
MODERN LEFT
MULTICULTURALISM:
A LIBERTARIAN CONSERVATIVE ANALYSIS

NIGEL MEEK

Political Notes No. 175
ISSN  0267-7059         ISBN  0 948317 515 3

An occasional publication of the Libertarian Alliance,
25 Chapter Chambers, Esterbrooke Street, London SW1P 4NN

www.libertarian.co.uk        email: admin@libertarian.co.uk
© 2001: Libertarian Alliance; Nigel Meek.

Nigel Meek graduated as a mature student with a BSc Psychology in 1996, followed
by an MA Applied Social and Market Research in 1998.  He has most recently

worked in the market research industry and the support side of further education.
The views expressed in this publication are those of its author and not necessarily
those of the Libertarian Alliance, its Committee, Advisory Council or subscribers.

Director:  Dr Chris R. Tame        Editorial Director:  Brian Micklethwait        Webmaster:  Dr Sean Gabb

FOR LIFE, LIBERTY AND PROPERTY



LIVING IN A (SOMEWHAT) FOREIGN LAND

To be a ‘libertarian conservative’ is not always easy.  For exam-
ple, having spent many years as a mature university student, it
has often been difficult to sit through socialist propaganda
sessions passing themselves off as academic lectures (Meek,
1998[a]).

Equally, however, as a member of the Conservative Party, I
have often clashed with other, more ‘conservative’ members
over my defence of, amongst other things, what is in practice a
form of multiculturalism (Meek, 1999).  By this I mean that I
have supported those who, by their race, religion (sometimes),
sexuality, gender role, and ‘recreational habits’ do not conform
to a fairly narrow or ‘monocultural’ concept of a ‘normal sort of
person’.

My multiculturalism, then, is one that seeks a consistent appli-
cation of an ideology that puts at a premium consensual individ-
ual liberty, including the liberty to engage upon voluntarily col-
lectivist activities or lifestyles.

However, it is quite clear that many who claim to speak for
‘multiculturalism’ nowadays have in mind something very dif-
ferent.  What follows is an attempt to explore in an explicitly
critical fashion this ‘other’ form of multiculturalism within an
Anglo-American context, and to offer an explanation as to its
methods and ultimate intention.

THE DRIVING FORCES OF MODERN
MULTICULTURALISM

I propose that there are at least four discrete forces behind the
phenomenon of multiculturalism as we now see it in the UK
and the USA.

The first and only noble one is the more general type to which
the sort of multiculturalism outlined above belongs. It seeks a
more ‘liberal’ way of treating with our fellows, and which re-
gards such things as race, gender, and sexuality as so much fluff
compared to the much more meaningful matters of someone’s
character despite this being, at a deep level, against our natural
psychological instincts (Meek, 1998[b]).  If it has a failing it is
its naivety evidenced, for example, by its tendency innocently to
conflate categories of sociological analysis, particularly ‘race’
and ‘culture’, such conflation often being a deliberate policy of
those behind the other rationales for multiculturalism.

The second is a straightforwardly cynical one of exploitative
politics.  By fostering division and dependence, it aids the mis-
acquisition of wealth, career advancement, and other advantages
for individuals and groups alike, particularly in the academic
and political professions.

The third one is that multiculturalism is a necessary preliminary
component to a sustained ideological assault on Western, liberal,
democratic, and substantially capitalist values. In its place, the
proponents of this strategy seek to put some variant of Leftist
and/or Green ideology.

The fourth is anti-White racism, something that, quite incred-
ibly, many seem to think simply cannot exist.

THE NAIVETY OF THE LIBERAL
MULTICULTURALISTS: WILL KYMLICKA

Even the briefest examination of the subject quickly establishes
the importance of Will Kymlicka in the field of multicultural
theory, in particular with his book Multicultural Citizenship
(Kymlicka, 1995).

It cannot be denied that it is written from a mildly Leftist posi-
tion.  For example, he accepts the existence of group rights and
the legitimacy of differential treatment (p. 7) which stretches the
concept of ‘liberalism’ somewhat, although he does make the
very important distinction between permanent measures and
temporary ones designed to assist disadvantaged minorities in
playing their part in the life of the country as a whole (pp. 31
and 141).

Amongst many other things, he discusses the retention of cul-
tures by immigrants (pp. 95-103), arguing quite persuasively
that they should be allowed initially to recreate their home cul-
ture and not be pressured unduly to assimilate into the host cul-
ture and language, being optimistic both that those not so press-
ured are more likely to assimilate, but also that a desire to
maintain a home culture does not necessarily indicate a desire
for isolation.

