hardly commonplace. Far more prevalent is the tactic of creating introspective, ghettoized communities, such as in Tower Hamlets in East London. And we have seen such strategies, whether organic or planned, take root in the United States too.


The most frequently quoted example of a dominantly Muslim area in the United States is Dearborn, Michigan. During the presidential election campaign of 2016, the HuffPost published an article that can only be described as a public relations piece on behalf of the city of Dearborn. Illustrated with a picture of hijab-clad women serving food, the article, written by self-described “LGBT advocate” Brian Stone, states: “Arab Americans make up about 44% of Dearborn residents, but make up a smaller proportion of the active voters—and many Arab Americans are not Muslim, a common misconception.” He adds: “Just think of how far ahead we’d be as a country if we were following Dearborn’s lead!”7


The political element in all this is of course crucial. Stone notes that the city is overwhelmingly Democrat in its voting intentions, and that (then candidate) Donald Trump would have no chance of being elected in an America that looked like Dearborn. The phrase “Sherlock,” prefaced with an expletive, comes to mind. Stone also listed his occupation as “Communications Director” for Dr. Anil Kumar, who failed in his bid for Congress in Michigan’s Eleventh District in 2016. Party politics, especially implementing tactics imported from the Middle East and South Asia, play a large role in the establishment of ghettos—even though Stone claims an Arab American or Muslim American demographic remain in the minority. This was certainly the case in Tower Hamlets in London.


Though Stone seeks to ease the mind of his reader with the population statistic of 44 percent Arab Americans, a 2011 census in Tower Hamlets revealed that just 41 percent of residents were “Asian” or “Asian British,” which in Britain means they were originally from South Asia—Pakistan, Bangladesh, India, etc.8 Despite this “minority” status, the area still saw the rise of the Islamist-sympathizing demagogue Lutfur Rahman, who became the borough’s mayor in 2010 before being unceremoniously removed and banned from office in 2015.


Although the U.S. political system affords third parties relatively restricted access at the ballot box, Mr. Rahman was able to start his political career as a Labour Party member in a similar fashion to how Stone describes Dearborn when he claims, “Oh, and they’re Democrats through and through.” It was three years after Mr. Rahman left the Labour Party, having been linked to the Islamic Forum of Europe, that he founded the Tower Hamlets First organization. He gained support by leveraging the area’s unique Bangladeshi Muslim demographics, using banana-republic-style politics of corruption and inducements to bolster his position. He swept into power in 2010 with 51.8 percent of the vote. He was re-elected in 2015 with a reduced 43.4 percent share.9


In the same year, the city of Hamtramck, which is northeast of Dearborn, elected a “Muslim majority” council. The Wall Street Journal described Hamtramck as the “first U.S. city with the distinction.”10 It wrote: “A city of 22,000 that is surrounded on all sides by Detroit, Hamtramck was once a haven for immigrants who were mainly Polish and Catholic. But more recently, churches have given way to mosques. The Polish population has dropped to about 11% today from 90% in [the] 1970s. Since 2004, the Muslim call to prayer has been broadcast to the city’s streets.”


So much for Stone’s claims that the area’s voters are scarcely Muslim, or even the suggestion that locals who are Arab Americans pose little threat to assimilation given the area’s long history with immigration. One area of the city is now known as “Banglatown” due to its high Bangladeshi population. Considering that younger Muslims in the West tend to be more fundamentalist than their immigrant mothers and fathers, the trend would suggest that rather than integrating, these towns’ Muslim populations will become further segregated.11


The harbinger of East London looms large considering that when Mr. Rahman leveraged his power with the local Bangladeshi community, he rose to a position whereby he controlled a local budget of over two billion dollars a year. When he was removed from power, the judge presiding over his court case found him guilty of corruption, bribery, and abuse of public funds. Judge Mawrey noted at the time: “It is guaranteed Mr Rahman will denounce this judgement as racist and Islamophobic. It is nothing of the sort . . . the natural sense of solidarity (of the Bangladeshi community) has been subverted.”12


When even a High Court judge in the United Kingdom—a position typically inclined toward political correctness and establishment thinking—can successfully identify the forthcoming “Islamophobia” backlash, you know something is seriously awry.


The court’s conclusions also underscore how, despite what some may claim about the case against No Go Zones, the communities that fall prey to the exploitative “leaders” of such policies are victims. If those on the liberal Left and in the political establishment really cared about these immigrants, they would fight tooth and nail against this kind of segregation and lack of integration. Instead, they support and propagate it.


