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2002–ICM Research polling for the BBC:


47 per cent of white Britons believed immigration had damaged British society (a belief shared by 22 per cent of black and Asian Britons) and 28 per cent believed it had benefited it.


2012–YouGov polling for the Sunday Times:


67 per cent of people believe that immigration in the past decade has had a negative effect on Britain. 11 per cent believe that it has been a ‘good thing’.


Not only does a clear majority of the British public now seem to want immigration all but stopped, it has become hugely ambivalent even about multiculturalism, post-war immigration and the very idea of diversity.


How could this happen? In this thought-provoking analysis, Ed West investigates who is responsible for Britain’s current state of affairs and why mass immigration has never been put to the vote. He uncovers mismanagement throughout a fifty-year state of denial by the British establishment on both the left and the right, and two recent governments increasing immigration for electoral advantage.


Ed West compellingly argues that Britain should face up to the real impact of immigration against the mounting concerns – even on the Left – about its consequences. The picture of modern Britain he paints is a forceful warning that a new way of thinking is required.


Ed West is a journalist whose work has appeared in the Daily Telegraph, Spectator, and The Times. He is currently Features Editor of the Catholic Herald and lives in London with his wife and two daughters.
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Introduction


I was born in a multi-racial society, and one that prided itself on being multi-racial. My classmates and friends were the children of immigrants from every corner of the globe, from Pakistan, India, Iran, Armenia and the Lebanon, from Korea, China, the West Indies and Brazil, Italy, Portugal and Greece. So was I, my mother having arrived from Ireland in the 1960s. We grew up in a culture dominated by the BBC, and its cosy world of eccentric, gentle comedies, one that spoke to a diverse Commonwealth universe centred around London, and which projected a post-war British ideal of old-fashioned decency and modern liberalism. While Christianity was in steep decline, many of its values had seamlessly evolved into the new secular moral order.


Central to those values was the idea that racism was not only wrong, but the very worst evil. Our generation, born forty years after the start of the Second World War, lived in the long shadow of Auschwitz. Our history was framed by the wrongs of Nazism and colonialism, the Civil Rights movement in the United States, and the struggle against apartheid. There were anti-racist goodies and racist baddies, the Nazis, the Afrikaners and the Ku Klux Klan. Racism was not just illogical and unscientific, it was a sin, and the gravest sin; while diversity, the love of foreigners, the highest virtue. Racism was to us what sexual impropriety was to the Victorians, the wrong around which we defined our moral worth; this would make rational discussion of issues involving immigration and its after-effects very difficult.


Our other cultural influence was the United States, both looked down upon by the new British establishment and held up as an example of a multi-ethnic society. The US was a racially-divided capitalist empire run by people without England’s metropolitan sophistication, but it was also a more diverse one, vastly more so than our parochial little island. And so the US was living proof that multi-racial, multicultural democracies were the norm and the highest goal of human societies. America had taken that epic journey from slavery and genocide towards universal suffrage and civil rights, a long battle against the forces of white racism, although the battle was not over.


Britain was also a multicultural nation of immigrants, or so we were taught. There were African soldiers in Roman York, and Eskimos (or Inuit, as we were corrected) in Elizabeth I’s London. Asians and blacks played an important part in British history, although until the racial enlightenment prejudice had held them back. Like America, Britain had embarked on a journey from driver of slaves to cultural imperialists to a society of racial equality. The final part of this journey was its invitation to Commonwealth citizens to settle here, and its eventual acceptance of a multi-racial society, beginning with the sailing of the Empire Windrush in 1948. The British establishment had long ago disregarded the Whig theory of history, which saw our island story as a steady journey from Popish tyranny through to Parliamentary democracy, as too triumphalist; they replaced it with an anti-racist reinterpretation of the story. Robert Winder, author of Bloody Foreigners, summed up the nation’s historic journey as ‘a constant tussle between kind and cruel impulses, an exhausting two-steps-forward-one-step-back dance towards the Utopian idea of a pluralist, happy, cosmopolitan country’.


England had been a dull, drab, repressed place before the arrival of the Windrush, which heralded a more exciting, vibrant, diverse society enriched beyond measure, as immigrants brought new sounds, flavours and influences. Britain had become the chicken tikka masala society, after the name of the popular dish invented in Birmingham by South Asian immigrants. Anyone who disagreed was considered to be a moral degenerate, viewed in the same way that Victorians saw the highly sexed, and indeed many of the most vocal opponents, from Oswald Mosley to John Tyndall, were sinister and strange, and their followers the ill-educated and socially inadequate rabble from the depths of the British gene pool.


After all, Britain has always been a nation of immigrants; mass immigration brings great economic benefits; diversity leads to dynamism and cross-fertilises cultural development; communities blend together and segregation declines over time; and besides which, those differences between groups enrich our lives, making people more civilised and better behaved; while opponents of such diversity are motivated by deep psychological flaws or irrational hatred.


This is the consensus we grew up with, and it has gone almost unchallenged in the media for over four decades, accepted by the most articulate and educated (and nicest) members of society. And yet all these assumptions about cultural and ethnic diversity are unproven at best, and have only become orthodoxy because of the huge taboo that has grown up around this subject. In fact, Britain has historically had little large-scale immigration, and recent changes are unprecedented; the economic benefits are small and short term; diversity leads to illiberalism and reaction, atomisation, inequality and crime; and British segregation is drifting towards American levels as its demography emulates that of the United States.


Mass immigration in England happened largely by accident. The initial benefit from the British point of view was economic, immigrants filling gaps in the labour market, but as this argument faded, and as the British wished to avoid unkindness towards their new compatriots, a largely unpopular change was justified through a rationale of the cultural and moral benefits of ethnic, religious and racial diversity. Diversity became not just the side effect of immigration policy but an official good in itself. Several decades on this has been internalised by the population, so that today the media judges the value of institutions from schools and universities to political parties and football clubs by their ‘commitment to’ diversity. Every state department and quango, every charity and NGO, every local government body and major company in the country touts diversity not as a possible marginal benefit or just a quirk, but as a morally positive end in itself. And by law all bodies must ensure they promote ‘equality and diversity’. ‘Diversity’, as the Unesco statement puts it, ‘is the very essence of our identity’.