But there seems to be a lacuna at the heart of Kymlicka’s ap-
proach.  He focuses on two types of multicultural relationship:
intragroup and intergroup (pp. 7, 35-40).  Intragroup ones are
where minorities are allowed some additional coercive power
over their own members not allowable in the majority society
for the sake of preserving internal cohesion and cultural herit-
age. Intergroup ones involve the asymmetric relationship be-
tween minorities and the majority, and the special protection or
dispensation that minorities can be accorded.  He discusses and
downplays the problem of illiberal minorities (pp. 94-95) (rather
too quickly one suspects when one considers the unacceptable
practices of some of Britain’s minorities such as the surprisingly
large number of forced marriages involving British girls and
women of Pakistani origin (Gordon, 2000, 24th December)) and
perhaps overstates the assumption that minorities will be at-
tacked by the majority.  Moreover, nowhere does he seem to
acknowledge the, on the face of it, implausible phenomenon of
illiberal minorities imposing themselves on the majority, often
in partnership with others drawn from the majority.

On a more material level, Kymlicka acknowledges reasonable
fears held by many that a focus on group rights will undermine
adherence to a larger community (i.e. the host country, one as-
sumes) (pp. 174-177), but responds optimistically that claims
for special treatment are often on the basis of the wish for inclu-
sion.

For all its faults, Multicultural Citizenship is well-written, en-
joyable to read, and has a ring of good-heartedness about it.  It
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strives to be genuinely ‘liberal’.  However, it is naive about the
truth of much of multicultural politics today.

THE ILLIBERAL MULTICULTURALISM OF BHIKHU
PAREKH

This brings us to the book which single-handedly — at least
amongst the public, mass media, and ‘ordinary’ politicians of
Britain — may have done more than anything else to raise the
profile of multiculturalism: Bhikhu Parekh’s report, The Future
of Multi-Ethnic Britain, published in 2000.  (Sic: it is strictly
speaking the work of the two dozen-strong Commission on the
Future of MultiEthnic Britain.  This oddly-named body — see
below for evidence regarding the demographic reality of Britain
— is/was substantially comprised of various Leftists and/or
Blairites (Heathcoat Amory and Rayner, 2000, 11th October;
Johnston, 2000, 12th October).)  This work, however, unlike
Kymlicka’s, is neither well written, nor good-hearted, nor naive.

(Perhaps the only comparable document, something in the way
of a precursor to Parekh’s work, was the report by William
Macpherson in the wake of the murder of Stephen Lawrence.
Mears (2001, 13th January) provides a succinct look at some of
the ‘highlights’ of this farce, e.g. where Macpherson made no
attempt to control what was sometimes little more than a mob
in the public gallery; told the Metropolitan Police’s counsel not
to ask certain questions of  key evidence givers; and arrived at
conclusions manifestly at variance with the evidence.)

Surprisingly given what came after, the reaction of much of the
media prior to the formal publication of Multi-Ethnic Britain
was quite favourable, noting in particular comments that race
relations in Britain were quite good and indeed better than in
Europe or the USA (Bentham, 2000, 8th October).  It is also
true that the report was misrepresented to some degree, most
notably where a number of newspapers claimed that the report
said that the term ‘Britain’ had ‘racist connotations’ whereas the
report actually says ‘racial connotations’ (Richardson, 2000).
This is not quite the same thing, but given the overall tone of
the report one might think that its defenders protested too much.

The report is quite long, just under 450 pages, and written in a
turgid, bureaucrat-cum-management consultant style. However,
a single paragraph, the overall summary of the executive sum-
mary (Parekh, 2000: ix), is all one really needs to read to get a
feel for the book and more importantly what it reveals about the
reality of modern multiculturalism.  In this short passage Pa-
rekh:

• Downgrades the difference between nationality, patriotism,
and values-systems on the one hand, and some mere local
affiliation or attachment on the other, lowering the former to
the status of the latter thereby undermining its importance
and meaningfulness.

• Accepts implicitly the notion of there being no social facts,
merely a collection of constantly renegotiated subjective
evaluations, none worthier than the other.

• Appears to hold a view that a ‘good’ social settlement within
a country is one be drawn up on paper by an elite and de-
livered to the appreciative lower orders.

• Claims a desire to eliminate all forms of racism, which
sounds — and indeed is — noble enough until one realises
from elsewhere in the book that here ‘race’ has a definition
which radically departs from any common-sense ‘genetic’
one, including in it concepts such as culture (p. ix) and reli-
gion (p. viii) which carry with them the implication of be-
liefs, behaviour, ideology, and politics.

• Holds to a belief in economic egalitarianism, which, along
with the report’s eschewing of colour-blind approaches to
combating racism (p. 297), clearly demonstrate that the re-

port is anti-capitalist and anti-liberal (in its true sense) in
derivation and motivation.

