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How they must hate it. London is a living breathing refutation of 
everything the jihadist fanatics believe in. … All humanity is 
here—every race, every creed. every colour. It is a microcosm of 
the emerging global society. 

At its best London offers a dream to rival the American dream: 
more genuinely multicultural ...  

Opening of first leader and inset, Financial Times 9 July, 2005 

 

There is, as far as we know, the one and only human race, Homo sapiens 
sapiens, but there are also races of human beings—Finns, Maoris, Tutsis, 

Eskimos and so on. Much turns on these different uses. Race in the latter 

sense has been offered in justification of such terrible actions that we now 

daren’t think about race at all. As the New Statesman characteristically put 

it: “With Auschwitz still in living memory, the merest whiff of racism is 

something that merits hysteria.” (Reported The Week, 19 February, 2000, p. 

17) 

Genocide is not quite a twentieth-century invention, but it is a twentieth-

century word, bringing the concept into general consciousness. Personally, I 

share a common feeling: I would rather avoid such horrors, as I would 

rather not think about the terminations of pregnancies being carried out at 

this moment in National Health hospitals. I manage to sleep, and am glad 

that Anne Frank’s beautiful diary gives out where it does. The hysteria the 

New Statesman recommends, though, is surely not a good way of doing our 

duty and risking nightmares. We no longer live in the twentieth century, and 

more than half a century after Hitler’s suicide it is unconvincing to go on 

blaming him for any present distortion of political thinking. That the 

Germans committed one of the most monstrous crimes in the history of 

mankind, as bad as any of the other twentieth-century atrocities, the 

American nuclear bombing of Japanese cities, the Allied carpet-bombing of  
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German cities, a much better organised murder-machine than the Soviet 

Gulag—that should be a spur to clear thinking, not to traumatization about a 

hate that dare not speak its name. We need judgement not hysteria. 

What is now called “The Holocaust”
1
 is peculiarly repellent because of 

the scale and organization of the crime, just as the 11 September, 2001 

destruction of the World Trade Center has attracted so much attention not as 

the first terrorist act in history, but the biggest and most spectacular. But the 

11 September atrocity, like the dropping of the two atom bombs, was 

sudden and cataclysmic. The slaughter of the innocent populations of 

Hiroshima and Nagasaki needed the carefully planned harnessing of 

scientific discovery, but in the end (setting aside the long-term injuries and 

the genetic effects) was all over in minutes, as the action of two plane-

crews. In the USA on 11 September 2001 there were four. There have been 

other genocides, both before and after the slaughter of the European Jews, 

and the Jews have a long history of persecution by their Christian hosts, as 

well as their own records in the Old Testament of being punished by God 

for not accomplishing genocide; but I know of nothing quite like the 

unspectacular, efficient German extermination achieved by the organization 

of many individuals going through their correct procedures over a period of 

years only terminated by the Allied victory. (For which, after all, thank 

God!) When the Hutus slaughtered the Tutsis it was less modern and 

professional. 

It was nevertheless an easily perceptible difference of race, as well as 

wickedness in politicians and ordinary people, that made the Rwanda 

genocide possible. 

If racial difference is admitted at all in our multiracial society, it is in just 

the spirit that the enlightened of the 1920s admitted that there are two sexes: 

the differences were thought to be trivial. The evidence of one’s senses 

being hard to ignore altogether, racial difference of “the colour of their 

skins” is permitted as a sort of safety-valve, taken to be no more important 

than difference of complexion (though not all men would agree that whether 

a woman is dark or blond is insignificant). And yet in the most recent 

British census a question about race was included which gave us the choice 

between half a dozen possibilities as well as “other”, but there was no 

question about the colour of our skins. 

The colour of our skins is constantly used, anyway, to emphasize the 

unimportance of racial difference. Right at the beginning of a university text 

book called Racism and Anti-Racism: 

Arguments about the supposed problems created by the arrival 

of too many black migrants have been used to legitimize legislative 

measures which have had the effect of institutionalizing controls 

on black migrants, thereby excluding potential migrants on the 

 

                                                 
1
 Genocide is as appalling and more accurate (a holocaust is any burnt offering; the 

Jews were more often gassed), and as a common noun makes the necessary allowance for 

other genocides. 



 3 

basis of the colour of their skin.
2
 Down among the academic 

phraseology the one plain thing is the assumption, thought to be 

unchallengeable, of the insignificance of racial difference. 

It is a bad sign that in our free, multicultural society, anyone who asks 

whether there may be significant differences between races within the one 

species Homo sapiens sapiens is immediately beyond the pale of civilized 

discourse and can himself be treated rather as the “kaffirs” used to be 

treated by the Boers, as plainly inferior but potentially dangerous human 

beings, quite likely to start a campaign of racial murder if given the chance. 

Reason will be used against anyone who raises questions about racial 

difference only as it was against the witches. But questions about racial 

difference are just factual questions. It is certainly unhealthy if questions of 

fact raise the emotional temperature. There are disputes in science, 

archaeology and history (have the mortal remains of Jesus been discovered 

in Jerusalem? did “the holocaust” really happen?) but here if anywhere the 

final court of appeal is the coldest possible evidence-based reason. When 

questions of fact do get emotional there may well be adverse political 

consequences, as well as untruths. 

I take race in biology to mean shared genetic characteristics that 

distinguish one group from others, brought about in nature by 

environmental/ecological factors and natural selection, or in civilisation by 

deliberate breeding. The question whether non-trivial racial differences 

exist in human beings will need some thought about what counts as trivial, 

which may not be answerable within biology, but otherwise is straight-

forwardly factual. 