As time has gone by, the British people have come to accept these changes, assured that to do otherwise is morally repugnant. And mass immigration, as an overarching change, has indeed been welcomed by many people, while less so by others, with most having mixed feelings. Yet it is hard to acceptably articulate any scepticism, and because it has become unsayable, the argument against mass immigration has been abandoned by the political mainstream, both Left and Right. It is perfectly consistent to believe in the sovereignty of nations and the legitimacy of national identity, even to the extent of not wishing to alter its fundamental nature through massive demographic change, while feeling comfortable with intermarriage and multiple loyalties. There is much to be said for the view, first articulated during the Enlightenment, that the branches of the human race may join up again; as French philosopher Joseph Marie de Gérando put it, what more ‘touching purpose’ could there be than ‘to re-establish the holy knots of universal society, than to meet again these ancient parents separated by a long exile from the rest of the common family, than to extend the hand by which they raise themselves to a more happy state’. But this process can only work organically, over a very long time, and between countries of relatively equal development, not brought about by social engineering.1 What is now touted as ‘diversity’ is a distortion of the Enlightenment idea of universal humanity, not a slow and peaceful international blending of people but a rapid one-way mass movement with profound social consequences.


The rate of change in British society has been astonishing. In 2009 25 per cent of births in England and Wales were to foreign-born mothers. By 2011 over 22 per cent of secondary school pupils were from ethnic minorities, and 26.5 per cent of primary school children.2 A majority of infants starting school in Greater London two years earlier were from visible minority, while within London proper, inside the A406, 53.4 per cent of primary school pupils speak English as a second language. According to the 2011 census white Britons now constitute a minority in Greater London, and only 16 per cent in the borough of Newham, while in neighbouring Barking and Dagenham a third of the white British population had left the borough in the previous 10 years. Across Britain there are now 7.5 million people born overseas, officially. Even if immigration were to stop tomorrow, London in twenty years’ time will look vastly different to today, let alone to what it was 30 or 50 years ago. This is neither cosmopolitanism, nor organic immigration as the country has witnessed before – it is a sweeping change unseen in modern history. As Kevin Myers wrote in the Irish Independent, London has ‘undergone a demographic transplant unlike that experienced by any European capital since the Fall of Constantinople’ in 1453.


To even question whether this is either ethically right or beneficial to society is viewed as immoral, and yet no one would argue that the peoples of Uganda, Iraq or Sri Lanka should become an ethnic minority in their capital cities or countries. If that were to happen, as a result of European immigration, Englishmen and women who loved those countries and their people would be horrified by the unsettling changes inflicted on them, while still finding some of the more zealot nationalists unpleasant. Why is it different for England?


Diversity has indeed brought many benefits. There have been stunning individual success stories, while Indian, Chinese and African-Asian immigrants today out-perform other members of British society in almost every sphere, from school results to average earnings; and by the turn of the century the top 100 British Asians were worth a combined £10.6 billion.3 But while this is pleasing, we are less willing to stomach the fact that other immigrant stories have not been so mutually beneficial, and that there are heavy costs. Many people who experience the downsides of diversity – in frightening neighbourhoods marred by crime, isolation and even communal tension – simply do not understand why they should be forced to live in alien surroundings as part of some grand social experiment in which they had no say; nor why they are condemned for not possessing the saintly qualities required to withstand it.


Mass immigration began in 1948 when a few hundred Jamaicans landed in Tilbury. It was not expected that many would follow, nor even that those who came would stay. The idea that the descendants of Commonwealth immigrants would one day comprise almost 30 per cent of British births, and a majority in many parts of the country, would have seemed to Clement Attlee’s generation alarming, if it were not so absurd.


The year the Windrush arrived, London hosted the Olympics for the second time. In 2012 it did so once again, a sporting event designed, as the Olympics always are, to showcase a particular idea of a society. London’s bid was explicitly multicultural, winning with a video entitled ‘I Believe’, that suggested that British identity is, by definition, multi-racial and multicultural (and the opening ceremony of the Games emphasised Britain’s multi-racial nature, and included actors playing Windrush passengers). Enjoyable though the event was, is the Britain of 2012 a happier, more pleasant or even more progressive nation than the one that hosted the Austerity Olympics of 1948? Many people are not so sure.


The latest projections suggest that white Britons will become a minority sometime around 2066,4 in a population of 80 million, which means that within little over a century Britain will have gone from an almost entirely homogenous society to one where the native ethnic group is a minority. That is, historically, an astonishing transformation. No people in history have become a minority of the citizenry in their own country except through conquest, yet the English, always known for their reticence, may actually achieve this through embarrassment.


And, of course, the best possible motives. For whatever their drawbacks, the policies that have brought about this situation have been done with the most noble of intentions, and from humanitarian, liberal principles. Even people concerned about immigration, and about the changing nature of their neighbourhoods, are moved by the individual stories of people who have escaped oppression and poverty to find a new life in our country, most of whom feel the utmost gratitude. It would be a strange sort of patriot who did not feel proud about their country in such circumstances.


But while most people feel uncomfortable about such a prospect, they have lost the means to articulate why it is a bad thing. Two questions arise from that projection – is it morally acceptable to wish to prevent it without being considered a racist, and would it make the country a better place? I will argue that, not only is it ethical to oppose such a change, but wise, for such a society is unlikely to be the liberal, secular, peaceful and relatively egalitarian society that the elderly of 2066 grew up in. So why are we doing it?









