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Abstract
The interview with Sandy McBurney 
in last week’s paper was an excellent 
exploration of the issues posed by the 
Scottish independence referendum 
(‘Don’t march with nationalists’, May 
22). It also somewhat inadvertently 
exposed the weakness of the position 
being put forward by the CPGB 
comrades for the coming referendum, 
advocating an ‘active boycott’.

The coming referendum is a very 
straightforward question involving 
whether Scotland separates from the 
current UK state or not. It is not a sop 
or an adjustment in the relationship 
between different parts of the existing 
UK state, as was the referendum on 
devolution in the early period of the first 
Blair government. Then it was arguably 
correct to boycott the referendum, as 
it was a cosmetic change and did not 
put the question of self-determination 
onto the agenda. No-one could vote in 
that referendum as to whether or not 
the component nations which make up 
the UK state should remain attached, 
and what form that attachment could 
take. That was completely excluded 
from the debate, and the outcome of the 
proposed tinkering with the UK state 
that was proposed by Blair and co was 
something in which the working class, 
considered as a political class, had no 
decisive interest either way.

This is not true in this referendum. 
If Scotland does declare for 
independence, it will de facto lay the 
basis for a breakdown of the unity of the 
working class on this island, as comrade 
McBurney notes. This is something 
we as communists need to oppose in 
current circumstances loud and clear. 
The fact that the Scottish National 
Party and its ‘left’ camp-followers are 
struggling to succeed in their crusade 
for independence shows that the 
divisions in the working class, which 
is what counts for us, are nowhere near 
at the point that it would be correct for 
communists to advocate independence 
in order to undermine those divisions. 
The project of the nationalists, and 
their despairing ‘left’ tails, is therefore 
to win their demand for independence 
by actually promoting ‘left’ illusions 
in nationalism and thereby deepening 
those divisions. As communists, we 
should be opposing that by openly 
advocating a ‘no’ vote.

Of course, we cannot have anything 
to do with the official ‘no’ campaign, 
Better Together, which is driven by 
English chauvinism and brazenly 
attempting to bully Scots by telling them 
that, if they do vote for independence, 
they will face exclusion from the 
European Union, a breaking of currency 
and other economic ties with London, 
almost a blockade, etc. We cannot 
associate with this ‘no’ campaign of 
our class enemies, both because of 
simple class principle and also for the 
pragmatic reason that their bullying 
chauvinism is the best recruiting 
sergeant that the ‘yes’ campaign could 
hope for. As communists and democrats, 
we should make it abundantly clear 
that, if the Scottish people do vote for 
independence and any attempt is made 
by Westminster to deny that right, we 
will take sides with the Scottish people 
unconditionally and even actively 
support the resort to armed force to 
resist such anti-democratic coercion.

But the chauvinist, bullying official 
‘no’ campaign does not mean that 
we should advocate a boycott of the 
referendum. What kind of purchase 
do the comrades think this could 
ever have? Only those indifferent to 
Scottish independence either way 
could consider doing that. But, if you 
are indifferent to Scottish independence 
either way, why bother to conduct any 

special propaganda against Scottish 
nationalism? In fact, I know full well 
that the comrades are not indifferent 
to this - they are flatly opposed to 
promoting national divisions in this way. 
Which makes the demand for a boycott 
even less explicable, except perhaps as 
a flinch from the smears of pro-British 
unionism, etc, that will inevitably come 
from the left nationalists against anyone 
on the left who advocates a ‘no’ vote.

Sandy McBurney points out that this 
has no purchase at all, that the advocates 
of boycotts in previous referenda have 
capitulated to the ‘yes’ camp. Hardly 
surprising, as this referendum poses 
the national question point blank, 
unlike previous ones which elaborately 
avoided it. The minority who refuse to 
vote are more likely to do so through 
anti-politics sentiment than a worked-
out class position. And abstaining on 
the national question when it is posed 
so clearly is not a class position in any 
case.

I know the CPGB comrades have 
no presence on the ground in Scotland. 
But they are missing out on both a 
duty and an opportunity to help and 
encourage a working class, socialist 
‘no’ campaign. This should at least 
involve encouraging principled Scottish 
socialists like comrade McBurney to 
take whatever initiatives are feasible 
along these lines.

And it should also involve coverage, 
and a critically sympathetic attitude 
towards, George Galloway’s ‘Just say 
naw’ campaign, which, as comrade 
McBurney himself points out, is just 
about the only attempt to put forward 
working class arguments against the 
Scottish separatist campaign in front 
of a working class audience. The Weekly 
Worker should be encouraging Scottish 
socialists to work with comrade 
Galloway in this endeavour.

It is not easy to smear comrade 
Galloway as a unionist, given his long 
record of opposition to Nato (which is 
supported by the SNP) and his strident 
and principled opposition to British 
imperialism over the Iraq war, being 
expelled from Labour for demanding 
stiffer Arab resistance to the imperialist 
invasion, among other things. On this 
question, as over Iraq, despite his 
reformism and his mainstream illusions 
about World War II, Galloway stands 
out as the most principled, if somewhat 
maverick, figure among traditional left 
reformists, who is prepared to swim 
against a reactionary stream. Sometimes 
he puts others, who are formally far to 
his left, to shame.

Finally, comrade McBurney is 
wrong when he states that the slogan 
of a federal republic “has no purchase 
in the present debate”, and that “Since 
Scotland is not an oppressed country and 
is not being denied self-determination 
- hence the referendum … the call for 
a federal republic is abstract and does 
not really deal with the matter under 
discussion.”

Actually, the slogan of a federal 
republic could be injected into a 
socialist, working class ‘no’ campaign 
as our alternative to the twin 
nationalisms on offer: English/British 
chauvinism and Scottish separatism. It 
is the counterposition on the national 
question to both of these reactionary 
trends - a voluntary union of nations 
incorporating the right to secede. A 
socialist ‘no’ campaign could arguably 
argue along the lines of the slogans: 
“Vote no to Scottish separation! Fight 
for a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, and for a united, 
independent Ireland! Fight for working 
class unity and socialism!” This could 
profitably be injected into a socialist 
‘no’ campaign by communists.
Ian Donovan
email

Spoiler
Sandy McBurney says it is “British 
nationalism versus Scottish nationalism 

and you are being encouraged to take 
your pick between these two evils”.

This is indeed the observation of the 
Socialist Party of Great Britain, which 
has branches in Glasgow and Edinburgh, 
plus a smattering of individual members 
throughout Scotland, but failed to get 
a mention in the Becker/McBurney 
interview.

Those who know the SPGB will not 
be at all surprised that we suggest the 
third option to either ‘yes’ or ‘no’ in the 
referendum and that is to spoil the ballot 
paper by writing ‘World socialism’ (or 
words to that effect)) across it.

Apart from that bit of nit-picking, 
the general gist of the article criticising 
the typical faulty logic of the left 
nationalists is one we concur with 
and frequently echo in the Scottish 
branches’ blog at http://socialist-courier.
blogspot.com.
Alan Johnstone
SPGB

PCS controversy
The Public and Commercial Services 
national conference took place last 
week in Brighton and the main issue 
hanging over all the decisions was 
whether PCS is to merge with Unite - 
with the national executive committee 
suffering a setback.

Standing orders had allowed 
emergency motions to make this a 
three-way debate. Conference could 
vote for no-precondition talks and a 
special delegate conference to debate 
the terms; or minimum conditions 
and a special conference; or a motion, 
which I favoured, calling for merger 
talks to cease. The NEC fielded all 
their conference big hitters in favour 
of a merger - sorry, special conference 
- and also had five-minute speeches on 
all three motions, plus a right of reply.

I pointed to Unite’s practices, which 
compare badly to ours (to the horror of 
delegates, who have not been told what 
is in Unite’s appalling rule book). PCS 
has membership authority to stand anti-
cuts candidates to the left of Labour (but 
has still not done so to date), but Unite 
rules are crystal-clear - only Labour 
Party candidates can be supported 
by any part of Unite. The NEC and 
their followers once again ignored my 
questions on why they now no longer 
have a democratic accountability 
bottom line.

Unite’s affiliation to the Labour 
Party was also a big issue. The NEC and 
their supporters referred to the Collins 
report, which would allow members to 
opt out of the political levy. But I said 
that Unite had already decided to top up 
Labour funds to make up for any monies 
lost due to opt-outs. Even some Labour 
members opposed PCS taking us into 
a Labour-affiliated union without any 
mandate from our members.

The NEC called for a card vote 
and lost its motion by 30,000 votes. I 
heard that a Unite delegation present 
in the observers’ gallery stormed out 
of the hall on declaration of that result. 
Conference then voted in favour of 
the Socialist Workers Party’s favoured 
motion, so the NEC still have their 
special conference and can offer a few 
minor concessions to get the merger 
through - so they hope.

It will be interesting to see how the 
Socialist Party now handle the special 
delegate conference and what Unite 
general secretary Len McCluskey will 
offer as a sweetener. It is clear that 
most PCS activists value our far better 
democratic practices and structures than 
exist in Unite. They also greatly value 
not being affiliated to the Labour Party 
and the independent PCS leadership 
continually calling for maximum trade 
union united action against austerity 
and for a pay rise. That voice will be 
snuffed out if we are taken over by - 
sorry, merge with - Unite.

On Scottish independence the 
NEC’s motion reaffirmed the decision 
of Scottish branches that PCS 

adopt a neutral stance in the coming 
referendum. In my speech I stated 
once again that the independence 
vote will take place under capitalism, 
that you cannot have socialism in 
one country, that no-one can reliably 
predict the economic consequences of 
independence and that those claiming 
an independent Scotland will be far 
more progressive and beneficial were 
adopting an ‘I’m alright, Jock’ attitude 
(to some laughter and some po faces). 
I pointed out that we feel unease at 
being in a sea of English flags, but not 
amidst a sea of saltires. The president 
interrupted near the end, admonishing 
me for speaking against independence 
rather than sticking to neutrality.

Clearly riled by my comments about 
the incredible pull of nationalism, 
some delegates decided to state that 
self-determination is not nationalism 
and that they were raising legitimate 
trade union demands, not pandering to 
nationalism. (I was impressed with the 
interview in last week’s Weekly Worker, 
which noted how certain Scottish 
socialists are desperately trying to play 
down their nationalistic opportunism).

A motion on immigration, clearly 
from an SWP member, committed PCS 
to defend immigrants and to support 
mobilisations by Unite Against Fascism 
against the English Defence League’s 
racist marches. I wanted to know if 
the motion committed PCS to support 
open borders/uncontrolled immigration. 
I also repeated the point that if all 
immigration controls are racist, then 
all nations with immigration controls 
are racist too. I mentioned that the way 
to deal with the UK Independence Party 
is not simply to accuse them of racism 
(and those who vote for them), but to 
stress they support privatisation, are 
anti-public services, anti-union and 
pro-big business.

The president, chairing conference, 
rather tetchily stated the motion did 
not mention open borders and the 
moving branch did not need to reply! 
Conference, and my delegation, were 
therefore able to support the motion 
that does not support open borders. 
Speaking to the mover afterwards, she 
also stated the motion was not about 
open borders and was also rather tetchy 
(she had seen my letters in the Weekly 
Worker and disapproved). So both the 
SP (who are against open borders) and 
the SWP (who are for) did not want 
to publicly declare their stance when 
I gave them a clear opportunity to do 
so! I think they both know even a PCS 
conference would not endorse an open 
borders policy.

On industrial strategy PCS has not 
called a strike in a year now, but debates 
mentioned a number of unions calling 
for united strike action on July 10 over 
pay. The NEC stated they’d consider 
this and would contact those unions, but 
mentioned we’ve seen unions declare 
action, then pull out at the last minute, 
leaving PCS high and dry.

In the NEC elections the Democracy 
Alliance between the SP-controlled Left 
Unity and the mainly Labourite PCS 
Democrats achieved a 100% clean 
sweep. It seems that Left Unity had 
culled the number of SWP candidates to 
a bare minimum - I do not know if this 
is to do with the splits within the SWP 
or some tactical falling out. My own 
vote, as the sole Socialist Independent, 
increased by 800 votes despite a lower 
turnout.
Dave Vincent
Manchester

Migration error
When the 1923 German revolution was 
crushed, the degeneration of the Soviet 
state accelerated. Some communists 
attribute this to the brute shock of 
defeat (leading them to overstate the 
consequences of other defeats), but 
hindsight supports a different principle: 
the level of the proletariat’s political 
consciousness in a degenerated workers’ 

state in the periphery depends on the 
communist possibilities in the core.

Mike Macnair accurately pinpoints 
the (heretofore) explanatory weakness 
of Trotsky’s ‘degenerated workers’ 
state’ theory: the quiescence of the 
Soviet workers before and during 
the dismantling of the Soviet Union 
(‘Exploitation and illusions about “anti-
imperialism”’, May 15).

The lacuna is important (and will 
be filled shortly), but I also note that 
Trotsky’s theory explains developments 
that aren’t explained by comrade 
Macnair’s theory - he takes the view 
(along with others who differ with him 
on some specifics) that the Soviet Union 
had no mode of production. The no-
mode-of-production theory makes it 
a remarkable coincidence that Russia 
stumbled into a historical dead end that 
just happened to create (uniquely, in the 
20th century) an industrial country out 
of one mired in landlordism, a basic 
historical task. It also fails to explain 
why the Soviet workers defended for 
decades certain socialist rights (like 
the right to a job) unheard of under 
capitalism. Comrade Macnair’s no-
mode-of-production theory explains 
Soviet proletarian rights as being 
rigidified ideological rationalisations, 
but Marxists should know that, where 
the rulers’ material interests are at 
stake, ideology is flexible. ‘No mode 
of production’ fails to explain the 
rigidity of the dominant ideology or 
the authorities’ practical respect for it.

Comrade Macnair’s theory loses 
its only explanatory advantage, 
that regarding Soviet proletarians’ 
quiescence, once we recognise that the 
proletariat’s political horizon in the 
periphery is limited by the absence of 
communist possibilities in the core.

During the 1950s and 60s, workers 
should have sought state control over 
the rapid automation driving speed-up 
and overtime, but instead shamefacedly 
pursued (as ‘featherbedding’) limited 
control at the plant level. Among 
socialists and communists, the 
disorientation stemmed from failure 
to adjust classical Marxism to the era 
of capitalist decay and to a lingering 
belief that capitalist growth brings a 
better life for the masses under decaying 
capitalism: the same kind of political 
error as, today, refusing to demand 
capital and immigration controls.
Stephen Diamond
email

EDL reception
In 2013 two Asian men and an Asian 
woman were arrested in Stevenage and 
charged with trafficking underage girls 
for sex, and at a preliminary hearing in 
February the case was adjourned and 
the defendants bailed.

There have been a number of anti-
Islamic incidents in the town - in 
particular, some recent attacks on the 
central mosque, which serves its small 
Muslim population - and now it seems 
that the fascist EDL has decided that 
it is ready to start the next step on its 
glorious struggle to save that poor 
oppressed minority: the English!

The actual support for the league 
in the town is thought to be very low, 
and comments on the group’s social 
media suggest that a number of the 
marchers will be coming for a day 
trip on June 7 from outside Stevenage. 
Comrades from the town’s trades 
council and long established Socialist 
Party branch are making plans for 
a counterdemonstration. The police 
presence is likely to be heavy, and this 
will no doubt become one of those 
familiar scenes, where supporters 
of the EDL and their opponents find 
themselves encircled by police for a 
few hours.

