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New Labour, communalism, and the rise of muslim Britain

Introduction

political Islamicists by claiming that Bush’s ‘GlabWar on
Terror’ was in fact a war on muslims — both abroaith the

In 1997 New Labour came to power with the promige oattack on muslims in Irag and Afghanistan, but as&ome

sweeping away the
establishment, with all the class ridden and raatistudes it
had entailed, and create a new diverse, meritacratd
multicultural Britain. Exemplifying the emergencgtbis new
multicultural Britain, the very same year saw, witle active
encouragement of New Labour politicians, the foramathe
Muslim Council of Britain (MCB), which clamed topeesent
the two million strong ‘British muslim communityHowever,
five years later the honeymoon between New Labadrthe
‘British muslim community’ seemed to be over. As tef
thousands of muslims mobilized to join the natiomati-war
demonstrations in the months before the invasiolaaf, the
‘British muslim community’ appeared as a cohesioétigal
force opposed to New Labour’s foreign policy.

Buoyed by the huge up swell of popular oppositmthe
war, the Socialist Workers Party (SWP), togethethvtheir
leftist allies within the Stop the War Coalitionave the
opportunity of breaking into the big time of bouoggpolitics
on the back of this wave of anti-Tony Blair feelintp this
end Respect was set up in 2004 as a broad eleeciteaice
that sought to harness the popular opposition ¢éovtar and
transform it into an opposition to New Labour astele.

Yet vital to the success of this project, particylas the
anti-war movement began to subside, was the neduxlirig
the ‘British muslim community’ on board. So as notput
muslims off, the SWP insisted that Respect esclaétanling
‘shibboleths’ such as women’s and gay rights. Theyt to
the mosques and echoed the arguments of the mdiealra

last vestiges of the old Britishwith the succession of anti-terrorist legislatiorthat should

be opposed by all muslims as ‘muslims’. And like ttmore
radical political Islamicists they denounced Newbbar as
being Islamophobic and racist.

Yet for all their efforts to pander to muslim sdiviiies,
Respect failed to win over the ‘British muslim conommity’,
which remained wedded to New Labour. As we shajuarin
this article, this attempt to bring the ‘British sium
community’ was doomed to fail since it was based aon
fundamental misunderstanding of what the ‘Britiskuistim
community’ is and the nature of its connection ®aN_abour.

In Part 1 we shall consider how the politics anebidgy
of New Labour both emerged out of and transmuteddbas
and politics of the counter-culture and New Leftloé 1960s
and 1970s. In particular we shall show how antisrac
became transformed into the ideology and practife o
communitarianism and multi-culturalism. In Part 2 whall
turn to consider how the ‘British muslim community’
emerged as a formal and abstract ‘community’ outthef
various concrete Asian communities across BritairRart 3,
we shall examine the relations between New Labodrteoth
the ‘British muslim community and the various Asian
communities that it seeks to represent. And wel Slegl why
although the government's support for the ‘globadrvon
terror’ placed a strain on these relationshipsljdt not break
them.
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Part 1: From New Left to New Labour

The ascendancy of New Labour in 1997 saw the cualtigin
of a remaking of the establishment that had alrebegn
taking place for several years before. The estaiint now
consists of significant numbers of people who catoe
politics around 1968, when radical social changs wathe
air. This class of 1968 now runs Britain. In a senthe
political world has been turned upside down.

The class of '68 come from a broader cross seation
society than their old establishment forebears. Sheial
conditions of the post-war period — in particulascial
mobility and the expansion of both university edisaand
the white collar service sector — have meant tbatesof the
New Labour ruling class went to grammar schools somie
even grew up on council estates — for example Fckw,
David Blunkett, Alan Johnson, and Hazel Blears.

The emergence of this new,

ostentatious Brighton Gay Pride parade — not ineori
police it but to celebrate their identity as gayiqm officers!
The police, like other organs of the state, recogtihat they
operate more efficiently if in their demographiofile they
reflect the society that they operate on — i.e.somiety
constituted essentially of different given ‘comnties’ and
interest groups.

