The Broad Left and the End of Labour Politics
The enduring legacy of the Communist-led student movement of twenty years ago is the peculiar form of politics known as the 'Broad Left'. In the third and last article in this series,
 publication of which has been delayed in deference to Labour's election campaign, Hugh Roberts explains the fundamentally cynical and empty nature of 'Broad Leftism' and how it has very largely destroyed the Labour Party.
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CHARLES CLARKE AND THE NATIONAL UNION OF STUDENTS

The result of the General Election represents the failure of the faction which has directed the Labour Party since 1983. The dominant influence in this faction has not been Neil Kinnock, but the head of his private office, the former president of the National Union of Students, Charles Clarke. The defeat on April 9 was as much a defeat for Clarke as for Kinnock. [...]

[...]
I first met Charles Clarke at a wedding reception of a mutual friend at King's College, Cambridge, in September 1972. He had then just completed his year as President of the Cambridge Students' Union (CSU) and was thinking of standing for the NUS Executive, and I had recently become President of the Oxford University Student Representative Council and was preparing to launch the campaign to transform the OUSRC into a fully-fledged Students' Union. We liked each other immediately and saw each other as kindred spirits, at any rate in the context of student politics. I was then in the CPGB, which was running the NUS Left Caucus, and he was precisely the kind of competent, no-nonsense fellow-traveller which the CP liked to work with and made it its business to promote.

I had taken no part in national student politics, being absorbed by the situation in Oxford, and had been content to leave it to my better-connected colleague, Martin Kettle, to represent the CPGB's Oxford Student Branch at the national level. But when Martin suggested that I attend the meeting of the Left Caucus to be held in London in December 1972 to decide the Left slate for the next NUS Executive elections, I went along out of curiosity and was delighted to find Charles adopted as the candidate for the post of Vice President for Education. And when a member of the CP's Cambridge branch, Jon Bloomfield, rang me a few weeks later to say that Charles had asked if I could be persuaded to be his campaign manager, I accepted without hesitation.

The Easter 1973 NUS Conference at Exeter University was the first and last NUS conference I ever attended. By the end of it I had established my claim to a career in the NUS and had seen enough of the NUS to know that I did not want such a career.

During the first 24 hours, I got my campaign team to carry out four intensive canvasses of the conference delegates. (In the two months before it, I had spent hours on the telephone to CP contacts at universities and colleges across the country, to get them to canvass their delegations' support for Charles's candidacy.) The result was that Charles Clarke was elected with a massive majority. This was in sharp contrast both to Mike Terry, the Caucus's candidate for the presidency, who was defeated by the maverick candidacy of John Randall, and to Mike Grabiner, Charles's successor as President of the CSU, who was running for one of the other vice-presidencies and was soundly defeated by his Trotskyist opponent. The patchy performance of the Left Caucus's slate was the subject of angry recriminations at a special meeting of the CP after the results were announced, with only the campaign which I had run for Charles being exempt from vigorous criticism.

The other role I played at that conference was as a member of the Oxford University delegation, in which capacity I proposed Oxford's amendment to the main resolution on the annual grants campaign. In doing so, I was challenging the Executive's (and the CP's) line, and Digby Jacks, in the chair, was visibly taken aback to see me making my way to the rostrum and even more astonished by my speech, which to the platform's consternation was well received by the delegates. This did me no harm, however, as was made clear when Dave Cook, the CP's National Student Organiser, approached me towards the end of Conference and told me that the Party wanted to run me for the Executive in the next round of elections in the autumn. I told him that I would think it over.

Looking back, I am grateful to Dave Cook for putting me on the spot in that way. My mind was concentrated by his proposal, and it did not take me long to know that the last thing I wanted was to prolong my involvement in student politics. I realised that NUS politics was not at all a simple extension of what I had been up to at Oxford, but something else altogether. What I had seen of the NUS Communists at the Left Caucus meeting in December and during the Conference at Exeter had repelled me very thoroughly and I knew that I would be lost if I allowed myself to be drawn into their world. And so I told Dave a few days later that I was sorry to disappoint him, but had decided to concentrate on my doctoral research on Algeria. And, just to make sure (since I knew from experience what CP pressure could be), I applied for and obtained a post as an English teacher in a lycée in a provincial Algerian town, and so took myself out of NUS politics for good.

But I do not regret my involvement in the Easter 1973 NUS Conference. It was an interesting and instructive experience at the time and, in retrospect, I can see that I was a witness to an important moment in the history of the Labour Party, the moment when the politics of student unionism underwent a significant change and the politics of the Broad Left was born. It is the politics of the Broad Left, in a lethal combination with those of lapsed Bevanism since Charles Clarke joined forces with Neil Kinnock, which have been dominating the Labour Party these last eleven years and leading it relentlessly to disaster.

LEFT CAUCUS INTO 'BROAD LEFT'

The politics of the Broad Left was not an evolution of the politics of the Left Caucus, but a mutation of those politics.

The objective of the Left Caucus had been to defeat the 'Right' (the 'Right' being the Labour Party faction which had previously run the NUS) and ensconce the Left in power. As such, the Left Caucus was open to the Left as a whole. Although the CP was the guiding force, it did not seek to exclude the Trotskyists of the International Socialism (IS) grouping or the International Marxist Group (IMG) from the Caucus. The Trotskyists had not really figured in the Left Caucus in its early days, they had other fish to fry. But they had got involved in student unionism around 1971 and at this stage the CP did not seriously try to keep them out. A number of leading Trotskyists had been present at the Left Caucus meeting in December 1972, notably Terry Povey and Mike Hill, the IS bosses of the Polytechnic of North London, who had sat immediately in front of me throughout the meeting. On the contrary, the original purpose of the Left Caucus at least notionally implied mobilising all energies, with "no enemies on the Left", as the French Socialists used to say in the old days.

This purpose was realised between 1969 and 1971, but the Caucus outlived this purpose for some time. By late 1972 the Left was firmly ensconced in power and there was no 'Right' to speak of, still less to do battle with, at any rate for the time being. And so the external condition of the Left Caucus's cohesion had disappeared. This loss of cohesion was evident at the meeting I attended in December 1972. The decision of John Randall, a non-aligned 'Left', to run as an independent candidate for the NUS presidency when the Caucus, of which he had long been a member, chose to back Mike Terry instead, demonstrated that the moral authority on which the Caucus had once been able to base its collective self-discipline was a thing of the past.

And so, because it had found no new common purpose with which to replace the old one, it eventually fell prey to its internal divisions. And because the practical business of the Caucus had been to organise slates for the NUS elections, the divisions to which it succumbed were those between the main organising building-blocks of the Left's electoral coalition, namely the CPGB and its fellow-travellers (primarily the 'Clause Four' group on the Labour Left) on the one hand, and the IS and the IMG on the other.