1


‘The Leftish Language of Social Justice’


Labour’s immigration experiment


As a player in the British General Election of 2010, Gillian Duffy cut an unlikely figure. The Rochdale grandmother had only popped out to the shops to buy a loaf of bread when she was accosted by Prime Minister Gordon Brown, doing what came unnaturally to him, that is engaging an ordinary person in conversation.


‘My family have voted Labour all their life,’ Mrs Duffy told the PM as he grinned manically. ‘My father in his teens went to free trade hall to sing the Red Flag. Now I’m ashamed to even say I’m Labour.’ Having collared him about crime, the state’s treatment of handicapped children, pensions and university education, she said: ‘Look, the three main things that I had drummed in when I was a child was education, health service and looking after people who are vulnerable. There are too many people now who aren’t vulnerable but they can claim and people who are vulnerable can’t get claim [sic].’ She then added: ’You can’t say anything about the immigrants because you’re saying you’re [trails off]… but all these eastern Europeans coming in, where are they flocking from?’


Saying you’re… racist? Brown, having smiled and been courteous to Mrs Duffy, got in his car and said to one of his aides ‘You should never have put me with that woman. Whose idea was that? Sue’s I think. Everything she said – she’s just a bigoted woman.’ The hapless Prime Minister did not realise that his microphone was on, and the episode, straight from the television satire The Thick Of It, became the highlight of the election campaign.


But it also pushed the sensitive subject of immigration into the media spotlight, highlighting two points: that society was split not down but through the middle over immigration, with the poor far more hostile than the rich, and that people felt they were unable to speak about it. In over sixty years of enormous change such debate had been restricted by taboo, fear and mockery. Immigration is the most thought about and least talked about subject in British history.


Some people were prepared to defend the Prime Minister’s description, and yet Gillian Duffy could quite reasonably look around her neighbourhood and wonder why she could not discuss immigration. She had seen her town change dramatically both socially and economically as a result of Asian and eastern European immigration. In just 20 years Rochdale’s ethnic minority population had doubled and in nine of its schools 70 per cent of pupils spoke English as a foreign language, while in one the figure was 100 per cent. And yet, as Douglas Murray noted in Standpoint magazine: ‘Of all the huge demographic and economic changes that have occurred, none has happened with the consent of Mrs Duffy or anyone else. Nothing she could have done would have stopped it. And yet, like the rest of the British people, Mrs Duffy apparently accepted this wholesale change to her home without recourse to violence or obvious hatred.’


Meanwhile she had witnessed the collapse of the values she, and millions like her, felt to be at their core: education, the health service and the welfare state. And yet the two issues were not unconnected; for all of these values were products of a national culture and a nation-state that many in power had come to see as the preserve of bigots.


The Hans Christian Andersen fairly tale ‘The Emperor’s New Clothes’ has become a dreadful cliché in political discourse, but only because the story explains a truth about human nature so well: that intelligent, decent human beings can sometimes delude themselves into thinking that an innovation is beneficial when in fact it is deeply flawed. This happens in the world of cinema, fashion, literature and any other area where most people are uncertain of what defines excellence, and so look to others for guidance. It occurs in politics, too, and it is often the most intellectually gifted and influential of people who will metaphorically gaze at a naked man and tell the world (and themselves) that he is dressed in the finest gold threads.


Two years before the General Election a BBC2 Newsnight poll of white British adults found that 77 per cent felt that they could not criticise immigration without being labelled racist.5 Their fear is not unjustified. Throughout the past thirty years the term has been thrown about increasingly casually, and become completely detached from any workable meaning. This has silenced people even as their own interests were under threat. The trade unions, fiercely anti-immigration in the 1960s, barely spoke out as enormous numbers of new arrivals depressed the wages of their members during the 2000s. Indeed the TUC, Unison, the GMB and the Communication Workers Union all backed a Government-sponsored pro-immigration pressure group, the Migration Alliance,6 when immigration levels were at their peak.


It is because of this fear, and of a fear of offending friends, that there has never really been a debate about mass immigration. You can say it has been a good or a bad thing, and there are arguments on both sides, but you can never say that the British people were consulted. Most of the supposed arguments one hears – that questioning mass immigration might make people feel unwelcome, that it could even inspire violence, and give comfort to racists – are arguments for not discussing the issue, not for the argument itself.


Never in modern history has a free population simply suppressed discussion of a major issue. As Kevin Myers noted, the people of Britain and Ireland ‘have taken a secret, Self-Denying Ordinance not to discuss immigration or race in any meaningful way’. In living memory barely a newspaper article, radio or television show has seriously questioned the diversity orthodoxy, and even in the intelligent Right-wing press scepticism has had to be couched in such a cryptic way that the paper’s horoscopes are more candid. Repression can be healthy, or at least healthier than explosive anger, but not when the underlying problem it masks is growing. The ideal level of diversity in any state may depend on any number of factors, but as we head for a society in which a quarter of all people are a member of a visible ethnic minority, the costs surely outweigh the benefits.


The previous October a former speechwriter for Tony Blair, as well as Labour Home Secretaries David Blunkett and Jack Straw, made a startling admission. Writing in his Evening Standard column, Andrew Neather said that the huge increases in immigration under Labour’s rule had been part of a deliberate strategy to ‘rub the Right’s nose in diversity and render their arguments out of date’.


According to Neather, Labour’s relaxation of border controls was a conscious plan to encourage mass immigration, but that ministers were nervous and reluctant to discuss such a move publicly for fear that it would alienate its ‘core working class vote’. He said that as a result the arguments for immigration focused on economic questions instead.


