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The white problem

THE PROBLEM OF RACIAL DISCRIMATION AND RACIAL PREJUDICE presents
a different face in different countries. In Rhodesia, discussed in this
issue of ANARCHY by Jeremy Westall, who has lived and worked in that
country, the question is simply one of how long 217,000 people of
European origin think they can dominate nearly four million non-
Europeans. In Britain the question is that of why 820,000 ‘“‘coloured”
people constitute a problem in a country of 54 millions. Just as in
Germany there was really no ‘“Jewish problem™, only a German
problem, so in Britain there is no ‘“colour problem”, only a white
problem.

Students of the white problem and its solution differ widely in their
interpretations. In this issue of ANARCHY opinions vary from Albert
Meltzer’s opinion that the problem is simply that of a class-divided
society—that racial tensions will always exist in a society of haves and
have-nots, and that liberal-minded people who want to ameliorate the
situation, are simply deceiving themselves since they attack symptoms
and not causes, to A. S. Neill’s conclusion that it is in fact authoritarian
methods of child-rearing which produce hatred instead of a ‘‘natural
charity and tolerance”.

A few years ago the Oxford City Council demolished the walls
which had been built across two streets twenty-five years earlier by an
estate development company in order to segregate their private housing
estate from the council house tenants on the other side. The City
Council first demolished them in 1938 but had to build them again
after losing the resultant legal battle. One of them was knocked down
in 1943 by the army and re-erected by the War Office. Finally, in 1959,
the Council succeeded in buying the walls for about £1,000 in order
to demolish them.

This story reminds us that prejudice is not the monopoly of the
poor and ignorant, and that it is not confined to ‘“‘race relations”. The
prejudiced person is almost invariably one who sees the ‘‘out-group”
as ‘“‘in some way or other constituting a threat to his own personal
security and status”. The work of Adorno and his colleagues in
America (The Authoritarian Personality) and of Eysenck in this country
(The Psychology of Politics) suggests that the person who is hostile to
his coloured fellow-citizens as a group, is also anti-semitic, and has a:
whole range of other hierarchical, authoritarian, exploitive and anti-
rational attitudes which do not at first sight seem related to each other.
It is difficult however to find a dividing line between people whose
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prejudice is an aspect of their personality and those for w it i
gl(;:rely an unthinking acceptance of poplﬁar stereotypes.r I\i*l(()m:mlé i:
Pr;{:‘ g_gi’]u.dlc;d3 but, as Anthony Rich1_1101_1d concluded in his Colour
cou]n e in Britain (written before prejudice became endemic in this
“Severe prejudice is a product of basic personalit i
of the most important functions of the hgme is lt(); t;?cl)tsideogg
a_tmosphcre of .lovc and security, in which the child can grow to
view life experiences as rewarding rather than deprivational. The
building up of such Dbersonalities begins at birth and coritinues
throughou_t life. Radical changes may be necessary in traditional
parent/qh;ld relationships if adults with balanced integrated
personahtu_es are to be created who can face difficulties without
undue anxiety, and who do not need to resort to violent prejudices
In order to maintain their own self-esteem. Clearly the develop-
ment of a secure home background must be accompanied by pa
social system in which there is a minimum of avoidable occasions
for fear: unemployment, war and ajl the other causes of fear in

J

No one can doubt that this is so. The relation b i i
and prejudice was succinctly illustrated in an Ameri?:;vx:etiagvgifgc;trilotg
by correlating the rise and fall of the price of cotton with the annual
number of Iynchlngs. The outbreaks of racial violence in Nottingham
and Nottmg_ Hill in 1958 coincided with the rise in unemployment
Anthony Rlchmond’s study of prejudice against West Indians in
leprpool led him to the hypothesis that prejudice is a function of
social and sexual status factors, but that discrimination tends to be
governed more by economic considerations,

; But we cannot, in Practice, postpone attempts judi
until all our other social and ecolrjlcc))ml;c problemls) artcosﬁe:c(lze g;];(li;ig
than we can refrain from attempting to wean the authoritarian character
from his “ethnocentrism”, however early in life he may have developed
it. James 'Rob'b observed in his investigation of anti-semitism (Working-
Class Antisemite) that though its connection with social and econom?c
upheavals Is too well-attested to be denied, the connection is neither
simple nor direct. Certainty of employment, better housing and other
social reforms, can lower its incidence “by avoiding the activation of

prejudice potential in individuals whose ersonalities are incli
wards this reaction.” i AR