This event does, however, mark 
possibly the first attempt of any 
rightwing organisation to demonstrate 
in the town, which isn’t particularly 
known for its political demonstrations 
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CPGB podcasts
Every Monday we upload a podcast commenting on the current 
political situation. In addition, the site features voice files of public 
meetings and other events: http://cpgb.org.uk/home/podcasts. 
London Communist Forum
Sunday June 1, 5pm: Weekly political report from CPGB Provisional 
Central Committee, followed by open discussion and Capital reading 
group. Calthorpe Arms, 252 Grays Inn Road, London WC1. This 
meeting: Vol 1, appendix: ‘Results of the immediate process of 
production’ (continued).
Organised by CPGB: www.cpgb.org.uk.
Radical Anthropology Group
Introduction to anthropology: Cosmology, history and archaeology
Tuesday June 3, 6.30pm: ‘Affliction and sorcery among the Miskitu 
of Nicaragua’. Speaker: Mark Jamieson.
Cock Tavern, 23 Phoenix Road, London NW1 (five minutes walk from 
Euston station). Admission free, but donations appreciated.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group: 
www.radicalanthropologygroup.org.
Queers Against the Cuts
Thursday May 29, 7 pm: Meeting, Ron Todd House, 33-37 Moreland 
Street, London EC1.
Organised by Sertuc LGBT: www.facebook.com/leftfrontart.
Scottish referendum and socialists
Thursday May 29, 6.30 pm: Debate - yes or no, Central United 
Reform Church, 60 Norfolk Street, Sheffield S1. Speakers: Mick 
Napier (Radical Independence Campaign), Sandy McBurney (Left 
Unity Glasgow).
Organised by Left Unity Sheffield:
www.facebook.com/groups/SheffieldLeftUnity.
Readers against Gove
Friday May 30, 4pm: Read-in against changes to curriculum, department 
for education, Sanctuary Buildings, 20 Great Smith Street, London SW1.
Organised by National Union of Teachers: www.teachers.org.uk.
Jews for Justice for Palestinians
Saturday May 31, 7pm: Book launch, Conway Hall, 25 Red Lion Square, 
London WC1. Norman Finkelstein introduces Old wine, broken bottle.
Organised by Jews for Justice for Palestinians: www.jfjfp.com.
Benn’s alternative to austerity
Saturday May 31, 2pm: Meeting to celebrate Tony Benn’s vision 
for society, Brighton Community Centre, North Road, Brighton BN1. 
Speakers: Jeremy Corbyn MP; Nancy Platts, Labour candidate for Brighton 
Kemptown; Steve Yandell, RMT; Robb Johnson with protest songs.
Organised by Labour Representation Committee: www.l-r-c.org.uk.
Remember Kingsley Burrell 
Saturday May 31, 12.30pm: March and demo on third anniversary of 
Kingsley Burell’s death in custody. March from Holyhead School, Holyhead 
Road, Handsworth, Birmingham B21 to Lloyd House police headquarters, 
Colmore Circus, Birmingham B4. ‘Justice delayed is justice denied.’
Organised by Campaign4Justice4Kingsley:
www.facebook.com/Justice4Kingsley.
Stand up for Palestine
Tuesday June 3, 7.30pm: Comedy fundraiser for Palestine Solidarity 
Campaign, Red Gallery, 3 Rivington Street, London EC2. With Stewart 
Lee, Shazia Mirza, Ava Vidal, Jen Brister, Nish Kumar and more.
Organised by PSC: www.palestinecampaign.org.
No more deaths in detention
Tuesday June 3, 6pm: Film screening, Brixton Community Base, 
lower hall, Talma Road, London SW2. Showing of Ken Fero’s 
documentary about the death of immigration detainees, Justice denied. 
Organised by Anti-Raids Network: https://network23.org/antiraids. 
Remember Tony Benn
Thursday June 5, 6.30pm: Celebrating his life and politics, Camden 
Town Hall, Judd Street, London WC1. An evening of appreciations, 
memories, spoken word, film and music.
Organised by Stop the War Coalition: www.stopwar.org.uk.
Chainmakers celebration
Saturday June 7, 11am to 5pm: Festival, Bearmore Park, Bearmore 
Road, Cradley Heath, Sandwell, West Midlands. Commemorating the 
10-week strike by women chainmakers in 1910.
Organised by Midlands TUC: www.midlandstucmedia.blogspot.co.uk.
Evict bedroom tax
Saturday June 7, 12 noon to 5pm: National meeting, Central Hall, 
Oldham Street, Manchester M1.
Organised by Anti Bedroom Tax and Benefit Justice:  
www.antibedroomtax.org.uk.
Surround Harmondsworth!
Saturday June 7, 1pm: Demonstration, Harmondsworth Detention 
Centre, West Drayton, Middlesex UB7.
Organised by Movement for Justice:
www.facebook.com/movementforjustice.
Kinsley evictions walk
Sunday June 8, 2pm: Commemorative guided walk. Assemble at 
the winding wheel outside Fitzwilliam railway station, Fitzwilliam, 
Pontefract, West Yorkshire. No charge.
Organised by Wakefield Socialist History Group:  
www.theredshed.org.uk/SocialHist.html.
CPGB wills
Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s 
name and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your 
will. If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us.

- but, whenever they do take place, they 
are leftwing in character. Support for 
the miners in 1984-85, and again in 92 
was consistent, and a march and rally 
against the Criminal Justice Bill of the 
early 90s was also strongly attended.

Although the EDL’s appearance 
on the streets here is likely to be a 
small affair, comrades are of course 
welcome to come and join the 
counterdemonstration on June 7. The 
EDL are scheduled to start their march 
at 1pm on a route close to Stevenage 
train station.
John Masters
Stevenage

Training process
The ‘15 Now’ campaign was initiated in 
the mood of euphoria which prevailed 
shortly after the victory of Kshama 
Sawant, who openly campaigned as a 
socialist and, in a historic victory, was 
elected to the Seattle city council.

At first, it appeared to many that 
all Seattle workers would soon be 
making at least $15 an hour. Both 
mayoral candidates in the November 
2013 election had supported $15. The 
city council was favourable also. And 
the city’s hip, cool Stranger newspaper 
(which had worked so hard to get 
Sawant elected) and the powerful trade 
union bureaucrats were backing the $15 
campaign to the hilt.

More than this, Sawant’s Socialist 
Alternative organisation, which created 
the ‘15 Now’ organisation in January, 
had a foolproof ‘back-up plan’ if the 
promises of the mayor and city council 
turned out to be empty: a city charter 
amendment that could be taken to the 
voters in November and which could 
harvest the overwhelming popular 
support for a big hike in the minimum 
wage, as reported in a poll announced 
by the Stranger.

What could possibly go wrong? It 
turns out that all the usual things could 
go wrong. The proposal backed by the 
mayor and the city council is widely 
known for having more holes than 
Swiss cheese, and growing new holes 
daily, as the mayor and city council 
scramble to get approval for the plan 
from the corporate moneybags who 
really run the city. Instead of 15 Now, 
the current plan is more like 14 in 10 
years, and may not even apply to things 
like training wages - which would be 
widely applied in the fast food industry, 
which typically has a 90% annual 
turnover in its workforce.

How about the back-up plan? Well, 
it turns out there is a problem with 
that also. 15 Now avoided collecting 
signatures until recently in order to 
avoid offending the mayor and trade 
union bureaucrats - who complained 
that launching such a ballot initiative 
would amount to ‘class war’.

At this time it is unclear if the 
15 Now organisation will even be 
able to collect the 50,000 signatures 
necessary to qualify for the ballot. 
And even if enough signatures are 
collected it appears likely that the 15 
Now leadership has little stomach for a 
serious fight against corporate interests, 
which would challenge the ballot 
measure with truckloads of money.

And the poll results breathlessly 
announced by the Stranger showing 
overwhelming support for $15 an hour? 
It turns out the poll was not based on 
realistic conditions. More realistic 
would be to first subject people who 
answer the poll to dozens of hours to 
slick, lying TV, radio and newspaper 
ads (such as we would be bombarded 
with this fall) that dramatically describe 
how a higher minimum wage would 
wreck the economy and cost the poll-
taker his job, home and family.

There is another, more important 
reason that the 15 Now organisation 
is unlikely to go forward with a ballot 
initiative: their ‘allies’ would desert 
them in a heartbeat. The trade union 
bureaucrats, whose entire careers are 
based on their ability to sell out workers, 
have made clear that they oppose the 
ballot initiative and will side with the 

mayor.
It would be great if 15 Now, against 

the internal logic of everything they 
have done so far, went ahead with a 
ballot fight this fall. Win or lose, an open 
fight would raise the consciousness of 
a large number of people and open up 
space for independent work in favour 
of a higher minimum wage. That is 
what I am hoping for. But I expect to 
get disappointed. We must recognise, 
on the basis of political sobriety, that 
15 Now is more likely to settle for the 
crumbs they can get from the mayor and 
city council. They could still call it a 
big win. Here is Al Jazeera: “Observers 
expect the bill to pass by the end of May. 
If it passes, the win - though imperfect 
- will validate Socialist Alternative’s 
approach, swell its ranks and crack open 
more space for socialist politics in the 
United States.”

It must be said that “socialist politics 
in the United States” are increasingly 
looking to be indistinguishable 
from good, old-fashioned social 
democracy. One might think (and this 
author certainly does) that the ruling 
bourgeoisie in the US got frightened 
by the independence and militancy 
of the Occupy movement, and has 
decided to experiment with opening 
up a little space for social democratic 
trends nominally independent of the 
Democratic Party, as long as they are 
well-trained and well-behaved. What 
we are witnessing right now is the 
process of training.
Ben Seattle
http://warforquadranttwo.wordpress.
com

Dreary
Laurie Smith’s dreary review of the 
Manchester Spring conference 2014 
paints a fairly dismal picture of a lively 
and exciting event, quite contrary to 
the experience of its organisers and the 
enthusiasm of the vast bulk of those in 
attendance - insofar as our immediate 
feedback was concerned (Letters, May 
22).

I am pleased to note that Laurie 
appreciated our numbers (not at all 
bad considering we were competing 
with one of the sunniest days of the 
year). I am similarly pleased to note 
that he sees potential in our largely 
young and organisationally unaligned 
demographic. I should further note 
that I feel no general compulsion to 
defend the performance or ideas of our 
panellists. Our event is designed to 
present a plurality of views from the left 
in a rigorous and productive discourse, 
so it is no surprise that any individual in 
the audience would find it impossible 
to agree with every speaker.

That said, Laurie’s analysis of the 
discussions is at best uncharitable 
and at worst confused. In particular, 
his assessment of Billy McKinstry’s 
opening discussion - in my opinion 
- entirely missed the point. Billy’s 
argument - that the working class exists 
in an objective, economic relation, 
which entails no innately progressive 
cultural perspective - has been warped 
into an argument that racist and sexist 
views should not be tackled. Not an 
argument which Billy made at the time, 
nor one I know he holds. Billy argued 
for the centrality of class at the heart of 
left strategy due to its strategic location 
in relation to the means of production 
and distribution, as opposed to a vague 
idea of its cultural superiority - an 
argument Laurie crudely dismisses as 
‘economism’.

Laurie uses quotation marks to quote 
the phrase, “we need to ‘keep doing what 
we’re doing’”, as an indicator of Billy’s 
position. Until I go through the audio 
recording I cannot verify the accuracy 
of that quote. I can, however, say it runs 
completely contrary to the direction of the 
actual discussion, as it was happening in 
the room. Billy argued against pointless 
strikes and tired symbolic actions - the 
direct opposite of Laurie’s assertions - 
and argued instead that the left should 
win support in showing its strength: 
building communities, winning tangible 

everyday battles, plugging the gap 
created by the retreating welfare state. 
Perhaps to Laurie’s mind this is “keeping 
doing what we’re doing”. If that’s the 
case, I for one disagree with him.

His offhand dismissal of our last 
session, ‘The commodification of 
radical aesthetics’, says more about 
his patience for topics which don’t 
directly cater to his niche interests than 
it says anything about the fascinating 
discussion which was had. In particular, 
Angela Nagle’s defence of abundance 
and consumer prosperity over poverty, 
even at the expense of cultural purity, 
went down as one of the most discussed 
contributions in our post-conference 
drinks session, and numerous delegates 
- unprompted - referred to the session 
as a ‘surprise favourite’.

To my mind, Laurie’s review smacks 
of a determination to box the event off 
in the safe and controllable arena of his 
practised criticisms of the left, regardless 
of content. No doubt he would have 
considered the event more of a success 
had we filled every panel with members 
of the CPGB, and all had espoused the 
positions he already agreed with in line 
with the party programme. Alas, we 
do not operate to satisfy his particular 
mores. Spring is an open and ongoing 
discussion on issues of culture, strategy 
and philosophy. I would encourage him 
to approach our future events on this 
basis, and yet live in hope that I might 
live to see a positive review of an event 
I have helped organise in the pages of 
the Weekly Worker.
Charlie Winstanley
manchesterspring.org.uk

Bravo
For anti-sectarianism’s sake, comradely 
congratulations are in order for the 
European United Left/Nordic Green 
Left in the European parliamentary 
elections, to Germany’s Die Linke, to 
Greece’s Syriza and KKE, to Spain’s 
United Left and Podemos, to France’s 
Front de Gauche and Alliance of the 
Overseas, to Italy’s The Other Europe 
with Tsipras, to the Czech Republic’s 
Communist Party of Bohemia and 
Moravia, to Ireland’s Sinn Féin, to 
the Netherlands’ Socialist Party, to 
Cyprus’s Progressive Party of Working 
People, to Portugal’s Democratic 
Unitarian Coalition and Left Bloc, to 
Sweden’s Left Party, to Finland’s Left 
Alliance, and to Denmark’s People’s 
Movement against the EU.
Jacob Richter
email

Capital assets
London Rare Book Week has just 
finished and its flagship event was the 
International Antiquarian Book Fair 
at Olympia, with 180 exhibitors from 
around the world. Rare books, first 
editions, illuminated manuscripts, old 
maps, photos and the occasional poster 
or handbill. A first edition James Bond 
for £10,000 may not be surprising; a 
first edition Harry Potter for £37,500 is.

Tucked away on the bottom shelf of a 
glass display cabinet, one bookseller had 
by far the most expensive item at the fair 
- 49 small manuscript pages, scribbled 
in ink and written in 1845, mostly in 
French, this item was a fragment of Karl 
Marx’s notes for his forthcoming book, 
Capital. The price? £2 million.

It’s good - I think - to know that 
capitalists are prepared to pay an 
astronomical sum for the work of 
someone so hostile to their political 
philosophy. Good too, to realise that 
Marx is not forgotten at the speculative 
commodity end of the market and that 
his name remains a heavyweight, even 
among those whom one would not 
imagine having a relish for the person 
or his ideas. One wonders what kind 
of rarefied collectors’ circle competes 
among itself to pay this kind of price.

Oh, and if you have less to spend, 
how about a letter - a single sheet of two 
brief paragraphs from the same author, 
for £110,000?
René Gimpel
email
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Once again a sorry joke
The left’s election results reflect its lack of social roots, reports Peter Manson

The attempt by the Trade Unionist 
and Socialist Coalition to make 
a breakthrough in the May 22 

local elections in England and Wales 
- in terms of both achieving a large 
vote and gaining wide publicity - was 
unfortunately unsuccessful. Tusc’s 
560 candidates polled 68,031 votes - 
an average of 121 per candidate.

But this average is rather skewed 
by, in particular, the victory of Keith 
Morrell in Southampton Coxford. 
Comrade Morrell was one of two 
Labour councillors suspended for 
their opposition to cuts who formed 
the Councillors Against Cuts group. 
This time standing for Tusc, he picked 
up 1,633 votes. Another score that 
was well above the average was Dave 
Nellist’s 974 votes (29.7% for second 
place) in Coventry St Michael’s, where 
he had been a Socialist Party/Socialist 
Alternative councillor for 14 years 
from 1998 to 2012.

A second former councillor, Chris 
Flood, also fell well short of winning 
back his seat, gaining 659 votes 
(16.18%) in Lewisham Telegraph 
Hill. He also stood as Tusc’s mayoral 
candidate in Lewisham, where he 
won 1,354 votes (1.88%). In both 
contests he was a fair way behind 
John Hamilton of Lewisham People 
Before Profit, who won 6,014 votes 
(8.33%) for mayor and 1,258 votes 
in Telegraph Hill (second place). 
People Before Profit stood in all 18 
Lewisham wards, by the way, winning 
an average of 14%.

The driving force behind Tusc is, of 
course, the Socialist Party in England 
and Wales. In fact SPEW comrades 
were so busy campaigning for Tusc 
that they decided they would not 
be able to publish The Socialist on 
Wednesday May 21 - the pre-election 
issue was printed on Wednesday May 
14 and was dated May 15-28. So, after 
this all-out effort, SPEW must be very 
disappointed in the election results.