He recalled that the ‘major shift’ in immigration policy came after the publication of a policy paper from the Performance and Innovation Unit, a Downing Street think-tank based in the Cabinet Office, in 2001. Neather wrote a major speech for Barbara Roche, the then immigration minister, the previous year, which was largely based on drafts of the report. The final published version of her speech contained only the economic case for immigration, but ‘earlier drafts I saw also included a driving political purpose: that mass immigration was the way that the Government was going to make the UK truly multicultural’. As Neather concluded: ‘it didn’t just happen: the deliberate policy of ministers from late 2000 until at least February last year… was to open up the UK to mass migration’. This was at a time when the Conservatives had dared to raise the issue of immigration, increasingly a concern to the public, and were heavily criticised by the media and race relations industry; in 2001 the Commission for Racial Equality publicised the names of MPs who refused to sign its pledge promising to avoid the use of language likely to incite prejudice or discrimination, whether ‘blatantly or covertly’, a measure described variously as ‘blackmail’ and ‘intimidation’ by Tory MPs. Although many refused to sign, the party was cowed into downplaying the issue of immigration.


Neather’s admission initially did not cause much of a stir, and nor did the announcement in the same newspaper that the Metropolitan Police would now be routinely armed in three areas of London: Brixton, Tottenham and Harringay, in response to the large number of young men using firearms, marking the end of the British tradition of the unarmed constable. Both stories were overshadowed by the appearance of British National Party leader Nick Griffin on the BBC’s flagship discussion show Question Time that night. Griffin’s invitation was a triumph for a group that in 2001 had won just 0.2 per cent of the vote in the General Election and had been on the very fringes of British politics, the epitome of the Gilbert and Sullivan outfit that George Orwell characterised of British Fascists. Yet earlier that year the party had achieved their best ever result when they won two seats at the European Parliamentary elections, with Griffin elected to the North-West Region. This success came in response to an enormous increase in immigration, and despite considerable incompetence on their part, and an inability to jettison the politically suicidal neo-Nazi language of their past.


Labour’s ‘conscious plan’ to change Britain was in force from 2000 and since that time the country has experienced unprecedented levels of immigration, barely declining even after the system was changed in 2008. A House of Lords Economic Affairs select committee later concluded: ‘The increase in immigration since the late 1990s was significantly influenced by the Government’s Managed Migration policies.’ According to estimates quietly released by the Government in September 2009, some 2.3 million migrants had been added to the population since 2000.


Gross immigration officially stood at 489,000 per year between 1997 and 2006, including 391,000 non-Britons, and from 1997 to 2009 about 1.6 million people were granted permanent right of residence, over two-thirds of them from developing countries.7 Immigration in 2004 alone was somewhere between 582,000 and 870,000, in terms of proportion to the population as large as the peak years to the United States before the First World War, when the huddled masses of Europe poured through Ellis Island.


People were admitted through various channels. In 2006, for example, 59,810 were given ‘leave to remain’ as a family member or dependant of a permanent UK resident, including 42,725 partners, 9,290 children, and 1,470 parents and grandparents.8 There were non-Europeans entering as students (309,000 in 2006 alone, up from 44,800 in 1992), bringing with them 17,000 dependants. Many of the colleges they attended were fronts for immigration through which people could work and never leave; the Home Office turned a blind eye to a system that was obviously being abused, with some 159,000 students currently overstaying. The number of work permits also shot up, from below 30,000 in 1994 to 167,000 in 2006, on top of 48,500 dependents. In some years migration was responsible for 80 per cent of Britain’s annual population growth, and overall net foreign immigration – the number of non-British citizens arriving, less the number leaving – rose from 221,000 in 2001 to 333,000 in 2007.


There was also the issue of asylum. By 2007 there was a backlog of 450,000 asylum seekers waiting to be processed,9 who under UN treaties had the right to ‘freedom from persecution’ and ‘family reunion’. The UN treaties, based on humane ideas that worked in the mid-20th century when the world was home to 2 billion people, most of them ruled by a handful of empires, had become unworkable in a world of 6.9 billion people, 200 countries and countless civil wars, insurgencies and famines, far easier travel and established non-European communities in major Western cities. On top of this there were illegal immigrants, the numbers of which no mortal knows. In 2001 Professor John Salt of University College London’s Migration Research Unit put the figure at between 310,000 and 570,000;10 MigrationWatch UK, a pressure group set up in 2002 to counter Labour’s policy, gave an estimate of between 515,000 and 870,000.11


The face of England changed with revolutionary speed. Between 1998 and 2007 two million people left London for other parts of the country, while the city experienced net international migration of 1.8 million. Throughout this period of rapid growth journalists compared the number of projected immigrants arriving in Britain to ‘a city the size of’, using such varied places as Milton Keynes, Leicester and Birmingham, until by the end of Labour’s rule the only city it could be compared to was London, such was the rapid expansion in Britain’s overseas population. It was a demographic change not just unprecedented in British history, but in almost any country that has not suffered catastrophic military defeat.


A Nation of Immigrants


In September 2000, a month before publishing the paper which did not highlight the social objectives of mass immigration, Immigration Minister Barbara Roche gave a speech to the Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) in which she said: ‘This country is a country of migrants and we should celebrate the multicultural, multi-racial nature of our society, and the very positive benefits that migration through the centuries has brought.’


This was indeed the version of history that had become accepted as fact; a few years earlier, in 1996, the Committee for Racial Equality, forerunner to the Equality and Human Rights Commission, had published a pamphlet, Roots of the Future: Ethnic Diversity in the Making of Britain, in which it commented that ‘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.’


Precedence is justification; something is right because it has always been, so it is important for the advocates of diversity to backdate the process to before 1948. Britain should be a nation of immigrants because it has always been a nation of immigrants, from the Normans and Flemish to the Huguenots. And yet almost nothing could be less true than the statement ‘Britain is a nation of immigrants’ – this is what makes the changes of recent years so startling.


Daniel Defoe’s poem, ‘The True-Born Englishman’, is often used to illustrate the truth of England’s multicultural history, telling of a country marked by various migrations through the years, the true-born Englishman being a hybrid of races. It was written in defence of the Dutch-born King William III, who in 1688 had seized the throne from his father-in-law, the British (but unacceptably Catholic) James II. Despite being invited by the ruling clique, William was a charmless character whose favouritism towards Dutch friends at court caused much resentment. His opponents often used his nationality as a stick with which to beat him, and Defoe was making a valid point that as the English, like every nation, have foreign blood themselves, so William’s Dutchness did not make him an illegitimate ruler.


