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A Note on Sources

The information given in this book is drawn from multiple sources, including scholarly and popular books, scholarly articles, newspaper stories and websites. I have reported data in good faith but I have no way of verifying all the details included. I have used a fairly conventional academic form of referencing, where relevant sources are provided in brackets. These can simply be ignored by readers with no need to follow up on sources, or with no such interest. There are many such references here and even more might be demanded by some academics but one has to draw a line somewhere. Most of these sources are interesting in their own right, and certainly more expansive than I can be here on specialist topics. Since this book presents a case that is highly sceptical of large-scale immigration, its references are biased in that direction. Although it is certainly true that any errors in this book are my responsibility, it is also the case that reporting, statistics and evidence in this field contain many inaccuracies and contradictions. 


A mixed multitude also went up with them.

— Exodus, 12. 38 

*

Treating others as we would like to be treated is one of our highest ethical rules. But so too is telling the truth.

— J. P. Rushton (1997) 


Introduction

It used to be said that ‘the sun never sets on the British flag’ because the British Empire was so vast. That is no longer true of course. Britain is a small, crowded island nation with a big past. Some believe we are now living in an era of payback for those colonial exploits. According to Laycock’s (2013) humorously presented account, the British have over time invaded or fought conflicts in 171 out of 193 UN member states (almost 90%). Britain’s long imperial past was not humorous however, being associated with an incalculable number of deaths and displacements; but disagreements persist as to its positive contributions. The current and problematic popularity of Britain as a destination for migrants is probably also linked to the English language being the second most spoken world language (after Mandarin Chinese), which is also commonly used in international media, academia and aviation (Northrup, 2013). The payback for this successful outreach now entails the transformation of what was a mainly white Christian nation into an overcrowded, multiracial country where declining, apologetic Christianity jostles with established atheism and an expanding Islam, and people of different colours and languages experience endless conflicts between themselves. 

The slogan about the sun never setting has an ancient history going back thousands of years and applying to many empires. Everything changes, for good and ill. People living in the United Kingdom are currently divided about race, immigration and religion, and sometimes violently so. There is also a sharp division of views about whether decent non-fascist British whites can reassert themselves or if the battle is already lost, and indeed whether transformation into a multicultural nation is a good and inevitable development or not. But in 2017, the celebrated Nigerian-heritage artist Chris Ofili, CBE, famous for painting with elephant dung, allowed his ‘Union Black’ flag to fly above the Tate Gallery in London, advertising pan-African themes. 

One of the biggest, most newsworthy and troubling phenomena of our time concerns race relations, mass migration, so-called multiculturalism, Islamist terrorism, and the political passions around ‘ethnic and social justice’ these arouse. It is a complex topic that is highly visible on an everyday level to most of us, that frequently finds its way into news media and academic publications, and sometimes leads to violence, riots and bombings in our cities. It involves the tragic plight of countless refugees whose dispersal often results in lifelong, tremendous sadness but also the irreversible social fragmentation of Britain. In the USA, racial stress and social divisiveness are now at an all-time high (APA, 2017). This is linked with the highest American rates of immigration in almost a century, with about 40 million immigrants from around the world, 11 million being illegal immigrants (Perez, 2014). Immigration-related divisiveness is probably similarly high in the UK, given the importance of social trust and its erosion (Putnam, 2007). Yet in the contemporary changing demographic the topic is virtually impossible to discuss amicably, is surrounded by misinformation, euphemisms and taboos, and seems rarely to lend itself to civilised honest debate. It is even fenced off by hate speech laws that are interpreted subjectively. But without doubt this is a fast-moving phenomenon with serious implications for the West, and especially for the UK. 

The focus in this book is on problems in the UK, although many are mirrored elsewhere in Europe, North America and Australia. My emphasis is on the worryingly negative, borderline dystopian aspects of mass immigration and multiculturalism and on interracial problems. White Westerners are probably as flawed as anyone else and created their share of havoc and suffering historically, but at this moment in time it is overwhelmingly non-whites and low-skilled people who are streaming into Europe and North America from poor countries, and not vice versa. In the summer of 2017, in the midst of sporadic Islamist terror attacks in Europe, illegal Mediterranean crossings were also ongoing. It is reported that 98,000 have crossed from Libya to Italy, and that about 700,000 migrants are waiting in Libya. A large part of this movement involves people-smuggling which also entails kidnapping, extortion, torture, slavery, rape, and prostitution (The Times, 23 August, 2017). Italy has been bearing the brunt of this particular wave of immigration, with many migrants disappearing as clandestini, begging, working opportunistically or seasonally, and in the cash economy, causing local tensions or moving on to other parts of Europe. This in turn affects Italian attitudes and politics. It also generates conflict between those nationals directly affected, and charities operating rescue boats whose workers are accused of colluding with traffickers. Millions of ordinary British citizens worry about related, visible immigration into the UK and struggle to know whose interpretation of events and which prognosis to believe. Hence, I believe, the close but definitive outcome of the 2016 Brexit referendum.  

Obviously there is an alternative to or oppositional interpretation of the narrative of negative mass migration, but I mostly leave that discussion to others. Ample literature exists promoting a pro-black view of history (Dabydeen et al., 2007; Olusoga, 2016); a sympathetic portrait of Muslim Britain (Fergusson, 2017); and the pro-immigration views of Winder (2013) and MacKenzie (2015) stand out for their selection of historical figures contributing to the profile of modern Britain. Carr (2015) too puts a very positive spin on immigration to the UK. Studs Terkel’s (1992) collection of interviews with Americans of various races is an unusually honest presentation of different experiences of and views on race; and Shukla (2016) presents a range of personal narratives in the UK context. Anderson, C. (2017) blames co-ordinated ‘white rage’ for the plight of African Americans. Vast swathes of academic literature attest to the details of the Holocaust (Rees, 2017), transatlantic slavery (Davis, 2004; Heuman & Walvin, 2003), racist ideology (Kendi, 2017), and related topics. The Guardian publishes frequent pieces on the many adversities faced by minorities; regularly disputes immigration statistics, arguing that people are leaving the UK in droves following the Brexit vote, that immigration from the EU is falling; and tells heartwarming stories about desperate refugees from the Middle East and Africa who have fought against all the odds to become doctors or artists in Britain and who boost tax revenues. The OECD (2015) outlines very fully the challenges of the 2015 migrant crisis. Goodhart (2014) offers one of the best informed and most balanced accounts of the waves of post-war immigration, multiculturalism and associated problems. The TV presenter Ross Kemp (2017) in a 45-minute show condenses the key issues in a very fair way.  

One response to the immigration question is to deny that it exists, or to downplay it. For the anti-racist left, there is no problem except that whipped up by the xenophobic right. Multiculturalism is great, it’s added vibrancy, exciting ethnic cuisine and fashion, the more the merrier, goes one argument. Or it’s a matter of perception, or of regional variations. Among other responses there is the denial that racism is a problem, either compared with what it used to be, or with levels of racism in some other countries. Clarissa Tan (2014), for example, an ethnic-Chinese Malaysian with a great deal of experience in different Asian countries, believes Britain is very tolerant, and its apparent problems are caused by hyperbolic overreactions (from the PC crowd). She notes that in Hong Kong the word for a white person, gwei, means ghost, or less than human, but few get angry about such language. Ethnic Malays are given favourable employment protection. Tan disowns her BAME status in Britain, and is grateful for the warm reception she gets. This is a very long way from the picture painted of Britain as a neo-fascist state. And while some leftists complain that a terrible, Brexit-style ‘fascist creep’ now characterises Britain, some of us are more concerned that Brits have no fight left in them at all, and are passively rolling over, defeated, indifferent to our demise. 

I am a born and bred white Londoner with limited qualifications for writing on this topic. I have not lived in other countries to any great extent but I have met and mixed with a fair few foreign individuals. I have had brief friendly encounters with a Filipino, a South Korean, some British Jews, Indians, Kenyans, American Hispanics, Germans, Scandinavians, Syrians, Poles, Sri Lankans, and I have distant relatives in Canada. People of my father’s generation had the option of emigrating cheaply to Australia but he declined. I am no anthropologist or historian but merely a frequent tourist to many countries in mainland Europe. Conferences have taken me to very short stays in North America, Africa, and Asia. I have some slight passing, vicarious acquaintance with people from Pakistan, Dubai, Russia, and black America, and occasional email connections with a few people in the USA. Long ago I was inspired by the writings of Indian mystics. A kindly Indian bookseller called Susil Gupta once inspired me to read more widely than I might have done. Thin, life-spanning global links. But it’s true to say I have never had to flee from poverty or persecution. I have not abused the rules or people of any country I have visited and enjoyed as a tourist. Nor have I, like the outspoken and hated Tommy Robinson (2015), ever been in the thick of anti-Islamist battle, in prison or under threat. But I suspect my observations lie somewhere between that of the experts and the populists. Collier (2014) and Goodhart (2014) for example, both have extensive expertise and both have declared the immigrant status of their grandparents. The traceable white working-class ancestry on my father’s side goes back to 18th century England according to available records. 

When speaking of the cross-fertilisation of cultures, one common objection needs to be addressed. Like many people, I drink coffee (which was originally from Islamic Ethiopia); I am also a tea drinker (originally from China and taken to India); I enjoy fish and chips (the fried fish introduced into England by Jews in the 17th century, and as a full meal into a London shop by a Jewish refugee in 1860); I often shop at Marks & Spencer (Michael Marks was a Polish-Jewish refugee at the end of the 19th century); I enjoy some jazz, blues and soul music; I enjoy an occasional Guinness; and I like curry. Some of my clothes are made in Bangladesh. I like to travel. Ours is indeed an interconnected world. Trade across tribes and nations goes back for thousands of years. But this does not mean that I must welcome millions of people from every country with which Britain has a historical or commercial link to come and live where I live, just as I would not expect to be welcomed unreservedly if I wanted to go and live elsewhere. I do not like the sight of English pubs in Spain or other vulgar, so-called expat phenomena. Trading of goods is not in the same category as the free movement and entitlement to residency of great numbers of people. 

As in Beware of the Underdog (Banks, 2017), I use some personal anecdotes, some academic sources, some logic and some commonsense. The theme is obviously contentious, often polarised and also extremely complex. When we think about these issues, we are informed by some mixture of academic sources, media inputs, personal observations and prejudices and, perhaps, self-questioning. Many interest groups, government and social science departments, think tanks and propaganda machines pump out relevant information. Each of us has to make sense of competing, mediated knowledge claims and usually polarised views on immigration and associated topics. Rarely, we may ourselves participate in some sort of disciplined intercultural dialogue (Cilliers, 2004) or anthropological research (Atran, 2011). I am fairly sure that some will find the present text flawed, and either blatantly racist or on the other hand not sufficiently confrontational of the problems involved. As the leftist, multiculturalism-embracing community increasingly finds its voice(s), oppositional voices are too often confined to unhelpful far-right groups.  

My intention here is to highlight issues that are often suppressed or are voiced only in hysterical terms. My own position has shifted over the years from youthful uncritical-liberal (indeed theoretical anarchist) to sceptical, and finally to ‘enough is enough’ exasperation, as in the French concept of seuil de tolérance. I believe that well motivated readers will see both justified reason and concern here, and my own prejudices. I am after all an old white atheist Englishman, and all of us see the world from our own perspective, often driven and distorted by emotion and habit. According to a study of attitudes to immigration by Card et al. (2005), which takes a rather condescending and pathologising view, I now fit the anti-immigration bill very well, except that I am not under-educated. What is at stake is not mere differences of opinion but grave social and cultural matters. I do not expect to have much impact on the wider debate but simply to add my pennyworth. I am no flag-waving, nostalgic, uncritical nationalist but I am concerned about Britain’s cultural direction. This is my snapshot of aspects of British culture in 2017–18, a mixture of polemical opposition to continuing immigration, some despair, awareness of fair and unfair counter-critiques, and partial acceptance that all life is constantly in flux.  

Part of this discussion is inevitably about the new ethnic and cultural mix created by mass immigration, weighing up the wisdom or problematic nature of this mix, and dealing with the fierce passions aroused in this process. The assertion that ‘all men are created equal’ comes from the 1776 United States Declaration of Independence and is still considered by many to be an ‘immortal declaration’. But in addition to being perverse in its own time (slavery was not abolished in the USA until 1865), it is clearly outdated. Today some would strongly prefer to say that ‘all human beings are created equal’. However, the biological revolution kick-started in 1859 with the publication of Charles Darwin’s Origins of the Species by Means of Natural Selection is arguably far more significant than the American Revolutionary War. Darwin’s work not only ushered in the era of serious doubt about the existence of God and validity of creationism but established the scientific principle that distinct species have evolved, among which Homo sapiens and its subgroups too have evolved. We are not created, we have evolved; we have not only evolved but continue to evolve. And although angry debates continue as to the reality or otherwise of human races, we cannot deny physical and cultural distinctions between groups of human beings.  

I believe we are clearly not equal (although very similar) but different in many ways. Certainly it can be argued that all human beings deserve to be treated with equal respect, and this statement is the foundation of human rights, but it is a moral not a scientific statement and has not gone unchallenged (Hunt, 2007). It is not contentious to argue that we differ individually and also at a group level. But suggestions that a hierarchy of evolved humanity exists, that some are superior in many ways to others, that groups of human beings differ in terms of intelligence and other characteristics that are not readily changed, and that some of these are valued more highly than others — such statements attract angry protests today. We are not equal, and although changes do happen, and some can be socially engineered, arguably we will never be equal: everyone can be paid due respect but some will be valued more highly than others (Scheidel, 2017). Geography and biology are unfair.  

Fundamentalist interpretations of the Abrahamic religions — Judaism, Christianity and Islam — continue to insist that a God exists who created humanity and are thus at odds with the scientific facts of evolution. Contemporary liberal dogma supported by a backdrop of Marxism has it that we are all fundamentally equal but that cultural and economic circumstances distort this equality: a politics of liberal progressivism will restore equality to all. These two theories are at odds with each other, since the patriarchal foundations of the religions contradict at least some of the aims of the latter political camp, for example the assertion of equality between men and women, and between heterosexuals and homosexuals. Evolutionary theory is at odds with both these, based as it is on the principle that godless millions of years of gradual adaptations have caused differentiations that explain how we come to be as we are, why we are tribal, why we compete and co-operate, and so on. Although the evolutionary account is not wholly deterministic, it does suggest that we have strong inclinations towards certain behaviours: we can attempt to build fairer societies but we will probably always be constrained by powerful genetic, geographical and cultural factors. The above three views cannot be reconciled. In 2017 the teaching of evolution was banned from Turkish (Muslim) schools. Evolution has likewise been opposed by many American Christians, yet Islam and Christianity remain deeply at odds with each other. It is not possible to entertain all such positions as equal, however hard we may pretend they are. Religious faith, political ideology and empirical science are ultimately irreconcilable cultures. 

A fourth view, or rather dimension, is that of capitalist globalisation, the economic juggernaut whose profit motive is served by transnational markets, which as well as delivering much that is good, often disregard national identities, citizens’ real needs, and provoke cultural conflicts. A strange sort of collusion occurs between this global trend that creates winners and collateral losers, and leftists who dislike powerful capitalism but espouse extensive freedom of movement. Leftists appear naïvely to support the idea of a ‘global citizen worldview’ (Goodhart, 2013) without seeing its many contradictions and downsides. Bill Gates, co-founder of Microsoft, is usually ranked the richest man in the world, and is the philanthropist behind the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, which drives projects in the third world to enhance education and health and to reduce poverty. The Gates Foundation website boldly proclaims: ‘All lives have equal value’. Those five words are packed with unacknowledged complexity, paradox, untruth, and pathos. 

The UNESCO (1978) official declaration on race and prejudice states in Article 1.4: ‘All the peoples of the world possess equal faculties for attaining the highest level in intellectual, technical, social, economic, cultural and political development’. Article 1.5 goes on to state: ‘The differences between the achievements of the different peoples are entirely attributable to geographical, historical, political, economic, social and cultural factors. Such differences can in no case serve as a pretext for any rank-ordered classifications of nations or people’. Article 2.1 states that there is no scientific basis for the inferiority or superiority of any race or ethnic group. Article 9.4 asserts that ‘all states should consequently endeavor to contribute to the restructuring of the international economy on a more equitable basis’. With origins in post-war anti-Nazi strategies, this document is entirely understandable as a piece of diplomatic wishful thinking, but its scientific and economic prescriptions seek flatly to deny the legitimacy of any research, theory or policy at odds with its well-meaning egalitarian fiat. That we do not all possess equal faculties as individuals (and arguably, in some cases, as groups) for attaining the highest levels should be obvious, and I discuss exceptions in this book. That all nations should be held accountable for restructuring their economy in line with this egalitarian ideology is also obviously a socialist prescription that must be open to challenge. 

One of the aims of this book is to suggest that honest views need not be a taboo to be avoided, or intimidating for others. Another is to show that some of the areas in which nuance exists yet is frequently denied by black-and-white thinking. And preference is an indication that it should be permissible for all of us candidly to state ‘this is the kind of world I would prefer to live in’ (had I the choice); but this is not the same as forcing our views on others. 

As in Banks (2017) and in fairly common usage, I sometimes use here the unsatisfactory abbreviations PC (political correctness), CM (Cultural Marxism), SJW (social justice warrior) and BAME (black, Asian and minority ethnic). In spite of objections that PC, CM and SJW are expressions of bigotry, or empty or inaccurate terms, they are a useful shorthand and stand as mild tit-for-tat barbs against the loaded terms xenophobia, racism, bigotry, neo-Nazism, etc. To clarify, my mental image of an SJW is not someone who feigns political outrage or indulges in virtue signalling. It is someone who is fiercely wedded to a leftist defence of well-known, perceived or self-described oppressed minorities, who dogmatically proclaims this cause at all opportunities, hunts down his or her enemies online or elsewhere (for example, on campus if a student, in news media if a journalist), liberally sprays the same array of abuse around — bigot, fascist, racist, troll, etc. — and wherever possible shames, humiliates and annihilates these with a sadistic glee that is just short of actual physical harm, all the while feeling virtuous and acting as if defending someone else’s identity and worth (Young, 2016). SJWs are probably a small minority of aggrieved and often disingenuous activists far outnumbered by those ordinary ‘oppressed’ people they claim to represent who for the most part quietly get on with their lives. Although they cannot really be designated a fifth column because they are not hidden, SJWs unwittingly undermine mainstream society, its prosperity and its benefits more than they realise.


1 

Words, Terms and Meanings

We face a minefield of ambiguous terms, misunderstandings and unexamined language here. The subject is filled with inexact and contentious use of the words race, racism, culture, xenophobia, migrant, foreigner, refugee, multiculturalism, bigotry, othering, equality, diversity, human rights, Islamism, supremacism, developing world, invasion, and so on. Problematic overlaps exist between ethnicity, religion, nationalism, language. Who authors which rhetoric is always an important question. Which terms persist and which do not is also interesting. Super-diversity quite accurately sums up the extreme multicultural make-up of London, for example, but the term has not really caught on (Vertovec, 2007). Similarly, academic coinages like ‘hypermigration’ and ‘fluid demos’ capture some of the churn and search for solutions to the multicultural problem, but the general public is rather unlikely to use them (Biale, 2017). Multivocalism has been proposed as a supplement to multiculturalism but still excludes certain voices. Afrophobia like Negrophobia has been in use for some years but is not yet popular. The term Islamofascism, while descriptively accurate enough, has not matched Islamophobia for traction. 

Political correctness since about the 1970s has created great anxieties about how we express ourselves, with sanctions against supposedly improper use of words. Slang, derogatory terms for groups of people are out — you could lose your job for using them. Anything that might be considered blasphemous by Muslims is becoming taboo. We more or less know the rules. But the rules change, and sensitivities demand our detailed attention. In the UK you once could not say ‘coloured’ when you meant non-white, but now the American ‘people of color’ (PoC) seems OK. You used to have to say Afro-Caribbean insisted of West Indian but now you have to say African-Caribbean. The term ‘Negro’ began to be replaced by ‘black’ in the USA in the 1960s. The term Black is sometimes used to denote black and Asian in the UK but has fallen out of favour, except among some political activists. There is similar confusion about the term BAME or BME, and when black, Asian and other ethnicities are included within it. If it were representative of actual ethnic minority proportions it might be ABEM (Asian, black, and ethnic minorities) or it might include a ‘P’ for the large Polish population of Britain. It’s no longer permissible to say ‘mulatto’ or ‘half-caste’ but you’re not sure if you should say ‘mixed race’, ‘of mixed ancestry’, ‘biracial’ or ‘dual heritage’. There is no such category as an illegal immigrant (and absolutely not ‘alien’) but only irregular or undocumented migrants. You cannot refer to race (which exists only in the minds of racists) but ethnic group, ethnicity, community or cultural identity is OK. It is not clear when you should use racialism, racism, or xenophobia.

You do not always know when to say Muslim, Islamic, or Islamist, or indeed moderate or radical Muslim. You are not sure when to use the name Islamic State (or so-called Islamic State) ISIS, or ISIL, or IS, or Daesh. You are not certain whether it is OK to say Allah, or God. But to be fair, it isn’t always clear when to say Britain, Great Britain or UK (or, God forbid, England); or migrant, immigrant, asylum seeker or refugee; or Asian, Pakistani, or Pakistani-heritage. You have learnt to pussyfoot around the terms scrounger, homeless, chav, underclass and working class but it is probably OK to refer to some people as privileged, as snobs, posh, or stuck-up. You may offend someone, or show yourself up as somehow uncool if you use the wrong words. Social codes about what is rude, racist, or even dangerous, vary but most of us have at least some inkling of context-appropriateness. But often we cannot predict when another person is going to be snowflake-sensitive or thick-skinned. In any case, most of us are probably aware that anxious mental checking is now part of our way of life. At the same time, we are aware that there is no universal ‘we’ or relaxed assumptions about who holds which values. Are ‘we’ the West, the English-speaking world, First World, Christendom, occidentalism, the Caucasian world, or what? Speech codes, interactional uncertainties and discomforts have increased significantly with decades of immigration and multiculturalism. 

In this Tower of Babel we have built for ourselves, it has become difficult to know what to call oneself or one’s ethnic familiars. I have quite freely used the phrases ‘white Britons’ and ‘indigenous whites’ in this book, yet I know that some will object. Terms like Anglo-Saxon culture, WASP, traditional British values, the white majority, and so on, are often pounced upon by eager SJWs as examples of thoughtless, insensitive, privileged racist bigotry. I use the terms ‘the West’ and Westerners but find these too broad, and it is interesting that Christendom has fallen out of favour. To those who would shoot you down, you are a stupid Little Englander, an isolationist, Brexiteer (or even ‘Brextard’), nationalist, populist, a ridiculous Alf Garnett character, lacking in metropolitan sophistication. Perhaps the swelling population of immigrants, a certain amount of white flight, and the vociferousness of those who spurn traditional British identity, makes it less and less possible to speak confidently of a ‘white majority’. But we might pause to question the assumption that working class Brexit voters are necessarily stupid and racist — they may just be wiser (Brienza & Grossman, 2017). Anyway, in order to avoid a ridiculously tongue-tied political correctness, one must use some convenient designation.

We humans are quite distinct from our nearest species relatives but also fairly clearly different from each other. We have evolved to be necessarily exquisitely aware of tiny differences and we easily recognise faces, voices, and the differences between familiars and strangers. In itself, this evolutionary gift does not mean that we must be hostile to some and biased towards others but it is a foundation that we cannot ignore. Already, however, some readers may disagree with this introduction. They may say that their young children do not display stranger-anxiety behaviour, that they themselves feel no such discriminatory impulses, and that these are all social constructs (but see Williams & Steele, 2017). Or they may say as did the British MP Jo Cox that ‘we are far more united than the things that divide us’. I doubt this to be true but have to accept that some such beliefs and claims exist. ‘We are all equal,’ runs one refrain which underpins much feminism, anti-racism and gay rights rhetoric. Are we all equal? What is equality? Clearly, I have a position on all this, yet where did it come from, and what are my motives for propagating my views? The same questions apply to you. 

Jo Cox was head girl at her grammar school, a Cambridge and LSE graduate, who worked for Oxfam; she was a lifelong Labour member, MP and rising political star, a passionate believer in multiculturalism and the European Union, 41 years old, married with two children. On the 16 June 2016 on a street in Birstall, West Yorkshire, she was stabbed and shot by Thomas Mair, 52, an unemployed Scot, a mentally ill neo-Nazi loner with no prospects, who shouted ‘Britain first’ as he killed her in a premeditated, awful attack by shooting and stabbing. How much did they have in common? She symbolises love and hope, while he symbolises pure hatred and xenophobia. Both white and British, they appear to have little else in common besides belonging to the same species, speaking English, and holding strong political views. In what way were they equal? Did he have the same life chances as her and just stupidly threw them away? Or was (is) he simply evil? Did he choose hate while she chose love; or was he gripped by madness-turned-violence while she was gripped by naïve-idealism-made-political-mission? Is it even fair to make such comparisons? Well, the pro-EU view of ‘ever closer union’ and that of Brexit-style British sovereignty are inevitably compared: you are either a warm-hearted and rational universalist or a mean-spirted and stupid nationalist. Or, in reverse, you are either a naïve, sentimental, open borders useful idiot or a rational, patriotic realist. Jo Cox’s terrible murder was seized on by the political left to show that terrorism was as much of (if not more than) a problem among white ‘right-wing extremists’ as among ‘Islamists’. But perhaps a subtler exploration is necessary. 

Leftists, egalitarian progressives, want to believe, and have everyone else believe, that we are all equal. But not only that, they want it to be universally accepted that beneath our different skin colours and cultures we are all essentially the same, we are all just slightly differently shaded African migrants separated only accidentally and superficially by history and geography. There is no ‘human nature’ as such, there is only a kind of panhuman nature which is essentially geared towards loving co-operation and equality, although this should not imply any fixed essence. Ah, but we are also diverse, and diversity is a wonderful thing that we should nurture and celebrate. But this diversity should be horizontal, since any vertical, hierarchical diversity fuelling illusions of inferiority and superiority is an iniquitous, inegalitarian thing that should be stamped out. Somehow, in this flat landscape of equality there are religions whose adherents believe are better than others, social justice ideology is better than a right-wing worldview, and everyone is to be respected equally except dissenters. It is only one kind of authorised diversity we are permitting and celebrating; we do not entertain the reality of any ideological diversity. If you could only see these things correctly, we would all get along harmoniously. When we have overcome all environmental, cultural, historical and nasty obstacles to the realisation of these truths, you will see that we are right and we will all flourish together. All humans are equal but morally superior socialist humans are more equal than others. If we have not already censored alternative views out of existence when the equality-in-diversity revolution comes, you will see for yourselves that destructive arguments like Winegard et al. (2017) can be ignored.

I have chosen to use the term immigration in the title of this book but the real topic is far bigger and messier than this or any other title can encompass. In the view of Reeves (2009), ‘immigration’ is used as code for race, and helps us avoid being labelled racist. We do have an immigration problem but it is compounded by considerations of who decides on matters of population levels, border controls, entitlement to entry and citizenship, whose reporting is accurate and honest, and so on. British, European Union, and other supranational organisations are involved. The problem is compounded by formal political differences, cultural and religious factors, the demands of voters and subcultures, and unpredictable events. It is complicated by the vagaries of political will and pressure groups, by the interests of international business, inter-ethnic partners and families, and by various forms of organised crime, illegal entry and employment. At the level of groups and individuals, policies, views and feelings are a prolific mix of subjective, assertive and passive-aggressive. The players involved range from conviction and pragmatic politicians through self-interested lobbyists, liberal academics, left- and right-wing media propaganda agents, community representatives, covert activist groups and ‘lone wolf’ keyboard warriors and terrorists. All have their agendas, means of expression and usually emotionally toned jargon, and most sincerely believe themselves or pretend to be correct in their perceptions. I am of course no exception.


2 

Xenophobia and Xenophilia

People who appear not to immediately warm to or approve of strangers or foreigners are labelled xenophobes, racists or bigots by those who do approve of them, who love them or wish to promote their cause. None of this is simple and this discussion requires some patience (Taras, 2012). Xenophobia means literally an irrational, clinical fear of strangers but it is used by anti-racists to mean a wilful, culpable hatred of foreigners or immigrants. Xenophilia means a love of foreigners. Depending on who is doing the insulting, you can be considered respectively either a ‘fascist, racist, white supremacist bigot’, or a ‘nigger lover’ (insert asterisks, red flags and klaxons here). But insults aside, what is rarely examined are the parameters and roots of this alleged fear/hatred and love/approval. Is the xenophobe someone who knows deep down that all other humans regardless of apparent or superficial differences are the same or equal but perversely decides to dislike, dehumanise, demonise and persecute those of another group? Do all of us to some extent shy away from strangers, some to an extreme extent, but the more kindly or rational among us override such ignoble instincts? Just what divides xenophobes from xenophiles? The emphatic anti-racist seems to find the xenophobe disgusting, irrational, and beyond understanding and debate. The explicit xenophile or egalitarian is often (not always) young, left-wing, metropolitan, and likely to read The Guardian. More often than not the xenophobe/racist is a white person considered privileged and more powerful than those who he looks down on or does not wish to live with, or would prefer to limit immigration with regard to; and he probably reads the Daily Mail. These anyway are the stereotypes. 

Now, it is true that some whites think themselves superior to, and hate and feel, or are physically violent towards, blacks; and that some blacks hate whites similarly (Greenfield, 2015). But the classical anti-racist asserts that only whites can be considered truly racist because whites hold the trump card of established historical power and privilege. At another level, some xenophiles prefer people who are unlike themselves, who are perceived as exotic. There is some evidence that (some) women are more xenophilic than men, on the whole, more inclined to be fascinated by the dark stranger, to be exogamous, and sometimes to desire brown babies. A young man originally from Grenada but living in London tells Judah (2016) ‘bitches they always get wet for violence’. This misogynistic belief presumably includes white as well as black young women, and chimes with anecdotes about girls preferring untamed bad boys to boring, conventional men. This gender difference in reverse may relate to evolutionary male instincts to be alert to intruders who may be violent, who may trespass on their territory, have sex with their women and disturb their gene pool (McDonald et al., 2011). To some extent, exogamy — marrying or reproducing outside of one’s group — is healthy and necessary in order to reduce risks of ‘in-breeding’. So, we should bear in mind that evolution and gender play an often unrecognised part in this discussion. Vital, too, is to recognise that beneath calls for rationality, there are usually visceral reactions that almost nobody escapes (Haidt, 2013; Kubota et al., 2012; Marsh et al., 2010). How many of us begin life as totally xenophilic or xenophobic and consciously, laboriously reason our way into a fresh position on these issues? It is just as likely, I think, that the xenophile or passionate egalitarian has an unrecognised emotional investment in his position as has the horrible, seething racist.

But we face not only strong and angry positions on either side of this debate. Some, for example, claim to be colour-blind, or experience themselves as mixing freely with people of all skin types, languages and nationalities without significant differentiation. Indeed, some grow up in mixed race families, go to mixed schools and live in highly multicultural areas; and some are themselves ‘mixed race’, and hence, presumably, embody a solution to the problems of xenophobia. You can’t hate yourself, or your own skin colour. Except of course that you can — some people have ‘internalised racism’. Michael Jackson famously tried to whiten his skin. Rachel Dolezal, a white American woman, tried, still tries, to pass as black (Dolezal, 2017). These may not be exactly examples of racial identity dysphoria but it is documented that some blacks dislike their skin colour, some having been bullied at school or, apparently, internalising the messages of the advertising industry that white is more beautiful than black. But on the other hand, for many people, it is no big deal what colour anyone is. This step in our discussion raises the point, however, that xenophobia is not really or merely about skin colour. Difference, and emotional reactions to difference, are also about physical features, smells, cultural and lifestyle distinctions. A white person may admire the dark tan colour and ageless skin of a black person but dislike their frizzy, woolly hair or loudness. A traditional Englishman may physically resemble a Polish man but dislike his lifestyle. Conversely, the politeness of the English is often admired but its accompanying uptightness is not. 

Another dimension of the problem of xenophobia is where it appears to rise above mere emotion to make claims to rational objections to mass immigration. What is often referred to as scientific racism is the argument based on selected information about genetics, IQ, population demographics, and so on, that people of African descent are genetically distinct and on average of lower intelligence, and that very large numbers of them coming to Europe or increasing in population in the USA are a threat to the civilisational integrity of those lands. In the minds of egalitarian xenophiles, there can be no real objection to the immigration of non-whites into white-majority countries that is not ultimately based on hateful unreason. Attempts at debates of this kind are frequently shut down by anti-racist students, for example, chanting, protesting, and sometimes being violent. In such scenarios the passionate conviction of those opposing what they regard as hateful xenophobia manages to override all possibility of dialogue in which viewpoint diversity could be honoured. It is often implied here that pseudo-rational objections to immigration or analysis of race is tantamount to physical violence, that not agreeing with a wholesale anti-racist argument is pretty much the same as being on the side of the Nazis. Many unfortunate whites who have tried to advance reservations about immigration have not only been silenced but vilified and forced from their careers. The head teacher Ray Honeyford is but one well-known example, forced from his career for publishing an article in the 1980s critical of multicultural educational policy in Bradford (Honeyford, 2006). The angry, militant anti-racist xenophile is usually completely unable to conceive of the possibility that some might have legitimately different views on these matters: to listen to opposing viewpoints presumably risks appearing to grant them some legitimacy. Growing evidence exists that people who pride themselves on their anti-racist credentials can be highly intolerant if not hateful towards those who hold political views that they dislike (Bizumik, et al., 2017). 

We should not assume that white British people, or for that matter Americans, or Europeans, are uniquely xenophobic towards dark strangers. In 2015 a German man, Rolf Zilienski, shot and killed a man in Berlin. Zilienski was a neo-Nazi who was said to be a ‘White Knight’ who hated all foreigners. His victim was a white Englishman whom he had heard speaking English. Apparently that, and being drunk, was all it took for him to fire his sawn-off shotgun at Luke Holland. When Holland’s parents went to court in 2017, they were threatened by other German neo-Nazis. This — and not people who occasionally use politically incorrect phrases or civilly object to mass immigration — should be our benchmark for the meaning of far-right nationalist or racist haters. In September 2017 Emanuel Kidega Samson, a Sudanese immigrant to the USA, killed one man and shot several others in a white church in Tennessee. Fredrick Demond Scott, a black man from Kansas City, was charged in 2017 with two murders of white men and suspected of another three. He was reported to have said he wanted to ‘kill all white people’. These cases do not seem to receive the same outraged, anti-racist coverage as white-on-black murders. It is difficult to know what to make of the arguments put forward by Michael Graham in a series of provocative YouTube videos called Diversity Kills, where BAME British killers are listed who have murdered or maimed white people, in some cases escaping or getting light sentences often thought unjust, and not receiving anything like the same attention given to the Stephen Lawrence case. 

Missing from discussions about immigration and multiculturalism are the nuances of disagreement and preference. I may prefer my own kind but display no outward prejudice towards others. I may wish that fewer immigrants from the Middle East, Asia and Africa had come to my country and that large cities were not being slowly transformed into white minority areas but I accept that things change; there is nothing I can do about it; perhaps it’s even for the best to replace ‘pale, male and stale’ with ‘multicultural vibrancy’. I may hold a private view that some groups of people are better for certain jobs but if I am on an interview panel I suspend such private views and strive for objectivity and fairness, or I may even agree outwardly to an affirmative action policy that I privately think unwise. I may agree to attend anti-racist training and it may benefit me or I may for the sake of a quiet life pretend that it benefits me. In conversation with liberal peers, I may keep my mouth shut about mass immigration and Brexit or I may risk being alienated by being honest about my views. I may feel confused by competing knowledge claims and remain undecided. As has often been said, most groups prefer their own kind (Tajfel, 1982), or out of habit live among their own kind and know few if any ‘others’, but whites tend to be castigated for such behaviour, while it is much more accepted among non-whites. 

It has been said that Italians are racist and also that they have a ‘passion for all things foreign’ (esterofilia). This probably captures some of the reality of ambivalence. We prefer our own kind but we like a degree of exoticism. We like to holiday abroad and ‘see the world’ and most are curious about and friendly towards small numbers of refugees. We welcome tourists to and investors in Britain but we do not want millions of foreigners, refugees or otherwise, coming to live here and significantly changing the culture for the worse. The ‘we’ here, of course, excludes passionately xenophilic, anti-borders pro-immigrationists. Some academics, particularly in the German theological world, now write about xenosophia, or an attitude of interfaith openness, welcoming and embracing otherness (Streib & Klein, 2018). But to most people, these are simply word games. The fantasy of intercultural and religious harmony is just that — fantasy. You can pretend all you like that there must be some nice middle ground between Muslims and Christians, or between atheists and believers, but it is just that — pretence. 

Missing too is an acknowledgement that most of us simply struggle through life, we cannot understand the complexities of society, we do not know why we feel as we do, we change our minds, do not have much influence over events or social trends, and while relatively tolerant do not want to have to bow to the vociferous political feelings of those motivated by either Cultural Marxism or far-right extremism. The naïve language of empowerment and hope, as in ‘be the change’ and ‘love not hate’, feels good but is self-deceptive. We are filled with good intentions but also weighed down by personal and human history and information overload. Many of us get irrationally irritated (but often silently) by others’ harmless idiosyncrasies — accents, voices, mannerisms, facial features, minor eccentric behaviours — but these are not necessarily commented upon or regarded as important: they are simply human, and probably none of us is or can be expected to be free of them. Jokes about people with ginger hair, for example, are understood in this way. Most of us need time to adjust to changed conditions; it’s well known that villagers can take years to accept newcomers, and even many established immigrants resent newer immigrants. Disliking rap music is something we have a right to, without being accused of racism. Most of us are not political activists or academics with a strong stake in arguments about xenophobia or racism. But equally, most, probably all of us sometimes experience painful misunderstandings and conflicts with partners and family members, as well as estrangements and hatreds, and the overwhelming majority of us are subject to powerful forces of human nature, however much this concept is belittled by some academics.

But just as few people are wholly xenophobic, we can question the identity of xenophiles. I suggest that they are often less xenophilic than ‘xenophobophobic’. In other words, they hate those who are not, like them, gung-ho supporters of foreigners. Their activism on behalf of ‘the Other’ is less about empathy for them and more about having an anti-authoritarian personality that reflexively lines up and shoots down the typical array of enemies. The fight against perceived authoritarianism — against powerful factions that are not left-wing — probably has both cultural and personal roots, for example in the work of Adorno et al. (1951/1980), whose work is a classic of anti-Semitism masquerading as objective academic analysis. Hatred of everything not leftist and not egalitarian is also seen vividly among anti-Fascists, or antifa, whose street and online activism strives to shut down and harass all perceived as white supremacists. Indeed, in Bray’s (2017) terms, ‘whiteness is indefensible’ and the ‘never again’ meme drives relentless activism against the white and right-wing enemy — ‘the transhistorical terror of fascism’.
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Anti-Semitism

Judaism stems from around 3,500 years ago, in the eastern Mediterranean lands, and ethnicity and monotheism were combined from its inception. It seems the Jewish people have always been characterised by nomadism, persecution, and persistence in their self-belief and group identity. If you believe your ethnic group and/or culture to constitute ‘the chosen people’, you have to accept that others (by definition not chosen) will have some feelings about this. Jewish exceptionalism is problematic, yet saying anything about Jews is extremely sensitive, whether your statement is negative or positive. For Westerners, the Holocaust defines the special suffering of the Jews and marks them out as beyond any criticism which smacks of ant-Semitism. Anti-Semitism (also less well-known as Judeophobia) is an irrational hatred and persecution of Jews, and is always associated with Nazi genocide. Today, the world population of Jews is calculated to be an astonishingly small 14.5 million, a little less than half of whom live in the USA and another significant proportion in Israel, with much smaller populations spread across the world (Dashefsky et al., 2016). Up to six million Jews — almost a third the worldwide total — were killed by the Nazis during the 1930s and 1940s, many in purpose-designed gas chambers. Hitler had developed a personal and political hatred of Jews from his early years. Nobody but the most stubborn of Holocaust deniers has serious doubt about this. Yet even before Nazi persecution, the peak population of Jews was probably only around 17 million — a highly prominent minority group. 

Can we discuss ‘the Jewish question’ without real or apparent racism? Even to raise a question like ‘Why did/do some people dislike or persecute Jews?’ sometimes triggers accusations of anti-Semitism. Yet it is clear what some of the negative perceptions of Jews are. Some white working-class Britons felt wary of the presence of ‘Yids’ in London’s East End from the 1930s. In the fundamentalist religious sphere, orthodox Judaism is seen as highly superstitious with behaviours of an obsessive-compulsive nature. Ritual circumcision performed at eight months (or at all) is unnecessary, painful and traumatic. Culturally, Jewish identity may be seen as patriarchal. Politically, Zionism attracts much criticism and condemnation, and much is written about the ‘new anti-Semitism’ centring on criticism of Israel. More commonly, Jews are often considered greedy, wily and mean in relation to money. Notably, Jews are over-represented among financiers, jewellers, in the entertainment, media and arts world, and in academia. The stereotype of the hook-nosed, money-lending Shylock Jew persists. 

Most curiously, however, Ashkenazi Jews (mainly European) are believed to have the highest average IQs (up to around 115) of all ethnic groups (Lynn, 2011a). This is clearly reflected in Jewish achievements rewarded by the Nobel Prize and other distinctions. Karl Marx, Sigmund Freud and Albert Einstein are just three of the vast list of prominent Jewish intellectuals. Yet even this highly positive aspect of Jewish identity is often played down or denied, as if an acknowledgement might excite envy and anger, or reinforce what social justice advocates wish to deny entirely — that IQ and race have any reality. A parallel conundrum is found in the experience of Asian Americans (mostly Japanese) who, although an ethnic minority, do not conform with the sociological paradigm of poorer performance, income and disadvantage. Rather, on average they do better educationally, and earn as much as if not more than whites (Sakamoto et al. 2009). It appears that sociologists do not welcome such non-confirmatory evidence of ethnic disadvantage (Martin, 2017). 

I look briefly at Jewish influences on academia later on, but it is worth pointing out here MacDonald’s (2002) suggestions. Jews, he says, as a non-assimilating group have always retained an outsider and iconoclast identity and a form of ‘ethnic warfare’ underpins Jewish intellectual movements. They have dominated many social science departments in universities. They have often opposed Darwinism, and have been ‘a critical factor (necessary condition) for the triumph of the intellectual left in late twentieth century societies’. They have been highly alert to non-Jews and their influence, in this view, much as infidel-awareness is present in Islam. The anthropologist Ashley Montagu said, ‘If you are brought up as a Jew, you know that all non-Jews are anti-Semitic’. Many Jews have also shown intolerance of other Jews’ criticisms, for example of the novelist Philip Roth’s often unflattering portrayals of ‘self-hating Jews’. Alongside Jewish notions of purity, separateness and superiority, in MacDonald’s view, is a mission to change the social world, as in Marxism and psychoanalysis. Jewish psychotherapists like Wilhelm Reich, Fritz Perls and Arthur Janov have promoted the values of a ‘direct relation to nature’ that elevates physicality and emotion above intellect, in some ways anticipating or chiming with the claims of Afrocentric writers. 

We run into problems when we try to distinguish between religious, cultural and genetic Judaism. The tradition of Jews marrying other Jews underlines their genetic identity, as does the disproportionate tendency to develop certain diseases like Canavan Disease, Tay Sachs Disease, and Bloom Syndrome (see Atzmon et al., 2010). But Judaism is also a religion into which anyone can be converted. Besides this, many who identify as Jewish are atheists, which suggests that Jewishness is not necessarily a religious identity (Gutierrez, 2016). Some are ‘crypto-Jews’, some ‘half-Jews’, some are prepared to identify as ex-Jews (Dvorkin, 2015) and some are discussing a post-ethnic American Jewish identity (Kirsch, 2013). The Jewish community is, however, recognisable as a people determined to defend itself. The Anti-Defamation League pre-dates Nazi persecution, originating in 1913 and with roots in B’nai B’rith which began in 1843. The ADL is a largely American organisation that monitors extremists who are anti-Semitic or racist against any other group, backing organisations like the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People since 1909, and funding many educational initiatives in the domain of anti-racism. It claims to defend freedom of speech but like similar organisations is highly sensitive with regard to perceived slights against its own members and adherents of other religions. But it has at times courted trouble, for example for being reluctant to call the Armenian genocide of 1914–23 a genocide (in which up to an estimated 1.5 million died), preferring designations like ‘atrocity’. 

Stamford Hill is an area in north London that is home to about 30,000 Hasidic Jews, or Haredi. There are about 50 synagogues in this vicinity, many gender-separate schools, considerable inter-marriage, the birth rate is almost six per family, and hence the Jewish population is increasing quickly. The Jewish residents observe strict rituals and dress in conspicuous orthodox garments that cannot be ignored in 21st century Britain. Orthodox Jewish behaviour is inevitably regarded by many with great curiosity or as frankly neurotic. Ritual rocking motions or pre-tearing sheets of toilet paper before the sabbath are some examples. Rationales can obviously be provided but these rest in ancient scriptures and in attachment to tradition. Tensions arise in Stamford Hill due to rapidly rising population, overcrowding, and problems with planning permissions. 

Postville, Iowa was a small town of little note until in 1987 Lubavitch (Chabad) Jews moved there to establish a kosher slaughterhouse which became extremely successful; yet within 20 years the business had to be declared bankrupt following various criminal convictions including fraud (Bloom, 2008). We cannot assume that Jews who aspire to Torah-faithful purity and morality are any better behaved or nicer than the rest of us. Gentiles are often known as Goyim, Shiksa (female non-Jew, which some claim has connotations of ‘whore’) or Shkutzim (male non-Jew), and black Jews as Schwarze; the term anti-goyism can also be found. Jewish orthodox separatism in dense urban areas inevitably strains the tolerance of others but triggers relatively rare racist incidents involving aggressive anti-Semites. The black American Reverend Jesse Jackson notoriously called New York ‘Hymietown’ in 1984, acknowledging its high proportion of Jewish residents (estimates sit between 8% and 12%), which led to heighted community tensions. In 1979, Jackson had said he was ‘sick and tired of hearing about the Holocaust’. What these examples suggest is that even slight perceptions of others as strangely and wilfully different can fester and erupt, but also that exaggerated differences themselves may invite mistrust and scorn. Blending in is often wiser than standing out. 

Longstanding religious beliefs and identities are not easily shed and may even harden with persecution and adversity. Fraser (2016) celebrates the distinctiveness of ethnic minorities, questioning why assimilation is thought so desirable. He cites the case of a 20-year-old Jewish man who has grown up in an orthodox area of London and attended an orthodox school, and hence can barely speak English at all; instead, he speaks the Yiddish in which he has been immersed. But even this stark example of non-assimilationism is outdone by the Israeli ban on non-Jews marrying Jews (Gradstein, 2013). Ironically, in the UK most non-orthodox Jews can pass for white citizens, when wearing no identifying religious dress, having no obvious Jewish name, and having no skin colour difference. 

Jews, Christians and Muslims all belong to the original Abrahamic tradition but huge conflicts exist between them. Jews are held by some as responsible for the death of Jesus, and particular tensions remain between Jews and Muslims, and Muslims and Christians. Among fundamentalists, some dietary beliefs, as well as insistence on the creationist story of the origins of life, appear to offer some unifying threads. Muslims appear to regard themselves as being as persecuted as Jews, the concept of Islamophobia now resembling anti-Semitism. From a certain atheist perspective, Judaism, Christianity and Islam are perceived as equally mistaken and backward, resisting as they do both scientific advances and socially liberal advances, and posing a threat to material progress. This view of the backwardness of orthodox Judaism has been endorsed by progressive Jews against some older, traditional Jews (Cohn-Sherbok, 2017) and one poll of Jewish people found that ultra-orthodox (Haredi) Jews caused more concern for a good future for Israel than did non-Jews in Israel (Rosner & Ruskay, 2017).  

The Guardian ran a typical grievance story about the music business being dominated by old white men despite the well-known contributions of black musicians and producers (Forde, 2016). What the writer forgot to mention, or perhaps was even unaware of, was that those rich old white men cited in his article were virtually all old Jewish men. The Guardian’s moderator struck out some online comments along these lines, presumably on the grounds of inferred anti-Semitism. But why is it anti-Semitic to draw attention to the tendency of a disproportionate number of Jewish people to be good at amassing financial fortunes? And are Jews to be considered ‘white’ when it suits the agenda of Cultural Marxism but ‘oppressed’ and of Mediterranean origin when it doesn’t suit? Debates are even found about whether Jews are actually white or black (Russell,2010). Black and Jewish antagonisms (as in Jesse Jackson’s case) are often mutual (see Finkelstein, 2003), and erupt from time to time. Reggie Yates, whose parents were from Ghana, has been a popular television presenter and DJ in the UK for some years but in 2017 unguardedly opined that black grime artists should represent themselves instead of ‘some random fat Jewish guy from north west London’. He quickly apologised for his stereotyping and resigned from BBC’s Top of the Pops. Yates has not yet been vilified to the extent that Mel Gibson was following his anti-Semitic remarks in 2006.  

Post-Holocaust reflection on anti-Semitism is almost certainly the primary engine for all later movements against perceived racism and xenophobia, not to mention political correctness in general. American Jews have, in MacDonald’s (2002) terms, operated from a kind of ‘parano-Semitism’; promoted an anti-Aryan monoculture; pushed an anti-homogeneity, ‘anti-restrictionist’ immigration and pro-diversity policy; made strategic alliances with other minority groups perceived as at risk; and used considerable financial resources to support these causes over many decades. George Soros, the Hungarian-American Jewish billionaire, has sponsored many minority causes and radical pro-immigration groups via his Open Society Foundations network, to the point where the Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orbán accused him of pushing the EU into distributing immigrants throughout Europe (Waterfield, 2017). It is often difficult to know where to draw the line between conspiracy theory and reality. The extreme suffering of a minority is converted via appropriate anxiety into a kind of querulous paranoia, which SJWs draw on for perpetual campaigning. 

A claim repeated a great deal around the time of Brexit is that many white Britons have felt emboldened to express their latent racism, leading not only to rising anti-Semitism and Islamophobia but to xenophobic sentiments generally. Occasional reports are made that the UK is slipping into a fascist state. A Guardian article (Sherwood, 2017a) voices the fears of a small number of remaining Holocaust survivors or their relatives that ‘Germany yesterday could so easily become Britain of tomorrow’. Reflecting on the importance of a proposed major Holocaust memorial in London, a spokesman said it would ‘underline what happens when society breaks down, when law, order, decency and tolerance, and empathy disappear’. Speculations are made about the likelihood of increasing Holocaust denial. The problem here is that with no particular evidence Jewish observers can make such damning and scaremongering pronouncements as if they are credible. This is due to the presumed moral authority of anyone with Holocaust-associated experience, and supposed historical wisdom and foresight. One can counterproductively overdo such warnings, sometimes referred to as ‘playing the Holocaust card’ (Eden, 2005). Such conflation of concern about mass immigration and the Holocaust goes back further. In response to Powell’s 1968 speech, prominent and sincere Labour MP Tony Benn declared that ‘the flag of racialism which has been hoisted in Wolverhampton is beginning to look like the one that fluttered 25 years ago over Dachau and Belsen’ (Butler & Pinto-Duschinsky, 1971).  

‘We’ve been here before’ is in fact the title of a Guardian article (Karpf, 2002) that sums up the never-ending recriminations against Britain for purportedly not doing enough to help Jewish refugees in the 1930s and doing far too little for refugees today. Around 70,000 Jewish refugees were taken in by Britain but the record is mixed as to how they were perceived, welcomed and helped. Many commentators still complain that Jews were met with continuing anti-Semitism, ugly Daily Mail headlines, niggardly financial help, and were often obliged to work beneath their skills and qualifications. Nevertheless, many gradually thrived. Natasha Walter’s great-grandparents died in Treblinka but her parents escaped to Britain, and she herself became a writer, feminist, sociologist and founder of a charity for refugee women. But Walter (2017) and her daughter reacted badly to the Brexit decision, claiming that xenophobia is on the increase: ‘it is the xenophobia, once hidden under British politeness, which has become unapologetic’. In the same article, Britain is portrayed as possibly getting as bad as Nazi Germany, to the point where Walter and her daughter are applying for German citizenship. David Miliband, former UK Foreign Secretary but now New York resident and CEO of the International Rescue Committee, and whose own family contains refugees, is frequently critical of Brexit and British policy regarding refugees.  

What these examples illustrate is that some refugees survive better than others, are affluent, well connected, able to obtain two or three passports, and international employment, or ready publishers for their memoirs, opinions and grievances. In many cases, although not all, their political allegiances are firmly left-wing, and what I refer to here as SJW in kind. But we overlook the vast chasm between such middle-class descendants of refugees and others. While associated with nomadic Jewish tradition, these are not poor ‘suitcase people’ but the new, influential cosmopolitan bourgeoisie whose lives are utterly removed from the working poor on low incomes who tend to live in one place and feel a transgenerational affinity with it (Goodhart, 2017). Nevertheless, the former group drive sociological analyses and policies that we may call Cultural Marxism, and that enfeeble the national fabric via constant criticism and guilt induction while promoting international socialism and relaxed borders. There is, however, no necessary and unseverable connection between Jewish identity and left-wing anti-nationalism, as Gottfried (2003) among other anti-multiculturalists shows. 

Reflecting on Germany’s collective guilt for the Holocaust, Olick (2016) traces its growth as reported by Karl Jaspers through to Willy Brandt. ‘The progress is clear: from guilt, to shame, to responsibility’, says Olick, who then avers that ‘the problem of Judeocide belonged to all of humanity’. There has been much speculation about responsibility for the Holocaust, Goldhagen (2001) being noted for the claim that the events of the 1930s had a widespread anti-Semitic lineage; and Browning (2017) placing the blame on aspects of human nature such as group conformity and obedience to authority. There is probably a blend of these factors in operation, from the ancient exile of Jews through the crucifixion of Christ, Luther’s vicious attacks and Hitlerian hatred, to general human herd mentality. In this sense, perhaps all of humanity can be called ‘responsible’ for the Holocaust and similar events. But we also have to question the counterproductive long-term effects of national guilt.  

Responsibility must fade after some generations, guilty memories will not persist, and nor should they. However, some descendants of the most well-known Nazis could not forget. Bettina Goering, for example, who was Hermann Goering’s great-niece, had herself sterilised in order to end the Goering line, and her brother did likewise. The great-niece of Heinrich Himmler, Katrin Himmler, used writing as a way of addressing her traumatic family associations (Himmler, 2007). The 2006 documentary film Inheritance also focuses on just such themes. Berlin’s Holocaust memorial was designed by Jewish American architect Peter Eisenman and opened in 2005. Eisenman said he wanted it to be ‘slightly unsettling’ but not guilt-inducing. ‘I would hope that this memorial, in its absence of guilt-making, is part of the process of getting over that guilt. You cannot live with guilt. If Germany did, then the whole country would have to go to an analyst’ (Spiegel Online, 9 May, 2005). Yet guilt persists, and the insistence that Germany should suffer. In 2017, the German art collective — Centre for Political Beauty — erected a replica of the Berlin memorial in a garden next to the house of Björn Höcke, a right-wing (AfD) politician who dared to call the original a ‘monument of shame’ that unhelpfully stirred up guilt (Agence France-Presse, 23 November, 2017). Their suggestion that he fall on his knees before it seems far from respectful of Jewish victims, and closer to political hatred and bullying.  