However, its public reaction is 
mixed. On the one hand, it wants to 
play up Tusc’s impact: “In 21 councils 
Tusc has polled over 1,000 votes. In 
10 of these, it has been over 2,000. 
A powerful anti-austerity message 
has been sent in all these areas.” The 
Tusc statement continues: “In 31 
councils Tusc stood in over 30% of 
wards and in five of them (including 
Southampton) it averaged more than 
5% where it stood.”1

On the other hand, it wants to 
blame the media for failing to give 
it the necessary publicity. Tusc’s 
total of 560 candidates was the fifth 
highest after the big four (including 
Ukip, obviously) and it contested 
13% of all seats. It was “indisputably 
ahead of the rest of the pack” - the 
party with the sixth largest number of 
candidates being the British National 
Party, with 106 candidates. “Yet 
Tusc’s share of media coverage is no 
way commensurate with the number 
of candidates we are standing” and 
in fact the BBC website’s “guide to 
the English council results doesn’t 
even include Tusc in its handy list 
of abbreviations”.2

While the complaint against the 
media is reasonable on one level, 
both these arguments are incorrectly 
based. Tusc’s “powerful anti-austerity 
message” did not make any real impact. 
A couple of thousand votes across a 
whole town or borough represents 
a very small proportion and even in 
those areas most workers will still not 
have heard of Tusc, let alone take on 
board its political message.

But why blame the media for this 
lack of impact? After all, a common 
complaint against politicians in general 

is that ‘You don’t see them between 
elections’ - and that applies to Tusc 
even more. For it does not actually 
function in any real sense at other 
times. SPEW is campaigning under 
its own name, while Tusc is hidden 
away out of sight. And what can be 
said about SPEW applies many times 
over to the Socialist Workers Party, 
which takes no part in Tusc other 
than nominating a handful of SWP 
candidates for each election.

According to the SWP’s internal 
Party Notes, “Tusc candidates ran 
some excellent campaigns and there 
were some good results, including 
our comrade Dave Gibson’s 17% 
in Barnsley ... Well done to all who 
campaigned.” But it goes on: “The 
generally low figures emphasise that 
we need a less fragmented and broader 
left electoral coalition. We need to 
build on what we have done in Tusc 
and begin thinking about strategies for 
the general election.”3

A “broader left electoral coalition”? 
At least SPEW has the idea of a new 
party, which it wants to see emerge 
from Tusc. Admittedly it aspires to 
the strategically hopeless notion of a 
Labour Party mark two - to be created 
by a coalition that only emerges at 
election time! - which is why SPEW 
claims the participation of the RMT 
union is so significant (although the 
failure of the RMT website to even 
give Tusc a mention in the run-up to 
May 22 does not augur well for its 
continued support).

But what is the purpose of the 
SWP’s “electoral coalition”? To 
do what exactly? And it should be 
“broader” - ie, more rightwing? 
Something like the Respect of John 
Rees and Lindsey German perhaps?

Talking of which, Respect lost its 
remaining councillor and failed to win 
any of the eight seats it contested in 
Bradford. In October last year its five 
sitting Bradford councillors resigned 
from Respect en bloc, less than 18 
months after being elected. Respect 
also stood another five candidates in 

the north, but now has zero councillors 
(as I write, six days after the elections, 
Respect has still not announced 
its results: “The results are due in 
tomorrow!” reads its only post-election 
comment, on May 224).

As for Left Unity, its very limited 
electoral challenge - mounted entirely 
on the initiative of local branches 
- produced the type of results that 
are currently routine for the left. 
In Wigan, Barnet, Norwich, Exeter 
and Bolton, LU candidates picked 
up around 2%-4%. It contested seven 
wards in Wigan and the best result 
was that of Hazel Duffy, who gained 
252 votes (8.8%) in Wigan West - 
“modest beginnings”, as candidate 
Stephen Hall puts it on the LU 
website (mind you, let us not dwell 
on the 14 votes won by our Bolton 
candidate).5

Finally the Socialist Labour Party 
may or may not have contested the 
local elections. It has a page headed: 
“SLP 2014 election campaign: 
European parliamentary election 
Wales and English local elections”, 
but it has posted no details whatsoever 
of any local election contests. Par 
for the course for Arthur Scargill’s 
defunct grouplet.

Euros
While Tusc was the left’s main 
standard-bearer in the local elections, 
that ‘honour’ fell to the campaign 
known as ‘No to the EU, Yes to 
Workers’ Rights’ in the European 
Union parliamentary poll. Thankfully, 
however, 2014 will undoubtedly be 
the last we hear of No2EU and its 
abhorrent anti-European Union left 
nationalism.

First let us state the bare results. 
No2EU picked up 31,757 votes, which 
represents 0.2% overall - 0.3% when 
you take into account the fact that it 
only contested seven of the 11 EU 
British regions. Compare that to 2009, 
when it recorded 153,236 votes - just 
about 1%. But, worse, this time around 
there was virtually no campaign.

Take a look at the No2EU website.6 
It has hardly been touched for months. 
If you click on ‘About us’, you will 
find a page entitled ‘No2EU meetings’ 
and learn about two gatherings 
that took place over a week ago. 
Following on directly from these two 
adverts is the statement: “No2EU will 
be standing 46 candidates in seven 
regions in the May 22 Euro election, 
including London, North West, 
Eastern, Wales, Scotland, Yorks and 
Humber and West Midlands.” All the 
candidates are then listed.

And that is it. Apart from this 
minimal information buried away 
as part of an advert for a couple of 
meetings, No2EU has been unable to 
give any biographical details about the 
individual candidates, keep us up to 
date with the ‘campaign’ or inform us 
of the results.

No wonder SPEW gave up on 
No2EU, even though two of its 
comrades - Dave Nellist in the West 
Midlands and Roger Bannister in the 
North West - headed its regional lists. 
As in most of the recent copies of The 
Socialist, there was not a mention of 
No2EU in the pre-election issue, let 
alone a call to vote for it (apart from 
in the weekly cut-and-paste column 
from SPEW treasurer Ken Douglas, 
which states: “The Socialist Party is 
appealing for £15,000 to help finance 
our election campaigns for the Trade 
Unionist and Socialist Coalition … and 
No2EU in the European elections”).

This despite an editorial on the 
UK Independence Party predicting 
that Ukip would see “a new swathe 
of councillors elected on May 22, and 
do well in the European elections”. 
Even though the editorial told us, “It 
is vital to counter Ukip”, it did not 
even advise its readers to vote for its 
own comrades standing for No2EU. 
It concluded by stating: “… central to 
undermining Ukip will be revealing 
them to be just one more party for the 
1% and, more importantly, beginning 
to build an electoral voice that really 
does stand for the millions, not the 

millionaires.”7 Obviously No2EU is 
not that “electoral voice” then.

But at least the comrades did 
not remove the call to vote No2EU 
from the SPEW website. Following 
immediately on from a piece from 
comrade Nellist urging a Tusc vote 
there was a very short, unsigned 
article, which began: “While Tusc 
is standing in local elections, for 
the European elections the Socialist 
Party is supporting No2EU-Yes To 
Workers’ Rights, which is led by the 
RMT union.”

“Led by the RMT union”? Not any 
more. Following the tragic death of 
general secretary Bob Crow, the RMT 
website has hardly been crammed 
with reports on No2EU. True, near 
the top of its home page and under 
‘Campaigns’ there was a plug for it in 
the run-up to the elections, but these 
references were quickly removed after 
May 22 (at least the union does update 
its website, unlike No2EU itself).

Following May 22 Hannah Sell, 
SPEW deputy general secretary, 
notes on her organisation’s website: 
“The Socialist Party had argued 
for the Tusc banner to be in the 
Euros and the locals. This would 
undoubtedly have given both 
campaigns a higher profile. However, 
it was not possible to convince some 
other forces involved in No2EU of 
this, particularly the Communist 
Party of Britain, and unfortunately, it 
made less impact than it did in 2009, 
when it was able to draw around it 
combative workers like the Lindsey 
construction strikers and Visteon 
car plant workers.”8 So it was the 
Morning Star’s CPB that, virtually 
alone, attempted to keep the No2EU 
banner flying.

A report in the Star on a meeting 
of the CPB’s executive committee 
stated: “Britain’s communists agreed 
that it should be a top priority to 
maximise the votes for No2EU-Yes 
to Workers’ Rights candidates …” 
The report continued: “The executive 
also urged support for CPB and Unity 
for Peace and Socialism candidates in 
Thursday’s local elections in England” 
(May 19). Needless to say, the Star 
has not bothered to inform its readers 
of the no doubt outstanding results 
achieved by these candidates. Just like 
No2EU, Respect, the SLP …

The other left groups contesting 
the Euro elections were the Socialist 
Party of Great Britain, which picked up 
5,067 votes (0.29%) in the North West, 
1,384 (0.19%) in Wales and 5,454 
(0.23%) in the South East. For its part, 
the Socialist Equality Party won 5,067 
(0.29%) in the North West, while the 
ultra-nationalist SLP managed 4,459 
(0.61%) in Wales, the only region 
where it stood.

One can only conclude yet again 
that the left, divided as it is into 
competing sectlets, is in an abysmal 
state. And SPEW’s ‘strategy’ for the 
building of a “new mass workers’ 
party” has once again shown itself to 
be a sorry joke l

peter.manson@weeklyworker.org.uk

Notes
1. www.tusc.org.uk/17002/27-05-2014/local-
elections-2014-tusc-now-on-65000-votes-with-
two-councils-to-publish.
2. www.tusc.org.uk/16996/21-05-2014/senior-
union-figures-protest-at-media-boycott-of-anti-
austerity-candidates.
3. Party Notes May 27.
4. www.respectparty.org/2014/05/22/thanks-for-
your-support.
5. http://leftunity.org/wigan-modest-beginnings-a-
foundation-to-build-on.
6. www.no2eu.com.
7. The Socialist May 15-28.
8. www.socialistparty.org.uk/articles/18652/27-05-
2014/2014-the-rejection-election.

Which crazy alchemist came up with that idea?
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BNP

Death bed performance
Back in the real world, writes Eddie Ford, it was the BBC that ‘did’ Nick Griffin - not Unite Against 
Fascism or Hope Not Hate

With absolute predictability, 
the British National Party 
got wiped out in the May 

22 European elections. There was no 
need to vote Green (or whatever) to 
‘keep the BNP out’, as some comrades 
foolishly insisted, since the BNP never 
had a chance of winning a seat. In 
the end, it ended up with just 1.14% 
(179,694 votes) - losing its deposits 
in each of the nine English regions 
and Wales where it stood. This was 
markedly down from the 6.3% in the 
previous European election, which saw 
the BNP win two MEPs for the first 
time - it had won three local council 
seats in Lancashire, Leicestershire and 
Hertfordshire.

So Nick Griffin was booted out of 
his job as MEP for the North West, 
securing only 1.87% (32,826) - though 
perhaps he will be slightly cheered up 
by the fact that outgoing MEPs get 
severance pay for another six months 
- their annual pre-tax salary currently 
stands at €96,246.36 (£78,000). 
Griffin, of course, was the BNP’s only 
MEP following the resignation in 2012 
of swivel-eyed loon Andrew Brons, 
who went on to help form the British 
Democratic Party on the grounds that 
his former organisation had become 
“watered down” and “corrupt”.1 
Slightly humiliatingly, the BNP got 
fewer votes than An Independence 
From Europe (1.49%), which was 
only set up in November by Mike 
Nattrass after his departure from the 
United Kingdom Independence Party 
- he claimed that his new outfit was “to 
the left” of the host organism.2 Also 
unsurprisingly, the BNP splinter group, 
Britain First - which seeks to protect 
“British and Christian morality” - did 
even worse on 0.13% of the vote.3 
Neo-Nazism, it seems, is not the key 
to electoral success.

The BNP’s local election results 
were equally dismal, though it is 
hard to get an exact breakdown of 
the figures - the BNP’s website is 
certainly no help. However, we do 
know that it retained one councillor 
in Pendle, Lancashire, who scraped 
through by six votes, though the latest 
issue of Socialist Worker claims - 
so far not collaborated by any other 
source - that a Catherine Duffy also 
won in Charnwood, Leicestershire, 
which, naturally, shows that the 
“fight against the toxic BNP is not 
yet over” (May 27).

Appearing on Sky news, Griffin put 
on a show of bluster to disguise the 
humiliating defeat. He conceded that 
many BNP supporters had switched 
their allegiance to Ukip (and its “racist 
policies”), which was now the “protest 
party of choice”. But he insisted that the 
BNP will be back because it had “set 
the agenda”: it was the BNP that had 
broke the “taboo” about immigration 
and allowed Ukip to do as well as it 
did. But when people see that Ukip 
cannot deliver, he continued, its vote 
will “crumble”; he darkly noted, not 
entirely accurately, that Ukip “want to 
keep out white Poles, but let in huge 
numbers of Pakistanis and Africans”. 
He also took comfort from the “good 
news” about the Front National victory 
in France. Yes, he said, whilst the FN 
is “nearly as soft” as Ukip, such votes 
show that people are finally “waking 
up”: the downtrodden British nation is 
stirring. Indeed, in a post on the BNP’s 
website, he sounded positively upbeat 
- either that or was exhibiting signs of 
complete mental disintegration. Right 
now, he stated, “untold” thousands of 
people who have been turned on to 
politics by “naive enthusiasm” for the 

Ukip “safety valve”, will be trawling 
the internet and starting their “personal 
journey of self-radicalisation”. In fact, 
he concluded with a flourish, Google is 
now a “conveyor belt of awareness” - the 
“ladder of revolutionary consciousness”.4

Reassuringly or not, Griffin vowed 
he would use his golden goodbye 
payments to keep campaigning in 
the north-west, principally through a 
scheme to fund and set up food banks 
for “indigenous Brits only” - the victims 
of the cosmopolitan liberal elite and 
rootless finance capital.

Who did it?
At the height of their success in 2009 
the BNP had 58 councillors, nine of 
them in Stoke on Trent alone, and 
party membership stood at a high of 
12,632. It also set up BNPtv, its own 
online video outlet, a student wing 
(Student BNP) and the Young BNP 
(British Nationalist Youth Movement). 
The party’s financial resources had 
also increased and things were looking 
rosy. Surely they would experience a 
soar-away increase in membership, 
pick up councillors by the bucketful, 
even get an MP or three. But now 
the BNP is on its death bed, for 
all Griffin’s enthusiasm about the 
“revolutionary” potential of Google. 
What accounts for the collapse?

The Mirror, for one, has an answer 
- it was the Hope Not Hate campaign. 
In an article written the day before the 
elections by Alison Phillips, former 
editor of the Sunday Mirror, we 
come across the following headline: 
“Secure our children’s future by 
making your European vote count 

to eradicate the BNP”.5 We discover 
that “during the last decade” the 
Daily and Sunday Mirror have been 
“committed” to HNH and everything 
it stands for. Their involvement 
began, according to Phillips, because 
many of their readers were living in 
towns and boroughs where “some 
people were capitalising on creating 
divisions between neighbours”, and 
“our readers weren’t happy about 
that” - wanting the Mirror to “help 
do something about it”.

Phillips was particularly unhappy 
that Barking, near where she lives, had 
become a town “associated” with the 
BNP - for years “you couldn’t get off 
the train there without having BNP 
leaflets and pamphlets shoved in your 
hand”. When Hope Not Hate started 
10 years ago, however, she could 
see straightaway that it was really 
committed to “changing this label” - 
not just in Barking and Dagenham, but 
also in places like Burnley and other 
towns where the BNP was gaining 
ground. “It has not been an easy job”, 
she muses, as it is possible to win 
support - and votes - by “attacking 
those regarded as different” rather 
than having a go at those who are 
“actually responsible for our economic 
plight”: presumably greedy bankers, 
etc. Therefore she gushes about how 
“we don’t want children growing up 
hating people for being different”, but 
to be “positive about everything and 
everyone around them” - a lovely idea. 
In a follow-up article the next day, 
we are told that we should not “play 
down” the “tremendous achievement” 
of HNH (and unnamed others) in 

defeating the BNP at “every turn” - on 
the streets, in the pubs, on the doorstep, 
and so on.

Of course, the SWP has an 
explanation too - it was us that did 
it. Or, to be more accurate, it was the 
SWP’s very own front organisation, 
Unite Against Fascism, which 
killed off the BNP threat. In a post-
election bulletin from comrade 
Charlie Kimber, dated May 26, he 
informs his readers that the BNP’s 
“annihilation” was “mainly” due to 
the UAF’s “relentless” campaigning 
(and doubtlessly brilliant use of the 
no-platform ‘principle’). Similarly, 
Socialist Worker says the BNP vote 
has “haemorrhaged” over the years 
thanks to “consistent” campaigning 
by UAF - it proudly points out that 
in 2011 it was UAF that set up the 
Nick Griffin Must Go campaign and 
has always campaigned in towns and 
cities in the North West to “expose” 
the BNP as a Nazi party (May 27).