Elsewhere in nature, the idea that race has to do only with insignificant 

variations of skin colour could not be seriously raised. If applied on the turf 

it would lead to absurd results and abolish the ancient profession of 

bookmaking. Different breeds of dogs are good for different things, as well 

as some that are good for nothing. Pointers point, terriers dig and so on. 

Most dogs are free from any taint of desire for racial purity and will 

interbreed with most bitches if they get the chance, but if the result is what 

the owner may call a “mongrel” he will be annoyed. As Macbeth rightly 

observes, the differences between dogs are due to bounteous nature; but by 

way of careful breeding: 

As hounds, and greyhounds, mongrels, spaniels, curs, 

Shoughs, water-rugs and demi-wolves are clept 

All by the name of dogs. (Macbeth I.iii) 

The world is full of animals of the same species and capable of 

interbreeding but with marked local or tribal differences. The awkward 

                                                 
2
  John Solmos, “The Politics of Immigration since 1945”, Peter Braham, Ali Rattansi 

and Richard Skellington, eds, Racism and Antiracism: Inequalities, Opportunities and 
Policies, Open University Press (1992) 1995, p. 7. Cf. C. Harris in a publication of the 

Economic and Social Research Council quoted in the same essay: “We have developing 

here a process of subjectification grounded in a racialised construction of the ‘British’ 

Subject which excludes and includes people on the basis of ‘race’/skin colour.” 
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moment for our modern consensus comes when Macbeth rounds off his 

speech, “And so of men.” 

The orthodoxy about human racial insignificance oddly co-exists with a 

Darwinian orthodoxy which straightforwardly contradicts it. Darwin, at 

present depicted on every ten-pound note, is almost as far beyond challenge 

as anti-racialism, and the whole Western world is obsessed with questions 

about genetics, the human genome project and so on. The Darwinian theory 

of evolution is a theory of racial difference. In The Origin of Species, 

Darwin argues that although the genera, species and varieties throughout 

living nature are distinguishable, whether species are really distinct or only 

varieties can often be disputed. The first step towards differentiation of 

species, whether as a process of nature or of human intervention by way of 

selective breeding, is the development of strains, tribes, races. This is as 

true of pigeons, one of Darwin’s favourite examples, as of frogs, toads, 

rabbits and hares. The origin of species is in natural selection, and the 

never-ending process operates by increasing racial difference. 

So, logically and necessarily, Darwin takes human races for granted and 

applies the word without embarrassment to human varieties. Writing of 

colour, for example, he mentions “the differences between the races of man, 

which are so strongly marked”
3
. In The Descent of Man he provisionally 

treats “all the races of man as forming a single species”
4
 but in Chapter VII, 

“The Races of Men”, carefully weighs up the arguments pro and con, 

including considerations which he thinks tell seriously in favour the 

classification of “men” as of more than one species. His tentative 

conclusion is that for the human races “the term ‘sub-species’ might here be 

used with propriety. But from long habit the term ‘race’ will perhaps always 

be employed.”
5
 Darwin is unable, however, to link human racial variety 

with natural selection, because “as far as we are enabled to judge . . . none 

of the differences between the races of man are of any direct or special 

service to him”
6
 and—I confess to this non-scientific reader rather oddly—

is of the opinion that “with our present knowledge we cannot account for 

the differences of colour in the races of man, through any advantage thus 

gained, or from the direct action of climate . . . .”
7
 He points out for instance 

that “The Esquimaux live exclusively on animal food; they are clothed in 

thick fur, and are exposed to intense cold and to prolonged darkness; yet 

they do not differ in any extreme degree from the inhabitants of Southern 

China, who live entirely on vegetable food, and are exposed almost naked 

to a hot, glaring climate.”
8
 So be it; but Darwin gives plenty of examples of 

adaptation—woodpeckers living beyond flying distance of a tree, otters far 

from a river, and so on—but many more of genetic modification to suit 

different environments. Would it not be extraordinary, for example, if the 

                                                 
3
 Charles Darwin, On the Origin of Species (1859) 1910, Chapter VI. 

4
 Charles Darwin, The Descent of Man, second edn, 1875, p. 29 

5
 p. 175 

6
 p. 198. This, however, is immediately qualified by “The intellectual and moral or 

social faculties must of course be excepted from this remark.” 
7
 p. 196 

8
 p. 197 



 5 

darker-skinned races were predominant in the frozen north and the blond 

Nordics at the equator? 

Darwin thinks that he need offer no evidence to show that on average the 

members of some human races rank some higher, some lower, in capacities, 

especially mental capacities; he just takes this as too obvious to need 

demonstration, e.g. “The variability or diversity of the mental faculties in 

men of the same race, not to mention the greater differences between the 

men of different races, is so notorious that not a word need here be said.”
9
 

No scruples prevent him from assuming as a matter of course that there are 

higher and lower races
10

 This position, it has to be emphasised, is not just 

an uncharacteristic lapse into the received opinion of a barbarous age, but 

follows simply and necessarily from Darwin’s work on evolution. 

As is well known, recent research
11

 has claimed to demonstrate that 

average intelligence can vary with race and that “there is no technical 

dispute on some of the core issues” about “the IQ difference between blacks 

and whites”.
12

 This naturally raises the more interesting questions of what 

one means by intelligence and whether, whatever it means, it has not more 

to do with culture than genetics. The “intelligence tests” of the post-war era 

developed at last into “verbal reasoning”, plainly culturally orientated and 

in which anyone from a literate background has an immediate advantage. 