I have argued before (Banks, 2017) that a kind of Post-Holocaust Guilt, Paranoia, Revenge and Conversion Syndrome appears to operate, which ripples out from direct culpable genocide to innocent millions with no actual links to the original heinous actions, but who feel they must make amends. Merkel may be an embodiment of German guilt and reparation which in turn became bullying of other EU nations to take in refugees (Hanson, 2016). The guilt of anti-Semitism affects us all in one way or another, but it also distortedly magnifies American guilt for slavery, British guilt for colonialism, and so on. Too often, like a patient in psychoanalysis for many years, we look to the past for guidance instead of addressing present-day situations. At least one among many German émigrés, however, would strongly disagree, insisting on the importance of learning from history (Frie, 2017). Perhaps the taste for revenge or justice for historical abuses can go too far. It has been argued that the UN Refugee Convention of 1951, constructed with the persecution of Jews in mind and also with those escaping USSR gulags, was never intended and is not suitable for the kind of mass asylum-seeking, conflated with economic migration, that we experience today (Goodhart, 2014). 

Israel Zangwill, a British citizen of Latvian and Polish Jewish parents, and author of the seminal play The Melting Pot, wrote in 1923: ‘There is only one way to World Peace, and that is the absolute abolition of passports, visas, frontiers, customs houses, and all other devices that make of the population of our planet not a co-operating civilization but a mutual irritation society’. This sentiment stood in opposition to the American politics of restricted immigration in his day, and continues to drive the agenda of a borderless world. Benjamin Abtan, founder and president of the European Grassroots Antiracist Movement (EGAM), helps to promote the belief that racism including anti-Semitism and Romaphobia is dangerously active in Europe, that ‘far-right’ political parties like France’s Front National must be opposed at every turn, and that populism must be resisted. EGAM’s rhetoric includes phrases like ‘concern for the Other’ and ‘solidarity over selfishness’ (groupthink over independent thought?). Closely associated with the Simon Wiesenthal Network, EGAM and Abtan suggest that young people who are radicalised by both far-right and Islamist groups are primarily seeking meaning in life. However, Abtan’s pronouncements often appear to headline far-right extremists like Anders Breivik and Dylann Roof more than Islamist terrorists (Abtan, 2015; Graham-Harrison, 2017). One of Abtan’s projects has been the promotion of ‘universal Erasmus’ to encourage pan-European exchanges among young people. Zangwill’s prescription for peace through borderlessness may have anticipated the EU’s free movement rule and its Schengen Agreement. It is clear that such influential figures as Zangwill and Abtan have across decades regarded internationalism and universalism as crucial to the extinction of anti-Semitism and similar anti-immigrant movements. EGAM, like many associated organisations, is also dedicated to continuous Holocaust education. Among Jews who energetically promote anti-racist causes are Tim Wise and Barry Mehler. The former relentlessly publishes books attacking everything that can be accused of having racist elements, including the concept of post-racial colour-blindness (Wise, 2010). The latter created and sustains the Institute for the Study of Academic Racism which targets any academic suspected of promoting research and writing unfavourably on race themes. 

Hitler’s extreme hatred of Jews was irrational but if he had not had the power to inflict his views on others he would have been merely an eccentric individual, or perhaps a lone wolf terrorist at worst. It is the development of shared theories of a pure Aryan race and a thousand year Reich that created the genocidal nightmare that followed. The ‘Aryan race’ concept that Hitler espoused was a corruption of a much older category of Indo-Aryan peoples, and centred on Nordic stock as the embodiment of superiority. A deep irony of the Nazi vision of a pure master race is that if you really wanted to design and facilitate such an entity, with hindsight you would learn from modern genetic studies. If Ashkenazi Jews have very high IQs, you would wish to preserve rather than exterminate that ethnic group, or bottle its genetic secrets. Studies of Jewish contributions to science, culture and the arts also bear this out (Elon, 2013). Similarly, in order to learn from black athletes like Jesse Owens — who, to Hitler’s consternation, won four gold medals in the Berlin Olympic Games in 1936 — you would want to discover how blacks had such superior athletic ability, which also involves genetic factors (Dutton & Lynn, 2015; Epstein, 2014). We could say that the key difference been the notions of the Jewish chosen people and the putative Germanic master race was the former’s emphasis on survival and the latter’s on domination.

One of the most insightful of analyses of the Jewish question remains that of the French philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre. In Anti-Semite and Jew, originally published in 1946, Sartre argues that the anti-Semitic opinions of mainly lower middle-class citizens do not honestly explain the depth of hateful feeling behind anti-Semitism (Sartre, 1995). Rather, the hatred against Jews for economic sloughs, indeed for all social ills, was projected in ‘bad faith’. Interestingly, Sartre also argues that much of Jewish identity is sustained by its very resistance to anti-Semitism. Both Jews and anti-Semites deny their freedom, Jews by their ‘long martyrdom’ and anti-Semites by blaming Jews. Sartre, unlike many commentators, does not sentimentalise minorities but regards them as inauthentic like everyone else under capitalism: eventually, under Marxism, Judaism like all group identities would become unnecessary and dissolve. Since we are all aware of being seen and judged by others, ‘hell is other people’, in Sartre’s famous phrase, yet this inevitability is only magnified in multicultural societies, as if in a hellish hall of accusing mirrors. 

But anti-Semitism is probably not now the problem it once was. The modest but well established population of about 300,000 Jews in Britain helps to explain this. Most Jewish people are not visibly different, nor do they usually stand out for causing any trouble, being unemployed, or making onerous demands on the indigenous gentile population. Anti-Brexiters’ claims that anti-Semitism has been whipped up by the 2016 EU referendum result are almost certainly an exaggeration, in spite of the apparent rise of groups like National Action and their reported admiration for Oswald Mosley. Some would explain this as Muslims having replaced Jews and blacks as the right-wing scapegoat for socioeconomic ills. Some would agree that the Holocaust was a dreadful event that underlines absolutely the ugliness and impermissibility of anti-Semitism. And some are simply forgiving, or tolerant of extreme statements, such as this by Susan Sontag, the American Jewish writer: ‘the white race is the cancer of human history; it is the white race and it alone — its ideologies and inventions — which eradicates autonomous civilizations wherever it spreads’ (Sontag, 1967).

There is one further, very important and controversial point to make about the Holocaust and its commemoration, and how this affects most other group grievances. Norman Finkelstein’s parents both survived Nazi concentration camps, and all other family members were killed. But Finkelstein (2003) distinguishes sharply between the actual experience of murdered Jews (and others), and the ‘Holocaust industry’ that has grown up around and exploited those events. In a scathing and detailed attack, Finkelstein suggested that many had partly forgotten the terrible events ending in 1945 until the Arab-Israeli war of 1967, which re-stimulated Jewish suffering and re-stated the importance of the Jewish state of Israel. Finkelstein accuses Eli Wiesel and others of capitalising on The Holocaust in terms of publicity, fund raising, extortion of reparations from Swiss banks (he uses the term ‘shakedown’), and cynical exploitation of the event to construct an ongoing industry including worldwide ‘Holocaust education’. Finkelstein suggests that many careers, reputations and incomes have been carved out of this Jewish suffering by calculated machinations. He certainly does not minimise the gravity of the genocide, but argues that its uniqueness has been exaggerated, other genocides being overshadowed; its numbers may be questioned; its usefulness in defending Israeli actions is exploited; its future intergenerational and eternal nature is mythologised; and anti-Semitism may not be the epidemic we are constantly told it is. Some critics claim lower estimates of around 400,000 Jews killed by the Nazis, and details of the Holocaust are also often questioned, without actually denying its core reality. These add up to a scathing critique that has lessons for identifying the truth of other representations of oppression and social justice claims.  

Unlike many others, Finkelstein is not afraid of straying into so-called stereotyping territory:

Per capita Jewish income is almost double that of non-Jews; sixteen of the forty wealthiest Americans are Jews; 40 per cent of American Nobel Prize winners in science and economics are Jewish, as are 20 per cent of professors at major universities; and 40 per cent of partners in the leading law firms in New York and Washington. The list goes on.

Although a minority, Jews are far from underprivileged. Although many died and suffered at the hands of Nazis, people of other eras and nationalities have suffered likewise, and many of their descendants continue to suffer. However, the practice of deliberately keeping alive memories or narratives of historical suffering (e.g. transatlantic slavery, the Irish famine, colonialism, etc.) and using these to stoke guilt and exact favours and reparations, should be questioned. It seems the more actual large-scale violence diminishes in our time, the more ‘hate crimes’ are invented and emphasised. The more human rights are granted and inflated, the more hollow the aggrieved feel and the more driven to call for further favours, promotion, publicity and infinite ‘ethnic and social justice’. 
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A Black and White Problem

Britain was an overwhelmingly white nation until the mid-twentieth century. Indeed, various commentators emphasise the metric of very low immigration levels between 1066 and the 1950s (e.g. Goodhart, 2014; Migration Watch UK, 2014). Sykes (2007) traces British lineage back some 6,000 years, and Conway (2007) examines very closely the debate about whether we are really a nation of immigrants. Small waves of migration and invasion had affected the British Isles across centuries, including the Roman occupation from 2,000 years ago, when about 125,000 Roman migrants lived here. Later waves of Vikings, Anglo-Saxons, Normans, Huguenots, Indians, Africans, Irish, Poles, Romani and Jews came, and one high estimate has it that perhaps 10,000 to 20,000 Africans lived in Britain in the 18th century. But the scale of immigration reached quite new proportions with an influx of ex-commonwealth immigrants and refugees in the 20th century. The British Empire initiated modest waves of black immigrants from the Caribbean and India. The Empire Windrush brought 500 Jamaicans to London in 1948, the majority of whom remained and were the foundation of further significant Caribbean immigration (Phillips & Phillips, 2009). They were sought for their labour following post-war shortages and endorsed by the British Nationality Act which included colonial people as citizens, and they regarded themselves as British, as coming home to ‘the mother land’. Between 1951 and 1961 the number of West Indians living in Britain swelled from 15,000 to 172,000. By comparison the ethnically Pakistani population was about 10,000 in 1951; 119,000 in 2001; and 1,174,700 in 2011. In 1972 approximately 27,000 Ugandan Asian refugees came to the UK. Kenyans, Nigerians, Ghanaians and other Africans too came in significant numbers. 

Some tensions always existed between longstanding indigenous inhabitants and newcomers, and between government and the majority of people, especially at times of high unemployment. Would it not be strange, even foolish, for any country’s inhabitants to smoothly receive and accept quite significantly sized groups of foreigners? The territorial impulse is near-universal and surely perfectly understandable. It may not be the necessary trait it was in evolutionary history but it isn’t easily shaken off. Yet the reception of immigrants then and now is of a mixed kind, rather than only antagonistic (Nava, 2013). A contradiction rarely discussed is this: that SJWs will fiercely defend the identity and rights of indigenous Americans, Canadians and others, but mock any claim that indigenous white British citizens have any rights to their sovereignty, their land and their beliefs. Is this double standard about length of occupancy, or about romanticised conceptions of indigenous peoples who live far away and have never been colonialists? SJWs probably have torn loyalties here, sympathising with minority Welsh-speaking people, say, but hating their nationalist and Brexit tendencies. They nicely subvert this argument, however, by claiming that the attempt of white Brits to style themselves indigenous is an offensive far-right ploy (Mackay & Stirrup, 2010).

White Britons used to be criticised for saying that all blacks (like all Chinese) looked the same to them, and it is probably still true today that in spite of their diverse origins in Africa and the Caribbean, whites do not readily recognise the specific differences between blacks from different countries. The most visible immigrants have been ‘black’. Of course, nobody is truly black, just as nobody is white. It is more accurate to describe us as brown and pink, although these terms too are not quite accurate. What is called racism can be applied to any group differences (again, this is complicated) but is most vivid in relation to black and white differences. From a white British perspective, the blacker the skin colour of some immigrants, the ‘stranger’ they may appear. In general terms, darker-skinned people come from further away than lighter brown people, sub-Saharans being the blackest and in a white majority country standing out the most. But many whites have also been struck by the coiled hair, big lips, large nostrils, and sometimes large buttocks of blacks (the latter sometimes referred to as steatopygia) which contrast with their own features. Official explanations of such differences are hard to come by but generally insist that they are superficial or irrelevant in comparison with our commonalities.  

Is it racist stereotyping to say that generally blacks have better rhythm, are more emotional and physical? Levin (2005) suggests that ‘Caucasoid classical music, emphasizing harmony and regularity, is patently unlike Negroid jazz, rhythm and blues, and rap, which feature improvisation and syncopation. […] Negroid dancing involves pelvic thrusting and other mimicry of intercourse absent from Caucasoid dancing’. He adds that ‘jazz, basketball and “sermonizing,” [involves] improvisation, aggression, intimidation, arrogance and the will to humiliate an opponent’. The flip side of this interpretation is that white Westerners (actually mostly northerners) have had to use their heads more (are ‘all in their heads’), are more unemotional (‘have no feelings’), and are lower sexed and poorer at many sports. Black Christian churches are more often characterised by oratory, emotion, expressive song, and unsophisticated fundamentalist beliefs. Russell (2010) argues tendentiously that black American slaves often had more fun than ‘free’ men, and that Americans should be grateful to blacks for tempering the legacy of settler Puritans’ culture with jazz, dance, sex, drugs and other recreations. In Brazil, whites are often associated with greater rationality, and blacks with happiness and creativity (Nolen, 2015). Not all whites and blacks agree with such stereotypes but some do. 

Some blacks can and do complain bitterly now about the history of slavery and colonialism. But when they do, they play down or are ignorant of the extent of ancient slavery, and the trading of slaves among other African blacks, Muslims and others before and while whites colonised parts of the world (Davis, 2004). They seem unware of historical systemic racism towards, and enslavement of, blacks by Muslims (Azumah, 2001; Segal, 2002). They do not ask why no real black diaspora is evident throughout Muslim lands when up to 14 million African slaves were taken, many of them women for concubines and domestic servants, and many black men were castrated. They do not ask why the Bible fails to condemn slavery. They ignore the topic of ongoing, modern slavery (ILO, 2017). They do not ask what would have happened in those colonised places without white intervention but it’s likely they would not have developed to anything like successful Western industrial levels. On coming to dislike aspects of the USA, the UK and elsewhere in the West for their oppressive racism, some may change their names to African names or wear African clothes, but a negligible number decide to go and live in Africa. Many black British return to the Caribbean to see relatives or to holiday in the winter, but few return there for good. A small number of African Americans have in fact moved to countries like Ghana. The argument that the West thrived mainly due to the slave trade is often made (Baptist, 2014), just as anti-colonialism rhetoric and criticisms about foreign policy and military interventions are always used to justify large-scale immigration. Reparations and apologies are often demanded, and some serious scholarly cases have been put for this (Beckles, 2012). However, some tacitly concede that most blacks — even if the stranded descendants of a kidnapped or displaced people — are better off today in wicked Western nations than they ever would be in Africa. 

Some black writers like Larry Elder (2008) and Thomas Sowell (2011a) refute the routine narrative of oppression and racism, Sowell even using the term ‘playing the slavery card’. Berny Tree, a black American woman, says on YouTube, ‘I don’t give a shit about slavery’, a statement that infuriates blacks who want to hang on to centuries of resentment but that recognises current levels of relative affluence even among many blacks, in worldwide relative terms. The American Rev. C. L. Bryant challenges the standard narrative of welfare-dependent blacks oppressed by racism (Bryant, 2017). A young black Republican woman, Candace Owens, reveals on her Red Pill Black YouTube channel that her black peers disliked her ‘Uncle Tom’ articulateness and success. She claims that after casting off her earlier ‘gung ho liberal’ identity and leaving the ‘democratic plantation’, she was subjected to online threats from black activists, and that she knows that fake racist attacks are sometimes constructed in order to stir up anti-racist feelings.  

Given the visible and lifestyle differences between many whites and blacks, it is not surprising that two-way racism arose. To coin an understatement, human history has not been non-violent. Many blacks were enslaved and dispersed, many were lynched in the USA (about 4,000 by some accounts), and still today some are disadvantaged by historical factors (although some including Morgan Freeman dispute this latter point). Black men, drug-addicted and drug-peddling black men, black gang culture, blacks who struggle to achieve through conventional academic channels and prefer to aspire instead to fame and fortune via music, entertainment and sport — these are not mere stereotypes (Epstein, 2014; Russell, 2010). African and African-origin tendencies towards beliefs in indigenous superstitions, evangelical Christianity or fundamentalist Islam — these are not only stereotypes. Conversely, white supremacist thug culture is not a myth. There obviously are whites (usually men) who hate the sight and behaviour of blacks, resent their presence in their otherwise white majority country, and who form organisations like the Ku Klux Klan or other far-right vigilante groups, and are physically violent towards blacks (Collins, 2010). These are usually but not only young white men of low intelligence. Goodhart (2017) suggests that ‘real bigots represent between 5 and 7 per cent of the population’ (a figure I suspect is rather too high). A confounding factor too is the view that many white ‘chavs’ have become infected by black youth violence, gangsta rap, and Jamaican patois; they speak ‘Street’; they have even ‘become black’ (or wiggers) culturally, according to the historian David Starkey (Phillips & Webster, 2013). Now, one of the problems we have with ‘racism’ (or accusations of racism) is that the least discussion about race that has negative features is charged with racism, often in extreme terms. Many politically correct leftists reading this book would call me a fascist, or neo-Nazi, and conflate my even raising this discussion with the violent actions and attitudes of Nazis, the KKK, the EDL, Britain First and other contemporary far-right groups (Stocker, 2017). This is nonsense but it is persistent, and it shuts down discussions.

The American civil rights movement was coming to maturity when the film In the Heat of the Night was released in 1967. Starring Sidney Poitier as Detective Virgil Tibbs and Rod Steiger as the police chief Bill Gillespie, it focuses on a murder in Mississippi. Initially suspected as the culprit, it turns out that Tibbs is in fact a homicide detective from Philadelphia, who then becomes involved in investigating this case. Tibbs is mistrusted by local whites and physically threatened by a gang of them, until rescued by Gillespie, who has a grudging but growing respect for Tibbs. At one point, in response to a slap given him by the racist plantation owner Eric Endicott, Tibbs slaps him back. This slap remains emblematic for many blacks. The film inverts traditional perceptions, with Poitier’s character embodying all that is attractive, smart, and morally superior, while the southern whites are a mixture of dumb, criminal and unattractive. Some dubbed the film Super-Spade Versus the Rednecks for this reason. The development of such interracial strife and facing up to it occurred somewhat later in the UK.  

Enoch Powell’s epochal, cautionary, so-called ‘Rivers of Blood’ speech in 1968 marked a turning point in race relations in Britain. Among many other riots in the following years, those in Southall in 1979 and Brick Lane in 1978 featured Asian people in clashes with the National Front, and involved mass violence and deaths. Two of Britain’s largest race riots took place in Tottenham, North London. A violent protest against the shooting in 1985 of Cherry Groce in Brixton was followed a week later by the death of Cynthia Jarrett at Broadwater Farm social housing estate in Tottenham; she had a heart attack during a police search at her home. A riot ensued in which petrol bombs were thrown, and fires and looting occurred. A white police officer, Keith Blakelock, was hacked to death. In 2011 a young black man, Mark Duggan from Broadwater Farm, was shot and killed by police who believed he had a gun and was about to shoot. Local protests quickly became London-wide, and then nation-wide riots broke out involving violence, fires and looting. These are some of the worst cases encapsulating poor housing, high unemployment, high crime levels, mutual mistrust between the African-Caribbean community and police, and violent consequences. Nobody believes these tensions have gone away or been resolved, and there are reasons to suggest that Powell was right in his fears about the perils of increasing immigration and failed multiculturalism (Heffer, 2015). If anything, the ingredients and indicators of further and worse civil conflicts are perhaps growing. 

Militant journalists, activists and academics among the UK’s black community appear to be at the forefront of calls for apologies, financial reparations, and affirmative action by quotas. One regularly reads about black celebrities like Sir Lenny Henry lamenting the dearth of good roles and awards for black actors, and insisting that action be taken to correct this. Similar calls are made for greater recognition of black novelists and poets. The cry for there to be a black James Bond (with Idris Elba always being nominated) is an example. In an otherwise quite authentic film, Darkest Hour, Winston Churchill is placed in a fabricated scene in 1939, in a London Underground train, where an attractive young West Indian man improbably recites lines from Thomas Macaulay’s poem Lays of Ancient Rome, the director presumably having succumbed to the pull of politically correct historical revisionism. The over-representation of BAME television newsreaders demonstrates how touchy the media are; and even some Asians are embarrassed by this ‘rampant tokenism’ and over-compensation (Revoir, 2008).  

The questionable prominence of Benjamin Zephaniah as a dub (performance) poet and indeed Professor of Poetry may attest to unconscious affirmative action in the arts. Zephaniah, whose parents came from Barbados and Jamaica and had eight children, is best characterised as an entertainer and anti-racist activist. His poetry and other books (many for children) are highly autobiographical, emotional, rhythmic, usually in Jamaican patois, and focused on themes of racism, veganism, and anarchy. The much-fêted, dreadlocks-sporting Rastafari Zephaniah is an anti-monarchist who proudly refused the OBE offered him, yet accepted the 14 honorary doctorates showered upon him in spite of his declared ambivalence about academia. The 2008 Times list of the 50 top post-war writers included Zephaniah (at 48) alongside George Orwell, William Golding, Doris Lessing, Martin Amis, John Fowles, J.K. Rowling, and the like. Yet Zephaniah’s eminence is nothing compared with that of the American Ta-Nehisi Coates, whose ethnomasochistic adoration by white liberals seems inexplicable, given his monotonous prose on the evils of whiteness (O’Neill, 2017a).  

The question from aggrieved blacks is never ‘Are we good enough to make it on our own merits?’ but ‘Why is the white establishment so institutionally racist?’ Yet as we see, the establishment graciously displays high levels of positive discrimination in the arts, even in the face of ongoing criticism from ever-angry BAME citizens. The fact that African-Caribbean Britons seem to stand out for such unquenchable demands for ethnic justice requires some explanation. One hears far fewer such pleas from Jewish, Asian, Chinese, Sikh, or Polish Britons for example. It could be that black Britons are the most visibly oppressed and overlooked due to racism, or that their history is filled with greater pain and injustice than that of other ethnic minorities. But the suspicion is inevitably that many blacks hang on to and exploit grievance rather than developing a stronger work ethic and achieving socioeconomic mobility on merit. What if it turned out to be the case that a lower percentage of blacks might ever become prominent in the arts, media and academia in the UK compared with other ethnic minorities? At the same time, we hear little about the over-representation of rich black musicians, athletes and footballers. 

Calls for ethnic equality in the domains of housing, crime, and higher education were coming in thick and fast in 2017, with the MP David Lammy often leading them. Lammy is a Guyanese-heritage man who grew up in Tottenham and whose father abandoned the family of five children. Lammy went on to study at the School of Oriental and African Studies and Harvard University, then moving rapidly into law before becoming an MP at 27, and being fast-tracked in Labour politics. As well as selectively inferring from evidence that blacks get unfair treatment in the British criminal justice system, Lammy has complained since 2010 about the very low number of black entrants to Oxbridge, going as far in 2017 as accusing Oxford University in highly inflammatory terms of practising ‘social apartheid’ (Adams & Bengtsson, 2017). Oxford replied that 15.9% of its 2016 undergraduates were from BAME backgrounds but Lammy wanted this broken down further, presumably knowing that Asian and other ethnicities were relatively successful. Indeed, about 27% of all Oxford students are of ‘BAME’ identity (Chinese students being a large component) but ‘only’ 15.9% are domestic BAMEs, and some colleges have only 1.5% or even no recent black students. By some reckoning, the black population of the UK is 3% (although the figure is confused by definitions and obfuscations). 

Quite clearly Oxford has been bending over backwards and spending millions to encourage BAME and other non-traditional students to apply for its courses (University of Oxford, 2016). Yet at the same time, it is known that 33% of Premier League footballers are of BAME identity (indeed, mostly black) and earning vastly more than they would as politicians, managers or academics. The subtext of protests like Lammy’s is always about negative discrimination and institutional racism, yet nothing seems to hold back black footballers or Asian doctors and academics. In addition, as in reports on secondary educational attainment, young working-class whites do more poorly than most other groups, but Lammy shows little or no concern about them, his focus being like most on his own kind. Indeed, Lammy was named Hero of the Year in the 2017 European Diversity Awards for his tireless contributions to critiquing the criminal justice system, university admissions, and the response to the Grenfell Tower disaster among other presumed offences of whiteness. 

Lammy has previously remarked that if Harvard University (where he gained a Law degree) can enrol substantial numbers of non-white students, surely so can Oxbridge. Here he shows no awareness of the controversy that has raged for decades over the affirmative action strategies used by Harvard and other American universities to boost ‘diversity’ in the 1980s. According to Professor Bernard Davis’s exposé of Harvard Medical School’s methods for increasing diversity of entrants and graduates: ‘The entire faculty of Harvard Medical School colluded in this terrible devaluation of its MD degree without a hint to anyone outside the faculty that any changes in requirements had been made’ (cited by Farron, 2014). Harvard uses the now familiar argument that its students ‘must have the ability to work with people from different backgrounds’ (which is typical code for non-white), and according to Farron Harvard uses favourable selection procedures, grade inflation and sometimes condoning of failure to achieve its ends. The consequences of allowing substandard doctors to become licenced to practise are grave, as Farron argues, citing a 1994 figure of 63,000 deaths in the USA due to inappropriate medication. Fernandes (2017) shows that today Harvard boasts an intake of 50.8% non-white students, a trend that has triggered an official complaint from famously high-scoring Asian Americans that they are now being discriminated against, not only by Harvard but other Ivy League institutions. 

Attacks on the alleged institutionalised racism of Oxbridge also include criticism of its curriculum. A black student, Lola Olufemi (2017), co-ordinated a campaign that got a hundred or so signatories to a letter to Cambridge University, claiming that its English literature courses are ‘unbearably white’ and in need of decolonisation (Turner, 2017). Olufemi and others appear to have won the first stage in this battle, with Cambridge seriously considering putting more ‘purposefully forgotten’ BAME and postcolonial texts into its curriculum. Olufemi noted that this was a ‘step forward’. She has also voiced criticisms of white people holidaying in Africa as selfishly ‘fetishising African culture’; and she agitates for more transwomen to be admitted to Cambridge, including its all-women colleges. I do not recall, even in the early 1970s, my or other universities readily bowing to such student demands. I have not heard of any calls for more white working-class literature to be inserted into the curriculum. I wonder why those like Olufemi who are so concerned about Africa do not study in Africa, and lend their energy to its improvement by raising the standard of its universities instead of seeking to ‘decolonialise’ British universities. Acts of cultural terrorism like these are increasing; indeed this Olufemi-led letter promises to ‘disrupt, disrupt, and disrupt again’. A Cambridge PhD student followed up with a disingenuous, Britain-hating piece dripping with anti-colonialist rhetoric (Jilani, 2017). 

An institution like the School of Oriental and African Studies (University of London) by its very name invites such attacks, as the call for far more African and Asian authors on its philosophy courses has shown. Given the still relatively small proportion of Britain’s BAME community, one good-fit solution for the concerns of Olufemi and others might be studying English literature at the University of Bedfordshire, where Monica Ali, Benjamin Zephaniah and other BAME writers are already on the curriculum. Its Bedford campus is only 30 miles from Cambridge, and Luton, where it has another campus, has 55% non-white residents. Birmingham City University is another good option. Another possibility might be to create a handful of British BAME universities, mirroring the American model of around 100 historically black colleges and universities like Howard University. None of this will happen, however, because the politically correct expedient will soon ensure that more BAME students are shoehorned by quota into Cambridge and Oxford and their courses adapted accordingly. Okundaye (2017), in defence of Olufemi, argues that since 83% of white students get a first or upper second class degree at Cambridge but only 68% of black students do, this ‘educational gap’ might start to be bridged by ‘diverse, inclusive and relatable curricula’. Jason Osamede Okundaye is a gay black activist Cambridge student. Actually, I see no reason why Cambridge should not allow him some space to study James Baldwin, Marlon James, Audre Lorde or Alice Walker but that in itself is no guarantee of a higher grade. 

Presumably, we should now also await calls for a BAME-friendly medical (and other STEM subjects) curriculum. We may have to wait some time, however, given one estimate that only 1.1% of ‘global scientific knowledge’ comes out of Africa (Kariuki, 2015). This is based on figures showing that Africa has 79 scientists per million inhabitants, compared with the USA’s 4,500 per million. And these figures are based on current head count rather than significant historic achievements. Western capitalism, colonialism and slavery are of course usually blamed for this situation. But a longstanding lack of African contributions to modern knowledge, architecture, and commercial products, is surely embarrassing. Bernal (1991) tried to argue that Afroasian sources underpinned much of early Greek and Phoenician civilisation — and hence Western civilisation generally — but his critics found his case far too flimsy. Although the Egyptian pyramids are often cited as a major, early African achievement, arguments persist as to Egypt’s true standing as straddling North Africa, the Mediterranean and Asia. Nor can Africa offer anything to match India’s distinctive contributions to religions like Hinduism and Buddhism, and associated philosophy, or indeed progressive atheism. Natural resources are abundant in Africa, and the origins of musical polyrhythm are found there. That some noted people of African ancestry have made outstanding contributions to the arts and sports in the West unfortunately leaves unanswered the question of Africa’s presumably unrealised potential. While inspiring, a film like Hidden Figures, depicting three female African American mathematicians contributing to NASA’s 1961 space mission, also does not answer this question. White supremacy is the charge invariably fired off at anyone even raising this matter, but perhaps we should investigate persistent black underachievement and do so without invoking white privilege and a need for affirmative action. Braun (1990) reports that in contrast to anti-racist Western liberals, most black Africans he met simply accepted that whites are on average cognitively superior to blacks. But none of this can be said in public when issues concerning Oxbridge admissions are raised.  

Farron (2014) writes in highly critical terms about the policy of affirmative action. One striking illustrative example is that in 1911 to 1922 at Yale University, 19% of students had been born in eastern Europe and spoke with Yiddish accents. A high proportion of Jews at that time were very poor yet highly motivated and very intelligent, and 45% lived in New York, with one consequence being that Columbia University at the turn of the twentieth century had a preponderance of Jewish students and admissions staff felt they had to readjust the balance by utilising alternative admissions criteria. In 1924 Harvard had about 30% Jewish students and even after changing their criteria to bring the figure down, in the 1930s it was 15%, which still represented five times the size of the Jewish population of the USA. Farron is adamant that affirmative action (or positive discrimination) policy is fraudulent, having switched attention from an anti-discriminatory focus to increasing diversity as a good thing in itself. Political agitators like Lammy and Andrews (below) insist that universities are acting in both a discriminatory manner (possibly influenced by so-called unconscious racism) and in a way that discourages black students from applying for courses. But the early American experience with Jews suggests that minority applicants who are highly intelligent and motivated, especially when predominant in certain localities, are likely to flourish. We might accordingly expect to see high levels of British BAME students in universities based on sheer intelligence and motivation, especially in or near cities with a high concentration of BAME residents. Another argument for positive discrimination put by Lammy, Andrews and others is that black people need positive role models like professors, but Farron shows that American Jewish students did very well even when hardly any Jewish professors existed in American universities; and by 1970 the faculty of Yale was 22% Jewish, of Harvard a third Jewish, and of Columbia over a half. 

Espinoza (2015a) shows that in fact all ethnic groups in Britain have been surpassing whites for entry to higher education, and yet African British surpass Caribbean British, and both groups are surpassed by Indian and Chinese student numbers. Such trends may change over time and depend on shifting economic factors, but discrepancies probably cannot be laid at the door of racism, and affirmative action remedies are of questionable value. Parris (2016) argues that potential BAME students may suffer from comparative lack of confidence and polish, and from selectors’ and interviewers’ unconscious bias. Farron (2014), however, suggests that many American blacks seem to have unrealistically high self-esteem and confidence, and university admissions staff if anything bend over backwards to recruit BAME students. It could remain the case that most blacks lack the ‘polish’ possessed by British public school applicants but this is also true for white working-class applicants. It has also been suggested that African-Caribbean boys in particular prefer hustling to studying (Richardson, 2011).  

A black American professor is reported as pushing the case for black Americans to carry guns in order to protect themselves. Tommy J. Curry, an academic philosopher specialising in black topics, applies the Second Amendment to the right of blacks to bear arms for self-protection, in a context in which some innocent blacks have been killed by police. A past colleague of Curry’s says that ‘he liked nothing more than pissing white people off’ (Kolowich, 2017). Curry has assumed and welcomed the idea of ‘white capitalism’ collapsing under its own weight, when ‘black unionists would help build a more egalitarian society in its ruins’. He was stimulated by the film Django Unchained, in which blacks get to exact revenge, and about which the principal actor Jamie Foxx joked ‘how great it was that he got to kill the white people in the movie’. Around the same time in the UK, Jason Osamede Okundaye (as above), head of Cambridge University’s Black and Ethnic Minority campaign, accused all whites of being racist. In response to the death of Rashan Charles during a police chase, and ensuing riots, he posted comments that all whites ‘can geddit’ and that ‘watching these middle-class white people despair over black people protesting in their colonised Dalston is absolutely delicious’. The Okundaye and Olufemi affairs rumbled on for some weeks, The Telegraph and others being accused of inciting racial hatred in their reporting. We should not be surprised at such contempt when we remember the Black Panthers (1966–1982) and Black Lives Matter (initiated in 2013), and indeed exhortations to decolonising by violence associated with Franz Fanon and others. In the USA in 1969, the underground group The Weathermen’s provocative slogan was ‘we are against everything that is good and decent and honky in America’. These trends combine some justified reactions to racism and entrenched counter-racist vehemence.  

It is not invariably the case that blacks endorse left-wing politics but it is the default position, as is often pointed out by black American Republicans. In the UK it has always been assumed that blacks vote for Labour, hence the old racist adage ‘if you want a nigger neighbour, vote Labour’. Labour is considered far more immigration-friendly than the Conservative Party (Migration Watch UK, 2017a; Walker, 2017). The majority black perception is that Labour supports generous welfare benefits, social housing, positive discrimination, and social justice generally. The Jamaican-heritage Marxist sociologist Stuart Hall is still revered posthumously in the UK as one of the black community’s few outstanding intellectuals. Black Lives Matter has revolutionary aspirations well beyond its anti-police violence remit, and Thrasher (2017a) and others endorse the meme of white supremacist capitalist patriarchy to describe and condemn both British and American mainstream establishments. Espousing black radicalism and critiquing ‘racial capitalism’, Robinson (2000) in the American context argued for the inadequacy of Eurocentric Marxism to explain the predicament of and suggest political remedies for African diaspora peoples. The stereotype of African sloth and dependency on welfare and foreign aid remains a significant suspicion as to why blacks would support socialist politics. The vigour of past British industrialism and American capitalism is sometimes interpreted as being in decline precisely because mass immigration has swollen commitments to welfare spending, has undermined the Anglo-American work ethic and helps to lower average IQ.  

Various American groups under the banners of Afrocentricism, United Nuwaubian Nation of Moors, Nation of Yahweh, and the early Nation of Islam, have promoted a belief in black supremacy and black separatism. Whites were seen as blue-eyed devils. Leader of the Nation of Islam Louis Farrakhan gave one notorious speech in which he mysteriously called Hitler ‘a very great man’. Activists like Langston Hughes and James Baldwin argued that whites could overcome their Afrophobia by learning from blacks to embrace their suppressed emotionality. The meme of black sexual supremacy is used by the Jewish novelist Saul Bellow in Mr Sammler’s Planet when a black thief intimidates the main character by exposing himself: ‘sexual niggerhood for everyone’ in Bellow’s terms refers to envy of the primitive. But not everyone catches ‘jungle fever’. This reminds us of something that should be obvious: that blacks cannot be defined as victims of whites, or vice versa, and do not hold identical views on all subjects. The Nobel Prize-winning writer V. S. Naipaul, originally Indian Trinidadian but a British citizen, showed just how complicated race relations can be, why everyone seems to hate or envy everyone else, and how tragicomic this all is (Naipaul, 2001). 

Part of this tragicomedy is illustrated by a review of the quasi-horror film Get Out (Thrasher, 2017b). On the face of it, this is a fairly silly story like The Stepford Wives, about a young black man who is tricked by his white girlfriend into visiting her parents’ house and white community. He is then hypnotised and lined up for a lobotomy prior to being made into a servant, possibly a sex slave. But in Thrasher’s interpretation Get Out is about slavery, the ‘theft of the Black body’ (and something approaching a Nazi-style experiment on the main character). But much more insidiously, for Thrasher it plays on the theme of mandingoism — the legendarily priapic big lack penis. Citing black theorist Ann duCille, white men want to ‘project their own latent desire for the black male penis onto white women and punish back men for a desire that is finely their own: to fuck a black man, to fuck like a black man, to fuck white women with a black penis’. Get Out is also said to be liberals’ nightmare snub of their good intentions. In Thrasher’s cod-psychoanalytic, paranoid, reverse-racism projection, the film (highly acclaimed by most critics) is a mega-masterpiece of anti-racism. It shows that ‘whiteness needs to use up Black bodies for its continued existence’, somewhat like a vampire. 

The Nation of Islam was founded in Detroit in 1930, officially by Wallace D. Fard, although controversies still persist as to his real identity, Wallace Dodd Ford being one alias and stories about his conman origins abounding; and the Moorish Science Temple of America was an intermediate development. NOI was subsequently led by Elijah Muhammad, Malcolm X and Louis Farrakhan (all of whom changed their names). An unlikely backstory of NOI includes blacks coming from the original Shabazz tribe, a mad scientist character called Yacub who divided the races and created white devils, and a UFO; and its identity is one of black supremacy and separatism. Muammar Gaddafi donated large sums to the NOI organisation; and Farrakhan has spoken warmly of scientology. NOI is accused of anti-Semitism and homophobia, and Farrakhan is banned from speaking in Britain (despite attempts by Sadiq Khan when a lawyer to overturn this ban in 2001), although NOI has a presence here. 

Now, all religions make many unprovable claims and have bizarre narratives attached to them, and Dutton (2014) outlines the ways in which religious belief correlates with low intelligence. But some of the black religions have special characteristics. Quite apart from traditional loud and emotional evangelical black churches, consider Rastafarianism, founded in the 1930s in Jamaica with Abrahamic foundations, an Afrocentric and anti-colonialist focus, Haile Selassie as a saviour, and cannabis smoking as a sacrament. Bob Marley, the Jamaican reggae musician and father of ten in his short life of 36 years, is probably the best-known Rastafari. Consider too the John Coltrane Church, founded in San Francisco in 1965 with the famous jazz musician as its inspiration and multiple sources of identity sustaining its drive for black liberation. Given their understandable, African-rooted political and religious fusion character, how well are such movements likely to fit the secular humanist British context, and how likely are their followers to assimilate? How far are Europeans prepared to see their hard-won and longstanding Enlightenment traditions eroded by beliefs in unverifiable spiritual entities, UFOs, cannabis consumption, borderline psychiatric phenomena, and political Africanism?  

Black liberation theology has not touched the UK as it has the USA, where from the 1970s black academics like James Cone (2010) have pushed an interpretation of the Christian God as being on the side of oppressed blacks, who must embrace a political theology. African Americans resemble the Biblical Israelites, and they need to recognise black power and oppose capitalism. Cone was influenced by Martin Luther King Jnr and Malcolm X. King remains the hero of the civil rights movement but his use of the emotional black sermonic tradition, the metaphor of the promised land, and the call not only for equality but for reparations are still influential. In the 1970 edition of Cone’s book, Rev. Jeremiah Wright (Obama’s former pastor) had called for whites ‘to hate their whiteness’. Indeed, Braun (1990) believes that deliberately stimulated black anger seeks to manipulate longstanding white guilt, not for justice but for revenge and revolution.

Let me bring this section towards an end with two American examples. First, the boxing match between Floyd ‘Money’ Mayweather Jnr and Conor McGregor in Las Vegas in August 2017. Some called this a money-making circus, given the huge discrepancy between the fighters’ experience. Mayweather, from a family of boxers, a school drop-out, is now a retired world champion black boxer with a history of domestic violence. McGregor is a white Irishman from a humble background, who fought as a boxer and in mixed martial arts from his youth, and is known for his ‘trash talk’. It was reported that Mayweather could net around $100 million and McGregor $75 million from their fight. Blacks have dominated the sport of boxing. The Irish, sometimes referred to as ‘the niggers of Europe’, have a fearsome reputation for violence and a history of colonisation, slavery, famine and emigration. The Mayweather-McGregor contest was watched by up to a billion people worldwide and we must wonder why the primitive and dangerous sport of boxing still excites such gladiatorial passion. Sometimes referred to as part of sporting negritude, it is a common route for black men to escape poverty and draws on their physical prowess. Are they playing to their strengths or simply taking such avenues because ‘less primitive’ or more cerebral paths to success are denied them?

The second example is the 2017 debut of Kathryn Bigelow’s film Detroit. This focuses on the massive (10,000 rioters, 43 dead, five days duration) riot in Detroit in 1967 which included much arson and looting, and it concentrates in particular on the indefensible police killing of two black men. The film vividly depicts the gut-felt race hatred of some of the police officers and the attitudinal racism of the prosecution and all-white jury, who acquitted the defendants. Against the theme of racism and poverty sits a Motown story, and the film ends with a group of black characters getting a recording contract, while one of them cannot stomach the prospect of singing for whites so instead joins a gospel choir. His pure, soulful singing seems to express and rise above all the tribulations. But it may also suggest that the authoritarian, capitalist white man lost his spiritual, emotional and sensory purity and power, and decency, a long time ago. In contrast to this view, Sowell (2011b) argues that Detroit was ‘ruined by years of liberal social policies’. It has even been called ‘America’s third-world city’. Those blacks who can, continue to escape from poverty via basketball, athletics and boxing, and music of certain genres, which unfortunately reinforce the stereotype of high physicality, expressiveness and sensuality versus high IQ and delayed gratification.  

Had transatlantic slavery not happened, and British colonies had not been established in Africa and the Caribbean, things would be very different today. In effect, millions of Africans were imported into the USA, enslaved and often treated extremely cruelly, and even after emancipation were not given equal civil rights for many years. And today interracial tensions often run high and full integration may never occur. This resulted from the selfish, artificial, forceful and short-sighted importation of one people into an entirely alien context, and so was a self-inflicted injury. Although direct importation of slaves into Britain was on a far smaller scale, the reach of Empire and subsequent developments also constituted a self-inflicted injury with the ongoing negative results we are experiencing today. Some of our ancestors made some bad choices that do not, however, implicate the rest of us in guilt forevermore, if at all. But those choices leave us with considerable civil unrest that we have to address somehow, and we do not yet know how to go about this. 

Barack Obama’s presidency was a cathartic moment for Americans. The UK is not yet close to such a moment. However, the marriage of Prince Harry and Meghan Markle in 2018 appears to have unleashed among some the exciting prospect of a similar symbolism. The professional provocatrice Afua Hirsch (2018a) refers to the British Royal Family as the ‘very antithesis of diversity’, while Markle represents ‘the heritage that has always been most othered in Britain — black and African’. Markle’s mother is a black American and her father white, and she herself is a divorced black actress who is, however, quite fair-skinned. What this story means to some observers is that even British royalty, its very bloodline, will bend to the irresistible rise of diversity, with the wished-for possibility that any children they have may be triumphantly dark-skinned. This is not exactly race replacement but it surely symbolises it. Some are making links with Princess Diana’s last relationship with Dodi Fayed, a Muslim, who died with her. And the 2017 film Victoria & Abdul paints a tauntingly pseudo-romantic relationship between the Queen of the British Empire and a Muslim servant. 
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Understanding Racism

As a starting point in understanding so-called xenophobia, take the notion of a large group of people who are different from the indigenous majority, who legitimately come to and remain for a time in our country, and who rightfully or not trigger suspicion and unease. When over a million American GIs came to Britain from 1942 to 1945 there was much fascination shown by young British women and conversely quite some resentment by British men who found these Yanks ‘oversexed, overpaid and over here’. Remarks were made about how confident, good-looking, healthy, well-dressed and well-off they were (earning about three times the wage of their British counterparts), and many war time romances occurred. Some 13%of the GIs were black, and attractive to some British women, which caused some tensions and resulted in many post-war ‘brown babies’. Black Americans were often treated better in the UK than at home, where segregation was still enforced. But for the most part tensions were not due to different skin colour but to a sense of territorial occupation, deep cultural differences, sexual competition and insecurity. But the Americans were not poor or for the most part a different colour, nor were they here to stay (Reynolds, 1995). We do not call this ephemeral anti-Americanism racism. 

Xenophiles insist the concept of race has no validity. UNESCO issued post-Holocaust official statements from 1950 onwards to clarify the concept of human equality. Pioneered by Ashley Montagu among others, UNESCO policy statements denied the reality of race (see Montagu, 1997), although some academics still display racial anxiety and semantic qualms in grappling with the problems of abolishing race as a category (Hazard, 2011). Yet xenophiles freely denounce their enemies — their other — as racist, presumably based on the fantasy of race and racial characteristics, and the terms racist and racism are applied equally to anyone suspected of any order of magnitude of racism. Dictionary definitions of racism are not especially helpful, as they simply point to prejudice, discrimination and antagonism, and to beliefs about the inferiority or superiority of certain races. Psychologists cannot necessarily identify any specific aetiology of xenophobia or racism or offer any cures, in spite of showing great sensitivity to victims (Staub, 2003; Yakushko, 2009). I refer here mainly to white-on-black racism. I list these to argue that they are not at all of the same order of magnitude, and also to try to examine them a little more closely than is customary. Since this kind of discussion is typically conducted in primarily emotional terms, I focus closely on certain examples. Since much discussion of such topics is typically euphemistic, I try here to be explicit and honest.  

	The most extreme form of racism is surely organised serial killing, mass murder or genocide. Examples abound throughout history and in many places, the most horrific, recent and vivid being the Nazi Holocaust of Jews and others in the 1930/40s. The Ku Klux Klan had its original incarnation in the 19th century but is probably best known for its lynchings of thousands of black Americans which ended only in the 1960s. Many genocides are recorded across history and into the present day, most of which are grounded in territorialism, ethnic conflict and beliefs in ethnic supremacy. The 1994 genocide in Rwanda of up to one million Tutsis by Hutus was an inter-tribal massacre. In spite of slave traders’ dehumanising, violent and racist treatment of Africans, exterminatory genocide was not their purpose. Genocides by Stalin (up to 20 million) and Mao Zedong (approximately 40 million deaths) provide ‘non-racist’ examples of victims who were simply in the way of communist progress. 



	One-off incidents of violent racism include the murder of Stephen Lawrence in 1991 by a gang of young white men in what seems to have been a spontaneous, primitive and cowardly attack based in irrational, visceral hatred in an area of London that had known ethnic tensions. Similar violent pack behaviour has been witnessed among chimpanzees (Wrangham & Peterson, 1997). Little careful analysis exists of the precise causes of an attack like the Lawrence case, mostly being subsumed under the unhelpfully vague heading of race hatred. This level of racism is characterised by visceral contempt, disgust and dehumanisation (Smith, 2011). 





Police brutality resulting in the deaths of black citizens is a more contentious topic but the death in 1993 of a Jamaican woman, Joy Gardner, stands out. She had arrived in Britain pregnant and on a six-months student visa which she overstayed. Deportation proceedings followed, during which she forcefully resisted, she was gagged and bound, and subsequently died of cerebral hypoxia. The police officers charged with manslaughter were acquitted, fuelling further mistrust. 

	Apart from physically violent racism we have examples of so-called race hatred often thought to equate with violence. When football fans hiss collectively at Tottenham Hotspur games this is a coded reference to the gassing of Jews in the Holocaust and is a self-evidently stupid and ugly phenomenon. The conviction of four Chelsea supporters for aggravated racist violence in Paris in 2015 entailed them pushing a black Frenchman to prevent him boarding the crowded metro train. Some fans could be heard chanting ‘We’re racist, and that’s the way we like it’ but it is not clear if those convicted were themselves chanting. The victim said he was afraid for his life and suffered psychologically for months afterwards. The incident was certainly unpleasant and indefensible, and involved pushing, but not everyone would describe it as violent. The Guardian published a video of the event and appeared to celebrate it as a ‘defining moment in anti-racism cases’.  





Racial harassment or hate crimes are recorded as increasing in Britain. Nandi and Luthra (2017) report that up to 15% of Chinese people, Pakistani men, Indian Sikh men, Indian Muslim women and Bangladeshi women are racially harassed on the streets, in shops or on public transport. Harassment includes reported incidents of being ‘insulted, called names, threatened or shouted at or physically attacked in a public place’. Fear of anticipated harassment is double the actual incidence. These incidents are found more often in areas of lower multicultural density, where those affected stand out more. We are not told who the harassers are (they may include some non-whites) but they are probably mainly lower-class males. Ugly behaviour of this kind is hard to monitor or change but draconian application of hate crime laws may affect future figures. We can assume, however, that 85% of immigrants or non-whites are never or rarely harassed. 

	Incitement to violence and murder by verbal statements may be a growing trend. When the British aristocrat Rhodri Philipps was convicted for inciting violence against Gina Miller in 2017, this was clearly such a case (although probably more foolish bravado than actual evil intent). It was said that Enoch Powell’s speeches on immigration and repatriation encouraged ‘Paki-bashing’ but there is no evidence that Powell himself (whose polyglot accomplishments included Arabic and Urdu) hated blacks, or wished for violence against them. Fatwas pronounced by those like Ayatollah Khomeini and various hate preachers are clearly direct incitements to murder ‘infidels’. The status of violent rap lyrics along ‘kill whitey’ lines is unclear but highly suggestive, and certainly more than a match for many racist hate crimes (American Renaissance, undated).  



	Then we have racist insults. Associated with some football fans’ behaviour is throwing banana skins on to the pitch, which signifies an insulting but enduring belief that black players look like monkeys or apes (Goff et al., 2008; Hund & Mills, 2016). Reactions to this can vary from finding it disgusting, criminal racism through to silly, immature behaviour. However, it is acutely personal when Michelle Obama was described by some as ‘an ape in heels’. This is a particular form of racism, based on the belief or propaganda that people of African descent resemble apes because they are less physically evolved than whites, and closer in evolutionary terms to apes. It is linked to the idea of Africans as savages who have not attained and possibly cannot attain the level of civilisation attained by whites, and also linked with contested cold winters theory whereby Europeans were forced to adapt rapidly to harsh climatic conditions and in the process became both lighter skinned and more intelligent (Pesta & Poznanski, 2014). Now, it is difficult to tease apart two elements here: (a) the extent to which some white racists do not actually believe this but use it in order to denigrate blacks; (b) the extent to which some whites sincerely believe this to be true. For some anti-racists, it is all a oneness of baseless, vile, inexplicable racism, but it may be conceded that there are some differences here. 





So-called racist science or scientific racism is dismissed by anti-racists, who often indignantly refuse any conversation about this topic, and the standard refutation is simply that unjustified hatred underpins such ugly misperceptions and stupid assertions. The belief that whites are in any way intrinsically superior to blacks is dismissed as unsupportable white supremacy. But links between the evolution of pale skin, blue eyes, straight and fair hair, other anatomical features (including average smaller genitalia), larger brain size, different rates of infant and sexual development, and the greater cognitive, industrial, and technological achievements of Western (Caucasian) civilisation remain largely unexplained, and investigation of such phenomena by authors like Rushton (1997) and Lynn (2015) is suppressed or mocked. 

It is worth considering briefly the reverse of insults against blacks. Barack Obama in 2009 famously said that ‘you can put lipstick on a pig, it’s still a pig’. Ostensibly this was about his Republican rivals’ policies but many believe he was insulting Sarah Palin, the Alaskan senator, ex-beauty queen and mother of five children. Perceptions of other races or ethnicities as inferior, stupid and ugly are held by most people, including many blacks who deride white dancing, imply that black sexuality is superior to white, say that whites smell of damp dogs; and African supremacists regard whites as barbarians. 

	We then have what is often called everyday, casual, unconscious, coded, systemic or institutionalised racism. As the Jewish psychoanalytic writer Kovel (1988) puts it: ‘far from being the simple delusion of a bigoted and ignorant minority, racism is a set of beliefs whose structure arises from the deepest levels of our lives’. So-called unconscious racism is a highly problematic concept which can only be inferred like other unconscious material by others (Blanton & Jaccard, 2008). The much-used Implicit Association Test (IAT) created by psychologists Mahzarin Banaji and Anthony Greenwald has been accepted uncritically as accurately measuring implicit racial bias, but recent critiques cast serious doubt on its value (Singal, 2017). These kinds of racism are not about violence or intentional rudeness but putative subtle discrimination against the BAME community by whites, resulting in personal feelings of hurt and barriers to employment or promotion. Microaggressions are said to be those small, subtle, unthinking words and actions that exclude or stereotype non-whites or other BAME people (Anderson, 2009). As an example, Oxford University’s equality and diversity unit in April 2017 urged its staff to look into the eyes of BAME students and colleagues rather than looking away (until they were forced to retract this well-meaning policy because it upset neuro-diverse people who dislike being looked at). It has been pointed out, however, that microaggressions are definitionally hazy and subjectively interpreted (Lilienfeld, 2017). Coded racism, likewise, seems ubiquitous to SJWs as ‘dogwhistle politics’, or public messages transmitted in euphemisms or oblique references to non-whites, but is open to doubt as to any pervasive reality.  





Figures revealing that an insufficient percentage of BAME people are found in certain professions, and particularly at the top of those professions, have stoked debate and action for positive discrimination or affirmative action. This trend has led to all-BAME shortlists for some jobs, and promotion of BAME staff to senior positions as role models. This quite naturally creates resentment among many whites, particularly those who have never benefited from a leg-up themselves. But it is also opposed by some blacks who regard it as patronising and ultimately self-defeating, encouraging blacks to wallow in victim culture and become ever more dependent on white largesse. See also Farron (2014). 

It is repeatedly claimed that the police are institutionally racist, which leads to lack of role models for blacks, to racist attitudes among the police and ultimately to police brutality against blacks, and murder of blacks on the streets, in police cars or prison cells. Specific incidents have hit the headlines in the USA, the UK and elsewhere, and have often led to riots and protests, and of course to Black Lives Matter protests. Police forces have been subjected to reviews and hiring and promotion procedures changed to enable non-whites to fill quotas and make the police more representative of the communities they serve. The UK’s National Black Police Association promotes improvements in employment, investigation of deaths in custody and other issues. But the police are still criticised for stop-and-search procedures which disproportionately focus on young black men, and prisons still have much higher populations of BAME inmates than they ‘should’ have. Many young black men acknowledge that they had better conduct themselves in public with decorum if they want to avoid suspicion. (Thomas, 2017, offers insights into the relevant US experience of blacks.) Here we meet the problem of probable everyday white-on-black racism colliding with the culturally different behaviour of many blacks, a topic so incendiary that it is almost impossible to speak about. 