William (who was, it should be added, paying Defoe) was also unpopular because he used the English throne to pursue his lifelong obsession, fighting Louis XIV. The fanatically Catholic French king, although a grandson of the Protestant Henri IV, was locked in battle not just with Protestants abroad but at home. The minority Huguenots had been granted toleration with the Edict of Nantes in 1598, following a series of especially brutal civil wars that had drenched France in blood. But believing them to be a ‘state within a state’ and an obstacle to his goal of un roi, une loi, une foi (‘one king, one law, one faith’), Louis revoked their rights with the passing of the Edict of Saint-Germain. Hundreds of thousands of French Protestants fled to England, Ireland, Germany, South Africa and the American colonies. But while the Huguenots’ contribution to English society was considerable, their iconic status as Britain’s multicultural forebears is somewhat over-emphasised. Most historians believe that between 40,000 and 50,000 arrived in England over a century, well below one per cent of the English population, and equivalent today to 500,000 people. And they were, proportionately, the largest immigrant group in Britain between 1066 and 1945.


Far from being a nation of immigrants, Britain’s genetic make-up has barely altered in millennia. There have been many waves of immigrants, and a non-European presence on these islands for some time, but in minute numbers. Bryan Sykes, Professor of Human Genetics at Oxford and author of Blood of the Isles: Exploring the Genetic Roots of our Tribal History, wrote that most British DNA dates back to the first Palaeolithic and Mesolithic settlers who crossed the English Channel around 10,000 years ago and: ‘By about 6,000 years ago, the pattern was set for the rest of the history of the Isles and very little has disturbed it since… Overall, the genetic structure of the Isles [suggests] descent from people who were here before the Romans… We are an ancient people, and though the Isles have been the target of invasion… ever since Julius Caesar first stepped on to the shingle shores of Kent, these have barely scratched the topsoil of our deep-rooted ancestry.’


Most British DNA was probably in place even before the arrival of the first Indo-European-speaking farmers from the Middle East around 4000BC. In the words of Stephen Oppenheimer, author of Origins of the British, ‘the ultimate numerical impact of the Near Eastern Neolithic invasion on Europe was generally underwhelming… [affecting] no more than a third of European gene lines, and usually rather less.’ In north-west Europe that figure falls to 5 per cent of indigenous maternal DNA lines. The male line is rather more modern, for obvious reasons – male invaders kill native males and marry females. But even so, as Oppenheimer concluded, ‘three-quarters of British ancestors arrived long before the first farmers. This applies to 88 per cent of Irish, 81 per cent of Welsh, 79 per cent of Cornish, 70 per cent of the people of Scotland and its associated islands and 68 per cent (over two-thirds) of the English and their politically associated islands.’


These recent studies overturned the previously-held view that the English were largely descended from 5th-century Germanic invaders who displaced the natives, a belief known as the Anglo-Saxon genocide theory. But this is unlikely. According to Oppenheimer the English are only about 5.5 per cent Anglo-Saxon, although this varies by region, Norfolk being the most, at 15 per cent. In Professor Jared Diamond’s famous phrase, it was very hard to replace a population before the medieval period and the proliferation of ‘guns, germs and steel’.


The Vikings, who invaded in waves between the 8th and 11th centuries, comprise a very similar proportion of English DNA. In the late 9th century the Danes had almost overrun the land, conquering all but one of the Anglo-Saxon kingdoms until Alfred the Great stopped their advances. His grandson Athelstan went on to unite England in 927, making it one of the oldest nation-states in the world. And as David Conway, author of A Nation of Immigrants?, points out: ‘the term “immigrant” tends to be reserved only for those who move from elsewhere to somewhere that is already inhabited by a people among whom there have grown up sufficient mutual affinities, relations, and bonds to qualify them for being considered a nation, and enough political organisation and unity as qualifies their territory as a state’. The people who arrived before 927 were colonisers, invaders, settlers or slaves – but not immigrants. The English of 1927 were more than 90 per cent the descendents of the English of 927, which makes it entirely untrue to talk of ‘a nation of immigrants’. Even the Normans, despite wiping out the English aristocracy (there were only two native major landowners by the time William I died in 1087), never accounted for more than 5 per cent of British DNA at the very most, and were almost certainly closer to 1 per cent.12


And then, in the words of G M Trevelyan in his 1926 History of England: ‘Since Hastings there has been nothing more catastrophic than a slow, peaceful infiltration of alien craftsmen and labourers – Flemings, Huguenots, Irish and others – with the acquiescence of the existing inhabitants of the island.’ This peaceful infiltration began with the Jews of Rouen, who never totalled more than 5 or 6,000 before the bloodthirsty King Edward I had them expelled in 1290. Between then and the Jewish return under Charles II in the 1660s there were small communities of Italian bankers, Flemish weavers and Dutch brewers, and little else. Even in the early modern period immigration was uncommon. As Conway says, from the 16th century until the Second World War, ‘very little of Britain’s net increase in population can be attributed to immigration. Virtually all of its increase was a purely natural one.’