But some intellectual capacities are surely inborn?
13

 It is not seriously 

disputable that some otherwise intelligent people just can do arithmetic and 

others just can’t. What is more, it is common for a mathematician to know 

when he (or more rarely she) has reached his ceiling. There are 

mathematicians who get firsts in Part One of the Cambridge Tripos but 

know that that’s as far as they can go and that if they go on to Part Two 

they will be lucky to get a second. With racial differences we are 

considering averages not individuals, but it seems unlikely that if average 

physical difference is distinguishable it will not sometimes include average 

difference of brain size and organization, which the same orthodoxy assures 

us is all we need to account for human intellect. The question whether the 

Malaysians are on average better than Europeans at mental arithmetic is 

merely one of fact, and questions of fact, I remind us all, are never worth 

getting very het-up about. 

It is in the nature of an average that all definable human groups have 

individuals more capable or less capable than the average, in a multiplicity 

of ways. This is true in families, clubs, universities, parliaments. Perhaps 

the exception is identical twins, but if so that is plainly a genetically 

                                                 
9
 The Descent of Man, p. 27 

10
 E.g. “. . . some, at least, of these faculties [“the powers of intuition, of rapid 

perception, and perhaps of imitation”] are characteristic of the lower races … .” (pp. 563-4) 
11

 Cf. Charles Murray and Richard Herrnstein, The Bell Curve, 1994 and Charles 

Murray, “The Inequality Taboo”, Commentary, September 2005 
12

 “The Inequality Taboo”, p. 17 
13

 Murray uses makes use of a concept g, pure cognitive ability, which he thinks for 

instance is testable by repeating backwards from memory “a random sequence of one-digit 

numbers, starting with two digits and adding another with each iteration. . . . Digits-

backward makes your brain work much harder.” (“The Inequality Taboo”, p. 20) I doubt 

the purity. A person from a culture in which numbers are much used would have an 

advantage. 
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determined exception. It would be an extraordinary dispensation if this were 

not true of members of the same human race. But it would be equally 

surprising if there were no differences in any average abilities of races, as of 

the sexes, or the different age-groups. 

In some cases there is no need to investigate the different capacities of 

human races by scientific experiment. The colour of their skins is not the 

explanation why no member of the pygmy races will ever win the world 

heavyweight boxing championship; in fact their skins are more or less the 

right colour for that achievement. 

Medical circumstances sometimes defeat the anti-racist orthodoxy. The 

BBC reported concern
14

 that one in three kidney transplants in the 

Birmingham area were within “the Asian community” (a pretty wide 

genetic band, one would have thought, but which seems to mean persons of 

Pakistani extraction) and that donors, preferably also from “the Asian 

community”, were not forthcoming because of mistaken religious attitudes 

that needed to be removed by education. Could it be plausibly maintained 

that the predisposition of “Asians” to need replacement kidneys from other 

“Asians” is not racial? or that race here can reasonably be thought of as “the 

colour of one’s skin”? Sometimes a blood group is much more likely to be 

found in one race than another.
15

 Here bloodstock in the most literal sense is 

what counts scientifically. When it comes to blood transfusions, the 

orthodoxy about racial insignificance sometimes proves less strong than the 

love of life. 

But so what? Get racial difference out in the open and what political 

difference will it make? As far as I can see it need not make any at all, 

though because different races are recognisable, it can. Why one group 

should hate (or love) another because it is better or worse at mental 

arithmetic or heavyweight boxing is not easy to understand, nor yet why the 

members of any race should think that racial difference justifies it in 

grabbing the land of another race or enslaving or exterminating it. 

A nation (or the European Union in its now-abandoned Constitution) 

whose laws recognise racial equality eo ipso recognises racial difference. In 

England or Scotland the members of all human races are equal before the 

law. A nation in which there are minority races has a special obligation to 

make sure that this is true. But how can that require us to believe that 

everyone has equal talents or that these inequalities are always unconnected 

with race? 

Racial equality before the law is a principle of the proper organisation of 

the polis which, I think, is Christian in origin. When Christianity began to 

be preached to the gentiles, the ethne or non-Jewish races, something 

profound happened to religious thinking. The notion that one human being 

is superior or inferior to another in the Kingdom of Heaven because of 

racial difference cannot stand for a moment within Christianity, and 

                                                 
14

 3 July 1997 
15

 The BBC (Radio 4, 13 September 1994, 7.57 a.m.) quoted an expert as saying that in 

some cases of sickle-cell anaemia blood can be matched only from “a very rare blood 

group found only in Africans”. 
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churches that have tried to introduce racial discrimination are clearly in 

grievous error. 

This is not because we are all equal in the sight of God, a doctrine which 

I cannot find in Holy Scripture, on which as far as I know the Almighty has 

not been consulted, and which is contradicted by the dedication of churches 

to saints and the appointment of some but not all Christians to be ministers 

or priests or popes. It is just because on the Day of Pentecost salvation was 

offered equally to men and women of every race. We are all equal before 

the law of God as before human law, and probably the latter because of the 

former. Racism would be to deny this and assert that one or more races 

must be privileged, which after two millennia of Christianity, and well after 

the days of imperialism and Nazism, is, I would guess, a political position 

rarely believed, certainly hardly ever stated. 

 

The political dynamite comes into it with culture, nation, language, 

religion; which are often, with different degrees of vagueness, and in 

flagrant contradiction of the orthodoxy that racial difference is a matter of 

the skin not the mind, associated with race. In fact race and culture are 

sometimes even assumed to be the same, as when a Guardian headline ran 

“Blunkett in race row over culture tests”
16

 This permits the move of treating 

cultural discrimination as the same disgrace as racial discrimination. 