It is claimed that everyday racism, the quotidian impact of slights, limits to hospitality, less than an open welcome, take a severe toll. Some have argued that these daily stresses are far more than annoying inconveniences — they are, rather, cumulative contributions to impaired physical and mental health. The campaigning group Black Mental Health UK advances a highly politicised agenda, according to which even the UK Mental Health Act represents state oppression of people of African descent. Lisa Feldman Barrett (2017) presents evidence for the claim that small utterances can add up to something akin to physical violence. The sense of threat registers with the brain. Perceived microaggressions become chronic stress for the targets. In other words, speech perceived as violence is violence by this account (see also Jacobs, 2017). But it is also possible (and I think probable) that we all experience heightened stress in multicultural societies, living and working in dense communities alongside some people who are not like us, updating ourselves on changes in the law designed to protect or favour ethnic minorities, being accused of racism, and constantly monitoring ourselves for unconscious racism, fearful of giving offence or being considered bigots. 

	We might argue too that many whites are guilty of silent or closet racism. That is, secretly but consciously, they harbour misgivings about BAME people and their significant presence in white majority countries but outwardly appear tolerant and even welcoming. Criticism of BAME members goes underground, while politically correct acceptance is the default behaviour. Few wish to be thought racist or to be outed as racist in the workplace, for example. Perhaps their racism only shows in crises. It seems doubtful that many whites (or blacks for that matter) are truly colour-blind and harbour no misgivings whatsoever. A 2014 British Social Attitudes survey found that 30% of people admitted to harbouring ‘some prejudice’ (comprised of both ‘a little’ and ‘very prejudiced’). As usual, prejudice is greater among older and less educated people. As noted by the BSA’s co-director (Park, 2014), there is a problem in asking people to self-report on racism, and in not defining distinctions between degrees of racial prejudice. Attitudes also change across the years. But we can remark on the willingness and honesty of respondents, who know that their prejudice is considered a negative trait. Similar polls consistently find that up to 75% of the British public consider immigration to be too high (Migration Observatory, 2016). And just how many people, white or black, find themselves never experiencing forgivable involuntary racist thoughts?  



	Most perceived racism is associated with attitude and behaviour or with crude expressions of revulsion or dislike. But there are also highly articulate forms of analysis and preference that divide views. Those academics and articulate critics of mass immigration who raise concerns about race differences, cultural mismatches, crime, and IQ, for example, are sometimes the most vilified by CM vigilantes. People past and present like Enoch Powell, Hans Eysenck, Douglas Murray, and Richard Lynn, in the UK; Stefan Molyneux, Lauren Southern and Faith Goldy in Canada; and in the USA Arthur Jensen, Charles Murray, Kevin MacDonald, Harry Harpending, Linda Gottfredson, Anne Coulter, Jared Taylor, and many others are all suspected of holding and propagating white supremacist, scientific racism, or xenophobic views, while the substance of their actual arguments go unexamined or are assumed to be axiomatically wrong. Such scholars and pundits do not all share the same views (some may have crudely ‘racist’ views and some not) but they are mostly right-wing and subject to character assassination by the left. Once on the ‘extremist files’ of the Southern Poverty Law Center, their lives are made very difficult. 



	There are areas too in which racism overlaps with classism. For example, a mild involuntary reaction resembling snobbery can pertain to certain speech forms. Lower-class, especially cockney-English speakers often shorten the ‘ing’ at the end of words (like speaking, to speakin’), or seem unable to pronounce the hard ‘th’ (instead resorting to ‘v’ or ‘d’, e.g. wiv for with or dis for this) or the soft ‘th’, instead resorting to ‘f’, e.g. fink for think (Robertson, 2017). This may be a feature of some Londoners’ speech but is often heard among blacks. Another is when the word ‘tune’ for example is pronounced as ‘toon’. Pronunciation of the word ‘ask’ as ‘arks’ by many Britons of African-Caribbean origin also falls into this category of mis-speech. As a traditional, old, white English speaker, I have to confess these ‘set my teeth on edge’ and may constitute mild (silent) racism, especially when mixed with doubts about the intelligence of some non-whites. This is not to mention the vocal differences introduced by blacks and others, which may seem harmless or even attractive to some (e.g. the Barry White voice) but can also grate or overburden the aural sensitivities of some native Britons (see Xue, 2006). It is sometimes argued that language simply changes and evolves according to popular use but we can counter-suggest that mass immigration bombards us with distressing micro-erosions of traditional culture.





It is notable that such changes tend to be towards vulgar ‘economy’ rather than elegance, and often hinge on incorrect grasp of grammar and lazy pronunciation. A 1956 novel like Sam Selvon’s The Lonely Londoners, written in Caribbean creole, illustrates this. Weber (2015), however, in his curiously Reichian-inspired work, regards critical commentaries like this as ‘language racism’ and explores the concept of ‘linguistic genocide’ as dominant languages erasing multilingualism. The wariness of people like me is about these changes representing examples of the degradation of culture, driven by immigration and multiculturalism that has occurred too fast, too massively, and largely from unsophisticated cultures. Associated with Black Lives Matter, for example, the phrase ‘stay woke’ is pushed to mean something like ‘remain aware of the reality of structured racism’. ‘Wokeness’ thus becomes a ‘thing’ somewhat like spiritual enlightenment, or casting off false consciousness, but its ungrammatical character is promoted as a virtue of black vernacular creativity. Now, raising these points here — is it mischievous racism and hate, or is it valid and necessary debate?  

	There are also whites who confess to racism of whatever degree, and who deal with it by examining their white privilege, declaring their guilt, working on it in training events or in therapy, and doing penance. Even those who at first well-meaningly espouse colour-blindness have to accept that this too is a form of racism, a delusion to be confessed and overcome (Wise, 2010). Those who go out of their way to make friends with blacks, who volunteer in the developing world, who give money to relevant charities, who join anti-racist organisations and march for social justice, who explicitly welcome refugees and take them into their homes, are all examples here. This can be regarded either as simple decency, or as cultural self-hatred. This attitude could however be reframed as racial empathy, were it not trying so unnaturally hard. 



	We all collude in a kind of racism when we refuse, according to the extreme political agenda of black activists, to tear down our statues of famous white Britons who might have had any link with the colonial era and slavery. Cecil Rhodes has been one such candidate at Oxford University, but the University of Liverpool’s association with William Gladstone, and Kings College London’s display of too many portraits of illustrious white male founding fathers have also incurred SJWs’ bullying wrath. The Guardian columnist Afua Hirsch (2017) provocatively calls for the dismantling of Nelson’s column in Trafalgar Square, in an article naming Nelson as a white supremacist and accusing Britain of ‘unquantifiable acts of cultural terrorism’. This is an ‘if you’re not with us, you’re against us’ position, and part of a tedious war of attrition against whites. See also the position of Craig (2017), a human rights lawyer who repeats the trope that white society is systemically racist and must be radically changed. However, this historical witch hunt runs into embarrassing places, such as the finding that Mahatma Gandhi during his time in South Africa regarded black Africans as inferior to Indians and whites (Biswas, 2015).  



	I should mention too the concept of internalised racism here. This is racism towards one’s own group, even towards oneself. At its grossest, it can be illustrated by blacks who appear to hate themselves (Douglas, 2013) or other blacks, and/or who spurn the usual narratives of racism, for example denying the importance of slavery, colonialism, or everyday persecution, and stereotyping. Such black people do not realise what they are doing, or they are Uncle Toms, in the standard anti-racist view. But it isn’t just about negatives. Hirsch (2018b), for example, reports with disingenuousness and quasi-disdain the black male stereotype of ‘the extras black men bring’ to sex. These are — bigger penises, better rhythm, and alpha male confidence: ‘they want to feel a strong man inside them, dominating them’. This reinforces the myth of blacks as primarily bodies rather than minds. In a related double-bind, we have seen how some Jews feel obliged to deny the ‘stereotype’ of high Jewish IQ. 





Here is a humorous aside to illustrate racist stereotyping. First, why do Mexicans and blacks not get married? Because any children they had would be too lazy to steal, so they would starve. Second, how do white men satisfy their wives? They hire a poolboy. Some will find these well-worn jokes funny and some will not. The first joke assumes that blacks and Mexicans do not marry (but of course they sometimes do), and plays on stereotypes of unemployment, crime and dependency. The second assumes that white men cannot satisfy their wives sexually (but some presumably do), and implies through stereotype that black men are sexually superior, and that white men always can and do pay someone else to do their dirty work. Racist humour works both ways, then. There are ample intercultural jokes available but in the humour-proof PC world such jokes are either banned or not found funny. According to one study (Akerstedt, 2017), many Muslims hate jokes about Islam, even to the homicidal proportions shown in the Danish cartoons crisis of 2004, and the 2015 Charlie Hebdo massacre. But another scholarly piece (Cheng, 2003) argues that intercultural humour is alive and well in conversations; and Jewish humour is virtually an institution, especially that making fun of Jews themselves in a group-stereotyping way (Halkin, 2006).  

The 2010 farce/satirical film Four Lions, focusing on incompetent jihadis in the UK, received positive reviews and triggered no outrage. A very funny television satire, Real Housewives of ISIS, proved difficult for many Muslims to laugh at. East is East, a 1999 comedy film also portrayed with great pathos the cultural tensions of a first- and second-generation mixed-heritage Muslim household in Salford. Goodhearted humour conveys the ambiguities of immigration in ways that overcome typical polarised representations. The retort from the old white Powellite, Mr Moorhouse across the road — ‘You let one of ’em in, and the whole fuckin’ tribe turns up’ — is, in context, very funny. Lines from the young male members of the Khan family about their prospective, arranged Pakistani marriage partners and their family — ‘Mum, the Pakis are coming!’ and ‘I’m not marryin’ a fuckin’ Paki’ — are also funny. The film manages to do what screeds of polarised commentary cannot do, that is, it shows the nuances of interpersonal and intercultural absurdity and pathos.  

Overwhelmingly, the term racist is used as an insult or as an epithet intended to wound, shame and diminish. It is rarely if ever used in a context encouraging dialogue and understanding. Like ‘black excitability’, ‘psychotic whiteness’ or ‘medieval Muslims’, all such terms can be taken as racism pure and simple. This is not surprising, since this entire field is so unfortunately polarised. Those assigned the label of racist are condemned by leftists as beyond civilised debate, indeed as almost subhuman, which is an ironic result. It is axiomatic among dogmatic, militant egalitarians that there cannot possibly be any truth in suggestions that significant differences exist between ethnic groups; or where there are differences, these revolve around white privilege and white racism. The SJWs have the whip hand. They could probably append any number of damaging names to me, such as white supremacist, scientific racist, populist, xenophobe, bigot, without their name-calling being designated as hate crimes, since extreme leftist insults appear exempt from the appellation of hate crime. 

Nathalia Gjersoe, a developmental psychologist, wrote in a Guardian article about the problems of stereotyping (Gjersoe, 2015). ‘It is an embarrassing and oft repeated finding that while the majority of people in Western countries these days are egalitarian believers in a fair meritocracy, on tests of unconscious racial bias about 70% show a preference for their own race’. She goes on, ‘this conflict between people’s dearly held beliefs and their nasty little unconscious racial biases is troubling’. Where to begin to critique these views that partly duplicate Godsil et al. (2014) but fall short of their insights? Everyone says (has to say) they believe in equality and meritocracy but these concepts are far from straightforward. Many of those espousing the egalitarian cause are themselves comfortably middle class and possess all the expected advantages of their situation, just as their children benefit from such circumstances and navigate education, employment and economically favourable lifestyles better than those, white or black, from lower down the socioeconomic pyramid. Who does not show a preference for their own race, their own family, children, and community? Gjersoe shows her true (non-objective) colours best with her phrase ‘nasty little unconscious racial biases’. If you (white people) don’t work on these nasty aspects of yourselves, you’re obviously bad, racist. But who says these biases are necessarily unconscious, or that we must be embarrassed by them? We are often shamed into such positions by SJWs, but we are quite at liberty to say, ‘Yes, like most people, I prefer my own kind, and I am not embarrassed by this; my biases are not unconscious or nasty, and I do not intend to engage in guilty heroic acts of self-re-education to overthrow them; but I decently refrain from overt or unkind racism’.  

An illustrative topical case is provided by Munroe Bergdorf, a dual-heritage (Jamaican and white English), gay/transgender anti-racist activist who was also a DJ and was a model for L’Oréal before they sacked her. Bergdorf is an outspoken person whose formulaic anti-racist tirades on white responsibility for structural racism have earned her both fame and persecution. In her words, white people’s ‘existence, privilege and success as a race is built on the backs, blood and death of people of colour’ and the white people’s ‘race is the most violent and oppressive force of nature on Earth’ (Iqbal, 2017). The writer of this piece on her in The Guardian states in ridiculous, uncritical terms, ‘institutionalised, systemic racism is just as damaging as a violent, racist attack’. We can certainly dispute Bergdorf’s analysis of white Western success. We can also raise her case as illustrating the problematic pluralism of well-known Jamaican homophobia, African Christian homophobia, and Islamic homophobia. None of these three can be called white and none is sympathetic to Bergdorf; on the contrary, they are deadlier to her personal situation than the tolerance of the average British white person.  

Let me summarise some problems with the blunt and misunderstood concept of racism. According to Banks and Valentino (2012) we may have entered a phase of ‘symbolic racism’ characterised by anger and resentment at affirmative action, for example, in place of former ‘old fashioned’ disgust racism. Kaufmann, E. P. (2017) argues that ‘racial self-interest’ (watching out for our own kind) is not racism. Let me proceed with an observation: I notice there are more foreigners living here than there used to be. Some may follow this up with ‘Isn’t that great? I love diversity’. (Little discussed but apparent in some is the phenomenon of fascination with visibly different individuals. In a sense, this is a form of racism, albeit positive discrimination, and is known variously as racial fetishism, or allophilia.) But for others it may become concern: aren’t there perhaps too many of them? Is this ‘racism’, or a simple valid question? It may then become opposition: I’m against this level of immigration, I think it transforms the country too quickly and negatively, and I question the wisdom of any policy that encourages this. Is this racism, or a valid viewpoint? This sequential analysis hopefully teases out differences in perception as to nuances. One can be justifiably opposed to immigration at high levels without this entailing any unpleasantness or hatred. Then we may run into race hatred from some people: these foreigners are selfish, disgusting, taking over, exploitative, etc. Even this however is still an important step away from direct racist actions, which may include personal insults, employment discrimination, and so on. Finally, violent racism may run from assault through murder, to mass murder. There is no necessary progression from observation and concern to later steps. There is a vast difference between thoughts or voiced preference for low immigration and principled opposition to excessive immigration, and racially motivated violence. In the SJW lexicon, unfortunately, every modicum of non-xenophilic sentiment seem to constitute total and hateful racism.  
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Problems of European Union Free Movement

While freedom of movement (or the right to travel) can be traced back to the Magna Carta, its contemporary connotation of mass movement and the right to permanent residence is another matter. The Treaty of Maastricht in 1992 established freedom of movement and residence of persons within the EU by the ‘gradual phasing out of internal borders’. This worthy aim embraces trade, work, peace-keeping and ‘ever closer union’ and can be seen as highly positive, or rather as naïvely idealistic. In the light of the 2016 UK referendum decision to leave the EU, one can see just how naïve the original vision was, given the unequal economies of member states, population sizes, languages and other differences. Shifting to a common currency was difficult enough and still problematic, but questions of population management in an artificially created entity of 500 million people were not addressed. Problems of accommodating people who moved freely, who would clearly have health and financial needs, and whose cultures might differ considerably, were barely addressed in spite of expansive EU bureaucracy. In retrospect we should not be surprised at unworldly idealism trumping practicality, since many academics took leading parts in Brussels-funded research to help establish EU institutions, and their participation was driven by self-interested politics (Sked, 2017). About 90% of academics voted in 2016 to remain in the EU while one poll counted 76.2% of the British public as ‘not very or not close at all’ to Europe (Goodhart, 2017). 

We should not forget one strong, moral anti-capitalist argument here. As the Marxist writer and artist John Berger pointed out, one in seven manual workers or Gastarbeiter in Britain and Germany in 1975 was an immigrant (Berger, 1975). These workers were in post-war times (and still are) needed to maintain production, particularly at times of high demand or seasonally. They were and are mainly men from poorer countries like Turkey and Spain, living in temporary accommodation, and they send a proportion of their earnings home to their families. This arrangement suited the host employers, who could pay lower wages, and it suited countries like Spain who thereby exported their unemployment problem and reduced the risk of social unrest. It also made the indigenous working class feel superior by comparison instead of adopting a position of communist solidarity. Gradually, some migrant workers joined unions, and in time many who could do so stayed and brought their families. EU developments have meant that many more can now migrate on a permanent basis quite legitimately. For Berger, however, they are cynically used by capitalism as mere human labour resources. Berger, with Jewish family roots, a middle-class upbringing, and most of his life living in rural France, fits Goodhart’s (2017) description of an Anywhere individual.  

Germany has emerged as the lead player in the EU, with undue influence (Sked, 2016). We have seen how Angela Merkel’s well-meaning but disastrous decision to allow in hundreds of thousands of migrants with few checks or plans for their reception and housing was both ill-judged and starkly dictatorial. She has asserted that she ‘would not stop pushing for the fair distribution of refugees across the European Union’ because ‘that contradicts the spirit of Europe’ (The Guardian, 27 August, 2017). Merkel’s stubborn agenda was based on her own fantasy of a quasi-consensual spirit of an artificial cultural entity with shared liberal values. The foolishness of Merkel’s decision was revealed by the Cologne attacks of New Year’ Eve 2015, when 1,200 women were sexually assaulted by 2,000 asylum seekers and illegal immigrants. The media did not report these attacks for several days and much rationalising by PC journalists went into denial and false explanations. It was found that the majority of these men were between 15 and 35 and spoke little if any German, and the attacks were co-ordinated, and included thefts. Observers have said the kind of attacks — ‘group sexual harassment’ — are common in some Arab countries. Žižek (2017) refers to this behaviour as a ‘carnivalesque rebellion of the underdogs’. Similar attacks happened in other German cities and indeed in Sweden (Arpi, 2016; Neuding, 2017; Taylor, 2017). Critics pointed out in retrospect the dangers of naïvely letting in multiple thousands of single young men from largely Islamic cultures that do not recognise the same rights of women. Merkel had to concede she had made some mistakes, especially after it emerged that some refugees were subsequently returning to their (allegedly unsafe) countries for short social or business breaks. But even without these events, the German policy regarding its earlier Turkish Gastarbeiter had already been acknowledged to be mistaken, with low-skilled immigrants not returning home, failing to learn German and to integrate, and subsequent problems continuing into the third generation (Elliott & Kollewe, 2011).  

One problem with the EU is that its 27 countries must administer their own business including the security of their borders, which is especially onerous for those that have borders abutting non-EU countries or seaways near them. It is difficult to calculate the length of the entire EU border but it is certainly thousands of miles. Many people enter EU territory illegally, or overstay visas, and gamble too that it is all worth the risk, since many will become clandestini, work without documents, and never be detected either in the EU broadly or in Britain (Southern, 2017). The soft approach to offenders displayed by Merkel has set a precedent. Seven further countries currently hope for accession to the EU, several more including the Eastern Partnership states are possible candidates, and even some distinctly non-European nations may one day join. Popular resistance to this naïve, idealistically orchestrated, one-world agenda is common but found strange by many academics (Taydas & Kentmen-Cin, 2017). It was revealed that some very wealthy Russian, Ukrainian and Syrian individuals (some of whom have corrupt reputations) had taken advantage of Cyprus’s so-called golden visa scheme to invest in Cyprus in return for citizenship and EU passports (Farolfi et al., 2017). Portugal too has been implicated in such visa schemes, with Brazilian, Angolan, Azerbaijani and Chinese individuals involved, some of whom have been associated with criminal corruption and bribery. Country-shopping is a prominent feature among discerning economic migrants but always much easier for the rich. Given the expansion of the EU, driven in part by idealistic anti-borders politicians, its often porous borders, economic attractiveness, and the largely unidirectional inward movement, interesting times surely lie ahead.  

Irish citizenship law means that some babies born in Ireland have automatic rights to Irish citizenship regardless of the nationality of their parents, a restricted jus soli law having been passed in 2005. Unsurprisingly, this has attracted some immigrants to Ireland who are then able to apply for Irish citizenship themselves, and in due course they can as EU citizens move freely to other EU countries. Cases exist of Nigerian women using this facility to avoid deportation following denial of an asylum claim (Cullen, 2001). This is not to suggest there is an epidemic of such scams but it is just one example of how some generous national laws and EU regulations are consciously exploited by those determined to secure a better life outside Africa. It also illustrates the bureaucratic naïvety of certain EU human rights laws and indifference to demographic practicalities. Brexit negotiations also include highly sensitive decisions regarding the future border between southern and Northern Ireland. Due to their history, the Irish are rightfully sensitised to rising and falling population levels but Reville (2017) warns against the facile solution, espoused by Merkel, of propping up declining European fertility by mass immigration.  

The EU and its 27 member states are made up of mainly white people with a Christian heritage. Proposals to admit Muslim-dominated Turkey into the EU have been extremely controversial and remain on hold. Tensions have always existed between nationals from the different EU countries, with slang terms abounding for all such foreigners. European history like history everywhere is strewn with wars and long-term hatreds and resentments. But ongoing immigration into Europe from northern Africa and the Middle East has changed the profile of the European population. Racial, ethnic and cultural conflicts are rife in parts of France and Belgium, and increasing in Germany and Sweden. Under-recognised in debates about the EU and immigration are the corridor and Trojan horse phenomena. Hundreds of thousands of Africans, and migrants from the Middle East, Afghanistan and elsewhere have forced their way into Italy, Greece and neighbouring countries, aiming to move on to Germany, Holland, Sweden and the UK in particular. I have heard first hand Syrian refugees and others declaring their intention to use their right to freedom of movement, as soon as they get the necessary EU documents, to move on to the UK, for example. These are the law-abiding ones, of course, there being many who are prepared to lie and cheat their way into the UK and other preferred destinations. While Angela Merkel was responsible (or irresponsible) for encouraging millions more migrants to enter the EU, many had already set their sights on the UK because they knew people who lived here, they spoke some English, understood the UK to be soft with welfare benefits, and unable to control its borders effectively, or to even know how many immigrants were living there. Almost nobody is heading to Poland or Bulgaria. Indeed, much migration is from former Communist states to the capitalist West. Relatively few want to live in boring Denmark or chilly Finland (although still too many for their indigenous citizens). Who wants to learn a difficult minority language that facilitates no further work opportunities in other countries? 

It was reported in 2004 that around 20,000 Dutch passport-holding Somalis had moved from the cities of Tilburg and Rotterdam to Leicester and Birmingham in the UK. They had not found Holland as hospitable as its hyped multicultural tolerance suggested, and Britain was much more to their liking. Instead of bowing to Holland’s assimilation model requiring them to live in dispersed housing, they could all move into the same small area in Leicester. Similar stories appeared about Denmark, from where about 4,000 Somalis moved to the UK (Evans-Pritchard, 2004). The Dutch Somalis’ flight had also been triggered by the killings of Pim Fortuyn in 2002, and Theo van Gogh in 2004. It has also been speculated that the Dutch authorities prevented Somalis’ trips back home for female genital mutilation procedures. The problems of minority preferences for housing were also illustrated in 2016, when some families of the 20,000 promised Syrian refugees were placed in Bute, a beautiful but remote Scottish island with a population of 7,000. Although they found the local residents welcoming, the weather, lack of employment opportunities, elderly profile of locals, and absence of other Arabic people depressed them, and they wanted to go instead to Glasgow or Manchester (Cramb, 2016). This is quite understandable from their point of view, but highly problematic when most refugees prefer certain urban locations. London stands out as having the world’s second largest immigrant population, a trend set to continue indefinitely. 

The EU problem became quite grave with the economic meltdown of Greece, as it was also sinking in that citizens of the poorer countries within the EU disproportionately exercised their freedom of movement to work in the richer countries. The Tories in principle should have seen this coming and applauded it, after Norman Tebbit famously admonished British workers in the 1980s to get on their bikes to look for work anywhere it was available, as his father had done. Little movement of British workers into Poland, Bulgaria or Romania was happening, any more than Muslim refugees from around the world were converging on Saudi Arabia (a Muslim country much nearer to them, and far better suited to their cultural needs but strangely showing negligible hospitality to them). Brits are constantly told that immigrants are needed to make good the shortfall in workers for seasonal jobs, or work that native Brits do not want to do, or vacancies for nurses and doctors that the UK have far too few of. Given the falling birth rates of white Britons, more and more immigrants are needed to take care of long-living Brits, and to support the economy. So, added to waves of immigrants from Africa, Asia and elsewhere over the decades, over three million EU citizens moved into the UK. But add to this the ongoing flow of refugees from Syria, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, Iraq and other places, plus numerous undocumented migrants intent on entering Britain by any means, and it is easy to see why the authorities could neither control nor count who was coming in. Those who are or claim to be refugees have sometimes walked two thousand miles from Greece to get to Calais, when they are supposed to register for asylum in the first country they come to. A 2010 estimate had it that 1.2 million illegal immigrants already lived in the UK, entering via the Channel Tunnel, arriving at night in small ports, wangling and overstaying academic and tourist visas, or using false papers (Palmer & Wood, 2017). According to Judah (2016), 70% of illegal immigrants are hiding in London, equivalent to a city the size of Glasgow. Many are begging, or working in the cash economy, or employed illegally in very low paid jobs, or involved in minor drug dealing, and so on. 

As we now know, or begin to finally accept, a significant number of ISIS terrorists have been faux-refugees, children of refugees, or have used EU legal or illegal documents to travel freely across borders, also returning to Muslim countries for terrorist training. Those determined to create havoc fully and cynically exploit the naïve human rights ethos of the West, and especially exploit the naïvety of PC facilitators. SJWs insist these are a tiny minority of extremist Muslims. Jihadi John (or Mohammed Emwazi) was born in Kuwait, grew up in London with Iraqi immigrant parents, and left in his twenties to fight with ISIS in Syria, where he beheaded at least eight people. One of the best-known Islamist terrorists, he was killed in a drone strike in 2015. It is estimated that anywhere between 3,000 to 35,000 terrorists-in-training or associated activists, mostly British citizens, live in the UK, a mere 500 of whom are under intensive surveillance (The Telegraph, 31 August, 2017).  

Nigel Farage, ex-UKIP leader, argued that Brexit would return to the British the ability to manage any necessary moderate immigration, and that ex-commonwealth migrants might have as much right to move here for genuine work purposes as Europeans. Brexit, in this reasoning, was not skin-colour racist. But if we care to be really honest and politically incorrect about this it is probably true that for many white Britons some immigrants are more welcome than others. Indigenous Britons are wary of allowing too many East Europeans in, but concede that most Poles are hardworking. Some white Brits believe that East Europeans are often a little uncivilised, or their culture is too dissimilar, and their potential numbers are worrying. This runs alongside traditional wariness of dark-skinned immigrants, or again a wariness about numbers. But there is I believe an admiration for Germans and their work ethic and efficiency, the French and Italians for their aesthetic style, the Dutch and Scandinavians for their civility and work ethic. Broadly speaking, immigrants who ‘add value’, are attractive and hardworking and preferably look, dress and behave like us, are welcome, but others not so much, and refugees from further afield, preferably professionals and in small numbers, are grudgingly tolerated. British governments seem to welcome rich Russians and Arabs but ordinary Brits are less enamoured. But these sentiments cannot easily be openly declared. 

Immigration of Poles stretches back decades and British sentiments about Poles vary from appreciation of their wartime contributions, their tremendous suffering at the hands of Nazis, movement to the UK in larger numbers following the fall of Communism in 1989, and facilitated by accession to the EU in 2004, and perceptions of Poles as often unacceptably right-wing in their homeland. There are probably over a million Poles living in Britain, plus the descendants of earlier waves of immigrants, and they constitute the largest single non-indigenous national group here. Polish is the second most commonly spoken language in Britain, and the birthrate is higher than the UK average. Poles live in most major cities but have a particular concentration in Peterborough and Boston in the east of England. They provide substantial labour in agriculture, light industry and the building trades. Crime figures for EU migrants in 2010 showed Poland as the highest offending with 6,777 convictions, followed by Romanians and Lithuanians (Whitehead, 2011). Some of this may be explained by the sheer number of Polish immigrants, many of whom are working class; the correlation with a drop in the crime rate in Poland suggests that many unemployed young men may have been taking their chances in Britain. Stereotyping and racist attitudes towards Poles and crimes against them have been significant — and are characterised as Polonophobia or anti-Polish sentiment — but probably due to their European origins, largely Roman Catholic religious traditions, work ethic and assimilation, they do not attract the same levels of victim identity and publicity as other groups. Proximity to Poland and the possibility that some will return home may also distinguish them from other immigrant groups (Pidd, 2016). 

One of the tactics employed by SJWs in their pro-EU discourse is to claim that freedom of movement works both ways, that many British people live and work in the EU. It is true that some do so (currently about 890,000), particularly in Spain and France, and about 189,000 of these appear to be retired and living on pensions. By contrast, the 3.4 million EU citizens living in Britain include over 916,000 Poles (Travis, 2017). The idea of an equivalence of movement is thus shown to be nonsense. It is of course true that 17th century British emigrants to America and later colonialists set a major precedent. Of those early 400,000 emigrants who sailed to the Americas, many were fleeing religious persecution, or seeking work in the tobacco industry for example, and some were criminals. But the risks were high and many died of disease or hunger en route or on arrival, but the good prospects outweighed the alternatives (Evans, 2017). This was similar in some ways to today’s refugees and other immigrants to Europe, except that America in the 17th century had massive open spaces and was not (and still is not) nearly as densely populated as the UK. 

The Brexit vote produced an unexpected result that was perhaps avoidable had the unique characteristics and needs of the UK been recognised and necessary changes agreed. David Cameron was unsuccessful in his bid for changes to free movement into the UK (Graham, 2014). Angela Merkel bluntly rejected special pleading from the UK: ‘I would never agree to it. You can’t have numerical limits’. Often portrayed as stemming from ignorant populism, Brexit is to a large extent an instinctive rejection of the unwise pace and proportions of immigration and its impact, and of a Brussels-based bureaucracy that could not be trusted to understand or influence key British affairs. The population density of the UK is not mirrored in most its neighbours, and the sources of immigration and the UK’s popularity as a destination should have been taken seriously before Brexit became necessary, but the EU has been inflexible. But even apart from Britain’s unique characteristics, much more careful thought should have gone into addressing the demographic and cultural realities of each nation. Although as yet no other country has followed the UK’s example, France, Austria and the Netherlands have come close, and enthusiasm for the future of the EU is far from overwhelming. Brexiters have been called fanatics but it may be the pro-EU anti-borders progressives who are the fanatics, unwilling to honour the organic realities of geographical nativism that cannot simply be overturned by political fiat (Marshall, 2016), and resistant to commonsense limits to available resources. In 2017 the European Court of Justice overruled objections from Slovakia (population 5,430,000) and Hungary (population 9,800,000) to having a quota of refugees imposed on them. As Furedi (2018) has argued, Hungary has been tarnished as a populist nation on the brink of fascism simply for having a sense of national identity that differs from that of the Eurocrats. Bello (2017) also stokes this fire of white guilt by portraying disquiet about immigration as a xenophobic, international security threat. Meanwhile, in spite of sophisticated attempts to measure migrational flows into EU countries, the obstacles and complexities may prove insurmountable (Takle, 2017). 

Increasing public discontentment with immigration has revealed flaws in government policies and management of migrational flows. Successive governments have vowed to bring immigration down but have failed, and the points-based regulation of non-EU immigration has had mixed success. The UK still resists the requirement for all adults to obtain and carry ID cards, and in this we are in a minority. EU citizens are not required to have a registration certificate in order to reside or work in the United Kingdom, while this is a requirement elsewhere. It means that people entering the UK can easily ‘disappear’ until they need formal employment or housing. Poor systems for establishing, and often unwillingness to verify, the right to access free health care means that the NHS attracts some abuse and loses money. Poor tracking of incomers means that serious fugitive foreign criminals sometimes enter the UK and commit further offences. One Romanian man was imprisoned in 2017 for 16 years following a brutal assault, attempted rape and theft. He had previous convictions in Romania for sex offences and yet travelled freely, and worked in a car wash in north east England (ITV News, 1 September, 2017). We are told there are now 413,000 EU2 (Romanian and Bulgarian) citizens estimated as officially living in the UK (ONS, 2017). Insufficient funding of the UK Border Agency has sometimes frustrated investigation of false passports, sham marriages and illegal entry via small ports. Employment abuses in sensitive areas such as airports have led to some specific smuggling cases. Little of this can be laid directly at the door of the EU. As Palmer and Wood (2017) show, successive British governments have altogether failed to tackle immigration and the prospects for effective post-Brexit reductions in illegal and excessive legal immigration appear bleak (Moxon, 2006).  

On the other hand, French politicians and police have allowed undocumented migrants to cross France from many other European countries to camp in their thousands at Calais and elsewhere, who then agitate for asylum in the UK with the support of British liberal activists, and in many cases attempt illegal entry. Since many of these claim to be unaccompanied children (some are but many are probably not), the French and other national authorities are failing in their child protection duties. The European Court of Human Rights is resorted to both by immigrants who have legitimate grievances and by many who do not, and the spectacle of abuse of these mechanisms, backed up by an industry of human rights lawyers, frustrates the non-PC observing public and some politicians (Barkham, 2008). Immigration removal and detention centres hold unprocessed asylum seekers and people awaiting deportation and regularly attract protests from SJWs who argue that migrants who have committed no crime should not be detained. Of the 13 such centres in the UK, Yarl’s Wood in Bedfordshire, housing mainly female and family residents, has attracted criticisms for inhumane conditions, abuse by staff, and some deaths and incidents of self-harm and suicide. Protesters have called it a ‘racist, sexist hellhole’ and tried to shut it down (Lousley, 2015). Farcical government blunders aside, immigrants continue to enter by one route or another, to claim asylum, and to fight deportation. Meanwhile, xenophilic anti-Brexiters, Cultural Marxists, no-borders anarchists and liberal celebrities are willing the UK’s post-EU economy to tank so they can gleefully say, ‘We told you so’. 

A landmark case against the UK government Home Office came in late 2017, with a judgement by the high court that it had no right to deport rough sleepers. This came about as two Polish men and a Latvian protested against the decision to deport them (Taylor, 2017). They were assisted in this by several parties, including AIRE (Advice on Individual Rights in Europe). EU law on free movement means that homeless people who are citizens of any EU state, employed or not, cannot be deported, and presumably this also means that there can be no legal limit to the number of homeless people on Britain’s streets. The judgement also means that anyone who has been so deported can apply for readmission to Britain and financial compensation. This ruling offends commonsense, almost certainly offends those who voted for Brexit, and yet has to be suffered until Britain actually exits the EU. Meanwhile, rough sleepers have to be accounted for in terms of associated begging, crime, housing, benefits payments, and moral pressure via SJWs on government to build more houses. It is also being argued that many rough sleepers are actually employed on low wages and have ‘fallen on hard times’ (all due, of course, to right-wing policies). North East London Migrant Action’s website carries the slogan ‘Homes not borders: resist racist removals’, which clearly shows this SJW trend. 

The Council of Europe is not part of the EU but its functions and spirit partly overlap. Commencing in 1948 with a post-war urgency and a mission from Winston Churchill to form a United States of Europe of some sort, the COE’s European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) now pursues an agenda of tracking key social and legal trends in its 47 member states representing a total of 820 million people, and issues regular human rights directives. In one of these, it states ‘European states must first come to terms with their own past. To this end, those that have not done so should publicly acknowledge that slavery, the slave trade and colonialism are among the major sources of current discrimination against Black people. This is a sine qua non for overcoming Afrophobia’ (COE, 2017). It is doubtful if most ordinary people read such documents or are even aware of the COE’s work, but critical-thinking Eurosceptics, anti-immigrationists and critics of linguistic bullying might be shocked to learn of the authoritarian tone of such documents and their lack of nuance. The ECRI has even directly criticised parts of Britain’s media, particularly its right-wing tabloid press.

The EU can be seen as a grand experiment in multiculturalism for which there was never a true, popular mandate and which does nothing to enhance democracy (Mair, 2013). French President Emmanuel Macron admitted in 2018 that if the French held a referendum on leaving the EU, it might go the same way as Brexit. Nothing of the sort should be entertained, since such decisions are too complex for ordinary citizens to vote on. The EU and its member states can be seen as the sites of accidents in demographic upheaval. Charitably, it can be regarded as resulting in changing cultures that will have an overall, long-term neutral effect. EU leaders can be viewed as well-meaning bunglers whose project has got monstrously out of hand. But most worryingly the EU may be interpreted as merely the groundwork for a one-world ideology, a Cultural Marxism orchestrated by a quasi-confederacy of states whose only concerns are distributive and social justice, maintenance of peace, and prosperity: but in reality it is a naïvely idealistic vision of borderless international socialism whose future is unknowable but at risk of dystopian outcomes. One of these risks is the surrender to incremental Muslim occupation and excessive reproduction, leading to Islamic colonisation (Faye, 2016) and highly undesirable consequences (Ye’or, 2013), any discussion of which SJWs decry as Islamophobia. Academics like Virdee and McGeever (2017), for example, interpret Brexit as racism composed of nostalgia for Empire and a ‘Powellite island retreat’. 

The New European, a newspaper founded in 2016 to affirm EU values after the Brexit vote, promotes an uncritically rosy view of Europe and the EU past and present, and a correspondingly negative view of all things perceived as Brexit-associated xenophobia. Yasmin Alibhai-Brown, for example, originally an Asian Ugandan who came as a refugee to Britain in her twenties, is an affluent, outspoken journalist, SJW and Muslim who writes for this newspaper. Beginning one column with an acerbic put-down of UKIP’s leader, Henry Bolton, she called him an old fool (he is 54 and she is 68) for his affair with a young woman declared racist (Alibhai-Brown, 2018). Lashing out at ‘white supremacists’ and the ‘vainglorious British Empire’ in the same column, she goes on to state: ‘Listen bigots, I will not be a grateful, little brown migrant. I am a citizen and a taxpayer, so will express my views freely as a columnist’. Perhaps she has forgotten that the UK remains the tolerant country that allows for her free speech (including her name-calling); while many of her fellow Muslims seek to vigorously suppress views they dislike, many EU-supporters too want to turn a blind eye to growing Islamic intolerance and illiberalism, and in some countries she would be at great risk for her vociferous views.  

It is probably not a good idea to bring Nietzsche into the picture here, associated as he often is with Nazism. But his views on master-slave morality are very apt. He strongly disliked the Judeo-Christian tradition which celebrates meekness and feeds off long-held resentments. He argued — in contrast with Jewish insistence on Holocaust remembrance beginning forty-five years after his death — for the benefits of forgetfulness. He said, ‘Our greatest peril lurks in the European drift towards egalitarianism’ (Nietzsche, 1887/2013). This is precisely the situation in which we find ourselves, when the underdog morality of SJWs is not only a form of minority political activism and bullying-from-below but the basis of the United Nations and Council of Europe’s strictures, and when the coalition of those aggrieved by historical slavery, colonialism, the Holocaust, and countless phantom persecutions, thrives on the narrative of perpetual resentment and demands for a borderless world.  
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The Problem of Islam

The most stunning impact of Islam for Westerners is that a majority of us in the West, and certainly in Britain, merely decades ago had hardly heard of it (Mohammedanism was a more common term), and either accepted the dominance of liberal Christianity, or assumed that secularism was fixed and atheism would continue to grow. A UK text such as Stalker (2001) could uncritically celebrate the alleged economic benefits of immigration and extol the virtues of migrants as heroes, with barely a mention of Muslims; but this was of course just before 9/11. The presence of Islam in the UK was negligible but today, as if out of nowhere, well over three million Muslims live in the UK. This figure roughly equals the entire population of Wales, and also the total number of Muslims in the USA, which means that the UK has a Muslim population about five times the proportion of the American one. Hitherto unknown mosques are mushrooming, by some estimates up to 2,000, many funded by oil states, and about 45% of them run by conservative Deobandi Muslims whose origins lie in an anti-colonialist resistance movement in India. 

Islam began approximately 1400 years ago with Muhammad’s reported revelation from Allah, the gathering of followers, and the creation of the Quran. It is the most recent of the major Abrahamic religions and, in one view, has so much energy behind it precisely because it is relatively young, fervent, and has been through no reformation. Faithful Muslims do not question the literal truth of the Quran, which rests on principles of monotheism, creationism, divine revelation, patriarchal culture, obedience to authority, the prospect of paradise, and prescriptions for how to live. Today there are approximately 1.8 billion Muslims worldwide and Islam is set to overtake Christianity as the largest religion in the next 50 or so years. Ali (2015) tellingly refers to Islam as a super-tribe, and the ummah is understood as a supranational community of all Muslims. This might not be such a problem if Islam resembled modern Christianity more in its tenets of pacifism and liberality.  

We have come to speak of Islam in terms of its ‘moderate’ and ‘fundamentalist’ Muslims and radical Islamists. Islam is a problem in the West, certainly in the UK, and a curiosity. Why would so many religious adherents move to a country like the UK where liberal values have been predominating? Why do so many Muslims who live here not want to integrate but instead continue to dress as if living in alien cultures? Some of these questions are addressed by Talal Asad, a Muslim academic who lives and works in New York, but his responses derive from a contorted Foucaultian view that amounts to evasive casuistry (Hamdan, 2015). Muslims seem divided on the rights and wrongs of ‘living among disbelievers’ but one interpretation of hijrah or hegira is ‘conquest by occupation’. Why do we now hear so many stories of honour killings, sharia courts and corporal punishment, female genital mutilation, polygamy, halal food rituals, radicalisation of pupils at some Muslim faith schools, ultra-sensitivity to blasphemy against the Prophet, high fertility and large families, cousin marriages, arranged marriages, and homophobia, not to mention the sexual grooming and abuse of white girls (McLaughlin, 2016)? 

The position regarding sharia law and polygamous marriages is not completely clear in the UK context. But in principle such marriages that have taken place legally in the country concerned (of which there are up to 58) have been recognised since 2008 (Wheeler, 2016). This gets complicated when UK income support payments are involved, as each wife can make a claim. Polygamous households may in fact eventually receive a higher amount in universal credits. It is thought there may be about 20,000 polygamous marriages among Pakistanis and Bangladeshis in the UK but if unrecognised or ‘secret polygamy’ is taken into account the figure may reach 100,000. Some Muslim men appear to have up to 20 children each. Baroness Shreela Flather (2016) has written that via many evasions and exploitation of loopholes polygamous arrangements are being imported into the UK with potentially serious consequences for state benefits and family cohesion. It has also been suggested that due to difficulties in getting accurate information and in order to avoid accusations of racism, some of the officials concerned turn a blind eye to these matters. See also Fairbairn et al. (2017). 

Does this all amount to exaggerated stereotypes, and merely the minority, ritualised or dark side of an otherwise noble religion? That is what we are urged to believe. It does appear that some Muslims live normal liberal lives in the UK, paying only lip service to Islam in the same way many Christians are only nominal believers. But it’s also clear that a substantial proportion of Muslims hold highly illiberal views and despise the sinful behaviour of Britain’s native infidels (Kern, 2016; Lipka, 2017). Or should we believe that the ‘far-right Salafi-Islamists’ have hijacked normative liberal Islam (Khan, 2016)? Disturbingly, Goodhart (2014) cites figures showing that 81% of Muslims living in Britain regard themselves as Muslim first, British second (compared with a figure of 46% in France and 47% in the USA). Klausen (2008) found that 70% of a sample of the British Muslim elite were ‘neo-orthodox’. Kassam (2017) insists as an investigative ex-Muslim that no-go areas in several Western countries are real and spreading. 

Of course, the most problematic aspect of Islam is terrorism. No-one can ignore the devastating news of 9/11, 7/7, and other terrorist atrocities perpetrated by people claiming Islamic allegiance.

Since the 1980s there have been approximately 20,000 fatalities and 50,000 injuries resulting from terrorist incidents perpetrated by various Islamic groups worldwide. All of us brace ourselves for the next onslaught in spite of appeals ‘not to let the Islamist terrorists change our way of life’, and ‘not to divide us, because that’s what they want’. The UK in 2017 saw the Manchester Arena bombing in which 22 young people and children died; the Westminster Bridge attack in which five were killed; and the London Bridge/Borough Market attack in which eight were killed. Many more people were seriously injured. In the latter two cases cars were driven into pedestrians and in the last knives were used. All were claimed by ISIS as sponsored by them. Yet we are entreated to pay attention to Islamophobia as if Muslims are the true victims, and leftist media regularly report rises in so-called hate crimes against Muslims (TellMAMA, 2017). Another disingenuous SJW tactic is to tell us we have more chance of slipping over in the shower and dying, than dying in a terrorist attack. London’s first Muslim mayor, Sadiq Khan, misjudged the mood disastrously when he made a statement to the effect that Londoners, like New Yorkers, have to expect terror attacks (Samuels, 2016). This was just a few months before Islamist terrorists struck again in Britain, where the police do not routinely carry guns and ordinary citizens are defenceless. 

Islamist terror attacks come and go but let us briefly place them under a magnifying lens. When 9/11 and 7/7 happened, and later the co-ordinated Paris murders and truck attacks in Nice and Berlin, we appear to have succumbed to trauma and outrage exhaustion. 130 people were killed and 413 injured on 13 November in Paris, 84 of them by mass shooting at the Bataclan Theatre. Tunisian-born Mohamed Lahouaiej-Bouhlel killed 84 people including ten children, and injured 202 in Nice in July 2016 by driving a truck into them. Also using a truck, Anis Amri, a Tunisian asylum seeker, killed 12 and injured 56 in Berlin in December 2016. Salman Ramadan Abedi, a young man from a family of Libyan refugees to Britain, used a suicide bomb at the Manchester Arena in May 2017 to kill 23 and injure 250 mainly young people. These are only some of the headline incidents. A comprehensive analysis of such attacks in Britain is found in Stuart (2017). All these atrocities were committed by Muslim men and had ISIS backing. In some cases ISIS have issued statements naming their attacks as retaliation for Western military action in Syria, Iraq and Afghanistan. But the reasons behind them are closely linked with the mission of ISIS to Islamicise the West, and the ‘targets’ also suggest an assault on Western hedonism. 

Let us imagine the horrifying physical impact on the victims, all of them innocent, many very young; many who were not killed were dismembered or disfigured and left with probably lifelong psychological trauma. Imagine the insane commitment and hatred involved on the part of the perpetrators. Imagine the fiercely loyal gangster mentality required to stab, shoot, bomb, behead and maim civilians who have done nothing injurious to you or your loved ones. Add in the incidents of throwing infidels off buildings or setting them on fire. Presumably all this is done under the delusion that paradise and smiling receptive virgins await them. Those who commit terrible murders, for example Albert DeSalvo, Peter Sutcliffe, Jeffrey Dahmer, and many others, are rightly regarded as dangerous and incurable psychopaths. Yet Islamist terrorist murderers are, somehow, seen as almost honourable activists motivated by spiritual and political ideals, not by individual or group psychopathy. In fact, after endless academic analyses and clinical diagnoses, all we can apparently come up with is that such terrorists are motivated by any number of indeterminate socioeconomic, cultural, religious, psychiatric and other factors. Meanwhile, we are asked not to resort to Islamophobia, to turn the other cheek, to love not hate, and so on. Please be meek. I am certainly not suggesting that anger at these incidents and murderers be turned into Anders Breivik-style revenge attacks, or rudeness towards ordinary Muslims. But we should not be expected to dissociate from these traumas by avoiding the obvious Islamic attribution: even the careful Islamist appellation is a clumsy way of separating the religion from its supposedly tiny group of bad apples (O’Neill, 2017b). Nor should we buy into the SJW narrative that the West first did it to them so we now deserve it. 

Atheism is proclaimed a sin in the Quran, is punishable by death in some cases, and has even been equated with terrorism (Withnall, 2014). As an atheist, I do not respect any religion. I wish they would all cease to exist or at least retreat behind closed doors. I certainly wish that Islam would go away, or leave these shores for more Muslim-friendly countries. I am not rude to individual Muslims and would never condone hatred or violence against them. But I do consider their religious and cultural beliefs to be superstitious nonsense. In fact, I regard Islam as perhaps the worst of religions, the most authoritarian, aggressive, irrational, anachronistic. It is not ‘just another religion with kindness at its heart’. That is surely OK for me to declare in my own free-speech country, without my being conflated with so-called Islamophobia? ISIS would gladly behead my kind if they could, but hopefully moderate Muslims living in the UK would accept the right to disagree with me (and home-grown moderate SJWs would only call me intolerant). However, we know that ISIS and affiliated groups wish to establish a worldwide Islamic caliphate, and that this Islamic theocracy has no regard for democracy: the thoughts, decisions and votes of human beings are as nothing compared with the revealed Word of Allah. What I and others do not really know is what moderate Muslims really think of us. I know that my Christian friends accept or at least forgive me with good humour but I am unsure if the same goes for Muslims. With the Salman Rushdie fatwa and Charlie Hebdo massacre in mind, many of us are probably somewhat cautious about what we say and write, and in this sense Muslims have already begun dictating permissible behaviour and limiting freedom of speech in the UK and the West (Bawer, 2006; West, 2015). 

Although a small minority of Muslims has lived in the UK for 300 years, and small waves of immigration have followed, especially in the 1950s, it is only from the 2000s that Muslim immigration has been substantial. The country from which most Muslims have arrived is Pakistan, followed by Bangladesh, Somalia, India, Turkey, Iraq, and Afghanistan. The vast majority have moved to London, then also to the West Midlands, North West England, and Yorkshire and Humber. Many groups live together in areas such as Tower Hamlets in London. Somalis in particular are poorly educated and often unemployed. About one in three Muslims is under 15 years of age. Muslim women are often not working outside the home, and many do not speak English. A disproportionate number of prisoners in England and Wales is Muslim. It is estimated that around 5,000 people annually convert to Islam, many of them women, and many Scottish (Azam & Goodwin, 2015). Reasons for conversion — or reversion — are not known but may be related to the novelty of Islam, its growth and vigour, its simplicity, certitude, and to loneliness. People also leave Islam but the stigma and danger involved makes any calculation of numbers difficult (Cottee, 2015). 

Sometimes The Guardian doesn’t know quite where it stands on Islam, which is, after all, famously homophobic and patriarchal, and at odds with most PC underdog groups. Flood (2017) struggled to achieve balance between the claims of Berkeley’s KPFA radio station that Richard Dawkins is an alleged Islamophobe, and Dawkins’ own self-defence. KPFA cancelled a scheduled event on being warned that Dawkins was abusive and hurtful towards Islam, that he had vilified it, calling it vile and evil. In his defence, Dawkins admitted he has criticised ‘Islamism’ but has also frequently criticised Christianity and other religions without being barred from speaking. The Guardian’s reviewer Gaby Hinsliff had no qualms about calling Douglas Murray’s (2017) eloquent, bestselling book on immigration ‘gentrified Islamophobia’. The overall, well-known position of the leftist and PC press is that most criticism of Islam is unacceptable Islamophobia. Nuance is unrecognised. 

On the matter of alleged Islamophobia, which represents a kind of sibling rivalry with anti-Semitism, we need to be much more focused. As the Dawkins case illustrates, any criticism of Islam tends to be regarded by Muslims as Islamophobia. Anyone who expresses any negativity towards lslam becomes in PC parlance an Islamophobe. The media, particularly the leftist media, repeat this epithet endlessly. There is no difference, it seems, between someone who murders a Muslim and someone who expresses theologically nuanced views about Islam, or someone who is a sincere atheist honestly declaring themselves at odds with lslam and other religions. In June 2017, sixteen days after the London Bridge and Borough Market attack, Darren Osborne drove a van into a crowd near Finsbury Park Mosque in London, killing one man and injuring ten. He was said to have shouted several things, including ‘This is for London Bridge’ and ‘I want to kill all Muslims’. This retaliatory murder by a man who was apparently mentally ill can be described as Islamophobic, but it is qualitatively distinct from reasonable verbal or written criticisms of Islamic theology, culture, and Muslim immigration into Britain. To be fair to Islam, however, an implicit hierarchy of religious suffering probably does exist that suggests Judaism is the aristocracy of the oppressed and the most immune to criticism (Finkelstein, 2003). 

Although Muslims are a much smaller minority in the USA than in the UK, the effects of 9/11 and reactions to it have ensured that it has a very high profile. There are now well organised and funded Muslim groups addressing Islamophobia in the USA. The Haas Institute, for example, supports the view that there is a longstanding anti-Muslim movement characterised by ‘orientalism’ which targets Islam, and stereotypes Muslims and Arabs in the US and elsewhere, and it is growing. Not only is there a great deal of organised anti-Muslim sentiment, but an ‘othering’ of Muslims that operates even at the level of legislation. Alarmist anti-sharia views are embodied in law as institutionalised Islamophobia according to one report (Elsheik et al., 2017). The British group Muslim Engagement and Development (MEND) similarly, loudly, calls out Islamophobia, but questions hang over its larger political aims and alleged link with extremists (Matthew, 2015). Clearly there are diametrically opposed views here, with either genuinely aggrieved or disingenuous Muslims crying Islamophobia and denying any real link between Islam and terrorism, on the one hand, and concerned anti-Islamists on the other. Jung (2011) critiques the Western ‘essentialist’, orientalist interpretation of Islam, while critics of Islam legitimately ask why frequent contemporary worldwide terrorist acts are not associated with any other religions. 

Islam whether of the mild-to-moderate kind or the radical, so-called Islamist kind, comes across as intrinsically infidelophobic, following Quranic injunctions. To be an infidel, an atheist or apostate is a sin. Infidels are bad, and in certain circumstances are subject to a death penalty. Now, I believe that the artful employment of victim terminology is at the very least silly, but we can play this game. Infidelophobia is the justified counterpoint to Islamophobia, at least if we assume that all human beings are equal. Yet only a little thought reveals that Islam obviously enjoys special status as a religion that places it above the views of non-religious and indeed non-Islamic individuals. Islamic supremacy, we might call it. The infallibility of Allah as revealed in the Quran via Muhammed means that atheists, apostates and other non-Muslims have a lesser right to be heard than true Muslims. Those Muslims who murdered the staff of Charlie Hebdo can be considered Quran-obeying martyrs, or they can be regarded as fascistic, mass-murdering infidelophobes. Yet obviously no cry of infidelophobia has the same stigmatic power as that of Islamophobia. Why not? On a similar note, since Islam places surrender to Allah as a higher good than human reason, surely this invites a charge of reasonophobia (or cognophobia, logicophobia, philosophobia, or whatever alternative ingenious term we can find)? 

Husain (2007) confirms that kafir is ‘an Arabic term as derogatory to non-Muslims as “wog” is to non-whites’. He admits that when he became a radical follower of the Islamist leader Abul Ala Mawdudi, he was no longer a ‘mere Muslim [but] better, superior’. Mawdudi declared his a ‘revolutionary doctrine’ that aimed to ‘overthrow governments’; this was far from being ‘man-made politics’. Husain learnt that there were ‘partial Muslims’ and ‘true Muslims’, terms which correspond well with the common distinction between moderate and radical Muslim. Living in east London, Husain felt that he and his fellow Muslims were ‘pioneers, at the cutting edge of this new global development of confronting the West in its own back yard’. Husain extricated himself from ‘robotic Islamism’ through love, further study and reflection, and career success; yet many do not move from extremism to moderate ‘British Islam’.  