The UAF itself, naturally, issued 
a triumphant statement on May 
26 declaring that Nick Griffin and 
the BNP were “defeated” by the 
“countless number” of anti-racist/anti-
fascist activists delivering hundreds 
of thousands of leaflets door to door 
saying ‘Don’t vote Nazi’. The reason 
for the urgency, UAF explains, is 
because the BNP is not a “normal” 
political party - how dreadful - but 
rather a fascist organisation that uses 
“propaganda and untruths to pit one 
group against another”.6

The idea that Unite Against 
Fascism, or Hope Not Hate, is 
responsible for the BNP’s demise is, 

of course, sheer bunkum. In reality, the 
BNP was surely destined to collapse 
eventually - torn apart by its internal 
contradictions, which see it tossed 
backwards and forwards between its 
explicitly fascist/neo-Nazi past and 
the desire to become a successful 
rightwing nationalist party.

However, the reason why the BNP 
is facing extinction is obvious - it 
was targeted by the establishment. 
As we in the CPGB argued at the 
time, Nick Griffin was fatally holed 
by his disastrous October 2009 
appearance on the BBC’s Question 
time, which is still popular viewing 
on YouTube and elsewhere.7 On 
that day the show ditched its normal 
deadly dull format to become a far 
more entertaining Let’s do Griffin 
time - and it certainly did. Before an 
audience which peaked at 8.2 million 
people - more than half of all those 
watching television at the time and 
around four times the number who 
usually tune in to Question time - 
Griffin was outed as a bumbling 
would-be ‘fuhrer’. For instance, he 
defended David Duke, the “totally 
non-violent” former Ku Klux Klan 
leader and, far worse, refused to 
answer a direct question concerning 
his views on the Nazi genocide (or 
“holo-hoax”, as he once called it) on 
the pathetic grounds that “European 
law” prevented him elaborating 
upon his position. Obviously a man 
of principle and courage. The BBC 
had turned him into a laughing stock.

Griffin himself later admitted that he 
had been the victim of a “lynch mob”, 
bitterly complaining that the way the 
programme had been produced was 
“unfair”, because it had been “altered” 
to concentrate on him and his policies 
- with all but one question focused on 
the BNP. Poor thing. Showing how 
dreadful Griffin’s performance really 
was, many BNP members gave vent 
to their dismay and embarrassment. 
Lee Barnes, the party’s legal officer at 
the time, raged on his blog about how 
Griffin should have stood up to these 
“whining, middle class hypocrites” that 
use the “race card for self-enrichment” 
and “thrown the truth right back into 
their fat, sanctimonious, hypocritical, 
self-serving faces”. From that day, 
Griffin was a dead man walking.

Crucially though, what did the 
UAF do during the Question time 
programme - cheer on the public 
demolition of Nick Griffin? Try 
and get one of its speakers onto 
the panel? No, madly, it protested 
outside the studios, cursing the BBC 
for rolling out the ‘red carpet’ to the 
BNP leader. In other words, they 
were against the BBC bosses giving 
Griffin the rope to hang himself with 
- it never would have happened if 
the UAF had got their way.

It is not so much that we approve of 
the “lynch mob” method employed by 
the BBC. But the incident proves beyond 
doubt that ‘no platform’ is a possible 
tactic, not a ‘principle’. The arguments 
put forward by the likes of Griffin can 
as easily be demolished by reason and 
working class principle as they can be 
exposed by mainstream politiciansl

Notes
1. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Andrew_Brons.
2. www.aipmep.org.
3. www.britainfirst.org.
4. www.bnp.org.uk/news/national/eu-election-
results-nick-griffin-explains-how-bnp-remains-
committed-winning-elections-.
5. Daily Mirror May 21.
6. http://uaf.org.uk/2014/05/nick-griffin-must-go.
7. www.youtube.com/results?search_query=nick+
griffin+question+time.
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Alternative to populism
Have the courage to think of a different Europe, urges Yassamine Mather

Eurosceptic parties made major 
gains across the continent 
in last week’s elections. The 

Financial Times called it the victory 
of “populist parties” and the term 
summarises the position of the 
various forces of the right and left 
that have increased their MEPs.

In France the Front National got 
25% of the vote, giving it 25 seats - 
ahead of the centre-right UMP (21%) 
and the Parti Socialiste of president 
François Hollande, whose 14% 
represented its lowest ever vote in 
a European election. In Britain, of 
course, the UK Independence Party got 
the largest share of the vote with 27%, 
while in Greece the far-right Golden 
Dawn now has three MEPs, having 
won 9% of the vote. In Denmark 
the far-right Danish People’s Party 
came first, gaining four seats, and in 
Germany a neo-Nazi party won a Euro 
seat for the first time: Alternative für 
Deutschland was on 7%.

At the same time a number of 
rightwing populist parties did not do as 
well as expected. In Italy the continued 
popularity of the new government led 
by Matteo Renzi gave his centre-
left Partito Democratico 40.1% of 
the votes, while the Movimento 
Cinque Stelle (Five Star Movement) 
of comedian Beppe Grillo finished a 
distant second. In the Netherlands, the 
anti-Muslim Freedom Party of Geert 
Wilders lost votes. Having topped all 
opinion polls for weeks before the 
election, it could only manage third 
with 13%.

Leftwing parties standing on anti-
austerity platforms did well in some 
countries - in Greece Syriza came 
first with 26.5%, while in Spain 
Podemos came from nowhere to take 
8% of the vote. Syriza’s leader, Alexis 
Tsipras, said the vote sent a clear 
message against the budget-cutting 
austerity measures tied to Greece’s 
€240 billion euro bailout from the 
International Monetary Fund. He 
also called for immediate national 
elections. Meanwhile, Pablo Iglesias, 
the leader of Podemos, promised to 
work with deputies from Greece, Italy 
and Portugal: “We don’t want to be a 
colony of Germany and the troika” - 
meaning the European Commission, 
European Central Bank and IMF.
Across the board, the centre-right 
European People’s Party will have 
212 out of the 751 seats. It is still the 
largest group, but with 60 seats fewer 
than before. The centre-left Socialist 
bloc will have 186 seats, Liberals 70 
and Greens 55. However, the populist 
parties of the left and right will occupy 
a quarter of the new parliament, but 
they are so diverse that no-one expects 
the formation of new blocs.

There can be little doubt that the 
populist vote was a protest vote. On 
the whole, in the absence of viable 
leftwing forces, the parties of the 
right and extreme right have benefited 
from the frustration of less affluent 
sections of society at the sharp end of 
austerity and unemployment. Many 
believe the rightwing propaganda 
that immigration is the main source 
of their problems. Populist politicians 
like Ukip’s Nigel Farage and the Front 
National’s Marine Le Pen are seen as 
anti-establishment.

However Farage and Le Pen are 
keen to portray their parties as anti-
elitist rather than anti-establishment 
and, although they have benefited from 
the current discontent, it is unlikely 
that either party will be able to repeat 
this success in a general election.

Disaffected working class 
voters in France believe that the 
mainstream elite do not understand 

their concerns about austerity, rising 
crime, immigration and job losses. 
Le Pen campaigned on a platform of 
immigration control and opposition 
to the planned EU-US trade pact. A 
large vote against the French Socialist 
government was predictable: Hollande 
has become the enforcer of economic 
austerity policies, leading to more 
unemployment for the working class, 
while the elite has mainly benefited. 
Similarly, in the Netherlands, the 
Labour Party’s support has fallen to 
10% as a result of following similar 
policies.

Illusions
In Greece, Spain and Portugal, the 
countries worst hit by the recent 
euro zone crisis, the parties of the 
left gained from their opposition to 
austerity measures. However, in all 
cases anti-EU votes reflect a period 
when misinformation and exaggerated 
hype from the rightwing media have 
created illusions in the power of 
‘national sovereignty’, ‘economic 
independence’ and even ‘liberation 
from global capitalism’. Speaking 
after her party’s victory, Marine Le 
Pen said: “The people have spoken 
loud and clear ... They no longer want 
to be led by those outside our borders, 
by EU commissioners and technocrats 
who are unelected. They want to be 
protected from globalisation and take 
back the reins of their destiny.”1 Such 
remarks could easily have come from 
the reformist left.

But what does this mean today, 
when finance capital dominates the 
world economic order? How would 
leaving the EU empower any country, 
be it the UK, France or Greece, 
and free it from globalisation? It 
is understandable that the far right 
repeats the arguments of small business 
and the populist media by painting a 
picture of prosperity outside the EU, 
but what is more alarming is that some 
on the left also make such claims, not 
on the basis of policies that can pave 
the way for socialism, but what is 
better for the ‘national economy’ - the 
capitalist economy.

Ukip and Eurosceptic Tories claim 
that the UK will get a better deal 
outside the EU. According to Matthew 
Elliott, chief executive of Business 
for Britain, a Eurosceptic pressure 
group, “Business leaders in Britain 

are increasingly looking to places like 
China and India for trade, yet the EU 
is dragging its feet on free trade deals 
with these countries. As the world’s 
sixth largest economy, we hope the 
government’s renegotiation includes 
getting Britain a stronger voice on 
bodies like the WTO.”2 

However, the idea that UK - or 
any other country - can just pull out 
of Europe and trade internationally on 
the basis of World Trade Organisation 
rules is a total myth. The WTO 
director-general has already poured 
cold water over such illusions - 
Roberto Azevedo warned in February 
that Britain would risk losing all 
influence in trade negotiations if it 
left the EU. His comments came soon 
after similar warnings by Unilever and 
Airbus, along with City of London 
bankers. According to the UK head 
of the aerospace giant, the Airbus 
Group, Eurosceptics would need to 
offer a “compelling” explanation of 
how Britain could operate outside the 
EU without putting growth at risk. 
Banks and financial institutions have 
made explicit warnings to the treasury 
about the costs for the UK economy 
if Britain were to leave Europe. The 
United States position is clear: Britain 
would risk losing influence in trade 
negotiations if it left.

Eurosceptic Tories and Ukip claim 
that the UK’s economic relationship 
with the US would compensate for the 
loss of the European Union. Another 
myth - the US administration could 
not make it clearer: the ‘special 
relationship’ will be a lot less special 
if Britain was outside the EU. Similar 
arguments can be made about France 
or indeed any other European country. 
In a globalised economy, larger entities 
such as the European Union have the 
greatest influence in the negotiation 
of trade deals. Contrary to Le Pen’s 
ignorant message, you cannot escape 
globalised capital by leaving the EU. 
All you would achieve is becoming 
a smaller player in the same global 
capitalist order. So why do some 
on the left focus their opposition 
on the European Union rather than 
capitalism? Mainly because it gives 
simple, easy answers.

As far as the populist message of 
Ukip and the FN are concerned, the 
idea that the French or British state 
is subservient to an external body 

is absurd. For all the ‘interference 
of the European Commission’, and 
opposition to the Iraq war by France 
and to a lesser extent Germany, the 
UK government joined Bush’s ‘war 
on terror’ in the early 2000s. The 
French state is independent enough 
to carry out wars in Libya and Mali 
without taking any notice of Brussels, 
or indeed anyone else in Europe.

Internationalism?
Of course, the current union is 
bureaucratic, undemocratic and 
expensive, but can we argue that its 
economic policies in a period of global 
stagnation are different from those of 
any individual national capitalist state? 
The editors of the French Marxist 
journal Carré Rouge are correct when 
they take issue with comments made 
by Cédric Durand, Razmig Keucheyan 
and Stathis Kouvelakis in the daily 
paper Libération on April 24:

Durand, Keucheyan and Kouvelakis 
ask us to consider “the true nature of 
internationalism” today. According 
to them, it is “an internationalism of 
the dominant classes”, but in fact, 
there is an internationalisation of 
capital, which has nothing to do with 
internationalism. The authors create 
further confusion by saying: “The EU is 
an incarnation of this internationalism 
of capital” and the euro is “at the 
heart of this internationalism of the 
European capitalist classes”. Hence, 
a new internationalism, corresponding 
to the interests of the “lower classes” 
(sic), is summed up in their conclusion: 
“Breaking with Europe to end the 
neoliberal nightmare: this is the true 
internationalism.”3

The Carré Rouge editors ask:

… what is the basis of their strange 
internationalism? It is to be hoped 
that a government that is truly of 
the left can come to power in a 
country of the European Union 
and, following that, everything 
can begin to tilt favourably. Such 
a government would undermine 
the European treaties and leave 
the euro zone, would reinstate its 
national currency to regain control 
over its budget, courageously 
attacking the evils of neoliberalism 
and therefore  leaving the 
framework of the European Union.

And what would be the 

condition of the country concerned 
- that of Greece, for example, 
assuming the leader of the left 
party, Syriza, would be at the 
head of such a government …? 
Let us suppose this government 
decides to cancel Greece’s debt, 
and not buy any more weapons 
from France and Germany. Syriza 
decides to impose high taxes on 
ship-owners and the orthodox 
church and to renationalise what 
has been privatised. Well, the 
Greek state will not implement 
those decisions. Any major change 
in economic policy will require 
more than a Greek withdrawal 
from Europe: the Greek population 
will need a revolution, which 
would create its own modes of 
organisation and action.

The state is not a neutral body 
ready to apply measures adversely 
affecting the interests of the 
dominant classes. The European 
Union and all the treaties that go with 
it have indeed been concocted by 
the heads of state and their experts. 
It has not arisen suddenly to divest 
itself of friendly national states or 
their social prerogatives. All this 
has been called for and organised by 
statesmen, bankers, heads of major 
companies - a ruling class which 
in the era of globalisation in line 
with the movement of capital relies 
on the powers of complementary 
institutions: IMF, World Bank, 
WTO, European Commission, 
European Central Bank, but also 
and more than ever the apparatus of 
national states. It is absurd to think 
that the dominant classes could do 
without all this.4

I would add to the comments made 
by Carré Rouge by posing further 
questions: how would a devalued 
Greek drachma help the economic 
plight of the Greek working class? 
What would the new left government 
do about the continued flight of 
capital and the bankruptcy conditions 
international capital will impose 
on Greece, should it default on the 
repayment of loans?

Yes, confronting European 
capitalism and international capital 
needs a “new internationalism”. But 
not the one proposed by Kouvelakis 
and co. We need an internationalism 
that fights all border controls - one that 
can end the rule of capital across whole 
continents. This will require a more 
sophisticated understanding of how 
global capital operates and a vision of 
how we can put an end to its existence.

The current EU is a bureaucratic 
monster, which defends the interests 
of global capital. However, the call 
to combat it by reasserting ‘national 
sovereignty’ and upholding the 
‘national interest’ has nothing to do 
with international socialism. We can 
leave the owners of small business 
in EU member-states to worry about 
such issues: after so many defeats 
the working class must abandon 
all illusions about national roads to 
socialism.

We must have the courage to think 
of a different Europe - one where 
a united working class develops a 
programme for working class rule. 
Anything else is a road to disaster l

yassamine.mather@weeklyworker.org.uk

Notes
1. http://news.sky.com/story/1268958/far-right-
national-front-win-in-france
2. www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/2014/02/12/world-
trade-uk-eu_n_4773835.html?just_reloaded=1
3. www.carre-rouge.org/spip.php?article562
4. Ibid.

Alexis Tsipras of Syriza: no national road



7weekly worker 1012 May 29 2014

SCOTLAND

Nothing progressive about nationalism
Sarah McDonald reports on a clumsy attempt to railroad Left Unity Scotland into support for a ‘yes’

On Saturday May 24 a meeting 
was held in Edinburgh with 
some comrades in Left Unity 

Scotland. The aim of the so-called 
‘aggregate’ was to pass a motion 
committing Left Unity in Scotland to 
support Scottish independence in the 
September 18 referendum. It was an 
attempt to force through a Scottish 
nationalist position by those in LU 
who support the Radical Independence 
Campaign, orchestrated principally by 
Mick Napier (formerly of the Socialist 
Workers Party and a leading figure in 
the Palestine Solidarity Campaign).

However, the organisers of this 
Scottish ‘aggregate’ called it at short 
notice and, it is claimed, did not 
consult all members of Left Unity’s 
interim Scottish executive or the 
newly elected Scottish representative 
on the national council (who opposes 
Scottish independence). Comrades 
from LU’s Glasgow South branch, 
which is led by anti-nationalists, also 
claim they were not involved in the 
meeting’s organisation. Glasgow South 
responded at its own meeting on May 
27 by calling on the LU leadership 
not to recognise the validity of the 
Edinburgh meeting or its motion.