“Ethnic conflict in the Balkans goes back nearly seven hundred years,” 

we are told by two professors. 

Although the people of the different regions of the former 

Yugoslavia—Croatia, Serbia, Montenegro, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina—shared a common language (Serbo-Croatian) and 

physical characteristics (Slavic), differences in their religions and 

historical experiences led to the growth of strong separate ethnic 

identities.
17

 

Here is ethnic difference within the same race! because race is confused 

with community. Racism is in fact one of the most abused words in the 

language, now officially so. The Macpherson Report notoriously 

recommended the definition that “A racist incident is any incident which is 

perceived to be racist by the victim or any other person.”
18

 Even if 

“perceived” were taken strictly, there is no way of disproving a person of 

any degree of soundness of mind who says he has perceived something. If it 

means “judged”, private judgement is being elevated into law rather than 

the more usual enforcement of the law over private judgement. This 

stupidity can only lead to bad law, and in particular it can only make the 

vagueness of racism unexceptionable in law. It is beyond contradiction 

(though to be on the safe side I shall give evidence) that racism is applied to 

people who think that some culture or other is of value. 

                                                 
16

 10 December 2001 
17

 Michael P. Scharf and William A. Schabas, Slobodan Milsoevic on Trial: a 
Companion, 2002, p. 13 

18
 The Stephen Lawrence Inquiry: Report of an Inquiry by Sir William Macpherson of 

Cluny, 1999, p. 328 
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This is possible because it is occasionally—often enough to raise the 

possibility of some overlap—difficult in actual fact to distinguish race from 

culture, nationality or language, a difficulty recognised in our word 

breeding. In the days before the idea of the gentleman faded away, to be 

gentil was ordinarily to come of good family but also to have good 

manners; a “well bred” person was both. In racehorses, on the other hand, 

“thoroughbred” is entirely a genetic and racial word, separate from the 

training of the horse. 

The dangers arising from our running together of the two senses of 

breeding is possible because of the overlaps between race and culture which 

must be to a large extent accidental. People of as pure a racial constitution 

as can be found are sometimes perfectly assimilated into the culture of 

another race. The mythical English couple who adopted a newborn Chinese 

baby and began hastily learning Chinese have simply confused race and 

culture. The culture of the child will be the parents’. But that we can talk at 

all of “the culture of a race” indicates the problem. Different cultures are 

sometimes so closely associated with different races that the question can 

arise whether there is more than “association” at work: whether there may 

not be something more like a natural fit between race and culture. Those of 

us old enough to remember the first days when, as Roy Kerridge puts it 

somewhere, the imperial chickens came home to roost, will be able to 

conjure up pictures of the West Indian bus-conductors—for in those days 

there were bus conductors—who brought a touch of gaiety into the drab 

daily commute. So many of them managed to be cheerful, would sing, 

would make of that mundane job something bright and lively. Of course this 

owed very much to their habits and ways of life. They had not behind them 

four hundred years of puritanism engrafted on to a hundred years of an 

industrial working class. But may the style not also have come to some 

extent naturally? 

Why have so many of the world boxing champions since Jack Dempsey 

been black, though not pygmies? Social factors must surely come in, for it 

is an equally interesting question why so many of them have been 

American. In the USA, boxing is a now well-trodden path to fame and 

fortune, and in some American cities physical training facilities for “blacks” 

are better than their schools even after a generation of busing. But it seems 

at least a reasonable question, and one that can be asked without any great 

emotions, whether Mohammed Ali né Cassius Clay, or Joe Louis, or Mike 

Tyson, may not have had some racial advantage as well as propitious social 

and national circumstances, personal flair, determination, courage and 

perhaps some less desirable traits. Cassius Clay’s style in the ring, the 

weaving, dancing style, was very much l’homme même, in his uniqueness, 

but it went so naturally with the physical make-up of the man, physical 

including racial, that one wonders whether a white man could ever have 

been at all similar. Perhaps he could, but there seems to be a possibility of 

some contribution from race. 

Even when the cultural element is plainly by far the stronger there may 

be some racial element. There is nothing inherently improbable in the 

hypothesis that some but not all Maoris may have a certain inborn 

advantage when it comes to singing. Why is it that a disproportionate 
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number of this numerically small race have been able to overcome obvious 

cultural disadvantage to become world-famous singers? Much of Purcell’s 

choral work that included solo bass passages is normally unperformable 

because he wrote for one Gosling, a subject of puns by Charles II, who had 

a freakish range including notes too low for ordinary basses, that Purcell 

made full use of for instance in “They that go down to the Sea in Ships”. 

This anthem became again performable thanks to the splendid Maori bass 

Inia te Wiata. Why on earth should anyone be offended at the possibility 

that on average a member of one race may be more likely to be gifted with a 

good singing voice than a member of another? Would an eighteen-year-old 

white girl imbued with slave music and introduced into Havana Cathedral in 

the early seventeenth century have made the music that became influential 

world-wide? 

On the other hand, how purely racial was the Nazi hatred of the Jews? 