Moving to the very end of the book, the astonishing final
checklist of recommendations (pp. 296-314) is of such scope
that it reads like something more appropriate to the Deep South
after 1865 or Germany after 1945, not Britain at the beginning
of the 21st century. Amongst other things is the clear evidence
for collectivism-by-stealth with its calls for greater state spend-
ing and intrusiveness, covert part-nationalisation of commerce,
the foisting of minority candidates onto major political parties
irrespective of their wishes or even demographic fact in the case
of the Conservative Party whose rural and suburban headlands
have very low levels of minorities (who anyway mostly vote
Labour (Saggar and Heath, 1999: p. 111)), and the outlawing of
discrimination on the grounds of religion (even presumably
when those religions hold to views incompatible with ‘liberal’
views on sexuality, gender, class, and, paradoxically, race).

Some further items also need highlighting.

• In each and every case, when it comes to cross-cultural
‘negotiations over contested issues’ in areas such as educa-
tion, healthcare, and certain working practices (Parekh, 2000:
p. xvi) it is clear that it is the majority that is expected to
make the accommodation.

• In a number of ways Parekh deliberately strikes at the notion
of there really being an indigenous culture at all, for example
by building and then knocking down a straw-man notion of
extreme homogeneity to which no nation of tens of millions
could or should live up to (p. xxiii)

• Britain, and attachment to Britain, is/are constantly deni-
grated by, for example, false analysis of British and above all
English history (p. 103) which can in truth be traced back as
a continuous story for (at least) the best part of a millennium;
false analysis of Britain’s in fact powerful current world posi-
tion (p. 24); and a politically ignorant ad hominem attack on
Euroscepticism (p. 24).

Looking at the report, Raj Chandran (2000, 11th October) — a
member of the Campaign for Racial Equality — was surely cor-
rect when criticising not only the report but also other “... politi-
cally correct politicians and public figures [who] have a ma-
sochistic urge to flagellate themselves, and a sadistic urge to
insult their fellow countrymen and women”.

HOW MULTICULTURAL IS BRITAIN?

The conflation of ‘race’ and ‘culture’ has already been noted
above and will be returned to below.  Given that it is a major
item in the Multiculturalist armoury, it is worth adducing some
empirical evidence concerning Britain and the question of racial
composition.  (The situation in the USA is different, but see
Brimelow (1996).)

Table 1:
Proportional Racial Composition of Britain, 1991
(source: OPCS, 1993: 496, 506, 556)

Great Britain England South-East
Region

White 94.5 93.8 90.1
Black Caribbean 0.9 1.1 1.9
Black African 0.4 0.4 1.0
Black Other 0.3 0.4 0.6
Indian 1.5 1.8 2.6
Pakistani 0.9 1.0 0.8
Bangladeshi 0.3 0.3 0.6
Chinese 0.3 0.3 0.5
Asian Other 0.4 0.4 0.8
Other 0.5 0.6 1.0

Total 100 100 100
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Table 2:
Mid-1999 UK Population Estimates
(source: National Statistics, 2000)

UK Countries Population Proportion of
Estimate (n) UK Total (%)

United Kingdom 59,500,900 100

England 49,752,900 83.6
Wales 2,937,000 4.9
Scotland 5,119,200  8.6
Northern Ireland 1,691,800 2.8

For those of us who have some background in academic and
commercial social and market research, the finding from Table
1 that nine out of ten respondents gave the same ‘response’ to a
question would be regarded as not only astonishing, but as clear
evidence of virtual homogeneity rather than diversity.

In fact, in Britain at least, multiculturalism and mult9i-ethnicity
are not empirically meaningful issues even though the sound
and fury over the matter would lead one to imagine otherwise.
Given the conflation of race and culture, this fact of racial
demographics does not hinder people of influence such as Pro-
fessor Weller, a senior government advisor on combating relig-
ious discrimination, opining that the “Muslim call to prayer and
the Hindu festival of Diwali should be as familiar as their
Christian equivalents” (Times, 2000, 9th November).

It also needs to be noted that a disproportionate number of mi-
norities live in and around London, and there is perhaps a tend-
ency for our Metropolitan elites to have a somewhat distorted
view (Thomas, 2000, 20th October).

The importance of Table 2 is that is shows that ‘Britain’ really
does mean ‘England plus a Celtic fringe’.  Attempts to show
that Britain is a new cultural entity, as noted in the discussion
of Parekh, are historically and empirically disingenuous.

(Much of the data above was derived from the 1991 census.
We shall have to wait for a little while yet to see the prelimi-
nary data from the 2001 census, but it would be surprising if
there were any truly radical changes to the figures.)

THE MARK OF THE BEAST: RACISM AND
ANTI-MULTICULTURALISM

There seems little doubt that any discussion of the issue of
multiculturalism is made very difficult by its conflation with the
issue of racism so that to question the wisdom of multicultu-
ralism or mass immigration is to invite accusations of racism,
something that runs only second to child molesting in the de-
gree of condemnation that it attracts.  This may explain why
those in favour of multiculturalism are so keen falsely to con-
flate the two issues since it effectively not only makes opposi-
tion to multiculturalism impossible, but indeed co-opts honour-
able anti-racists into supporting an ideological movement which
is often decidedly illiberal.