This division developed into an explicit antagonism between December 1972 and Easter 1973. The opposition to the Left Caucus's slate came from a slate describing itself as 'Socialist Alternative'. The prime movers behind this were IS. With the emergence of the CP-IS rivalry into the arena of NUS electoral competition, the old Left-Right dichotomy was superseded by a new dichotomy, that between the 'Broad Left' and the 'Ultra-Left'.

In a sense, it was IS's decision to do battle in the open with the CP-led alliance in the NUS which precipitated the birth of the Broad Left. The 'Ultra-Left' had always existed, at any rate so far as the CPGB was concerned. It was Lenin who invented the term, after all. The electoral challenge from the Ultra-Left forced the CP to redefine the character of the alliance it led, and to counter-pose its 'broad' character to the narrowly 'sectarian' perspectives of the Trots.

The practical difference between the two was that the Trots were not interested in all students, but only in students capable of reaching a 'revolutionary socialist consciousness'. IS in particular looked on the student body as a reservoir of potential recruits, but it wanted to sort the wheat from the chaff, because it had use only for the 'revolutionary' minority. The CP, on the other hand, while mildly interested in recruiting left-wing students to the Party, was far more interested (as I have explained in Part II of this series in L&TUR No. 26), in preventing students from messing up its plans in the trade unions. It therefore pretended to be concerned with the broad mass of the student body, in order to counter-pose them to the Trotskyists' 'adventurism'. The CP used the broad mass to marginalise the Trots, and thereby preserve its own control over the student unions.

As part of this approach, the CP developed the doctrine of the "levels of struggle" and the imperative of "promoting policies with the objective of mobilising the largest possible numbers of students to collective action".
 In other words, it consciously used the principle of the highest common factor, which in politics is rarely high at all: it relied on the apolitical mass of students to support its own essentially conservative attitude to what student unions should be used for. It also, of course, justified this on the grounds that, as Digby Jacks put it on the occasion of his election to the presidency in 1971, they were "student union officials first and CP members second" (Believe that if you will).

In other words, the Broad Left, far from being the proper expression of the practical element in left-wing student radicalism, was the political instrument by means of which the CP smothered left-wing student radicalism as a whole. It was based on a narrower, not broader, spectrum of left-wing opinion than the old Left Caucus had been based on and for this reason was inclined, in its battle to repulse the 'Ultra-Left' challenge, to enlist the support of elements of the student body which the Left Caucus in its heyday would have dismissed as hopelessly 'Right'. And, in this way, the Broad Left began to function as the way up for students on the make who six or seven years earlier would have been content to align themselves in the centre, or even on the Croslandite wing, of the Labour Party within their university Labour Clubs and would therefore have known what and where they were in relation to British society and politics at large, and would have continued to use plain English to express themselves.

A PROBLEM OF POLICY

The problem for the CP arose out of the fact that the Broad Left had no programme to suggest as the agenda for the student movement, because the student movement, in the CP's perspective, had no purpose of its own. The only elements of a programme the CP could suggest were the figure to be set for the annual grants campaign, plus the defence of the 'autonomy' of student unions. But the Trots were as energetic as the CP in their defence of the 'autonomy' of student unions and liable to outbid the CP in militancy on the grants campaign. The fact that the student movement did not really exist and had no real agenda made it impossible for the Broad Left to defeat the Ultra-Left through reasoned political argument. It therefore sought to defeat it in two other ways, by counter-posing the politically inert majority of the student population to it and by organised bureaucratic manœuvre.

This state of affairs gave rise to the tendency for the rivalry between Broad Left and Ultra-Left to express itself in a rhetorical auction and the tendency for all and sundry to engage in relentless displacement activity. There being little of substance to discuss, what was really at issue between the CP and the IS (namely, in case you have forgotten, the class struggle in industry) was expressed obliquely through wrangles over student union constitutions and the clash of 'lines' on Chile, Northern Ireland, Poland, Portugal and so on, ad infinitum.

The tendency to engage in constitutional wrangles followed directly from the fact that, lacking either a serious programme or serious arguments, the Broad Left relied heavily on bureaucratic manœuvre to defend its position. That this should have provoked the Ultra-Left to challenge the existing organisational structures of the NUS and of student unions around the country was entirely natural. But this development had long-term implications. Because the politics of the Broad Left developed in opposition to the Ultra-Left, not in opposition to the Right, Broad Leftists – unlike the Labour Club activists of yesteryear – never learned how to out-argue the Right, there being no longer a Right to out-argue. The result was that a generation of both 'Broad-' and 'Ultra-' left-wing students became saturated with the idea that getting political power depended largely on manipulating constitutional structures if you could and subverting them if you couldn't manipulate them and, as that generation made its way up the Labour Party, the idea that power was gained by winning support in argument disappeared from the Party almost entirely.

The tendency to engage in displacement activity via arguments over foreign affairs and so forth also followed directly from the fact that there could be no serious argument about what student unions should be doing about their own agenda proper. The result was a catastrophic divorce in the minds of that generation between the notion of 'policy' and the notion of 'responsibility'.

It has become commonplace over the last decade for Labour-controlled Councils to have 'policies' on matters that do not concern them in the least (e.g. Nicaragua, Northern Ireland, the vanity of 'nuclear-free zones', etc. ad infinitum) while failing to have policies on matters that do; it is equally commonplace for Constituency Labour Parties and Ward Parties to have what they fondly describe as 'policies' which are not policies in the proper sense at all, and the same can be said of the Labour Party at the national level in recent years.

A policy is a thought-out commitment by a political party to do something specific about a particular issue as and when it is entrusted by the electorate with the responsibility for dealing with the issue in question. The Labour Party in Hackney (of which I have been a member since 1988) has responsibility for dealing with numerous issues in the borough. Its chronic and scandalous failure to discharge this responsibility properly is intimately connected with the fact that it does not have proper policies in respect of them. But its constituent ward parties have 'policies' galore. 

My own ward party (North Defoe, in Stoke Newington) has a 'policy' of ensuring that at least 50 per cent of its delegates to the General Committee of Hackney North and Stoke Newington Constituency Labour Party (CLP) are women. This 'policy' is its own invention; there is nothing in the rules of the Labour Party at the national level to mandate or even authorise this. North Defoe Labour Party implements this 'policy' by operating a quota system, such that half of the delegate positions are reserved for women only, whether or not there are women candidates to fill them, the remaining positions being open to men and women alike. If there are not enough women candidates to fill the reserved posts, they may not be filled by male delegates, but remain unfilled as a matter of…policy. The result is that for most of the last six or seven years North Defoe has been chronically under-represented on the GC, and unable to do anything about the fact that the GC has been chronically inquorate, and the CLP has been chronically unable to function, and consequently unable to do anything about the fact that the performance of the Council has been an obscene farce.