The ISIS publication Dabiq listed in its 15th issue six reasons ‘why we hate you and why we fight you’ (ISIS, 2017). Only two of these were about hatred of military interventions and invasions of Muslim lands. The others are all about disbelief in Islam (Allah is oneness, and He has no son); the secular and liberal nature of the West (use of alcohol, drugs, gambling, usury, feminism, gay rights, fornication); atheism (denial of Allah); and crimes against Islam (particularly mockery). ‘We will never stop hating you until you embrace Islam’ is the conclusion. It mentions the ‘blessed attack on a sodomite, Crusader nightclub by the mujahid Omar Mateen’. The publication bears pictures of the aftermath of some ISIS atrocities; it mocks democracy; it lectures on the correct place of women; on its front cover is the slogan ‘Break the Cross’. Yet its tone, apart from sheer intolerance and violent hatred, is otherwise like any unsophisticated Christian evangelical, fundamentalist publication. Every Muslim terrorist in Britain, whether a refugee or born here, signs up to these beliefs, and the intensity of hate and murderousness displayed here is far beyond any of the so-called hate crimes condemned by Western SJWs, themselves pale reflections of the mujahideen who are ever ready to call out so-called Islamophobia. 

Aside from ‘Islamic extremism’, the most compelling example of aversion to Islam is its common visibility, in the sheer numbers of male Muslims with long beards and loose-fitting clothes (the djellaba) that look like out-of-place pyjamas to Westerners — all of which is prescribed by some Muslim texts. Consider too the medieval-looking female Muslim wear of headscarves, burkas and especially full-body and face-covering garb that seems ridiculous to most of us in Britain, like a badge of superstition and a stubborn refusal to integrate. It can also look like an invasion. Add to this the appearance of halal shops and mosques and we have an even greater visible impression of opposition. It can of course be argued that this is cultural richness, or that it is simply harmless, but it doesn’t feel that way. It feels like rudeness. It feels backward. I don’t like it, many of us don’t like it. Even minorities-defending feminists must dislike Islamic tendencies towards propagating misogyny in schools (Sylvester, 2017). It is even more depressing when one sees Muslim converts, apparently attracted by the authoritarianism of Islam, parading in their new alien dress. But the biggest impact is on free speech. It is obvious to me that I dislike this invasive culture, but I seem to be forbidden or discouraged from saying so in my own country. 

Sentencing a man rightfully found guilty of the racist abuse of and incitement to commit violence against Brexit-challenger Gina Miller in 2017, Senior District Judge Emma Arbuthnot said, ‘You show this hatred by publicly directing abusive threats at others, which is a criminal offence in this multi-racial society we are lucky enough to live in’. The defendant Rhodri Philipps was indeed unpleasantly, indeed dangerously abusive and threatening, and sentenced appropriately, but the judge’s final words here are mere matter of opinion with no legal merit. One can without being threatening disagree that we are lucky to live in a society with increasing interracial and interreligious tensions, indeed one that can be described in terms of dangerous superdiversity.  

SJWs seem to believe that although there is no such entity as race (perhaps there are ethnic groups but the distinction remains unclear), people who see things differently from them are racist and as individuals can be described as ‘a racist’. Tarnished as a racist, like being placed in the same category of evil as paedophiles and Nazis, you are likely to experience severe difficulties, and that’s how SJWs like it. Race is even more problematic when discussing Islam because it isn’t race-focused, it is not the same as Arabic identity but did issue from the Arab region. It is however closely associated with certain countries: in order of most Muslim populated — Indonesia, Pakistan, India, and Bangladesh, but also highly concentrated in North Africa and the Middle East, Sub-Saharan Africa, and elsewhere. The Organisation of Islamic Co-operation has 57 member states. Originating in Mecca, the birthplace of Muhammad and Islam’s holy city, this central Muslim region is however not the place where Muslim refugees converge. Criticism is often levelled at Saudi Arabia for its lack of hospitality and the linked irony of the secular West becoming the common destination for Muslim migrants. Saudi Arabia offered to build 200 mosques in Germany during the major refugee crisis of 2015, while the building of Christian churches in Saudi Arabia is prohibited. Saudi Arabia’s riches, rooted in oil since the 1930s, give it international power in spite of its poor human rights record. In principle, it should be the primary destination for Muslims (and is during the annual hajj, or pilgrimage), given its strict adherence to Islamic law (including executions by beheading) and its relatively modest population (about 30 million) and its large land mass. We have to ask then why it does not welcome migrant Muslims and conversely why so many insist on moving to countries where so many indigenous citizens do not welcome them. We might conclude that Saudi Arabian Islam is not friendly to its own kind, and that many Muslims moving to secular countries do not authentically embrace strict Islam but are in effect crypto-apostates. This parallels the situation of many aggrieved blacks who complain about racism while remaining where they can enjoy most prosperity and freedom but least naturally belong.

When I tentatively venture to share some of my sceptical views with friends I am often told that Muslims are a tiny percentage of the UK population, that the vast majority are moderate in their beliefs, and that I have no right to judge them unless I have a thorough, scholarly knowledge of Islamic theology. Any objections that Islam is the most militant of the major religions, that it seems stuck in a bygone age, that Muslims seem unwilling to adapt to Western norms of dress and behaviour, that Muslim family size is a problem, that radicalisation of young male Muslims is deeply worrying, are met with accusations of lslamophobia. Predictions of imminent white demographic decline in Europe mean nothing to SJWs (Godefridi, 2017). The mildest rebuke would be ‘You worry too much’ and the strongest ‘You’re an anti-Muslim bigot’. Well, plainly as an atheist I am anti-religious, and I perceive Islam as anti-intellectual in its reliance on Quranic faith and inability to embrace modern rationality and science — as does one of its most famous apostates (Ali, 2015). Certainly I can see that most ordinary Muslims are not terrorists, and yet whenever the identity of Islamist terrorists from Luton, Birmingham or elsewhere is discovered, surprised friends and family members typically say that ‘he just seemed a regular friendly guy’. 

Abu Hamza al-Masri is an Egyptian and was an imam at Finsbury Park mosque, a believer in sharia law and an Islamic caliphate. Famous for having two hook hands, he has eight children, and was imprisoned for inciting violence and racial hatred, eventually being extradited to the USA and imprisoned there for life for hostage-taking and other crimes. At one point he counter-sued in the UK for race hate, the charges for which amounted to £1 million in legal aid. Hamza utilised EU Court of Human Rights laws to stay in the UK for many years. Abu Qatada, a Jordanian and radical Islamist, and an anti-Semite, claimed asylum in the UK using a false passport, was imprisoned under anti-terrorism laws, but used EU human rights law to resist deportation to Jordan. Deportation while fitting for an agenda of natural justice has proved extremely difficult in practice (Dixon, 2017). While in Britain, it is estimated Qatada was supported on benefits payments to the tune of at least £500,000 and possibly up to £3 million. Anjem Choudary is a British-born radical Islamic activist of Pakistani descent involved in helping to train terrorists, who supported the actions of the 7/7 bombers, and spread the belief that Islam opposes democracy. He was convicted in 2016 for supporting ISIS. Often known as a hate preacher, Choudary has four children and was reported to be receiving £25,000 annually in state benefits. He has boasted about the growth of Islam and its gradual takeover of parts of the world, especially in Britain. He has called for the execution of the Pope. 

We hear of many such accounts where the common theme is that a fanatical Muslim moves from one country to another, preaches radical and violent doctrine, incites violence, lives off state benefits, has a large family, claims legal aid and uses human rights laws year after year to avoid being deported. The typical cry of moderate Muslims and SJWs is that these are not representative of Islam, yet their human rights must be respected, and any terrorism they spawn is probably deserved by the UK for its military interventions in Muslim countries. A majority of the British public would agree that they are exploiting the naïvety and gullibility of leftist apologists — colloquially, taking the piss — while they plot the downfall of the secular West. 

A good summary of defence of the Islamic presence in Europe is found in Plenel (2016). This short book reads like an impassioned sermon against Islamophobia and xenophobia. Plenel links Islamophobia in France closely with anti-Semitism and often conflates right-wing with far-right. Muslims are made scapegoats for all social and economic ills, he insists. As a former Trotskyist and active left-wing investigative journalist, it is not surprising that Plenel takes the position he does, but it is surprising that his argument is composed mainly of moral-emotional appeals and relatively little detailed analysis and engagement with counter arguments. He believes that slavery, colonialism and the Holocaust were all of a piece, all based on hatred and dehumanisation of the Other by a barbarous West convinced of its own superiority. Although he briefly mentions some Islamist terror attacks, it is evident that he wants to minimise these and focus on the unwelcoming attitude of many French people to Muslims, Roma and other minorities in ‘our rainbow France’. Fair enough, he cites the murder of Ahmed Merabet, the Algerian-origin policeman who died outside the Charlie Hebdo offices in 2015. Muslims are a treasured part of France itself, in Plenel’s view, and it is madness to attack part of ourselves. What he appears not to see is the sheer scale of Muslim immigration, cultural dissonance, and expanding impact, and the real difference between today’s phenomenon of large, problematic new communities and the non-threatening but scapegoated Jewish communities in Germany in the 1930s. Plenel is unconcerned with fears like those of his compatriot Renaud Camus, whose concept of a demographic ‘great replacement’ of whites by non-whites has gained traction (Williams, 2017).  

Sayyid Qutb was a Muslim Brotherhood activist who was shocked when he visited the USA in the mid-20th century at the immorality he perceived everywhere, and not only in everyday life but in Christian churches. For him, ‘the whole world, from decadent Cairo to barbarous New York, was in a state of jahiliyya. He saw the West as a gigantic brothel, steeped in animal lust, greed, and selfishness. Human thought, in the West, was “given the status of God”’ (Buruma & Margalit, 2004). Jahiliyya refers to the sinful state of man before Muhammad’s revelation. Qutb was a radical Muslim but there are some fundamentalist Christians to match him in theological zeal. He was also against ‘jazzy hymns’ and dancing, he was intensely anti-Semitic, and uncompromisingly opposed to any Muslim appeasement of the corrupt West. In this view, not only white Western materialism and black hedonism are evil, but weak Islam too. We can see here that Quranic purity appeals to some just as Biblical simplicity and authority does. Human thought is of no consequence in this view. It is probably an unpopular view, but I believe our modern attachments to pleasure, to perpetual entertainment, to the arts and media, reveal a common preference for what is simple over what is difficult, for example sustained reason, science, and hard work. Most people are repelled by the ‘disenchantment of the world’ and are willing to embrace non-rational scriptures, novel-reading, social media, and so on, rather than thinking hard. Qutb’s form of Islam is not only anti-hedonistic but anti-scientific too, and Western SJWs, however opposed to Islamophobia, would not recognise Qutb’s vision of social justice as anything like their own (Qutb, 2000). While Qutb’s vision of Islam may not be the most prominent one in Britain, it is being fomented.  

On 31 October 2017 Sayfullo Saipov, an Islamic Uzbekistan national and father of three children, deliberately drove a truck into people in Manhattan, killing eight and injuring eleven. He left the truck and shouted ‘Allahu Akbar’ before being shot and arrested. He had entered the USA in 2010 and had permanent residence due to the diversity immigrant visa, a generous random selection process also known as the green card lottery. This awards 50,000 visas annually to people from countries that have had low rates of immigration. Probably very few in the UK had ever heard of this scheme before this event. Now it can be regarded as a true lottery, in the sense that one or two winners will turn out to be bad for the USA (an Egyptian immigrant killed two people in 2002), and innocent people who happen to be around die so that Islamists like Saipov can carry out their perverted religious intentions. The response from the Muslim community, as so often, was muted, indeed feeble, amounting to merely disowning him and fearing an Islamophobic backlash. Likewise SJWs, who immediately turned on Donald Trump and Islamophobes instead of Saipov. Amid all this, it is forgotten that the simple-minded Qutb and ISIS theology of medieval monotheism and associated hatred that drives people like Saipov is responsible for intentionally killing civilians in the name of Allah (ISIS, 2017). When we invite or allow Muslims and their relatives into our countries we import at best unknown qualities and at worst this kind of sanctioned terrorism. Scholarly attempts at challenging the radical Islamist theology of hate unfortunately appear not to have much real impact, which should not surprise us when we reflect on centuries of intra-religious disputes and wars (Stuart & Ali, 2014). 
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Population Concerns

World population stands at about 7.5 billion, projected to rise to at least 9 billion by 2050 and 11.2 billion by 2100. The population of the UK currently stands at about 67 million. A city like London has a population of over 8.5 million (much more when one counts outer London), larger than any other European city unless metropolitan areas in Paris are added and compared, or unless Moscow is considered European. England is the second most densely populated country in the EU (next to Holland), and the ninth most populated country in the world. In relation to its land mass the only ways in which housing can be expanded to accommodate increasing immigration and larger families are building upwards in cities or outwards across land not yet built on. This is not only about housing, however, but also the schools, hospitals, workplaces, shops, prisons and roads needed to support a larger population. Land is finite. Concern is always expressed about any decline in population, yet the question of optimal population is rarely openly discussed, or the very suggestion is hysterically conflated with Nazi-style genocide, or unworkable human-rights-denying Chinese one-child policies. But seriously — how might we define ‘overcrowded’? Not so long ago, news stories of Japanese overcrowding made British observers incredulous: 120 million people on those narrow islands, crowded and tense cities, people sleeping in cubicles, fierce competition for schools and jobs, rising suicide rates. And that’s in a country with massive homogeneity and very little multiculturalism. 

John Calhoun famously studied the behaviour of rats in highly overcrowded conditions (Calhoun, 1962). He noted that in natural conditions rats were self-regulating and limited their own population size. In associated mouse experiments Calhoun kept mice in limited spaces; he fed them well and they were free from predators. Their population increased rapidly and their behaviour became aberrant — poor parenting and wounding of young, and many examples of unnatural, chaotic aggression. Eventually the mice became solitary, disorganised and depopulated. Calhoun and others speculated that a similar sorry fate lay in store for humans (and see Woodley of Menie et al., 2017a). We should note social brain theory here too, according to which our millennia of living closely together, depending on each other, and constantly having to monitor our own and others’ behaviours, moods and actions, puts great stress on us. Some cannot contain this amount of stress and become mentally ill, yet it may also be the case that with ever increasing population and urban density comes increasing subclinical stress. The point of these examples is to suggest that too much material plenty, underpinned by a welfare net, in increasingly overcrowded environments, when added to the superdiversity of migrants, is a recipe for disaster. Recall the introduction of rabbits to Australia in the early 19th century, leading to extensive reproduction and ecological damage. Note that no comparison of migrants with rodents or rabbits is intended here — the more we are all squeezed into a small space, the more we all suffer. Consider too these phenomena, not long ago quite alien to the UK: widespread incidence of large but fatherless black families and a causal relationship with crime, first cousin marriages, and large families in polygamous settings. Even to mention these is to invite accusations of racism. But all these phenomena challenge the illusion of a happy multicultural melting pot. 

Oscar Wilde suggested ‘the only possible society is oneself’ and the growth of single person households might support this quip. But most of us form exclusive partnerships, we form cliques, teams, gangs, clans, ethnoclasses and tribes. Dunbar (2011) may or may not be right about the optimal number of people we can relate to being 150 (based on social brain theory, typical village sizes, etc.), but most of us do have a tendency to split into smaller groups and to dislike crowds. Trust is difficult in very large groups, and tasks often lose focus. It may be that smaller population countries in relation to size of territory, like Denmark, New Zealand and Canada, tend towards effective socialism. It may also be that large countries like China and Russia have been able to survive relatively well due to longstanding traditional cultures, a high degree of homogeneity, and strong leaders. The modern USA differs from the UK in being a large land mass and being formed as a new nation only 500 years ago out of mainly enterprising European settlers. But today US culture is being torn apart by its white, black and Hispanic antagonists. Britain, a small land mass and once relatively homogeneous, is now overcrowded and torn by excessive multiculturalism. The EU was formed without due regard for centuries of tribal tradition and cultural differences, and is now becoming fractured. In most discussions of immigration, integration and social cohesion, almost no serious thought is given to intergroup dynamics, optimal group size, and threats to group integrity.

The population of the poorest continent on the planet, Africa, is currently about 1.2 billion and predicted to reach 2.4 billion by 2050. Nigeria alone (the size of Texas) is predicted to grow to a population of 330 million by 2050 and one billion by the end of this century. This is unsustainable within Africa and, as we already see, millions of Africans believe they have no choice but to migrate to Europe, and such an influx is also unsustainable. This is not being addressed. The argument that Africans must learn to provide better for themselves and to practise effective birth control is regarded as racist by anti-Westerners. Pakistan is rated by some counts the fifth most populated country at 207 million, projected to double by 2050. Sixty per cent of these are under 30, a third of the population live in poverty, only 58% are literate, and birth control is resisted mainly on religious (Islamic) grounds (Constable, 2017). ‘The more Muslims grow, the more their enemies will fear them’, says one man, Jan Mohammed, in Pakistan, who has 38 children by three wives; while another, Gulzar Khan, aged 57, has 36 children, hopes for more, and expects Allah to provide (Yahoo, 2017). All those who are in denial about the very real limitations of space and resources insist that Europe and the West generally has ample space and a responsibility to accept and support all deserving immigrants and their families. It is an unrecognised Malthusian irony that immigration into Britain can be called colonial karma. In the 19th century Malthus advocated emigration from Britain as one means of relieving its growing population, and in the process spreading the ‘British world’. As suggested in Fedorowich and Thompson (2017), ‘it can be argued that the whole raison d’ètre of Britain’s empire lay in the constant shifting of people between different parts of the world in ways that were likely to destabilise old identities and forge new ones’.  

England’s population in 1700 was about 5 million, and in 1800 approaching 8 million. After that, the UK’s total population escalated more rapidly, from 11 million in 1800 to 38 million in 1900. In 2011 it was calculated that 12.7% of the population was foreign born but almost 20% of people now identify as belonging to an ethnic minority (Casey, 2016). In 2015 about eight million foreign-born people lived in the UK, 3.2 million of those being from the EU. 28.2% of births are now to foreign-born mothers. In 2007–10, 4,000–5,000 people annually were expelled for criminal offences. It has been reported that in in 2015 over 84,000 people were stopped from entering illegally (Daily Express, 10 February, 2017), and 200 people have recently been caught every day trying to enter the UK. The Home Office confesses to ‘losing 56,000 foreigners’ who were destined to be deported but absconded, a figure that includes 700 criminals (Mail Online, 2 November, 2017). From immigrants’ point of view, the ability of their host country to accommodate them is not at issue. Migrants do not study the economics, resources and demographics of their destinations; rather, they know by gossip, anecdote and social media which are the most favourable, and sometimes they are given falsely positive information by their people traffickers. Whether genuinely desperate refugees or economic opportunists, migrants naturally have their own interests at heart. It is highly unlikely that any calculate the impact they and their families will have on their hosts. Africans fleeing inhospitable conditions at home are looking for a better life and in some cases find it. But it’s often pointed out that few immigrants readily adapt to Western norms, instead bringing their own culture and behaviour with them. Some say hopefully and even confidently that in time Muslims will reduce their family size to closer to British norms of two children. At the moment such optimism seems misplaced. It has been pointed out too that Muslim parents tend to begin having children from an earlier age, thus producing more generations. 

London’s population is growing at twice the rate of other parts of Britain, much of the growth due to immigration (Osborne, 2016). If 200,000 foreigners arrive in London each year, it is not surprising that London has a housing crisis. Yet leftists repeatedly blame the deficit largely on Conservative failures to build more houses. London’s Muslim mayor, Sadiq Khan, consequently calls for 66,000 new homes to be built annually in and around London, 65% of which should be ‘affordable’ (Booth, 2017). Perhaps there is no connection at all between Pakistani immigration into London and the large sizes of many Pakistani Muslim families, but Khan’s parents came from Pakistan to London in the 1960s, and had eight children. Surely continuing large-scale immigration into London by people who have large families (and unknown associated chain immigration) has some effect on housing stock? And surely our inability to discuss matters of excessive immigration and population control, however ‘explosive’ a political issue, warrants some investigation? Building more and more houses, and affordable (subsidised) homes is not the only conceivable solution. The UK’s Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Sajid Javid, stated in February 2017 that ‘only 37% of future housing demands are due to immigration’, but Migration Watch UK (2017b) regards this as ‘thoroughly misleading’, arguing that ‘in the last decade nearly 90% of additional households in England have been headed by someone born abroad’. Mr Javid, whose Pakistani parents had five sons, and who himself has four children, may not understand, or may play down, the very real connection between high immigration, large families, and housing needs. He also failed to observe that today’s household of multiple single young Polish men seem content to live in crowded dormitory conditions but sooner or later will probably marry, have children, and need housing.

Overpopulation threatens not only humanity but the entire environment (Foreman, 2015; Smail, 2017). Anthropogenic climate change is not slowing down and the recurring recommendation is that reductions in population may be the single most effective strategy for addressing our problems. The idea of a ‘demostat’ has been mooted, which consists of measuring and adjusting population levels. But both religious tradition and third-world reproductive behaviours continue to push overpopulation. The most conscientious of Westerners, and arguably the highest IQ citizens, are now typically limiting themselves to one or two children. If population control continues to be interpreted by SJWs and immigrants as racism and they refuse to countenance it, we are going to see troubled megacities containing superdiverse populations. We should heed the warnings of those calculating that the world’s true optimal population based on carrying capacity criteria is around 4.5 billion, and that of the UK between 17 and 26 million (Population Matters, 2006).

In 2006 Tony Blair admitted two very important things (BBC, 2006). One was that immigrants were driving up the population of Britain, which had then gone over the 60 million mark. The other was that we have no official policy on population control. The latter, he said, would be ‘political dynamite’. Why would something so critical to the UK’s future welfare, intensely related to its available resources, be dynamite and thus to be avoided? We discuss our ageing population, we blithely admit that net migration means that the equivalent of a new city is being added to the overall population annually, but we seem unable to address this problem urgently. The membership charity Population Matters pressed for such a policy at the 2017 general election without success. Presumably it is one of those matters that has to become critically bad before anything is done. The American organisation NumbersUSA is far ahead of anything similar in the UK in spelling out problems of overpopulation caused by mass immigration and suggesting solutions, while steadfastly refusing racist labels (Beck, 1996). Lord Hodgson of Astley Abbotts (2017) in a densely argued, technically informed pamphlet, includes the stark metric of British population increasing so much in the next 25 years that it will equal 3.5 additional Greater Manchesters. 

Predictions vary greatly for world population levels, by one account from 15.8 billion to 6.2 billion in the year 2100 (Plataforma SINC, 2013). The low estimate is predicated on falling fertility. Whether or not this global self-regulation transpires, there are reasons to believe that the world Muslim population will continue to increase and overtake Christianity for the first time ever, and some growth in folk religions will occur, while the population of Buddhists, Jews, atheists and religiously non-affiliated will remain static or fall (PEW, 2015). Highest population increases will be seen in Africa, and Europe and North America will have the highest concentration of religiously non-affiliated people, but will be under increasing pressure from immigration. By my reading, this suggests that overall there will be a decline in rational progressivism and intelligence-led worldviews. Research on the relationship between average higher intelligence and smaller family size seems to confirm this (Meisenberg, 2010).
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Interethnic and Intergroup Problems

It has suited the anti-racist narrative to speak in black and white terms. At one time in the UK the term Black was used to encompass all non-white groups, in order to strengthen the anti-white hand politically. But it was always obvious that some non-white groups were more numerous, aggrieved or troublesome than others. Chinese and Sikhs among others attracted relatively little negative attention and had little of the ‘attitude’ associated with African-Caribbean people. Indeed, the population of Chinese-origin people in Britain significantly exceeds that of Jamaican-origin people but the latter group makes much more ‘noise’ (the violent criminal activities of Chinese Triads and Jamaican Yardies notwithstanding). The presence of Japanese in the UK, predominantly in London, confirms a belief that, while visibly different, they are considered mainly polite, industrious, integrative, and do not cause trouble or demand that the host society bends to their wishes (ethnically distinct Yakuza criminals, again, notwithstanding). (Martin, 2017, and Sakamoto et al., 2009, go some way to explaining these patterns in the American context.) And while Africans and Caribbeans used to predominate in discussions of race, population increases among Asians and non-British Europeans have led to different dynamics. Ongoing debates are found regarding slavery, with sometimes fierce clashes over the extent of Jewish profiting from the slave trade, and in competitions for ‘most persecuted people’. 

It is well-known that street gangs often form based on quite superficial territorial grounds, in accord with Tajfel’s (1982) social identity theory (and see Berreby, 2008). The troubles in Northern Ireland were based on longstanding religious (Protestant versus Catholic) and economic factors. Much more widely, we know of tribal conflicts in Kenya and Rwanda, and between Russia and Chechnya, for example. Tensions grow between blacks, Asians and Mexicans in the USA. Longstanding tensions between the English and Scots led to the Scottish Independence Referendum in 2014. An increasing proportion of nationalist Poles are vociferously objecting to refugees in their midst, despite Polish Jews fleeing in the early 20th century, and many Poles moving to Britain. British Sikhs have protested that they do not wish to be implicated as ‘Asian men’ when grooming gangs come to trial involving Muslim men, especially since some Muslims have sexually assaulted Sikh girls, and no Sikhs have been similarly convicted (People of Shambhala, 2012). Antagonistic Muslim attitudes towards Jews are well known and documented (Jikeli, 2015), Jews being referred to in the Quran and elsewhere as ‘descendants of pigs and apes’. 

Tensions were heightened in the Golders Green area of London when the Centre for Islamic Enlightening bought the historic Hippodrome building, with plans to develop it as a mosque and cultural centre. Golders Green has for many decades been densely populated by Jews, and its famous crematorium is a memorial to countless Jewish notables. Tensions between blacks and Jews in the USA are well noted (Adams & Bracey, 1999). Tanzanian albinos are persecuted by black Tanzanians. Mahatma Gandhi peacefully campaigned for Indian independence from Britain in 1947, and worked strenuously and fasted for inter-faith unity, only to be assassinated by a fellow Hindu in 1948, leaving a torn India and Pakistan in his wake; not to mention his racist past (Biswas, 2015). The agonies of the partition are still reverberating. Conflict in Myanmar between Buddhists in Rakhine and Rohingya Muslims has driven hundreds of thousands of the latter to flee to Bangladesh, demonstrating that ethnic conflicts are so often the cause of migration. 

The topic of British-Irish relations is complex and I will only touch on it here. The Irish have suffered from British interference, religious conflict and colonisation over many centuries; from the great potato famine of 1845–1852 (in which a million died while food was still shipped to England) and many further, bitter struggles and wars with the British to the present. Anti-Irish sentiment or Hibernophobia perhaps reached its height in the 1960s when signs for rooms to rent sometimes specified ‘no Irish, no coloureds’, some interpreting this as an aversion to ‘rough Irish navvies’ who might be troublesome heavy drinkers. Ireland’s fortunes continue to fluctuate economically, and its immigration has exceeded its former levels of emigration. But some degree of stereotyping remains, the Irish often depicted as variously stupid, mad, drunk, genial, good fun, backwardly religious, violent, or highly creative. Quite recently I heard an Irish SJW academic speak of the ‘British Othering’ of the Irish. But I think it is broadly true to say that little real ‘racism’ exists among the British towards the Irish and by one calculation it may be that six million people now living in the UK have Irish ancestry or recent Irish origins. This does not mean, however, that some residue of the former ‘Troubles’ is not festering beneath the surface. The absence of rubbish containers in British train stations (or their existence only in the form of transparent bags) attests to IRA terrorists’ bombing activity in Britain in the 1970s to the 1990s (but this had roots from 1939). 

The more one thinks about it, the plainer it is how common such conflicts are. Even Gordon Allport (1954), in his study of prejudice, conceded that ‘rivalries and hatreds between groups are nothing new. What is new is the fact that technology has brought these groups too close together for comfort’. Yet propaganda for the advancement of a rosy multicultural society has persisted and we have tried to ignore the problems inherent in having so many ethnic groups immigrate into the UK, or indeed into any one small geographical space. These groups tend to follow the same preference for one’s own kind as experienced by any other groups. Jews, Hindus, Sikhs, Muslims, and indeed factions within these do not necessarily get on. In 2016 Asad Shah was stabbed to death by another Muslim, Tanveer Ahmed, who had travelled to Glasgow to kill him because he was a liberal Ahmadi Muslim. In 2006 three Asian men killed a black man in Birmingham’s Lozell area during a riot which was associated with the displacement of African-Caribbeans by incoming Ugandans and Kenyans. In Sheffield in 2013, an imminent riot among whites, Pakistanis and Slovakian Roma residents of the Page Hall area was feared (Shute, 2013). An academic analysis of social cohesion and its breakdown focuses on the place of inter-group trust, which is often missing in societies where immigration has been too rapid and integration has failed (Larsen, 2013). More prosaically, Judah (2016) captures the sometimes banal, sometimes comedic, everyday racist banter among groups of Afghanis, Nigerians, Romanians, Pakistanis and others living in London. One Romanian, for example, says how much he hates Britain, its weather and its ‘ugly women’, the work is too hard, and ‘there are niggers everywhere’. 

It is reported anecdotally that in certain job sectors ethnic nepotism holds sway. In other words, you may struggle to get a job in some places (on the buses, driving taxis, in parts of the NHS) if it is already dominated by one ethnic group or another. Officially this is not the case, since equal opportunities legislation strives to ensure it cannot happen. But it does, and it causes problems. But interethnic and intercultural strife is evident in other ways. Groups separate themselves residentially, religiously and so on. And to be fair, an ‘old boys’ network’ also ensures that the British establishment of aristocracy and Oxbridge graduates looks after its own. We should not be at all surprised that clans, subcultures, ethnic groups, races and nations show loyalty to each other and this in turn produces conflicts (Vanhanen, 1999). 

One of the reinforcement factors for exponential immigration is family reunification policy which (with some safeguards of sufficient income and passage of time) brings in several more family members; and the associated chain migration phenomenon, with subsequent immigrants moving into the same areas (see Vaughan, 2017, for US examples). The £11 billion of remittances migrants in Britain send to their families back home annually is roughly equal to the UK’s foreign aid budget, and much of the remittances sum derives from child credits and benefits. The sum of £69 billion annually goes from Western Europe to families of origin in other parts of the world (Giannangeli, 2015). It has been claimed that some eventually manage to save enough of this to migrate to Britain and other EU countries. 

A brief detour into speculative ideas about the origins of ethnic conflict may be instructive. In one theory, from about 100,000 years ago humans dispersed around the world not merely out of adventurousness, escaping adverse climate, or seeking resources, but in order to lessen potentially deadly intergroup disputes (Spikins, 2015). Disliked and opposed by SJWs, evolutionary theories and observations include the notion that early humans could not relate well to a group of over about 150 people. In the worldview of many academics, especially anthropologists, early humans were ‘noble savages’ who were co-operative, egalitarian and non-violent. But Kelly (2005) argues for early territorial habits in which groups had understood borders between them and rarely got too close to the border for fear of attack. Projectile weapons had been created 400,000 years ago, but highly suggestive evidence of actual lethal inter-human battles dating to 13,000 years ago has been found in Jebel Sahaba in northern Sudan. Most now agree that violence has been steadily declining in human societies but it still periodically breaks out in homicide and genocide, and is arguably always just beneath the surface when territory, sacred beliefs, or valued relationships are threatened. 

In another theory, early one-to-one altruism, balanced by awareness of potential cheating, led to group level ‘mutualistic collaboration’ (Tomasello et al., 2011). These are hardly novel ideas but they may cause us to wonder if such evolved mechanisms of trust in small groups could ever equip us for life today, in the groups of millions in which we live. Even with the complementary faculties of altruism and self-protection it seems that some people who are forced to co-exist in densely populated places are strong on pathological altruism and weak on the evaluation of cheating and parasitic behaviour (Oakley et al., 2012). Now when we have almost no avenues for escaping from each other except by moving to other densely populated areas, conflicts inexorably increase. An example of ongoing leftist pathological altruism is cultural appeasement, whereby pacifying immigrants has become more important than protecting one’s own group’s interests (Richards, 2009). That is one, submissive strategy for addressing ethnic conflict. In a rather pessimistic analysis by Ruane and Todd (2004), ethnic conflict may be a kind of path dependent phenomenon that becomes self-perpetuating. 

It is reported that preferences exist for lighter skin not only in the West but also, for example, in India, the Philippines and parts of Africa (Abraham, 2017). In Nigeria, 77% of women use skin-lightening agents. Many women try to lighten their skin with a range of cosmetics, intravenous substances or laser treatments in India, where fairer skin has become more valued. The blame for this trend is often attributed to the Western advertising industry but it goes back perhaps thousands of years and is traceable to the Hindu caste system, which has darker-skinned people at the bottom. Bollywood too demonstrates this bias towards fairer skin. Some critics blame colonialism for the spread of this preference, and regard it as a form of racism. It can also be very damaging to health, and is often part of the marriage market. So we have here a form of in-group, own-ethnicity prejudice which is however interpreted by Cultural Marxists as a form of culpable colonial action.

Intra-ethnic problems are not only about cultural and political schisms. Pressure is often asserted from militant blacker-than-thou blacks, for example against blacks deemed to be Uncle Toms, too ready to suck up to whites. The terms house nigger, coconut and oreo are often used to insult black people who are successful, or who assimilate into white culture too readily. The term ‘going native’ has also been used similarly, like nigger-lover, of whites in other countries who adopt alien ways or get too close to the indigenous people of those countries. In 2009 Sadiq Khan used the Uncle Tom epithet of moderate Muslims who were too ready to be critical of their own religion and culture (Nsubuga, 2016), and radical Islamists warn their co-religionists not to succumb to Western decadence and risk becoming apostates. Braun (1990) claims that many ordinary Africans readily agree that most whites are cleverer than they are but this is furiously denied by Western anti-racists. In-group diversity of opinion is thereby suppressed in the interests of the more militant activists who wish to perpetuate division in relation to whites by creating an illusion of ethnic solidarity. Of course, not all ‘ethnic English’ worship the Union Jack and despise foreigners but the perceived sharp division between Brexiteers and Bremainers captures this sense of in-group tension, as also in Goodhart’s (2017) Somewheres and Anywheres. 

Religion exhibits intergroup conflict not only between major faiths, and between church and state, but also within same-faith groups, famously between Catholics and Protestants but also Sunnis and Shias. Well over half the world’s population has a religious affiliation, Christianity being the largest (2.2 billion), then Islam (1.8 billion), secular/non-religious/agnostic/atheist (1 billion), and Hinduism at 1 billion. Interestingly, the non-religious proportion is growing alongside the growth of Islam. But while religions have traditionally emerged in distinct geographical areas before global proselytization, they are now spread across dense regions such as the UK. This changing pattern leads to increasing inter-faith tensions but also to tension and conflict between faith and secularism (Theodorou, 2014). One of the most heated of recent conflicts has been between the more fundamentalist religions and the liberal values of Western nations that, for example, embrace gay marriage and abortion. The 2016 Orlando gay nightclub shooting of 49 people by ISIS-inspired Omar Mateen, is a tragically vivid example of this mismatch. Divisions have also emerged between African American and white Christians (Mathews, 2017). 

In his essay The Fire Next Time, James Baldwin (1963/1990) gave an impassioned description of racial tensions in the mid-twentieth century in the USA. No-one can doubt his sincerity as the grandson of a slave, a gay black man growing up in Harlem, witnessing segregation and the civil rights movement, and being deeply involved in his teens in the Pentecostal Church. His emotional and moral authority was evident in his 1965 Cambridge Union debate with William F. Buckley, for example. But one of the most perceptive and worrying points made by Baldwin is this. He saw close up the rise of the Nation of Islam and suggested that while the God of the Jews had gone north to become the white god of Christianity, the Allah of Islam was perceived as the black African God. This reflects the beliefs of Malcom X and others, that Islam is closer to blacks than Christianity is. This linkage of Islam with black pride and nationalism persists to some extent to the present and underpins tensions between Islam, Judaism and Christianity. One of the terrorist murderers of Lee Rigby in London in 2013, Michael Adebolawe, is feared within the UK prison system for his relentless dedication to converting inmates to radical Islam. This alliance between traditional Islam and separatist black Islam poses a particular threat to both the pacifist Christian and secular West. Few are yet talking seriously about a clash of civilisations between the forces of Afro-Islamism and the West however, despite the seminal predictions of Huntington (1997).  

Not typically recognised as an intergroup problem, we should note the implicit conflict that exists between generations. The longer the lifespan becomes, the greater the potential grows for uneasy relations between generations, and this is magnified by immigration and multicultural factors. Increasingly children in Europe witness interethnic conflicts and become part of them (Sedmak et al., 2014). Consider too that the fantasy of in-group solidarity often breaks down. One cohort of Jewish immigrants does not necessarily welcome another, and there are stories of already assimilated British Jews distancing themselves from newcomers with thick German accents who would have drawn attention to them. Some ‘new Jews’ had to create their own synagogues because of this. Also, while political (left-wing) solidarity is sometimes assumed among Jews, it is known that some are right-wing, pro-Brexit, and anti-immigrant. According to Goodhart (2017) more than half of all ethnic minority citizens actually consider immigration levels to be too high, perhaps recognising instinctively the dangers of encouraging too much of a good thing. 

It is also complicated by gender. Younger people are on average notably more left-wing in their political sympathies, but young male minorities may hold a key to understanding some extreme social conflict. First, consider that a great deal of immigration is male-skewed, for example Swedish records for 2015 show that 71% of asylum seekers from the Middle East and north Africa were males, and 90% of unaccompanied minors were male (Hudson, 2016). Levin (2005) cites research claiming that a higher rate of testosterone of between 3.3% to 19% is found in black males. Mazur (2016) examines the relationship between the ‘honour culture’ of under-educated young black males and testosterone levels, probing the chicken and egg problems of cause and effect. In other words, do testosterone levels rise in response to unfavourable socioeconomic conditions, or do the former contribute to higher crime and incarceration levels? ‘Hypersensitivity to insult’ is a big part of this phenomenon, and Garlikov (undated) suggests that perceived disrespect and disproportionate retaliation may lie at the heart of many of our problems. While much intergenerational conflict in the West has arguably been smoothed out, the confrontation between African-origin and Muslim-associated young males and Western lifestyles is critically problematic. High crime and unemployment among young black men and violent radicalisation among young Muslim males can be partly explained by the testosterone data and the disrespect argument. For Jolliffe and Haque (2017), however, the disproportionately high imprisonment rates and poor treatment of black and Muslim men can only really be accounted for by systemic prejudice and institutional failings, while the UK gender figures for imprisonment — 82,000 males to 4,000 females — seem to require no explanation at all. 

Recall the murder of the Dutch film director Theo van Gogh in 2004 for example, when 26-year-old Mohammed Bouyeri cut his throat, stabbed and shot him to death in Amsterdam. Van Gogh’s last poignant words were ‘Mercy, mercy! We can talk about it, can’t we?’ Unfortunately, Bouyeri’s disproportionate reaction to van Gogh’s (and Ayaan Hirsi Ali’s) anti-Islamic film Submission did not allow for any talking about it. A vast mismatch exists between rational old Westerners who believe we can talk about things, and angry young male members of some minorities who kill when they feel disrespected. But such one-off incidents may yet pale in significance if the many Islamist splinter groups unify under Osama bin Laden’s son Hamza, who has both ‘Jews and Crusaders’ in his sights (Soufan, 2017). Perhaps we can agree that ethnic conflicts include large-scale regional wars (Jesse & Williams, 2010), chronic group hatreds, occasional neighbourhood flare-ups, and intergroup tensions waiting to erupt. 
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The Impact on Indigenous Whites

Traditional indigenous whites have been impacted by the PC anti-racist witch-hunt in some superficial ways. The most obvious is language use. Without a second thought, many would once have innocently said, for example, ‘That darkie’s not such a bad bloke’. Some people still do, but only among themselves, and it’s a class thing. But very few any longer refer to wogs, coons or junglebunnies. Some (mostly working-class men) may refer to Sikhs or Muslims as towelheads or Mozzies. But nigger is now verboten, like Paki. Tacit lines are drawn between what is merely bad taste, or unfashionable, and what is deemed hurtful, racist, and hate speech. A period of fanatical purging in the UK saw the traditional golliwog banned, the term ‘Paki shop’ frowned upon and the Black and White Minstrel Show (1958–78) terminated. These were not great losses. Ongoing, and more irritating, is the ripple impact of Islamist terrorism that is felt by everyone going through airport security, having to remove shoes, jackets and belts, filling trays with laptops and phones, being frisked, and having to endure such an undignified ritual. More serious for whites in certain areas (usually poorer whites who do not live in leafy leftist places) is the impact on employment, housing, schools, and local amenities caused by significant immigration.  

It is often misunderstood why people like me object to mass immigration and multiculturalism. Nasty bigoted motives are inevitably attributed to us. But if you are an older white Brit (or for that matter American, French, Swedish, or whatever) you would have seen your country transformed over the past few decades in ways that you may well dislike and worry about (Coulter, 2016; Scruton, 2017). When I was young, very few visibly different people lived in the UK. Now, if I visit parts of London or Birmingham, say, I am shocked to see how much they have changed. This is not only about skin colour but halal shops, mosques, beggars, terrorist incidents, burkas, the threat of crime, and sometimes whole areas of cities in which I now feel uncomfortable, slightly unsafe or unwelcome. I realise that some have political objections to the concept of ‘my country’. When I hear people saying on television that ‘Britain is a multicultural country’ as if no objection is permitted, I am shocked. This is partly because I am old and have seen great changes. But it is also a reaction to social change that I judge is not for the best. I do not wish to see the UK transformed into a third-world, or Islamic, or majority non-white country. I fully realise that change happens and that in the long run perhaps Britain will become mainly a non-white, brown-eyed, and perhaps Islamic nation. But my feeling is that it would be a great shame and is not yet inevitable. 

Immigrants usually miss their homeland and often keep mementos of it, dress in the same clothes, build mosques, or even retain a whole way of life. But something is lost. Likewise, many indigenous old whites lament the passing of the country they knew and loved (Abbott, 2013). An American parallel that may appear far-fetched is that of the demise of the Crow Nation at the turn of the 19th century (Lear, 2008). Chief Plenty Coups narrated the loss of the traditional way of life, and one particularly poignant observation is captured here: ‘When the buffalo went away the hearts of my people fell to the ground’. How could the Crow carry on living when their culture had collapsed? Yet they did. Something similar could be said of large parts of Britain’s coal-mining industry, when whole communities were devastated in the 1980s, or of Detroit’s loss of its automobile manufacturing in the second half of the 20th century. Angry fight-backs give a sense of purpose for a while but acceptance of irreversible change is very tough on the psyche. It would appear that both ‘sides’ in the UK’s contemporary or imminent sociocultural melt-down experience sadness as well as anger. 

‘It doesn’t feel like my country any more,’ is a lament you can hear among many older whites. White flight attests to whites moving from the areas in which they grew up, not necessarily out of racism, but because they feel uncomfortable living in what have become predominantly non-white places. Other motives for moving include seeking better schools, or escaping scruffy, noisy or violent neighbourhoods. The more this happens, the more the non-white areas grow in size or density as black, Asian or other ethnic enclaves. Some white parents now find their children face classes that are primarily non-white, where English is not the first language spoken by other children, thus generating difficulties and delays. Indeed, one source has it that 300 languages are being spoken in British schools (Espinoza, 2015b) and another has a more modest 100 languages for the London area (Evening Standard, 30 January, 2013). The concerns of Ray Honeyford from the 1980s have not gone away. Schools in some areas have bent over to accommodate non-white and non-Christian pupils by recognising religious holidays, altering exam dates for these, changing the curriculum (e.g. incorporating Black History Month) and generally adapting what they offer and how they present it. In some cases, it appears that the performance of poor white working class children has declined as a consequence (Paton, 2014).  

Nationalism and populism are terms used by leftists to shame white Britons who espouse a patriotic allegiance to or simply have pride in their country, in this case referring to England or Britain. Anyone who sympathises with the political party UKIP (United Kingdom Independence Party) is considered by leftists to be a stupid bigot. This CM leftist movement has grown so self-confident that it can freely condemn any British identity. One example was a British-themed souvenir and gift shop in affluent Muswell Hill, London. Selling tacky paraphernalia associated with the Union Jack, toy models of the Queen, red telephone boxes and so on, the Really British shop owner received threats from local liberals of boycotts and negative epithets of being the ‘Brexit shop’ and undermining London’s international character (Bullen, 2016). The Brexit result was considered so axiomatically wrong to most leftists, that some parts of the NHS and universities offered free counselling to any staff or students feeling traumatised by it (Stevens, 2016), while ‘guilty fascist Brexiters’ were being ostracised by many of the same people (Anonymous academic, 2017; Stocker, 2017). 

Among many liberal professionals such as social workers, probation officers, teachers, lecturers, therapists, and nurses, it has been quite normal to be required to participate in consciousness-raising anti-discriminatory workshops. Some trade unions promote such training, and specific modules can be found in some universities (e.g. Warwick) on racism and xenophobia. In these, white employees and students are exposed to PC views on the oppression of BAME communities. One aspect of such training is typically a focus on whiteness, on getting participants to understand their white privilege (Andrews, 2016). Whiteness is said to be invisible to those of us in the white majority in the UK. Not only do we take our advantages for granted on an everyday basis and correspondingly fail to notice our microaggressions against our BAME fellow citizens, but we are typically blind to history, particularly to slavery and colonialism. We must learn to be horrified and ashamed by, and disown concepts of, the white man’s burden and manifest destiny. According to Olson (2004) the very institution of American democracy is white racist and in need of deconstruction. We must receive extensive corrective education accordingly. We must understand deeply that beneath our collective responsibility for racism as the powerful dominant group, we are merely equal to all other ethnic groups. We must never dwell on white majority identity in positive terms (Kaufmann, 2004) and we must entertain the view that Englishness was always a myth, a ‘Saxonist doctrine of racial singularity and exclusivity’ (Young, 2007). As the American writer Braun (1990) puts it: ‘If you wanted an example of genuine black entrepreneurial accomplishment you couldn’t do better than this anti-racism scam with its extraordinary manipulation of that inexhaustible resource — white guilt!’  

In contexts like these, there is absolutely no way you would raise questions about differences in IQ, criminal behaviour, fatherless families, oppressive religiosity, and so on. While the SJW trainers regard their work as vital deconditioning, people like me see it as totalitarian brainwashing and anti-critical thinking (Lasch-Quinn, 2002). Painter (2011) claims to tell the story of the historical invention of whiteness. Kendall’s (2013) tract on whiteness and white privilege advocates doing ‘intentional personal work’. This resembles nothing so much as a Christian evangelical manual leading the white reader though a confession of sins, to working through white guilt, to revelations about the true nature of reality, and cultivating ‘cultural humility’. Of course, you can dwell on your undeserved good luck in being born white, just as you can thank your lucky stars you we born in the 20th century and not in the Middle Ages, in the USA and not in Niger or South Sudan, able-bodied instead of disabled. But some blacks are probably better off than you (if you are white), and some do not want your guilt, your mea culpa whiteness games or your reparations. I have not noticed African Americans apologising to Africans, for instance, for their privilege. 

One source of disagreement is whether white Britons are more bigoted or more tolerant. In one study, while 72% in Hungary had negative views of Muslims, as did 69% of Italians, and 66% of Poles; Britons had only a 28% level of negativity (Lipka, 2017). Along with others, I believe British tolerance has been a real characteristic that has led paradoxically to the downfall of the UK. British politeness has meant that some behaviours that were disliked or found suspicious went undiscussed. Sheer levels of immigration and the impact these had on housing, schools, and other social services, were not openly resented. A great deal of this was due to the politically correct lobby quashing all such discussion as racist. A habit has grown among many whites to succumb to guilt and self-defeating tolerance, and by some accounts the very topic of race is commonly avoided by whites over the age of ten (News Staff, 2008). Some of this is relatively trivial, like putting up with noise or the inability of foreigners or newcomers to queue in the traditional British way, or the ignorance some display of the conventions and laws of driving, such as proper use of motorway lanes. The fear of appearing racist is now believed to be a major cause of sexual abuse of underage girls by Pakistani-origin men in Rotherham, Oxford, Rochdale and elsewhere going unreported (McLaughlin, 2016). This is much more serious and concerning. It is of course even more worrying in Germany and Sweden that the incidence of sexual assault and abuse is so hushed up (Arpi, 2016). 

While the PC brigade has been highly active and vociferous, unhappy whites have been passive, ill-informed, or poorly represented by some of the more inarticulate elements of the far-right. Metaphors like sleepwalking feel appropriate to this situation, capturing the sense that we have not woken up to the threat that our society is being wiped out, that we ourselves or our genetic future are being replaced by an alien culture (Bawer, 2006). Years of hypnotic Cultural Marxism have lulled the white British into being ashamed of being British. Liverpool’s International Slavery Museum and London’s Museum of Immigration promote a white-guilt and immigrant-romanticised view. A combination of tolerance, lazy laissez-faire attitude, fear of causing offence or being called racist (and jobs and reputations being destroyed), and doubts about what is really happening, has fuelled paralysis. Some now call this cultural self-hatred ethnomasochism. The term oikophobia, too, has been coined for hatred of one’s homeland, and West (2013) suggests that liberal values are the new cool, a middle-class requirement for signalling superior social status that separates the sophisticated SJWs from the dumb racists. We have bought into the story that we are the beneficiaries of slave traders and colonialists denying our white privilege. There is no such thing as British values, we are constantly told. We are made fun of, stereotyped as ‘little Englanders’ for apparently loving warm beer, cricket, and being nostalgic about a bygone mythical age. Rather, we must be completely open to vibrant new cultures and reject our stale, monocultural, racist heritage. Well, no. We can be proud of Western civilisation, of British achievements. We can preserve our culture in the same way other cultures wish to preserve and promote theirs. 

Crime is something to be faced urgently in the context of demographic change. Incidents of terrorist mass murder in our midst are the most glaring and shocking examples. As Cutler (2017) reminds us, in the American context, immigration fraud, involving forged documents and other wilful deceptions, are frequently the basis for further evasions, scams, crimes, and terrorist actions. Pakistani grooming gangs in the UK and sexual assaults in Cologne, Sweden and elsewhere are also well-known examples of immigrant crimes. Immigration brings not only raised crime levels but different kinds of crime. We have not previously had to police on a large-scale female genital mutilation, acid attacks, knife crime, false imprisonment, and the growing menace of trafficking and slavery. A rise in acid-throwing attacks in north east London led the MP for East Ham, Stephen Timms, to describe parts of London as no-go areas (Gillibrand, 2017). Use of acid to scar, deform and blind people in retaliatory actions originated mainly in Pakistan, Bangladesh and India but has spread to the West. Timms, incidentally, was seriously injured in 2010 by a female Muslim constituent when she stabbed him twice to avenge the war in Iraq. Luckily he escaped the fate of Jo Cox. 

In spite of a change in UK law in 2014 to criminalise forced marriage, and although some victims who resist are threatened by kidnapping and death, it has been found that very few convictions have been made in relation to the size of the problem. These crimes are all associated with immigrant communities. It is estimated that well over 13,000 people are in slavery today in the UK (indeed some estimates go up to 30,000). People are currently being trafficked into Britain from Albania, Vietnam, Nigeria, Romania and Poland. Their forced labour situations involve seasonal agricultural work, the construction industry, prostitution, begging, cannabis production and car washes (see antislavery.org). One in four is a child. Threats are made against them for defection, which include rape, violence and loss of accommodation. Many are living in illegally overcrowded conditions. The Modern Slavery Act had to be passed in 2015 to address this very problem. To the cost of policing must be added the costs of providing safe housing for victims, counselling and other support. The International Labour Office in fact estimate that today 40 million people worldwide are in slavery (ILO, 2017).

It is acknowledged too that the annual Notting Hill Carnival which attracts hundreds of thousands of revellers to a traditional Caribbean street event in London causes damage to local property, spawns many crimes, is high-risk regarding crowd density and possible crushing, and costs a great deal to police. Yet to oppose it or suggest moving it to a safer venue is resisted as racist. Its very inception soon after the 1958 Notting Hill race riots, initiated by white Teddy Boys, stands as a historical marking point. Quite differently, concern about the growth of violent drug dealing by Albanians can be silenced by mentioning the r word — you are racist. And yet this is a real threat as identified by the National Crime Agency (Weaver, 2017). There are thought to be up to 100,000 ethnic Albanians in the UK, many having masqueraded as Kosovan refugees, or genuinely fleeing blood feuds. Albania has high levels of corruption, unemployment and crime, yet is a candidate for EU membership, but even without that facility of free movement its mafia-style criminals have no difficulty in doing business here. Judah (2016) is told about ‘Poles who went to work for Albanians [in London] only to be beaten into a coma when they asked for their wages’.  

SJWs object that these crimes are no worse than crimes committed by indigenous white citizens, or their extent is exaggerated by racists. They may even argue that the victims of these crimes (or even the perpetrators) have no alternatives because capitalism, right-wing governments or racism force them into this invidious position. SJWs manage to minimise the seriousness of these crimes while at the same time constantly accusing Westerners of historical slavery. In August 2017 The Guardian published the story about a ‘UK family found guilty of enslaving homeless and disabled people’. The article refers to them as a Lincolnshire family of eleven ‘who were based on Traveller sites’. Yet clearly this was a Traveller family, the Rooneys, of Irish origin, whose 18 victims were virtually imprisoned for up to 26 years and made to labour at paving driveways and patios and other tasks while being kept like animals, and extortion and fraud were also used. A very similar story had come out in 2012, involving the Connors family. Any hint of stereotyping was studiously avoided by The Guardian. Indeed, there are sharply divided views on the immigration and crime nexus, with the left-wing media and academia often producing arguments and evidence contradicting the narrative of immigrants causing crime increases. The Guardian, drawing on an LSE study, even argued that immigration was associated with falling crime (Townsend, 2013).  

The Labour politician David Lammy has drawn attention to a disproportionate rate of arrests, prosecutions and imprisonment of BAME people (Lammy, 2017). In some ways, but not all, this reflects the American experience. It is thought that BAME defendants more frequently than whites plead not guilty, where a guilty plea can reduce a sentence to community punishment instead of imprisonment. Black men disproportionately come from single-parent families. But much of Lammy’s report is about institutional racism. Although he notes the disparity between black, Asian and indeed between Caribbean and African offenders (Caribbeans have higher rates of offending, particularly involving drugs and violence) and the very high rates of black youth offending, Lammy’s main focus is on the perceived unfairness of the criminal justice system and how it should be changed. In contrast to headline accusations of institutional racism, a rate of three white prisoners to one non-white die in custody. Blacks are four times more likely to be victims of murder than whites but much of this is due to black-on-black violence involving guns and knives. While the figure for employment of BAME police officers is 6%, nineteen percent of Crown Prosecution staff are BAME and 21% of Ministry of Justice staff are BAME, which is much higher than the national BAME population (MoJ, 2017). The picture is more mixed than Lammy wants us to believe. Reviews like his focus on selected statistics and emotional-cultural themes, with government expected to shoulder blame and pay for changes. Little mention is made in his 35 recommendations of BAME responsibilities, of biology, testosterone, IQ or attitude, or research into any of these.  