Up until  now Left Unity’s 
position, agreed at the March 29 
national policy conference, has 
been one of ‘neutrality’ on the 
independence referendum. While 
some of the forces involved in LU’s 
national leadership, such as Socialist 
Resistance, have fully embraced 
Scottish nationalism, there are still 
many comrades involved in LU, 
both in Scotland and nationally, 
who oppose Scottish independence 
from a principled perspective of 
working class unity. But at the policy 
conference an anti-nationalist motion 
from Glasgow was effectively gutted 
by two amendments, leaving it bereft 
of even the sentiment of working 
class unity - in Britain and across 
Europe (ironically the conference 
had, mere moments previously, just 
voted for the Communist Platform 
motion on Europe, for working 
class unity on a European scale 
- the polar opposite of the second 
amendment to the Glasgow motion 
passed by conference). A pro-

nationalist motion, proposed by 
Steve Freeman (a comrade who has 
completely collapsed politically), 
was also defeated, albeit narrowly. 
Both votes are indicative of the 
diversity of opinion on this crucial 
question within LU. If, therefore, 
the Edinburgh meeting is declared 
legitimate and its motion is accepted 
as LU Scotland’s position on the 
matter, this would represent a 
decisive shift in policy.

According to reports, the Edinburgh 
meeting was attended by a mere 10 
comrades, with nine voting in favour 
and one against. LU has not had 
much of a presence in the city, so it 
was an interesting choice of venue. 
Comrades from Glasgow South branch 
did not attend - but rejection of the 
alleged impropriety of the meeting is 
mixed with a reaction to an ongoing 
dispute, whereby a young female 
activist claims to have been bullied 
by comrade Napier over her support 
for ‘no’ - a potential embarrassment 
for the ‘safe spaces’ crew. In my view 
the manner in which the meeting was 
allegedly organised would be reason 
not to participate, whereas the presence 
of a comrade accused of hostile or 
bullying behaviour would not.

Anyway, it is worth exploring 
the content of the motion that has 
now been posed as LU Scotland’s 
official position.
LU Scotland notes that:  
1. The issue of Scottish 
independence is a 
democratic question.
This is very true. The right to self-
determination is a democratic question 
and one on which we ought not to 
be neutral. We are for the greatest 
possible unity of peoples. Therefore 
in the specific case of Scotland, we 
support the right to self-determination 
(ie, Scotland should not be forced 
against the will of the Scottish people 
to remain in the union), but crucially 
we in the CPGB advocate unity. We 
argue against those who propose to 
weaken our class by splitting it along 
national lines.
2. Scottish opinion is 
increasingly polarised between 
unionist parties committed to 
austerity and a public opposed 

to government policies.
Not so true. Perhaps this is badly 
worded, but the Scottish public are 
not to be found on one side, while 
the “unionist parties” are on the 
other. Are we to infer that, on one 
side, we have Labour, Tories and the 
Liberal Democrats and, on the other, 
the people of Scotland under the 
leadership of the Scottish Nationalist 
Party (and RIC)? If that were true, the 
polls would look a lot different. We 
would be looking at projections of an 
overwhelming victory for the ‘yes’ 
camp on September 18, rather than a 
majority for ‘no’.
3. The ‘no’ camp is dominated 
by Tory and New Labour, 
who will be strengthened by 
a victory in the September 
referendum to continue with 
austerity policies.
What if the ‘yes’ camp were to win? 
Would the Scottish National Party 
not have to preside over austerity? 
Look at Alec Salmond’s former Celtic 
tiger inspiration, Ireland, if you want 
an example. The reality of austerity 
would see the SNP forced to scrap its 
more social democratic policies if an 
independent Scotland were to survive 
at all within global capitalism.
4. The ‘yes’ camp includes not 
only nationalists positioned 
to the left of Labour, but also 
the majority of working class 
and progressive opinion who 
support a ‘yes’ vote in the 
referendum as a method of 
fighting the austerity policies 
of the coalition government.
True up to a point - the ‘yes’ camp 
will have support from “nationalists 
positioned to the left of Labour”, but 
also from those positioned to its right 
- all Scottish nationalists, one would 
assume, would be on board. As for the 
“majority” of working class opinion, 
that is just nonsense. It is true that 
support for independence has risen 
in the industrial heartlands. But this 
clearly does not translate into a ‘yes’ 
majority. In terms of “progressive” 
opinion, here it is more a case of 
the pseudo-left and despairing 
liberals going over to a Scottish left 
nationalism of their own making.

This involves making the foolish 

claim that people in Scotland are 
almost inherently more “progressive” 
- less racist, xenophobic, more 
community-spirited - than people 
in the rest of Britain. This line of 
argument evidently excuses the 
divisive anti-English ideology of 
nationalism, and it also reveals a 
complete failure of historical thinking. 
Eg, the Conservatives won over half of 
all Scottish seats in the 1955 election. 
The decline of the Tories can, in part, 
be put down to the rise of the SNP. Pro-
capitalist British nationalism replaced 
by pro-capitalist SNP nationalism - 
what could be more progressive? Not 
to worry - there will be no austerity 
measures in an independent Scotland, 
no ‘racist’ immigration laws, no 
blaming of outsiders, etc.

Of course, the idea that Scotland 
is a beacon of toleration is laughable. 
Go into a pub of a Saturday night 
after a Rangers match you will hear 
all manner of macho, homophobic, 
anti-English xenophobic talk (and, 
depending on where you go, you could 
get beaten within an inch of your life 
for being a Catholic too). For more on 
this, see Greg Philo’s blog Socialism 
and Nationalism on the delusions 
Scottish exceptionalism.1

LU Scotland agrees that:  
1. Socialists should not be 
seen to defend the integrity 
of the British state or adopt 
a position of neutrality when 
there is a potential to weaken 
that state.
The first part of this clause is 
acceptable. We do not defend the 
British state or British imperialism. 
Those on the left, such as George 
Galloway, are wrong to use British 
nationalist arguments. The second 
part of the sentence is what is at issue. 
What the comrades deliberately fail 
to mention is that the weakening of 
the British state by the secession of 
Scotland would also lead inevitably 
to the weakening of the working class 
and its institutions. Not every blow to 
the state translates into a victory for 
us. If there were a nuclear explosion, 
killing millions and destroying cities 
and infrastructure, it would be a blow 
to the state. Not something we ought 
to be advocating, though.

2. LU should be clearly aligned 
with the campaign to secede 
from the UK and fight within this 
camp for working class interests 
and anti-militarist policies.
The most fundamental interest of the 
working class is the overthrow of 
the global system of capitalism. This 
cannot be done effectively within the 
confines of a single country, but must 
at least begin on a European scale. 
The working class has no interest in 
dividing itself on the basis of smaller 
and smaller states. Therefore the first 
part of the sentence is in contradiction 
with the second.
LU Scotland resolves to 
campaign on a socialist and 
internationalist basis with others 
for a ‘yes’ majority in September.
Yet again, just as with the Scottish 
Socialist Party, Committee for a 
Workers’ International, Socialist 
Resistance, Socialist Workers Party, 
International Socialist Group and a 
list of individuals who really should 
know better, this motion tries to 
square that circle: ie, separatism and 
international socialism. The problem 
that these comrades continually 
encounter is that, no matter how they 
contort their politics, the circle cannot 
be squared. Socialism is international 
or it is nothing. There can be no such 
thing as an ‘independent socialist 
Scotland’. Neither can you be a 
nationalist and an internationalist 
at the same time. There may be a 
dynamic, ‘radical’ independence 
campaign that strikes a chord 
with some so-called ‘progressive’ 
elements, but one thing is for sure: it 
will not lead to socialism.

T h e r e  i s  n o  p r i n c i p l e d 
socialist campaign for Scottish 
independence. In this referendum, 
there is a principled ‘no’ position 
advocated by comrades such as 
those in Glasgow South LU. The 
other alternative, as we in the 
CPGB have advocated, is a boycott 
position that neither aligns us with 
the British establishment nor the 
Scottish nationalists l

Notes
1. http://socialismfirst.wordpress.com/2014/04/25/
socialism-and-nationalism.

Salmond’s Scotland: safely in Nato
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INDIA

Modi-fication of democracy
The seeds sown by Congress have borne authoritarian fruit, writes Murzban Jal

Race is the body of the nation, and 
… with its fall the nation ceases to 
exist.

- MS Golwalkar:  
We, or our nation defined

Nazism provided undeniably the 
saviour of Germany

- VD Savarkar:  
Hindu Rashtra Darshan 

The sins of the fathers are visited 
on the children

- H Ibsen:  
Ghosts

This article aims to theorise on 
the conservative political past 
of contemporary India, and 

especially how the founders of militant 
Hindu nationalism - namely MS 
Golwalkar and VD Savarkar - nurtured 
an entire class of political activists on 
a violent fascistic ideology.

But first let me remind readers 
of the facts and figures concerning 
the 2014 national elections. The 
neoconservative Bharatiya Janata 
Party (BJP) under its authoritarian and 
allegedly charismatic leader, Narendra 
Modi, won the elections with 282 seats 
(31%), whilst the Congress Party, 
which has ruled India for 52 out of 
the 67 years since independence, got 
only 44. This represents the greatest 
ever defeat of Congress. Other parties, 
including those based on region or 
caste, won 148 seats. The Stalinist 
Communist Party of India (Marxist), 
or CPM, which had a large presence 
in the states of West Bengal (where 
they ruled uninterruptedly for 34 years 
from 1977 to 2011) and Kerala, got a 
dismal 12 seats. And the total number 
of seats for the Left Front, which had 
peaked at 59 in 2004 and fell to 24 in 
2009, has now been halved to just 12.

These results have delivered the 
clearest verdict on the Congress Party 
- back in 1984, in the wake of the 
assassination of then prime minister 
Indira Gandhi, it won 49.1% of the 
vote and 427 seats. The previous best 
performance of the BJP was in 1998, 
when its share of the vote was 25.6% 
(182 seats).

A scientific and philosophical 
analysis of this verdict is necessary. 
For one, the BJP is not a mere imitation 
of the European and American neocon 
parties. It is a party that emerged as 
a political wing of the paramilitary 
Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh 
(RSS), or National Voluntary Corps, 
that was nurtured on German fascist 
ideology, including its celebration 
of the ideas of race and the racial 
nation. Nor should it be forgotten 
that this same party was also actively 
involved in the Balkanisation of the 
Indian subcontinent in 1947. It is in 
this space that a revolutionary critique 
has to be constituted.

Seemingly there are two choices 
open to the BJP - either go in for 
Muslim-hating fascism or turn to a 
neoliberal, neoconservative form of 
politics. For the latter to happen, as 
the liberals in India are wishing, the 
BJP will have to disown its parent 
organisation (the RSS) and the peculiar 
fascist-type package that it carries 
even now. The term that one ought to 
use is not ‘fascism’, but ‘communal 
fascism’ - although ‘communal’ ought 
not to be confused with the European 
version. It is not gemeinschaftlich. 
It has nothing to do with the idea 
of community (Gemeinschaft) used 
particularly by Marxists. Instead the 
south Asian version of the discourse 
of communalism implies ‘estranged 
communitarianism’ and the clash of 
religious and ethnic communities - 
especially the clash between Hindus 
and Muslims. That this theme 
corresponds to the one formulated by 

Samuel Huntington and practised by 
American foreign policy should also 
be noted.

Liberals who had supported 
Congress earlier have, in their typical 
spineless fashion, been saying that 
Modi did not campaign on the 
communal lines usual to the politics of 
the BJP, but on ‘development’, which, 
it seems, won out (or so we learn 
from the liberals) over a certain form 
of lethargy. The liberals called this 
lethargy ‘socialism’ or, to be precise, 
‘Nehruvian socialism’. Nothing could 
be further from the truth. There was no 
such thing as ‘Nehruvian socialism’. 
What one had was a type of state-
capitalist model with inherent feudal 
remnants within both the economy and 
the polity. And under the Congress 
regime, from Nehru to his daughter, 
Indira Gandhi, the Indian state 
also had part of the welfare model 
inscribed in its ideological cranium. 
What has happened since 1984, when 
Rajiv Gandhi came to power, was 
the slow but systematic intrusion of 
the neoliberal model. The triumph 
of the neo-model started in the early 
1990s, when Narasimha Rao was 
prime minister and Manmohan Singh 
finance minister. It has culminated in 
the victory of Modi.

What has happened now is that there 
are competing versions of capitalism - 
the liberal-secular model nurtured by 
Congress, and the authoritarian, fascist 
one that Modi represents. But there is 
also a third: the Stalinist version of 
capitalism, as propagated and practised 
by the CPM, which led ultimately 
to their downfall in West Bengal in 
2011. What has happened now is 
that the Modi brand of authoritarian 
capitalism has totally outstripped the 
liberal and Stalinist versions.

One also has to understand that this 
is not a mere electoral victory. It is 
the beginning of a counterrevolution 
against Indian democracy. And it is a 
victory led by a man who was said (as 
a child) to be a chaiwalla (tea seller), 
who has now gone through a strange 
metamorphosis to become ‘mazdoor 
(worker) number one’. As with the 
classical version of fascism, one has to 
understand the importance of its mass 
base and that it is counterrevolution 
‘from below’. And to understand this 
counterrevolution one has to understand 
the secretive organisation (the RSS) to 
which Modi belongs.

For alongside (and beneath) this 
authoritarian model of capitalism lies 
the RSS with its entire complex of 
organisations knitted closely together. 
The media industry (especially the 
visual media: NDTV, CNN (IBN), 
Times Now, Headlines Today) has been 
almost totally silent on the role of the 
RSS, especially its fascist nature. The 
Times of India calls Modi “SuperModi” 
(trying to rework the American comic 
book hero into an Indian superman), 
who they say has “pulled the BJP back 
from the brink”.1 The same newspaper 
says that “Muslim women pray for 
NaMo” (meaning Narendra Modi) to 
become prime minister.2

If the media industry is run only 
according to the logic of profit-making, 
it must be noted that the RSS is run 
with a great deal of secrecy and has 
multiple fronts: from the communal, 
pro-imperialist Vishva Hindu Parishad 
(VHP) to the Bajrang Dal, which 
organises communal mobilisation 
when needed - and also unleashing 
riots against Muslims. One instance is 
in the northern state of Uttar Pradesh, 
where the BJP has moved from almost 
no presence for a decade to total power 
(winning 71 out of 80 seats). This is 
due to extreme caste and communal 
polarisation - riots in Muzaffarnagar 

(in Uttar Pradesh) displaced more 
than 50,000 people in August-
September 2013. Consequently the 
two local parties that had previously 
been dominant, the Samajwadi Party 
(Socialist Party) and the Bahujan 
Samaj Party (Majority People’s Party), 
were decimated in national elections.

But there are also other secret 
organisations like the Abhinav Bharat 
(Young India Society), whose cadres, 
including a serving military officer 
in the Indian army (now dismissed), 
have been involved in terroristic 
activities like the 2007 bombing of the 
Indo-Pakistan Samjhauta rail service 
(the ‘Friendship Express’). Even 
the 2008 terrorist attack in Mumbai 
- engineered by CIA agent David 
Headley with the help of the Pakistan-
based fundamentalist, Lashkar-e-
Toiba - featured the invisible hand of 
rightwing sections in the Indian state, 
which does not exclude the RSS.3

So the triumph of the BJP is not 
a triumph of the innocent will - it 
is a triumph that is soaked in the 
blood of the innocent. Its political 
and ideological roots in the teachings 
of Savarkar and Golwalkar cannot 
be forgotten.

Allegory
The 2014 national elections remind 
one of two allegories - allegories 
of the type Walter Benjamin talked 
of in the era of the rise of European 
fascism.4 The first is what is called the 
‘Modi-fication’ of politics in India - 
Modi literally modifies politics in the 
fascistic sense. The second is a direct 
reference to Nazi symbolism. It is also 
a narcissistic one, where Narendra 
Modi has been marketed by the media 
industry as “NaMo”. Whilst this may 
seem to be only a passing gesture, 
what one needs to point out is that 
Nano is the name of the Indian version 
of the Volkswagen (literally ‘people’s 
car’) first produced in Nazi Germany 
in 1937.