Multiculturalism - the recognition of the essentiedrth
and nature of pre-given ‘cultural difference’ -dskey plank
of the consensus around the virtue of diversity.
Multiculturalism has a long history. But, under Néabour,
for the first time in the UK it has become embodiedstate
policy and practice. The idea has been central &w N
Labour’s contribution to the creation of a polided ‘muslim
community’. Multiculturalism not only assumes thlaére are

upwardly mobiledifferent given cultures (with given or essentiattures and

establishment has been accompanied by a new cassengterests) embodied in different communities, imqgtice it

around the nature of ‘society’ and ‘politics’. Thisew
consensus is at least in part explicable in teritseopolitical
and social experience of this class of '68. Theseosus is
over such issues as multiculturalism and makesesehbslew
Labour’s relation to ‘the muslim community’.

Community and ‘community’

Bourgeois society is the negation of community, for
bourgeois society people do not relate to eachr athiectly
(whether in terms of authority, equality or whatgvéut
through commodities. Local ‘communities’ are simpiople
who by accident share the same living space. Yieg kfter
the decline of traditional community relations initBin, the
concept of ‘community’ is important in the new ddishment
consensus, and is bandied about such that it seereger to
just about any category of people, whether theyadigt know
each other and relate to each other in some wagptor

Hence it is a commonplace now in bourgeois dis@tos
refer to the ‘black community’, the ‘gay communitghd so
on. But this is not just talk. There is, as thehtigave
bemoaned, an orthodoxy in the establishment ardined
moral and material status of these ‘communitie$ie Tights
and interests of the different ‘communities’ areegi various
forms of support through financial and legal relaships
with the state. ‘Equal opportunities’, for examplas been
expanded and consolidated to become a structural gia
every organization and a powerful arm of governmerits
own right. And there is always a need for strucumeensure
fairness since there are always (members of) ‘gowto
might be discriminated against. While
discrimination’ is still not explicitly sanctionethe police, for
example, actively welcome applications from gayndde,
vertically challenged, differently abled, ‘ethniend other
supposed representatives of ‘minority’ groups.

The rights of different ‘communities’ and categerief
people are so taken for granted they are barelynoemted on
nowadays, except by the more unreconstructed asthlge
mouthpieces of the rabid right. Yet what we areméfg to
here is a massive cultural change that has takere pfrom a
relatively narrow national culture of conformity éme where
‘diversity’ is seen as a virtue by the establishindforty
years ago, for example, who would have believet Stissex
Police would encourage their officers to attend

operates on the assumption that such ‘communitiese a
relatively solid internal structure, with recogrdzieaders etc.
who the state can deal with. As we shall see,ishis always
the case. Yet, more than some other ethnic mingriyps in
the UK, traditional muslim families and their widspcial
networks do resemble a ‘community’ with a structurbere
is no equivalent New Labour relation with ‘the Idac
community’ (or, at least, it is not at all the sgmas there is
with the ‘muslim community’ and its political organ

As indicated, these new establishment principled an
policies — of society as constituted of differecrnmunities’
and of multiculturalism — in partan be traced back to the
experiences of the class of '68. In part at ledwrefore, the
New Labour establishment is a descendent of the INsfty

Critics of this ‘continuity’ thesis might rightlygint out
that there is a glaring and obvious discontinuiggween the
two — that while the New Left was anti-American t(heast
over the Vietnam war) New Labour is notoriouslydshder
to shoulder’ with the United States, and severetlwse
within the Party who have been critical of Amerigaalicy,
who are branded unrealistic, naive, immature etet Y
alongside such a break from the past, there acectdsr and
obvious continuities. For New Labour, every minaigy
initiative and change within existing strategy afigection is
described as ‘radical’, echoing the language apaaons of
those involved in the events of '68. What is ingtireg is the
way that the co-existence of these two sorts ofldany
within the new establishment has led to a crisis New
Labour. The relativism inherent in the new estédlnlient

‘positive values of multiculturalism and diversity, inheritém the

radical days of 1968, conflicts with the new edtdivhent’s
equally strong commitment to universalism - in then of its
war in Iraq, which was justified on the basis ofriberacy.
As we shall see, one manifestation of this crisithat, with
the war, multiculturalism has lately come undenaktfrom
liberals as well as the right, due to the threatofme grown
terrorism’ (i.e. some members of ethnic minoritiéslently
opposed to the ‘British way of life’).