Another area in which we see growing social problems is health. Immigrants tend inevitably to bring physical and mental health problems with them. No-one can be blamed for being beaten, raped and witnessing family members being horrifically killed in Syria and other war zones, and subsequently fleeing for their lives and enduring the agonies of post-traumatic stress disorder. But tragically PTSD and other mental health problems can lead to anti-social behaviour, and understandable calls on the UK’s health services. Among the diseases associated with ethnic minorities are sickle cell disease, Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease and galactosemia. Cardiovascular disease including diabetes affects ethnic minority groups disproportionately. It was found that immigrants to Italy showed rates of Scabies at over 10% and for Hepatitis C at around 25% (Farrell, 2015). Relatively high rates of HIV, TB, enteric fever and malaria have been found in migrants to the UK (Wagner et al., 2014). Bangladeshi men have the highest rates of coronary heart disease. Chronic use of the drug khat among Somalis is associated with mental health problems. Psychosis is much more prevalent among black Caribbean people, who also experience stroke more often. The risks of infectious disease are increased, and tuberculosis made a worrying reappearance a few years ago. In 2016, the incidence of TB was 3.2 per 100,000 people among the UK-born, but 49.4 among the non-UK-born; 74% of cases were in those born abroad (Public Health England, 2017). London and the West Midlands incur the highest rates of TB, and countries where most TB sufferers come from are India, Pakistan, Somalia and Bangladesh respectively.  

Sexually transmitted diseases are found at significantly higher rates among blacks in the USA, with whites having relatively low rates and Asians having the lowest rates (CDC, 2016). It is speculated that this may be correlated with access to health services but in England, which has universal free healthcare, similar patterns are found, with people of Caribbean ethnicity having the highest rates, mixed ethnicity next, then whites and Asians (Public Health England, 2016). Common first-cousin marriages among Muslims causes many genetic problems. One study in Bradford found a 63% rate of cousin marriages among Pakistani mothers, and it is thought that between 6% to 30% of Pakistani children may suffer from related genetic problems (Goodhart, 2014; Wynne-Jones, 2011). Increased immigration also naturally leads to further burdens on an already overstretched NHS. As well as treatment, translation services must be provided. But we also have to reckon with so-called health tourism. Deliberate abuse of the NHS may cost up to £280 million annually, and incidental use by tourists who fall ill about £1.8 billion. The former category includes the foreigner who travels to the UK to seek kidney dialysis which is too expensive in their own country. A large proportion of NHS abusers are foreign pregnant women who travel to Britain to give birth, sometimes aided by ‘fixers’ (Adams, 2017). 

Leach and Donnelly (2012) reported on the basis of freedom of information searches that cases against NHS doctors resulting in being struck off the General Medical Council register show that the foreign-trained are five times more often struck off for negligence (63% foreign-trained being struck off, 37% British-trained). Those from India, followed by Egypt, Nigeria and Pakistan, featured most prominently in the relevant statistics. Doctors from Hong Kong by contrast had no complaints filed against them. In 2010, graduates from several Nigerian medical schools were barred from practice in the UK due to concerns about standards, and bribery was implicated in Indian medical practice. Complaints and serious cases of malpractice and negligence often involve poor English language skills and social skills as well as medical competencies, a claim that The Guardian naturally rejects (Williams, 2015). Figures for 2017 show that 64% of NHS doctors were trained in Britain, 20% trained in Asia, 9% in other EU countries, and 6% in Africa (Baker, 2017).  

Reactions of SJWs to the immigration and health problem — including human rights organisations like Médicins sans Frontières and Doctors of the World — often centre around indignation that it could even be an issue, with the right to universal health care being cited in defence. Prevalence of certain diseases is often ascribed to poverty rather than ethnicity, and hence to institutional racism. Complaints against foreign doctors are often attributed to racism on the part of litigious patients. Health workers are usually left-leaning in their sympathies and dislike pressure to identify foreign patients to be charged for their care. As we are endlessly told too, a relatively high proportion of NHS staff are first- or second-generation immigrants (as if they are doing the rest of us a favour). 18% of NHS staff are non-white, and 41% are doctors from ethnic minorities (Audickas & Apostolova, 2017). SJWs also try to balance the books by citing the health needs of Britons living abroad (mostly in Spain); this attempted balancing is also used about crime, many expat British criminals as is well-known living in Spain and elsewhere. 

Professional white Brits of my age have benefited from globalisation and cheap travel. The following are all in their sixties. Mark is a businessman who regularly travels to the four corners of the earth, returning to his businesswoman wife in their remarkably modest house in a large northern city in Britain. They have always voted Labour. Paul lives in one major British city and flies on a weekly basis to his job in another, in a neighbouring country. He is some sort of educational consultant, and his wife, also a globetrotter, is a professor. They would not dream of ever supporting the Tories. Tony is a well-off ex-senior social worker, a second generation east European immigrant with deep leftist sympathies. He and his wife have an African refugee living with them in their large house in London. Peter spends a lot of time in Spain, where his professional adult daughter lives, or on holidays in different parts of the world, when he isn’t at home reading The Guardian. Gerry is a retired education manager who occasionally jets off on short breaks and cruises. In spite of being a confirmed atheist, he is friendly with a Muslim doctor who is both highly liberal and conventional in different spheres of his life. Gerry is married but has no children, is a lifelong Thatcher-hating Labour man, and already has his membership of Dignitas arranged for when he chooses to take that final grim trip to Switzerland. Stephanie is a retired professor, married to Bill; as well as their large house in an English city, they have a ‘very small place’ in France and enjoy skiing and sailing holidays; Stephanie often attends international conferences and sometimes speaks on themes of anti-racism and intercultural sensitivity. William regularly commutes between England and Norway, where his partner lives and he does some consultancy, and spends his time as a flaneur/urban anthropologist while visiting many coffee shops and also looking at the world through his laptop. Most of these people have working class or humble roots but profited from free higher education in the 1960s and 70s, became successful middle-class professionals, married people like themselves, live comfortably in the leafy, mostly white parts of town; and they spend a lot of time literally above it all, detached from interethnic tensions, or in airport lounges with other mobile professionals. They are all nice, thoughtful, sensitive, left-leaning, cosmopolitan people.  

Compare these with Jill, an originally working class white woman from west London now in her seventies, living on a meagre state pension in a south London suburb. Divorce and circumstances see her living extremely frugally in an outwardly smart semi-detached, expensive house; she rarely has a holiday. Her neighbours on one side are Indian doctors who are often away in India, and Jill finds them aloof. On the other side is a professional family from Botswana, who work in pharmaceuticals and keep to themselves. In the same, long and plush road there is a grammar school attended mainly by BAME young people who are being hot-housed for academic success and future professional and business affluence. Jill’s grandson, in his thirties, lives with his partner and two small children (all white) in an uncomfortably small council flat in a London borough where the local schools are predominantly attended by BAME children; they wish they could move. In the same extended family, Bob is a grumpy lorry driver in his late fifties, who lives alone in a flat he has worked hard to pay for. He freely jokes about the ‘coons’ and ‘Pakis’ he sees in the course of his work. His sister, also in her fifties, lives on state benefits in a shared ownership flat in Thamesmead, and often complains about the ‘Chinks’, Poles and Africans who predominate in her area, whose white population is just 33%. 

These examples could be extended indefinitely. The point is of course about class, education, income and life chances. Older, affluent professionals, academics and politicians, tend to live good, long lives for the most part detached from irritating and stressful intercultural chafing and economic resentment. They can from on high pontificate on the ills of anti-racism and the glories of the EU, from which they benefit. They correspond roughly to Goodhart’s (2017) category of Anywheres, with the other being his category of Somewheres. Somewhat similarly, many artists have moved from their own country to another, seeking inspiration from new and exotic locations, and some intellectuals have declared themselves to be free of the small-mindedness of nationality. Adventurous young people may travel and live cheaply, but it is still mainly the middle-class graduates who do this. But the majority (the Somewheres) do not and cannot abandon their roots, due to personal attachments, limited economic and linguistic means, and preference for the status quo. But this is no crime.  

When the Empire Windrush arrived in 1948, carrying those 500 Caribbean immigrants whose labour had been sought by the British government, they should have been welcomed courteously and provided for better than they were. But when higher numbers of visible immigrants were evident in the 1960s and public disquiet was expressed, in part through Powell’s famous speech, the Tory government of the day should have listened rather than punishing Powell and ignoring the people. When in the 1990s the Labour government wilfully increased immigration by hitherto unknown proportions, there should not have been the dishonesty and propaganda there was. For example, the Commission for Racial Equality published in 1997 (Frow, 1997), an account of immigration that was one-sided and dishonest. West (2013) cites some significant lines from it: ‘people with different histories, cultures, beliefs, and languages have been coming here since the beginning of recorded time. Logically, therefore, everyone who lives in Britain today is either an immigrant or the descendant of an immigrant’. Since this line is constantly trotted out by multiculturalism-defending SJWs, West points out like Goodhart (2014) that it is not true. Genetic records going back at least 6,000 years show Britons to have a very long, largely unbroken lineage (Sykes, 2007). Among many efforts to retrospectively colour Britain, Kaufmann, M. (2017) focuses on black citizens in Tudor times, but has to admit there were perhaps only about 360. 

Indigenous Brits were entitled to express concern about excessive immigration but it probably wasn’t until 2015, after waves of propaganda and anti-racist legislation that their concerns began to register; and the 2016 EU Referendum, while not specifically about immigration, did provide the chance for this expression to make itself felt democratically. Misinformation and incompetency have concealed the true proportions of immigration but it is beginning to be clarified, and illegal entry angers the public. Africans and others who were colonised, kidnapped for slavery, and subjected to apartheid, were right to be extremely angry and to resist as forcefully as possible, but that time is long past. Now Britons have every right to be angry about the scale of immigration, illegal entry, and false claims to refugee status, all of which feel like a deeply troubling invasion; and protests, distortions of truth, and smothering of free speech by naïve or militant xenophiles only adds insult to injury.

Most of those indigenous whites who feel strongly about mass immigration tend to keep it to themselves, or maintain decency in the way they express themselves. The PC line on whiteness is that it’s good to examine your whiteness in terms of white privilege, and white guilt is the proper attitude. Black pride is good, even necessary, all ethnic minority groups should resist any pressure to assimilate, and they should retain and promote their own cultural identities. Blacks should celebrate their ‘woke’ state. However, a minority of whites are militantly dedicated to the ‘white cause’. This is much more advanced in the USA, where organisations like American Renaissance publish such material, even arguing for a white ethnostate to preserve diminishing white identity. Most pro-white discourse and visible ‘white politics’ lies with small, vociferous working class white nationalist groups who are portrayed as fascist organisations, who are easily dismissed, and often banned, both online and off. Even UKIP, with open political status and aims, is mocked and belittled. This picture of a far-right white minority may be partly due to middle-class avoidance of any such public stance, since they have been forcefully shamed and learned about the perils of coming out and the risks to their reputations and careers. 

Women like Ann Coulter, Lauren Southern, Faith Goldy, Rebecca Hargraves, Lana Lokteff, Marie Le Pen, Iben Thranholm, Anne Marie Waters, Jayden Fransen and others are quite a rarity in openly calling for a kind of white Western resistance to mass immigration. Candace Owens and Ayaan Hirsi Ali too are rare in their stand against the standard black grievance model and Islam respectively. The predominantly male identity of pro-white movements may be explained by a female dislike of anything that smacks of racism, and (as suggested earlier) even by a certain attraction to the exotic and the perceived underdog. In any case, it appears that openly pro-white men may find themselves isolated by their views, or they may have to hide them. Lamoureux (2016) writes dismissively of male ‘white nationalists’ who have difficulty meeting white women. The Danish journalist Iben Thranholm (2016) suggests that white European men now ‘act like women’, having adopted the nice but emasculated persona thrust on them by feminists; they have become in her terms ‘pussies’. Notice that male black and Islamic activists remain firmly patriarchal in their views and display none of the signs of such cultural pussy-whipping. 
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Some Academic Battles

There is good reason to think that academia has been dominated for decades now by the politically correct left-wing. In 2015, only 12% of UK academics voted for right-wing parties, while 50% of the public did (Carl, 2017). Additionally, about 28% of academics currently employed in British universities are from abroad and 38% of postgraduates (Goodhart, 2017), proportions which are sure to have an international, nationalism-undermining influence. The expansion of British universities from 1992 and their hunger for international students’ money inevitably increased the foreign student population, the subsequent permanent residence and overstay factor, relaxation of academic standards, and the promotion of diversity rhetoric and policy; and added to the general cultural camouflage. 

We tend to rely on experts for information about the ‘true state of affairs’ and academics do present their research as if it is objective. But academics in the social sciences, arts and humanities in particular are notoriously defensive of egalitarian, indeed neo-Marxist ideas, and hostile towards right-wing positions; and in some cases (famously, that of Chomsky), are relentlessly anti-American. An understandably horrified Jewish intelligentsia has since the 1930s heavily influenced the disciplines of anthropology, sociology and psychology. Curious about the extent of current Jewish influence in academia, I googled that phrase on my laptop and was confronted with a Sky Broadband Shield preventing my enquiry on the grounds of hate. See however MacDonald (2002). 

People with right-wing sympathies find it difficult to start careers in universities, and ideas that challenge politically correct ideology tend not to find their way into funded research. Many academics, particularly anthropologists, love to pour scorn on Western civilisation, for example by referring to WEIRD identity (Western, educated, industrialised, rich, democratic) to argue that we are not the objective centre of things we take ourselves to be (Heinrich et al., 2010). ‘Critical Whiteness Studies’ is a movement among radical black academics aiming to highlight the ‘psychosis’ of whites (Andrews, 2016). Academics over the past few decades have promoted postmodernism, women’s studies, postcolonial studies, queer theory, decoloniality, and in various ways have reinforced cultural relativism, and undermined certain knowledge claims. Most anthropologists push the idea that all human societies are different and equal, none is better or worse. None should be called primitive (Mullings, 2005). Another relevant academic meme here is anti-essentialism, a concept explained in tortuous terms only academics can master (Modood, 1998); and see Nayar (2014), for an excellent example of academic gobbledegook on coloniality and ‘decolonial philosophy’. 

Very few academics can concede that lowly and right-wing people have views that might be taken seriously, they themselves having cornered the market in intellectual analysis and rigour, and possessing the last word on every social phenomenon. Whether we are discussing anti-immigration views (Card et al., 2004; Bello, 2017) or stereotyping and prejudice (Dovidio, et al., 2013), the bias is almost always towards an SJW view, with ‘non-PC’ views struggling to find any legitimacy in academia, or indeed being howled down. Adamson (2017) is one of relatively few academics now openly critiquing the defence of multiculturalism, and doing so from a traditionally leftist position. Were we discussing racial profiles here, a loud demand for quotas would be heard, to ensure that a much higher percentage of right-wing academics is hired to balance the unjustified and talent-wasting left-wing dominance of academia.

One expects to find a cadre of Marxists among academics, even after a heyday many decades ago. But these are not always, necessarily or immediately easy to identify. Accounting, for example, is not the obvious home of socialists, but Sikka (2017) has promoted a socialist critique of banking, whose alleged complicity in global tax evasion and money laundering also props up human trafficking and slavery. More obviously, Žižek, the Lacanian-Marxist Slovenian philosopher, calls for a vague readiness to live more nomadically, and a warm-sounding ‘politics of solidarity’ in relation to the worldwide migration crisis, but only after a display of ostensible sympathy with those of us not wishing to have our traditional way of life radically disturbed. His exploration inevitably returns to Marxism, or communism, however so styled, as the solution to all ills. Badiou (2016) like most other Marxist thinkers interprets Islamist terrorism, like that shown sickeningly at the Bataclan massacre in Paris in 2015, as evidence of an aggressive nihilism arising from global capitalism and the huge wealth gap associated with it. In response, a ‘nomadic proletariat’ has grown which sometimes expresses itself through Islamist terrorists’ actions; and there are no ‘immigrants’ — only workers. 

Like our religious and political systems, academia is a centuries-old institution characterised by hierarchies, rituals, jargon, and redundant elements. They may still be somewhat valuable sites of knowledge creation and transmission but they are also enclaves of unexamined faith. Rituals of lectures, assignments, grades, and awards for students are only one side of the institution, which exists too to provide sanctuary for some intellectuals, to engage in spurious disciplinary battles, and the creation of swathes of knowledge often of dubious benefit to society. Academics compete for research money, attend international conferences of doubtful value, and carefully cultivate their careers and political missions. A piece of low-value research like that of Stevenson et al. (2017) on Muslims’ beliefs about prejudice against them costs the public purse a mere £19,905. A research project titled ‘Aesthetics of protest: visual culture and communication in Turkey’ costs £250,000 (funded by the Arts and Humanities Research Council), has a decidedly left-wing character, and has no obvious value to the British public. And many of course cost a lot more than these. While some academics and departments are politically neutral, many are not, and where bias exists it is almost always in a left-wing direction. Academics play the game of calling for evidence, defining what they deem legitimate evidence, producing questionable statistics, and often writing in an impenetrable jargon understood only by their immediate peers. But at the same time, a liberal and Cultural Marxist ethos, partly fuelled by higher student fees, Labour Party policies for high (‘non-elitist’) university enrolment and the expansion of universities, and multiculturalism, has been converting academia into so-called safe spaces, from which challenging views are being banished.

The politically correct view about race is that there is no such thing. One anthropologist, Eriksen (2010) puts this starkly: ‘no serious scholar today believes that hereditary characteristics explain cultural variations’. The leftist position on IQ is that it is an unreliable measure and absolutely cannot be applied to different national or ethnic groups. Garth (1930) found ample evidence of whites believing blacks to be mentally inferior, but such views soon became taboo with the rise of resistance to anti-Semitism and anti-racism generally, research turning much more often to measuring racial prejudice. Allport’s (1954) seminal psychological analysis The Nature of Prejudice was an understandable product of its time and place, heavily influenced by concerns about anti-Semitism, lynching, and racial segregation. The logic used here is that if no single group of people can possibly be identified as inferior in any way (unless due to temporary environmental or socioeconomic causes), there must be something wrong with any group or subgroup espousing such propositions. Discussions are even had now on whether research on race and IQ should be banned (Horgan, 2013). Research on crime patterns among non-whites is screamed down as racist. Depending on how far left academics are, they will produce research demonstrating colonialist aggression, institutional racism, empathy deficit disorder, the infinite capacity of a country to accommodate immigrants, poverty as the cause of all social problems and anti-capitalism as the solution, the idea that nationalism is merely a social construct and borders have no reality. All these ideas can certainly be aired and discussed but unfortunately their counterparts are usually suppressed or shouted down. Research on IQ in different countries gets routinely shouted down as ‘scientific racism’, based on poor methodology, motivated by hatred, ignorance, a eugenics agenda, and so on (Saini, 2018). Politicised students reinforce the idea that certain arguments cannot be discussed at all and that those advancing them are self-evidently evil racists. 

Race denialists have argued that the battle has been won, and that to believe in the category of race is akin to believing (stupidly) in a flat Earth. Academics show barely concealed contempt for the very concept of race and its manifestations (Garner, 2017). While race is sometimes used of three physically recognisable human groups and ethnicity contains hundreds of social groups, most sociologists are impatient with all such categories, as are anthropologists, Sarich being one of few exceptions (Sarich & Miele, 2005). Biologists like Coyne (2016) agree that the question is far from clear but also assert that we can speak of subspecies or ecotypes among humans as among animals. Perhaps we cannot say confidently that genetic and physical differences extend to hardened differences in aptitudes and behaviours but neither can we pretend these group differences do not exist. Although genetic differences may not be profound, they are there (Rosenberg et al., 2002) and show up in medical pathologies (Rotman, 2005) and sports (Dutton & Lynn, 2015; Entine, 2000; Epstein, 2014). Precise mechanisms may not yet be known, but there is some evidence for epigenetic transmission of traumatic stress across generations of Jewish populations subsequent to the Holocaust (Yehuda et al., 2015). Denial of such factors is not merely of political or sociological significance, however, but could impede effective medical research and treatment.

Interesting confusions appear in Kenny (2013) in a book about historical and worldwide diasporas. Kenny sensibly agrees that some diasporas have been involuntary and some at least partly voluntary. But when discussing the emergence of Homo sapiens 200,000 years ago, he asserts that ‘humans have not physically evolved since, apart from some minor and inherently meaningless variations in skin color, hair, and body shape’. This is an incredibly superficial and inaccurate (but PC) claim. Kenny also says the following of 19th century Asian migrant workers: ‘the uncomfortable proximity of migrants from different backgrounds, both on the ships and on plantation barracks, intensified fears about loss of caste through social pollution, especially the sharing of food and water’. In the mindset of too many academics, it is fine for non-Westerners to display hierarchical beliefs about each other, but racist for Westerners; and it is fine for Hindus to experience ‘uncomfortable proximity’ but racist and unacceptable for today’s whites. 

One theory associated with evolutionary psychology, life history theory, includes the hypothesis that some human beings and groups (like some animals) live fast, are very fecund, and die younger, while others stagger their pregnancies and have fewer of them. This roughly fits the tendency of white Westerners to have small families and to delay some gratifications in favour of longer-term financial security. In Rushton’s (1997) research, it is proposed that the three broad racial categories of orientals, whites and blacks exhibit average consistent differences. In his r-K theory, Rushton compares reproductive (r) with childcare (K) strategies. Africans (including African-diaspora people) in this view tend on average to mature sexually at an earlier age, have more twins, higher rates of infant mortality, more single parents, higher testosterone, smaller brains, lower IQ, and shorter life expectancy. Orientals are at the opposite end of this scale, and whites in the middle. Condemned as racist by leftist academics, such theories can however be evaluated objectively by various metrics, transracial adoption and twin studies, and so on, and if necessary rejected. 

Another theory rests on ‘disgust sensitivity’ and argues that some of us suffer from parasite stress. People who have been exposed to infectious diseases may carry unconscious anxieties against other humans whom they associate with disease and whom they therefore avoid, harbour prejudices against, and sometimes persecute (Thornhill & Fincher, 2014). A strong preference for social order over ‘pattern deviancy’ is revealed too in the research of Gollwitzer et al. (2017). Hitler believed in ‘the state as a racial organism’ and saw Jews, Roma and other rootless groups as parasites upon it. Parasite stress theory might partially explain some white-on-black xenophobia and ethnocentrism but could also explain a lot of other interethnic mistrust, dietary and ritual behaviours. It can certainly be applied to many examples in Hindu, Jewish and Muslim cultures where ‘the other’ is regarded as unclean in certain habits. However, explained in this way, it appears to let racists off the hook — perhaps they cannot help their entrenched feelings: they know not what they do, nor why they do it. 

D’Angelo et al. (2017) researched the reception of African, Asian and Middle Eastern refugees by boat across the Mediterranean in 2015. They report that 84% of migrants surveyed were genuine refugees (from war, famine and personal insecurity) to Greece, Italy and Malta. 25% are reported as children. Of those 1,008,616 migrants, they used a questionnaire with 750 and interviewed 45 people. Their conclusions entirely concerned issues of quality of accommodation, human rights and responsibilities of receiving nations. What this report is not wholly clear about is how (or whether) the veracity of migrants’ claims were clarified by documentation. Obviously, the authors of the report have been hugely sympathetic to these migrants and we can justifiably ask where the line is between credulous and gullible. 

Even if we assume that every migrant’s claim to be a refugee from war or other terrible circumstances is genuine, and put ourselves in their shoes and agree that we would have no choice but to do the same, where does that leave us? A rigorous long-term study would be required to discover the trajectory of hundreds of thousands, or millions, of migrants. And apart from the immediate pressure on resources, consider that some of these will probably be lying; some will be criminals; some will be or later become terrorists, or include criminals and terrorists in their families; many will struggle to learn new languages and get work; some will suffer from post-traumatic stress disorder and require mental health services; many will go on to have large families; and all who stay in Europe (a likely majority) will become old and need pensions and public services. Many will move from one country to another, usually heading for dense urban places where a concentration of their own people already live, and often this means the UK, Germany and Sweden. And all this happens year on year. Now, generous academics measuring the reception received by migrants are not usually concerned with such secondary issues. But we know from news stories that lying, deceiving authorities, exploiting human rights laws disingenuously, are common practices, and that a minority of migrants with evil intent hide inside the Trojan horse of the presumably desperate, grateful majority of legitimate asylum seekers. It is for these reasons that Bloom (2018) casts doubt on immediate, emotional empathy and commends deliberative, rational compassion. 

Anderson (2015) argues against believing in real distinctions between citizens and immigrants. The anarchist-sympathising work of King (2016) outlines the practical campaigns and theoretical objections of the European network of those altogether opposed to borders. By contrast, you must search hard to find academic support for the need and justification of border controls, and identification and removal of illegal immigrants. Studies of animal and human territoriality are no longer as fashionable as they once were, yet the geography and psychology of personal and group space is highly pertinent to understanding the conflicts of immigration. Today we are likely to hear far less of Robert Ardrey’s territorial imperative thesis, opposition to it having come from emphatic leftists like Ashley Montagu, and we hear much more about Proudhon’s ‘property is theft’ ideas. Taylor (2010) and others have pushed notions about the human importance of local territory in contrast to relative lack of significance of nation states. This is an area where contemporary academia is at odds with a majority of British and other publics who see personal territory and property as analogous to historically occupied and defended territory, and national borders. 

Academia should be intellectually challenging. There is much to be said for questioning and expanding our understanding, for example of the nation state. Some say it was virtually created by the Treaty of Westphalia (1648), which placed much more emphasis on territoriality, sovereignty, borders and war. McGarry (2017) is right to remind us that the Roma originally came from India and arrived in Europe in the 14th century, therefore predating the nation state. It is interesting to realise that this group of people has a non-territorial identity and a largely nomadic character (some being sedentary). This does challenge the norm of firmly settled peoples who belong somewhere, identify with a place, work and pay taxes in return for security, rights and services. There are claims that powerfully challenge national identity. Roma culture challenges the very idea of immigration — of movements in and out of territories — and can be considered proudly stateless. But what such academics should be doing is presenting both sides of this argument. Many valid complaints are made against gypsies, they do present social problems to local councils, and territory and borders do matter to a majority of people. Although both ethnicities have been persecuted, Jewish nomadism is quite different from that of the Roma. Anderson’s (1991) classic work on the highly nuanced elements that constitute a nation ultimately points towards a mockery of nationalist feeling. The reflexive defence of minority causes expressed by so any academics is one thing, but acknowledgement of the majority’s negative take on immigration is also important, and arguably more so. 

One of the most serious critiques of mass immigration into the West concerns its dysgenic effects on advanced civilisation. Dysgenics is the genetic transmission of harmful traits, and these are thought by some to be encouraged by a decrease in infant mortality, by support for weaker peoples and larger family size. While many claim that intelligence is still broadly increasing, a number of academics focusing on comparative IQ scores believe that high intelligence peaked long ago and is now in decline due to dysgenics. A summary of national IQ averages (see, e.g. iq-research.info) shows Hong Kong and Singapore at 108, South Korea at 106, and a little lower down the UK at 100, USA at 98, and so on. But among the lowest scoring countries, Afghanistan and Pakistan are at 84, Syria 83, Bangladesh 82, and Somalia at 68. Most African countries sit towards the bottom of this table, which unfortunately parallels the parlous economic state of Africa today. In separate research, Ashkenazi Jews are found to have average scores of up to 115 (with excellence in the verbal and mathematical domain). The implications of these findings include the warning that continuing mass immigration into the West is importing low IQ and driving down intelligence, conscientiousness, health and industriousness (Levin, 2005; Lynn, 2011a, 2015). Of course, these findings based on averages are easily (and sometimes wilfully) misinterpreted to suggest that ‘all black (African-origin) people are stupid’ and this is clearly not the case.

Naturally such claims are heavily criticised, especially by left-wing academics in the social sciences, arts and humanities. To their enduring denial that race exists, most add the denial that IQ is meaningful, insisting that it is a culturally biased construct that ignores many attributes. However, many distinguished, mainstream academics publicly agreed with the representation of IQ advanced by Gottfredson (1997). While Saini (2018) trots out the usual, ill-informed, emotional indignation regarding race and IQ, it is clear among many mainstream psychologists specialising in intelligence research that real IQ gaps exist between ethnic groups that cannot be attributed to nutrition, education, racism and environment alone. Intellectual integrity compels researchers in this discipline to examine these claims and their nuances without regard to political pressures (Rindermann, 2018). On the relevant grapevine, I am informed that some eminent psychologists who agree with these findings decide they have to remain silent on the issue for fear of exposure, unjust recriminations and negative effects on their careers engineered by vicious SJWs who value anti-racist dogma above science. 

The left consistently insists that environment not genes is responsible for intelligence-related performance; hence comprehensive state education (plus perhaps better nutrition) will level out differences. Given the right material benefits, people in all countries will flourish to the same extent. While almost nobody has any appetite for negative eugenics (the opposite of dysgenics in intervening in genetic distribution), the left are enthusiastic about decreasing competition and ‘unfairness’ by social engineering which includes affirmative action for minorities, non-competitive education, mass higher education, medical interventions to support life for people with a wide range of disabilities, and welfare and pacifist policies that maintain high populations. We do not recoil at dysgenics as we do at eugenics but both have real effects.  

Now, what are we to do with the knowledge claims regarding dysgenics and lower intelligence? A typical SJW view is that even to entertain such ideas is racist, and some suggest that research in race and IQ should be banned. More commonly, any such research is simply pounced upon and declared racist, invalid white supremacy propaganda. Academics past and contemporary like Arthur Jensen, Hans Eysenck, Glayde Whitney, J. Philippe Rushton, Jason Richwine, Charles Murray, James Watson, Napoleon Chagnon, and Helmuth Nyborg have found their reputations attacked, and their careers in tatters or compromised following anti-racist attacks from SJW colleagues and activists. Rushton’s research on race differences according to evolutionary trajectory, brain size, and general intelligence has been savaged by name-calling academics who Gottfredson (2013) refers to as representing ‘mob science’. Hans Eysenck, a German who moved to the UK in the 1930s, became a prominent psychologist whose research led to the conclusion that IQ is largely hereditary, that IQs differ among races, and are lower among blacks. His book The Inequality of Man (Eysenck, 1975) stands against what some have called the ‘egalitarian fiction’. For these views he was vilified, and on one occasion at the LSE was punched by a protester, and his family received death threats. Yet Eysenck’s grandmother was Jewish and had died in a concentration camp, and he was vehemently opposed to the Nazi regime. Indeed, Eysenck observed that the radical left-wing students involved in violent demonstrations reminded him of the Nazis he had encountered in Germany. He also believed that psychology was a breakthrough science that would inevitably be rejected by many until finally accepted as having a factual foundation.  

Similarly, science writers like Nicholas Wade (2014) have been subjected to scathing ad hominem criticism for his informed views on race, IQ and the dominance of the West (Cohen, 2014). Even the American Psychological Association found it necessary to evaluate the IQ claims and could not entirely dismiss them (APA, 1996). Snyderman and Rothman (1988) challenged the media’s biased and inaccurate reporting of IQ science; and Thomas (2003) provides a realistic but hopeful summary of the issues. We can, however, also point to the successes of blacks who have excelled in academia, in science, literature and the arts, in politics and so on. Barack Obama is clearly a figurehead for this. We can also point to the failure of many whites who despite advantages struggle to achieve. What this line of reasoning suggests is that on average people from certain countries or races have higher IQs. If this is untrue, however, conclusive repudiation should be presented. It may be that over a sufficient time span more African-origin individuals will thrive in white majority countries. But it could also be that the high IQs of Ashkenazi Jews, followed by east Asians with high IQs (and some other Westerners) will persist for generations to come. Farron (2014) believes that despite many unjust affirmative action strategies against whites, blacks are not catching up. It could also be that the outstanding performances of blacks in sports and certain genres of music attest to their different competencies (Epstein, 2014). As in all these matters, however, dedicated anti-racist academics deny biological relevance (Kerr, 2010).  

Why can we not have such conversations without rage and censorship? Why must even Jews deny their own apparently superior intellectual gifts in order to maintain the belief that no races exist and everybody has equal abilities? Hard and embarrassing as these questions are, we must surely ask them rather than pretending they don’t exist, or suppressing them. Let us agree that hardline, militant racists do exist, on the one hand, and hardline, militant egalitarians exist on the other. The scientific quest for objective truth can operate independently of political pressure, provided we agree that social science is valid and worthwhile. If by some miracle research was conducted that found conclusively the inferiority of one ethnic group or race, at least according to agreed characteristics and criteria, what would that mean? I think I can accept the idea that Ashkenazi Jews and many eastern Asians have higher IQs than me. Indeed, I have always observed that some people are more and less intelligent than me, more attractive, athletic and so on. I might wish it were otherwise but it isn’t. Education has allowed me across my lifetime to progress from my working-class roots, but only so far: I can see that many more confident middle-class peers have got on better, made more money, enjoyed better health. This disadvantage is observable too in my white adult children, born with more advantages than me but still hampered by transgenerational lack of confidence and social contacts. However unjust it may seem, deep changes for most of us take many more decades than we would like, and this applies naturally to many (though not all) migrants. Sometimes referred to as ‘cognitive privilege’, higher IQ overall bestows life advantages whether we like it or not (Williams, 2017). The account of one impressively honest black man challenges most of the ripostes to so-called white supremacy regarding intelligence (Smith, 2017). See also Larry Elder’s (2008) take on how American blacks too often portray themselves as victims, in a book that would be vilified were the author not himself black. Sowell (2013) also takes up similar themes. Perceptive Americans who have travelled extensively in Africa and concluded that the liberal Western take on racism is incorrect include Braun (1990) and Richburg (1997), the latter himself being black.  

Let’s ask another question here about a matter concerning race, colonialism, supremacy, cruelty and culpability. First, we know that Holocaust denial is in extremely poor taste, pointless, and often illegal. No academic would be able to make such a counterfactual claim without losing his or her job, to my knowledge. But take the case of Bruce Gilley of Portland State University, who wrote a polemical paper titled ‘The case for colonialism’, which was initially accepted for peer-reviewed publication in the journal Third World Quarterly. His article argued that colonialism was not all bad, that it had benefited many countries, that the dictators who replaced colonial rule ran their countries down, and those countries in many instances would be better off under colonial rule. He was partly inspired by the writings of Chinua Achebe on the positive contributions of British colonial rule of Nigeria (Gilley, 2016). The article was petitioned against, threats of violence were made, and it was subsequently retracted by the journal’s editors for allegedly poor scholarship on many grounds (Flaherty, 2017). There was some support for Gilley’s teaching and his article. One commentator, however, insists that Gilley’s piece was absurd, abhorrent, and ‘morally tantamount to Holocaust denial’ (Robinson, 2017). Someone called him a white supremacist — these days the go-to coup de grâce in the SJW’s armoury. Such statements are calculated to end an academic’s career. Gilley may not have realised how badly some would react but it raises again the question of what can and cannot be said and written in academia (Gilley, 2017/2018).  

The case has been made for subverting the idea of the West and modernity as superior. Dussel (1993), for example, writing from an Argentinian position, argues that 1492 marks the claim when Westerners defined a geographical hierarchy with their ‘discovery’ of the ‘New World’, with the Reformation, Enlightenment and French revolution leading the way to Eurocentric arrogance via slavery and colonialism. In plundering the ‘Global South’, Westerners enriched themselves and labelled others as barbarous, weak and backward. Citizens of the Global South (not the Third World or developing world) are innocents, while Westerners are guilty of massive violence and irrationality. The moral case against the West is therefore regarded as unassailable. But where can this lead practically except to further resentment and conflict, calls for reparations, mass immigration and open borders? Meanwhile, do those in the Global South — and their Western SJW advocates — really want to deny and disown the scientific, medical and social order benefits of the West? 

It probably is the case that a majority of the British public is uninformed about or uninterested in the dark details of the British Empire and many approve of Britain’s imperial past (Stone, 2016). Some regard it as a mixed blessing, bringing progress to many parts of the world in spite of its downside. Indeed, some have exposed the highly influential negative spin placed on it by SJWs, even in institutions such as the National Archives (Leach, 2009). Equally, more writers are exposing the horrors of colonialism, including Winston Churchill’s role in it (Tharoor, 2018). We have to ask at what point it becomes clearly unacceptable, unforgivable or even illegal to refer to historical events in ways that are proven to be at odds with demonstrated, documented truth. But we must divorce the factual elements from philosophically disputable interpretations: for example, are today’s Germans bound to feel guilty about the Holocaust indefinitely, and decades after the end of colonialism are ordinary white British people morally obliged to apologise and atone (and if so, for how long)? Ben Affleck, Barack Obama, Benedict Cumberbatch, David Cameron and Richard Dawkins all have ancestors who owned slaves, and were embarrassed by it, but how many of us, white or black, if exposed to forensic examination of our distant pasts would not have some skeleton in the closet to feel ashamed of? 

The Social Mobility Commission, a UK government-funded body, sponsored a study to investigate young Muslims’ perception of their position in British society, their education, work prospects and so on. A team of seven academics headed by a sociology professor conducted and wrote up qualitative research using focus group methodology and involving 58 participants (many more females than males) across six cities in the UK. This means that young Muslims were asked for their subjective views, and the findings were then packaged into a nicely organised 90-page publication with a few graphs, tables and references (Stevenson et al., 2017). Unfortunately, nothing surprising or useful comes of such exercises. This simply confirms subjective beliefs about life’s struggles, unfair treatment, alleged discrimination, and repeats dubious hyperboles found in feminist literature about having to work ten times harder than others to get anywhere. Among the conclusions are: ‘Islamophobia, discrimination and/or racism is ever present and pervasive’ and the British media portrays Muslims in an unfavourably stereotypical way. It is surmised that surnames are seized upon to exclude Muslim candidates from job interviews and that headscarves are noticed and this is used discriminatorily. An uncritical article supporting these views asserts that Britain ‘is an Islamophobic country’ (Aziz, 2017).  

The academic world is divided about qualitative research, which is often regarded as lacking rigour. In this case, there is no attempt to compare these Muslims’ experience with others’, for example young white working-class people, or professionally successful Muslims. Where a gap is reported between doing well in education but not in gaining employment, this is tacitly attributed to discrimination and the possibility is not explored that affirmative action can provide an easy entry into higher education that employers (especially in small businesses) may not buy into; and that prospective small business owners do not relish the idea of having to provide a prayer room, or religious holidays, or to feel obliged to watch their every word for fear of causing offence or being reported for casual racism or microaggressions (MCB, 2005). The assumption from the outset in research like this is that ‘disadvantaged groups’ must be believed. Yet as Goodhart (2014) points out from evidence in a 2006 poll of Muslims, ‘the perception of victimhood is pervasive’ and becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy. Among the predictable recommendations in the above research report is that the educational curriculum should be ‘de-colonised’ and ‘training in unconscious bias’ should be encouraged for employers. Use of such clichés sounds suspiciously like typical SJW-oriented confirmation bias. Heaven forbid that left-wing academics should have any unconscious bias in their research design and findings that would need corrective right-wing training!

The pejorative term SJW tends to refer to political activists but should also include the armies of the naïve and gullible useful idiots, and chronically left-biased academics. At least since the days of the Frankfurt School in Germany in the 1920s, and the University in Exile, with prominent Jewish figures like Franz Boas, Theodore Adorno, and later Herbert Marcuse and Erich Fromm, there has been a Cultural Marxist drive (not a conspiracy) to persuade us all that race does not exist, that capitalism is evil, no superior cultures exist, nation states are in decline, and so on. Understandably, fearful Jewish academics have criticised strong leaders, national identities, racial stereotypes, and some Western cultural norms. Only very recently has it become acceptable for some social scientists to critique the ‘paranoid’ element in academia (Winegard & Winegard, 2018). Eminent anthropologists like Franz Boas, Claude Lévi-Strauss, Margaret Mead, Ruth Benedict and Ashley Montagu have been considered left-wing radicals, and as one British anthropologist has said, ‘Obviously, we anthropologists are all quite left-wing’ (Buxton, 2016). Sociology can boast many Jewish socialist opinion-formers, including Emile Durkheim, Max Horkheimer, Ralph Miliband and Zygmunt Bauman. Psychology includes many influential Jewish academics like Abraham Maslow, Joseph Wolpe, Leon Festinger, and Martin Seligman (Heinze, 2004). A clear majority of psychotherapy leaders have been Jewish. These have not only pushed an agenda attacking traditional values they deem authoritarian but more generally have subtly pushed political correctness. 

Peter Singer is a world-renowned ethicist, whose Jewish parents emigrated from Austria to Australia in 1938, and whose grandparents were killed in the Holocaust. Singer has taught in many world universities and championed pacifism, abortion, environmentalism, anti-poverty charitable giving, veganism and animal liberation. In his book One World (Singer, 2004), he argues that our global interconnectedness environmentally, economically and communally obliges us to think, act and legislate as an increasingly unified people. For Singer, American pollution contributing to climate change and related deaths across the world is a much more serious moral concern than the 9/11 attack and the deaths resulting from it. He dismisses arguments in favour of a ‘preference for our own’, partly by citing a Nazi speech from Heinrich Himmler on the German duty to fellow nationals, and also by reference to the distinguished moral philosopher Henry Sidgwick who, writing 110 years ago, almost took it for granted that we should favour our own race over ‘black or yellow men’. On global inequality, Singer argues that ‘we have duties to foreigners that override duties to our fellow citizens’. In other words, sacrifices that cost us so little can make a huge difference to the world’s poor and sick, and are therefore morally imperative. But Singer’s globalised thinking logically demands increasingly global government bodies and laws (crimes against humanity being one example), and he expects to see the EU set an example. Singer’s ethics are superficially compelling yet similar to the doorstep salesman whose opening pitch is about how important something is to you, how little it would cost you on a daily basis to secure that thing, and how crazy you would have to be not to buy it. But in the case of a globalised ethics, you find you have signed up by small steps in guilt induction to a borderless world: ‘the diminishing significance of national boundaries’ is merely one of Singer’s axiomatic asides. Needless to say, philosophical challenges to his views are available (Asma, 2013; Scruton, 2017) as well as political (Kaufmann, E. P., 2017) and ecological challenges (Hardin, 1995). And for someone who claims admiration for Darwin (particularly for the concept of evolved altruism), Singer seems remarkably indifferent to the vast weight of struggle, competition, kinship and inequality underpinning evolutionary mechanisms. 

Birmingham City University in 2017 launched a Black Studies degree which aims not only to deconstruct whiteness and white institutions with roots in transatlantic slavery, and to focus on black history and current politics, but also to explicitly encourage radical political activism. The course is led by Kehinde Andrews, who has made numerous media appearances and writes in The Guardian calling for massive reparations for people of the African diaspora, and related black topics. Andrews has also complained about the dominance of European philosophers and other scholars (the perennially mocked ‘dead white men’) in the UK university curriculum, and asserts that the Enlightenment itself was racist. (Marks, 2017, has also argued that science too is racist.) Andrews and his colleagues call for academia to be ‘liberated’ from racism and agitates for many more black professors to be appointed. In 2011, it was found that 0.4% of professors were black (a total of 50, which in 2016 had risen to 85) and 3.7% were Asian (Shepherd, 2011). Yet if only 3% of the total UK population are black and only 13% are in total inclusively BAME, a fairly low percentage would be expected; and why would Asian academics do better than blacks if skin-colour prejudice was operating? And why would institutional racism exist in universities, which are so heavily PC and eager to demonstrate it?  

That the hijacking of a department of a publicly funded university for the purposes of political propaganda is allowed says much about modern Britain and its capitulation via white guilt to Cultural Marxism. We need to ‘democratise the knowledge that is taught’ in our ‘neocolonial economic order’, according to Andrews, which appears to mean focusing relentlessly on slavery, genocide, and colonialism. A comprehensive course on black studies would in fact include attention to the views of those blacks who do not share this overwhelmingly left-wing position. There is no way a politicised course focusing on ‘white capitalist’ themes, on the liberation of the white working class, or critiques of multiculturalism, would be similarly allowed and funded. Yet organisations like The Guardian, the London School of Economics, and the Runnymede Trust relentlessly encourage such initiatives (Alexander & Arday, 2015). University College London (UCL) now has a group of activists pushing the theme of Dismantling the Master’s House (http://www.dtmh.ucl.ac.uk/).  

Among non-white academic activists there is a growing worldwide subversive movement. Those identifying as representatives of the Global South (especially some South American and African academics) promote the view that modernity is characterised by slavery, colonialism, and racism, and their prolific jargon includes use of the terms coloniality, racial capitalism, anti-capitalism, de-Westernisation, epistemicide (Santos, 2014), cognitive justice, democratisation of knowledge (Hall, 2015), southern theory, and black reason (Mbembe, 2017). Eurocentricity has oppressed the Global South for centuries but is now in decline, as southerners reclaim their rightful heritage. It is now a familiar idea that Western science and reason are founded on unquestioned cultural chauvinism and the silencing of other knowledge systems. Unfortunately, this last assertion leads to opposition to the dominance of the so-called ‘Western canon’ and the argument that traditional healing, for example, is as valid as Western medicine. South Africa’s traditional healers, for example, believe in and call on the power of their ancestors, engage in animal sacrifice and speaking in tongues to effect cures, and we are asked to accept such claims, which are even backed by UNESCO. Many of us Westerners, however, believe that our knowledge base is superior and defend the worldwide gains of the Enlightenment (Pinker, 2018). It is one thing to leave people in other cultures to such practices — and to suffer when their unscientific cures fail to work — but quite another to agree to them being imported to the West, as they already are in Canada (Moodley, 2005; Salzman, 2017). It would also be extremely naïve of us to fail to realise that such literature is merely the thin edge of another wedge of the semi-covert international socialist movement.

One area of academic psychology that is pertinent to our discussion but often made relatively little of is terror management theory (TMT). This rests on the idea that most human beings are extremely anxious when reminded of their mortality and will do almost anything to avoid facing the reality of their personal death, annihilation and meaninglessness. Since one of the major institutions supporting this denial is religion, we have been willing to believe in God, an afterlife and other miracle claims, and not only to believe in these but to defend them to the death. Threats from adherents from competing religions, from apostates within one’s own religion, or atheists, are likely to be met aggressively by some (Greenberg and Kosloff, 2008; and see ISIS, 2017). Such an explanation helps to put the actions of ISIS — which some call a death cult — into context. By showing supposed strict adherence to Allah and to Quranic instructions, being willing to die in the ‘knowledge’ that you will go to paradise as a martyr, and gladly beheading infidels, jihadis transcend the unconscious fear of death as well as reinforcing the fear of death in infidels. The belief that Allah demands that you reclaim the whole earth and enjoin everyone to surrender to Allah leads to a fearless death-defying battle against the infidel West. But TMT also applies to other beliefs, such as political allegiances and group loyalties, and can assist us in understanding interracial and intercultural conflicts. Although some of us can entertain ideas that challenge our most prized beliefs, most of us appear to have a threshold of tolerance beyond which we cannot go, arguably because we would then have to face life’s contingency and our own nothingness whether we are white or black. 

The pity of academia and its many decades of earnest social science research is that we are almost certainly no further forward in an understanding of or solutions to humankind’s pressing problems. Society seems to rely superstitiously on the academic world for objective evaluation which is not forthcoming. Academics take themselves very seriously and rarely admit to their limitations. We do not yet really know definitively about the realities of territorialism, optimal population, psychological tribalism, race, IQ, multiculturalism and racism. Racism is often treated as an attitude and action of voluntary hatred but it is little investigated as a possible cognitive error, or as belonging in the category of the psychopathological. (See, however, the Journal of Hate Studies for a range of scholarly views.) Many Jewish psychoanalysts have argued that anti-Semitism is a psychological sickness to be treated clinically (Simmel, 1946). Vast speculative tomes have been written on the authoritarian personality, the mass psychology of fascism, and human destructiveness. The Jewish psychologist Ervin Staub (2003), a child survivor of the Holocaust, spent decades researching the roots of racism, hate and violence in terms of good and evil, of ‘us and them differentiation’, bystanding, altruism and heroic helping, but has arguably had little impact.  

Urban anthropologists and sociologists using the concept of superdiversity acknowledge the complexities of immigration, for example the interplay of indigenous, old migrant and new migrant behaviours, but treat the subject as if it is not problematic and in a tacitly left-wing manner (e.g. Goodson & Grzymala-Kazlowska, 2017). We have an ongoing stalemate as regards genetic and cultural contributions to pertinent adversarial beliefs, dual-inheritance theory and other unproven ideas notwithstanding: we do not really know how genes and culture interrelate, nor what the timespan is for gene-culture changes to take effect. 

As part of its campaign to undermine Brexit, The Guardian included a dialogue between anti-Brexit politician Nick Clegg and Richard Thaler, 2017 Nobel Prize winner for economics (Lynskey, 2017). Both have families with immigrant backgrounds and both have had very privileged lives. Thaler’s specialism is decision-making in behavioural finance. In this dialogue which dismissively equates Brexit voters with Trump voters, Thaler says, ‘As someone who’s been coming to London for many years, I can tell you that immigrants have made London spectacularly better in every possible way’. Exactly which non-anecdotal measures he uses to determine this provocative and hyperbolic claim, I do not know. As someone who was born in London and has seen huge changes that are almost certainly not all for the best, I have to disagree with this eminent academic (and see Judah, 2016, for example). As we know, economists are not always correct in their predictions, and Nobel Prizes are not always awarded for the best reasons (consider Obama’s 2009 Peace Prize, and his support for the anti-Brexit campaign in 2016). Some Nobel Prize winners find their reputations trashed by SJWs (notoriously, James Watson and James Hunt); and the eleven judges who upheld the challenge against the Brexit process brought by Gina Miller and others in 2017 were not trusted as objective by Brexit voters. If it needs spelling out, experts are not above subjective and cultural bias; and not quite all, merely most, academics are anti-Brexit (Anonymous Academic, 2017; Scruton, 2017; Sked, 2017).  

We can see with hindsight that some legislation like the 1948 Nationality Act, which in effect threw Britain’s doors open to a potential 400 million colonial citizens, was ill-judged (Goodhart, 2014), only to be followed by another open invitation to 500 million EU citizens in 1992 with no associated contingency planning. Likewise, some government actions on immigration have been obviously mismanaged, but the study of history teaches little of actual practical usefulness for the future. The prolific social geography academic Danny Dorling is a well-known, Guardian-beloved British socialist whose works argue relentlessly for economic equality and project naïve optimism about managing a future world population of ten million (Dorling, 2013). Academic work such as Putnam’s (2007) is especially important for understanding social trust in densely multicultural societies, and yet the idea that trust declines between racially different communities and is at odds with the idea that increased ‘bridging’ activities bolster trust, is inconclusive. We can see that ancient monotheistic religions are built on pre-scientific, non-rational myths, and we go some way towards deconstructing them today. But we are less assured about how and when the human diaspora from Africa occurred about 50,000 to 100,000 years ago, how we have been evolving since then, and what that means for us. But in the meantime, the tribe of ‘academic multiculturalists’ (Goodhart, 2014) can spin myriad competing theories that have no relevance to ordinary people. 
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Games Social Justice Warriors Play

Let me again try to be clear what I mean by SJWs, many of whom would probably style themselves as anything from decent liberals to anti-racists, freedom fighters and anarchists. There are people directly affected by instances of unfairness or perceived unfairness who naturally seek betterment and justice for themselves. There are those on the mild or intellectually lazy left who assume that noisy anti-racist protests are always necessarily correct. Then there are young people who reflexively oppose everything perceived to be authoritarian or traditional. I have (almost) given up trying to have a conversation with anyone young and left-wing. Recently I was talking to a young female student who passionately threw the words ‘racist’ and ‘privileged’ around. She foresees the inevitable end of the nation state, the end of borders, and of sexual and gender categories. Her emotion on these issues allows for no dialogue, no patient reasoning, since she knows she is right. Like many of her generation she stands with the LGBT rainbow flag, the EU flag, and the principles of free movement and multiculturalism; indeed she loves urban diversity. But even she is not a highly active SJW. People who not only observe or approve of the major social changes under discussion here but passionately, politically will them, who shut down speakers they dislike, trash their opponents’ careers, and censor and besmirch views they hate — these are the hardcore SJWs. These are the purveyors of Cultural Marxism on their long and semi-stealthy march through the institutions. 

The naïvety of ordinary British people, but especially of those on the left forever defending the cause of oppressed foreigners, is astounding. There are admittedly warm-hearted journalists, probably quite genuine, who can only regard all refugees and most immigrants credulously (e.g. Kingsley, 2017). The UK’s Cities of Sanctuary movement is also well intentioned but has a naïve position on refugees. Contrast UKIP’s infamous poster in the 2016 Brexit campaign, depicting hordes of brown-skinned immigrants, with the Chinese artist and political activist Ai Weiwei’s internationally exhibited and celebrated installation of thousands of life jackets that were discarded by Mediterranean migrants. Both are crudely emotionally manipulative but Weiwei’s is ‘art’, not leftist propaganda! 

Cultural Marxists are adept at manipulation. Favourite lines of SJWs include the following. The UK must do its full share in taking in refugees, especially children, and all other migrants in need. Are you going to let children drown in the Mediterranean? Nobody sets out on a perilous journey across continents unless they are desperate. The UK must compensate for its past slave trade and colonialism. Monoculturalism is a terrible culture. White privilege is a terrible thing that everyone white has to check. Acceptance of low achievement and low IQ among blacks (even if accuracy) would become a self-fulfilling prophecy, so we have to boost the self-esteem of blacks. Nationality and borders are mere social constructs. Where you were born is an accident of birth. The EU has preserved peace in Europe for over 70 years. Brexit is the most stupid, xenophobic, bigoted decision ever. We need immigrants to support our ageing population. Not to welcome immigrants is tantamount to Nazism. And so on, a well-known litany of uncritical guilt-inducing mantras. The militant PC/CM/SJW mob have an answer for everything, or at least a formula for propaganda, and this is in line with a twisted subaltern ideology (Horowitz, 2016). 

‘What is actually a legal and logistical problem has been transformed into a kulturkampf by politicians who know that fomenting fears wins votes’, writes one Guardian contributor, whose book goes into detail on the alleged inhumanity of the West’s treatment of refugees (Polakow-Suransky, 2017). The article conflates right-wing with far-right, and warns Europe not to emulate the fascistic policies of Australia, which include offshoring refugees on the inhospitable island of Nauru. The mass refugee problem is not solved by adding to the pull factors, runs the Australian solution, but by making refuge decidedly temporary and uncomfortable. Polakow-Suransky’s argument and tone is wholly within the SJW mode of endless compassion for and accommodation of migrants, moral condemnation of all who object to mass immigration, and no practical solutions. It links with the artful rebuttal often made by SJWs to protests about excessive immigration — ‘how many are too many?’ — as if only a spuriously precise figure can satisfy objections. But some in the USA have been posing just this question, not only from the right but also from the political left (Cafaro, 2015). America has extensive experience of processing immigrants, including its famous Ellis Island and Angel Island, whose range of assessment criteria and services spanned practical, financial, health and eugenics considerations. Nazi Germany will be long remembered for brutally rounding up and transporting citizens deemed undesirable to concentration camps for industrial-scale executions and disposal. Refugee camps from Sangatte to the ‘Calais Jungle’ in France, and other makeshift shanty towns and tent cities around the world accommodating from between 10,000 to 100,000 testify to the nature of the problem and to degrees of compassion, partial solutions, inhumanity and genocide. Many SJWs would if they could roll out a welcoming red carpet to all with free housing and benefits provided.  