The relation between Hitler and 
Modi is not accidental, for the very 
party that he belongs to is silently 
directed by the fascist-inspired RSS 
ideology However, the relation 
between fascism and the emergence of 
Modi as the now seemingly undisputed 
leader of India runs even deeper, with 
special reference to the rise of fascism 
in Europe in the 1920s and 30s. The 
first reference is that Modi, like Hitler, 
has mass support. The second is that 
Modi has been tactically supported by 
the Indian liberals.5 This implies that 
the latter have not only been weak in 
fighting this Indian version of fascism, 
but also have almost actively supported 
him. The other, more alarming trend is 
the decimation of the established left 
in these elections.

Now, whilst  i t  may seem 
surprising to many that this rightwing, 
conservative party has won with what 
seems to be an astonishing majority, 
a deeper reading of both the political 
economy of capital accumulation 
in India and the political crisis that 
besieges not only the liberal Congress 
Party, but the motley crew of regional, 
caste-based parties and the established 
left, suggests that there is nothing to be 
astonished about. After all, the second 
wave of pro-globalisation reforms 
that Congress unleashed implies that 
an authoritarian party like the BJP is 
what is needed to govern India, and 
that late capitalism with its multiple 
crises could no longer use the liberal 
Congress Party as the flag bearer of 
neoliberalism.

What is alarming is that the BJP is 
different from all political parties in 
India, in the sense that for it the politics 
of secularism is not important, and 

secondly that it is basically a political 
front of the paramilitary RSS that was 
modelled on European fascism. The 
RSS, right from its inception in 1925, 
based its ideology on the political 
‘theology’ of Hindu supremacy called 
Hindutva, or the ‘essence of Hinduism’, 
which in turn was modelled on the 
feudal-monarchical idea of European 
Christendom. In this fascist borrowing, 
the Muslims, according to the now 
discredited ‘science’ of eugenics, 
are deemed to be the enemies of the 
nation. But it is ‘race’ that is central to 
the RSS - the nation is driven by the 
“race spirit”. And, according to this 
macabre fascist logic, there are two 
races: the Aryan (Hindu) one and the 
Semitic (Muslim) one. It is impossible 
for these two imagined ‘races’ to co-
exist. Consider the following:

The foreign races in Hindustan 
must either adopt Hindu culture 
and language, must hold to respect 
and hold in reverence Hindu 
religion, must entertain no idea 
but those of the glorification of 
the Hindu religion and lose their 
separate existence, to merge in 
the Hindu race, or may stay in the 
country, wholly subordinated to the 
Hindu nation, claiming nothing, 
deserving no privileges, far less 
any preferential treatment - not 
even citizen’s rights.6

The question thus remains: how could 
the BJP, that was until the early 1990s 
an extremely marginalised party, 
suddenly grip the imagination of the 
Indian masses? To understand this, 
one has to understand how it could 
transform the ‘melancholic’ character 
of mainstream Hinduism into an 
organised form of mass hysteria. 
This it did in 1992 via the concocted 
issue of the Ayodhya temple, where 
Hindus were mobilised to destroy 
the historical Babri mosque. This 
was followed by anti-Muslim riots 
nationwide. That this coincided 
also with the era of the downfall 
of the Soviet Union and the formal 
introduction of neoliberal capitalism 
in India by the then finance minister, 
Manmohan Singh, should also be 
mentioned. It also spells the close 

of the era of the welfare state. A 
number of things happened. First 
the monopoly of the Congress 
Party came to an end; and the era of 
coalition politics began with the close 
coordination of caste-based parties 
with the BJP in the Northern states 
of Bihar and Uttar Pradesh. It is in 
these margins that the BJP developed 
its programme of capturing power in 
New Delhi. Their programme was 
shrewd but sure. The architect then 
was Lal Krishna Advani, who rode 
a Toyota car fashioned as an ancient 
Indian chariot. Little did one note at 
that time that Narendra Modi would 
soon take the reins of the chariot.

Muslim question
To understand the anti-democratic 
character of the BJP, one once again 
has to see the original manifesto of the 
Indian fascists:

There are only two courses open 
to the foreign elements: either to 
merge themselves in the national 
race and adopt its culture; or to live 
at its mercy, so long as the national 
race may allow them to do so, and 
to quit the country at the sweetest 
will of the national race.7

In this sense one needs to ask, how 
can a political party be ethically 
legitimised when it cherishes the 
grotesque ideals of Mussolini and 
Hitler and the war of imagined races? 
One must note that this is not a theme 
of the past, but an inherent part of the 
thinking of the RSS. Recently, just 
before the elections, a BJP leader 
from Bihar, Giriraj Singh, said that 
those who do not vote for Modi will 
be deported to Pakistan. Not only that: 
he also said that all terrorists are from 
one particular religion only (namely 
Islam). Also note this statement of 
Giriraj Singh: “Pakistan is the hurdle 
in Narendra Modi’s path of becoming 
PM, and there are some people in India 
who are pro-Modi. Some are pro-
terrorism and their political Mecca-
Medina is Pakistan. These people 
should be in Pakistan, not India.”

It must also be noted that for the 
RSS the model is Nazi Germany, with 
its purging of Jews.8 And considering 

Narendra Modi: following in the steps of Hitler?



9weekly worker 1012 May 29 2014

that this fascist ideology was put into 
practice in 2002 in Gujarat under 
the stewardship of Narendra Modi, 
where state-sponsored genocide 
was committed against the Muslim 
population, these references to the 
origins of the RSS are not academic. 
Of course, it is not that there have not 
been riots resulting from many causes 
in India. But this time the master rioter 
is now metamorphosed as the single 
leader able to change the destiny of 
India for the better. For the type of 
politics that Modi represents, Muslims 
and Christians cannot become citizens 
of what they call the “Hindu nation”, 
since India may be their “fatherland”, 
but never their “holy land”.9 The 
Hindus are the “original national 
race” who are perpetually in war with 
“foreign races”.10

Whilst this fascist version is 
well known, albeit hidden under 
the phantasmagorical carpet of 
parliamentary democracy, what is not 
known is that even the Indian liberal 
once believed (and still probably 
believes) in this fantastic theme of 
the “Hindu nation”. Consider this 
liberal version:

Existence of the Hindu nation in 
a position of domination in India 
or Hindustan will not only be a 
salvation to the Hindus only, but it 
alone can be an unfailing guarantee 
to all the minorities of different 
nations living in this country for 
the preservation to their religious 
and cultural rights.11

The problem is that this view has 
never been systematically challenged 
by liberals. For them, except for 
a section of the left liberals (Mani 
Shankar Aiyar, a Congress Party 
member, is one such case), this form 
of majoritarianism is said to be the 
natural order of things. What is 
alarming is that, when in the ideology 
of the RSS, the Muslim is the ‘hated 
other’, fit only to be destroyed, then 
this spells even greater trouble in the 
era of a late imperialism which is in 
perpetual crisis and governed by the 
ideology of Islamophobia.

Keeping in mind this observation 
about how imperialism governs the 
RSS ideological mindset, we turn 
to what we may call the ‘Muslim 
question’. It must be noted that it arose 
in colonial India, especially after the 
1857 First War of Independence, which 
must be borne in mind in relation to 
the recent election victory. Like the 
‘Jewish question’ that emerged in 

the early 19th century (recall Marx’s 
1843 On the Jewish question), the 
‘Muslim question’ is both very real 
and a burning issue. Since the ‘Jewish 
question’ could lead firstly to Nazism, 
Auschwitz and the genocide, followed 
by the formation of Zionist Israel, the 
‘Muslim question’ should be given 
greater importance than ordinarily 
imagined. The fact that things have 
shifted from the 1857 perspective to 
the now Zionist-inspired one, and the 
focus of this question is tied down 
so inexorably to imperialism and the 
American empire, gives the issue a 
much greater dimension.

And if this ‘Muslim question’ is tied 
to imperialism and the military arms 
complex, there can be no complacency 
in its understanding. For the BJP, 
any talk of minorities, especially 
Muslims, is what it calls a “pseudo-
secular” question. Like the global 
fundamentalists - from Washington to 
Tehran and from Tel Aviv to Islamabad 
- secularism represents a false, 
inauthentic, pseudo-understanding. 
For polity to survive a lethal dose of 
religion is necessary.

What one needs to do (besides 
locating the hand of imperialism 
behind this question) is not merely talk 
of secularism, but also differentiate 
between the liberal and the Marxist 
version of secularism through the 
deeper, revolutionary discourse of 
both political and human emancipation 
that Marx talked of in On the Jewish 
question. It must be stressed that there 
is a deep relation between these two 
forms of emancipation. One cannot 
tear one from the other, as has been 
done by both the liberal Congress 
Party and the Stalinist left (they both 
believe in political emancipation, but 
not human emancipation).

Both poli t ical  and human 
emancipation are essential ‘moments’ 
in the revolutionary and democratic 
movement. It must be stressed that it 
is this alienation of one from the other 
which brings confusion in its wake. 
This confusion, which Marx accused 
the Young Hegelian, Bruno Bauer, 
of generating, seems to live on when 
one discusses the ‘Muslim question’ in 
India. Remember, Bauer claimed that 
the Jews in Prussia could not demand 
rights as Jews (ie, rights as a minority). 
How could they do so, Bauer’s 
reasoning went, when by and large, 
the citizen of Prussia had no rights? 
For Bauer this proposal of rights 
as Jews in Prussia was legitimating 
particular interests. Do we not hear the 
same theme in contemporary India? 

Do we not hear that the offering of 
rights as Muslims is nothing but the 
appeasement of minorities? Do we also 
not hear that one should have rights for 
all (ie, rights of the abstract citizen or, 
in other words, abstract rights), but not 
rights as Muslims?

What we say, following Marx, is 
that the question of rights in general 
and the rights of minorities is etched in 
this dialectical, theoretical problematic 
of concrete analysis of concrete 
conditions. What we also say is that, 
if one removes the dialectical and 
historical-materialist character in 
understanding the question of the rights 
of Muslims, then one lapses into a form 
of Islamophobia inherent in the politics 
of both American imperialism and the 
BJP. It must be noted that Bauer, after 
his sojourn in Hegelianism, went over 
to the anti-Semitic camp. Bauer could 
not understand the concrete particular 
(the Jewish minority in Prussia) and 
thought of the abstract ‘man’ devoid 
of religion and ethnicity.

It is not only the BJP that occupies 
this space of phantasmagorical 
abstraction: the Indian liberal thinks 
the same way. That is why the liberal 
has ignored the extremely pitiable 
conditions of Indian Muslims and 
simply done nothing about it. Deep 
down the Indian liberals, like Bauer, 
are abstract universalists: they want 
an ‘abstract Indian’ devoid of the 
plurality inherent in Indian society. 
Those in contemporary India who 
also talk of ‘man’ in general - ie, ‘man’ 
independent of real, living people - or 
those who talk of citizenship devoid 
of real people, are doing nothing but 
mimicking this discourse of the abstract 
and phantasmagorical universal.

We get thus two conflicting terrains: 
(1) the original fascist version of the 
RSS; and (2) the version through 
which the political front of the RSS 
veils and modifies this aggression. 
Consider how the prior incarnation of 
the BJP, the Jan Sangh, posed this issue 
of the ‘abstract Indian’:

We are pledged to the service not 
of any particular community or 
section, but of the entire nation. 
Every countryman is blood of our 
blood and flesh of our flesh. We 
shall not rest till we are able to 
give to every one of them a sense 
of pride that they are children of 
Bharatmata [Mother India].12

One, however, must insist that this is 
only a cover - a cover likewise adopted 
in the BJP’s 2014 election manifesto. 
Remember that Hitler came to power 
not through a coup, but through 
victory in the 1933 elections. It has 
also been said many times that he 
respected legality, but allowed Göring 
to Nazify the Berlin police.13 Modi and 
the RSS will do exactly this. Hindutva 
will never be abandoned. It will link 
its political project with corporate 
capitalism. And it is here that the 
question of ‘development’ expounded 
by Modi comes up.

Development as 
brutality
It is strange that when the BJP under 
Modi talks of development it is 
supported by economists like Jagdish 
Bhagwati. Earlier (especially in the 
1980s) its idea was based on the fight 
against “corruption” in a veiled form 
through asserting high-caste ‘purity’ 
(the corrupt are the secularists). Then 
since the late 1980s the fight has 
been for “religious sentiment” that 
is damaged by Muslims. How then 
did ‘development’ enter the BJP’s 
vocabulary? What lies behind this 
ideology?

Under neoliberal political economy, 
the Indian elites have lost contact 
with the classical liberal ideas of 
rights and individual liberty. Whilst 
the rights question did remain part of 
Congress ideology, in reality rights 
were continuously being violated. 

Riots continued unabated. Under the 
United Progressive Alliance regime 
led by the Congress, ‘progressive’ 
laws were continuously passed in 
parliament: the Right to Education, 
Women’s Reservation, etc. But these 
were never fully implemented. What 
was implemented was the formation 
of ‘special economic zones’, which in 
plain words (to borrow a phrase from 
David Harvey) represent nothing but 
“accumulation through dispossession”. 
Congress thus started this process; the 
BJP is perfecting it. And, thanks to 
this dispossession, the large pool has 
been created, making up the industrial 
reserve army and the dispossessed 
rural poor (largely the lower-caste 
‘other backward classes’ or OBCs) 
who have been joining the new army 
of Modi fans.

An editorial in the 2011 issue of the 
Economic and Political Weekly spoke 
of “development with brutality”,14 
noting especially the Indian state’s 
adoption of brutal methods to repress 
those who resist the implementation 
of neoliberal policies. What Modi 
has done in Gujarat from 2001 to the 
present has been to convert it into a 
brutal business firm. Congress could 
not realise on the national level what 
Modi was able to achieve as chief 
minister of Gujarat: ie, a ‘national 
firm’. Gujarat thus became the state for 
investment, aided by a monopoly cartel 
called Reliance Industries (referred to 
as a “state within the state”). Reliance 
has become the Indian Krupp company, 
whilst Modi plays the role of Hitler. 
‘Development’ is where neoliberalism 
and classical fascism meet.

Modi will now try to convert India 
into a business state. Thus, while he 
has Savarkar and Golwalkar as his 
ideologues of ethnic cleansing, he also 
has Shinjo Abe, Lee Kwan Yew and 
Deng Xiaoping as his economic role 
models. And it is with this business 
mindset that the BJP was able to 
win over the voters, especially the 
100 million new voters. It was also 
because of this ideology of ‘politics 
as business’ that India saw such a high 
voter turnout: 66.38%.

What is going on in this new stage 
of capitalism and politics in India is 
what Habermas calls the “exhaustion 
of utopian energies”.15 This exhaustion 
of the utopian model indicates, on the 
one hand, the failure of the left in India. 
It is, however, not a “transitory mood 
of cultural pessimism” (as Habermas 
has indicated).16 Instead there is a mood 
of making politics, through cultural 
manipulation, phantasmagorical and 
magical. What Walter Benjamin said of 
fascism - it makes politics aesthetical17 
(or should one say ‘makes politics a 
spectacle’?) - is the new setting for 
the political management of neoliberal 
capital accumulation in India.

It is essential to fully understand this 
new stage. First, it is a departure from 
the stage that began in the early 1990s 
with the Ayodhya temple issue and 
reached its peak with the organisation of 
the 2002 Gujarat pogrom, where mass 
hysteria was the chief tool for the BJP’s 
political mobilisation. Now (probably 
beginning in early 2014 with the idea 
of grabbing power in New Delhi), 
media-managed spectacle has been the 
leitmotif of political mobilisation. But 
behind this spectacle lie mass hysteria 
and bloody riots that are perpetually 
present. The Muzaffarnagar riots in late 
2013 are one instance enabling one to 
understand how from the margins (the 
BJP had only 10 seats in Uttar Pradesh 
before the 2014 national election) the 
BJP has managed to capture the centre. 
This riot, initiated by the RSS, enabled 
the BJP to enter the political space of 
the most populous state in India. Just 
as the 2002 anti-Muslim pogrom in 
Gujarat transformed the BJP into a 
major permanent player there, the 2013 
Muzaffarnagar riots are said to have 
played a similar role in Uttar Pradesh. 
Development BJP-style rides on the 
wild stallion of riots.

Mass hysteria has been sublated 

into the spectacle: the spectacle of the 
new authoritarian leader of the new 
managerial capitalist state. Supposedly 
India will no longer be a client state, 
nor a welfare state. Its ideological 
model includes the destruction of any 
notion of workers’ control, of every 
sort of leftwing idea.