Further conclusions from the court documents back this up: “The Bangladeshi community might have thought itself fortunate to have been the recipient of the Mayor’s lavish spending but in the end the benefits were small and temporary and the ill effects long-lasting. It was fool’s gold.”13 The court added:


           The real losers in this case are the citizens of Tower Hamlets and, in particular, the Bangladeshi community. Their natural and laudable sense of solidarity has been cynically perverted into a sense of isolation and victimhood, and their devotion to their religion has been manipulated—all for the aggrandisement of Mr Rahman. The result has been to alienate them from the other communities in the Borough and to create resentment in those other communities. Mr Rahman and Mr Choudhury, as has been seen, spent a great deal of time accusing their opponents, especially Mr Biggs, of ‘dividing the community’ but, if anyone was ‘dividing the community,’ it was they.14


So clear is the case against No Go Zones, partial No Go Zones, or indeed demographically un-diverse areas purported as being “diverse,” you would think such ideas would be anathema to every thinking liberal across the Western world.









THREE


FROM MOLENBEEK, WITH TERROR


We don’t have control of the situation in Molenbeek at present. We have to step up efforts there as a next task. I see that Mayor Françoise Schepmans is also asking our help, and that the local police chief is willing to cooperate. We should join forces and ‘clean up’ the last bit that needs to be done, that’s really necessary.


—JAN JAMBON, DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER AND MINISTER OF SECURITY AND HOME AFFAIRS, BELGIUM1


On March 18, 2016, Belgian counter-terrorism police raided the home of the Aberkan family, located at 79 Rue des Quatre-Vents in the heavily Arab populated neighborhood of Molenbeek. Cops, in huge numbers, intercepted and arrested Salah Abdeslam, one of the two surviving, alleged terrorists who took part in the November 2015 Paris attacks in which 130 people were killed and around 400 were injured. Abdeslam had evaded capture for over four months, fleeing from France through the Schengen border-free area into Belgium, eventually finding refuge in Molenbeek.


Molenbeek, within spitting distance of the “political capital of Europe,” namely, Brussels, is often described as one of Europe’s most notorious No Go Zones. However, if you look like me, or rather, if you don’t look like a white blonde woman or an undercover police officer—you can indeed go there. So I did.


At 79 Rue des Quatre-Vents, Molenbeek does in fact appear to be not much more than a deprived little town, as Daniel Pipes has noted, not dissimilar to the Bronx or Detroit in the 80s. You can flit and slip quickly between the better and worse parts of Brussels, though to the west of the city such movement becomes almost pointless. Vast swathes of the city’s westerly borders are becoming—to the chagrin of my tour guides—“Arabized.” From Schaerbeek to Molenbeek, to Anderlecht, to right outside the Brussels Midi station, it is not uncommon to see Arabic graffiti, or graffiti lauding “Arab nationalism.”


Counterintuitively, like on the peripheries of Schaerbeek, you can still walk down streets filled with brothels. Young, usually eastern European girls glare at you in their bras and panties, beckoning you in, almost shaming you for not gawping at them or succumbing to their low, low prices. On the other side of these very same buildings are Arabic shops selling Qurans, cafes with hijabi women drinking mint tea or “tea nana,” and men trying to sell you new iPhones from within their coat linings.


Schaerbeek is perhaps an example of multiculturalism done better than usual, but this is because, unlike Molenbeek, the residents of the area are Turkish rather than Moroccan or Tunisian. A few hundred miles makes a world of difference, within just a fewm miles, apparently.


While much of Schaerbeek is scarcely diverse, it is an upbeat and welcoming neighborhood. Locals will smile at you and joke with you in their cafes. Visitors, especially on a Sunday when downtown Brussels is a ghost town, are of mixed origin and dash from shop to shop looking for the best deals. No one seems to mind their presence. Molenbeek is entirely different.


A huge, imposing, grey slate and glass police station sits right in the center of Mr. Abdeslam’s former refuge. Twenty police cars line the streets. But not a policeman or woman is to be seen when you walk around the neighborhood. One of my guides told me that when she was in a car accident in the area late in the afternoon, she was advised to move her car outside the police station and leave the area before dark. If I had been in her situation, I probably would have been fine. But an unaccompanied white woman with her hair down and a nice vehicle in Molenbeek at night? That is a target.


As we traversed the neighborhood—not for my first time, mind you—it became clear the locals were not fully comfortable with our arrival there. No one said a word, unlike my last visit. But this time I didn’t have young blonde women in my company.