The eagerness with which the political Left mark out their op-
ponents as ‘racist’ was revealingly demonstrated in the case of
the killing of the Nigerian immigrant boy, Damilola Taylor.
Following some comments made by the leader of the Conserva-
tive Party, William Hague, about levels of inner-city policing,
The Guardian newspaper published an article under the title
‘Hague race jibe angers ministers’ (Waft and Hopkins, 2000,
19th December) which did not produce a single quote from
Hague even remotely to do with race, immigration, or multicul-
turalism.

THE POLITICS OF OPPORTUNISM

The first of the malign force behind modern multiculturalism
listed above concerns the very simple premise that race politics
(sic: again, others are responsible for the conflation of race and

culture) can be enormously rewarding for those who engage in
them.

In his highly personal account of his own experiences of racism
in the USA, Black conservative Christian writer C. Mason
Weaver (2000) recounts his growing awareness of the realities
of the Leftist and Democratic Party approach to the issue.  He
soon realised that his friends in the Democratic Party knew full
well that, as a general tendency, poor people voted Democratic
and rich people voted Republican.  Therefore they had a vested
interest in leaving people poor and herding lots of them into
ghetto conditions which bred even worse conditions and more
and poorer people likely to support the Democratic Party (pp.
10-11).  He asks rhetorically, “if Democrats really thought their
power and votes came from poor people, would they not want
as many poor as possible?” (p. 13).

He notes that the original slave breakers and owners knew the
dangers of having literate slaves and that there were laws
against slaves learning to read or write or even speak proper
English (p. 86).  Within this context, he is very critical of cer-
tain ‘Afrocentric’ educational authorities in the USA teaching
‘Black English’ or ‘Ebonics’ which leave Black children ill-pre-
pared to work in the real world (pp. 86-87).  As the impeccably
liberal Schlesinger (1998: p. 163) puts it, if someone from “...
the Ku Klux Klan wanted to devise an educational curriculum
for the specific purpose of handicapping and disabling black
Americans, he would not be likely to come up with anything
more diabolically effective than Afrocentrism” (p. 99).  And as
the Black academic John McWhorter (in Charen, 2001, 12th
January) puts it, “a self-destructive anti-intellectualism pervades
black America and exerts a downward pull on every aspect of
black life.”

Writing from the perspective of an American Black, Weaver’s
provocative thesis is that many Black leaders are acting as little
more than pre-Civil War Black overseers whose task is to de-
liver up the Black vote to the new plantation owners, the Demo-
cratic Party, the party of the old slave masters (Weaver, 2000:
147).  In doing so, he argues, “We [i.e. American Blacks] found
ourselves dependent on Master for jobs, education, medical
benefits, and even permission to like ourselves.” (p. 16)

He goes on to argue that people such as Jesse Jackson have
done very well out of Black poverty and misery, and that they
remind him of “... the tribal chiefs who sold Black people into
slavery for a few trinkets and gifts” (p. 100).  He notes that
whereas Jackson and his own family seem to be doing very well
for themselves, this is not acceptable for ordinary Blacks who
are expected to keep depending on the new tribal chiefs and
‘their’ group.  Those Blacks who achieve success outside of this
approved route, i.e. by their own efforts, are denounced as
Uncle Toms (p. 100).

In the same spirit, when President-elect George W. Bush ap-
pointed large numbers of Blacks and other non-Whites to key
posts, far from being greeted with acclamation by Black leaders
as a positive sign of the political inclusion of minorities, such
Black Republicans were subjected to especially vicious attacks
by the likes of Jackson and Al Sharpton whose demand for
quotas for minorities is only matched by the speed with which
they dismiss Republican minorities’ achievements (Connolly,
2001, 15th January).

Here in Britain, the call for employment and promotion quotas
and other preferential treatment, in the police for example
(Bamber, 2000, 29th October), all the staple of real-world multi-
culturalist politics, can be interpreted in a similar way: the cre-
ation of grateful client groups all to the material and political
benefit of those perceived to have ‘given’ them these things.

Peter Brimelow (1996: pp. 230-231) puts forward a hypothesis
that might be regarded as one of the more obvious bridges be-
tween this rationale for multiculturalism and the one discussed
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in the next section.  He notes a hostility amongst a ‘new class’
towards the nation state, and argues that this is partly due to the
new class’s desire to distinguish themselves from the ‘peas-
antry’, for example by rejecting the latter’s patriotism for inter-
nationalism, and partly because the nation state, just like the
free-market they equally despise, can run itself without the need
for the new class’s statist direction.