The notion that North Defoe, which is the largest ward in the CLP, has a responsibility towards the CLP of which it is part to pull its full weight and enable the GC to carry out its responsibilities properly (including the responsibility of debating local issues seriously with a view to formulating effective policies on them and thereby assisting the Labour Group on the Council to discharge its responsibilities properly) is radically absent from the minds of ward party members. What matters to the people who run North Defoe Labour Party is their 'policy' - that is to say, their fetish. And because the manic indulgence of this and similar fetishes has had the effect of disconnecting North Defoe from the rest of the Labour Party, it eventually brought about a state of affairs by this time last year where the ward party, despite a membership of 150-odd, was no longer able to get a quorum at its own monthly meetings.

This is the sort of thing that the take-over of the Labour Party by student politics has meant at grass-roots level; it has owed nothing whatever to infiltration by Militant. On the contrary, the people who have behaved in this way in North Defoe have almost all been Broad Leftists and Kinnock supporters. Their behaviour and that of their counterparts in numerous other ward and constituency parties in London and elsewhere have been a cancer relentlessly destroying the Party, and not the slightest attempt has been made by the national leadership of the Party, under Broad Left management, to remedy this state of affairs.

ONLY DISCONNECT

The tendency to engage in a rhetorical auction was already observable at Exeter in 1973, as CP or CP-aligned speakers on the one hand and IS or IS-aligned speakers on the other invested their disagreements over grants or what-have-you with a significance that could only be understood by reference to the ideological conflict between orthodox Communism and Trotskyism on wider issues. The predictable result was the alienation and growing cynicism of a large part of the audience.

One of the enduring memories I have of that conference is that, after the first session or two, a large proportion of the delegates at the back of the hall stopped listening to the speeches and started chatting about more important matters (presumably sex, drugs and rock-and-roll, or at least football) among themselves. The resulting hum obliged the orators at the rostrum to raise their voices, which in turn obliged the chatters at the back to chat more loudly. The orators in turn became yet more vehement and histrionic, which eventually provoked the more lucidly cynical of the delegates to riposte: from midday on Day Two of the Conference onwards, whenever a speaker intoned the word 'struggle' – as virtually every speaker did, in every second sentence – an ironic echo: "STRUUUGGLE!!" – reverberated from the back of the hall. As far as I know I was the only member of the CPGB present to find this significant.

It seems to me that the spontaneous tendency to cynicism which these bored delegates displayed, and which unquestionably reflected the attitudes of the wider student body, were an inevitable corollary of Broad Left politics. The fact was that the Broad Left was running student unions with no real function and to which the mass of students were, accordingly, fundamentally indifferent. And the indifference (and sound human instincts) of those delegates who were most representative of ordinary students disposed them to see through the clouds of rhetoric of both Broad Left and Ultra-Left alike, and to blow raspberries at them frequent intervals.

This aspect of Broad Leftism – its tendency to concentrate on its duel with its Ultra-Left antagonists, and to be so absorbed in this duel that it has nothing to say to anyone else and cannot speak in the language of anyone else - has since thoroughly infected the Labour Party and, in conjunction with the tendencies to constitutional fetishism and displacement activity, has comprehensively disabled the Labour Party from relating to the British people.

A fundamental premise of the Broad Left form of politics is the substantial irrelevance of the institutions and apparatuses it controls to the mass of the electorate, whether these apparatuses are national or local student unions, or trade unions, or the local or national Labour Party and whether this electorate is the student body or the membership of a trade union of the residents of a London borough or the British people as a whole. It is striking that, in those trade unions which are now run by coalitions which describe themselves as 'the Broad left', Broad Left control has coincided with a vertiginous decline in trade union membership, a decline which cannot be explained wholly by the recession or government policies, and to which the Broad Left leaders of these unions have seemed remarkably indifferent.

Kinnockism – the synthesis of Broad Leftism and Bevanism-at-the-end-of-its-tether – has never really had a feel for how government is actually relevant to the people. Kinnockism has assumed that the people are really indifferent to the government and Kinnock's party has certainly been indifferent to the people, and has been psychologically incapable of leading or articulating popular exasperation with the government. In this respect, Kinnockism is a significant departure from the politics of the original Bevanites, many of whom knew very well how to articulate currents of public opinion hostile to Tory misgovernment. It is perhaps in this respect that the take-over of Kinnock's lapsed-Bevanite outlook by Charles Clarke's Broad Leftist outlook is most sharply apparent.

The explanation lies in the fact that Broad Leftism was never a representative politics. The 'broad mass of the students' was not represented by the Broad Left, but merely invoked rhetorically as a debating point with which to confound the Ultra-Left. But, if Broad Leftism did not represent student opinion and interests, it did not represent an avowable idea either.

There have been unrepresentative forms of politics which, because they have been the vehicle of an avowable idea, have been perfectly capable of organising effective agitations – Bolshevism in the Lenin-Stalin era, for example. But Broad Leftism was never an agitational politics. It could neither represent student opinion nor stir it up in the name of a novel purpose. The fundamental purpose which underlay the Broad Left was the unavowable purpose which I have already described, the CP's purpose of protecting its industrial cadre from contamination by trendy lefties. And this meant that the true function of Broad Leftism required it, not to mobilise student political energies, but to keep them demobilised.

The truth of this proposition may not be self-evident at first glance, because a characteristic feature of Broad Leftism in power has been its inclination to launch 'campaigns' on sundry issues at frequent intervals. But the campaigns which Broad Left leaderships have led have never been true agitations. They have invariably espoused objectives which have been tangential to, if not at odds with, the interests and views of the memberships these leaderships have notionally represented. The NUT under Broad Left leadership has launched umpteen 'campaigns' of this kind, and the TGWU has not been immune from this virus in the last decade.

The issues which have been the subject of these campaigns have invariably been the latest fashionable bees in the bonnet of the Broad Leftists themselves, or have reflected the organisational self-interest of the Broad Left ruling coterie. What Broad Left leaderships have been utterly hopeless at doing has been mobilising their memberships on matters that deeply interest them. This is because Broad Left leadership has constantly required and presupposed a fundamentally quiescent and politically defenceless membership. And, if one examines the kind of campaign which Broad Left leaderships have been inclined to run in the trade unions they have controlled, they have almost always included an element of ideological intimidation and policing of the memberships themselves, and have thereby served the function of consolidating Broad Left control over these memberships.