As for non-European immigration into Britain, it was extremely rare. Around 10,000 Africans, mostly men, came to Britain during the era of Atlantic slavery. But despite there being black or certainly north African Roman soldiers in Britain – something even the most ill-educated British state school pupil comes away knowing – there is minimal pre-Windrush African DNA in Britain.13 Asian immigration was minute until the 1950s; between the wars around 1,000 Indian doctors lived in Britain, part of a sub-continental population of under 7,000. An Indian, Dadabhai Naoroji, was elected MP in 1892, and a black footballer, Ghanian-born Arthur Wharton, played for Sheffield United before the First World War, but these were the exceptions. There was also a Chinese population of under a thousand, but generally foreign and exotic populations were concentrated in port towns, especially in London, Liverpool, Cardiff and Tyneside, which had a 3,000-strong Yemeni population from the 1890s, the first settled Muslim community in Britain. Altogether there were 20,000 to 30,000 non-whites in the country at the outbreak of hostilities in 1939, around 0.04 per cent of the population, including 5,000 Africans and West Indians. All these migrations were vastly different to what happened after the 1948 British Nationality Act, which heralded the start of mass immigration and especially from 1997, when it intensified: almost all were northern Europeans, coming in small numbers, often over very long periods; nor did any newcomers retain connections with their homelands, forcing them to integrate out of economic and social necessity.


At the end of the Second World War over 70 per cent of British DNA dated back more than 6,000 years on these islands, and between them the Celts, Anglo-Saxons, Vikings and Normans made less of a genetic impact than post-war immigration has. Genetically the generation born the year Britain hosted the 1948 Olympics may have been closer to the Britain of 4000 BC, before work on Stonehenge was begun, than the generation born during the 2012 Games; the DNA of the British people has been changed more in one lifetime than in the previous 6,000 years.


The Chicken tikka masala society


Labour’s attempts at creating a truly multicultural society have unquestionably succeeded. But why did the Government do this? What drove them towards imposing such an enormous change on England, one that will have profound, long-lasting and irreversible effects? And why did the entire political class go along with it? What, indeed, are the benefits of diversity?


It was not just idealism. Labour has consistently won the votes not just of immigrants but of British-born minorities in recent elections; 68 per cent of ethnic minorities opting for the party in 2010, compared to just 16 per cent for the Conservatives14 (compared to 29 and 36 per cent respectively of the population in total). Commonwealth citizens legally resident in Britain can vote in general elections as soon as they put their names on the electoral register – and under Labour an additional one million people from the New Commonwealth arrived. One of Jack Straw’s first acts upon becoming Home Secretary in 1997 was to abolish the primary purpose rule, making it easier to bring spouses into the country. This had previously denied entry to all non-EU citizens who had been unable to prove that their primary purpose in having married a UK resident was not simply to gain entry and residency rights. The rule mainly affected Pakistani and Bangladeshi-Britons, for whom ‘fetching marriages’ were common: the change caused both populations to grow rapidly, and to make assimilation harder, each generation injected with a top-up of the ancestral homeland’s culture, language and attitudes (and spouses who cannot speak English).


Straw was MP for Blackburn, which was, by 2009, 30 per cent Asian Muslim. On Question Time with Nick Griffin he boasted about the size of his constituency’s minority population, and talked about how Indian Muslim soldiers had fought on the Western Front in the First World War. Although no one would wish to dishonour their memory, those men did not fight and die so that their descendants might one day come to dominate Lancashire towns. What the men of Blackburn who fought in 1914 would have thought of developments a century later went unasked. Some of their descendants were making their feelings clear – the BNP won its first seat on Blackburn council in 2002. More people left the town altogether.


After newspapers picked up on the Standard article, Straw described the claims as ‘nonsense’, while Neather argued that the point had been twisted, and that the main purpose of immigration policy was economic. However three months later it was revealed that MigrationWatch UK had obtained an earlier draft of that policy paper, circulated in October 2000, which showed that six of eight references to ‘social’ objectives were indeed cut from the version later published.15 A draft report from the Cabinet Office, published under the title ‘Migration: an economic and social analysis’, showed that ministers had ‘social objectives’ in their immigration policy, but the removal of significant extracts suggested that they were nervous about publicising them.


The original report, later cut, had stated: ‘The emerging consensus, in both the UK and the rest of the EU, is that we need a new analytical framework for thinking about migration policy if we are to maximise the contribution of migration to the Government’s economic and social objectives.’ Chapter 4 of the report, focusing on the Government’s aim to regulate migration ‘in the interests of social stability and economic growth’, also showed that they had both economic and social objectives: ‘The more general social impact of migration is very difficult to assess. Benefits include a widening of consumer choice and significant cultural contributions. These in turn feed into wider economic benefits.’ Also cut was this: ‘In practice, entry controls can contribute to social exclusion, and there are a number of areas where policy could further enhance migrants’ economic and social contribution in line with the Government’s overall objectives.’ In other words having immigration controls, which would almost certainly involve barring some non-Europeans, would be seen as racist.


The paper also showed that ministers were more aware of the risks of high immigration than they let on. One of the sections missing from the final report said: ‘There is emerging evidence that the circumstances in which asylum seekers are living is leading to criminal offences, including fights and begging.’ A second section warned: ‘Migration has opened up new opportunities for organised crime.’


Andrew Green of MigrationWatch UK wrote in the Daily Mail: ‘Reading between the lines of these documents it is clear that political advisers in Number 10, its joint authors, were preparing a blueprint for mass immigration with both economic and social objectives. None of this was in the Labour manifesto of 1997 or 2001.’ And yet, he pointed out: ‘Labour had always justified immigration on economic grounds and denied using it to foster multiculturalism.’


Immigration minister Phil Woolas said there was ‘no open door policy on migration’ and denied there was a conspiracy. Certainly it was not a conspiracy in the sense of men sitting in smoke-filled rooms (not the least because New Labour was opposed to smoking in public buildings, and banned it altogether in 2007) but only because there was no need to create a conspiracy – as everyone in a position of power held the same opinion. Diversity was a good in itself, so making Britain truly diverse would enrich it and bring ‘significant cultural contributions’, reflecting a widespread belief among the ruling classes that multiculturalism and cultural, racial and religious diversity were morally positive things whatever the consequences. This is the unthinking assumption held by almost the entire political, media and education establishment. It is the diversity illusion.