Some of these people are academics but many are dreamy young anarchists and anti-capitalists dedicated to oikophobia and the overthrow of Western civilisation; or sometimes just wanting to give the right a good kicking. The evidence suggests that somewhere between about 52% and up to 75% of the British public wants to reduce immigration (Migration Observatory, 2016), yet the consortium of we-know-best, PC and anti-racist SJWs dispute this, vilifying this large section of the public as xenophobes, and see it as their task to convert this view to the correct one, or seek to subvert majoritarian democratic wishes. One Labour adviser is famously said to have used the phrase that Labour wanted to ‘rub the Right’s nose in diversity’ in 1997 — 2010 by facilitating mass immigration which would help swing votes towards Labour. Lord Peter Mandelson later confirmed this policy had operated and said that Labour even ‘sent out search parties’ for foreign workers (Shipman, 2013). Britain does indeed continue to deliberately recruit foreign workers such as nurses after failing to train enough in Britain. SJWs who embrace radical anti-establishment actions against capitalism and its right-wing defenders have nothing whatsoever with which to replace it, or nothing of a practical nature; they only have anti-establishment emotion, dogma and propaganda. They are not honest about their intentions, and often invent and hide behind ad hoc angry websites, protests and changeable names: Movement for Justice, Black Lives Matter, Hope Not Hate, Sans Papiers, Occupy, Stop Funding Hate, etc. 

SJWs are adept at language manipulation. Political correctness has for decades subverted language in order to cast doubt on commonsense and to advance its cause. Take seemingly innocuous terms like foreigner or migrant. The first has always referred to someone who is from another country, who looks different, often speaks another language. Yet it can also be made to sound pejorative, as in ‘alien’ or someone who is very strange, other, perhaps beyond integration. Migrant refers to one who migrates, moves or relocates. Bird species often migrate seasonally, and SJWs like to say that ‘we are all migrants’ or ‘immigrants’ — meaning that our common distant ancestors came from Africa or that the USA is a ‘land of immigrants’. SJWs love to say about illegal immigrants that ‘no-one is illegal’, meaning that shared humanity is beyond artificial borders and laws. Such language manipulation is emotive and tends to shut down further analysis and dialogue. 

In the weaponry of SJWs are terms like unconscious, casual, passive, and institutional racism, microaggressions, and so on. In the CM view, the powerful white majority have no idea how much daily suffering they inflict on innocent non-whites or foreign-born citizens. Whites are wrong to think of the UK (or any country) as my country. We are wrong to want immigrants to adapt to longstanding British customs. Why should Travellers not go shopping in their pyjamas if that is their cultural norm (Yarwood, 2017)? Why should men not walk around town centres bare-chested in warm weather? All local councils must provide translations of official documents in dozens of languages so as not to discriminate against people who do not speak English. The expectation of integration is itself racist, and British culture has to change to accommodate multiple cultures and their preferences. This is the standard PC line of reasoning. 

British Labour MP Ann Cryer was at the forefront of warnings about Pakistani Muslim grooming gangs going back some fifteen years; she referred to these as ‘culturally rooted crimes’. She experienced a backlash in which she was labelled a racist for drawing attention to this. Another Labour MP and Shadow Equalities Minister, Sarah Champion, said after the 2017 Newcastle convictions for sexual offences by such men: ‘I know in Rotherham I’ve met frontline social workers who, when … they were trying to report this crime, were sent on race relations courses, they were told they were going to have disciplinary action if they didn’t remove the fact they were identifying the person as a Pakistani male’ (Cryer, 2017). Very soon after this Champion was forced to resign by the Labour leader Jeremy Corbyn, who objected that her statement about ‘Pakistani rapists’ ‘stigmatised entire communities’. Operation Black Vote also complained that she was disgracefully perpetuating stereotypes (Holloway, 2017). Soon after this, the Labour MP for Bradford West, Naz Shah, a Muslim woman, was found to have re-tweeted the comment: ‘those abused girls in Rotherham and elsewhere, they should have kept their mouths shut for the sake of diversity’ (Curtis, 2017). A prominent Jewish anti-Zionist and anti-racist blogger who had agitated for Champion’s dismissal compared Champion’s ‘racism’ with that of Enoch Powell. Actually, it turned out that the men concerned in Newcastle were not only Pakistanis but from a range of Muslim nations. Around this time a Muslim spokesman argued that the vile actions of these men axiomatically demonstrated that they could not be Muslims at all. As always, SJW bloggers disingenuously repeated the line that the majority (but not the percentage in this case) of sex abusers are white. However, former Labour Home Office Minster David Blunkett (2017) came to the defence of Cryer and Champion, describing these events as part of ‘a conflict between modernity and medievalism’. In November 2017 a further four men from Iran and Iraq who had entered the UK illegally and applied for asylum were found guilty of grooming and having sex with girls from the age of thirteen. 

It took many years for the Rotherham atrocities to come to light, for the girls to be believed and the men prosecuted. Meanwhile young girls continued to be raped. Yet the culpable SJWs in such scenarios never face criminal charges for their complicity in facilitating and covering up serious crimes, as well as their persecution of whistleblowers. Another angle on these events is that in spite of the overwhelming responsibility of Asian perpetrators against these underage white girls, no accusations of racism have ever been brought against them. Yet quite clearly these men targeted white girls as ‘trash’. A further 12 Asian men were charged in 2017 with rape and sexual assault of eight under-age girls over a five-year period in Rotherham. Nor is this phenomenon as new as reported, Gohir (2010) noting that child sexual abuse has a longstanding history in parts of Afghanistan, Saudi Arabia and other Muslim counties. Indeed, emerging evidence of links between Islamic culture, deep-seated misogyny, domestic violence, modern slavery, rape and recruitment to ISIS, must arouse serious consternation (Townsend, 2017). When a ‘theology of rape’ can be discussed in the 21st century, grave difficulties face us. 

In 2017 a worrying rise in rapes by taxi drivers was being reported (Marsh, 2017). While traditional black taxis were driven mostly by white males, over half of all cabs and Uber cars were being driven by ethnic minority, and predominantly Asian men (Norrie, 2017). Media sources studiously avoided speculating on the ethnicity of the rapists concerned, but Kern (2013) listed many examples of convictions for rape against Asian cab drivers. Cab driving was also implicated in the grooming gangs scandals. It is reported that many such drivers use unregistered cabs and sometimes drive with no licence or insurance, or use false papers. Aware of an already growing suspicion in 2008, Sam Mason, a female employee for the BBC, had telephoned for a cab to collect her teenage daughter in Bristol, and asked for a non-Asian driver; as widely publicised, she was reported for this and fired by the BBC for racism. 

Academics, SJWs and leftist journalists are mainly in accord that immigration is desirable and inevitable, and indeed that new cultural mixes and demographic changes are superior to any status quo. When Enoch Powell encountered political crisis following his ‘Rivers of Blood’ speech in 1968, surveys found that a majority of the public were in agreement with his views. This bifurcation is repeated in the results of the 2016 Brexit referendum, with a majority of voters wanting to reinforce sovereignty and control immigration, while a majority of academics, SJWs and other leftists show barely concealed contempt for the views of the ordinary public. This public probably consists of the white working class, older people, and those temperamentally and intellectually inclined to resist liberal conformity. The Brexit result — or the manner of its progression through Parliament — was challenged in 2017 by a High Court case brought by Gina Miller, a Guyana-born British citizen, and Deir dos Santos, a hairdresser of originally Brazilian nationality. Yet indigenous white British people were not supposed to have any ‘racist’ feelings about this. Many of us know from everyday experience that liberal tolerance of dissent has a very low threshold. One dare not voice objections to immigration and multiculturalism without risking SJWs’ wrath and rejection. 

A topical example is the fire on 14 June 2017 at Grenfell Tower in West London. In this awful disaster, it seems one resident’s fridge caught fire at night and the conflagration quickly spread to the whole block, resulting in 71 deaths. The cause of the fire was rapidly attributed to cheap, flammable cladding that had been fitted in order (according to some residents and leftist critics) to save money, and to cosmetically enhance the building in an otherwise affluent area. Only days after this terrible incident, the Prime Minister was blamed for her inadequate response, the prominent Labour politician David Lammy prematurely called the event ‘corporate manslaughter’ and ‘social murder’ and demanded that police seize all relevant documents to prevent those allegedly responsible from hiding evidence of wrongdoing. Urgent rehousing was organised, which included buying up extremely expensive apartments in the area. Heads of the local authority were forced to resign. Adding to the atmosphere of blame, a Guardian article by left-wing musicians Lily Allen and Sam Duckworth (16 July, 2017) called for the authorities to offer translations of services in Arabic, Somali, Urdu, Tagalog, Tigrinya, Farsi, Pashto, Russian, Bengali, Turkish, Polish, Spanish, Romanian, Hindi, Italian, Hungarian, Portugese, French and Japanese. A Guardian writer also borrowed Friedrich Engels’ 1845 phrase ‘social murder’ to accuse government austerity and deregulation policies of causing this terrible event (Chakrabortty, 2017). The group named Movement for Justice by Any Means Necessary, and other socialists and anarchist activists, led protests against capitalism and neoliberalism, claiming that the right-wing government and housing corporations put money before people’s lives.  

What the Grenfell incident also revealed was that the building — in a fairly central, much sought-after part of London — housed mainly non-white and immigrant people. Although it included some private apartments, it was mainly social housing, and claims were made by residents that up to 400 people may have lived there whose corpses would never be found, and that the authorities should be blamed for downplaying the extent of the deaths. (The figure of 71 was later established.) It was known that some apartments were sublet by actual tenants for profit. By one account, there may have been as many as 40 people in one upper storey apartment, either fleeing the fire or many of them living there. The government was forced to reassure survivors that no-one who had lived there with irregular (illegal) immigration status would be penalised. The undeniable horror of such a fire made it difficult to raise questions about residency, immigration and pressures on housing in a densely populated city like London. However, the subsequent arrest of two people for fraud — one from Zimbabwe and the other Vietnamese-born, each falsely and distastefully claiming to have lost loved ones in the fire in order to obtain £10,000 from the victims’ relief fund — did little for positive community relations. 

This was certainly not the time to recall a Daily Mail (6 July, 2010) article — which included anonymous claims by a London whistleblower housing worker (‘Chris’ speaking to journalist Eugene Costello) — that many immigrants were very fussy about the accommodation offered to them, knew how to manipulate the system to their advantage, and even how to use corrupt methods to get what they want. The Mail article says that ‘there are cliques in local authority departments — be they African, Indian, Pakistani, whatever — who “look after their own”’ either ‘as a favour or in return for a backhander’. Recall here too the case of Lutfur Rahman, the Bangladesh-born Mayor of Tower Hamlets who was found guilty of corrupt and illegal practices including making promises of housing for votes, in 2015. It is widely acknowledged and documented that many immigrants are happy to ignore laws on overcrowding and occupy flats and houses with multiples of normal tenancy restrictions. In one three-bedroom house in north west London, 35 East Europeans were found to be sleeping on mattresses, including some in a tent in the garden, and ‘exploitative landlords’ were accused of being the real culprits (Guardian, 20 September, 2017). In fact, the owner of this house, Sunil Hathi, threatened to sue over any such allegations against him. In another case, millionaire builder Gerry Fitzgerald was found to have built an unauthorised mini-village or shanty town on his grounds in an affluent London location, accommodating between 50 and 120 East European tenants, some of them living on state benefits (Campbell, 2017). No evidence of overcrowding can excuse the Grenfell fire but it is relevant. The vast majority of immigrants want to live in London or other large cities where an already chronic housing shortage exists (and local people in need are often passed over), and the situation consequently only gets worse. While it is true that property developers and landlords can exacerbate these problems, and many rich foreign investors also add to this problem, SJWs always play the victimisation game, or play the race card.  

Take another angle on the housing problem. The Guardian asked disingenuously why the housing problem is ‘so much worse for black families’ (Osborne 2017). This article presents basic statistics and anecdotes to paint a picture of injustice and discrimination. Under 33% of black families are likely to own their own home compared with 58% of Asian and 66% of white families. Although some reports of outright or subtle discrimination in the rented sector are given, other problems are mentioned. The average age of black Britons is in the early 20s compared with the mid-40s for whites. This makes a very big difference. Blacks tend to live in inner city areas, especially in London, which is much more expensive. Blacks have a higher incidence of single-parent families and large family sizes; both these factors will have negative knock-on effects for cost and quality of housing. Social housing for large black families is sometimes extremely generous, as in the case of the Subes (see below) from Cameroon; and Muriidi Abati, his wife and seven children from Somalia, housed in an expensive Islington property (Wilkes, 2017). Whiting (2011) shows that 24% of both black and Asian groups in the UK have on average a family of three and over children compared with 8% for whites. The question of why Asians do much better for housing than blacks is not addressed, and the housing conditions of other non-black ethnicities is not mentioned but we know that many East Europeans live in overcrowded conditions. Poor whites are not mentioned here, yet it is obvious that in a competitive housing market poorer people will always have less choice. (One of the only remedies, but not mentioned here, is the abandonment or significant reduction of capitalism and deeper embrace of socialism.) The greater proportion of homeless blacks is mentioned but not analysed. One can easily speculate about possible causes of poorer housing among black Britons but to do so invites accusations of racist stereotyping, and so SJWs are free to imply that all black community housing problems must be due to racism rather than to other causes.  

Liberal squeamishness about addressing real social problems head-on is itself now a cause of deterioration of the social fabric in the UK. It is perfectly understandable that the British have abolished capital punishment, recoiled from war, been tolerant of waves of immigration, and apparently embraced most liberal causes in the past few decades. But the agenda successfully pushed by the left, even when not in office, has become profoundly counterproductive. The left’s dislike of strong leaders is puzzlingly combined with a disdain for the expression of majority views, with the 2016 Brexit referendum result being condemned as bigoted populism. Cultural Marxists appear to like a weak, malleable public that can be cowed by its relentless propaganda. But the cost of CM progress by cultural appeasement is a debilitated majority population incapable of defending its core values and lifestyle. Phillips (2017) suggests that ‘Islamists are exploiting our chronic muddle of well-meaning tolerance and political correctness’. Assertions about immigrants’ economic benefits to the UK, erroneous population counts, the futility of trying to control immigration, the dependency of the NHS on immigrants, and so on, are not easy for the average person to evaluate, but see Migration Watch UK (2017c) for refutations of all such arguments. 

I have focused on SJWs as if they are a uniform group but they are not. Just as the racist far-right has its unhinged, extremist violent members (for example, the proscribed National Action group), so the SJWs have theirs. You do not have to look far for evidence of seethingly angry anti-racists and SJWs who are aggressively dedicated to the cause of anti-anti-Muslim bigotry. Extremists of this kind hate the white man even if they are themselves white, they hate imperialism, capitalism, neoliberalism (or whatever the mot du jour is), and they constantly scan the media for traces of racism, anti-Semitism and Islamophobia. It would be crass to suggest that they must all have had authoritarian fathers who they are still fighting with in their heads, but their tone and relentlessness has this quality of almost psychotic paranoia and hate. Just as I have suggested above that there are many shades of racism and quasi-racism, the SJW community comprises visceral Tory-haters, immature activists, sincere but naïve liberals, through to reasonable defenders of human rights.  

The Nazi vision of a pure Aryan race, however mad in itself, could only have been effected by genocide, sterilisation and other measures indifferent to millions of lives. Stalin’s tyrannical agenda to establish far-reaching communism necessitated indifference to millions of individual rights and lives. The Islamist jihad dedicated to the overthrow of infidel nations and the establishment of an Islamic caliphate savagely dispenses with the lives of all perceived as opponents. The transatlantic slave trade, while obviously brutal, dehumanising and often deadly, was commercial by nature and not in quite the same intentionally murderous category as these. Social justice warriors, mainly small-scale activists, leftist academics and keyboard warriors, are not usually involved in mass violence (although Che Guevara, to take one example, was not exactly a Gandhian model of pacifist protest). SJWs are, however, arguably guilty of propagating the fantasy of a harmonious, borderless, multicultural, egalitarian worldwide utopia that could only be effected by the kind of militant liberalism, emotional righteousness, attritional civil war, misinformation, trashing of reputations, suppression of free speech, and disregard for rational argument that we are now experiencing. 

Gary Younge (2017a), is a black British journalist sponsored by The Guardian newspaper since he was 24 years old; his single Barbadian mother had raised him and two siblings in England. He now argues for a borderless world, showing no interest in related practicalities or research, and citing Martin Luther King’s dream speech as support for his emotional utopianism. In a much publicised interview with the American white ethno-nationalist Richard Spencer, Younge understandably reacted emotionally to Spencer’s claim that American blacks are better off than most black Africans, but Spencer failed (I think) to make it clear that it is present-day American blacks who are better off than both their enslaved ancestors and most present-day Africans, so the interview was a confused and wasteful mess, which Younge ended abruptly with an affronted, almost genteel put-down of Spencer (Younge, 2017b). Yet Younge’s SJW supporters claim he was masterful, eloquent, restrained, and so on. He was not. He did not and could not listen to Spencer. Spencer is not the genius he may think he is, his use of the ‘Hail’ address at conferences is ridiculous, and I seriously doubt that the aspiration for a white ethno-state as a safe space can be compared with Israel. But there were topics here that should be discussed intelligently and analytically.  

Younge can of course argue for a borderless world, and he can pontificate about the nature of identity (Younge, 2011), a topic covered much more rigorously by Huntington (2004). But since he is a lucky beneficiary of sponsorship and has an international lifestyle few can dream of, this fortuitous elevation separates Younge from the majority of workaday blacks and whites. Along with his high-achieving media brother Pat, Gary Younge is an ironic embodiment of British meritocracy and/or good fortune, their grandmother having been a sugarcane-cutting slave in Barbados. And they must occasionally wonder what their material fortunes would have been in Barbados or Africa. In the USA, still ahead of the UK in terms of balanced views on race, Jason Hill (2018), a Jamaican-heritage immigrant, fully acknowledges the opportunities afforded him, and questions shrill black victimhood. It is fine but dangerous to constantly complain about a host country, to advocate for a borderless world and a transnational identity, and it is fine and also dangerous to advocate for a white ethno-state and white supremacy. Younge and Spencer are two sides of the same adversarial coin, and both enjoy privileged middle-class lives, but when people perceive the world in such diametrically opposite ways, mutual deafness reigns and trouble surely looms. The flip side of arrogant white supremacy is the unquestioning moral supremacy of black SJWs.
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Anecdotes and Examples

A Muslim taxi driver rams into the back of a car on a large roundabout, the driver of which is technically at fault for entering the roundabout before his lane was completely clear. An insurance claim is made for a small scratch on the taxi and for an alleged but highly unlikely whiplash injury, and the driver subsequently loses his no claims bonus. He hears that it is a practice of some Muslim taxi drivers in the area to get up to these tricks. It isn’t until years later that he reads an article about ‘crash-for-cash hotspots’ where deliberate rear-end shunts are caused to effect false insurance claims (Hull, 2017) and he realises that he lives in one of the 30 most affected postcode areas, among which Birmingham, Bradford, Manchester and Oldham are especially highlighted. 

A white man recalls his schooldays at a large comprehensive school. He remembers being bullied often by a big Somalian boy who sat behind him. Neither he nor others could oppose the Somalian boy, and they realised that if they spoke out they would risk accusations of racism and recriminations. 

A manager at a large supermarket, a young white woman who hates any overt racism against blacks, tells her friends that the most common thieves at the supermarket are East Europeans who often practise organised theft involving a thief, a look-out, a waiting driver and planned escape route. She also says that one of their favourite ruses is to put petrol in their car, then pretend to have forgotten their credit card and other papers, knowing that the petrol salesman will simply rely on their verbal statement of (false) name and address. 

A university lecturer worries about poor standards of written English among her foreign-born students. She and others spend a lot of time trying to help them improve their English but progress is extremely slow, indeed negligible. Consequently, she often passes assignments that probably shouldn’t pass and feels she can’t raise this officially in case it appears racist, and anyway she is very sympathetic to their situation. Farron (2014) cites statistics in the American context suggesting that grade inflation in the service of affirmative action is commonplace. 

A man who works in renal dialysis in the NHS says that quite a few people from other countries present with urgent medical conditions that NHS staff must treat, and some people know that dialysis, which is too expensive in their own country, will be provided indefinitely. This NHS worker is a Labour voter married to a black woman. He has no racist axe to grind, he is simply reporting an observation about ‘health tourism’ as part of possible reasons for the poor state of NHS finances. 

A young white man is leaving a city-centre club on a Saturday night when a group of young black men start shouting at him. He swears back at them and is then physically attacked but manages to extricate himself by throwing a couple of punches. Nearby police step in and one of them (white) tells him he would have done the same. Two Asian police officers, however, become verbally aggressive towards him and threaten arrest until he defends himself articulately and they apologise. Luckily, he is a big guy and able to defend himself, and luckily his assailants have no knives. 

An ageing British white man feels that the female Muslim doctor he sees is a little dismissive of his minor skin complaint. An Indian doctor he sees at another time seems aloof and uninterested in what he has to say, and he cannot easily understand his accent. But he experiences no problems with his Asian dentist, or his Muslim optician and pharmacist. He asks himself if he is unintentionally racist or just encountering individual differences between overburdened health professionals who happen to be non-white. 

A mature woman attends a Magistrates Court for her part (as a Crown Prosecution witness) in a case brought by the Crown Prosecution Service against a man accused of threatening her. The CPS solicitor arrives at the last minute with very little time to meet her client to discuss some case details. The witness is struck by the solicitor’s flustered state, poor grasp of the details and apparent inability to take in accurately what she is telling her now. The witness feels troubled and lacks confidence in her solicitor. The witness is white and the solicitor is black, and the witness checks herself for possible racist misperceptions. While some parts of the British criminal justice system are said to be under-representative of the BAME population, the CPS has a 19% component. Responding to accusations that the criminal justice system is institutionally racist, Holbrook (2017) argues that ‘racism is a spent force’ in the UK, and that some crimes committed by BAME individuals are even overlooked ‘due to racial sensitivities’. 

A middle class black man has a meeting with a middle class white man. In the initial small talk about getting to the venue, the former says, ‘I’m always very punctual, unlike most Caribbean men’ [and after a short, slightly embarrassed pause] — ‘not wishing to stereotype’. It is difficult to know if he meant this, or was making an ironic joke, or creating class solidarity, or indeed if it is true or not that most Caribbean men are not punctual, although it is a well-known stereotype. In Kenya, punctuality is sometimes referred to as ‘mzungu time’ (or white, or European time).

A white man notices a young black man spitting in the street, and as well as instinctive disgust, he realises that he is angrier with this black man, this ‘rude guest’ in his country, than he might be at a white man. Another time, he is in an underground train and there is a powerful, sickeningly bad smell. Since there are few people in the train, it becomes clear that the smell emanates from a black man sitting alone. This memory stays with him for years. Of course, some white people smell bad too, but this ‘racist’ link is hard to shrug off. Braun (1990) recalls hearing a long, deep, disturbing sound like a wild animal, and realises it is a black male neighbour having sex. Such visceral associations are strong and can persist in memory at an unconscious level; and they are no doubt experienced by people of all ethnicities. 

Academics hate subjectivity and ‘anecdotal evidence’ of this kind, and usually dismiss or belittle it, but these are actual everyday experiences people have that inform their views of immigration; they are negative vignettes but they are not untrue. This is only a tiny fragment of examples, and clearly many incidents could be cited that chime with or contradict such cases. Judah’s (2016) reportage on diverse immigrants in London, from street beggars and frontline workers to professionals, shows many pitiful lives, interethnic observations, and nuanced views on our superdiverse metropolis, including the Nigerian-heritage policeman who observes that ‘the English are dying. The English are declining and they are declining fast’. The stories people tell us of course depend on who we are and who we know, and how open we are to stories that may contradict our expectations. I hear from a friend of a friend, a university student, that some of her female Chinese student friends have been insulted and mugged by local, young white males. I know nothing about the details but feel these despicable young men probably know deep down and enviously that they are intellectually inferior, and their targets are smarter and richer than them. I hear from another friend that a member of his family, a dual heritage, Anglo-Asian young woman, was beaten up on an underground train by a young black woman, and now she hates all blacks. Again, I do not know the details but assume some interethnic envy and anger was in play. I am sure that all of us, from every side of the ethnic spectrum, hear such stories and are confirmed in our prejudices or made to question ourselves accordingly. 

Consider too the daily fare in newspapers. Below is a small selection.

‘Nigerian crime wave sweeps through Britain’ (The Independent, 2 February 1998). This article told us that large-scale fraud, drug dealing and illegal immigration operations were being perpetrated by Nigerians in the UK. The intelligence services were investigating the presence within government departments like tax offices, the Department of Social Security and the Metropolitan Police itself, of organised Nigerian crime rings. In 2006 it was found that five illegal Nigerian immigrants worked as cleaners at the Home Office (Daily Mail, 19 May, 2006). Shamsu Iqbal, a Home Office employee, together with three lawyers, was charged with conspiracy to assist unlawful immigration, involving the falsification of documents in up to 437 cases of identity fraud concerning illegal immigrants (Mail Online, 14 January, 2018).  

When he was 18, Arnold Mballe Sube left Cameroon to live in Paris, where he worked, saved, met his wife Jeanne, and became a French citizen, getting married in 2006. In 2012 they moved to Luton in England, where they and their eight children at first lived in private rented accommodation. Then when their funds ran low, they had to move into social housing via accommodation in an expensive hotel paid for by the council. They have lived on ample housing and welfare benefits for some years, and Mr Sube gained a bursary of £29,000 from the NHS to study for a degree in mental health at Bedfordshire University, after which he became a psychiatric nurse. The Subes complained about several offers of housing they rejected because they considered them too small or unsuitable. Eventually they were found a detached five-bedroom house at an expensive rent paid for by the local council. The Subes were still only 34 and admitted that they might well have further children. Mr Sube appeared to have no sense of either responsibility or gratitude. Like some fellow Christians he is anti-abortion and anti-gay. Cameroon was for many years primarily a receiver of immigrants from neighbouring countries, but is now ranked as one of the most corrupt nations in the world. Some might say good luck to Sube, or regard his situation as comeuppance for Europe’s colonial past. The EU facility of free movement obviously helped his family and the no borders anarchists would celebrate his case. Meanwhile a majority of white Britons probably feel less charitable about his case (Daily Mail, 10 September, 2016).  

Orashia Edwards, a Jamaican man, had his asylum application denied in 2013. He had claimed to be bisexual and in danger of persecution, murder or imprisonment in Jamaica, where homosexuality is illegal and subject to sentences of up to ten years. He was turned down due to having been married and having had a daughter, and was disbelieved by Home Office officials. The decision was however overturned in 2016 with assistance from LGBT activists and Leeds No Borders (The Guardian, 23 January, 2016). Such cases highlight the problem that any asylum seeker from ‘homophobic’ countries can claim to be gay or bisexual and therefore at risk, and with precedents like Edwards’ will no doubt push against Britain’s weak borders.  

Three Sikh men, Daljit Kapoor, Harmit Kapoor, and Davinder Chawla, were sentenced to a total of 19 years imprisonment in 2017 for illegally lending or supplying British passports to lookalikes, making £620,000 over a period of some years (Daily Mail, 14 July 2017). A television investigation revealed that stolen British passports were being sold in Greece for £500 each, a large drop in price from the previous £2,000. Purchasers were told that the lookalike ploy was better than fake passports, and were also advised on which UK airports had weaker security (Daily Mail, 7 September, 2017).  

Mohammed Sangak was sentenced to ten years in prison for leading an operation smuggling 87 illegal immigrants (from different countries) into the UK. These were hidden in vanloads of furniture, Sangak was also involved in insurance fraud, as well as fraud involving passports, driving licences and MOT certificates, and had previous convictions for battery and drug possession. He had been an asylum seeker from Iraq in 2001, having come to the UK alone at the age of 14 (Mail Online, 4 January, 2018).  

A group of migrants attacked a lorry driver in Calais in July 2017, leaving him for dead while they drove his lorry towards the port (Daily Express, 25 July 2017). An African man died after stowing away in the landing gear of a flight from Angola and then falling to his death near Heathrow Airport (The Guardian, 25 April, 2013). These examples show criminally violent determination and unbelievably desperate, suicidal foolishness.  

A Travellers’ temporary site in south east London was deserted in July 2017 and 250 tonnes of rubbish left behind which will cost the local council £100,000 to clear (Daily Express, 23 July 2017). As many pondered how so much waste could be accumulated by these nomadic people in such a short time, it was speculated that the Travellers concerned had made cash from householders for ‘clearing’ rubbish from their properties, but had then simply dumped it. But to thus criticise Travellers (or Gypsies) is now invariably deemed racist. Well, again The Guardian (Bindel, 2011) in commenting on the TV series My Big Fat Gypsy Wedding, admitted that there are indeed some problems among the UK’s 300,000 Travellers, who are officially an ethnic group protected under the Race Relations Act. It is reckoned that Roma numbers are between 10 and 12 million across Europe (McGarry, 207). And they now benefit from their own PC-designated identity terms, the ‘GRT community’ and the designated terms Romaphobia, antiziganism and antigypsyism. A Traveller woman ‘Kathleen, who lives with her six children in a three-bedroom trailer, is fairly typical of an Irish Traveller woman, except that she is separated from her husband’. She is in fact a victim of domestic violence. It turns out according to one study that ‘61% of married English Gypsy women and 81% of Irish Travellers had experienced domestic abuse’. Most of them can’t read or write. Travellers’ rights are protected, centrally their insistence on being free to move location and be provided places to live, as well as their customs of intermarriage. Yet somehow mainstream society is always to blame for stereotyping them and failing to provide them with enough help.  

To read a jargon-saturated academic text like McGarry’s (2017) Romaphobia, you would not think Travellers were ever responsible for any troubles in the real world. Rather, they are persecuted from all directions by a mainstream society that always stereotypes them in highly negative terms and cannot recognise their right to live freely as an ethnic minority. But as in other cases, there are signs the police are under PC pressure to avoid confrontation and accusations of racism. In August 2017, the Norfolk town of Cromer was visited for a long weekend by about 100 Travellers who set up an unauthorised camp in a car park, leading to 40 offences being committed and businesses having to close, losing tens of thousands of pounds. It seems the police ‘misread’ the situation as ‘low level disorder’ and did almost nothing to intervene. Later, they were forced to apologise to the local community. Nobody is obliged to believe the Daily Mail’s (26 October, 2017) version of these events, but local people who complained included an Indian restaurant owner whose restaurant was occupied by dozens of Travellers who stole drinks and were violent, while the police did nothing effective to intervene (Bristow, 2017).  

On 9 August 2017 news media were full of reports of the convictions of 18 people from the Newcastle area, 17 of whom were men of Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Indian, Iraqi, Iranian and Turkish origin, for the grooming, drugging, trafficking and rape of white girls between the ages of 13 and 25. The offences were committed between 2010 and 2014. A total of 461 people were arrested in connection with these offences. Organised gang rape sessions had been a prominent feature. It was said that ‘the sexual exploitation of young people’ could not be tolerated, as if it has not long been illegal and indeed one of the most stigmatic of offences to commit paedophilic crimes. One of the men involved is widely reported to have said ‘All white women are good for one thing, for men like me to fuck and use as trash, that is all women like you are worth’ (Daily Mail, 9 August 2017). This serious organised crime, a repetition of similar events in Rotherham, Rochdale, Oxford, Bristol and other cities, might almost be seen as a mere cultural misinterpretation. And yet the ire of the left is often reserved for right-wing activists like Anne Marie Waters who draw attention to the perpetrators of such heinous crimes.  

A British woman, Josephine Iyamu, was charged in 2017 with being a ringleader for criminal offences of human trafficking and slavery of vulnerable people from Nigeria to Europe for the purposes of sexual exploitation. A National Crime Agency spokesperson reported that similar crimes were probably now occurring in the tens of thousands in the UK (The Guardian, 6 September, 2017). 

Consider that Hirsch (2017) has made many provocative, anti-white comments, including suggesting that Nelson’s Column in Trafalgar Square should be pulled down to atone for slavery. Add to this the report that Taha Hussain, an ISIS sympathiser, called for a statue of Queen Victoria to be destroyed outside Windsor Castle in preparation for occupation by ISIS (Daily Mail, 11 September, 2017). Mohiussunnath Chowdhury, a taxi driver from Luton, was charged with preparing to commit a terrorist offence in driving towards Buckingham Palace, shouting ‘Allahu Akbar’ and reaching for a four-foot sword (The Independent, 31 August, 2017). However unlikely to materialise, inevitably such threats against iconic British landmarks conjure up images of hostile invasion and occupation, by emboldened black anti-colonialists and Islamic terrorists in our midst. The illegal pulling down of Confederate statues is already underway in the USA, and we might link these with the 9/11 attack on American phallic power as part of a campaign to dismantle symbols of Western dominance, as well as ISIS’s destruction of ancient monuments in the Middle East which are regarded as idolatrous. 

There was a furore at the British Museum in 2017 when a spokesperson explained that they sometimes had to omit long Asian names because they try to keep exhibits’ descriptions simple and have limited space (Daily Mail, 14 September, 2017). Complaints were received to the effect that the Museum was being imperialist and racist. But it is true that for many, some Indian names are very long and unpronounceable. By one estimate, about 50,000 surnames are now in use in the UK. While some immigrants complain that their names on job application forms cause discrimination against them, many indigenous Britons have given up trying to remember the names of their doctors, newsreaders and others, simply because they are too unfamiliar and hard to pronounce. Some Jewish immigrants have changed their names in order to assimilate, to flourish, and to avoid prejudice. The anthropologist Ashley Montagu changed from his Jewish name Israel Ehrenberg, for example. By contrast, some people of African heritage are changing their names back, for example the British theatre director Kwame Kwei-Armah from his birth name of Ian Roberts. (See Myska, 2012, on the complications of names.) The name Mohammed (along with various spelling variants) tops the list of boys’ names. Meanwhile, many countries have laws prescribing which chosen first names are permissible.  

Alongside this example of the difficult new pluralism of names, poor grasp of language, use of improper English and heavy accents cause stressful misunderstandings and add to subtle stress levels generally. Most seriously, the case of Dr Daniel Ubani was lethal. A Nigerian-born German citizen, Ubani was acting as a locum in Britain in 2008 when he administered a fatal dose of diamorphine (ten times the maximum dose) to a patient on his first shift, having poor English and misreading the instructions (The Guardian, 4 February, 2010). EU freedom of movement, and suboptimal rules on registration of doctors, were also implicated in this case, but in spite of his conviction for gross negligence and a past history of complaints against him, Dr Ubani was able to continue working as a doctor in Germany (Gammell, 2010). Add to this a report in 2017 that an NHS shortage of 40,000 nurses was driving continuing recruitment from overseas, but that a high failure rate on English language tests was proving an obstacle. The touted solution was that the tests are too hard, or unsuitable, and should be made easier (Tapper, 2017).  

Police were called to a mosque in High Wycombe containing hundreds of worshippers, to deal with a noisy altercation (Metro, 19 September, 2017). They were then confronted by rude and aggressive shouting because they had apparently not realised that mosques are regarded as sacred places requiring removal of outdoor shoes before entry. A woman police officer could be heard on video being insulted by a Muslim worshipper. This case raises several questions. Are mosques, like foreign embassies, to be considered in effect another country, beyond British laws? Should the police in such circumstances have to suspend their urgent business and remove their shoes? While it is normal in some countries for visitors to remove outdoor shoes when entering any house, it is not a standard expectation in Britain. No doubt modern police training always includes cultural awareness elements but police officers cannot be expected to act like anthropologists. But should there not be some expectation that sincere religious adherents act in a civilised and law-abiding manner towards the police, indeed towards everyone?  

In 2017 the Bank of England was criticised for a lack of diversity among its senior staff, who are mainly white men (Monaghan, 2017). This criticism comes about not merely due to suspicions of possible racism (or sexism) but because the Bank is committed to the Public Sector Equality Duty of the Equality Act of 2010, which promotes equality, diversity and inclusion. The Bank, which employs about 3,600 people, seeks to ‘attract and develop the best people’. ‘The Bank’s greatest asset is the people who work for it,’ runs the familiar public relations rhetoric. We are often told by SJWs that talent must not be wasted, but it is wasted when there is not proportional representation of all ethnic and other historically ‘marginalised’ groups. There is some evidence, however, that too much diversity in the workplace may lead to reduced productivity (Chua, 2013). Nevertheless, ‘lack of diversity’ is the shaming, rallying cry here, which is frequently used to embarrass and pressurise public and commercial companies. There is, of course, no logical reason to believe that quotas lead to greater efficiency or profitability. The best employees are presumably those with the best qualifications, experience and aptitude but in reality there is always a large dose of indeterminacy involved. Nevertheless, no-one seriously proposes the use of quotas for basketball teams, rap bands, curry houses and daytime women’s chat shows. Apart from legislative pressures, however, Cultural Marxism has ensured for decades that naming and shaming creates discomfort regarding these matters. With no democratic mandate but with relentless stealthy and hysterical propaganda, SJWs have pushed British society into a programmatic communism of empowerment of minorities.  

An authoritative analysis of ethnic minority employment trends is found in Audickas and Apostolova (2017). Figures that fall anywhere below the 13.6% (or thereabouts) for BAME people are invariably used to imply discrimination by institutional racism. Here is a sample: 51 of Britain’s 650 Members of Parliament (8%) are currently from ethnic minorities. Among police, 6.3%; magistrates 8%; teachers 8%; armed forces 7.2%; doctors 40.8%; Fire and Rescue Service 5.5%; Civil Service 11.6%. Findings tend to confirm that fewer ethnic minority individuals are employed at senior levels (6.7% in the NHS, for example). Yet if there is a 19% BAME representation in the Crown Prosecution Service, and 33% among professional footballers, we may discern a more interesting pattern and set of questions. Are members of some ethnic groups better suited to some employment sectors than others? The dogma of equality suggests no, but observation and commonsense suggests yes. Likewise regarding senior positions: Rao (2014) argues unconvincingly that racial discrimination oppresses BAME staff within the NHS. Why 40.8% doctors but only 5.5% in the Fire and Rescue Service? Are we to assume that all such differences are due to institutional racism? It is calculated that only a figure of 88 MPs would be truly representative of the UK’s BAME population. Will ethnic justice be achieved only when all employment statistics match the overall BAME percentage? If so, reductions in the number of BAME footballers and doctors, among others, would become necessary. And all this has to be calculated alongside correct quotas for gender, sexuality, disability and other identities. The clamour for artificially equal quotas is ridiculous. 

On 27 October 2017, ten male Vietnamese illegal immigrants, including two minors, were discovered hiding in the back of a lorry. The driver, Pedro, originally from Portugal himself but now living in Britain, started this journey in Germany and came through Calais to Folkestone. His lorry was checked twice en route, at one point some stowaways being found and evicted, but the ten remaining illegal immigrants got as far as Beaconsfield (about 106 miles away) without being discovered. There are three points of special interest here. The overland distance of about 6,000–7,000 miles seems to be no object, if they did indeed travel from Vietnam. What attracts Vietnamese economic migrants to the UK, where about 55,000 Vietnamese already live? Can we expect the same level of diligence from a Portugese driver in such circumstances, and from French customs staff, as from a native Briton? (Mail Online, 20 October, 2017.) In March of 2017 ten accompanied Vietnamese children aged 13 to 16 arrived near Shrewsbury in Shropshire in a lorry that had come from France. The local council have to take responsibility for them, to organise foster care and safeguarding, at a cost between £50,000 and £133,000 a year for each child, depending on their mental health needs (Mail Online, 16 November, 2017). On being granted asylum, the council will remain responsible for their accommodation, health and other needs until they are 25. We might ask how they got so far, why their vulnerable state was not picked up much earlier in France, and how this is to be funded.  

The government’s inspectorate of schools, Ofsted, found in 2017 that among faith schools, 33% of Christian, 54% of Jewish, and 58% of Muslim schools inspected were in need of improvement or inadequate. Many of these independent faith schools do not promote ‘fundamental British values’. There is a high risk that such schools — some of them unregulated or even illegal — focus too strongly on religious texts and cultural values that are at odds with, or actively undermine normal British secular expectations (Mail Online, 3 December, 2017). The Ofsted head who wrote the report, Amanda Spielman, was subsequently threatened by Islamic extremists. St Stephens School in Newham, East London, drew attention for getting its ban on eight-year-old girls wearing hijabs overturned (Naidoo, 2018). Neena Mall, the headteacher, had stressed the importance of integration into British life, but an organised campaign reversed her decision. Naidoo calls the original decision ‘institutional Islamophobia’ and part of a dehumanising ‘toxic narrative’ about Muslims.  

A Manchester hospital in 2017 received the dubious distinction of racking up the highest single ‘health tourism’ debt from one foreign, non-EU patent (unidentified) whose treatment cost amounted to £532,498. Before that, in 2016 a Nigerian woman named Priscilla had incurred costs of just over £500,00 when she arrived pregnant at Heathrow after being turned away at Chicago, and had quadruplets in a London hospital. These large sums are almost always unrecoverable, often result from calculated abuse of the NHS, and in many cases could be prevented by insisting on medical insurance as part of any visa process (Mail Online, 8 January 2018).  

A Muslim couple, Munir Mohammed and Raiwada al-Hassan, were found guilty of plotting terrorist acts in 2015 and 2016 using ricin and explosives from Derbyshire and London bases, and having with links to ISIS. Al-Hassan was a graduate of UCL and a pharmacist. Mohammed, originally from Eritrea, was a refugee from Sudan who used false documents and worked illegally in a food factory (BBC News, 8 January, 2018).  

It is important to dig into detailed cases like these because there is a danger that we can become desensitised to incrementally large-scale cultural changes, as is horribly evident in the grooming gangs scandals. One can attack these accounts simply for appearing (mainly) in certain right-wing newspapers. Indeed, online campaigns like Stop Funding Hate specifically target the Daily Mail, Daily Express, and The Sun by persuading large advertisers not to do business with them because they are allegedly anti-immigrant peddlers of hate. One can argue that reports like those above are isolated incidents, not characteristic of most migrant or non-white behaviour, or that they are deliberately and mischievously chosen to whip up racist sentiments. On one particular day (16 December, 2017) the Mail Online carried at least three stories that could be interpreted as anti-immigrant and hate-fuelling. (1) A 72-year-old Somalian asylum seeker who came to Britain 15 years ago and became a citizen was found to have defrauded the Department for Work and Pensions of £39,000; during this time he had spent 2.5 years back in Somalia; he had forged an immigration stamp; and he had incurred large medical and legal costs. He received a prison sentence of 15 months. (2) A report claims that 6,000 criminals (some convicted of very serious offences) cannot be deported; and 200 of these are receiving large sums in compensation for being detained too long by police, while their victims receive nothing. (3) A 16-year-old male of Bengali origin was abducted and beaten by several Pakistani-origin men for having a relationship with a female member of their family, in an act described as an ‘honour beating’; they were convicted of false imprisonment, grievous bodily harm, and affray.  

Anyone citing such examples may be accused of stereotyping and race hatred, yet the reports are either true or untrue, legally permissible or not, and presumably in the public interest. The Guyanese-heritage ex-Chair of the Equality and Human Rights Commission, Trevor Philips, admitted in his sceptical, post-multiculturalism work that many such stereotypes are true (Phillips, 2016, Ridley, 2016). In the case of the Trojan Horse affair in Birmingham schools in 2014, where some evidence existed of an Islamist infiltration, staff nepotism, and low standards, events were interpreted quite differently by media with contrasting perspectives (Shackle 2017). For SJWs, all such examples are anomalies or minor matters, exploited for racist purposes, and the picture they prefer to paint is of immigrants’ human rights being abused, their contributions to British life being exemplary, and everything ticking over smoothly and progressively beneath the disgustingly fascist distortions of the right-wing press. Consider, however, the case where Muslim pressure to radically change a school’s ethos resulted in false claims of Islamophobia against the headteacher, Erica Connor, who had to take early retirement due to the stress involved, and was eventually awarded over £400,000 damages in court (Beckford, 2009).

Difficult to disentangle is the relationship between individual encounters and mass phenomena. I have no close relationships with any immigrants and only one with a second generation immigrant. But from time to time I meet a refugee from Syria, Pakistan, Somalia, Yemen, the Democratic Republic of Congo, or wherever. Language problems aside, there is no friction or animosity. Their stories seem genuine, the individuals are likeable, and I sympathise with their struggles. But I do not always know if they are completely honest with me, or if they unintentionally exaggerate how badly off they are. I can enjoy Muslim taxi drivers’ tales of travel, resourcefulness and entrepreneurialism but I cannot know the real details behind them. I can read the Daily Mail or The Guardian, each selecting and tweaking certain anti-immigrant or pro-immigrant stories. Indeed, I read widely, watch many YouTube presentations, and digest opposing accounts of immigration, race, and multiculturalism, and various historical and sociological spins thereon. One can be moved by a single story, for example the Greek mother genuinely upset about her left-behind family in Greece as she struggles to earn money in Britain to have her family join her (Kemp, 2017). Gulwali Passarlay (2017) tells the story of his own journey from Afghanistan, arriving frightened at Calais in the back of a lorry, aged 13, and not initially being believed by interviewers at the Dover Immigration Removals Centre. He found excellent support in foster care, experienced helpfulness from some professionals, took a degree at Manchester University, wrote a book, and was selected to be a carrier of the Olympic torch in 2012. One can be welcoming to individual immigrants while also being opposed to mass immigration and its consequences, seeing large-scale ‘change as loss’ (Goodhart, 2017).  

Hollywood and other left-wing media recognise the value of individual perspective. As an example, the makers of Wallace and Gromit have made an animated film about a family of Syrian refugees who cross the Mediterranean, called We Wait. ‘The refugees interact with you through eye contact’, says Ben Curtis, producer at Aardman Studios (Dee, 2017/18). This overcomes the problems of detachment characteristic of news reports (although it echoes the Alan Kurdi story and its single powerful photographic image). Emotional manipulation is what visual-dramatic media do well, yet how often are we placed in eye contact and made sympathetic with characters who are not victims but ‘victors’? Curtis says he wanted ‘an accurate and sensitive portrayal’ of refugees, but when do we see accurate and sensitive portrayals of Ray Honeyford, Enoch Powell, or just ordinary, bemused and bewildered white citizens struggling to understand the transformation of their country? 

We all see large numbers of Muslims, Africans and other highly visible immigrants in the town centres in London, Manchester, Birmingham, Sheffield, Bristol, Bradford, Leicester and elsewhere. In some areas like Stratford in east London my ethnicity is definitely in the white British minority (of 21% — see http://www.integrationhub.net/map/residential-patterns-map/). Foreign languages abound, and I often struggle to know which are being spoken. I regularly see foreign beggars who are apparently homeless and poor, sitting and occasionally playing an accordion on the streets of many European countries, or on tube trains. When I go to hotels or cafés the receptionists and baristas are invariably from other EU countries. This is not the majority white Anglophone country in which I grew up. I don’t think I am longing for an imperialist past. I am sad in an unbigoted way and bewildered by these cultural changes and associated population growth, which feels much more negative than positive. 
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Threats to Free Speech

We already realise that our own home-grown, so-called hate speech laws are curtailing our taken-for-granted freedoms. It has been painfully clear for decades that we all have to take great care not to offend those groups of people protected by PC strictures — non-whites, women (or rather, feminists), gays and others referred to as LGBTQ, the disabled, and others (Banks, 2017). So, there are legal limits to free speech and there are informal limits imposed by the ‘Cultural Marxism police’. In this latter case, the punishments involve being outed, embarrassed and vilified, and risks to your reputation and career. But the third, most dramatic and terrifying of sanctions against free speech is the death threat, otherwise known as the fatwa. Sanctions against offensive or slanderous speech directed at individuals in person, in writing or on social media is something most of us would defend to some extent as necessary evils. But many of us would draw a line at sanctions against expressing our reasoned views on impersonal matters. Charles Murray being prevented by American students from speaking at Middlebury College in March 2017 because they deemed his views on race and IQ a form of hate speech falls into this category. But Murray’s life was not threatened.

Salman Rushdie’s novel The Satanic Verses, published in 1988, was found blasphemous by Muslims and a fatwa was issued by Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini of Iran to kill Rushdie. The book was banned, burned, and bookshops attacked. A large reward was offered for Rushdie’s murder. The affair had international proportions and Rushdie was forced to go into hiding for many years. The fatwa is still in effect. The reaction among non-Muslim Westerners was mixed, with many saying he should never have misused freedom of speech to portray Muhammad insultingly. It is this feeble protest against the monstrous fatwa that has had far reaching consequences. We could say it culminated in the murder of twelve members of staff at the Paris office of the satirical magazine Charlie Hebdo in 2015. We cannot say this however because we do not know when enraged Muslims may strike again with what they regard as legitimate defence of their Prophet. Indeed, the rise of ISIS and whatever similar militant groups may follow it suggests that formal or anxious voluntary censorship will remain a feature of Western life. Some of us have been shocked to witness this regressive development in the West, and moreover witness support for it among other religious groups and the politically correct community. 

The Rushdie affair is complicated. He himself was born in a Muslim family in Bombay and was educated both in India and Britain. He is a British citizen who has lived in New York for years. Most Britons have not read his books and they probably do not think of him as strictly ‘one of us’. But the fatwa did arouse a spirit of quiet outrage that an Iranian Ayatollah could voice incitement to murder well beyond his own country’s borders and cause widespread violence and censorship. Many were simply mystified that fiction could excite such homicidal passions. The combined impact of the fatwa, of the Charlie Hebdo massacre and associated Islamist terrorist incidents means that we are subdued. Rather than Khomeini and other violent Muslims being the villains, apparently ‘lslamophobes’ are now the main suspects of villainy (Titley et al., 2017). Tiny microaggressions against ‘the oppressed’ are the chronic focus of attention. Freedom of speech has been diminished and in some cases made illegal. Much has been written about free speech and its limits, about the responsibility of citizens to be sensitive to others’ traditions and feelings. One of very few to defend absolute freedom of speech is Kapoor (2017), and the online publication Spiked regularly calls for expansive free speech (e.g. O’Neill, 2017c). Those deemed to be in need of protection against hate speech include many who exploit the naïvety of liberal promoters of new laws to effectively silence opponents.  

Since these matters are still developing internationally, perhaps it is understandable that clarity and the will to tackle them are lacking. Most of our judgements in this arena are now of an emotional and damage limitation kind. Some believe that when the Dutch politician Geert Wilders says he ‘hates Islam’ or the French novelist Michel Houllebecq calls Islam ‘the most stupid religion’, these are self-evidently racist hate statements to be condemned and the speakers should face court action, as they have done. What then is the status of this statement: ‘I dislike the religion of Islam and I consider it is probably the most backward and aggressive of all religions’? Is this legitimate opinion? Is it hate speech? Can the claim that Islam is more aggressive than other religions not be observed or objectively evaluated? Can this statement be compared with the absurd claim (illegal in many parts of the world) that the Holocaust never happened? Was Enoch Powell making hateful racist remarks or simply expressing his observations and concerns? Is Ingrid Carlqvist, a Swedish investigative journalist who exposes suppressed race-related crime rates in her country (as well as questioning aspects of the Holocaust), a reprehensible, hate-generating person? As far as I know, one can make public criticisms of Christianity or of white Englishmen without too much fear of censorship, death threats, or being fired from one’s job. 

It can be argued that conditions are febrile, that Muslims in Europe are currently targeted and vulnerable to 1930s-style persecution of Jews, and are therefore a special case in need of protection. If so, however, how is that to be balanced by necessary attention to those who would exploit this ‘special case’ and claim a defence of victimisation, as many terrorists who hide behind human rights laws do? In the context of mass immigration and failing multiculturalism, tacit codes of conduct cannot be taken for granted, universal decency cannot be assumed, and trust is limited. One of the side effects of our unwillingness to clarify these matters is that leftist critics often refer to dogwhistle politics and discourse. But if you cannot openly and without fear of attack say exactly what you mean, you are forced to use euphemisms, which can then be called dogwhistle tactics. This is all part of radical SJWs’ chess game. 

The head of the UK’s Crown Prosecution Service (CPS), Alison Saunders, has said ‘Left unchallenged, even low-level offending can subsequently fuel the kind of dangerous hostility that has been plastered across our media in recent days’. This refers to ‘hate crimes’ committed online and proposes harsher sentences for perpetrators. The move has links with an alleged rise in people feeling emboldened to voice their views about immigration following the Brexit referendum, and to a recorded rise in the incidents of retaliatory rhetoric following Islamist terrorist atrocities (Saunders, 2017). The reported rise in hate crimes includes anti-Semitism, online abuse of children, insults against Muslims, and unpleasant things said about everyone who is PC-protected. But while the police may deal with 15,442 hate crime prosecutions, with an 83.2% conviction rate (2015–16 figures), jihadis are plotting their next massacre, paedophile rings are going unchallenged, foreign criminals are illegally entering the UK, and burglaries are going under-investigated. Public bodies like the CPS and police forces appear to lack the sense of proportion required to prioritise their endeavours. Hate crime is a new and emotive topic, and warrants some scepticism and close philosophical analysis. Hate crime can indeed include actual murder, but its very definition also hinges on the perception of the victim. Wolf-whistling at women has been mooted as a potential hate crime. Anyone publishing anything critical of transgender issues, Islam and mass immigration can be accused of a hate crime. We surely need to know what low-level offending really is in relation to nebulous laws focusing on self-reports of self-defined perceptions of feeling hurt by something someone said. Soon we will need an exhaustive public document outlining exactly what can and cannot be said or written. I am offended by what the Quran says about infidels. Gays are offended by the Quran. Everything is offensive to someone! 

Baroness Sayeeda Warsi has spoken out against what she sees as the widespread Islamophobia of British media. Actually, she referred specifically to the Daily Mail, Daily Express, The Sun, and The Times. She accuses them of ‘poisoning our public discourse’, of exploiting ‘bigoted stereotypes’, and says ‘hate speech has become a plague’. ‘Islamophobia is Britain’s latest bigotry blind spot. It’s where the respectable rationalise bigotry, couch it in an intellectual argument and present it as public interest or honest opinion that allows the rot of Islamophobia to set in’ (Ruddick, 2017). Warsi has been embroiled in several controversies, including one with Anjem Choudary in which he expressed his view that she was not a true Muslim. Warsi is one of five children born to Pakistani immigrant parents in West Yorkshire (her father is successful businessman), and she herself has five children. She has opposed what she regards as the ‘militant secularisation’ of Britain. She was critical of the Casey Report (2016) for its focus on Muslims as problematic. (The Guardian complained that Casey mentioned Muslims 249 times but Polish communities only 14 times.) Given Warsi’s critical position on hate speech, we must ask where she would draw the line between bigotry (to be outlawed as a hate crime) and legitimate intellectual opposition to Islam and mass Muslim immigration, as expressed for example by Douglas Murray (2017), Ayaan Hirsi Ali (2015), Bruce Bawe (2006), Raheem Kassam (2017) and many others. Is the honest opinion expressed in this book rationalised bigotry? Is it a stereotype to say that Muslim families are larger than the average British family, that Muslims commonly practise cousin marriage, that Islam appears to have some medieval characteristics, or that Islam is currently the home of the majority of terrorists?  