On a visit to Molenbeek in 2015, just days after the Paris massacres, our group was jeered at and heckled and the women were told to cover their heads. Unmistakable tension rode high. The suspicion of the locals manifested itself in hateful, jingoistic, and barbarous ways. This wasn’t Europe. This wasn’t Brussels. This was what they call Little Marrakech. Where you must act accordingly, or leave.


A whisper of that mindset still lives. It is easy to see how and why such a neighborhood would provide refuge to someone like Abdeslam. In an “us or them” world, they will always choose themselves and look after their own. Their protestations about not knowing his whereabouts are as likely to be true as his own claims of ignorance regarding his accomplices, their identities, and the entire Paris massacre planning.


Men stand outside cafes—cafes with only men inside too—smoking, gossiping, all too happy to offer deathly glares to perceived outsiders. Nativism obviously runs rampant in these communities—far worse than in those the political Right gets accused of—but it is largely ignored or swept under the carpet by local politicians, most of whom belong to what would be considered far-left and even communist-sympathizing political parties in Brussels.


While Molenbeek’s streets are dominated by halal butchers, Arabic signage, and Islamic bookshops, estimates of the area’s Muslim or Arab demographics vary significantly. Writing in The New York Times in April of 2016, Roger Cohen claimed that 41 percent of Molenbeek inhabitants were Muslim.2 GQ Magazine claims a figure of 25–30 percent,3 and The Guardian reported that “In lower Molenbeek some 50% of the inhabitants are of northern Moroccan provenance.”4 These figures vary drastically because of local governance failures—seemingly intentional—to know who is living where. Census estimates in 2015 placed the local population figure at around 95,000, though locals insisted to me that it is closer to 110,000 today.5


Many immigrants, empowered and entitled by Belgium’s laws that allow families from abroad to live with their loved ones, settle in Molenbeek and take a pension from the state. Dilapidated structures in the town center are said to house up to ten or fifteen people inside three or four bedroom apartments, and the fertility rate of these locals is said to be far higher than their Belgian counterparts. This certainly seems to be the case when you arrive in the neighborhood on a weekend, just as the market in the town square opens. But the flood of people is not the only remarkable thing one sees in the market.


Chadors and hijabs are sold alongside fruit and vegetables, as residents avert their faces for photographs. This “privacy,” in the middle of a street, in what is supposedly twenty-first century Europe, is something you don’t experience in other areas. “What are they afraid of?” I wonder. Being implicated? Being in a newspaper? Nothing is normal to me about such a reaction. Indeed if you travel to more integrated immigrant communities around the Western world, children will scurry around cameramen demanding to have their pictures taken, or pulling faces for live television cameras. Not here.


Perhaps they feel targeted, or vulnerable. But without much police or state action in the area, how could they? Who would be targeting them? An Englishman with an iPhone camera? It continues to boggle my mind.


Brussels is increasingly becoming this way. “The politicians, the bureaucrats, the elites, they spend all their time in the European quarter,” one Brussels native tells me. “They don’t see anything wrong because they don’t see anything at all. For them life is Dolce and Gabbana and H&M and cafes and bars.” That sounds familiar. Whenever I invite politicians or journalists to visit Tower Hamlets in East London with me, they refuse or suddenly fall silent. One such example was when Elle magazine decided to goad me on Twitter, asking if they could “job swap” with me for a day so they could see what working for a “far right” website is like, and so that I could see what a “feminist” publication looks like. I refused, instead offering to escort them to Molenbeek. They never got back to me, which was unsurprising considering what day-to-day life in Molenbeek is like.


In Molenbeek, women shuffle through the streets with unease. “Why do they all look miserable?” I ask my guide. He replies, “They don’t want to wear the veil. This is new. At home [in their countries of origin] this was not the case, when they grew up, not the case. Now they are made to do it. It is the Salafist influence. The Saudi money and youngster[s] who are more strict with Islam.” The older men don’t seem to mind or care. They may even prefer the dominant position they have in the household that perhaps they didn’t have in Morocco or Turkey, though none were keen on discussing the matter.


It’s possible they were too blind to see it. I was constantly advised during my visits to No Go Zones across Europe not to take pictures. “They don’t like it, they will come after you,” one Parisian guide warned me. But some scenes are just too poetic to miss, and you have to take your chances. In Molenbeek, I couldn’t help but snap a photo of a piece of graffiti that read “GIRL POWER” positioned on an electrical box adjacent to a cafe populated only by men both inside and out. I noticed this phenomenon in almost all the neighborhoods I visited. But I may have been the only man who did.