As Andrew Neather later told David Goodhart, the editor of Prospect magazine, for a BBC radio programme, diversity was part of the ‘leftist language of social justice’ and they saw ‘ethnic minorities as essentially the standard bearers of the sort of social justice rather than the working class and traditionally the white working class. And that’s definitely something which emerged in this country in the 80s, 90s.’16 On the same programme Ed Owen, a former advisor to Jack Straw, said: ‘For some in the Labour Party, and perhaps for understandable historical reasons, the very notion of having an immigration policy was regarded as a rather unsavoury feature and would be then dismissed by some as being cow-towing to the Right or whatever. And so there wasn’t enough space, I think in retrospect, for people who were thinking about this issue in a very serious way to think and to articulate. That space was severely restricted.’


The question is: why was it restricted? And who benefited from this?


The consensus of those in power was that diversity is good, characterised, in the words of one author, as ‘fusion cuisine, American hip-hop picking up Caribbean reggae and Indian bhangra beats’, which ‘brings us into contact with different cultures and ways of thinking, making our lives more varied and rewarding, broadening our minds, and enabling us to learn from others’.17 In Norway middle-class liberals, called snillister, ‘do-gooders’, use the phrase fargerik felleskap – ‘colourful community’ – to describe their new world. In Britain it is called the ‘chicken tikka masala society’. Indeed the analogy of human and culinary diversity is made repeatedly, for as Theodore Dalrymple points out, ‘intellectuals, when they talk of multiculturalism as a doctrine rather than as sociological phenomenon, are thinking of couscous today, chicken sagwalla tomorrow, cassoulet the day after, and sashimi the day after that’.18 Peter Skerry of the Brookings Institution in Washington christened this syndrome Sushiology for those who believe ‘the extraordinary variety and quality of cuisine now available in the United States as evidence of the unalloyed benefits from our racial and ethnic diversity’.


Our views on diversity are used to mark our moral worth, which is why people react so publicly and ostentatiously on the issue of immigration, far more so than with any other issue. When two BNP candidates were elected as MEPs in 2009 there was an outpouring of ‘not in my name’ protests on social networking sites such as Twitter, a chance for middle-class Londoners to say, in effect, that ‘I am comfortable and generous enough to share my country with others’.


A belief in the benefits of a multicultural, multi-racial society is an article of faith in today’s largely atheist society; to not believe is to not be in communion. And yet mass immigration, like the related issue of European unity, is one where conservatives have clear majorities, for like many newly-established faiths, it has not been accepted by the population at large. In a YouGov poll commissioned by Channel 4 earlier in 2009, only 38 per cent of people agreed with the question ‘Britain has benefited in recent years from the arrival of people from many different cultures and countries’;19 38 per cent disagreed. A clear majority of Conservative voters said no, with Labour and Liberal Democrat voters very marginally in favour; only Green Party supporters were strongly in agreement, despite the environmental impact of migration. (And on their economic platform the BNP and Green party are not dissimilar: both would object to a typical London restaurant, the Greens for the distance the food on the plate had taken to travel, the BNP for the distance the person serving it had.) The ‘Rivers of Blood’ survey, held by Ipsos-MORI the previous year, suggested that a quarter of people felt that ‘my area doesn’t feel like Britain any more because of immigration’, double the 2005 figure, and 58 per cent felt that ‘parts of this country don’t feel like Britain any more because of immigration’. 59 per cent thought that ‘there are too many immigrants in Britain’, while almost two-thirds agreed that racial tension will result in violence. A 2002 poll for the BBC found that only 28 per cent of white Britons agreed that immigration had benefited British society over the previous 50 years, and 47 per cent believed it had damaged it (a belief shared by 22 per cent of black and Asian Britons).20


What makes this scepticism striking is that such beliefs have been beyond the bounds of acceptable discourse for over four decades, during which time barely a single newspaper article has questioned the orthodoxy (even if they might criticise immigration levels), let alone the broadcasting media, which is committed to celebrating diversity. Never in modern British history has such a large percentage of the population, if not the majority, held a range of views officially considered immoral. How did this happen? And why did opposition to diversity become associated with racism, poverty, stupidity and violence?
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Rivers of Blood


How diversity became a status symbol


We need to go back to the first wave of mass immigration, and to the last few weeks of the Second World War, when British troops advancing on Kiel in northern Germany captured a ship named the Monte Rosa. Built in Hamburg in 1930, following the Nazi takeover in 1933, the Monte Rosa was used by party members for ‘Strength Through Joy’, the Third Reich’s official workers’ holiday programme. Later it became a troopship for the invasion of Norway, where it remained until 1945, when the vessel was transferred to help with the rescue of Germans escaping from East Prussia. In January 1947, after the Monte Rosa’s capture, the Ministry of Transport renamed it the Emperor Windrush (after a tributary of the Thames). Today Windrush Square in Brixton, south London commemorates a vessel as famous as any of the Royal Navy’s great battleships.


The Windrush made its historic journey from Kingston, Jamaica to Tilbury on May 24, 1948, with 492 West Indian men and one stowaway woman. Also on board, but kept separate from the Caribbeans, were a group of 60 Polish women who had circumnavigated the globe, along with hundreds of thousands of their countrymen, during the conflict. These war-weary survivors had sailed from Palestine to Mexico, having escaped from Siberia via India, Australia and New Zealand, and were bound for England. The Poles did not mix with the Jamaicans and were disdainful of their fellow travellers, according to accounts.


They were not the only ones. A Privy Council memo of June 15 to the Colonial Office stated that the British should not help the migrants: ‘Otherwise there might be a real danger that successful efforts to secure adequate conditions of these men on arrival might actually encourage a further influx.’ However Arthur Creech Jones, Colonial Secretary, replied: ‘These people have British passports and they must be allowed to land.’ But, he added confidently: ‘They won’t last one winter in England.’21 The Ministry of Labour was also unhappy about the arrival of the Jamaican men, minister George Isaacs warning that if they attempted to find work in Stepney or Camden, areas of the capital where there was serious unemployment, ‘there will be trouble eventually’. He said: ‘The arrival of these substantial numbers of men under no organised arrangement is bound to result in considerable difficulty and disappointment. I hope no encouragement will be given to others to follow their example.’