The disjunction between religious calls for increased censorship and modern respect for rationality and free debate is alarming. There is no way around the stand-off between traditional religious dogma and logical-scientific analysis and open expression of views. From the rational point of view, religious appeals to divine revelation and scripture are backward, rooted in pre-scientific and non-rational beliefs. We can search for more euphemistic, sensitive terms for this — anachronistic, regressive, and so on — but I share the common secular view that religion is of the past and science and rationality of the future. Accuse me of temporal and rational supremacy if you will, and argue for the special protected status of religion, but for some of us all religion including Islam is anachronistic. Inviting or allowing hundreds of thousands of believers in the most fundamentalist of religions into the UK, indeed into Europe, is to invite conflict (Bawer, 2006; Murray, 2017). Most Muslims are not about to set aside their adherence to Quranic dogma, and their increasing numbers in the West put ever greater pressure on those who regard God as a defunct and ridiculous myth. We can keep our mouths shut or pretend to respect religious claims. Or we can speak openly and risk being accused and convicted of hate crime, or even being killed. We can ignore or take seriously the threat posed by the Organisation of Islamic Cooperation which opposes free speech against Islam. ‘One of its main goals is to internationally outlaw and ultimately criminalize all criticism of Islam, Muslims, Islamic terrorism, Islamic theocracies, or Sharia law,’ in the view of Weiss (2012). The OIC lobbies the United Nations and European Union to seek such changes in international law. As Ruthven (2002) puts it, the ‘geological accident of oil’ allowed Saudi Arabia to ‘create the outer shell of modernity … without undergoing the epistemological revolution, the institutionalization of doubt — that made modernity possible’. It is this sacralised banishment of doubt or sceptical reason that links Saudi Arabia through Wahhabism to ISIS and, we might say, to the hermetic wall of political correctness that effectively banishes freedom of speech from Western university campuses (Winegard & Winegard, 2018). 

Another area in which confusion reigns is academic freedom of research, publication and expression. I have discussed some of the problems of race and IQ above. Should such research be banned altogether in the interests of interracial peace? Is it inherently mischievous or racist? Are there any conclusive, objective ways of evaluating it? And who is to decide? Currently there is a growth in departments of black studies and of publications critiquing white history and allegedly racist institutions. Should we assume that this is all legitimate and non-mischievous? ‘That British academics tend towards the left is pretty obvious and unsurprising’, says Morgan anecdotally (2017), who nevertheless criticises the lack of formal evidence for this. Should we seek to implement affirmative action policy here, and hire more right-wing, pro-white staff? Should restrictions on freedom of speech at British universities be re-examined (Stevens, 2017)? Should leftists be free to exercise online censorship against certain Wikipedia entries, for example, that they consider to be racist hate speech, fringe theory or disputed research, while others are silenced? Do British publishers favour left-wing authors? The conundrums are endless.

I have mentioned elsewhere the case of Bruce Gilley, whose scholarly paper on colonialism was first accepted, and then withdrawn under pressure. Most academics who have dared to express in writing views not favourable to the liberal egalitarian worldview, have experienced career difficulties, sometimes extending too to death threats. Consider too the work of Rushton (1997) on race differences, whose original publisher, Transaction, came under intense pressure from left-wing academic groups in the social sciences to withdraw the book, which they did. Such actions are always perpetrated on grounds of alleged racist science, poor research and hate speech. But it looks increasingly likely that they are actually motivated by a totalitarian, Cultural Marxist suppression of anything that challenges egalitarianism. The anti-racist mob is characterised by taboo and censorship rather than by free expression and viewpoint diversity. 
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Speculations on Decline and Inequality

The main focus of this book is on the modern UK and immigration into it, but some brief probing of large-scale patterns driving migration and conflict should be helpful. As I have argued, the perspective of the left on the global distribution of wealth and state of well-being tends towards two somewhat contradictory positions. First, in the view of leftist academics, particularly cultural anthropologists, the notion of a worldwide hierarchy of industriousness, creativity, talent, intelligence, co-operation and other traits is inadmissible. There are no better or worse societies, no primitive and modern, and there is no better historical trajectory than others. All cultures are equally valuable, or the West may even be seen as inferior in some ways (see Diamond, 2013). All differences are to be treasured, except those deemed bigoted or unorthodox. Secondly, however, where there are significant differences, especially around wealth, health, infrastructure and other indices of national well-being, those at the ‘lower’ end of the scale owe their sorry state to the historical actions of the West. The causes of problems of the Third World, or developing world, are invariably to be laid at the door of past invasions, exploitation and colonialism of Western powers. But they are also due to an ongoing capitalist rape of resources, aggressive foreign policies, and massive historical debts. In other words, advanced economies benefit from the plight of poor countries and are squarely guilty. Even where foreign aid is given to poorer countries, this is never enough, it is patronising, and fails to address the real problems. 

The continent of Africa is the prime example. Leftists invariably lay the blame for its ills with colonialism, even fifty and more years after this ended (Meredith, 2013). A no doubt extremely unpopular and necessarily simplified hypothesis for African woes goes roughly as follows. (This is obviously open to critique, modification, or outright rejection by outraged anti-racists.) Africa is the cradle of the species, from where the first diasporas gradually fanned out across the globe. The climate and environment was once very different, and those anatomically modern humans who lived in northern Africa and others who moved into the Middle East probably benefited from those advantages but also from cumulative experience in overcoming physical adversities, solving problems, and developing cognitive sophistication. Those ‘ecotypes’ who remained behind may have flourished in their own way but did not evolve in such cognitively complex ways as those who went ahead. By some accounts, some African countries liberated from British colonial rule sank into helpless chaos, just as Russell (2010) has argued that some black American slaves on being freed lamented the lack of direction facing them and pined for the old plantation days. This narrative is disputed by writers who describe complex African cultures that were grievously disrupted by Western invasion and colonial rule, and have yet to recover (e.g. Mendonsa, 2002; Rodney, 2012). Calderisi’s (2007) argument follows the line of corrupt dictators, mismanagement, tribalism and dependency. We can link this with the claim that African IQs are among the lowest in the world and correspond with the lowest levels of wealth (Lynn & Vanhanen, 2002; Rindermann, 2018) and health (Eppig et al., 2010). Add to this argument the fact that over 50% of Africans are under the age of 18 (Calderisi, 2007). This is projected to rise to almost a billion by 2050, when 40% of all the world’s children will be in Africa. African population will be at 25% of total world population by 2050, and 39% by 2100 (BBC, 2014). Blame colonialism forevermore if you wish, but these trends are deeply worrying for Africa, the world, and countries in the West to which many Africans continue to flock. 

We might ask, why is it that the ever-rootless and persecuted Jews, who can claim to be among the first of relatively modern diasporas, even in their minority numbers became so resourceful, successful, intelligent and influential? Invidious as it may be to ask, why did the same thing not happen substantially with Africans? Why is it that former British (and European) colonies like Singapore have been able to develop themselves and become relatively economically prosperous? Are the arguments above pure racism, misinformation or faulty inference, or do they carry some explanatory weight? It should be stressed that I am not claiming that Africans are culpably lazy or incapable. There may well be some explanation for under-development that combines geodeterminism (the fortuitous influence of place, geological features, climate, disease, animal distribution, natural resources, etc.) with timing, opportunity, tradition and other external factors. Eppig et al. (2010) advance the theory that parasite prevalence and infectious disease may contribute to the uneven spread of cognitive abilities, which chimes with cold winters theory insofar as northern climates tend to repel or reduce disease carrying parasites.  

We may dismiss or consider the IQ argument, but average differences reported between Sierra Leone at 91, Zimbabwe at 82, South Africa at 77 and Somalia at 68, may be an important part of the overall picture. We cannot not know, however, that Frank Ellis, a lecturer at Leeds University, was forced into early retirement in 2006 for supporting research on race and IQ which reinforced views of this kind. Indeed, Elis’s views were called ‘abhorrent’ by his university. The Race Relations Act can be called upon in such circumstances to argue that students and job applicants implicated in this kind of research may experience disadvantage by being portrayed as of unequal intelligence. But we fail to distinguish between fact, tact, moral appeal and dogmatic egalitarianism.  

The ever-provocative Donald Trump asked at a cross-party meeting in the Oval Office, ‘Why are we having all these people from shithole countries come here?’ In an incident some now refer to as shitholegate, he was referring primarily to Haitians and people from El Salvador and parts of Africa, and contrasted them with citizens of Norway and parts of Asia (Dawsey, 2018). Of course, he was immediately condemned as racist by many, including the UN High Commissioner. Now, Trump has tended to say, however vulgarly, what many are thinking, especially if we substitute the term ‘shithole’ with ‘inferior’. Compare this more diplomatic statement from a UK Minister for Immigration — ‘Britain is an open and welcoming country when it comes to attracting the brightest and best people from around the world’ (Nokes, 2018) — and you see there is an implied hierarchy. There may well be some ‘racism’ in Trump’s words, but also what Braun (1990) has called a ‘cheap-to-observe proxy’ or what academics refer to as a heuristic — and what SJWs call racial profiling or stereotyping. Given ample evidence that some countries chronically perform far worse than others, display high corruption and disease levels and poor economic managerial ability, and on average have lower skills and intelligence, Trump’s question is perfectly sensible. Why would you import people who on average will contribute little to your own country? On people from Haiti and El Salvador, it is possible to answer that due to their susceptibility to earthquakes, volcanic activity and other misfortunes, as well as a history of slavery, unfortunately they will always produce refugees who must be accommodated in other countries. By contrast with Norway, Haiti has over double its population and can on no account be called affluent. You can of course invoke the usual human rights rhetoric and faux-outrage. But the flip side of this remains the stubborn likelihood that most immigrants from certain countries do not bring assets but deficits, that this will not improve for many generations if at all, and in the meantime you will see an increase in multicultural conflicts and demands.  

There is no agreement among historians as to large-scale patterns and causes and there is clearly much disagreement about evolutionary and cultural divergences. One view is that civilisations rise and fall randomly or cyclically; another that there is an overarching ultimate goal; and another that we have no criteria by which to compare historical epochs, geographical regions and peoples. Our current scenario suggests to some of us that our early African diaspora led to very different ethnic and cultural groups with markedly different characteristics. Working backwards, we may infer that white Westerners have evolved particular cognitive characteristics. By contrast, most African-origin and African people appear to have retained sensorimotor skills that Westerners have to a substantial extent forfeited. According to some research, Africans have on average stronger bones, a better sense of taste and smell, stronger immune responses, and more genetic diversity than Europeans (Callaway, 2009; Hochberg, 2007; Jakobsson et al., 2008). We do not have to read superiority and inferiority into this but a pattern of evolutionary trade-offs from which two broadly distinct peoples benefit and suffer. What is called white supremacy is better understood as cognitive supremacy, involving planning, deferred gratification and organisation resulting in a technologically rich society. Its downside is among other things over-regulation, preoccupation and alienation. By the same token, black supremacy may be understood as soulful, sensorimotor-rich existence. The downside here is among other things an attachment to easy living, emotionalism, lack of planning, and susceptibility to disasters. Of course, such a characterisation will be judged to be horribly racist by SJWs. But it can also be interpreted as an equally win-win or lose-lose situation, and just as racist towards whites as blacks. 

A rough guide to the historical rise and fall of some selected nations might begin with the Middle East and its agricultural, trading and religious characteristics. The Abrahamic religions switched from polytheism to monotheism, arguably a more sophisticated theology, from which systems of altruistic morality gradually emerged, alongside the shadow of chronic inter-religious, inter-tribal conflicts into the present. A lightning tour through ancient Greece would see the birth of philosophy, analytical reasoning and democracy through to today’s egregious economic decline. Continuing through Rome, we see the Roman Empire expanding on the basis of advanced engineering, orderly society, slavery, and ruthless military organisation, with over-reach, decadence, falling fertility, and invasion eventually killing it off. The Vikings used their marine skills to invade many countries in the north and to rule parts of Britain and Ireland a thousand years ago but today Denmark, for example, is a tiny population nation with very limited influence. Several European nations developed advanced seafaring and military technology from the end of the 15th century, enabling them to explore distant parts of the world, and to loot them and enslave some inhabitants, yet today Spain and Portugal, for example, have very limited international influence. Following its part in the Holy Roman Empire and German Empire, Germany developed a much envied engineering capability, for example, but also the dark side of ambitious invasion and genocide, and today, crippled by guilt, acts very tentatively on the world stage (except in EU guise). Britain became the world’s leading industrial nation from about 1760, and also commanded the largest empire. But now it is a shrinking and declining nation that some regard as terminally under siege. The USA was initially fuelled by European immigration and entrepreneurialism, thrives on its technology and commerce, on the work ethic of its core people, but may not retain its world-leading position for much longer. A pattern is clear, that empires always arise, always entail bloody conflicts, and always fall back to small, weakened countries.

But we still, for now, recognise and speak of the advanced character of Western nations, and of higher living standards. Millions of third-world citizens want to move to the West, or in other ways emulate its capitalist successes (Morris, 2011). Meanwhile, it is unfortunately a habit of many Africans and African-heritage people — and even more so their SJW advocates — to blame the West and/or to remain resentful and dependent. The counter-narrative to that of blaming the West is one of corrupt African leaders and governments, incompetency, lack of will, tribal conflicts, long-term lack of problem-solving skills, a brain drain of their best, susceptibility to enervating diseases, and huge overpopulation (Brock & Blake, 2015; Calderisi, 2007; Meredith, 2013). Africa has rich natural resources. Some African nations are progressing better than others, but some like resource-rich South Africa, not long ago a beacon of hope under Nelson Mandela, risk a severe backward slide. South Africa is Africa’s wealthiest country, it is a multi-racial and multi-lingual nation of some 56 million, and its demographic make-up is almost the obverse of the UK, at 9.6% whites, and blacks at 79%. Serious crime rates are extremely high, poverty is rife, and diseases like HIV/AIDS are at high rates.

The contemporary geography of Islam is complicated but its origins are of course in the Arabian centre of Mecca, where Muhammad was born and lived. This was a commercial centre surrounded by desert and mountains, where paganism predominated before Islam brought monotheism. At that time, Judaism impinged on Islam more than Christianity did. Muhmmad differed from Jesus in being both a merchant and warrior, and having several wives. In many ways, the Quran duplicates Abrahamic and Christian moral ideals (aspire to be nice) and is not highly distinctive. Like most religions, Islam had a mission to spread its message and make converts, but Islam is hundreds of years younger than Christianity. It is also far more aggressive and has been in conflicts from its beginning, against Christians in Muhammad’s time, during the Crusades between 1095 to 1297, in the Ottoman Caliphate of 1362 to the early 1900s, and in the Barbary slave trade of 1500–1800 (Davis, 2004). As Ali (2015) puts it, one of the greatest problems for Islam is that, unlike Christianity, it has retained its original authoritarianism and experienced no Protestant Reformation. Fidelity, indeed submission to the Prophet and the Quran remain at the centre of Islam. In spite of claims that Islam has spawned many scientific and technological discoveries linked with aspects of mathematics, chemistry, medicine, cartography and pottery, the failure of Islamic civilisation to match outstanding Jewish, Christian and secular achievements in science, technology, industry and culture is notable. It has been pointed out, for example, that while Muslims vastly outnumber Jews by 1.8 billion to 15 million, a hugely disproportionate number of Nobel Prizes have been awarded to Jews but very few to Muslims.  

Islam cannot be said to be in decline, nor is the world population of Muslims decreasing. Far from it. As is all too obvious, Islam is spreading, it is always in the news, and unfortunately for the wrong reasons. A worldwide Muslim diaspora is in operation, associated with regional instability, high birth rates, patriarchal traditions, and what many regard as a medieval fixation on the behaviour prescribed in the Quran and hadith, and a dress code borrowed from the days of Muhammad. According to Ali (2015), Islam also has a ‘fatal focus on the afterlife’. Most alarmingly and controversially, one faction of Islam is intent on deadly terrorism against Western interests and nations. This is part of its caliphate ambitions, or mission of world domination. It is in this sense that Islam is often spoken of as having a political theology. Insofar as secularism is associated with scepticism, rationality and science, and with social liberalism, Islam is fundamentally at odds with the West. There is an undeniable contrast between typical Western lifestyles and traditional Islam. On the theme of equality or otherwise, while many Muslims regard their religion as morally and spiritually superior to secularism, Christianity, Judaism and other major religions, Islam must unfortunately be seen as inferior. Not for nothing has Murray (2017) descried Islam as ‘the slowest kid in the class’ (and see Dutton, 2014). This may not apply to progressive Muslims with only residual attachments to their faith, many of whom are successful in business, the professions, and academia, but it is a fair description of traditional Muslims who appear to be stuck in a mindset resembling regressive, illiberal Old Testament belief and behaviour. 

None of us can see the future. Goodhart (2014) tries to predict a Britain in 2035 or so that has come to terms with its immigration problems and has a black Prime Minister. Contrast this with Christopher Priest’s 1972 novel Fugue for a Darkening Island, which portrays a future Britain in a civil war caused by massive African immigration (by ‘Afrims’) following a disaster in Africa. Priest’s novel The Adjacent is set in the future Islamic Republic of Great Britain (IRGB), just as Michel Houellebecq’s Submission is set in a newly elected French Islamic state. Jean Raspail’s The Camp of the Saints, published in 1972, warned long ago of the kind of mass immigration we are now seeing. In September 2017 another Islamist bomb attack has occurred on the London Underground, fortunately with no fatalities; among those arrested was Ahmed Hassan, an 18-year-old male refugee from Iraq who had been fostered to an elderly white British couple.  

We do not know when the next Islamist atrocity will be, and how many will die. Nor can we know when to expect another race riot. We can hope for a fortuitous blending of immigrant cultures in time but we do not know if or when that will ever happen. But we can expect an indeterminately lengthy attritional war of unhappiness about immigration levels versus bitter accusations of racism and Islamophobia. We cannot expect the sense of ‘we are better than you’ — from any camp — to disappear any time soon. No-one knows whether on present trends future global society will more resemble a degraded mass favela or a paradise of multiculturalism. I think reason is a better guide to living than an old book about a revelation from a God who obviously doesn’t exist in my atheist world. I think some calculations about optimal population and optimal tolerance of immigration are better than a laissez-faire immigration policy. Although I am open to challenge, I don’t think religious or SJW views are superior or equal to mine — but they are welcome to their views. 

Below I look at might and human rights, which roughly correspond with right-wing and left-wing views respectively, or with natural and free-market versus social-engineering views. SJWs will always do all they can to create a so-called level playing field. This may be in the sincere belief that equality is essential for all human dignity and welfare, or it may sometimes stem from envy and hatred. But it will always be an uphill struggle, often achieved only by propaganda or violence or only maintained by such means, and always susceptible to reversal in harsh times (Scheidel, 2017). But inequality is also embedded in each of us as individuals and in groups. We freely speak of human capital but we are perhaps more reluctant to embrace the (misunderstood) concept of erotic capital, whereby individuals recognise and play to their array of strengths in matters of competitive mating, livelihood, social status and well-being (Hakim, 2011). George Soros knows he is clever, influential and able to make vast amounts of money, for example. Usain Bolt knows he is strong, athletic, attractive and rich. Gina Miller knows that she is attractive, talented, assertive and able to make money. These people like everyone else use their advantages to enrich themselves and influence others. Attractive features that enhance lives include good looks, intelligence, agreeableness, confidence, extraversion, optimism, height, and many other qualities that are independent of how hard you work or what you think you deserve or need. Capitalists use whatever similar qualities they possess, plus their connections, entrepreneurialism and risk-taking personalities. 

Most of us do not possess too many of these advantages but capitalise on whatever modest strengths we do have. Some people have little going for them, being handicapped by geographical bad luck, poor genes, cultural limits and environmental vicissitudes. Some, in spite of assets, suffer from personality deficits, accidents or psychiatric disorders that prevent them from ever realising their potential. The ‘lottery of birth’ means that the vast majority of us are either poor or have basic self-sustenance incomes and modest advantages in terms of talent, attractiveness, strength, and so on. The poorest need help, which is where social justice advocates and welfare programmes come in. Unfortunately, it looks as if many from certain ethnic groups are much more likely to succeed at athletics, investing, making popular music, attracting rich mates, creating intellectual property, or to be helped by family solidarity and resources, than others. No matter what you do, the poor will always be with us, and no amount of social engineering will create a lasting level playing field. We do not and cannot all have equal opportunities. 

There is, however, one path to success, or at least towards material equality, that does not rely on the strengths noted above. I am thinking here of deviance, to use the broadest term. The so-called ‘sick role’ has been studied as a means to gain favour and support, and I believe those in the reparations community instinctively understand it. If you find yourself at the bottom of the pecking order, with little or no erotic capital, you may resort to crime, prostitution or begging. Or you may join a group extortion racket that collects items for its grievance bank to be used as leverage for moral blackmail. It isn’t attractive, but it can be very effective, for those with few assets to twist the knife of guilt. Hollywood celebrities are prime targets here, who instinctively recognise their good fortune (mainly their good looks, modest acting ability and vastly inflated pay), feel bad about it and as highly visible SJWs loudly endorse leftist causes. 

On 16 February 2017 a Day Without Immigrants protest was carried out in the USA to demonstrate American dependency on immigrant labour. Aristophanes’s 411 BCE comedic play Lysistrata, depicting Greek women’s sex strike against war, had a similar power. Trades unions too have this rationale and power. The truly ‘wretched of the earth’ have little power as individuals but they do have political friends, and as collective streams of refugees they do apply moral capital against comfortable Western nations. But protests do not last. Transatlantic slavery was cheap labour but could not last. The large influx of cheap labour into Britain from eastern Europe since 1997 cannot last. Simultaneously, the growing gap between rich and poor cannot last (Scheidel, 2017). But nor did the Marxist dream last long. Paradoxically, however, new forms of erotic capital always emerge, new technologies and fashions appear, new sources of cheap labour arise, as do new currents of moral pressure and socioeconomic adjustments. Our long peace in Europe may or may not last. But the relentless ingenuity of the human spirit steers us through our ups and downs, through tragedies and successes.  
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Might and Rights

One common feature of the claims of many immigrants concerns alleged serious abuses by sections of the West that warrant demands for ethnic identity recognition, apologies, reparations and other forms of protection and redress. This is a complex matter which would require detailed legal analysis, ethical scrutiny and superhuman objectivity to resolve, and yet waves of claims are often made in outbursts of moral indignation. I use the above title for this section deliberately to juxtapose power and rights. We easily forget however that rights are frequently opposed; for example the rights to bear arms, or own property and defend it, or to marry your cousin or people of the same sex, are not universally agreed upon. It is important to look at some of the relevant cases which comprise grievances against Germany for the Holocaust, and the USA and UK and other Western nations for slavery and colonialism. These all have long roots and are at different stages of receiving attention but I will follow the sequence above, that is, the Holocaust, colonialism and slavery, and Western military interventions in Islamic lands. 

Persecution of the Jews has a very long history and was already ripe for deadly exploitation in Hitler’s Germany. We have eye witness, documentary and photographic evidence of what took place at various Holocaust sites, and subsequent pursuits of war criminals and trials have established guilt and dispensed due punishments. Nazi theft, not only of Jewish assets but from occupied countries, included gold, money, artworks, jewellery, and other valuables amounting to unknown millions, much of it hidden or transferred to Swiss and Portugese banks (although see Finkelstein, 2003). While some was recovered and returned to the original owners, some was not. Germany accepted liability for mass murder and suffering, as well as slave and forced labour in its some of its industries, and paid significant amounts in compensation. This was only decades after financial reparations following the first world war. Money was paid to Israel and also to some individual Holocaust survivors. And of course Germany surrendered territory. In all, the German people paid a high price for its Nazi war crimes, and continues to experience shame and arguably to allow in hundreds of thousands of immigrants by way of unofficial atonement — ethnomasochistic reparations. But there is no direct relationship between money and suffering. Germany can attempt to make financial restitution and offer apologies (as Angela Merkel did in her 2008 Knesset speech). Jewish organisations can and do push for memorials and education for the sake of prevention of future genocides. But nothing can bring back the dead, or address the transgenerational suffering involved, which includes instances of post-traumatic stress, depression and suicide. A certain amount of satisfaction can be effected in the domains of penitence, justice, and compensation, but eternal guilt and recrimination is neither possible nor healthy (Finkelstein, 2003). Germans born today cannot be expected to carry everlasting guilt for the Holocaust; sadness and awareness, perhaps, but not guilt or responsibility. 

The events of the Holocaust are relatively close to us in time, having ended physically in 1945, only 73 years ago. Some individuals still have memories, or second-hand memories. Historical genocidal anti-Semitism is well established and addressed. Not so accessible are the events and effects of slavery during the colonial era. Unravelling the motives, culpabilities and complexities of historical events is daunting. Some of those religious refugees migrating to the New World in the late 16th and early 17th centuries formed the basis of expansion which trammelled on the rights of indigenous Americans, slaughtering many in the process. Reparations for this group have been discussed but some are ambivalent about financial claims and seek instead the return of their stolen, sacred lands (Wildcat, 2014). Perhaps this should also prompt us to wonder about reparations for the persecution experienced by the original religious settlers. We then run into the notion of a queue for historical reparations, with questions about priorities, logistics, and consequences. I will come back to these points soon. 

The British Empire spans the period from the late 16th and early 17th century to 1997 (if one takes the relinquishment of Hong Kong as its formal end point), but most secessions occurred between 1947 to the 1980s. The Empire began in the Americas, spread to Australasia in 1770, expanded in Asia and the Middle East from 1799, peaking in India in 1858. The West African slave trade by the British had begun in the mid-1600s and ended in abolition in 1807. An estimated 3.5 million slaves were shipped across the Atlantic to work on sugar plantations, and between 12% to 25% may have died in transit. The slave trade resulted in the population of the Caribbean islands becoming predominantly black African heritage. It also boosted the British economy, particularly in the cities of Bristol and Liverpool. Caribbean independence began in 1961 and continued into the 1980s. The case for reparations is built on the kidnapping of Africans, their enforced labour, harsh treatment including beatings and killing, rape, dehumanisation, profiteering from their work, and setting back the development of Africa and the Caribbean countries. (I am focusing here on the British element, not the American, the USA facing quite a different set of historical, demographic and race-relations problems.) 

The vast majority of living Britons did not witness these events or benefit from them, except perhaps in peripheral ways. Merchant banks profited from the trade in sugar, coffee, tobacco, cotton and other goods, and income flowed through the industrial revolution into, for example, Barclays Bank, Lloyds, Oxford University, Lancashire cotton manufacturing, and grand aristocratic estates. On ending slavery, the British government agreed to compensate slave owners, not slaves or their families. The wealth accumulated through slavery and by receiving institutions is said to still benefit many British people today. Eric Williams wrote a classic text on the link between capitalism and slavery, which still fuels today’s demands for reparations (Solow & Engerman, 2010). Between 1999 and 2007 Liverpool City Council, Tony Blair and Ken Livingstone made official apologies for the British slave trade, Livingstone explicitly suggesting that the City of London owed much of its wealth to it. So, a case does exist in principle for the abused rights of Africans in the 17th to 19th centuries and the myriad consequences to be addressed. But it is extremely problematic.

In 1999 an unsuccessful demand was made for $777 trillion (plus annual interest) to Africa to compensate for 400 years of slavery in the USA. This was about 62 times the GDP of the USA, showed no detailed accounting, and hence was completely unrealistic. In 2004 a class action was brought against Lloyds of London for involvement in the slave trade, and complicity in genocide, but it failed. Another case in 2004 sought reparations of £72.5 billion and the means to be resettled in Africa, which also failed. Other estimates lie in the range of $5.9 trillion to $14.2 trillion (Andrews, 2017). We can infer from these, however, that the sums are arbitrary, huge, and the demands unlikely ever to be met. How such monies would be distributed is also an issue, as well as the unresolved question of different views among African-heritage claimants as to repatriation to Africa. The spectre of Garveyism and the Liberian promised land, paralleling Israel, recurs. For a utopian reparations fundamentalist like Andrews, compensation is a moral imperative, even if ‘there would be stark economic consequences’ (for the West). Herein lies the rub, that any such agreement would likely bankrupt Britain and much of the West, leading to an impoverished life for everyone. There are also no good grounds for expecting African or African heritage recipients individually or collectively to use such (fantasy) monies constructively: everyone would be a loser. There is probably some justice in demanding that African debts be cancelled but no guarantee at all that it would lead to a rapidly improving Africa. Indeed, even after historic debt cancellations, debts rise gain (JDC, 2015). 

Historical guilt and the demand for reparations bring up many further problems. It conjures up the can of worms of an infinite regress of claims, all clamouring to be prioritised. We have not looked at the case for compensation for non-black slaves, for modern slavery, for serfs under feudalism, for millions brutalised by poor working conditions under capitalism, for women performing unpaid domestic tasks for centuries, or for ordinary citizens deemed to be ‘wage slaves’ and/or dying from occupation-related illnesses. (Dottridge [2017] is, incidentally, against using the term ‘modern slavery’, arguing that it trivialises transatlantic black slavery, and he prefers ‘extreme exploitation’.) We have not factored in the comparative life chances of Africans versus those African heritage people living in infinitely superior conditions in Western countries, nor the views of some Africans that British rule was ‘relatively benign’ and better than postcolonial conditions. Nor have we looked at disparities between poor, middle class, and rich blacks. 

From any fantasy reparations, deductions would have to be made for welfare payments, affirmative actions, and so on. A case can also be made that for all their faults, the Western Enlightenment, industrial revolution, and capitalism have benefited most people and will continue to do so. The reparations argument is not the same case as claims about alleged racism, and it seems possible that radical blacks would seek compensation for perceived discrimination, institutional prejudice and police violence, in an endless chain of future grievance claims. The case for reparations faces a dizzying array of variables. Unlike the Holocaust claims, which have some concrete fiscal and temporal parameters, the end of the transatlantic slave trade is now 200 years away. Not all blacks agree with the anti-capitalist analysis of the radical reparations lobby. Not all blacks are anti-capitalists or suffering materially in the USA, the UK or other Western nations. The black billionaire Oprah Winfrey is on record as stating that slavery is often used as an excuse (for indolence or dependency), and only 59% of black Americans believe that descendants of slaves deserve reparations (Carnell, 2016). Some whites would agree, as I would, that morally and in principle the slave trade was terrible, something is amiss, and it should be recognised as a human rights issue. But in practice it is too long ago, the cure might well be worse than the disease, and the complexities of calculation, distribution and consequences are too great ever to be realistically implemented (Howard-Hassmann, 2011). Nevertheless, it would not be surprising to see at some future point demands for reparations for Africans forced to flee their homelands by climate change created by Western capitalism. 

Alliances have switched as necessary throughout history, and US political and military manoeuvring around the world is often a source of grievance. US-Saudi relations is just one of these, in which the self-styled champion of democracy maintains trade and diplomatic advantages with an authoritarian regime known for its disregard of modern human rights. Anti-American and more generally anti-Western sentiment is fuelled by such perceived hypocrisies. Interventions in Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, and Syria have stirred resentment among Muslims, and the West’s oil interests are deeply mistrusted. The so-called war on terror instigated by the USA after 9/11 and continuing from Al Qaeda through to ISIS is seen as justified and necessary by many in the West but as arrogant meddling, destroying countless innocent Muslim lives, by those affected. But resentment against the West also traverses the Crusades, the era of colonialism, the end of the Ottoman caliphate, loss of Palestine, and the Gulf Wars. Christendom, followed by godless Western capitalism, seems to have triggered the Islamist backlash (Chtatou, 2017). Some frame this as a sense of humiliation and emasculation across the Muslim world. Add together many years of resentment, relative powerlessness, the most radical interpretation of the Quran, and the alienation experienced by many young Muslims living in the West, and the outcome is today’s perilous mix of European Muslims’ separatism, terrorism, so-called Islamophobia, and impasse. Recent terrorist atrocities committed by ISIS are always celebrated by them but rarely if ever given a clear rationale. 

Muslims do not appear to be demanding reparations for anything, unless it is the return of land or cessation of Western interference. What they do seem to be calling for above all is respect for their religious and human rights. Some in the West are willing to grant this, superficially at least. Western-resident Muslims can dress traditionally (some laws in France and Germany not withstanding), speak Arabic, build their own madrasas and mosques, or even quietly practise polygamy. Islamist terrorist acts have made a dent in the culture of Western freedom of speech. Muslims are free to believe in their religious canon and in this sense they are ‘respected’ and not persecuted. But modern Western civilisation is built on secular reason, science and technology, capitalism, and individual liberty, with religion increasingly taking a back seat. Arguably there can be no reconciliation of these values with traditional Islam, and it is just a matter of time before a major clash arises. The terms Islamophobia and anti-Muslim bigotry are not serviceable in the long-term when these two belief structures are diametrically opposed. False respect cannot endure. Ultimately, the mightier of the two must win, with moderate Islam fading into Western liberalism or the latter surrendering to medieval religious values that Islamic supremacy portrays as eternal correctness. 

Western military interventions in the Muslim world are at least partly motivated by humanitarian concerns, they have certainly caused much destruction and death by way of collateral damage, but they are too recent to evaluate in terms of possible war crimes and reparations. It is almost certainly the case anyway that radical Islam needs no external or circumstantial stimulus to provoke its wrath; unlike Judaism or Buddhism, it is an aggressively proselytising religion. Although in the UK some Muslims claim discrimination holds them back (Stevenson, et al., 2017), some cry Islamophobia, and some live in the conflict zone between British and sharia law and the traditional customs of their countries of origin, few seriously call attention to perceived injustices in the way African-Caribbeans do. What Muslims have in common with many other anti-Westerners is the belief that the West (or Babylon, or occidentalism, as some see us) is a banal, godless, soulless, and sinful civilisation. ‘The West is like being an idiot savant, mentally defective but with a gift for making arithmetic calculations’ (Buruma & Margalit, 2004). This chimes with some Afrocentric views (not to mention Cultural Marxist doctrines) that claim to value feelings, spirituality and religious rights above material and scientific progress. Paradoxically, the extremist position of ISIS is that human civilisation can justifiably be razed to the ground and individuals dispensed with in order to restore divine rule. ISIS uses might to trump the West’s slide into so-called komfortismus, or addiction to meaningless safe existence. We in the West can cry out about human rights, civil and religious rights, and some Islamists will also exploit these rights in the service of undermining their Western hosts and advancing the ummah. Ultimately Islam is progressing not by argument or appeal to human notions of fairness and reparation but to Quranic dogma, and action and procreation.  

No naïve doctrine of human rights can persuade Islamists that they should treat you kindly. Western reason and science has made enormous strides and can continue to do so, but cultural appeasement will have no impact on radical Islam at all. Unfortunately, tragically, no amount of reason, diplomacy, or belief in the co-existence of incompatible worldviews can break the impasse. Indeed, there is no impasse as such, since the forces of the African reparations movement, Islamic jihad, EU expansionism, Cultural Marxism and economic globalisation (and of course others) continue to erode Western civilisation. Anti-Western hybrid ‘warfare’ happily employs might (power or force) alongside propaganda and exploitation of the useful idiocies of human rights legislation. I am absolutely not advocating abandonment of human rights but suggesting (a) we should be highly aware of the cynical lobbying, funding and manipulation of human rights laws that favour certain groups; and (b) we should note the readiness of opponents to use power deviously or brutally while claiming to respect others’ rights. Cultural Marxism has seriously weakened Western institutions. In the name of democratic rights and liberalism, male values, heteronormativity, whiteness, rationality and science have all been undermined by SJWs’ relentless propaganda. Mayer (2016) explains this in terms of deliberate cultural subversion by a programme of demoralisation. Rationality exposes the glaring mismatch between harsh Islamic opposition to women’s freedom, the rights of gays and atheists, for example, but that doesn’t stop the PC juggernaut from pumping out its rights-entranced Islamophobia trope. I am also not proposing that any explicit conspiracy exists to overthrow the West: rather, a concatenation of trends and events points to the phenomenon of anti-Westernism. 

One of the main weapons used is emasculation by propaganda, inducing an attitude of appeasement, self-doubt and cultural suicide (Braun, 1990; Koch & Smith, 2006). Defence of one’s homeland and traditional values, and cultivation of strong leadership — these are trashed by the ‘might’ of the relentless CM insult machine as fascism or neo-Nazism, bigotry, racism, xenophobia, Islamophobia, fortress Europe, little England, isolationism, patriarchy and the like. The understandable hypervigilance of the ‘never again’ movement explains some of this onslaught (Bray, 2017). Sympathy for refugees and migrants from poorer parts of the world is due, but too many fail to acknowledge that excessive immigration predictably degrades receiving countries’ standards of living and leads to risky levels of social turmoil. We cannot accommodate the world’s poor, we cannot bail them all out, and any further appeasement will end in self-destruction. 

On the UK’s specific stand on human rights, the 1998 Human Rights Act, largely echoing the United Nations 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights, sets out many necessary but also commonsense principles. These make explicit the fundamentals of a civilised and democratic society. Of particular interest for my argument is the HRA’s Article 9 on freedom of thought, conscience and religion, and Article 10 on freedom of expression. The freedom to manifest your religion is, however, deeply problematic, and is likely to be exploited more by some religious proponents than others. Freedom of thought is also problematic, insofar as many people do not know how to think critically and independently, and some religions dissuade adherents from free thought, even to the point of declaring sinful those thoughts that undermine faith. Freedom of expression is a vital aspect of a democratic society, but the Act qualifies this to such an extent as to undermine it. This is an extremely slippery area since ‘protection of the rights of others’ by being ‘subject to conditions’ subtracts from the scope of free expression. So-called hate speech crimes, for example, are worryingly loose in their potential for being invoked by different individual perceptions of what hate is. ‘A hate incident is any incident which the victim, or anyone else, thinks is based on someone’s prejudice towards them’ according to the UK government’s CPS website. This is a definitionally problematic subject, already being extensively policed by organisations and their websites, including that of the Council of Europe. 

Exactly what effective force has been applied by defenders of free expression against terrorists bent on silencing it in incidents like those associated with The Satanic Verses, the Danish cartoons, Charlie Hebdo, and others? Who vigorously defends the dissident rights of those upsetting leftists’ aggressive political correctness campaigns which too often result in defamation and vilification (Titley et al., 2017)? The UN Declaration was especially criticised by some Muslim countries and in certain cases alternative declarations were subsequently composed. The American Anthropological Association (1947) contributed its views to the earlier Commission on Human Rights, expressing its concerns that while we are a single species, cultural diversity is found everywhere, and no cultures’ traditions should be deemed superior or inferior. The very notion of universal rights, while supported on many issues, is challenged by cultural differences and ultimately by anyone who chooses to ignore others’ rights by employing active strength or might against hallowed words. In 21st century Britain, due to disastrously ill-managed immigration, we have an ongoing clash of cultures, covert denial of some British rights and laws, and instances of violent intimidation of prized rights.  

I believe a revised tranche of human rights directives would be timely. We are not living in the 1950s, and world conditions have changed greatly. With no end in sight to escalating problems in Africa, conflict zones around the world, and millions more associated migrants than ever before, a new moral and legal overview is required. Those advancing the emotional appeal of ‘speaking truth to power’ have to concede that power is not always untruthful, nor is truth always left-wing or minority-oriented. One harrowing scenario that repeats itself, as in Syria, is that of a dictatorial government’s massacre of its dissidents, civil war, and the role of onlookers from other nations. When sanctions and diplomacy fail, should third-party powers be prepared to intervene militarily, or remain bystanders while civilians are slaughtered? Intervention always involves messy results that include unintended deaths of civilians, followed by unhelpful blame from leftist SJWs. This is the perennial damned if you do, damned if you don’t scenario. Some consensus should be sought on what is for the best in order to optimise protection of human rights and lives. 

Given the likelihood of increasing mass immigration from all corners and by any means, we must face the question of how to respond. The pro-open-borders lobby, which is usually synonymous with those playing on the lottery-of-birth trope, needs to be pressurised into explaining how many immigrants (and their children and relatives) should be allowed in, and how such demographic upheaval is to be realistically accommodated. A ‘let them all in’ plea is childishly unrealistic. The pro-enforcement of borders lobby has a clear case for the rights of longstanding citizens but needs to state how it will respond to the human toll of wars and refugee displacements. Australian offshoring methods is but one response; paying nearby countries to provide temporary shelter is another. The rights of realistic, concerned national citizens are often at odds with the rights of migrants. Asylum seekers have a right to fair reception, assessment and temporary shelter with dignity, but host countries have a right to discriminate between true and false refugees, and to deport excessive numbers of migrants. What few are willing to countenance is the tragedy-either-way possibility: allow in too many and utter mayhem and civil war may result; turn some away and they may die. What many are unable to countenance too is the necessity of birth control education, policies and means. 

Human rights are invented; they are a social construction. They do not exist in nature. They are certainly valuable as an ingredient of civilisation and arise from evolved altruism but their short-term emotional drivers are often at odds with a complex modern, densely populated world. Our immediate compassionate responses have to be balanced by longer-term calculations (Bloom, 2017). Before we even look at policy decisions, however, we should ask who decides, and how. If we in Britain were to have a referendum on immigration right now, it is likely, as in the Brexit decision, that a majority would vote against continuing immigration, or would even seek reduced immigration levels. With a left-wing government in power, however, related policy decisions and propaganda would of course tilt the case more towards immigration-friendly, and accompanying massive housebuilding and infrastructure projects funded by higher taxes and greater national debt. As recent waves of immigrants settle and assume voting rights, many will presumably vote for generous immigration policies in order to facilitate future entry for their families and friends. 
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A Momentary but Necessary Dark Cloud of Self-Questioning

When writing a document such as this, one has to pause in good faith to ask about the motivation and values behind it. Am I a racist, misinformed, or misunderstood? Am I intentionally propagating hate, or simply expressing valid views and encouraging debate? Why have my views shifted from leftist to realist? Is any of this going to make the world a better place? Is nature like circumstantial tragedy and truth often unkind, or are these artificial constructs? These are unavoidable questions for a moral conscience. 

I think there are perhaps five things to look at here. First, is it simply unkind to say certain things? What issues is it necessary to raise and what is only unpleasant mischief-making? Here is an example of a relevant dilemma, which brings up a touchy ‘intersectionality’ point involving race and gender. Satoshi Kanazawa has published provocative research, on IQ and race among other topics (Kanazawa, 2012) and about the claim that black women are rated less attractive than other women. Kanazawa’s article in Psychology Today on the latter theme received so much criticism that he risked being fired from the LSE, and had to apologise for this article. But Burke et al. (2013) in an article on own-race attractiveness (or assortative mating) showed that although little evidence could support this claim, in the highly multiracial USA ‘12.5% of black husbands, 2% of white husbands, and 0.4% of Asian husbands were married to women of other racial backgrounds’. Hirsch (2018b) unintentionally supports this view in a confused article about swinging couples, large black penises and other sexual stereotypes. In such lines of enquiry, it has been mooted by Kanazawa and others that African-origin women are on average less attractive because they have higher testosterone; they often tend towards being overweight and often meet the stereotype of strong and angry. An indeterminate number of black men in the UK prefer women of other ethnicities, according to one study up to 40% (Barker, 1996). Channel Four’s 2017 Is Love Racist? documentary experiment confirmed both an unconscious overall preference for own-race partners and some bias towards whites as more attractive. High figures for lone black female parents might suggest that many black men do not wish to stay with black females.  

Now, the question here is that, aside from whether there is any truth in these claims, would it simply be too unkind, cruel, or too ungentlemanly and hate-generating to raise and explore such a topic? Is it indecent, in bad taste? Should any topic of interest be open to scholarly research and publication or should some be taboo out of consideration for the feelings of others, and the unintended but possible negative consequences? Horgan (2013) is one among many who believes some topics like race and IQ should indeed be banned, and sees it as a topic ‘irrelevant to serious intellectual discourse’ that only racist bullies could be interested in. But who is to decide such matters? Who gets to decide on exactly what is banned? Studies like that of Kubota et al. (2012), for example, on the neurology of racism, are given a free pass to investigate neural correlates of white racist attitudes with a view to finding remedies, almost as if no definitional problems exist and no justification for dissidence about an egalitarian ideology is warranted. 

Secondly, we should ask if some topics are too risky or inflammatory and therefore unwise to raise. Darwin certainly paused before publishing on human evolution in 1859, knowing that it would upset a lot of people and probably also hurt his own reputation. Enoch Powell realised that his remarks in 1968 on race, immigration and potential social conflict might upset many people, and his career was indeed cut short. It was feared during the sex grooming gangs scandals in British cities in the 2000s that naming the ethnicity of the offenders would raise cries of racism and consequently criminal proceedings were delayed. We have seen Tony Blair’s assertion that any talk of population policy would be ‘political dynamite’ and hence not engaged in. It is quite clear that one overwhelming reason for not saying things is that they will sometimes lead to serious trouble for the speaker and possibly to social turmoil and violence. Is it best not to say anything risky about race, immigration, and multicultural tensions? But most topically, it seems that anything that offends Islamic sensitivities can lead to murder, which perpetrators regard as their religious duty. In order to appease the hypersensitive, you must avoid anything that could be inflammatory. But double standards operate. Powell’s inflammatory metaphors in his infamous speech included (from Virgil) ‘the River Tiber foaming with much blood’ and ‘a nation busily engaged in heaping up its own funeral pyre’. Yet when James Baldwin, also in the 1960s, contrasted the Biblical imagery of the flood with the warning of ‘the fire next time’, this went unopposed.  

Third, following on from the above, can it be suicidal, in the sense of inviting attacks on one’s life either literally or metaphorically, to speak or write about certain risky topics? It was for Socrates. The phenomenon of shooting the messenger applies here. One may feel compelled to speak up about a perceived untruth or injustice in a spirit of sheer conscience, social concern and belief in objective truth, yet pay a heavy price for it. Otto and Anna Quangel in Hans Fallada’s novel Alone in Berlin, and Winston Smith in George Orwell’s 1984 all paid a heavy price. Theodor van Gogh died for making a film critical of Islam. Twelve staff members of Charlie Hebdo were gunned down for publishing cartoons. Numerous journalists are killed doing their work. These risks are, I think, the flip side of the perceived dangers linked with delicate racial topics. Sensitivity to anti-Semitism has reinforced all anti-racist hypersensitivity, so that SJWs rapidly pick up on any sign that a line of enquiry (e.g. race and IQ) seems to echo Nazi science and might ultimately suggest eugenics. Any such linkage, genuinely perceived or manufactured, goes straight to censorship mode and ad hominem condemnation: mention race and IQ and you are ipso facto a racist. Naïve belief in pure enquiry and free speech can hence be ‘suicidal’ if acted upon, or at least suicidally ostracising. 

Fourth, is it suspicious that one would make certain risky statements? This is about perceived motivation. Why would I write this book? Why does anyone knowingly say unpopular, risky things? The possible answers could include a devious undeclared racism, a lack of self-awareness and empathy, an unconscious envy of and rage at non-whites, an adolescent contrarianism, or a Tourette’s-like compulsion to blurt out the very things polite society feels compelled to keep a lid on. We might say that polite society has become like a dysfunctional family refusing to mention its elephants in the room, until an ugly row erupts and all those unhealthily stored-up, suppressed feelings come pouring out. Or it might be about a fierce attachment to a principle, for example to the quaint old idea of truth: someone has to say these things, and if nobody else will, it will have to be me. Of course, this may sound ridiculously grandiose, and Horgan (2013) does indeed ridicule this idea. But consider that the human rights movement has been overwhelmingly leftist in its ethos and has not afforded much protection to those of us who believe we have the right and a duty to defend majoritarian commonsense, and speak up in ‘politically incorrect’ terms. Thirteen countries, all Muslim, retain the death penalty for atheism. Protection of religious adherents is not matched by protection of atheists who may believe themselves to have had a ‘rational revelation’ (McAdam, 2018).  

Linked with the first point above, consider that Kanazawa (2010), who accepts the title of ‘scientific fundamentalist’, argues that science in pursuit of truth is neither good nor bad but only proven to be true or false. The Equality Act 2010 protects the rights of the religious and also mentions the rights of those with a ‘philosophical belief’. This latter category explicitly includes sincere beliefs about man-made climate change but explicitly excludes belief in white superiority. The Act mentions an example of employers not being within their rights to pass over a suitable Hindu candidate for employment in the interests of their perceived customer base. It appears that the Act discriminates for the religious and liberal, and against scientific scepticism and purely commercial interests. The Act, which focuses mainly on workplace scenarios, explicitly includes Rastafarianism and Paganism as protected religions. The former is an anti-capitalist Afrocentric movement, and the latter is characterised by pantheism, and an aversion to capitalism and science. The Act implies that no-one can openly discuss or even acknowledge in the workplace any sincere tendency towards a belief in race, IQ differences, evolutionary theories concerning the inferiority of religious belief, and so on. Presumably, however, anyone working for, say, a publication that raises these issues is protected by the Act. The implicit and confused pro-multiculturalism of such legislation remains uncontested. 

Finally, some self-questioning ambivalence should be apparent here. The present text is, I think, some mixture of investigative critical thinking, exploration, obsession, assertion, vulnerability, and working through common problematic human issues. An autobiographical aside: When I was somewhere between seven and ten years old, I was playing with friends in a nearby street. Perhaps we were being noisy, and an old woman who lived there told us off: ‘Why can’t you go and play in your own street?’ she half-pleaded and half-insisted. I recall arguing precociously with her about nobody owning any street. That is presumably how today’s anti-borders anarchists and pro-immigration activists feel about things: nobody owns a street or a country. Yet on looking back across sixty years, I can see that she was probably genuinely bothered by our noise and strangeness, and unable to empathise with us. But equally, we were unable to understand her sense of territory, her preference for quietness, her perception of intrusion, and anxiety. Just a few years ago, a group of students moved into rented accommodation next door to me. They saw nothing wrong in having noisy spontaneous parties going on until 4 or 5 in the morning, and found my complaints that I therefore could not sleep when I had to work the next day merely irritating — I was just ‘a boring old fart’. They did not have to get up early for work, and believed it was their right to drink, take drugs and play very loud music whenever they wanted to. Just as I had no insight into or concern for the old woman’s feelings, these transient young students were indifferent to mine. These two examples were both (mainly) white-on-white in nature but age-related. Such clashes and impasses are now being magnified by minority identities and mutual multicultural differences and misunderstandings across the country every day.

I have not mentioned the possibilities of misjudgement: I might be wrong in my understanding of immigration and its problematic knock-on effects, incorrect in some of my facts, and unwise to include some sensitive points. I am still puzzling over some discrepancies, such as the probable links between higher intelligence, post-theism and northern environments, and on the other hand the very high IQs of Ashkenazi Jews; and the inconvenient mismatch between the majority of (presumably high IQ) academics and what I judge to be their leftist multicultural short-sightedness. Perhaps I thought no-one would notice or care what I wrote. Perhaps I foolishly thought I would make some money. Perhaps I thought that if my arguments were wrong, critics would politely show me where I have made mistakes so a few corrections could be made to the text. Perhaps like Theo van Gogh I hoped we could ‘talk about it’. Naïvety could well be part of it. 

I might be wrong here, in everything, or in many ways. That would be OK; indeed if we could properly, objectively evaluate the claims and counterclaims it would be most worthwhile. I do feel some guilt that this is probably not making the world a better place. ‘If you can’t say something nice, don’t say anything at all’, runs one well-known admonition. But I do have some faith in the idea that polemical exposure of suppressed views is healthier than suppression. I probably do have some residual mild xenophobia due to my age and discomfort at change. I may have some genuine but unnecessary anxiety (‘I am filled with foreboding’, to use a Powellian echo, but I am not exactly ‘filled with’, more troubled by foreboding) about the social future of the country I have lived in for over sixty years, and for my adult children. My father died in the 1980s but if he could come back today he would be astonished by new technologies, by the tattoo craze, and by the ethnic transformation of the populace, in only the first of which he would see some merit.  

I trust that others will, like me, pause to identify and admit holes in any apparent case of blanket wariness of multiculturalism. As I say elsewhere, there are often individual exceptions to doubts about large groups of immigrants, and many love the exotic music, food and fashions that accompany immigrant cultures. The young Muslim woman in the headscarf at the local pharmacy looks very beautiful, for example. I might wish I had the body of some black athletes. I envy the cleverness and creativity of some Jewish academics and novelists. I do not admire the religious fanaticism of some ISIS members but I have some grudging respect for their disdain for material acquisitions and komfortismus. I even envy a little the passionate if misguided intensity of the SJWs. 

Ayaan Hirsi Ali can be held up as a contradiction in terms — an African (Somalian) woman of great intelligence (she speaks six languages), who found political asylum in Holland partly by lying about her circumstances, but went on to become a Dutch Member of Parliament and later an American academic and champion of human rights. From being a conservative Muslim girl, she became an atheist and one of the most publicly anti-Muslim intellectuals, to the point of attracting death threats and the appellation of ‘extremist’ from the perverse Southern Poverty Law Center. She is also critical of the EU’s immigration policy. She was surely the embodiment of the SJWs’ ideal migrant, rising from Somalian obscurity with little help, disproving sexist and racist tropes, and gaining international eminence — until she came to appear Islamophobic and to oppose immigration. Anyone might admire such an exceptional person, or by chance befriend or fall in love with a single member of any out-group. But that is quite different from importing millions of strangers into one’s country and thereby transforming it beyond recognition. 

The American Perception Institute appears to be genuinely concerned to address problems of racism, racial bias, racial anxiety, and stereotype threat, and to do so by using empirical science and empathic solutions. ‘Our brains like to be right. Our hearts strive to be good’, says the website. Mind science is utilised to show that implicit bias is natural but has to be examined. Racism is real, and the examples of young black men killed by police illustrate this beyond question, but so does research showing that blacks are unintentionally discriminated against in criminal justice systems, in education and health settings, according to Godsil et al. (2014). At the same time, whites want to be fair, and strongly dislike the idea that they may be racist. Blacks tend to feel wary around whites, and whites become defensive around blacks. Common inter-group anxiety can be reduced by encouraging ethically different individuals to meet each other more often and by engaging in training to overcome negative attitudes and behaviour. We can become aware of and change our unconscious aversions and stereotyping tendencies. These strategies hold promise for both blacks and whites but are primarily addressed at whites, and resemble whiteness awareness training. One can indeed imagine that if sufficient numbers of people engaged in such re-education and meaningful contacts, racial anxieties across society might diminish. However, not all interracial problems originate in implicit bias, not all stereotypes are without foundation, and unless remedial individual and inter-group meetings were mandatory (say, by some statutory, jury-like service) this kind of initiative is simply not going to happen on a meaningful scale. I am pessimistic about such proposals but it could be that televised encounters of this kind might make some positive contribution, as the Perception Institute recognises. 