THE NATURE OF CPGB IDEALISM

In the Labour Party, a characteristic Broad Left campaign was the 'Labour Listens' campaign, which, far from mobilising the party membership, by-passed it altogether – indeed, implicitly stigmatised the membership as an obstacle which had to be by-passed if Labour's leaders were to get in touch with public opinion. And the campaign to boost party membership was, of course, a manœuvre to increase the leadership's control over the existing membership. Far from achieving its avowed objective, it led to a fall in membership as the role of Membership Secretary at ward and constituency level was abolished. But it achieved its real objective by making the remaining membership a dependent extension of Walworth Road and thus prostrate before Kinnock and Clarke.

Broad Left campaigning has invariably been a form of displacement activity functioning as a surrogate for representative agitation, or a tactic to render an ill-served and potentially restive membership more malleable.

[...]

But what needs to be understood, if what the Kinnock-Clarke leadership has done to the Labour party is to be understood, is that the cynicism that underlay the politics of the Left Caucus gave way, in the course of the mutation which produced the Broad Left, to something far worse.

Cynicism - as opposed to the shallow opportunism of the mere careerist – is the perverted expression of an idealism which has been suppressed for one reason or another but not abandoned or replaced by commitment to another ideal. The depth of the cynicism of Digby Jacks and Jeff Staniforth & Co. was in proportion to the idealism at the origin of their political outlook.

The CPGB members who originally formed and ran the Left Caucus nearly all came from the unashamedly pro-Moscow wing of the CPGB. By 1969-70, the main division within the Party was between those who, especially in the wake of the events in Czechoslovakia in 1968, were disposed to distance the Party from Moscow and those who adhered to the traditional line of unconditional loyalty to the USSR and its leadership. The latter were led by Sid French, the Secretary of the Surrey District of the Party, and were accordingly known as the 'Frenchites' or the 'Surrey faction'. To outsiders, especially the Trotskyists, the Frenchites were 'Stalinists'. But this is quite mistaken. Their unconditional loyalty to the USSR made them pro-Soviet irrespective of the vicissitudes of Kremlin politics. They were certainly 'hard-liners', in that they approved of the suppression of the Prague Spring and of the Hungarian uprising 12 years earlier. But they had no coherent critique of the revisionist policies which had fomented the unrest which it had then taken tanks to suppress on both of these occasions. They most certainly did not defend Stalin's policies against the criticisms and departures of his successors. They merely supported whatever the USSR decided to do to preserve its power. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the term which accurately described them was 'Brezhnevites', in view of their willingness to defend whatever Brezhnev did and the essentially conservative attitude which underlay Brezhnev's policies and their own activities alike.

In 1969-71, the Surrey faction, while in a minority within the Party as a whole, was the dominant influence on the Party's industrial cadres and controlled the Young Communist League. And the National Student Organiser, Fergus Nicholson, was a Frenchite and used his influence to promote the right sort of Communist (preferably YCL graduates) in the Party's student work. The latter were characteristically second-generation Communists of working class backgrounds who had inherited their unconditional pro-Sovietism from their parents and, while rising in the world through access to higher education, remained loyal to these backgrounds and were inclined to express this complex of attitudes in the student political arena by militantly asserting the political (and, one might add, moral) primacy of the industrial class struggle and the duty of the student Left to subordinate itself to 'the working class movement'.

'The working class movement' was, of course, that element of British trade unionism which was susceptible to being stimulated to political movement by CP influence. And the general purpose of CP influence was to maintain as large a part of British trade unionism as possible in a state of militant alienation from the state in readiness for the great day when capitalism and bourgeois democracy in Britain would at last be overthrown.

DID THE CPGB CHANGE IN 1951?

It is often supposed that, with the adoption of The British Road to Socialism in 1951, the CPGB was converted to a democratic perspective for the transition to socialism in Britain. Nothing could be further from the truth. It may conceivably have been Stalin's intention to convert the CPGB to such a perspective. I doubt it, but who knows? Stalin died in 1953 and took a lot of secrets with him. But there is no doubt whatever that, in the minds of the thoroughly Bolshevised British Communists of the early 1950s, the replacement of The Soviet Road for Britain by The British Road to Socialism was a change of strategy and not a change of ideology.

The success of Ernest Bevin and Clement Attlee in taking advantage of the exigencies of the war and its aftermath to engineer a massive social reform in the working class interest had given the Labour Party, which had seemed on its last legs in 1931-5, an entirely new lease of life and had made the straightforward canvassing of Bolshevik revolutionism by the CP a futile exercise after 1945. Because the CPGB leadership were intellectually and morally dependent on the Kremlin, it was Stalin who had to adjust their mind-sets for them, which he finally got around to doing in 1951 (he had had his hands full before then).

The new orientation presented itself as an acceptance of British liberal democracy. If it had been that, it would have represented the most fundamental ideological change, the abandonment of the Leninist principle of evaluating all states and forms of government in accordance with their class nature, the latter being read off directly (not to say mechanically) from the relations of production in the first instance and, after 1917, from their relations with Moscow in the second instance. In accordance with this principle, British democracy, being the democracy of a country in which capitalist relations of production still predominated and which was a pillar of the Atlantic alliance, was ipso facto bourgeois democracy, and there could be no question of accepting that.

From my own experience in the CP in 1971-5, I can say without hesitation that there was no principled acceptance of British liberal democracy in the minds of its members, quite the contrary. And I am therefore certain that no fundamental ideological change occurred in 1951 or at any point thereafter.

What The British Road to Socialism actually represented was the abandonment of the CPGB's original ambition to come to power by its own efforts, and a corresponding increase in its reliance on the massively enhanced power of the post-war Soviet Union to create the political conditions for the transition to socialism in Britain. The strategy of counter-posing Bolshevist revolutionism to the Labour Party's reformism was ditched and a strategy was adopted of functioning, within the formal procedures of the democratic constitution, as a disruptive presence on the Labour Party's left flank and within industry, and as a fifth column for Soviet power.

This strategy made sense on the assumption that Soviet power would continue to expand, that the USSR's strategic aim in Europe of neutralising Germany was feasible, and that it would thereafter be possible for Soviet power to exercise an ever-increasing influence on the internal political life of European democracies as it already did in the case of Finland. Within this strategy it was vital to preserve the CP's hegemony over trade union militancy and block off all influences liable to disrupt this hegemony, just as it was vital to sabotage all the Labour Party's attempts to effect movement towards socialism via incomes policy and industrial democracy, since such movement would subvert the CPGB's position by making it redundant and by undermining the Soviet Union's claim to provide the only valid model of socialist development.