They tried to make it so—with their demands of proof of “Aryan” descent 

and so on—not religious or cultural, and in this way differed from earlier 

persecutors. The already mentioned Hitler, an unorthodox Roman Catholic, 

speculated that Jesus Christ could not have been a Jew. But even there, did 

he mean that there was some genetic difference (as Christians do believe: he 

was begotten by the Holy Ghost) or that his ideas could not be attributed to 

the hated culture? For does it not have to be “culture” there not race? And 

would the Nazis have been able to get their anti-Semitism going if the Jews 

had not had the cultural prominence of an economically influential group in 

Austrian society? (The Tsarist pogroms never got quite as bad because the 

Russian Jews never rose quite as high.) That example of genocide was racist 

if the word ever means anything, but part of the hatred surely derived, 

whatever Rosenberg thought, from culture and even class. 

We are unlikely ever to attain anything like a scientific scale of 

measurement for the interrelation of race and culture. But the free play of 

mind is always desirable when subservient to the good. There is no 

connection, logical or actual, between such rather academic musings and 

any possible impulse towards genocide. 

In any case, if race and culture occasionally go together with a dangerous 

naturalness, and even if there may be a grey area of overlap rather than a 

sharp line of division, there are more contexts where the two are very 

clearly distinguished. Ways of life are more interesting and important than 

the biology of race, and require different political treatment. 

 

Any danger there may be of “rivers of blood” comes firstly from the 

crass modern denial of the importance of differences of culture, language 

and religion, and secondly from simply equating such differences with 

racial difference. The distaste we have for racially motivated crimes—

whether against one black or white person or against the whole tribe of 

Euopean Jewry—makes, by a dangerous slide, a distrust of any attachment 

to ways of life, cultures, languages, as politically correct as the equality of 

races before the law. The denial of political significance to racial difference 

is made to justify a denial of any significance to cultural difference, 

including the differences between nations; but the denial of national 

community is much more dangerous than the possibility of race riots, 
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because it denies the possibility of political sense. To make human beings 

live in a state of official senselessness is more likely to lead to bloodshed 

than the acknowledgement of racial difference. 

The dangerous element in the confusion of race with culture is a 

genocidal hatred of the inevitable diversity of human cultures and 

languages,
19

 

On the one hand the Basques in popular esteem are a small people 

valiantly maintaining their identity. They even have a non-Indo-European 

language. On the other, when they are threatened with loss of identity 

through indefinite immigration, the governing consensus is scandalized and 

mystified if they protest, and has recourse to the word racism. 

Marta Ferrusola, wife of the president of the Generalitat—the 

regional government—and Catalonia’s first lady for the past 20 

years, shocked Spain last week by remarking in a public forum that 

her husband was “sick and tired” of having to provide housing and 

welfare benefits to immigrants who were Muslims and did not 

even speak Catalan. 

Jordi Pujol, Catalonia’s 70-year-old president, made matters 

worse by explaining that his wife, a devout Roman Catholic and an 

equally fervent Catalan nationalist, was merely expressing the 

anxieties that many Catalans felt, but dare not voice.
20

 

The question is why the Catalans “dare not voice” such reasonable 

concerns, why “Spain” (everybody in Spain?) was shocked, and why, 

according to the headline, Catalonia had to “wrestle with its conscience 

over immigration”. Its conscience, dictated presumably by the multinational 

liberal élite, was telling it that its duty was to accept unlimited illegal 

immigration with no questions asked, or be branded racist. The situation as 

reported in the article was that 

The medieval churches of Barcelona’s Gothic quarter have, in 

recent weeks, become a sanctuary for hundreds of illegal 

immigrants. . . . 

Seeking legal work permits and residence papers, the 

immigrants have staged a series of protests and hunger strikes, in a 

bid to draw attention to their plight. 

But nothing has awoken Barcelona’s staid and prosperous 

society to the plight of these immigrants as sharply as a few ill-

chosen remarks [such as the ones quoted above] … . 

Notice that the plight is taken to be entirely that of the illegal immigrants, 

not at all that of the prosperous society whose collective identity is felt to be 

                                                 
19

 The word genocide itself assumes an overlap of race and culture. Coined by R. 

Lemkin in Axis Rule in Occupied Europe, 1944, it is defined as “the deliberate and 

systematic extermination of an ethnic or national [my italics] group. (The Compact Oxford 

English Dictionary, 2nd edn (1989) 1995) The Dictionary also cites “cultural genocide” 

from 1969. and characteristically a hatred of nationhood. 
20

 The Financial Times, 8 March 2001, p. 36 
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threatened. That threat was expressed by an even more senior Basque, a 

Republican in the Civil War, Heribert Barrera, who “stepped into the fray 

by asserting that Catalonia’s ‘collective identity’ was under threat by the 

influx of illegal immigrants” and expressed the opinion (in English?) that 

Catalonia would “disappear” under the tidal wave of immigrants. 

Please notice the terms in which our most sober and respectable 

newspaper thought proper to report this stepping into the fray: “Mr 

Barrera’s remarks cannot be dismissed as the ramblings of a doddering old 

fool. He is a university professor, a published author … .” (In our so-proper 

world there is never any connection between the holding of chairs, the 

publishing of volumes, and doddering foolishness.) It is all but 

inconceivable to any anti-national establishment that any published author 

should see anything worth defending in any “collective identity”. Naturally, 

the response of the Spanish establishment has been that “Mr Barrera’s 

opinions … have been lambasted in the national press” and soul-searching 

has been provoked in Catalonia itself. “Might Catalan nationalism, with its 

roots in resistance to Franco’s dictatorship, conceal an uglier, racist creed?” 

One Spanish historian was quoted as writing in El País (presumably in 

Spanish) that “When race and language are used to define national identity, 

the exclusion of foreigners becomes a central part of the nationalist 

discourse.” Note that race-and-language are telescoped. 