THE FALSIFICATION OF HISTORY AND THE
DESTRUCTION OF THE LIBERAL ANGLO-SAXON
MODEL

Gove (2000, 10th October) argues that the Parekh report,
though “paved with good intentions”, will lead to “a massive
and illiberal extension of state power”.  This is perhaps no acci-
dent, for, as an Electronic Telegraph editorial put it (2000, 10th
October), the several authors of the report, “Under the guise of
‘multiculturalism’, ... are advancing their old Marxist dislike of
any national culture.”

I find Radosh’s (2001, 4th January) brief exploration of the Ita-
lian communist Gramsci and his concept of ‘hegemony’ to be
plausible and relevant. This is where a social system is sus-
tained because the majority of its citizens have internalised a
certain set of values.  ‘Revolution’ could not occur until these
values had been undermined. In recent years, whether or not
consciously following a Gramscian strategy, multiculturalism
and race have been key weapons of those seeking to undermine
Western liberalism.

Discussing the Parekh report, William Hague had it half correct
when he argued that in the 1970s the threat from the left was an
economic one; now, however, the threat from the anti-British
left was a cultural one (McSmith, 2000, 13 th October).  Hague
was only half right in that it is not a case of ‘instead of’, but ‘in
addition to’.  The Left failed previously substantially because it
did not wholly succeed in undermining the cultural foundations
of Anglo-Saxon liberal capitalism.

Hitchens (2000: p. 315) notes the bizarre situation that Britain
— or at least some of its elites — which has so much to be
proud of in its resistance to tyranny, acts as if it is ashamed of
its past.  “The British system did not only enshrine habeas
corpus, trial by jury, common law and parliamentary democracy.
It demanded freedom of speech and thought, protected inherit-
ance and secured property.  It gave every citizen and private
life, every family its own small kingdom.”  “Yet a forest that
has taken centuries to grow can be cut down in weeks, or even
hours ...” (pp. 336).  Apropos of this unjustified Western, and in
particular Anglo-Saxon guilt, Schlesinger (1998: p. 132) notes
that the West is unique in that unlike other cultures it has ac-
cepted and tried to correct its own very real wrongdoings.  No-
tions of “individual liberty, political democracy, equality before
the law, freedom of worship, human rights, and cultural freedom
...” are unique to the West.  They did not come from Asia, Af-
rica, or the Middle East.

But on no account must children in Britain or the USA be
allowed to know this, for if they did it might well foster pride in
their countries.  Consequently, one of the areas that the Left has
been so keen to capture in this battle to undermine Anglo-Saxon
liberalism has been education, and particularly the teaching of
history.  Hitchens (2000: p. 46) argues that history teaching
today is “consciously designed to sow doubt, and to undermine
the idea that there can be any certainty about the past”.  Into
this void material, often essentially Marxist or at least uncritical
of it, is inserted (pp. 47-49). And as recent reports clearly dem-
onstrate, British schoolchildren are now abysmally ignorant of
British history (Lightfoot, 2001, 18th January).

Hitchens (2000: p. 35) also argues that those who do this with
at least some vestige of good intention may be deluding them-
selves and that ironically “... when a people cease to believe

their national myths, and cease to know or respect their history,
it does not follow that they become blandly smiling internation-
alists.  Far from it.  In many cases they become fervent local
patriots ... imbued with a truly xenophobic hatred ...”

Schlesinger (1998) puts it well when he says that “... history is
to the nation as memory is to the individual” (p. 51).  A nation
— an aggregate of people — lacking any concept of its past
will have no idea how to cope with its present or future (p. 52),
at least not without ‘guidance’from the Left elites.

Again only getting it half right, a Daily Mail (2000, 11th Oc-
tober) editorial criticising the Parekh report and arguing that it
fully reflected New Labour attitudes was possibly naive when it
said “New Labour has never shown the slightest understanding
of this nation’s past, or sympathy with its traditions.  The flashy
icons of Cool Britannia, a contempt for the oldest of Parliamen-
tary democracies and a pathetic eagerness to abolish the pound
— and Britain’s national sovereignty - are all symptomatic of a
Government which knows nothing of history and cares not at
all.”  It might be argued instead that they understand it very
well, and realise the need to undermine it.

Just how important multiculturalists regard capturing the educa-
tion system can be seen in New York where a multicultural ide-
ology that labels all White, heterosexual males as privileged op-
pressors, and all Blacks, gays, and women as the victims,
irrespective of the objective reality of their social background or
current position, is rigorously imposed in public-sector schools
when almost no other standard, not even that of basic literacy, is
strictly enforced (Kramer, 2000, 19th December).  (Although in
California, of all places, the provably baleful consequences of
this may have sunk in (Sullivan, 2000, 15th October)).  Schles-
inger (1998) describes this phenomenon as part of the move
from ‘top-dog’ history “... designed to show how noble, vir-
tuous, and inevitable existing power arrangements are” (p. 54)
to ‘underdog history’ used to demonstrate what Bertrand Russell
called the “superior virtue of the oppressed” (p. 55). Whilst we
quite rightly reject the White racism often inherent in the for-
mer, we have moved on to something no better.