I do not know if I am correct in my perceptions and inferences and I am certainly no scientist or hero. Copernicus and Galileo knew the risks of pushing the theory of heliocentrism against the Catholic Church in their day. Even today, Richard Dawkins runs risks for opposing creationism with science. Among some academics, it is not now taken for granted that Western medicine is superior to shamanism, voodoo, and other ‘magical’ practices (see, for example, Moodley, 2005). Modern multiculturalism and superdiversity appear to be huge and risky experiments that at least some science and much commonsense tells us we should pause to examine and debate. Examples of homogeneous societies like China and Japan show that the Western multiculturalist, accidental experiment is far from inevitable (and see Hood, 2017). People like me probably have some mixed motives for our doubts and warnings. I believe that nature is often cruel and unkind, and the pursuit of truth often leads to unpalatable conclusions. I cannot envisage a fair or functional future world of apartheid or ethnic states but neither could I tolerate a world of politically correct censorship or religious authoritarianism. Douglas Murray often admits that these topics are ‘unpleasant’ to discuss, but necessary, and I concur. 

We should note that all human beings are subject to cognitive bias and error. In making judgements, in seeking evidence, most of us are inclined to want our preferred views to be confirmed; we do not read and compare arguments dispassionately. As we move along certain political, religious or other paths, our beliefs tend to become more entrenched. If you read the Daily Mail all the time, and associate mainly with right-wingers, your views will be reinforced accordingly. But likewise with The Guardian and entrenched leftists. And the more we seek to belong to any group or circle of friends and their beliefs, the more we are pressurised to accept all associated beliefs uncritically, to accept (or pretend to accept) groupthink, instead of retaining our individual, changeable analytical capabilities. Each of us may differ in our views from those of our peers, and across a lifetime each of us may revise our views according to new, incoming evidence. The process is difficult. It is easier to believe that everything you have been taught about race, gender, the Holocaust, patriarchy, or whatever, is correct than to remain open to correction or re-evaluation. On all sides, we can be cognitively threatened in navigating demands for ideological purity, orthodoxy, keeping the faith, staying loyal to the brotherhood, struggling with conceptual and scientific or technical nuances, the lure of conspiracy theories and denialism. Standing alone is extremely difficult. Adjusting intellectually is difficult.  

If I had to label myself and could find a satisfactory label, it might be along the following lines. I am a non-violent, non-interventionist race and territorial realist who believes that uncontrolled mass immigration is undesirable and dangerous. This means that I observe and give an honest, informed opinion on matters that include race, but I try to avoid giving gratuitous offence and absolutely desist from engaging in or inciting violence. Actually, this is not satisfactory because I would still want to question exactly what race means, and I would want to add nuance to the territorial reference above. The concept of ‘race realist’ is already in use, understood and critiqued (Hardimon, 2017; Smith, 2017; Wade, 2014), but ‘realistic about the tensions between different ethnic and cultural groups and pessimistic about outcomes’ would be a little more accurate. SJWs tend to see current society as a racist dystopia where others see an immigration-choked dystopia. Whether differences between races or ethnicities can be explained by genes, culture, or socioeconomic inequality, I cannot ignore what I perceive to be actual differences, and an ‘ethnic hierarchy’ does indeed seem to exist. While Zangwill hoped for a borderless utopia of World Peace, and lamented the ‘mutual irritation society’, I pessimistically (or realistically) think the latter not such a bad compromise. By territorial realism I mean that it is on the whole natural that people who have lived in the same place and with a certain lifestyle for a long time wish to preserve this status. The ‘self-preservation society’ starts with oneself, one’s family and culture, negotiates with reasonable guests, tapers off at self-endangering pathological or naïve hospitality, and ends at physical, violent invasion. But intellectual curiosity and a degree of tact also compel one to remain somewhat open to dissonant ideas and sensitivity of context.
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Problems We Want to Ignore

Some of our problems are embarrassing, ugly and deeply troublesome, and we understandably ignore or deny them. Mass immigration itself was a taboo topic for public discussion in the UK until fairly recently. But these problems don’t go away, they continue to fester, and sooner or later must be faced. Just as we can and should ask difficult questions of ourselves, we must ask them too about social, ethnic and national groups. Let me put it this way, that there are social-historical groups that cause troubles that we have not resolved. We disagree about causes. I cannot here discuss the character and problems of, say, the Global North (which is presumably the logical opposite of the non-white radical academics’ Global South). The Global North consists of ‘the West’ plus Russia, China, Japan and Korea. These four nations appear to have developed somewhat according to cold winters theory: they have strong male leaders and orderly social structures, high levels of demographic homogeneity, currently quite low levels of expansionism, and a strong national identity; and the Chinese, Korean and Japanese in particular apparently have high average IQs. Their own problems are economic and political but not primarily ethnic, as in the West. I therefore leave them and focus here on the West’s problems with people whose origins lie in Africa and the Middle East. 

The Jewish problem. As I have said, Jews are a tiny portion of the world population, and not a huge social problem. They do not represent a dependency culture, nor much of a serious religious problem. They contribute disproportionately to intellectual life. Israel is problematic but highly focused. Perhaps like Hindus, most Jews’ ancient religious origins mean they have mellowed over time and do not seek expansion. However, their financial success and prominence clearly attracts envy and trouble, yet the accusation of stereotyping prevents any serious investigation of this phenomenon. Not being able to criticise any aspect of Jewish culture for fear of appearing anti-Semitic — and by implication on a moral par with Nazis — is a problem for free speech.  

The black problem. ‘Nigger’ really means only black or dark-skinned and should be no more insulting than ‘pale-face’ (or any other ‘ethnic slur’ — see the related Wikipedia entry). But the term connotes slave, and worthless, or inferior person or race. It hurts because it recalls lynching, segregation, colonisation, and slavery, and perceptions of inferiority. I believe it hurts most because deep down Africans and people of the African diaspora know that they were abused, enslaved, enslavable, forcibly displaced, and were and still are technologically inferior to Westerners. Today’s Africans know how the world perceives them. Many black Westerners know that even in today’s legally equal societies they do not prosper, and some may not have the necessary characteristics to thrive in cultures that require and reward concentrated head-work, agreeableness, and delayed gratification. Yet successful middle-class blacks do thrive, having worked hard, learned and accepted Western ways. Those blacks who do not thrive, or who resort to crime or dependency, join the lower white working classes on low incomes and with poor prospects, but tend to blame their socioeconomic position on their blackness, on racism. Examples of beloved black British (and other Western) celebrities show, however, that blacks who assimilate can do very well. Skin colour is not really the problem: to use another so-called stereotype, it is attitude that is problematic. Tensions and troubles arising from black ethnicity may continue indefinitely, but demands for special treatment will be increasingly resented by whites and other ethnicities. Hankering for revenge is dysfunctional.  

The Muslim problem. Perhaps this was once about ‘Pakis’, another term that draws shrieks of horror from Guardian readers, and traumatic memories for some of Paki-bashing. The ‘Asian invasion’ was resented by many white Brits but is now to a large extent accepted, except in its growing proportions and its perceived religious stridency. It is Muslim identity and demands, I believe, that currently most anger white Brits. Forget the mosques, the medieval attire, the alien customs, and the violent outbursts — get on with the British way of life, and things go better. Stop trying to change Britain and you can prosper, as many liberal Muslims do. The problem here is that the most vociferous Muslims (mainly men) insist on clinging to beliefs and practices that an increasing majority of long-term Brits regard as anachronistic. ‘Anachronistic’ is, to be honest, code for backward, stupid, unscientific, anti-progress, illiberal. Many ethnic Jews are now atheists, as are many nominal Christians. I think many of us see religion today as no more meaningful than Morris dancing, the Freemasons, or a culture of niceness. Even many mild-mannered and non-racist young leftist women are willing to say that they do not believe in ‘organised religion’. Yet many Muslims from rural Pakistan, say, cling to their religious customs, and some second and third generation young Muslims think they are rediscovering and reclaiming their religious heritage, with a few wanting to reassert this via terrorism. What cannot be talked about is that many of us want Islam in Britain to be reduced or to fade away, and no-one knows how to bring this about.  

The European problem. The largely shared whiteness and geographical proximity of this problem make it easier to resolve, and also the connection with work ethic and Christian culture. Brexit may gradually solve some of these problems. But crime and housing, and other cultural and economic issues, remain to be addressed. To a large extent, this problem falls on British governments to resolve. Much clearer industrial and employment policies are necessary, better resourced border controls are needed, as well as better intelligence, firmer laws and policing. There is now little stigma in being an Irish immigrant, and many Europeans sooner or later assimilate well, but the homeless, unemployed and criminal element are a particular problem, and overall population levels still require attention (see Judah, 2016).  

The white racist thug problem. As was often suggested in 2017, Britain contains an active and sometimes violent far-right movement that is composed of lower class, usually low-income young men (mainly), who often have criminal records. It is easy for the leftist press to conflate this quite small group (historically drawn from Teddy Boys, skinheads, violent football supporters, and chavs) with anyone from outside London who voted for Brexit, who is a UKIP supporter and poorly educated. The PC media like to characterise as ‘white van man’ anyone who is traditionally macho and vociferous about disliking immigrants. There are real problems here, and they are probably linked with so-called ‘disgust racism’ as well as resentment and envy: refugees, for example, sometimes receive attention, help, kindness, housing and other benefits that violent racist whites (the so-called ‘left-behind’) never receive. There is a growing awareness that some poor whites have been forgotten educationally and economically, even more so than some BAME people; yet it may be a problem we will always have.  

Cultural appeasement, head-in-the-sand, and diversions and delays calling for surveys and reports have been the strategies of choice for successive British governments and the PC establishment, and it all amounts to a grand failure. A majority of the British public have been patient and tolerant but will not endure indefinitely the demands for special treatment of black activists or the assaults of Muslim fundamentalists. The right of the dominant culture to reassert itself must be rediscovered. This is not fascism or xenophobia. The alternative to this is capitulation to multicultural mayhem, social conflict and possible eventual submission to Islamisation; in any case to the irreversible, negative cultural and economic transformation of the UK. Unfortunately, PC xenophilic leftists will apparently never agree that mass immigration is a problem, or that extensive multiculturalism cannot work effectively in Britain. They scoff at the idea that any significant ‘Islamisation’ is happening. Black citizens cannot change their skin colour but are increasingly integrated. Muslims can, if they choose, modify their religion. In principle governments could demand changes in outward religious displays but this would contravene the Human Rights Act 1998, Article 9. As I have said elsewhere, there is a stand-off between this position and the sincere beliefs of many atheists that religion is irrational, superstitious and sometimes life-threatening. We try to ignore this problem.

We mostly ignore, or suppress public discussion of, those problems that are highly embarrassing and likely to arouse conflict. Braun (1990) doubts however if ‘the unpalatable can be made palatable’. The greatest hot-button issues here are probably racial differences, IQ, regressive religious beliefs, terrorism, claims for reparations and positive discrimination, freedom of speech, border controls, immigration and population policy, and legitimacy of strong governmental reactions. SJWs hysterically but successfully cast all discussion of these issues as racist and fascist. Some mild pushback is occurring, for example in some small corners of academia and in voting patterns. However, leftist misinformation and conflation of controversial political matters still seems to maintain high levels of resistance among the young to any civilised debate about these problems. To date, anti-CM white intellectuals and politicians have been extremely reluctant to speak out on these topics and to insist on rigorous attention being paid to them. Epstein (2014) notes that due to the ‘thorny issue of race’, academic scientists tend to avoid the subject, and Epstein even cites one case of a scientist possessing ‘data on ethnic differences with respect to a particular physiological trait’ that he would never publish because it would be too controversial. Such is the evasive climate in academia we have come to accept. 

Most of us find it difficult to admit to errors of judgement. Governments do not readily recognise misjudgements, and yet we can see that effective immigration policy has almost certainly been lacking, or plain wrong, or implemented incompetently. No police officer, reacting in panic to a perceived threat and shooting a suspect, is likely to confess to making a mistake, given the consequences. Wilson et al. (2017) claim to show that young black men are frequently perceived by non-blacks to be bigger, taller, and more threatening than they objectively are. Our responses to immediate challenges may indeed trigger incorrect evaluations and even disastrous actions. But the same is true for immigrants — that their decision to migrate legally or not, to assimilate or not into an alien culture, to blame British society and history or not, for their misfortunes, may be mistaken. Mass migration and its undoubted stubborn problems seem inevitable and long-lasting, and some of the ingredients probably are a result of unintentional misjudgements. Even if we can arrive at the point of acknowledging that multiculturalism doesn’t work, no-one can face up to what should come next. 

The emotional reasoning of and manipulation by white SJWs and non-white activists, sometimes utilising black sermonic tradition or pseudo-religious rhetoric to intone their demands, has drowned out the legitimate views and voices of those with well-founded objections to mass immigration. We have learned to ignore, for example, the very possibility of discussing and pinning down differences and inequalities in intelligence, although Haier (2016) is approaching a definitive statement. We have accepted diversionary tactics on the real nature of the Quran’s teachings in spite of some scholarly warnings as to its intrinsic aggression towards infidels. We cannot prove or disprove the existence of God but we can assess core Islamic views of and intentions towards non-Muslims. But currently our position appears to be that these are too incendiary and difficult, we must accept an embarrassed impasse at best, and in addition continue to believe that the least movement of enquiry and free speech in these directions is racist, xenophobic and fascist. The alternative we fear is, of course, that sooner or later passive impasse and evasion will proceed to active but hostile public argument and from there to riots or some form of civil war. 
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Are There Any Solutions?

There is no one solution. Put this question to ISIS members and the answer is simple — the solution is to kill those who disagree with you, who disobey Quranic injunctions and who get in the way of an Islamic caliphate. Some better established immigrants from the ex-colonies may repeat the adage ‘we are here because you were over there’ and in effect tell the rest of us to suck it up. Moderate anti-racists call for greater understanding and empathy from whites (Tesfaye, 2017). For the impassioned xenophilic leftists the only real problem is the existence of those they consider xenophobes. The most far-left and candid among them would perhaps love to see all ‘racists’ criminalised, deported or, better, die. The Guardian’s ‘Comment is free’ section is always full of ‘Remainers’ who look forward to the deaths of Brexiters who are believed to be mainly old, bigoted and stupid. As the liberal youth become ascendant, multiculturalism will simply be more and more accepted. This is to ignore the problems of illiberal Muslims and rising population, of course. But don’t worry — when a renewed, energised far-left Labour Party gets into power, they will establish universal fairness, affirmative action, freedom from hate, relaxed borders, and free public services for all. 

One trick for the left, so far seemingly missed, is to add to the list of the allegedly oppressed, aggrieved, endangered groups of BAME, LGBTI, women, the religious and the disabled. Muslims are protected against Islamophobia because their collective religious conscience must be respected. The Roma, Travellers, must be protected because they are a recognised ethnic group. Muslims genuinely regard the entire world as Allah’s, just as Roma apparently believe it is their ethnic right to constantly migrate and be accommodated anywhere. These groups do not have to ‘behave themselves’ by adapting to the cultures into which they move, because their identity is paramount. Now, all that has to happen to add global migrants to this list is for them to bid to elevate their circumstances and preferences to the status of religion or ethnicity: they come to be seen as Gaia-worshippers, say, united by a transnational ethnic identity. ‘At some point, humanity will see a movement for migrants’ rights, similar to the ones for women, African Americans and gay people’, proclaims the Pakistani-British novelist Mohsin Hamid (Rasmussen, 2017). In Hamid’s view, this will lead to a Brazilian-style superdiversity generating better food, better music, and better sex. Shivani (2017) likens immigrant detention centres to concentration camps, sees American citizenship as a ‘hypernationalist project’, and deems the remedy to be unbounded migration as a human right. What such thinkers do not reckon with, however, is the rights of those with sincere beliefs in atheism, nation states, and homogeneity: there may be trouble ahead.  

The solution for the PC-CM-SJW coalition is to carry on their wars of attrition. This drip-drip campaign on many fronts relentlessly looks for, invents, or exaggerates, instances of alleged racism, Islamophobia, sexism, homophobia, etc. wherever they can be found. Their arsenal includes everything from microaggressions to institutional racism, Holocaust, slavery and colonialism commemorations, statistics suggesting that discrimination is widespread in education and employment, calls for affirmative action/positive discrimination, race-sensitive quotas for everything, laments that nothing as improved for decades, stoking white guilt, shaming whites into losing their jobs, creating a phantom of white supremacist patriarchal capitalism, and so on. The Boston Globe, for example, recently ran an ethnomasochistic series asking why, on the basis of a national US survey, the ostensibly liberal city of Boston is so unwelcoming to blacks (Johnson et al., 2017). Questions are not put in such a debate that might explain this statistic in any other way than racist evil. Closer to home, Akbar (2017) complains that the British publishing industry is culpably and ‘hideously middle-class and white’, while ignoring the fact that it is also predominantly female and left-wing. The implied racism will soon shame the industry into some form of positive discrimination that is at odds with natural meritocracy. Bowcott (2017) writes disingenuously of ‘hopes for greater diversity’ in the British legal system, as two vacancies appear for the supreme court, which has had only two women and no BAME representatives in its ranks of twelve. Such pressure mounts to the point at which the supreme court selection panel will of course be found guilty of racism if they do not appoint a BAME person even if she or he is not as good as a white one. Appointment ads of this kind have to make noble statements about diversity, which then direct selectors towards making BAME appointments. Objections to all these supposedly egalitarian and ‘anti-racist initiatives’ are themselves held up as racist. Shrill egalitarian ideology silences any arguments for non-discriminatory meritocracy. The SJW solution, then, is to keep at it, keep whittling away at the privileged white male bastards.  

For those of us concerned about mass immigration, multiculturalism, an increase in ghettoised British society with heightened intercultural tensions, and an overcrowded Britain, the problems can look bleak. We know there is no final solution, that segregation doesn’t work, separate white and black ethno-states probably have little chance of forming, and repatriation is a non-starter, but the tinderbox tolerance that prevails is also no solution. Many are already saying that it’s too late to halt or slow down immigration, and many believe that an Islamicised UK within Eurabia is inevitable within decades. Touted solutions like ‘sending them home’ are seen as immoral and impractical, with ‘let them all in’ probably being a slightly more popular sentiment. Even legitimate attempts to deport foreign criminals and illegal immigrants frequently fail as those concerned utilise every human rights law to resist repatriation, and open-borders xenophiles invariably cry racism. Stopping annual surges of refugees and pseudo-refugees from Africa, the Middle East and elsewhere appears impossible as human rights groups demand safe entry for all into Europe, and decry all efforts to halt entry. So-called far-right groups like the English Defence League mount their own initiatives in places like Calais, aimed at trying to verbally dissuade migrants from attempting to get into the UK. 

Donald Trump’s proposed wall to deter illegal Mexican immigration is decried by xenophiles, and cases of families split by immigration law are used to oppose borders altogether. But the USA is not the UK, it is much larger, with a different history, demographics and needs; and many solutions tried there will not necessarily work here (Mac Donald, 2007; NumbersUSA, 2017). Norway, with a much smaller population than the UK (5,400,000), but also not in the EU, has a very firm policy on dealing with immigrants. Partly because it is next to immigration-problematic Sweden and aware of the threat, Norway’s right-wing government decided to limit immigration to genuine refugees, to impose cultural norms of ‘Norwegian values’, and to deport those not meeting its requirements. It also supports many in refugee camps in the Middle East but otherwise keeps to a strong long-term policy to safeguard national security and preserve prosperity (Nelson, 2017). Israel’s tough measures include offering $3,500 and an air ticket to African migrants to leave within a tight timeframe, lest they face receiving far less money, or imprisonment. In this county whose population is an estimated 8.5 million, there are 60,000 immigrants, 38,000 of whom are considered illegal (Davies, 2018). Such measures might have some success in Britain but our demographics are very different, opposition from the human rights lobby is strong, and it is probably too late. Successive British governments also appear to suffer from ambivalence, evasiveness, lack of political will, and incompetency in border control (www.parliament.uk, 2017; Barrett, 2016; NAO, 2017). 

I have glossed over the topic of repatriation and would not endorse it as a serious solution. However, we should at least pause to consider the example provided by Marcus Garvey, the Jamaican journalist, entrepreneur and activist who in the early 20th century promoted the pan-African movement, or fundamentalist Africanism, also known as Garveyism. As well as pushing for improvements in the lives of black Americans, Garvey called for American Africans and other members of the black diaspora to return to Africa in order to reclaim their heritage and lift the fortunes of Africa. Resettlement in Liberia was one of his projects (Moses, 1998). He attracted many criticisms from the likes of W. E. B. Du Bois, who considered him to be reinforcing the principles of white supremacy, and his talks with the KKK seemed to confirm this. There is a logical case for African diaspora peoples voluntarily to return to Africa (and as Garvey urged, for all European colonialists to vacate Africa), also buoyed up by the argument that gifted African-heritage people should help to build up Africa rather than deserting it. Rastafarianism too has advocated a return to Africa as the promised land. But as some black Americans reasonably ask, ‘Should all 44 million of us move back to Africa?’ (Wilson, 2016). Unfortunately, given today’s perceived norms of African poverty, disease and corruption, relatively few wish to take this course of action, even despite the success of the novel Roots published in 1976, which stimulated great interest in African heritage issues. Instead, aggrieved blacks still prefer the cold, grey, rainy, capitalism-besotted, racist, bigoted, small crowded islands of Britain to the vast sunny lands of their ancestry. 

Consider the most optimistic but false solution currently promoted. The Tory government, recognising its poor support among immigrant communities, has launched its Race Disparity Audit’s findings to be disseminated on the new Ethnicity Facts and Figures website. Already we hear the well-known evidence repeated that the BAME community is disproportionately excluded from school, arrested and imprisoned, do not own their own homes, and have higher unemployment rates. Theresa May, the Prime Minister, suggests that we must ‘explain or change’ these disparities (Asthana & Bengtsson, 2017; Martin, 2017). The heavy inference is that discrimination (unconscious or otherwise) drives such disparities and positive discrimination is the solution. But what if anyone dared to try to explain these disparities in ways that were not focused on white discrimination against blacks? Almost certainly they would quickly be accused of racism. Indeed, Omar Khan of the Runnymede Trust has already warned, ‘Only cranks and trolls can dispute the extent of racial inequalities in Britain’ (Simons, 2017). There may be some areas in which targeted positive encouragement of some immigrant communities might justly be applied. But there are also unfortunate opportunities here for wasting money, encouraging further dependency, stirring up resentment, and making little real progress. Research on BAME matters will achieve little if glaring aspects of ethnic and cultural differences are left unaddressed. Fudging differences between achievement levels between distinct ethnic groups is one of the most glaring problems. Chinese school pupils excel, for example, while Gipsy and Traveller pupils do very poorly, as the Audit shows. Note too that race and ethnicity remain confused terms in this literature, and the ‘white working class’ is sometimes included as one of the categories.  

A serious and comprehensive attempt to analyse the problem of immigration and integration was made in the Casey review (Casey, 2016). This gathered information from multiple sources, confirmed much that was already known, and included some hard to confront issues. Casey concluded that although many inequities are evident, the Pakistani and Bangladeshi Muslim communities are particularly problematic for remaining segregated, women especially being excluded from mainstream society by cultural traditions, failure to learn English, to work, and to integrate with others. Up to 32% of Muslims living in Britain refuse to condemn people using violence against those who ‘mock the Prophet’ (Casey, 2106). Block voting and electoral fraud in Biraderi communities were noted. Spokespeople from those communities were very critical of these conclusions. Casey also emphasised rising hate crimes, without however noting the significant differences between verbally unpleasant and physically violent cases. She said the far-right ‘milk it’ whenever an Islamist terror incident occurs, and they are ‘nasty, horrible racist people who have no place in our society’. More should also be done, the review asserts, to facilitate resilience, intercultural meetings, and opportunities for employment and promotion. Immigrants should be expected to learn English, and learn about British law, history and values, a requirement that might run contrary to the agenda of militant black anti-colonialists in particular, who seek to subvert the educational curriculum. Interestingly, this report acknowledged ‘problems being ducked, swept under the carpet or allowed to fester’. Casey notes that ‘destroying evidence of perpetrator ethnicity’ occurred in Rotherham. Both Islamists and far-right groups were condemned: ‘we all have a responsibility to counteract hate in any form’. The review also contains a lot of officially optimistic rhetoric and the assumption that essentially everyone is equal and Britain can and will be united. Although high immigration levels are a done deal (and continuing), more work is needed to achieve integration, which all good citizens want to help with — this is, I think, the overall constructive, but unrealistic tone. 

Is there anywhere else we can look for possible solutions? How about Brazil, a huge country with a buoyant economy, a population of 210 million and a great mix of races? It is, incidentally, known as biologically megadiverse, and is also home to dozens of still uncontacted human tribes. In spite of having imported more slaves than any other country, and enduring colonialism from 1500 to 1822, one upside of the Brazilian story is that indigenous Amerindians, white Portugese, Africans and others have interbred for centuries, and a third of marriages today are interracial, so that offensive and violent racism as we know it barely exists (Nolen, 2015). Indeed, the Brazilian Constitution contains harsh penalties for racism. Pregnant women often cannot even know what colour their baby will be. Brazil’s racial democracy was said to be colour blind, or in fact race blind, since citizens note their perceived colour on census forms. The country is fairly solidly Christian, with Muslims comprising only 0.1% of the population. It has large reserves of natural resources and a sizeable middle class. The downside is that an aesthetic and economic colour hierarchy exists, a pigmentocracy, with whites on top, then brown (pardo), with blacks at the bottom. Genetic studies suggest that white European ancestry accounts for 62% of Brazil’s heritage, but about 48% are actually recorded as white Brazilians. Affectionate slang terms are used between Brazilians, for example cabelo ruim (bad hair) for coiled African hair; neguinha (little dark one); and macaca (monkey, to denote dark skin colour). With the abolition of slavery in 1888, the Brazilian government set about encouraging immigration of white Europeans, a policy with the deliberate intention to embranqecer, or whiten the population. Violent crime rates are very high, as is imprisonment of blacks, 2016 seeing over 4,000 violent deaths, seven out of ten victims being black and mostly young. The average overall lifespan is 73. Only in the last 20 years has a national conversation begun on black inequality, affirmative action and possible reparations for slavery. But Brazil’s history and characteristics are not those of the USA or UK, and no ready-made solutions can be imported.  

Trying to slow down immigration into the UK appears to be a doomed project. There are now thought to be 215 million migrants worldwide, or 3% of world population (Lazaridis, 2015). Or a 2017 UN figure is put at 258 million, with the high-income countries hosting 165 million of these (Associated Press, 2017). What proportion of these are displaced by war, discrimination, poverty and disease, and what is due to nomadic preferences, economic restlessness and opportunism, and flight from criminal prosecutions, is impossible to say. Quite naturally, people move towards those countries where there is a mixture of peace, tolerance, affluence and ease of entry (even Canada or Sweden in all their coldness being very acceptable). It is easy to see why so many Russian and Thai women seek marriage partners in Britain. We have as yet no way of knowing what effect international gay marriage will have on immigration. Legally or illegally, migrants will attempt entry to Europe because it is so close to northern Africa and the Middle East. The UK is one of the most popular end destinations for many reasons, and birth rates of immigrants are rapidly increasing its population (Coleman, 2016). Projections are that Britain’s population will increase to over 80 million by 2060 and whites will be a minority. 

What about making an impact on the existing population of the UK that was not born here or that maintains un-British customs and beliefs? In other words, can integration be achieved? Despite efforts in many European countries to welcome, provide resources to, educate and offer intensive teaching of the host the country’s language to them, many immigrants fail to adapt, and too often stay within closed communities, even emphasising their differences (Statham & Tillie, 2017). And too often SJWs attack so-called xenophobes for even expecting anything like integration — why should immigrants surrender any of their original culture? is then their war cry. Anything suggested about ‘British values’ is always seized upon by so-called progressives as indefinable and regressive. Occasional publicity aimed at deterring illegal immigrants in the UK is picked up by the liberal media as ugly and offensive. When Donald Trump declared that he would enforce border controls against Mexicans by building a wall, or that he would revoke Obama’s DACA programme (Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals) he was vilified, and yet if you have borders that migrants continue to breach in large numbers, how will you stop them? When Trump tried to instigate a temporary travel ban against selected Muslim countries in order to attempt to slow down the spread of terrorism, again he was vilified. Currently the ‘build bridges not walls’ meme is being pushed by Pope Francis among others; and Francis has even declared hostility towards migrants a sin (Kington, 2018). The image of the Berlin Wall and its fall is often employed as a device to mock the principle of border controls. Oversensitivity to the feelings of others — pathological altruism — underpins this avoidance of enforcing immigration control. The actions of aid workers illegally smuggling migrants across borders in Europe have been referred to as ‘misguided humanitarianism’.  

A traditional solution to escalating population levels, war, becomes ever more unpopular and possibly more unlikely in any extensive form. Technological successes mean that disease is progressively conquered, the lifespan increases, and everyone demands individual and minority group rights and resources that simply cannot be granted indefinitely. Poverty no longer has quite the impact on high population levels that it once had. The paradox of material and technological progress is that more and more of us worldwide now survive the tribulations of childbirth, accidents, disease, and live into old age, all of which in turn ratchets up population density. Some claim that even in Africa fertility is falling slightly, and emigration is based less on desperate flight from poverty than calculated aspirations (Flahaux & De Haas, 2016). It is predicted that Britain’s population will exceed that of other European countries by 2050 (Kirk, 2017). Climate change is especially likely to exacerbate living conditions for up to 50 million Africans and other southern hemisphere inhabitants, many of whom will then migrate northwards (Wennersten & Robbins, 2017). 

Although we have not engaged in significant wars on our doorstep and in our cities since 1939–45, when approximately 450,000 lives were lost against German and other military forces, we are now experiencing a chronic propaganda war at home. SJWs constantly ridicule the supposed nostalgia for Empire among white Britons. I suggest the reverse is the case. SJWs are fixated on a programme of Cultural Marxism going back to the 1920s; on the shame of the transatlantic slave trade going back to 1562; and on the prescriptions for living laid down by a Middle East prophet who lived in 570–632. They want us ‘never to forget’, they demand historical apologies and reparations, and some appear to want to allow for the possibility of medieval sharia law. Muslim jihadis, including ‘home-grown’ ones, launch random mass killings against the citizens of Britain and many other countries. The PC ideals of the SJWs undermine democracy by tolerating terrorism, balkanisation of the UK, and a costly focus on minority causes. All this enfeebles the country when it needs to build a strong identity around ‘pulling together’ and a reinvigorated post-Brexit economy to prosper in the 21st century. 

There are of course potential solutions that would be perceived as so harsh as to be almost unmentionable. Katie Hopkins, outspoken Daily Mail journalist and hate object of the PC crowd, suggested in exasperation on her LBC radio show following the Manchester Arena bombing in 2017 that a ‘final solution’ should be found to Islamic extremism. She was promptly fired, as well as previously having been condemned by a United Nations spokesman for likening refugees to (indestructible) cockroaches. Potential solutions to overpopulation would include an increase in contraceptive education and abortions, limiting family size by decree, rewarding people to be sterilised, desisting from supporting seriously disabled people, offering euthanasia to the elderly ill, returning to regimes of capital punishment, and so on. Deterrents against large families and/or rewards for keeping families small or even for antinatalism, might be considered, but would be fiercely resisted by religious groups. A central irony here is that leftists — who urge on us community-minded responsibilities for protecting the environment and scarce resources — must find themselves guilty of divided loyalties. One further, longer-term solution includes space exploration and colonisation, something that leftists also tend to resist since it demands high levels of investment that compete with bids to finance poorer citizens. One logical, or partial solution of sorts would be for some nations or groups to secede from the rest of the (overburdened, overpopulated) world and vigorously protect their own interests. Needless to say, most of these ‘solutions’ look like far-right ideas that the far-left would condemn out of hand (Stocker, 2017).  

Questions of moral philosophy are too rarely applied to our situation. Human rights feature prominently but we do not much discuss territorial rights. In other words, do those who have inhabited a certain space for a long time not have the right to decide on who else comes to inhabit it? This is by no means a straightforward question. The aristocracy and monarchy manage to retain their vast lands by sheer transgenerational presumption, legal tradition, inertia and propaganda. On the other hand, few of us would seriously argue that anyone should be free to walk into our own houses, occupy, overcrowd them and displace us. The scene from the film Doctor Zhivago captures this: communist leaders take over Zhivago’s house, confining him to one room, and declaring the house big enough for 13 families. Many of us would agree with the principle of temporary refuge for the distressed and homeless but most of us also recognise the problems of overload, deception and freeloading. ‘I have the right to come and live in (what you call) your country because your ancestors occupied mine’ is another problematic aspect of such arguments, involving the reasonableness of compensatory timeframes. But we seldom frame immigration debates in terms of moral philosophy, more often resorting to heated emotional, indeed hysterical tantrums.  

Stephen Asma (2013) may be an exception, drawing on moral philosophy to commend the inescapabilty and rightness of biological favouritism, including tribal loyalties. It seems unsafe to openly examine the rights and wrongs of immigration in philosophical terms (Mendoza, 2016), or of life boat ethics and population control (Hardin, 1995), but the Oxford University Professor of Moral and Pastoral Theology Nigel Biggar has examined the ethical nuances of immigration policy (Biggar, 2014), defended Cecil Rhodes, and earned the scorn of students and many colleagues for calling for guilt about Empire to be limited (Harding, 2017). Wellman and Cole (2011) look at opposing sides of the open borders debate. The French philosopher Derrida’s writings on ‘unlimited hospitality’ are rare in addressing some of these concerns, and probably quite at odds with the views of majority indigenous populations (O’Gorman, 2006). Nietzsche’s well-known views on ‘slave morality’ also suggest strong opposition to unlimited refugee demands.

One important topic that I have not discussed much here concerns maleness. A little reflection will alert us to male gender as disproportionately implicated in the problems of immigration and race conflict. A majority of new immigrants are male. Black gang and knife crime, irresponsible fathering, violent rap lyrics; illegal migration, Islamist terrorism; honour killings; sexual abuse; patriarchal religious oppression of women and gays; and white racist violence — these primarily feature men, and often young men. This does not imply that women are never illegal immigrants, never involved in crime, terrorism or violent racism, but their part in these actions is minor in comparison with that of men. Of course, white men are guilty of many of the same behaviours but to a lesser extent, having been more tamed into docility than their black counterparts, and being more godless than their Muslim counterparts. This is a large topic requiring detailed attention elsewhere, and mentioning it too briefly here should not suggest that any facile solution to our problems is necessarily to be found in misandrous feminism. My hunch is that we men (for how can I exclude myself here?) have evolved to be much more territorial, threat-aware, ready to cheat, lacking in empathy and, as mooted above, much more susceptible to testosterone-driven rape, aggression and disproportionate retaliation. One part of a solution here is for SJWs to check their naïvety and gullibility and face up to facts. Their difficulty in doing so, however, is that decades of socialisation in ‘seeing the good in (oppressed) people’ has blinded them to serious threats from deviant outsiders who have not been similarly socialised. Lynn Barber (2017), for example, an elderly left-wing journalist living in an affluent part of north London, took in a Sudanese refugee during 2015, who became abusive, lied, cheated the benefits system, and turned out not to be a genuine asylum seeker at all.

If we do not seriously discuss and implement some solutions, however, brutal answers may well arise of their own accord. A mechanism of collectively unconscious order might see to it, for example, that wars do arise, and that strong leaders appear offering harsh solutions such as allowing migrants to drown at sea, and building and protecting physical borders manned with soldiers with shoot-to-kill instructions. When problems are not openly discussed, or when obvious but difficult remedies are dismissed out of hand, these sentiments go underground. Propaganda urging us all to be nice to each other in our overcrowded, tense habitats, can only go so far and work for so long without holes appearing and vicious counter-propaganda being issued. 

Apart from (possible but unlikely) spontaneous and drastic adjustments occurring (such as significant worldwide falling birth rates), arguably the only hopeful way forward is through open dialogue, in which we are finally able and willing to debate in such a way that we actually listen and learn from each other. This meta-tribal or post-political hope for a solution seems unlikely, given our human nature and behavioural tendency towards violently polarised views. There is scant evidence of many of us being prepared or able to put aside our prized religious or political beliefs in the interests of survival. There might be some hope in Ayaan Hirsi Ali’s (2015) call for deep but unlikely Islamic reformation; or in the assertion that Islam is already undergoing its own radical modernising process (de Bellaigue, 2017); and in the prospect of Africa overcoming its own chronic problems (Perry, 2015). We can also be hopeful about the extension of basic human rights worldwide. In such scenarios, migration would be far less necessary.

In the long run, people like me hope and expect that all religions will inevitably perish as they come to be seen for the pre-scientific, unnecessary and troublesome phenomena they are. But this may take some centuries, and it’s even possible that lslamic revival movements may take humanity backwards. Even now, Muslim missionaries with sharia agendas are joining the Christians and Scientologists on busy London streets trying to hook in undiscriminating passersby (Gordon, 2017). However, just as SJWs love to scorn Brexiters as stupid nostalgic patriots, we can make a case for all religion being fundamentally nostalgic. All major religions are stuck in past cosmologies and moral systems, all being based on ancient scriptures, transgenerational cultures and dogmas that resist the pressures of rationality, science and individual liberties. So-called new religions and spiritualities also show a romantic longing for recovering lost oneness-with-all. All religious movements are stuck in a bygone age of tribal solidarities and refusal to engage fully with emerging new identities and technologies. Or, to be more brutally honest about it, all of us as individuals flounder amid the complexity of modern life, and eclectically grab on to the bits and pieces of tradition, novelty and hope that make temporary sense to us, or that suit our unique circumstances.

Physical human differences will always exist, and my expectation is that natural inequalities in intelligence, attractiveness and so on, will always persist, whatever impact social engineering has. What we cannot yet know is the extent to which intermarriage and miscegenation will radically alter the population genetics of our descendants, but latest reports indicate that Britain now has 2.3 million people in interracial relationships, the increase being due to internet dating (Hurst, 2017). Obviously, some hope and believe that black and white differences will dissolve into harmonious mixed-race norms. (Yes, perhaps we are all ultimately mixed race, as SJWs love to declare on DNA evidence, and we are all nth generation Africans.) There may be 1.2 million people in Britain who identify as mixed race, although it proves very difficult to define and measure this group (Aspinall, 2017). In the USA, Velasquez-Manoff (2017) proclaims the superiority of being a ‘multi-ethnic person’ and of a biracial social future, arguing that diversity proves more creative, better for problem-solving and productive of mental flexibility. While some mixed-race people demur, experiencing racism from every quarter, the Indian-origin geneticist Aarathi Prasad (2009), who has a dual-heritage child, argues that ‘there is now good evidence that the more genetically diverse among us are indeed more likely to be more attractive, have better physical health, and more robust mental health too’. It is also possible that currently divided ethnic and religious groups will to some extent develop, mellow and blend quite naturally in time. Indeed, if it were not for the propagandistic, separatist hate disseminated by Islamist jihadis and liberal SJWs, it could be that many more pragmatic and peaceful generations of immigrants would protest less and assimilate more.  

But we cannot know what man-made or natural disasters may intervene in human affairs. Anything from nuclear war through climate change disaster, to mass famine, deadly virus, asteroid collision, or AI takeover, might wipe us all out, or kill enough of us to force us to restart our species. By some accounts (e.g. Cochran & Harpending, 2011), significant genetic change is already well underway and accelerating rapidly. Human evolution, supercharged by technology, may take wholly unpredictable turns. In the meantime, the spread of Islam; escalating world population, especially in Africa, with resulting migration northwards and westwards; associated dysgenic effects of low IQ and unskilled migration; the declining strength and influence of the West; the cultural appeasement, ethnomasochism, and open- or relaxed-borders policies pushed relentlessly by the so-called progressive left, and denial of the serious downsides of Cultural Marxism; and the cynical economic globalism of some myopic capitalism — all these make up the ingredients of a deadly future. We must sense too that our intellectual hubris masks the true state of affairs. Or we can hope that we are merely living through an exceptional moment of demographic mega-churn after which things will settle down.

Many have predicted the inevitable demise of the nation state, under the banners of unstoppable capitalist globalisation and management of persistent tribalism (Horsman & Marshall 1995). It’s possible we may see a turn from attachments to homeland and blood ties to increasingly pragmatic movements and international social networks. Already, as a lesson from Brexit, we are seeing concerns about workforce provision becoming pragmatic calculations: x number of Portugese nurses will be needed in the next ten years, say; quantity y of African carers; and so on. Although this would seriously clash with SJWs’ beliefs about equal opportunities and abilities, and would offend most liberal sensibilities, this accountancy model of immigrant labour may override them. In tandem with this, if predictions regarding robotic replacement of many workers materialises, governments assisted by big data on population will radically convert organic demographics into mere logistics. Currently experimental or rudimentary techniques of electronic communications, genetic engineering and prosthetic augmentation will probably also have a major impact on future global and regional populations, as will space exploration and colonisation. Immigration and emigration will gradually cease to have any real importance, as management and balancing of population needs supersedes other considerations. Human rights may retain some symbolic significance but technologically mediated worldwide governance will replace all such sentimental concerns. However, politics is about the short term, and few worry about such distant scenarios.  

In the near years ahead, we do not really know what to expect, but increasing population containing ongoing immigration and multiculturalism with all its problems is highly likely. These are not simply teething troubles we are living through, temporary setbacks that will resolve themselves. I do not know to what extent the observations, assumptions and expectations here are fair, but I know I am not alone in my fears and warnings. I fully realise that those whom I refer to under the umbrella terms of CM, PC and SJWs have an altogether different vision, and like to say to immigration-obsessed people like me, for example, ‘What are you so afraid of?’ I hope I have shown what I regard as cultural and social phenomena that it is reasonable to be worried about and to seek to mitigate. It is not normal to burden people with too much superdiversity: human beings have evolved in small homogeneous groups to accommodate only gradual changes. Unmanaged migration has led to ongoing conflict and looks set to become far worse. Nyborg (2015) sees a choice between ‘Western submission or civil resistance’. Enoch Powell foresaw this in the 1960s but was vilified for simply pointing it out. The American writer Theodore Lothrop Stoddard (1922) argued in highly articulate and prescient terms almost a hundred years ago that:

Usually highly prolific, often endowed with extraordinary physical vigour, and able to migrate easily, owing to modern facilities of transportation, the more backward peoples of the earth tend increasingly to seek the centres of civilization, attracted thither by the high wages and easier living conditions which there prevail. The influx of such lower elements into civilized societies is an unmitigated disaster.

Stoddard’s views have long been dismissed as expressions of merely disgusting white supremacy (he was among other things associated with the KKK), yet they readily feed into our present discussion. More hopeful contemporary writers like Pearce (2011) remind us of the horrors of Nazis’ attempted eugenics and of the tendency of the vast majority of people to remain near where they were born, and overall sees world population falling and stabilising. I am inclined to pessimism, seeing more cultural and dysgenic decline than reasons for hope in the West, alongside Koch and Smith (2006), Murray (2017), Woodley of Menie et al. (2017b), and others. But some see a similar long-term decline in the Arab world (Anderson, S., 2017) and pessimism about the prospects of third-world progress persists. One reading of our moment in history is highly nihilistic: we are seeing through the illusions of religion (there is no God); no political system works perfectly or satisfies everyone; borders and nations are crumbling illusory constructs; there is perhaps no such thing as race or deep national identity; no amount of academic research and soulsearching can ever get to the bottom of our social traumas or avert tragedies; there is no end in sight to human conflicts. This perfect storm of contradictory nihilistic insights creates a sense of dread, a vacuum of meaning, in which we all cling to and furiously defend our traditional illusions. 

There are too many migrants coming to Europe, and far too many to its prosperous and overcrowded countries, too many of whom have low skill levels and incompatible cultural differences. Even with the best will in the world, this unplanned, fast-paced shuffling together of peoples is irresponsible experimental chemistry, the complexities of which few had foreseen. One slim hope of a solution might lie in a meeting of mature minds and relaxed identities. If we could gather together enough post-grievance blacks, ex-Muslims, apostate SJWs, and fair-minded whites, it might be possible to start constructing a strong and sane Britain whose economically prosperous and socially fair norms reassert themselves instead of being torn apart by ethnic and civil strife, and chronic resentments.


20 

The Takeaway Message and Challenge

Britain was a white Christian nation into the 1950s. But just as the worst of Christianity — its superstitious and repressive aspects — were fading in the 1960s, the new social permissiveness of the 1960s and 1970s ushered in that cluster of feminism, gay rights, and pro-multiculturalism that coincided with new waves of immigration from the African diaspora, Asia and the Middle East and the EU. ‘Let it all hang out’ morphed into ‘let them all in’: in Asma’s (2013) terms, these are ‘neo-hippie views’. In the 2000s, Muslim immigration from Asia and the Middle East accelerated the visible transformation of the UK, and alongside it the rise of ISIS terrorism, the corresponding rise of the European far-right, the 2015 ‘refugee crisis’, the 2016 Brexit decision, and constant political agitation of anti-racist goaders had led to our current brew of ongoing cultural conflict and civil stress. Thrasher (2017a), for example, could continue to demand artificial pathways for the promotion of non-whites in the professions, guiltily embedded as we all are in ‘the ideology of white supremacist capitalist patriarchy’. An academic could write not long before recent events, with embarrassing optimism, that a balanced view and way forward was possible (Ford, 2014). Meanwhile, even The Guardian appeared to concede that the Muslim population of Europe might (problematically) triple by 2050 (Sherwood, 2017b).  

As I write this, news media are full of 70-year commemorative items about the partitioning of India and Pakistan in 1948. Hindus, Sikhs and Muslims were torn apart and many were killed, and the legacy of Empire is blamed, as if perhaps some mechanism of karmic aftershock should rightfully trouble the British, most of whom, however, now have little real knowledge of those events or any responsibility for them. Some of those of Indian heritage are demanding that the British school history curriculum be changed to teach about this period, just as some of African heritage want to see more African-oriented history. Perhaps they are partly right, but these changes can probably only be effected by de-emphasising the traditional focus on kings and queens, on world wars, on Hitler, Stalin, Mao and other dictators. Listening to such discussions, one is reminded of James Joyce’s ‘History is a nightmare from which I am [we are] trying to awake’. But history has no agreed starting point — in apportioning blame for suffering, should we begin with Homo sapiens’s emergence in Africa 100,000 years ago, with Homo sapiens’s destruction of Neanderthals from 40,000 years ago, with the cradle of monotheism in the Middle East 3,500 years ago, with Arab Muslims’ enslavement of Africans in the 7th century CE, with human sacrifices in Mesoamerica up to about 1500, or where? Who is to decide?  

The discussants of every ethnic, national and religious stripe sound like a family in pained dispute about its past, each with myriad traumatic memories to recount, and eager to blame the parents as well as engage in bitter sibling rivalry. Acute interethnic strife can resemble the terminal stage of a bad marriage: perhaps it would have been best if we had never got together, but it’s too late, and now we must somehow manage our divorce. If we wish, we can interpret migrational strife in loosely karmic terms. For example, we could blame explorers like Columbus for taking diseases like smallpox, typhus, cholera, anthrax, and syphilis to the new world; and transatlantic traders too for bringing unhealthy, addictive sugar, coffee, and tobacco back to the West. Like a day in court, neighbour disputes come to a head, everyone has suffered more than others, blame is cast, everyone wants attention and reparation. But there is no God, judge, group therapist or wise grandparent to adjudicate. And we must all get on with life in the present: ‘sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof’. No bolt of new insight is going to strike us either collectively or individually. 

Provocative as it may be, we must consider that we face a war of worldviews. The problems of mass migration are but one component of a vast history and dynamic of underdog versus overdog, to employ a crude metaphor. Nietzsche’s master-slave morality is also apposite here. We are trapped in a vortex in which objective truth-seeking is pitted against tribal loyalties, emotional pull, and peer pressure. It is not only a war of us against them but an internal war. If jihad really does connote both external and internal struggle, then each of us faces our personal jihad. Each of us must weigh up our own beliefs against those of others, of our own interests against others’, and our own prejudices against counter-evidence. A feelgood factor attaches to the idea of some unified, utopian ideal that will bring us all together and save the world, but the irrefutable probability is that we will continue as we evolved — in conflict, or at least in competition with each other. We all seem wired to adhere to our pre-existing beliefs, almost regardless of contrary evidence (Haidt, 2013). At some deep neurological level, unless we align with Stoddard (1922) and a ‘eugenic conscience’ that wishes to move towards reinforcing white superiority, we are inextricably intertwined. Parasitism is a two-way street where capitalism needs workers and workers need leaders. Likewise, the Western world has exploited and intervened in the affairs of the ‘third world’ and its people resent but depend upon the Western world.  

In our highly fragmented world, there is a very slim chance for each of us of overcoming all tribalism and conflict, not by taking sides or reinforcing stubborn loyalties but by transcending. Jesus’s costly refusal to appease Jews or Romans, the Muslim Sufi mystics seeking the ‘unitive state’ (Nicholson, 1989), moderate whites and blacks doing their individual best to live well, may just join the post-revenge character Derek Vinyard in the film American History X when he says, ‘Hate is baggage. Life’s too short to be pissed off all the time’. I would add as unhatefully as possible the view that dogmatic religion and ideology are baggage and that only informed, fair-minded deep pragmatism can guide us (Greene, 2015). On the other hand, if two is company but three is a crowd, is it really pragmatic not to heed Calhoun’s (1962) warnings about overcrowding, and not to address the disproportionality of the new mixed multitudes? It may be useful to think of ourselves at this historical juncture as moderately liberal and moderately nationalistic instead of doctrinaire leftist, borderless, fragmented internationalist ‘citizens of nowhere’. 

Naïve, xenophilic, anti-borders egalitarians feel emotionally compelled to promote infinite immigration without accountability or planning. Indeed, the Refugee Convention signed by the UK in 1954 forbids any limitation on the right to asylum. SJWs feel compelled to wage war against white, able-bodied, heterosexual men unless they join the CM chorus. Those of us in this white male category may laugh or try to ignore this assault but ultimately we are negatively affected by it and forced into battle. As Stoddard (1922) has said, the ‘under man’ and his defenders are always pulled towards romantic, primitive visions of the future. Those of us compelled to think independently (and not hide behind the left’s one-sided, politically weighted ‘evidence-based critical thinking’) also need the courage to resist the emotional blackmail of the left (e.g. people will drown in the Mediterranean, the 1930s will return, if you are not part of the progressive solution you are a fascist, etc.). We have to think ahead and to plan. How can potentially disastrous immigrant proportions be halted? What happens if they cannot be? How can we resist the pull of phoney guilt in order to defend and construct a sane and rational future? Part of rationality is to acknowledge our mortality and limits, and the modesty of what can be done. In your small, personal corner of the universe, what can you do to harmonise acting decently with thinking and speaking truthfully? At this moment of history and in the European and British context, what are the small steps you can take to preserve what is good amid the contemporary wave of entropic hysteria? It is a daunting challenge to look at the division of loyalties and mass alienation caused by multiculturalism and the metastatic demography of our times and at the same time learn to become better citizens with the scalpel of truth. 

In another, non-polarised mood altogether, one can see with compassion that all innocent parties concerned (genuine refugees, second and subsequent generations of immigrants, bewildered native Brits) are in an ‘impossible situation’. Neither haphazardly arranged pockets of ethnic groupings nor enforced assimilation will work in the long-term, and passive acceptance of extensive cultural changes on the part of indigenous whites is an unlikely scenario. But what might be the beginning of a small-scale, fragile way forward is this — that some of us who are neither on the hateful racist nor hateful anti-racist or anti-Western side of this national quarrel, nor in some woolly centre, grow weary of the impasse. We can see that both nationalistic feelings and migration for a better life are natural phenomena. We may not like the ‘Other’s’ values and demands, but a sufficient degree of empathy helps us to compromise. A sort of fellowship of suffering and recognition of the absurdities of the human predicament might nudge a few of us closer to a live-and-let-live attitude. Some of us on both sides of this immigration impasse may come to shrug off our resentments. We may see that some immigrants themselves miss their homelands acutely but cannot return there (Judah, 2016; Ritivoi, 2002). This is a theme taken up too by the late England-based German writer W. G. Sebald in his melancholy book Emigrants, whose mainly Jewish characters suffer from homesickness of suicidal proportions.  

But personal attitude and moral position is still different from practical population planning. Fewer children, tighter immigration control, secular society, stable population may have to become part of the agreed locus of compromise. I doubt whether the urbane optimism of Goodhart (2014) or the saving re-embrace of a cultural Christianity (Murray, 2017) is going to pan out among the majority. We may not be able to put exact figures on optimal immigration or net migration but we know that manageable cultural pluralism is very different from the dangerously excessive, out-of-control proportions and social fragmentation facing us now. It is surely too late, too dismissive and not credible for us to be told that our objections to mass immigration are hateful, in bad taste, and that everything will just turn out for the best.  

But perhaps an experiment in choice — a fantasy wish list — would best summarise our predicament. Momentarily suspending your objections to such an exercise, imagine you are an invincible dictator of today’s Britain and you have to choose and implement one of the following courses of policy and action, however impractical these may appear to be:

	Do nothing in relation to immigration that is not already being done. In effect this probably means adhering to a policy of weak border control, increasing population levels, ethnic fragmentation and continuing civil strife.



	Initiate a policy of very firm border controls, harsh deportations, endorsement of voluntary repatriations to Africa and elsewhere, and all that is necessary to return the demographic profile of Britain to a 1950s norm of overwhelming whiteness.



	Encourage increasing levels of visibly different (BAME) citizens in recognition of past injustices, pay reparations to black Britons, and change employment and education norms to reflect the new higher status of all BAME citizens. 



	Freeze immigration and asylum at current levels and as far as possible prevent any further immigration, fully accepting the current multicultural make-up of the country but drawing the line there for the foreseeable future. 



	Devise a plan based on demographic and economic data that arrives at quotas for high-skilled specialised and essential workers in all areas, and recruit necessary workers on time-limited contracts on a colour-blind basis from anywhere in the world. 



	Reverse the Brexit decision, introduce harsh policies of criminalisation of all speech and publications that are negative towards ethnic minorities and open or relaxed borders, and commence a programme of large-scale house-building, infrastructure expansion, affirmative action and increased welfare provision.



	Introduce a radical programme of gradual population reduction towards a calculated carrying capacity of around 30 million, achieving this through discouragement of large families and over-extended lifespans, and rewards for ecologically virtuous lifestyles.



	Encourage a fully multicultural transformation of Britain so that it ceases to exist as its former entity and transitions towards a positively Brazilian-style mosaic nation and advanced corner of an ethnically scrambled, borderless new world. 





Of course, most of these are unrealistic, some perhaps even absurd or offensive, and some may be seen as fascistic ethnic cleansing. My own biases may show in the phrasing. But this exercise does begin to expose to us our own preferences, prejudices, and faulty logic. I have not included the choice of a theocratic state, nor of genocidal actions; and a truly omnipotent dictator could choose these, or indeed partition Britain into a multicultural south, say, and a white (or black) north. I suspect most of us will lean towards some of the choices above (Number 4 would approximate to mine), while wanting to exclude some clauses and add others. We are divided not only by ethnicities and cultures but by fierce political attachments; by thick propaganda and counterpropaganda; and cohorts of ethnic groups and cultures are also divided among themselves. This exercise is merely intended to begin to clarify matters for our own individual satisfaction. There is, of course, no such dictator or prospect of one, and the most likely political response in the near future is governmental muddle and semi-paralysis, with a public divided on these issues. In the meantime, default position Number 1 is the reality, wherein governmental inertia could meet SJWs’ choice of Number 6 or 8.
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