That article was 24 column-inches long, but of course 20 further column 

inches had to be devoted additionally to a large photograph of Mr Pujol, not 

looking very sinister, so perhaps shortage of space was the reason why 

nobody was reported as asking what can define national identity if language 

is excluded. 

“In Madrid, José María Aznar’s conservative [sic] government was quick 

to condemn Mr Barrera’s ‘racist and deplorable remarks’.” Naturally. 

Despite the recourse to “racist”, the reason why the Basques’ misgivings 

about large-scale Muslim immigration are improper is economic. “Foreign 

labour, the government says, is necessary.” So that’s that: the economy 

needs it, the economy is all that matters, and any opposition based on love 

of community is “racism”. The correct behaviour is just for the wealthy to 

enjoy the labour of the immigrants and watch, perhaps with some curiosity, 

as the mosques replace the churches and the streets are filled with veiled 

women. That Spanish government was not unaware of Basque separatism, 

and in 2004 lost an election partly because of a stupid attempt to fix a 

Muslim-inspired set of terrorist outrages on the Basques. Did they really 

expect the Basque community meekly to vanish, after resisting Spanish 

imperialism for all these years, in deference to modern correctness about 

multiculturalism? 

The character, the identity, of Bradford, Leicester, much of Birmingham 

and the East End of London has been drastically changed by unlimited 

immigration: quite possibly for the better, but changed nonetheless; and 

even Tower Hamlets once had a population which felt attachment to their 

community. In 2004 a Conservative MP, not standing for re-election, was 

denounced by his party for saying something similar. What state of 

unreality have we got into to make anything so obviously true a moral 

scandal? 
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Multiculturalism is a principle proved in the Balkans morass to be worth 

going to war for. Ignore the muddle and hypocrisy, and ignore even the 

shame of “Bosnians” murdered by Serbs and Serbs murdered by Albanians 

while under the NATO protectorate. What is the mainspring of this 

multinational action if not to deny nationhood in the sense of national 

cultures, and to assert that only the global economy counts? It is fitting that 

in 2004 the protection of Bosnia, a state with no identity, was taken over by 

the European Union, and that the Lord Protector for some years has been 

Lord Ashdown, former leader of the British Liberal Democrats and 

therefore champion of the anti-national cause.
21

 If my being English, French 

… is part of what I am, the destruction of my culture destroys part of me, 

and if I am a whole not an assemby of bits, that is destruction of my 

identity. For the multicultural global-economic orthodoxy of the last thirty 

years we need a new word, suigenocide. It is quite possible to commit 

suicide out of sheer stupidity. Our own is not as lethal a culture as that of 

Nazi Germany, but it is as far if not further down the historic league table of 

stupidity, and stupidity can be as damaging to communities as manic 

dictatorship. The result of multiculturalism when it is the same as 

anticulturalism, even before cultures of one sort and another violently 

reassert themselves against the official denial of their existence, can only be 

human dissociation, un-society, dis-community. 

And yet here too we have a double standard. It is acceptable for the 

Welsh to protect their culture, but not the English. And the whole orthodoxy 

only applies to the “developed world”. It is quite permissible to let people 

alone as long as they are not potential economic competitors. 

In the same year as multiculturalism was being injected into the national 

consciousness of Serbia by the effective hypodermic of bombs, the topic 

arose of the primitive societies that against all odds have managed so far to 

avoid contact with “the modern world”. (I do not, of course, mean the 

Welsh.) One group of people “belong to a venerable forest-dwelling tribe 

which has just begun to emerge from the jungle after thousands of years of 

isolation.”
22

 The obligatory summary of this interesting article ran: “The 

fate of the Jarawa tribe has a significance beyond the welfare of its few 

hundred remaining members: it will determine how genuine is the 

commitment to respect and empower indigenous peoples.” Here, then, is a 

group with its own way of life and its own racial characteristics (“tribe”) 

which, it is taken for granted, must not simply be swamped by 

“civilisation”—civilisation assumed to be uniform, multicultural etc. 

If the Jarawa tribe were left to develop according to the ways of the free 

market its fate would be much like that of the indigenous peoples of 

America and Australasia. The concern shown by the newspaper article 

flows from the recognition that the tribal way of life is life to these people. 

Perhaps it is a life that needs redemption or making more comfortable or 
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another EU protectorate, over an independent Kosovo. I hope the EU makes 
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both. But simply to obliterate the tribe by incorporating it into modern India 

(for India too belongs in its way to “civilisation”) would be a form of 

genocide, not, as with some of the Red Indian tribes, by the straightforward 

method of racial murder, but by the destruction of the tribal identity of 

language, culture, law, family and kinship patterns, religion, and no doubt 

race, accomplished by the introduction of “a cash economy into a 

community that did not even have a barter system”.
23

 

.“Have a multicultural Christmas!” we were told some years ago on 

Canadian postmarks. What quite was meant? That the Muslims should be 

converted and attend an ethnic Midnight Mass? But if we can see the 

Jarawa tribe as a community, why can’t we see Serbia, the Basques and 

even Canada or the United Kingdom as communities? Possibly in the last 

case because multiculturalism has destroyed community? 