It follows that at the heart of the politics of the guiding force within the Left Caucus was the traditional ideal of the dictatorship of the proletariat as defined by Lenin, that is the realisation of the destiny of the working class in its political mobilisation for, and subordination to, the construction of socialism under the firm guiding control of Communist leadership, with the political weakness of the home-grown Communist leadership being massively compensated for by the strength of Soviet influence operating from without. But this was an ideal that could no longer be admitted, much less proclaimed, by British Communists in the late 1960s and early 1970s.

The operation of the CPGB's strategy required its agents to sustain a degree of deviousness which almost certainly far surpassed that required of their counterparts in most other countries. And it far surpassed the element of deviousness which had characterised the CPGB's behaviour in the old, comparatively straightforward, days of The Soviet Road. This earlier, relatively limited, deviousness had been understood by the old working class element in the Labour movement. Bevin knew all about the CP and how to deal with it in the '20s and '30s and '40s. But Bevin died in 1951. Was it this which explained the timing of The British Road? Did Stalin, who knew that Bevin was the one figure in British socialism that he could not hope to put things past, wait till Ernie was out of the way before getting Dutt and Pollitt and Gollan & Co. to adopt a new tack?

DEVIOUSNESS WITH A PURPOSE - THE LEFT CAUCUS

After Bevin's death, there were still people in Labour's leadership who knew what they were for and what they were against. Belief in Labour's own purpose was strong and gave Labour politicians the will to resist CP disruption and scotch it. This will was incarnated, in the working class element of the Labour Party, in people like Bessie Braddock in Liverpool, and it was also present in the middle class element and was expressed with particular vigour by Hugh Gaitskell at Scarborough in 1960. But, with the increasing demoralisation of the Labour Party under Harold Wilson, it declined rapidly during the 1960s and disappeared altogether in the course of the 1970s.

But, if the will to resist Communist disruption of Labour's politics evaporated in the 1970s, this was in part because the nature of this disruption had become harder and harder to identify and stigmatise. For, while the deviousness involved in the adoption of the CP's new strategy in 1951 greatly exceeded the deviousness involved in the pre-1951 period, it was nothing to the deviousness involved in adhering to the traditional ideal and its strategy in 1971.This was not only because the strategy itself involved deviousness. It was also because, within the CPGB after 1968, the element which sincerely subscribed to the original ideal was in a minority and the majority of the Party, while continuing to operate the routines of the British Road strategy, no longer knew what they believed in in respect of ideals, but knew that they did not subscribe to the Soviet ideal any more.

The fundamental deviousness of the post-1951 strategy lay in the fact that it involved the CPGB in posing as the most principled champions of traditional British trade unionism as a tactic in a grand strategy designed to secure the definitive destruction of free trade unionism by a triumphant proletarian dictatorship, in which trade unions would be reduced to mere 'transmission belts' of the ruling Communist Party. (That this was the true state of mind of the CP's industrial cadres was made graphically clear by the moral support given by the CP-dominated National Union of Mineworkers to the Communist regime in Poland against the dissidence of Solidarnosc in the early 1980s.) But of almost equal importance was the fact that this pose entailed the systematic confusion of the terms 'Left' and 'Right'. Under the CPGB's leadership, the opposition to incomes policy and industrial democracy became identified as 'Left', when it actually implied the preservation of the labour market and of management responsible only to shareholders, and thus the capitalist system, and was as such unequivocally 'Right' in character, if the terms 'Left' and 'Right' are given their normal 20th century meanings of 'socialist' and 'anti-socialist'.

The Communist cadres who operated this strategy could tell themselves that they were still really 'Left' in so far as the defence of capitalist relations of production in British industry was a piece of hard-nosed revolutionary realpolitik designed to facilitate the definitive suppression of British capitalism in due course. But the Communist cadres who had abandoned their adoration of the Soviet Union, that is, of the deus ex machina of the revolutionary scenario they had previously fantasised about – what could they tell themselves?

The deviousness at the heart of the Left Caucus up to Easter 1973 was the deviousness of Surrey faction Communists who were operating a strategy which involved them, once they had seen off the old 'Right', in fighting on three fronts at once: against those elements of the Labour Left and the working class who were responsive to the case for incomes policy and industrial democracy on socialist grounds; against those elements of the student Left whose idealistic impulses inclined them to get involved in the industrial class struggle when this was the last thing the CPGB required of them; and against those elements of the CPGB itself who were desperate to distance the Party from all things Soviet and regarded the Surrey faction as an embarrassing encumbrance.

DEVIOUSNESS FOR ITS OWN SAKE - THE 'BROAD LEFT'

The deviousness at the heart of the Broad Left was a significantly different affair. By mid-summer 1973, the Surrey faction had lost control of the CPGB's student strategy. The Frenchite, Fergus Nicholson, had been replaced by the anti-Frenchite, Dave Cook, as National Student Organiser in 1972. And the role of Digby Jacks came to an end with his departure from the NUS presidency at Easter 1973.Thereafter, the secret purpose at the core of the CPGB's student strategy became something else altogether.

The removal of secret pro-Sovietism as the ultimate motivation of the CP's activity in student politics, as in British politics in general, created a vacuum at the spiritual heart of this activity. The way in which this vacuum was filled determined the character of the Broad Left and ensured that the influence which Broad Leftism later exerted on the Labour Party would be destructive in the extreme.

The majority of the CPGB which no longer believed in the Soviet model in the early 1970s did not know what it believed in. A welter of different positions co-existed in the political space made vacant by the evaporation of the old certainties. A few activists took refuge in a discreet pro-Chinese orientation; a larger number were attracted by the model demonstrated in Italy by the PCI and described themselves as 'Togliatti-ists' at this point, since Gramsci was not yet a cult figure and the term 'Euro-communism' was still to be invented. A substantial minority were simply for winding up the Party as a whole and throwing in their lot properly with the Labour Left, but this position, by far the most lucid of them all, was never advocated openly, any more than the other positions were. If it had been, it is conceivable that British Communism might at last have genuinely come to terms with British democracy. But the CPGB was incapable of having a proper debate over its political options, because such a debate was bound to threaten one or another set of vested interests in the Party's apparatus. And so the confusion was eventually resolved in favour of the one tendency within the anti-Soviet majority which had both a clear vision and one which was consistent in the short term with the undisturbed survival of the Party's apparatus.

This vision was that of a Communist academic called Martin Jacques.