When the Left, albeit for reasons no doubt of short-term expedi-
ency, decides it needs to ‘wave the flag’, it does so in a way
which indicates its contempt for real history and instead demon-
strates its view that history is something that can be simply con-
structed or used as mere wrapping without any substance.  An
incredible — in the sense that until recently such a turn of
events would have been the stuff of satire — example of this
was Tony Blair’s late-2000 instructions to his ministers to be
more patriotic and his appointment of Michael Wills, an educa-
tion minister, as some sort of ‘patriotism envoy’ (Sylvester,
2000, 25th November).

Weaver also looks at the alliances forged in the 1960s between
the civil rights movements and various socialist and communist
organisations.  He asks now whether the real goal was the over-
turning of racially discriminatory laws in the USA and to fight
for inclusion in it, or instead to fight and destroy America itself
(Weaver, 2000: p. 97)?

Both Weaver (2000: pp. 127-127) and many others (e.g. Coul-
ter, 1st January) have noted this tendency for the new elites to
promote a concocted history, one of the most notable being the
African-American pseudo-celebration of Kwanzaa, subsequently
given President Clinton’s blessing, and which Coulter explains
was in reality created during the 1960s and at its core is a mix-
ture of Black racism and Marxism.

Thornton (2000) describes multiculturalism as one of the final
end-product myths of the middle-class intellectuals’ and elite’s
contemporary disillusionment with the West variously seen in
psychotherapy, romantic environmentalism, the myth of the
‘noble savage’, and feminist goddess worship.  First, it contains
the myth of the nobility of non-Western cultures compared to
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the West.  However, not only is this empirically wrong (Whe-
lan, 1999), it simply reflects that what evil the West has done
has been more efficiently done due to the West’s technological
superiority (p. 216). Secondly, it contains the (racist) myth that
the West is inherently evil.  It is wrong in the sense that the
West alone has fostered the notion of universal human rights as
noted above, and as such has identified and combated even evils
found within such as racism and sexism in their various forms
(pp. 216-217).

Thornton (2000: p. 219) puts it well when he argues that multi-
culturalism must ultimately be about subordinating “the autono-
mous, rational individual into a group defined in terms of its
absolute non-negotiable differences from other groups.”  By
contrast, the true liberal Western view is based upon the concept
of a ‘shared humanity’ and free will and reason, leading to indi-
viduals, possessing inalienable rights, who themselves make up
communities whose purpose is to safeguard the rights of indi-
viduals.  Sadly, it has come to the stage where Schlesinger
(1998: p. 74) argues that for many division by racial group is
the — necessarily illiberal — analytical framework for compre-
hending US history.  Moreover, its teaching is not seen an intel-
lectual discipline but as a form of psychotherapy to boost the
self-esteem of children from minorities, even though there is
precious little evidence that it fulfils even this, educationally du-
bious, function (pp. 94-95).

As part of the multiculturalists’ battle to undermine the West,
“The cult of ethnicity exaggerates differences, intensifies resent-
ments and antagonisms, drives ever deeper the wedges between
races and nationalities. The endgame is self-pity and self-ghet-
toization” (Schlesinger, 1998: p. 106). Ultimately, the aim is to
create a situation where the country is seen “... not as a polity of
individuals but as congeries of distinct and inviolable cultures”
(p. 122), or ultimately, when looking at such things as the call
for reparations for slavery in the West, “interchangeable cells of
the racial collective” (Wolski, 2000, 6th January).

“Everyone — both the partisans of those goals and their adver-
saries — now understands that ‘political correctness’ ... has
come to signify systematic falsehood; that ‘multiculturalism’
stands for the monocultural imperatives of minority political in-
terest groups; that ‘diversity’ means enforced conformity”
(Kramer, 2000, 19th December).  From this follows an irony:
“Multiculturalists are, in practice, opposed to all genuine reli-
gions and all forms of spirituality.  They want religions to sur-
vive only in the form of pretty pictures, colourful state-subsi-
dised festivals for tourists and a banal doctrine of uniformity,
coupled with vacuous ‘green’ nature-worship and a belief in
‘global governance’” (Rankin, 2000, 18th December).