“[Apologists] say it is just like how we in the West were fifty years ago. This is not true, first. But even if it was, why do they want us to go back? Aren’t they supposed to be the ‘progressives’?” notes one of my guides in the French suburb of Saint-Denis.


[image: ]


At an awards ceremony lampooning the mainstream media—the Bobards d’Or in France—a host semi-jokes that the real name of Molenbeek is “Sint-Jans-Molenbeek” or Molenbeek Saint-Jean, named after St. John the Baptist. They are, he claimed, trying to erase the area’s Christian history by changing its name to simply “Molenbeek.” Whether this is true or just a convenient truncation is unclear. But what is clear is that all around Europe, regardless of what they call it, people talk about Molenbeek in hushed tones. Interestingly, with my audience-member vote included, the “fake news” story about Molenbeek won the award for mainstream media lie of the year.


OEBPS/text/nav.xhtml


Table of Contents







		Cover



		Title Page



		Copyright



		Dedication



		Contents



		Foreword



		One: The Unsettled Debate



		Two: What Happens in Europe



		Three: From Molenbeek, with Terror



		Four: From Sweden, with Rape



		Five: From France, with Hate



		Six: From the United Kingdom, with Sharia



		Seven: From San Bernardino, with Lies



		Eight: From Detroit, with the Call to Prayer



		Nine: From America, with Radical Islam



		Epilogue



		Acknowledgments



		Notes











Guide





		Cover



		Contents



		Title Page













		i



		ii



		iii



		iv



		v



		vi



		vii



		viii



		ix



		x



		xi



		xii



		xiii



		xiv



		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21



		22



		23



		24



		25



		26



		27



		28



		29



		30



		31



		32



		33



		34



		35



		36



		37



		38



		39



		40



		41



		42



		43



		44



		45



		46



		47



		48



		49



		50



		51



		52



		53



		54



		55



		56



		57



		58



		59



		60



		61



		62



		63



		64



		65



		66



		67



		68



		69



		70



		71



		72



		73



		74



		75



		76



		77



		78



		79



		80



		81



		82



		83



		84



		85



		86



		87



		88



		89



		90



		91



		92



		93



		94



		95



		96



		97



		98



		99



		100



		101



		102



		103



		104



		105



		106



		107



		108



		109



		110



		111



		112



		113



		114



		115



		116



		117



		118



		119



		120



		121



		122



		123



		124



		125



		126



		127



		128



		129



		130



		131



		132



		133



		134



		135



		136



		137



		138



		139



		140



		141



		142



		143



		144



		145



		146



		147



		148



		149



		150



		151



		152



		153



		154



		155



		156



		157



		158



		159



		160



		161



		162



		163



		164



		165



		166



		167



		168



		169



		170



		171



		172



		173



		174



		175



		176



		177



		178



		179



		180



		181



		182



		183



		184



		185



		186



		187



		188



		189



		190



		191



		192



		193



		194



		195



		196



		197



		198



		199



		200



		201



		202



		203



		204



		205



		206



		207



		208



		209



		210



		211



		212



		213



		214



		215



		216



		217



		218



		219



		220



		221



		222



		223



		224



		225



		226



		227



		228



		229



		230



		231



		232



		233



		234



		235



		236



		237



		238



		239



		240



		241



		242



		243



		244



		245



		246



		247



		248



		249



		250



		251



		252



		253



		254



		255



		256



		257



		258



		259



		260



		261



		262



		263



		264



		265



		266



		267



		268



		269



		270



		271



		272



		273



		274



		275



		276



		277



		278



		279



		280



		281



		282



		283



		284



		285



		286



		287



		288











OEBPS/images/line.jpg





OEBPS/images/halftitle.jpg
NO GO ZONES





OEBPS/images/title.jpg
NO GO ZONES

How Sharia Law Is Coming to
a Neighborhood Near You

RAHEEM KASSAM

FOREWORD BY NIGEL FARAGE

REGNERY
PUBLISHING

ADivision of Salem Media Group





OEBPS/images/9781621576945.jpg
NO GO.ZONES

V.
’ \
vz

~ How Shafia Law Is Coming to
| a Neighhorhood Near You

S/ 1

RAHEEMIKASSAM

FOREWORD'BY NIGEL FARAGE