I met Martin Jacques twice during my time in the CP and the thing that impresses me most in retrospect is how little an impression he made on me. The first time was in November 1972, when he came to deliver the Political Report on King's Street's behalf at the South Midlands District Party Congress in Oxford. I can remember being very impressed at the time by the fluency and eloquence of his speech, but I can't for the life of me remember a single element of its political content, and I think this amnesia set in within hours of listening to him. The second time was on my way to Exeter at Easter 1973. I was in a group of CP members travelling there together, and we stopped briefly, for reasons which were never explained to me, to see Jacques at his home in Bristol, where he was then a sociology lecturer at the university. And I can't for the life of me remember a single element of what was discussed on that occasion either.

Before moving to Bristol, Jacques had been the leading light of the Communist Party branch in Cambridge. I am not sure why this should have been so; perhaps it was connected with the fact that there was little or no industry in Cambridge and the academic element in the party could naturally dominate it; and perhaps the particular outlook of the academic element of Jacques's generation was influenced by the particular outlook of the older generation of Cambridge Communists; it was Maurice Dobb, after all, Fellow in Economics at Trinity, who was the High Priest of Market Socialist revisionism within the CPGB from the mid-1950s onwards. But, whatever the reason, I have little hesitation in saying that the Cambridge CP was dominated by Jacques's outlook and that it subsequently played a role out of all proportion to its size in transmitting this outlook to the wider Party and, through the Broad Left, to the British Labour movement as a whole.

Dave Cook, a Yorkshireman of working class origins, was a transitional figure in the role of National Student Organiser. I think that he was appointed by King Street as part of a drive against the Surrey faction, but that his background (as well as his fundamentally decent character) made him acceptable to a wide spectrum within the Party. But he lasted only two years in the role. By the autumn of 1974 he had been succeeded by Jon Bloomfield, a middle-class Communist from Cambridge and a faithful disciple of Martin Jacques.

'TRENDS IN YOUTH CULTURE'

Jacques's outlook was made clear in his reply to a long-running discussion in the columns of Marxism Today on 'Trends in Youth Culture'. This discussion took place in 1974-1975 and Jacques's reply was published in the April 1975 issue. But the position he put forward in this reply, and which most other contributors to the discussion approved, was simply the evolved expression of a position which he had already been canvassing for the previous five years, if not longer.

This position took as its point of departure certain cultural developments in Britain in the 1960s, the 'radical' aspects of pop music (The Beatles, The Rolling Stones, The Who, etc.), the popularity of folk songs of the 'protest' variety imported from America (Bob Dylan, Joan Baez), the growth of the 'alternative society' or 'counter-culture' ideology, also imported from America, as well as the 'student revolt' itself and especially that aspect of it connected with opposition to the Vietnam war, and argued that these developments were evidence of the existence of something called 'Youth Culture'. Youth Culture was not to be dismissed as 'petty-bourgeois' or 'individualist' and so irrelevant to Communists. On the contrary, the element of rebellion or revolt expressed in these cultural manifestations was to be taken seriously, and it was the duty of Communists to see to it that its revolutionary potential was realised. While admitting that "such revolts may well become absorbed and integrated by the bourgeoisie", Jacques insisted that

'such revolts can move in the other direction, towards a more generalised opposition based on a more universal understanding of their causes. Here the role of the Party is critical. Its intervention can be decisive in ensuring that the positive aspects of the revolt ultimately prove to be the decisive ones in its development. But, in order to make such an intervention, the Party must be involved in these struggles…'
 
In other words, what Jacques was proposing was an entirely new agenda for the CPGB, one which took as axiomatic the postulate that "for Marxists … the cultural and ideological spheres are a crucial area of struggle",
 and which accordingly privileged the political role of Communists inhabiting these spheres, that is, academics such as himself. But the other fundamental aspects of this outlook were its orientation to America and its essentially parasitic and opportunistic relationship to cultural trends.

This outlook expressed the acute awareness of elements within the CPGB that pro-Sovietism was no longer fashionable within the British intelligentsia and a tacit assumption that the intelligentsia mattered more than the working class. Conscious that the Soviet ideal was a turn-off for British academics and students with radical impulses, unable to provide a form of socialist politics distinct from and independent of the Soviet model into which to direct the rebelliousness of 'youth', Jacques & Co. opted for fashion-following as a political agenda and covered their ideological flanks by investing the fashions in question with not only an anti-capitalist character (which some of them arguably possessed in some measure) but also a socialist potential which could be realised through developing fluids furnished by the CPGB.

The delusion inherent in this outlook, that the "intervention" of the CPGB would be enough to triumph over the capacity of "the bourgeoisie" to "absorb and integrate" these rebellions, should be obvious to everyone today. But the long-term significance of the Jacques agenda lay in the fact that the fashions it proposed to follow were all American fashions. Belief in the revolutionary potential of American fashions replaced the old belief in the revolutionary potential of Soviet influence. The vacant space in the mind-set of British Communists where illusions about the USSR had been was filled with hallucinations about the USA.

The politics of what, in the 1980s, was to be called the 'Rainbow Coalition' existed in embryo within the CPGB in 1974-1975, if not earlier, and Martin Jacques's claim to paternity is stronger than that of anyone else.

The benefits of this new orientation were numerous. It gave the middle-class intellectual wing of the CPGB plenty of things to do in the academic and literary sphere, which kept them well away from the industrial sphere in which they no longer took a real interest in any case; it enabled the CP to become influential once again in the British intelligentsia as the authoritative arbiter of what was and what was not progressive in the stream of American fashions in which this intelligentsia lived and breathed; it enabled the CP to "absorb and integrate" the new fashion of feminism in particular, and so tap the energies of a new generation of radical middle class women; and it did all this without immediately disturbing in any serious way the various vested interests in the Party's apparatus, and without formally breaking with the general ideology of the Party as a whole  - other than the tendency, scandalous to Frenchite ears, to voice public criticism of the USSR as part of the distancing manœuvre

FROM THE USSR TO THE USA

Someone somewhere once wrote that a successful revolution is one in which the professed values (as opposed to the real values) of the old order are made the real values of the new order. By that definition, what occurred within the CPGB between 1972 and 1975 was a kind of revolution and, beneath all the waffle about culture and so forth, the central aspect of this revolution concerned the Party's attitude to the working class.

The vigorous championing of the established routines of British trade unionism was, as I have explained, a central element of the strategy of the pro-Moscow Communists to bring about the eventual abolition of British trade unionism. In defending free collective bargaining against the attempts of Labour governments to promote incomes policies, the CPGB professed an attachment to the principles of free trade unionism which it did not really feel. But, with the displacement of the pro-Moscow Old Guard by Jacques and his followers, the CPGB lost all interest in the fantasy of a Soviet-style proletarian dictatorship and its attachment to free collective bargaining became disconnected from unavowable ulterior motives of this kind and found a natural place for itself within a critique of British social democracy which, for all its Marxist terminology, was in effect a critique from the standpoint of American capitalist democracy.