An interesting dog that didn’t bark happened in January 2001,
when the Labour government — and it must said the Conserva-
tive opposition until they were prompted — ‘forgot’ to celebrate
the 200th anniversary of the formal constitutional creation of
the United Kingdom.  The historian Correlli Barnett (2001, 2nd
January) contrasted this failure to celebrate the establishment of
our country with similar occasions elsewhere and asked if we
have become so ashamed of what we are and did?  I would
argue that ‘ashamed’ is only part of the reason.  This Leftist
tactic of multiculturalism is partly necessary because of the
relative failure first time around of a more straightforward pro-
motion of socialism.  They may well be ashamed of Britain’s
past for some reason, but they also know that they have to
undermine the past in order to control the future, and moreover
are perhaps sometimes fired by a personal animosity towards
those ‘reactionary’ curmudgeons who rejected them first time
around.

To conclude this section, Weaver (2000: p. 123) puts it very
simply “We believe the term ‘multicultural’ really means ‘divide

and conquer’, or is another term for ‘separate but equal’” (i.e.
Apartheid).

THE ASYMMETRICAL TREATMENT OF BLACK
RACISM

When discussing this particular issue, it is important that we do
not fall into the trap of being seen to imply that anti-Black hate
crimes do not happen or if they do then they do not really mat-
ter.  They most assuredly do.  Matthew Norman (2000, 12th Oc-
tober) quite correctly suggested that many of the more populist
attacks on the Parekh report seemed to imply that there really is
no racism in Britain.  (Also, I am aware that I may be some-
what miring this essay in something that I have already denied
when others claim it: that race and culture are the same thing.)

Briefly, however, non-White and anti-White racism takes on a
number of forms.  The first, obviously derived from some sort
of Neo-Marxism, is to deny that Blacks can be racist at all since
racism is about power and therefore only Whites can be racist.
This nonsense is maintained even when Black perpetrators
make plainly anti-White racist remarks before, during, or after
the commission of their crimes (Horowitz, 2000, 15th March).

The second tactic is when, upon being obliged to admit that
there may have been a racist element to a crime committed by a
non-White, various authorities rush to find excuses for the per-
petrator.  It is safe to bet that they are not so keen when the
perpetrator is White (Horowitz, 2000, 15th March).

The third tactic can be seen in the remarkable asymmetry in the
reporting of White-committed and Black-committed hate
crimes, leading to a distortion in public perception of what is
really happening. It can be seen in both here and in the USA
either when (a) ‘spectacular’ hate crimes by Whites (or by he-
terosexuals in the case of anti-gay hate crimes) get massive
media coverage (which may be well-deserved, I should add)
whereas those by Blacks receive virtually none, or (b) there is
effectively a semi-official cover-up as to the extent of race
crimes committed by Blacks (Rose 2000, 7th September;
Rhodes, 2000, 15th October).  There are, of course, exceptions
to this, such as the reports of apparently anti-White disturbances
in the north of England (e.g. Bunyan, 2001, 24th April).

In any case, looking at the both the Macpherson and Parekh
reports, Gove (2000, 10th October) argues that they both dis-
play the same basically racist assumption that the white ma-
jority is so racist that it must be compelled to be fair to mi-
norities.

The reason why this is important to the issue of multicultu-
ralism is that it is clear that some have, usually in the name of
redressing past wrongs not done to them personally but to ear-
lier members of their group, de facto and in some cases de jure,
acquired the status of being a ‘politically protected minority’
and are not held to the same standards of behaviour that the
majority (quite rightly) are (Malkin, 2000, 29th December).
(Interestingly, writing from the USA, Malkin was discussing the
persecution by Blacks of Koreans: the latter have not been ac-
corded this special status.)  To any true liberal this unequal
treatment has to be unacceptable, but it is a result of the con-
stant multiculturalist ethos of group-based analysis.

SOME QUALIFICATIONS AND DEFINITIONS

I should say here that there is much in some of the traditiona-
list-conservative attacks on Leftist multiculturalism that, as a
libertarian, that I reject or at least am uncomfortable with.  Both
Weaver (pp. 10 and 95) and Hitchens (pp. 179 and 293), for
example, have opinions on consensual adult sexuality and gen-
der roles that I find unacceptable.  Nor, as a life-long atheist,
can I accept the importance that they attach to religion.  And
again, in various places in his book, Brimelow (1996) perhaps
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suggests a more deterministic connection between culture and
ethnic background than I am prepared to accept.

Chapter 1 in Hitchens’ The Abolition of Britain (pp. 1-32) pri-
marily contrasts the difference between Britain at the time of Sir
Winston Churchill’s funeral in 1965 and Princess Diana’s
funeral in 1997, and also the public and media reaction to the
two deaths.  However, whilst I acknowledge that when compar-
ing the dignity of the former with the hysteria, tawdriness, and
superficiality of the latter, things have got much worse, Hit-
chens nevertheless quite honestly describes the former time in a
way that makes it seem grey and stifling in its conformity.  Put
simply, far too much has happened between the two times that
seems to me to be good, indeed properly liberal, for the passing
of the former to be recollected with unalloyed sadness.