 

Multiculturalism is a self-contradiction. There are thought to be many 

communities: at least two in Northern Ireland, for instance. The farming 

community. The homosexual community. The criminal community. So be 

it; but unless they all derive from the one community, there is no sense in 

elections or the House of Commons and nationally we just live in chaos, a 

state to which, in human and cultural terms, the liberal establishment does 

aspire. The doctrine is that in a modern pluralist society there are any 

number of mutually exclusive value-systems, all to be treated equally 

provided that we all believe in multiculturalism. But if there are to be no 

common beliefs how can we all believe in multiculturalism? For general 

agreement is just what multiculturalism denies. At least some of the cultures 

that go into the mix are themselves on principle antimulticultural. 

Multiculturalism is really a concept in the food industry. It is all right as 

long as it means a choice of ethnic cuisines. In politics, multiculturalism can 

only work by the denial of all cultures, the denial that cultures are ways of 

life, that culture is what makes life worth living. 

The Telegraph said, “How much better to foster common civic values—

justice, personal liberty, tolerance, the rule of law—while happily accepting 

differences in how we eat, dress and pray.”
24

 But what if people who pray 

one way want to convert the others who pray another, as do both the 

Christians (over 70% of the British population declared themselves to be 

Christian in the most recent census) and Muslims? That is where tolerance 

comes in, but tolerance is not happily accepting difference. 

Apart from the economy, multiculturalism is not in earnest, or there 

would be more of it. Leavis subtitled a chapter “There Is Only One 

Culture”. There is in fact one culture in this country, plus a number of 

ghettos. Part of the self-contradiction is that our own indigenous 

multiculturalism belongs to our own monoculture, but to its decadence. 

Multiculturalism is decreed by a unitary cultural élite. We are exhorted, 

authoritatively, to be multicultural, by a ruling élite who have absolutely no 

intention of becoming multicultural themselves. Only an unhealthily, 

heavily monochrome society could have established the multicultural 
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orthodoxy so far beyond contradiction. This may by stretching politeness to 

its limit be called “culture” but it is certainly not “multi”. 

There has, however, been some movement by the British political élite, 

perhaps beginning with the “race riots” in 2001. In the year of the World 

Trade Center outrage, the then Home Secretary, Mr David Blunkett, caused 

a “furore” by contending that “a healthy, cohesive society required 

immigrants to ensure that future generations grew up ‘feeling British’. That 

included learning English.”
25

 He also made remarks
26

 about the need for 

immigrant communities to accept our norms of acceptability. (The 

possessive pronoun is important: “we” are assumed to have norms.) But 

why, if we are genuinely pluralistic? Must not pluralism deny any general 

“we”? Mr Blunkett did give the impression of meaning more than that 

immigrants must abide by the law. The objections to immigrant customs 

were concentrated on forced marriages and female circumcision. (As far as I 

know there is no similar campaign against male circumcision, which would 

be thought antisemitic and anti-Islamic.) But if we are genuinely pluralistic 

why should any demand be made beyond compliance with the law? And 

should not the law become less insistently post-Christian? From the 

multicultural point of view is not a law of marriage, the same law for 

everyone except the royal family, a harmful anachronism and 

discrimination against polygamy and polyandry? 

Why, in a multicultural society, is one language better than another? I 

hope that Mr Blunkett’s concerns had something to do with a notion of 

community. I cannot help suspecting, however, that what was worrying 

New Labour was that beyond a certain point multiculturalism damages the 

economy. Without some common language the utilities are hard to manage, 

though it need be no more than the global English mentioned above, not 

enough to field questions at Question Time in the Commons, say. 

Or did Mr Blunkett really mean that he would like immigrants to plunge  
in to?] the language of Shakespeare, the Bible, Newton, Dickens and 

Leavis? Joseph Conrad was after all an immigrant. 

Two days after Mr Blunkett’s démarche, the Cantle Report into riots in 

Oldham and Burnley complained that “Many [ethnic groups] lived ‘a series 

of parallel lives which did not seem to touch at any point, let alone 

overlap’.”
27

 But why is this practical multiculturalism a cause for concern? 

Do we after all assume that some larger community is desirable? 

A few years later the matter lurched into greater urgency. After more 

than a hundred Londoners (of various race and creed) lost their lives in the 

bomb outrages of July 2005, perpetrated by native-born British, the qualms 

about multiculturalism resurfaced (though not in the newspaper editorial 

quoted as epigraph), perhaps based on the perception of personal physical 

danger. I cannot see that any clarity of mind has been achieved. At Mr 

Blair’s monthly press conference, October 2006, he is reported to have said 
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that it is necessary to “strike a balance between” multiculturalism and 

community. This put me in mind of the legendary Irish priest who 

expounded the strait and narrow path between good and evil. In the same 

year Mr Jack Straw, like his predecessor of the same name a constitutional 

reformer and upholder of democratic legitimacy, made the headlines by 

announcing that he asked Muslim ladies visiting his “surgery” to remove 

their veils; in which he received much public support. He did not tell us 

whether any of the Muslim ladies asked him to remove his trousers, which 

would have been the obvious retort, for to some Muslim women the veil is 

just part of womanly modesty. It was argued that veiled women cannot 

show their facial expression. But equally, Mr Straw cannot show the no 

doubt quite expressive state of his genitals. Whether he declines to discuss 

anything over the telephone, where facial expression is equally impossible, 

I did not learn. Mr Straw was unmannerly and unreasonable in an oddly 

insular way. He was foreign secretary for some years so may have 

disproved in experience the English belief that all foreigners can speak 

English if they try. He does seem to think that all immigrant groups are 

English really. The new development is that the establishment seems now to 

feel, in a quite inchoate way, that this is a good thing. This will be no 

improvement unless they begin to have glimmerings about why. 