American capitalist democracy has made room for American trade unionism because this trade unionism accepts the capitalist system as eternal, takes it for granted that collective bargaining in the labour market is its principal if not its only business, has no ambition to take responsibility for management and is not affiliated to any political party. The American working class has no politics of its own and its spontaneous attitudes are regarded as the last word in reaction by the fashionable lines of middle class American radicalism.

A mere 20 years after the mutation which produced the Broad Left occurred, the British working class has been all but reduced to the same outlook and situation and the Labour Party has all but ceased to represent it and has lost four elections in a row and, even with Kinnock and Clarke at last out of the way, its remaining leaders still cannot put two and two together.

But Martin Jacques has taken all these developments – that is to say, the catastrophe which has engulfed the British working class – in his stride. The striking thing about the way Marxism Today under his editorship in 1980s responded to Thatcherism was that this response was unaccompanied by the slightest regret for – let alone anger at – all the damage Thatcherism was doing to the working class. On the contrary, Jacques enthusiastically embraced the "New Times" he so sententiously told his readers about. In this respect, Jacques's outlook exactly mirrored that of the doyen of CPGB academic pundits, Eric Hobsbawm in 1978 when he announced that "the forward march of labour" had been "halted", without expressing the slightest concern at the fact, for the excellent reason that it was the indefatigable wrecking activity of Hobsbawm's own party which had been primarily responsible for it.

There was nothing surprising about Jacques's attitude to Thatcherism at all. For the critique of British social democracy from the standpoint of American capitalist democracy which informed his fashion-following agenda for the CPGB in the 1970s was of course, in most points of substance, precisely what underlay Margaret Thatcher's policy-making agenda for the Conservative Party in 1980s. And, since April 9,
 he has been hammering away in The Observer and elsewhere at the theme that Labour must consummate the protracted act of hara-kiri which he has been urging it to commit for years by cutting its last links with the trade unions, and become a party of utter tumbleweeds like himself.

The CPGB has all but achieved its two most important negative aims in British politics, while achieving none of its positive aims. The first great negative aim was to destroy the umbilical connection between the trade unions and the Labour Party, because this connection condemned the CP to a permanently marginal role. And the second great negative aim was to destroy in the mind of left-wing opinion in Britain the attachment to the British tradition of representative government via parliamentary democracy which informed the mainstream of British socialism from the 1870s to the 1970s.

The CPGB has never wanted the British working class to have politics of its own. From 1921 to around 1970 its aim was to impose Soviet politics on it. Since the early 1970s it has been principally engaged in imposing a superficially modified brand of American politics on it. Throughout its entire existence the CP has been determined to destroy the politics which the British working class actually produced for itself, and which were given their highest expression by Ernest Bevin, and which won Labour the greatest number of votes it has ever received in a British general election in 1951.

So the change from the shamefaced Soviet orientation to the tacit American orientation, while involving a radical turning away from the working class, and a massively negative re-evaluation of its spontaneous social attitudes and behaviour, and a genuine (as opposed to hypocritical) acceptance of its free collective bargaining routines, and thus a revolution in the CPGB's attitude to it, was a change only in what one might call the positive content of the CPGB's worldview. It was made possible by the fact that there was no change in the negative content of this worldview, which was preserved intact. And this means that what really motivated the CPGB was a bitter hostility to British society and the British state, rather than a serious sympathy for some other society and state.

The precondition of Jacques's attitude to American fashions was an uncritical orientation to American society founded on a thorough-going lack of curiosity about America, which could guarantee that an abstract vision of America could survive in his mind indefinitely because untroubled by any real knowledge of the place. This was, of course, the exact counterpart of the earlier attitude towards the Soviet Union. The dominant characteristic of both attitudes was the radical lack of realism which informed them. And this profoundly unrealistic attitude towards the USSR and the USA is proof, if proof were needed, that the mind-set of British Communist 'intellectuals' has never ceased to be the mind-set of people living in wonderland.

THE EFFECT ON THE LABOUR PARTY - THE DRIVE AGAINST MILITANT
Jacques's version of this outlook, subsequently labelled, very inaccurately, as 'Eurocommunist', took over the Party as a whole in the mid-1970s and led it inexorably to its disintegration, because it put the intellectual leadership of the Party at odds with its industrial cadre, and ensured that this cadre could not renew itself. But in the short run it gave the Party's work in the academic sphere a new lease of life and fresh energy, and this energy was injected with vigour into the Broad Left in the student movement.

The effect of this change in the CP was that the content of the outlook at the core of the politics of the Broad Left was transformed from a secretive but self-satisfied Leninist cynicism which at least notionally placed the working class at the centre of the picture to a shameless but self-deluding opportunism which placed American fashions – feminism, anti-racism, anti-sexism, gay liberation, etc., etc. – at the centre of the picture and dressed all this up in Marxist verbiage and redefined 'socialism' in terms of it. In other words, while the orientation of the Broad Left remained fiercely at odds with the real traditions of British democracy and the real interests of British workers, its core became hollow.

With the rise to power of Kinnock and Clarke, the Labour Party was taken over by the emptiest kind of cynicism it has ever been its misfortune to be infected by. The cynicism of Digby Jacks and Jeff Staniforth was the cynicism of people who believed in something they could not publicly profess and who were accordingly taking most of the people they worked with for a ride. The cynicism of Neil Kinnock and Charles Clarke has been the unutterably shallow cynicism of people who no longer believe in anything except the gullibility of the British electorate, a belief which has apparently survived repeated demonstrations that it is mistaken.

And this, together with the congenital disinclination of Broad Leftism to mobilise its notional constituency, is why there has been no capacity in Kinnock's and Clarke's Labour Party to organise any kind of agitation in the country against even the most outrageous actions of Thatcher's successive governments, despite the evident disposition of large sections of British public opinion to be mobilised in the most vigorous way if only given a political lead.

It is in the light of these facts, and only in the light of them, that Kinnock's obsessive witch-hunt against Militant can be understood.

The media have unanimously and consistently supported Kinnock's drive against Militant. The Tory press has always known its business, and that blood-letting in the Labour Party is to be encouraged without reservation. But the witch-hunt against Militant has been supported by virtually the entire pro-Labour press as well, from The Guardian to Tribune. What none of these organs have ever done is reflect on the reasons for Kinnock's obsession.