What one also gets in this new, 
neoliberal stage is the claim that:

The utopian idea of a society 
based on social labour has lost its 
persuasive power - and not simply 
because the forces of production 
have lost their innocence or because 
the abolition of private ownership 
of the means of production clearly 
has not led in and of itself to 
workers’ self-management. Rather, 
it is above all because that utopia 
has lost its point of reference in 
reality: the power of abstract labour 
to create structure and give form 
to society … But why should the 
diminishing power of utopia of 
social labour be of significance 
to the broader public, and why 
should it help to explain a general 
exhaustion of utopian energies?18

In India, ‘utopian energies’ were 
decapitated firstly in the early 1990s, 
with the programme of neoliberalism 
entering Indian public policy through 
(1) the depoliticisation of politics 
by the culture industry and (2) the 
communalisation of the polity by the 
BJP. But they are also lost because 
of the Stalinist left’s betrayal of 
revolutionary Marxism, combined 
with the neoliberalism of the Congress 
Party making all reason instrumental 
- and this instrumental reason in 
turn being converted by the BJP into 
totalitarian state power.

The consequences are terrible. 
Those that liken Modi to Shinjo Abe, 
Lee Kwan Yew and Deng Xiaoping 
are wrong. Those who draw parallels 
between Margret Thatcher and Modi 
are also wrong. For all of the above, 
instrumental reason, as the logic of 
rational capital accumulation, drove 
them to power and success. For Modi, 
instrumental reason and totalitarian 
state power are based on a fascist 
myth: that of ‘Hindu supremacy’. And 
fascist myth mixed with a capitalism 
in crisis leads not merely to riots, but 
war. That is why we are saying that a 
new stage has been reached in India: 
the stage of total counterrevolution 
against democracy. What is happening 
in west Asia could now also happen in 
south Asia.

The seeds sown by Congress have 
borne the Modi fruit. The sins of the 
Congress parent are now visited upon 
its children l
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Bookmark us
It’s pretty clear from our web 

statistics that it has taken some 
time for a number of our readers 

to find their way to our new Weekly 
Worker site. The number of visits 
has been down by a few hundred a 
day since last Thursday, when the 
new site was launched - the exact 
opposite of what I predicted in 
last week’s column! We only had 
9,414 online readers last week.

Anyway, I’m sure you’ve 
worked out how to get there by 
now. Of course, you can still access 
the Weekly Worker via the CPGB 
website - just click on the link at 
the top of the page. But why not 
bookmark http://weeklyworker.
co.uk instead?

One comrade who had no 
trouble was PG, who writes: 
“A much cleaner, sharper and, 
most important, quicker site. 
Congratulations!” And, putting 
his money where his mouth is, he 
clicked on ‘Donate’ to send £20 
our way. And that was the amount 
of TT’s “one-off donation” also 

made by PayPal. Thanks to both.
Two large contributions 

accounted for most of the £157 we 
received in standing orders - £75 
from JT and £35 from DS. And 
three cheques came in via Royal 
Mail - £30 from RG (doubling his 
six-month subscription payment), 
£20 from LP and £10 from FD.

All that comes to £257, taking 
our May total to £1,393. But we 
need to push it higher - up to 
£1,500 by May 31 (in other words, 
just two days time). Please follow 
the examples of PG and TT and 
make use of our PayPal facility. 
Better still, make a transfer from 
your online bank account to 
00744310 (sort code: 30-99-64) 
That’s just as quick, but it’s also 
free of charge! We need £107 by 
Saturday May 31 l
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Safe spaces are not liberating
Mike Macnair puts forward an alternative to Left Unity’s draft ‘safe spaces’ policy

The draft ‘safe spaces’ policy was 
referred back by the founding 
conference of Left Unity, but 

references to it (as an appendix) 
were left in the constitution. A new 
version was circulated in print at the 
March policy conference and made 
available on Left Unity’s website.1 It 
is intended to be discussed at the next 
LU conference.

I believe that the basic approach 
of adopting a ‘safe spaces’ policy is 
mistaken, for three reasons.

In the first place, it rolls into one 
long document several issues which 
should be discussed and decided upon 
separately. On the one hand, a ‘code 
of conduct’ for LU members, clearly 
indicating behaviour that may attract 
internal disciplinary charges, and a 
‘disputes procedure’, outlining how 
to deal with complaints and charges, 
should be in the constitution (mainly 

as appendixes). On the other hand, 
an ‘equalities policy for LU internal 
procedures’ is subject to resource 
constraints, which mean that in many 
cases only recommendations are 
practically possible, and therefore 
should be separate from the 
constitution.

Secondly, the actual proposals for 
disputes procedures contained in the 
proposed ‘safe spaces’ policy, and in the 
clauses of the constitution which refer 
to it, are bureaucratic and untransparent. 
Indeed, they contain a Tory policy: 
for compulsory mediation before the 
formal disputes procedure is used.

Thirdly, ‘safe spaces’ as a political 
concept should be rejected. It is both 
illusory and tends to poison discussion.

I am therefore putting forward a 
counter-proposal to the ‘safe spaces’ 
policy, which I hope the Communist 
Platform will adopt. My counterproposal 

consists of several parts:
1. Some constitutional amendments to 
eliminate references to the ‘safe spaces’ 
policy in the Left Unity constitution 
and substitute, where appropriate, 
references to a code of conduct or 
disputes procedure (and to modify the 
current disputes procedure);
2. A draft code of conduct for members 
of LU;
3. A draft disputes procedure;
4. A draft ‘Equalities policy for LU 
internal procedures’.

The first point - that the several 
issues involved should be dealt with 
separately - does not need much 
justification. It should be simple 
common sense. It will lead to a clearer 
discussion and clearer decisions than 
rolling them all together, as the ‘safe 
spaces’ policy document does.

The second point is also a short one. 
Left Unity’s disciplinary, or disputes, 

procedure should be fair, transparent and 
practicable. The procedures proposed 
in the draft ‘safe spaces’ document 
are over-elaborate and, as a necessary 
result, will be non-transparent, dilatory 
and impracticable. Non-transparent 
procedures are more likely to be abused 
in the way that the Socialist Workers 
Party’s disciplinary procedures have 
been abused. (Not just in the ‘Delta’ case 
for the benefit of a leadership member, 
but for years and years.)

In particular, compulsory mediation, 
which is proposed in the draft ‘safe 
spaces’ document procedures, has been 
studied in its application in the real 
world. The finding of such studies is 
that it tends to give the advantage to the 
higher-status individual.2 This is why 
the Tories have introduced compulsory 
mediation as a required gateway to an 
industrial tribunal.3 Left Unity should 
not imitate the Tories on this.

The third point is that the general 
concept of ‘safe spaces’ is illusory 
and poisonous. It is illusory because 
as a general concept it ignores the 
recalcitrance of the material world and 
is infantilising: you can kill yourself 
falling downstairs and, while we may 
put up stair-gates to protect toddlers, 
the rest of us just have to take care.

In fact, in politics this sort of 
approach tends to “breed short-beaked 
pigeons”.4 Inadequate exposure of 
children to germs produces auto-
immune diseases; if you never took the 
child-gate down, the child would never 
learn how to negotiate stairs. A party 
which was much more controlling about 
PC language, etc than the surrounding 
society would leave people unable to 
engage with the general cut and thrust 
of political argument in the workplace, 
the media, etc.

The ‘safe spaces’ concept is 
actually a renaming of what was in 
the 1970s-80s called “liberated zones” 
by some American ‘soft Maoists’. This 
approach was totally unsuccessful both 
for the Maoists and for the movements 
of the oppressed which were influenced 
by their ideas.5 More recently, similar 
ideas have been called ‘prefigurative 
politics’: that is, that our political 
decision-making must prefigure the 
free society of the future.6

It is true that our politics must 
be to some extent prefigurative. For 
example, we do not allow people 
to pay for extra speaking time or 
to employ professional lobbyists 
to change party policy. But what is 
being ‘prefigured’ in the ‘safe spaces’ 
concept is an illusion. Hunter-gatherer 
societies where there is no class or the 
oppression of women are not without 
disputes, anger and hurtful words said. 
There is therefore not the slightest 
reason to suppose that the future free 
society will be without them.

The result of this illusory character 
is that advocates of ‘safe spaces’ are all 
too often themselves inclined to troll-
like interventions using threatening, 
abusive or insulting words. They tend 
to legitimise their own anger and 
delegitimise anyone else’s. This is the 
other side of the coin: the policy is, as I 
have said, not merely illusory, but also 
poisonous, because it leads to witch-
hunting. There are plenty of examples 
from 1970s-80s US Maoism and from 
the 1980s movements influenced by 
US Maoism.

Further, this approach legitimates 
witch-hunting by the right wing of 
the broader workers’ movement. For 
example, see the Unison bureaucracy’s 
attack on Socialist Party supporters, 
alleging that their use of the old three 
monkeys, ‘Hear no evil, speak no 
evil, see no evil’ graphic was ‘racist’.7 
Equally, Islamists argue that segregation 
and the hijab create ‘safe spaces’ for 
women, though it is clear that their real 
aim is controlling women.

For all these reasons the ‘safe 
spaces’ idea should be rejected, not 
just the current document.

1. Proposed 
amendments 
to Left Unity 
constitution
Clause 3, Membership, subhead (f): 
“abides by the principles and guidelines 
of behaviour set out in the safer spaces 
policy (appendix 1)” - Delete.

Why do I propose deleting this 
clause rather than amending it to refer 
to a proposed code of conduct? The 
draft ‘safe spaces’ policy itself does not 
propose that breaches of its principles 
and guidelines should automatically 
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What we 
fight for

n  Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with 
the highest form of organisation 
it is everything.
n There exists no real Communist 
Party today. There are many so-
called ‘parties’ on the left. In 
reality they are confessional sects. 
Members who disagree  with  the  
prescribed ‘line’ are expected to 
gag themselves in public. Either 
that or face expulsion.
n  Communis t s  operate 
according to the principles of 
democratic centralism. Through 
ongoing debate we seek to achieve 
unity in action and a common 
world outlook. As long as they 
support agreed actions, members 
should have the right to speak 
openly and form temporary or 
permanent factions.
n  Communists oppose all 
imperialist wars   and occupations 
but constantly strive to bring 
to the fore the fundamental 
question - ending war is bound 
up with ending capitalism.
n  C o m m u n i s t s  a r e 
internationalists. Everywhere 
we strive for the closest unity and 
agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. 
We oppose every manifestation 
of national sectionalism. It is an 
internationalist duty to uphold the 
principle, ‘One state, one party’.
n The  working  class  must  be 
organised    globally.    Without 
a global Communist Party, 
a Communist International, 
the struggle against capital is 
weakened and lacks coordination.
n Communists have no interest 
apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in 
recognising   the  importance of 
Marxism as a guide to practice. 
That theory is no dogma, but 
must be constantly added to 
and enriched.
n Capitalism  in  its  ceaseless 
search for profit puts the future 
of humanity at risk. Capitalism 
is  synonymous with war, 
pollution, exploitation and crisis. 
As a global system capitalism 
can only be superseded globally.
n The capitalist class will never 
willingly allow their wealth and 
power to be taken away by a 
parliamentary vote.
n We will use the most militant 
methods objective circumstances  
allow to  achieve a federal republic 
of England, Scotland and Wales, 
a united, federal Ireland and a 
United States of Europe.
n Communists favour industrial 
unions. Bureaucracy and class 
compromise must be fought and 
the trade unions transformed 
into schools for communism.
n Communists   are   champions 
of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and 
chauvinism, and the struggle for 
peace and ecological sustainability 
are just as much working class 
questions as pay, trade union rights 
and demands for high-quality 
health, housing and education.
n Socialism  represents victory 
in the battle for democracy. It 
is the rule of the working class. 
Socialism is either democratic 
or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, 
it turns into its opposite.
n Socialism is the first stage 
of the worldwide transition 
to communism - a system 
which knows neither wars, 
exploitation, money, classes, 
states nor nations. Communism 
is general freedom and the real 
beginning of human history.
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lead to expulsion. But by making 
compliance a condition of membership, 
that is what this clause does. An express 
power to expel members is not needed 
at this point in the constitution: this 
is currently in clause 18, Disputes 
committee; I propose that this should 
be in ‘Disputes procedure’.
Clause 10, Direct democratic 
participation ..., subhead (d): “All 
discussion and debate will be expected to 
be respectful and adhere to the standards 
of behaviour set out in the safer spaces 
policy (appendix 1)” - Delete.

Why do I propose deleting this 
clause rather than amending it to 
refer to a proposed code of conduct? 
“Respectful” is highly problematic 
terminology in this context of speech 
control. JQ Whitman showed in 
2000 its Roman-elite, aristocratic 
and Nazi antecedents.8 One person’s 
‘disrespect’ is another’s ‘legitimate 
anger’ or ‘robust criticism’. If 
anything is necessary, it is sufficient 
to identify trolling LU online forums 
as a disciplinary offence in the code 
of conduct.
Clauses 18, Disputes committee, and 
19, Appeals committee:
Rewrite as follows:
(18-19) Disputes and appeals
A. Disputes committee
(i) A disputes committee shall be 
elected annually by national ballot. 
This committee will consist of seven 
people, but shall include no members 
of the national council. Its role will be 
to investigate disputes and complaints 
about the behaviour of individual 
party members in appropriate cases.
(ii) The disputes committee may form 
a sub-committee of at least three 
members to consider any one case.
(iii) The disputes committee shall 
adopt its own procedures and 
standing orders, subject to approval 
and amendment from time to time by 
national conference.
B. Appeals committee
(i) An appeals committee shall be 
elected annually by national ballot. 
This committee is the last stage in any 
disputes resolution procedure and its 
decisions are final.
(ii) The appeals committee will consist 
of seven people, but shall include no 
members of the national council or 
disputes committee. Its role will be to 
hear appeals from members against 
disciplinary action taken against 
them. The appeals committee may 
form a sub-committee of at least three 
members to consider any one case.
(iii) The appeals committee shall 
adopt its own procedures and 
standing orders, subject to approval 
and amendment from time to time by 
national conference.
C. Disputes and disciplinary action

(i) Individual members have the 
right to make complaint against 
other members, or LU officers 
or organisations, complaining of 
violations of this constitution or of the 
code of conduct (appendix 1).
(ii) The national council may refuse 
any applicant for membership or take 
disciplinary action against an individual 
member. The individual concerned 
has a right to appeal to the appeals 
committee. Such action must be 
explained in writing to the member or 
potential member concerned, and such 
explanation must include a statement 
that the member or applicant is entitled 
to appeal to the appeals committee.
(iii) Complaints should, subject to (iv) 
below, be dealt with at the most local 
possible level. Individual members’ 
complaints against other members of 
the same branch should be dealt with 
in that branch. Complaints between 
members of different branches 
within a region may be appropriately 
dealt with by the relevant regional 
committee. Complaints against 
national officers or LU organisations 
must be dealt with by the national 
council or the disputes committee.
(iv) A person complaining or 
complained against may request that 
the complaint is transferred from their 
branch to a regional committee or to 
the disputes committee. A branch or 
regional committee, or the national 
committee, may refer any complaint 
or disciplinary action which is to be 
dealt with before them to the disputes 
committee if it appears to them that 
this is required by the seriousness of 
the matter or if it appears to them that 
circumstances within the referring 
body make fair handling of the 
complaint impossible.
(v) People aggrieved by a decision, 
disciplinary action, or refusal to act 
on a complaint, by a branch, regional 
committee, the national council or the 
disputes committee have the right to 
appeal to the appeals committee.
(vi) Bodies handling complaints must 
act in accordance with the disputes 
procedure (appendix 4).

Why do I propose substantial 
redrafting rather than merely 
eliminating the reference in the 
existing text to the ‘safe spaces’ policy 
and to compulsory ‘reconciliation’ 
procedures? This whole clause will 
need considerable rewriting either to 
bring it into conformity with the ‘safe 
spaces’ policy if passed or to make it 
fit any alternative approach to dispute 
procedure. This redraft makes the 
minimum necessary changes to move 
the current text in the direction of local 
handling as far as possible, which will 
maximise transparency.

I stress minimum changes: for 
example, we are in general opposed 
to postal ballots, which the Tories 
introduced to cripple strikes, but the 
postal/online balloting method is all 
through the LU constitution and I do 
not attempt to change it for just this 
one case.