I also want to offer a final re-statement of the difference be-
tween ‘race’ and ‘culture’ as analytical variables.  Both the
‘multicultural Left’ and ‘racist Right’ have conflated the two,
sometimes accidentally but no doubt often quite deliberately,
and between them have contributed to the poisoning of rational
debate.

By ‘race’, I mean genetic characteristics, most obviously of
course in the colour of someone’s skin.  It is something that one
can do nothing about, even assuming that one wanted to.  Over
time, Darwinian evolutionary processes will have their impact,
but for each individual it is an unalterable legacy handed down
by one’s genetic parents.  It is, of course, an immensely con-
troversial and indeed bitter multifaceted debate as to the linkage
(if any) between race qua genetic heritage and resulting neuro-
logy, and then between neurology via bio-psychology on the
one hand and cognitive, affective, attitudinal, and behavioural
states on the other.  In any case is it obvious to all but the mad-
dest racists that ‘within racial groups’ differences exceed ‘be-
tween racial groups’ differences.

By ‘culture’, I mean the beliefs and attitudes one takes up from
one’s social heritage.  Culture too can change, albeit by a La-
marckian evolutionary process by which post-natal acquired
characteristics of parents can be transmitted to their children
(Hayek, 1988: p. 25).  And herein lies the difference between
race and culture, because the whole point of Lamarckism is that
people can acquire new characteristics to pass on to their child-
ren, which obviously means that their children can as well.
Culture — along with closely related items such as ones politi-
cal beliefs — is for the individual not immutable.  Presupposing
the superiority of Anglo-Saxon liberalism, aware of other possi-
bilities, and given that we are “... creatures who can, and cannot
but, make choices ...” (Flew, 1991: p. 123), minorities in Britain
(or indeed in any reasonably free country) who persist in adher-
ing to (or indeed acquiring) core cultural mores which are not
merely non-Anglo-Saxon (qua culture) but necessarily anti-
Anglo-Saxon ought at the very most to be coldly tolerated, and
preferably condemned.  But it is vital that the other side of this
is highlighted too.  For if it is true that people from cultural
minorities which are indeed often temporally coterminous with
racial minorities — both can and should throw off their old cul-
ture and broadly accept the indigenous one, then the corollary
of this is that those from the indigenous culture must allow them
so to do and not make the mistake of confusing immutable
racial characteristics with mutable cultural ones, or of falling
prey to simple racism and not permitting them the chance.

No-one should be in any doubt that genuine racists use attacks
on certain cultures and multiculturalism generally as a cover for
their racism.  For example, considering the admittedly by then
negligible phenomenon of anti-Semitism in Britain, Bernard
Levin (1988: p. 131) noted how anti-Semites often used the ‘Is-
rael-shaped figleaf’ of anti-Zionism as a cover for their real mo-
tives.  There is a reason why hostility towards Israel is so rou-

tine and prominent amongst latter-day ‘far-Right’ groups, and it
is not just due to some sense of solidarity with the Palestinians.

Far more importantly — since in modern Britain they are far
more powerful — the multicultural Left have conflated these
two categories because by extending the concept of culture to
encompass race, they have managed to bring about a situation
whereby any criticism of a non-Western culture can be smeared
as ‘racist’ and thereby silenced.

MODERN LEFT MULTICULTURALISM:
A SUMMATION OF THE KEY POINTS

It has been my thesis that multiculturalism is part of a mixed
agenda of a resurgent new Left elite.  At its most materialistic,
the fostering of social division, once done in the democratic
West on the basis of social class but now equally frequently on
the basis of identity (Cable, 1994), and the creation and main-
tenance of large numbers of the poor and ill-educated, offer
wide ‘employment opportunities’ for the new Left elites.  As
Margaret Thatcher (1999) so succinctly put it, “... the utopia of
multiculturalism involves a bureaucratic class presiding over a
nation divided into a variety of ethnic nationalities”.

At its most ideological, the new Left has realised that a primary
mistake of the 20th century in the political battle for the Anglo-
Saxon countries, beyond of course making empirically falsifi-
able claims about economics, was that it never sufficiently
undermined an attachment to certain cultural values antipathetic
to socialism (and its sibling fascism too).  By capturing the key
sectors of education, the falsifying of history, and the vilifica-
tion of Anglo-Saxon liberalism, the new Left seeks, not only to
promote a multiculturalist ideology for its own sake, but also to
destroy much of the basis of any resistance to collectivism.

This Leftist multiculturalism has moved to counter and indeed
prevent the formation of any opposition to its work by the bril-
liantly successful device of falsely conflating race and culture,
the latter becoming almost infinitely elastic in its possible de-
finitions.  As a result, many would-be critics of multicultu-
ralism, terrified of being labelled ‘racist’, one of the modern
world’s great ideological and moral sins, have been cowed into
silence.
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