Having no programme or avowable purpose of substance, the Broad Left would have lacked a raison d'être that it could proclaim had it not been for the existence of the Ultra-Left. It could not admit that its function, from the point of view of the CP which was orchestrating it, was to divert left-wing students away from the CP's trade union cadres. Still less could it admit that its other function, from the point of view of the non-Communist elements like Charles Clarke who made up the majority of its activists, was simply that of an electoral machine to get them into NUS offices as the launching pads for their subsequent careers in the Labour Party. And so the business of thwarting the Ultra-Left in student politics became the avowed raison d'être of the Broad Left and assumed the moral dimensions of a crusade. The existence of the Ultra-Left was necessary to the Broad Left as the external condition of its own cohesion and the justification for its own existence and activity. The Broad Left needed an Ultra-Left antagonist (in exactly the same way that Bush's New World Order needs an endless supply of Saddams and Qadhafis) because it would have disintegrated without one.

IS, being active in student politics, was the ideal adversary of the Broad Left within the NUS. But once the Broad Left generation moved into the Labour Party and took over its leadership, they no longer had IS to muster their forces against. The IS had become the Socialist Workers' Party and the SWP had always been resolutely non-entryist. And, while elements of the IMG and other smaller Trotskyist groupings were to be found in the Labour Party by the late 1970s and early 1980s, they were too small and too ridiculous to serve the Broad Left's purpose. It was at this point that Militant (aka the Revolutionary Socialist League, RSL) loomed up on the Broad Left's horizon.

The RSL had never attached importance to student unionism and had taken no part in it. So far as I am aware, it was the only trend in British Trotskyism to take student unionism at its true value. Unlike the IMG, the RSL never took its eyes off the working class. And, unlike the IS/SWP, the RSL/Militant never underestimated the strength of the bond between the working class and the Labour Party, and never supposed that building another working-class party in opposition to the Labour Party could succeed. (The SWP has been trying to build such a party for twenty years and, for all its energy and determination, has got nowhere.) The RSL accordingly opted for and stuck to an entryist strategy. And, in line with this strategy, its only interest in the student political milieu was in those students active in the Labour Clubs and the National Organisation of Labour Students (NOLS). As such, it went virtually unnoticed by the Broad Left until the Broad Left graduated from the NUS to the Labour Party.

A PESTILENTIAL NUISANCE

Michael Foot once described Militant as "a pestilential nuisance". Coping with nuisances is a necessary part of all forms of social activity. Coping with them deftly is an essential part of the political art.

From the point of view of any tendency in the Labour Party with a clear position and view of its objectives, every other tendency is a nuisance unless its energies can be harnessed in some way despite itself. From the point of view of the Attlee leadership in 1950-55, not to mention the Gaitskell leadership in 1959-61, Mike Foot and his mates were a pestilential nuisance on a scale and in a manner to which accurate epithets could not be applied in polite society.

It is not to be wondered at that politicians who have made a career out of being pestilential nuisances of the most irresponsible and unreasonable kind should not know how to deal with other political tendencies that make life a trial for them in their respectable dotage. There can be no doubt that, in 1981-3, from the point of view of an Old Bevanite like Foot, Militant were a nuisance and that he heartily wished to have done with them, and that, in saying this when he did, Foot lent his personal authority to Kinnock's subsequent drive to have done with them.

But the interesting thing about Kinnock's drive against Militant is that it was never over, it was always unfinished, there were always plenty of Militants still in the woodwork at the end of the day and the drive always had to be re-launched before long. Has it never occurred to Michael Foot, watching his protégé's painful progress over the last nine years, that from the point of view of the merger, in the Kinnock-Clarke tandem, of lapsed Bevanism with Broad Leftism, Militant were not a nuisance at all, but a God-send, in fact a vital necessity?

The never-quite-completed, forever-to-be-recommenced, witch-hunt against Militant was a permanent feature of the Clarke-Kinnock leadership of the Labour Party because it was an indispensable feature. It was indispensable because the permanent presence of an Ultra-Left antagonist was the external condition of the Broad Left's cohesion within the Labour leadership, just as it had been in the NUS leadership. It was indispensable because the inability of the Broad Left Labour leadership to engage in proper agitation meant that it constantly needed to engage in displacement activity instead. It was indispensable because the Labour leadership, being at odds with the impulses of the party membership and spiritually prostrate before the media, needed constantly to play to the media gallery and obtain its approval and applause to bolster its own position. And it was indispensable for another reason, which is that the utter emptiness of Kinnockism meant that its leadership of the Labour Party constantly tended to generate opposition to itself from those elements within the party with any vestige of self-respect or an independent political outlook and this opposition, being constantly regenerated, had constantly to be suppressed.

[...]

THE ABOLITION OF THE LEFT WITHIN THE LEFT

In the Labour Party from its birth right up until 1979, Left and Right put up with each other because, however much they might disagree with and exasperate each other, they recognised each other as legitimate and necessary elements of the Party. But the irruption of student leftism into the Labour Party after 1979 destroyed this historic understanding and, on capturing the Party leadership in 1983, Broad Leftism set out to complete the process of destruction by launching a scorched-earth campaign against everything disposed to resist its corrupting embrace.

Marx once described the rise of the joint-stock company, with the concomitant disappearance of the classic entrepreneur as the function of the capitalist became increasingly socialised, as the abolition of the capitalist mode of production within the capitalist mode of production. The Broad Left is the abolition of the Left within the Left. Broad leftism presupposes the prior elimination of the 'Right', and its advent therefore abolishes the dichotomy which made the terms 'Left' and 'Right' meaningful.

Broad Leftism represents nothing. It believes in nothing. It mobilises nothing. And it has achieved nothing of value.

Its ascendancy has stopped the Labour Party from representing the working class, and has induced the Party to abandon all of its principles, and has precluded the Party from mobilising public opinion against Conservative misgovernment, and has destroyed the Party's capacity to address the electorate in a way which meets with belief. It has made the Labour Party unfit for Government and incapable of Opposition alike.

"The end of Labour politics" is a phrase that can mean two quite different things. It can mean the purpose, the finality, of Labour politics, or it can mean the death of Labour politics.

The fundamental purpose and objective of Labour politics is the political representation of the labour interest, the interest of the working class, in British society. It has no more important purpose and no other single purpose or pot-pourri of purposes can sustain it if this fundamental purpose is abandoned.

The Broad Left has been destroying the Labour Party because latter-day Broad Leftism has no purpose whatever beyond the personal ambitions of its adepts. The lapsed Bevanite at the end of his rhetorical tether has been like the Emperor who wanted new clothes, and Broad Leftism proffered itself to him as a flexible and glossy new suit which would hide his nakedness. But Broad Leftism has been as transparent as see-through plastic and the British people have seen through it. 
[...]
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