 

There are advantages for a state with one culture. Its people can make a 

public community in one language, can have easily shared institutions, can 

have a sense of a unity with a history. In war, the command chain is much 

easier. The point about the U.K., however, is not so much that the one 

culture is an advantage as that this is just how things are with this nation, 

the ordinary use of the political first person plural. In a very clumsy way 

this “we” is what the National Curriculum in the schools recognises and 

supports. 

Allowing for the very different history, similar things can be said of 

France. The dissolution of France into fragments—if we are willing to 

imagine anything so horrible—would of course be a great loss to 

civilization, but to the French it would be the loss of civilization tout court. 
(What a fighting range of intellects, too, in that culture, so unlike our 

sameness!) 

If the fact that the modern state always has minorities means that the 

state loses confidence in its culture as ordinary, central, defining, it is on a 

sure road to extinction, whether by way of submergence in “Europe” or 

infinite fragmentation on the Balkan pattern, or by the descent of the one 

culture into something that cannot really be taken as a culture at all. The one 

culture we have justifies itself by being worth having, or not, as the case 

may be. It is not very surprising that multiculturalism should be the 

correctness of the one culture when the one culture has gone so very stupid. 

The one-line reason why the European Union can never be the 

“community” it used to call itself is that Europe is genuinely multicultural. 

Europe has two dozen or more quite genuine and quite different cultures, 

with, of course, different degrees of similarity and overlap, but often 

marked by different languages as well as by different state institutions and 

traditions of law and religion. 
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If we had a genuine concept of community, a logic of immigration and 

emigration would follow. 

Freedom of thought and speech is part of the British tradition, but 

membership of a community does demand some common links. We are the 

people who owe allegiance to the Queen, we are represented in the 

parliament at Westminster, speaking and reading English. Assent to that 

fact should be the condition of permanent residence. 

If you want to go and live somewhere—as against taking work for the 

summer, as numbers of charming well-educated East-Europeans do in my 

part of the world because getting the fruit harvest in is beneath the dignity 

of the English
28

—that seems indistinguishable from joining in the life of the 

people. Of course there are difficulties, and a range from full assimilation to 

full ghettoization. North America as the great melting pot has successfully 

received many different kinds of immigrants, but when a land of promise is 

understood as the prospect of being melted, the attraction may diminish. 

How can anyone be expected to give up their religion or language? and it is 

not open to them to give up their race. But immigrants are under no 

compulsion to leave home and become subjects of a state whose religion in 

some cases they hate, sometimes to the point of murder. It still says on 

some postage stamps of the USA, e pluribus unum: assimilation must be the 

goal, and intermarriage. In the course of time minority groups do often join 

the one culture, and that is as it should be, as long as the one culture is 

worth joining and loving. 

The Financial Times reported a “stark contrast” between the speech it 

rebuked Lord Tebbitt for getting into its headlines with, and what was said 

by the then new Conservative leader Mr William Hague. The contrast was 

between Tebbit’s “Youngsters of all races born here should be taught that 

British history is their history” and Hague’s “I want to see in our party more 

black people, more Asians . . . .”
29

 In the very clever world of the Financial 
Times ordinary mortals may be left behind: where is the stark contrast? 

Should not the Conservative party want both that the immigrants recognise 

Britain as their homeland and also that many more should join the 

Conservatives?—and all other parties likewise? 

Our own problems have been brought on by the mass immigration forty 

years ago of people who took the West at its word and thought of the polis 
as a collection of services designed to make making money easier, and who 

had no intention of joining the community. This takes us back to the “we” 

question. Even if you sympathise with Osama bin Laden you should not go 

off and fight for him and against us, if you ever intend to come back. In the 

summer of 2006 it was reported by a serious-sounding public opinion poll 

that thirty per cent. of British Muslims sympathised with their co-religionist 

suicide bombers. To sympathise is not of course to commit a crime. What 

                                                 
28

 The economic case for large-scale immigration is not proven. Without the immigrants 

the natives would have to be paid more for jobs like fruit-picking. Immigration is 

economically beneficial to the immigrants and the employers but where is the benefit to the 

whole economy or to the labouring classes? 
29

 9 October 1997 



 17 

this figure does tell us is that about a third of the Muslims in this country 

regard themselves as sympathisers with our deadly enemies. Note the first 

person plural. It is not we who regard them as enemies but they us, thereby 

separating themselves. In the circumstances it is obvious folly to allow any 

further Muslim immigration. 

If we had it to do again does anybody believe the ghetto-forming 

Muslims would have been admitted? Powell’s remedy of compulsory 

repatriation is no longer practicable, but help with both emigration and 

integration is, and both would be furthered by a test act. Nobody should be 

able to take part in our public life without subscribing to it. The terms of the 

test would be hard to fix, given the feeble-mindedness of the age, but an 

oath of allegiance to the Queen and to uphold the laws ought to be 

unobjectionable for all members of the political process at all levels. This 

now, of course, in the days of universal suffrage, includes all adults. And if 

it excluded those determined to be governed by shari’a law, that would 

make everything clearer and be better for all parties. 

There is no call for us to change our way of life so as to make 

immigrants feel at home. “A given environment should not receive an 

outside influence as something additional to itself, but as a stimulant 

intensifying its own particular way of life. It should draw nourishment from 

outside contributions only after having digested them.”
30

 The underlying 

question is how it came about that most of the countries of the West, and 

Australia, allowed their characters to be so compromised by the large-scale 

immigration of groups who had no intention of joining their new nation 

except economically; how, that is, so many nations lost their grasp of their 

own identity, and whether they have any prospect of regaining it. 
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