2. Code of conduct
Preamble
Left Unity aims as far as possible 
within the deeply unequal society 
within which we live to combat 
all  forms of oppression and 
discrimination, to develop all our 
members as leaders, and to develop a 
culture of free discussion accessible 
to all members. We recognise that 
this is most likely to be achieved 
by a political culture in which fully 
open debate, including accusations 
of sexism, racism, class prejudice, 
scabbing, etc, or saying that ‘the 
emperor has no clothes’, are possible; 
and in which members are free to 
communicate with each other and to 
organise themselves for common ends. 
This code of conduct therefore merely 
sets certain minimal limits which are 
necessary to LU’s ability to function 
and pursue these goals.
Members may not:
l violate this constitution;

l  actively disrupt LU’s agreed 
common actions (eg, election 
campaigns);
l  persistently actively disrupt LU 
internal meetings;
l  intentionally assist Redwatch or 
similar far-right organisations which 
target leftists with violence and threats, 
employers’ blacklisting organisations 
or mass-media witch-hunts;
l ‘troll’ LU online forums;
l behave in a way which brings LU 
into disrepute: for example, by violence 
against other members, persistently 
oppressive conduct towards other 
members, or the exploitation of party 
office for private purposes.

LU recognises that we do not have 
the resources to properly investigate 
and handle complaints of serious 
crimes against other members: for 
example, rape or wounding/GBH; and 
that by attempting to do so we may 
contaminate evidence and thereby 
prevent justice being obtained.

3. Disputes 
procedure
A. Procedure
A body handling a complaint or 
disciplinary charges against a 
member must:
l act as promptly as possible (having 
regard to the following points);
l  give the person complaining 
sufficient opportunity to formulate 
their complaint, and the person 
complained against sufficient notice 
of the nature of the complaint and 
sufficient opportunity to formulate 
their answer to it;
l allow both the person complaining 
and the person complained against 
to have the unpaid assistance of 
another person;
l where facts are disputed, allow both 
the person complaining and the person 
complained against to call witnesses 
and to ask questions of witnesses 
they have called and of witnesses 
called against them, and to offer other 
evidence (such as documents, emails, 
medical reports, etc);
l conduct any hearing with fairness 
to both sides;
l  where the complaint is not dealt 
with in a branch, publish to the region 
(if dealt with in a regional committee) 
or to LU generally (if dealt with in 
the national committee, disputes 
committee or appeals committee) 
a summary of the decision and the 
body’s findings and reasons.

These procedural obligations do 
not prohibit dealing with complaints 
by voluntary negotiation, mediation 
or reconciliation procedures, whether 
before or at any stage of formal 
complaints procedures.
B. Sanctions
Where a complaint is upheld or a 
disciplinary charge found proved, the 
sanctions imposed may range from 
censure of the member complained 
against, through other penalties, up 
to suspension or expulsion from 
membership of LU.

In deciding on sanctions, account 
should be taken of the seriousness of 
the complaint, the extent to which a 
persistent course of conduct is involved, 
and of the level of political experience 
of the person complained against.

A vote to expel a member does not 
take effect until ratified by the national 
council or disputes committee on the 
basis of a report from the body hearing 
the complaint.

4. Draft equalities 
policy for 
LU internal 
procedures
Left Unity recognises that we live in 
a society characterised by profound 
systematic inequality, not just on 
the basis of class, but also of the 
oppression of women, discrimination 
against members of ethnic and 
religious minority groups, and LGBT 

people and of age hierarchies, as well 
as both direct discrimination and the 
inherent bias of market society against 
people with disabilities.

We aim for a party in which all 
people can fully participate.

We also recognise, however, that 
there are serious limits on the extent 
to which the life of the party can 
overcome the inequalities of capitalist 
society or ‘prefigure’ the future, and 
the complete and disastrous failure 
of previous attempts to create party 
‘liberated zones’ or ‘prefigurative 
politics’. In addition, a number 
of forms of discrimination and 
inequality, particularly around caring 
responsibilities and disabilities, 
immediately engage the questions of 
material resources and time; and the 
recent evolution of capitalism has been 
to reduce the resources in both space 
and time available to workers generally 
and to workers’ organisations. For 
instance, we may and should aim to 
meet in accessible rooms, but such 
rooms may simply be unavailable or 
not available at a price which small LU 
branches can afford.

What follows is therefore an 
incomplete list of recommendations 
for LU’s organisations for good 
practice in combating the effects of 
inequalities and discrimination on 
our decision-making. Most of these 
recommendations are hence subject 
to ‘as far as possible’ (generally, more 
will be possible for national meetings 
than for local meetings).
l  Meetings should be held in 
accessible spaces and with hearing 
loops, and so on.
l  Scheduling of meetings should 
take account of members’ or potential 
members’ caring responsibilities (for 
children, for people with disabilities, 
etc). Childcare arrangements should 
be provided. IT (streaming, Skype, 
etc) should be used to facilitate 
participation of those unable to attend.
l  Agendas and motions should be 
circulated well in advance.
l  Every effort should be made 
to avoid overcrowded agendas, 
which tend to cramp participation 
in discussions (and hence set up 
conflicts between open discussion 
of debated issues, on the one hand, 
and prioritising the contributions of 
oppressed groups, on the other).
l Chairing should be sensitive to the 
need to draw in contributions from those 
who might not ‘normally’ speak, as well 
as to the need to clarify differences and 
allow full debate. On the other hand, 
some rotation of chairing is desirable to 
allow other comrades to gain experience 
of that duty.
l  Meetings of any length should 
include appropriate access breaks.
l  Left Unity needs to actively 
promote workers’ education and 
similar initiatives to empower those 
who have had less access to formal 
education. The party as a whole, 
and branches, need to develop party 
education for the same purpose l
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Notes
1. http://leftunity.org/safe-spaces-document.
2. Some references are cited in K Bollen, ‘Hybrid 
online mediation in hierarchical labor disputes’ (www.
juripax.com/.../Hybrid_online_mediation_labor_
Leuven.pdf). The result could have been predicted 
from M Clanchy’s study of medieval equivalents, 
‘Law and love in the middle ages’, in J Bossy (ed) 
Disputes and settlements Cambridge 1983.
3. See Dave Renton: www.struckout.co.uk/once-
more-on-compulsory-conciliation.
4. Trotsky’s comment on Labourism in Britain: 
www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/britain/wibg/
ch04.htm.
5. S Smith, ‘Mistaken identity - or can identity 
politics liberate the oppressed?’ International 
Socialist Journal No62, spring 1994: http://pubs.
socialistreviewindex.org.uk/isj62/smith.htm, 
collects several references. (This is not to endorse 
the political line of the article as a whole.)
6. See (among others) Sam Farber in International 
Socialist Review No92: http://isreview.org/
issue/92/reflections-prefigurative-politics.
7. See ‘The Unison monkey trial’ Weekly Worker 
September 10 2009.
8. ‘Enforcing civility and respect: three societies’ 
(2000) Yale Law Journal 1279-1398: http://
digitalcommons.law.yale.edu/fss_papers/646.
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Reaction on the march
Good results for Ukip, and a lukewarm reception for Labour - Paul Demarty argues that the election 
results exemplify society’s rightward drift

With a three-day weekend 
comes the inevitable Monday 
morning hangover. As results 

from the May 22 European parliament 
elections trickled in on Sunday night, 
it became increasingly clear that - if 
not exactly causing the much-hyped 
political earthquake - the United 
Kingdom Independence Party was 
going to win its first election.

And so it has come to pass. Nigel 
Farage grins at us from every newspaper, 
tepid pint in hand, and he has every 
reason to do so - 27% of the vote, 24 
seats and three embarrassed mainstream 
party leaders; on an abysmal turnout, to 
be sure, Ukip has won the day.

Progressive opinion had almost 
enough time to reassure itself. Yes, the 
local election results had the residual 
Blairites up to their usual Delphic 
carping - we on the far left are often 
accused of fighting yesterday’s wars, 
but what of these creatures, reliving 
the Blair-Brown anonymous briefing 
battles of the early 2000s? - but Labour’s 
showing was respectable. Hundreds of 
councillors and six councils passed 
into Labour control, including the Tory 
flagship, Hammersmith and Fulham; 
Ukip’s vote had dropped by 6%, and 
Nigel Farage’s party was unsuccessful, 
with a few exceptions, at making 
inroads into the Labour heartlands. It 
picked up votes, but not councillors; 
and overall, its vote was down on last 
year’s round of local polls.

No such misfortune in the European 
vote. Ukip’s success has plunged all 
bourgeois politics into soul-searching. 
Most shaken were the Liberal 
Democrats. While they held onto all but 
two of the councils they were defending 
on May 22, the only ‘good’ news for 
the Lib Dems’ European campaign 
was that they did not face a total wipe-
out, clinging onto a single MEP in the 
South East. Catherine Bearder will cut 
a lonely figure in Brussels.

We have been mildly surprised, over 
the past four years, to see a relative 
dearth of challenges to Nick Clegg’s 
authority, given the strains of coalition 
government, the endless electoral 
calamities and the total demoralisation 
of Lib Dem cadre. There is now a more 
serious clamour for his resignation, 
which is nevertheless half-hearted, led 
by backbencher John Pugh - who wants 
Clegg to make way for Vince Cable 
(as if, somehow, the guy who actually 
wrote the policy on tripling tuition fees 
in flagrant contradiction to the Lib 
Dems’ manifesto is a safer bet). Clegg is 
not budging, but it may be immaterial: 
a leaked poll, commissioned by the Lib 
Dems themselves, suggests that Clegg 
is in real danger of losing his Commons 
seat next year.

The Tories, meanwhile, are being 
pretty stoical about the whole thing. 
They are certainly not in as abysmal 
a position as the Lib Dems - they lost 
hundreds of councillors, but pegged 
Labour very close in the popular 
vote in the local and European polls. 
At this point in the electoral cycle, 
it is generally open season on the 
government; in such a situation, it has 
to be said that Cameron is actually 
bearing up fairly well. On the one hand, 

we are now in some kind of economic 
recovery, fuelled though it may be by 
dubious fundamentals; on the other, 
Clegg’s Liberal Democrats remain, as 
Thursday’s votes show, a serviceable 
meat shield for popular rage.

Still, there are elements of disquiet. 
Coming third in the European elections, 
and behind a triumphant Ukip, will 
reinforce grumbling on the Tory 
backbenches, filled to a considerable 
degree with people whose political 
sympathies are with the Toryism Farage 
seeks to claim as his own. Hardly 
surprising, then, that there are murmurs 
among the Tory rank and file about 
seeking agreements at a local level 
with Ukip; and equally unsurprising 
that Cameron and Osborne are keen 
to rule any such deals out. It is an 
uncomfortable reminder of how deeply 
divided the Tory party is on Europe.

In the local elections, we saw 
glimpses of one uncomfortable 
possibility in 2015, with Ukip stealing 
enough Tory votes to throw a council 
or two Labour’s way - Croydon being 
the great example. Labour only secured 
31% of the vote, two points more than 
the Tories; but that translated into 51% 
of the councils and 49.8% of the council 
seats up for grabs. Polling and analysis 
commissioned by Lord Ashcroft, the 
Tory donor and Svengali, suggests 
that Labour is on course to win its 
key marginals, and thus secure a small 
Westminster majority in 2015.

So the Tory hierarchy has two 
somewhat contradictory goals for the 
next year - to attack Labour and head 
off Ukip. The awkwardness of the 
situation is plain to see. Cameron has 
hired Lynton Crosby as his campaign 
consultant - you would expect this 
master of underhand tactics and 
ruthless hatchet jobs to play up all the 
reactionary prejudices he can muster; 
but such a strategy now runs the risk of 
sending Tory voters to Ukip, who (after 
all) have more convincing ‘answers’ 
to the immigration ‘problem’ than the 
Tories. Expect a lot more cheap and 
dirty economic stimulus measures, to 

follow Help to Buy and the pension 
reforms: Cameron’s best chance is that 
the economic recovery appears to bed 
in sufficiently well to produce a ‘feel-
good factor’ among floating voters.

Labour’s jitters are plain to see. Eds 
Miliband and Balls are attempting to 
look penitent about migration levels 
under the last Labour government - but 
such platitudes fail for the same reason 
as the Tories’: the Labour Party is 
committed to the European Union, and 
thus open borders for 500 million people.

Various New Labour ghouls have 
shambled into the broadsheets to offer 
their ‘advice’ - including, of course, the 
Prince of Darkness, Peter Mandelson, 
and Tony Blair himself, whose typically 
self-serving intervention on the May 
27 Today programme contained the 
nonetheless correct point that “if 
[Labour] tries to follow Ukip either 
on its anti-European platform or, even 
worse frankly, on its anti-immigrant 
platform, all that will happen is that it 
will confuse its own supporters and will 
not draw any greater support”.

Miliband’s problem is that the 
capitalist class, and most especially 
the capitalist media, do not want 
Cameron out - an exception can be 
made for The Guardian, of course, and 
perhaps the intermittently Ukip-friendly 
Telegraph, but the latter a fortiori do 
not want a Miliband government. Yet 
he is unwilling to make more than 
feeble nudges in a populist direction 

- a platitude about migrants here, a 
frozen energy price there (perhaps 
this reticence is not unwise, given the 
hatred of the Socialists in France and 
the victory of the Front National in the 
European election there).

The bigger picture here is the 
total alienation of most people from 
the high-political game, always most 
clearly visible come a European 
election. Barely a third of eligible voters 
bothered to vote at all; of those that did, 
a good chunk voted for a party that has 
premised much of its appeal on hatred of 
the Westminster bubble. “So colourless, 
so dreary is this political elite,” writes 
left-Labour pin-up Owen Jones, “that 
Farage - a privately educated ex-City 
commodities trader who wants to cut 
taxes on the rich - ends up looking 
like an ordinary bloke down the pub, 
simply because he speaks like a vague 
approximation of a human being” (The 
Guardian May 27).

There has, for many years, been a 
trend towards declining rates of electoral 
participation. The ‘global’ cause is the 
constriction of political choices in the 
west since the endgame of the cold 
war. In Britain, there are many details 
which exacerbate this trend. There is the 
question of Europe itself - following, 
as Britain does, the exigencies of 
US global policy, the British must 
necessarily frustrate moves towards 
tighter European integration, which 
produces considerable resentment of the 
‘Brussels bureaucrats’ and the gluttony 
of MEPs.

The stakes are, if anything, even 
lower at the local level. In a sense, this 
is perverse - ‘all things being equal’, 
municipal government ought to have 
the most direct and immediate impact 
on people’s lives, and you would 
expect some level of engagement. But 
a major part of the Thatcher legacy is 
the decimation of local government: 
councils are now little more than 
opportunities for career advancement 
and petty corruption among the local 
politicians that staff them.

The left has often had a rather 

Pollyanna-ish view of such 
developments: ‘Look at all the 
millions of people who don’t feel they 
have a voice! Everyone I talk to hates 
politicians and bankers. Surely we 
could harness all this anger.’

It should be abundantly clear in the 
light of elections not just in Britain, 
but across Europe, that, if anything, 
the opposite is the truth - anti-political 
sentiment is rightwing by default. It is 
both a result of and a contributing factor 
to general atomisation, and so tends to 
look for a ‘man on horseback’ to ride 
into Westminster and ‘sort them all out’. 
Remember, for instance, the expenses 
scandal five years ago, and the calls 
at the time for the queen to dissolve 
parliament. Thus, when the left pursues 
apolitical populism (banker-bashing, 
etc), it is quite as likely to funnel people 
rightwards than in our direction. (A 
comrade reports to us a conversation 
with a Ukip activist - “Of course I’m 
not racist. I used to be in the SWP!”)

Indeed, if all the Westminster 
parties have been left wringing their 
hands over the success of Ukip, we 
might, on our side, take stock of where 
things stand with the left. We are now 
four years into a government which 
has hammered the working class with 
impunity throughout, which has driven 
the privatisation agenda into the heart of 
the national health service and schools 
with ill grace and the resentment of the 
general population. It has kicked us, and 
kicked us, and kicked us again.

Who has benefited from all this? Not 
the left - but Ukip, which subscribes to 
an even more vigorously reactionary 
Thatcherism than a Michael Gove. 
Across (northern, central and eastern) 
Europe, fascists, semi-fascists and far-
right populists have gathered support; 
the left has languished. If Thursday’s 
elections have one lesson, it is this - 
British society is barrelling to the right, 
and will continue to do so until the left 
offers an alternative - not to austerity, 
but to capitalism l
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Nigel Farage: gung-ho