Soon after, 11 concerned Labour MPs wrote to Prime Minister Clement Attlee, warning: ‘The British people fortunately enjoy a profound unity without uniformity in their way of life, and are blessed by the absence of a colour racial problem. An influx of coloured people domiciled here is likely to impair the harmony, strength and cohesion of our public and social life and to cause discord and unhappiness among all concerned.’ Therefore the Government should ‘by legislation if necessary, control immigration in the political, social, economic and fiscal interests of our people… In our opinion such legislation or administration action would be almost universally approved by our people.’ The letter was sent on June 22. That same day the Windrush arrived at Tilbury.


Jamaicans had performed heroically during the War, and many soldiers and airmen had been stationed in England, defending the island from slavery. Their experiences were mixed; there was friendship and incredible warmth from some English people, and hostility from others, but there was not the same colour bar as existed in the US Army. After their sacrifices, Jamaicans had every reason to feel they had a right to work in England. The Windrush passengers, including several RAF veterans, were unaware of the fear and apprehension facing them, nor that HMS Sheffield had been sent to monitor the liner, with orders to send them back if any passengers made trouble. None of them did. Many felt enormous joy at visiting England, a feeling described by one passenger, the calypso singer Lord Kitchener, real name Aldwyn Roberts, who wrote ‘London is the Place for Me’ on board. He later recalled: ‘The feeling I had to know that I’m going to touch the soil of the mother country, that was the feeling I had. You know how it is when a child, you hear about your mother country, and you know that you’re going to touch the soil of the mother country, you know what feeling is that? And I can’t describe it.’


Attlee replied to his worried backbenchers on July 5: ‘I think it would be a great mistake to take the emigration of this Jamaican party to the United Kingdom too seriously.’ And Creech Jones wrote: ‘I do not think that a similar mass movement will take place again because the transport is unlikely to be available, though we shall be faced with a steady trickle, which, however, can be dealt with without undue difficulty.’ The Windrush passengers had no idea that they were at the forefront of the biggest social change in British history. None of Britain’s political leaders, especially not from the Labour Party, had any notion that immigration would grow to massive proportions; it would have been inconceivable and appalling to them to imagine that white Britons would one day become a minority in Birmingham or London, even stranger that Labour would become the champions of such a development.


Besides which, Commonwealth immigration – the influx of imperial subjects who were owed natural rights by their mother country – was initially dwarfed by the 200,000 or so Europeans, the majority Poles, who had arrived since Hitler took power. Among them were tens of thousands of Jews from Germany, Austria and Czechoslovakia who had fled before 1939, as well as about 15,700 former enemy prisoners of war.22 But Britain employed nothing like as many aliens as its enemy; foreigners held a third of all jobs in Germany during the war, seven million in total, the largest example at the time of mass immigration in European history. Yet even with European arrivals, Britain for the moment remained relatively unchanged. In 1951 only 3 per cent of the population had been born outside the UK, and this included half a million Irish – Britain was still, despite the turbulence of a conflict that had shaken the world, much the same. In 1949 only a further 39 Jamaicans came over.


Britain’s first wave of mass immigration came about through a serious of unlikely and unintended events. The Old Commonwealth Dominions were in the process of clarifying their nation status, and in 1946 Canada passed a citizenship law, enacted on January 1, 1947. Previously, all Canadian nationals were de facto British citizens, but the new law forced Britain to clarify exactly which Commonwealth subjects were allowed to live here. And so the 1948 Nationality Act allowed entry to the British mainland for those ‘who hold a UK passport or a passport issued by the Government of the United Kingdom’. It was partly sloppy lawmaking, partly a fading imperial paternalism which saw Britain as head of a family of nations, and it allowed the peoples of the doomed Empire free access. Although the law introduced a liberal immigration policy for the next 14 years, it was, according to historian Randall Hansen, ‘never intended to sanction a mass migration of new Commonwealth citizens to the United Kingdom’ and ‘nowhere in parliamentary debate, the Press, or private papers was the possibility that substantial numbers could exercise their right to reside permanently in the UK discussed’.23


By 1951 some 1,500 West Indians were arriving annually. Many did not like their new home, as Daniel Lawrence found when he polled the immigrants of Nottingham in 1960s.24 Among the responses were: ‘We never realised that it would be so different… It was a big shock… We was told all lies back home… I was not expecting it.’ In Andrea Levy’s novel Small Island Jamaican war veteran Gilbert Joseph discovers on finally meeting the mother country that she is a ‘filthy tramp’: ‘Ragged, old and dusty as the long dead… She offers you no comfort after your journey. No smile. No welcome. Yet she looks down at you through lordly eyes and says, “Who the bloody hell are you?”’


E R Braithwaite, a Guyanese-born RAF fighter pilot and author of an autobiographical novel entitled To Sir, With Love, deplored the British people ‘demonstrating the same racism they had so roundly condemned in the Germans’. Braithwaite, despite a physics degree from Cambridge, could only get a teaching job at a sink school in east London. He remembered: ‘I tried everything – labour exchanges, employment agencies, newspaper ads – all with the same result. I even advertised myself mentioning my qualification and the colour of my skin, but there were no takers. Then I tried applying for jobs without mentioning my colour, but when they saw me the reasons given for turning me down were all variations of the same theme: too black…’ In a harrowing episode of To Sir, With Love, later turned into a film starring Sidney Poitier, he recalled how the only mixed race boy in the school lost his mother. The other children raised money for a wreath but refused to take it to the boy’s home for fear of being seen. He wrote: ‘It was like a disease, and these children whom I loved without caring about their skins or their backgrounds, they were tainted with the hateful virus which attacked their vision, distorting everything that was not white or English.’
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