 Thus it may be said that both the “‘economic” 7
loglcgl” e)gplanatipns of the white problem are valid.a n(\l?thﬁaet dg?slc?}?c;
well-mtcnt_lor'led.cnizcn do about it? It is perfectly true that the brunt
of the assimilation of immigrants has to be borne by those who both
economically and psychologically are least armed to bear it, and that
consequently the only really valid thing to do about this is to change
the social order. It is at the same time true that one of the chief
barriers to “inter-racial understanding” is the tendency to lump people
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together into groups based on stereotypes. (The stereotypes which are
actually applied to West Indians, or Pakistanis are not really worth
discussing because they are the almost universal in-group stereotypes
of the out-group. The out-group is dirty, wants to make money without
working, is endowed with some special sexual prowess, and lives only
for pleasure. The same kind of stereotype applied at one time to the
Irish, and then to the Poles, and then to the Italians, but these less
visually obvious groups have not been ‘“‘upgraded” just as the Negroes
in New York were upgraded by the arrival of the Puerto Ricans.)

One thing that American experience teaches us is that propaganda
has little or no effect in these circumstances. You can’t sell tolerance
like a soap powder. Moral persuasion is out too. Philip Ward, in this
issue of ANARCHY describes graphically the difficulties facing the teacher
in trying to combat racial prejudice. Certainly in stressing that the
only effective work in curing inter-group tensions is on the level of
individual and face-to-face groups, we have to emphasise that patronising
attempts from outside to “bring the races together” for social activities,
are likely to be ineffective as propaganda.

We hope in a further issue of ANARCHY to discuss those activities
which stand a chance of being useful.

To hell with liberalism
ALBERT MELTZER

WHEN THE SEVENTH EARL OF SHAFTESBURY DIED in 1885, hundreds of
religious and philanthropic institutions were represented at his funeral
in Westminster Abbey. They included any number of Ragged Schools,
the Reformatory and Refuge Union, Hoxton Costers’ Mission, St.
James’s Home for Female Inebriates, Destitute Children’s Dinner
Society, Female Mission to the Fallen, Gordon Memorial Fund for the
Benefit of Poor Children, and so on, an impressive roll call of Victorian
do-goodery. Many respectable citizens shook their heads at such
philanthropy in the slums—in the manner of Punch’s Challoner-like
cartoonist they depicted the destitute Hoxton coster or the ragged child
saying when he saw yet another helpful visitor—‘‘Let’s ’eave arf-a-brick
at ’im”. The “‘destitute child” or the “fallen female’” may well have
been pleased with their bowl of hot nourishing soup and instructive
religious tract, and it may well have been better to have attended the
Ragged School than no school at all, but the growth of the working-class
movement is a series of metaphorical half-bricks heaved at men like
Lord Shaftesbury no less than at the Punch gentleman-fascist ideal.
The sophistication of the present day does not permit such wonder-
fully expressive titles as those used in Lord Shaftesbury’s day (the Ogle
Mews Ragged School, the Society for the Improvement of the Condition
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of the Labouring Classes). In any case, the labouring class has
improved its condition by its own efforts. Philanthropy has given place
to liberalism. People are enabled to do something for those “less for-
tuhate than themselves” by joining the League for the Rights of Man,
the Association for the Advancement of the Coloured People, the
Committee against Racial Discrimination, the Movement for Colonial
Freedom. But their language has not really changed much.

_ “I went into the army in 1939 because I couldn’t sit by and
see the Jewish people wiped out. I was opposed to war all the
same.”’ A.B., an engineer.

“We’ve got to do something to help these poor devils who
come over here. After all, negroes are human beings, the same
as us.” . C.D., Post Office clerk.

“What are we doing for the less fortunate nations?”

, E.F., pacifist speaker.

My dear liberal friends, why do you not call your organisations by
such names as Socijety for the Poor Blacks, League for the Downtrodden
Jews, Union for the Betterment of the Underdeveloped Nations? (One
cannot be too satirical—the last phrase is actually in use.) And why
are you surprised that not only the working classes (for whom you have
done so much—but then, the Guinness family did a lot for the poor
people of Dublin, as Brendan Behan remarked, and the poor people
of Dublin did quite a lot for the Guinness family), but also the Black
Moslems and the people of Watts County, are all heaving half-bricks
at you? !

We were assured that when Smethwick rejected Mr. Patrick Gordon-
Walker, it was a blow to human dignity and freedom, and when Leyton
declined him, also, racial discrimination was apparent. Yet the half-
brick sustained by Mr. Gordon-Walker may have been a lucky shot
in its way. As Foreign Secretary, so right-wing a figure would have
been a major disaster in handling such matters as Viet-Nam. Mr,
Stewart, as locum tenens, has been bad enough, but the setback to the
leading right-winger of the Party may have restrained him a little. It is
unfashionable today to suggest the working class may sometimes be
right. Perhaps Smethwick knew full well what it was doing in rejecting
Mr. Gordon-Walker. He was, after all, not a member of any racial
minority. Any so-called left-winger of the Labour Party could have
retained the seat—even a right-winger with a working-class background
could have retained it—even somebody like Shinwell could have kept it,
despite being a Jew (which has never been an electoral liability in
England), despite being 80 years old and quite as reactionary as Gordon-
Walker. As a member of the Front Bench, engrossed in foreign affairs
(like Viet-Nam), Gordon-Walker could and did offer nothing. But
Smethwick was a ‘‘safe seat”, so it did not matter. But there was some
racial discontent (nobody disputes that) and so it did matter.

Yet even so, was Smethwick entirely wrong? Its people did not
want to go on living in the slums with coloured immigrants. Why do
coloured immigrants live in the slums? Because they cannot get out of
them. Would anyone from Smethwick mind living in Hampstead
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‘Garden Suburb, like the members of the Labour Front Bench, with

neighbours who might be equally as black as those in Smethwick, but
not quite so ubiquitous? It is easy to live in Hampstead, with an Indian
doctor next door, to whom one says “Good morning” over the holly-
hocks, and join CARD; it is quite a different matter to live in Smethwick
and have a West Indian family over one’s head playing jazz until 2 a.m.
The working-class may express themselves badly on the matter. But
basically what they are complaining about (in England, at least) is the
conditions under which they live. It is automatically assumed by the
liberal that this is the same problem that exists in the Southern States

‘of the U.S.A., or South Africa, but it is not.

It is racialism. What is wrong with racialism? It has always been
highly inconvenient both to political and to economic imperialism to
find that some folk traditions could not be readily wiped out.
Nationalism has always served the State, but racialism has sometimes
tripped it up. - By making all the people in one country citizens of one
nation-State, the State has canalised their obedience: exacting tribute
from them just as leng as it had authority over them. Yet nationality
can be exchanged like a worn-out suit; indeed, the Englishman who
emigrates to a country of similar language or culture changes his
nationality quicker than he wears out his suit, and by the time he is
sartorially indistinguishable from his new compatriots he is probably
sneering at ‘‘pommies” or ‘limeys” with the best of them. Folk
differences, however, make it difficult for the State: the Romans found
the Jews stubborn and the Celts indigestible, and the Coal Board cannot
get Welsh miners to go and work in Lancashire. The American workers
objected to cheap Chinese labour coming into the U.S.A. at the same
time as the Chinese themselves were hounding the Manchurians out of
China. It suits the State at times to call for liberalism. The U.S.
today would like a little more liberalism in race relationship, without
altering the economic status of the Southern Negro, but the white is too
ignorant and the Negro too poor to accept this legacy of Kennedy, who
was not even much of a liberal saint but the best they can offer us.

It would be very convenient for a modern liberal government if
we had no differences at all. Like the ideal Chinese worker of Mao
Tse Tung, clad in identical blue tunics, we could all turn up to work
wherever we were sent, a nation of blue ants, industriously toiling for
our masters, who could be kindly and tolerant scholars living in elegant
homes, giving us the benefit of their wisdom. This is the utopia of
statesmanship. They would impose it if they could. The fact, however,
that liberalism still exists is an indication that sometimes the blue ants
can occasionally sting. Of course anyone with a grain of working-class
experience knows that racial discrimination, race hate and the like are
evil things, as much as any liberal. But there are other evil things too
and one depends upon the other. The housing situation is the particular
one in this country, and if this had been remedied, there would have
been no colour clashes any more than there were in the days when
Limehouse faced a similar wave of immigration. When the housing
problem eases, the problem of race relationship also eases. What causes