To understand how the radical and revolutionary
impulses of 1968 could be the basis of establistipelicies
and practices today that consolidate and build upos
counter-revolutionary right-wing offensive of th@80s, we

theneed to step back and look more closely at theermdifft
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meanings that could be found in the events ofdhi$ier time.
The explosion of events was on the one hand a e¥gance
of visceral class struggle, in terms of attackshmncops, state,
businesses, employers, war
institutions. But the form and participants of #tauggles also
opened the way for seeing 1968 as a historicairtgrpoint
for the class struggle as such. Was the proletaxptessing
itself differently but the same in essence? Or1dd8 in fact
mark the end of ‘class politics- the struggles of different
groups of people, often outside the traditionalnferand
structures of the labour movement, signifying swtiety was
now fundamentally structured according to quitefedént
social strata and entities? To understand how amgl Mew
Labour has followed one strand of the New Leftaking the
latter position, we must understanding the natue @rigins
of the New Letft itself.

Origins and nature of the New Left

The roots of the New Left go back before 1968, ara
based on disillusion within the Old Left. FirstetlSoviet
invasion of Hungary in 1956 represented a massiow o
the idea of ‘actually existing socialism’ in the sEaHow
could Stalinist Eastern Europe be ‘progressivé’ $ent tanks

on the outside again (most notably in this periodhie form
of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament). The syheet
re-election of the Labour Party in 1964, promisegcimbut

and numerous governmedtlivered less than its predecessor. Tony Croslagdno

means a left winger of any description, made pléms
nationalize some of the leading companies in thantg! But

in fact, rather than further progressive changeugh social
democracy, the Labour government made a number of
compromises — most notably perhaps their adoptidtotaris
nuclear missiles.

After these disappointments, then, the period afoun
1968 was a massive inspiration. The prospect df radical
social change was discernable in the various evamsnd
the world: the Chinese cultural revolution (1966)e near
revolution in France, May 1968, the anti-war andl aights
riots and protests in the USA, and the Prague §pin
Czechoslovakia were just the most well known exaspl
While there were industrial actions by workers awkers,
the subjects of many of the strikes, occupationsges
confrontations, and campaigns were not workersvau&ers
but organized students and others not of the dicitell, and
weren't constrained by the traditions of the wosker
movement. In fact, the involvement of many youngple
fresh and new to politics led some to interpretdtients as a

sent in to crush workers’ councils? To these formefclash of generations’. If the New Left was the guot

supporters of the Soviet Union were added those were
increasingly critical of its oppressive practicefame.
Beyond the Soviet Union, the other bulwark of thé o
left was the gradual progress of social democratyVestern
Europe. In the UK, after the second world war, plost-war

negatively of the failures of social democracy &tdlinism,
positively it was the political expression of thissurgence
and reinvention of the mass impulse towards satiahge by
a new generation of activists.

But if the tumultuous events of 1968, particulattypse

settlement heightened expectations of what was possiblén Paris, showed that the most radical social chamas a real

through parliamentary means. The Labour governmeg
elected, and there were immediate plans to natmmakpects
of the economy and basic infrastructure. The Natfidtealth
Service was established; there was an extensivgrarone
of social (council) housing, and the welfare statas
developed to support those who couldn’'t work. Yiethese
high hopes were soon dashed with the defeat of ét@ur
Party in the 1951 general election. Thirteen yeafs
Conservative rule followed. While the relative census
between the parties served to consolidate moshefsocial
democratic gains, there was no further progress.léf were

1 Social democracy can be defined as the repregemtaf the
working class as labour within capital and the eois state,
politically through social democratic parties (swshthe old Labour
Party), and economically through trades unions.

2 |n the UK, following the second world war pressirem the
working class, and ruling class fear of revolutided to the
provision of comprehensive and inclusive welfar@rporatism
(tripartite organizations and trade union rights), employment and
wealth redistribution through taxation. In effetiie working class
exchanged the desire for revolution or furthereablsocial changes
in return for the inclusion of its demands withire tstate and capital.
The 'gains' for the working class - for exampleefthealth care,
universal welfare system, social housing - necédgsawolved its
demobilization. Working class communities were lemkip as new
housing estates were built. The old networks ofualutid and
solidarity were replaced by the bureaucratic adstiaiion of
welfare etc. At the same time, rising real wagesessarily involved
an intensification and monotonization of work. Thi®st-war
settlement could only be sustained through the economic c¢mmdi
of the post-war boom; yet it also tended to undeerthese very
economic conditions. See ‘Unemployed recalcitrannd welfare
restructuring in the UK today’ i8top the Clock! or on our website.
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possibility, the nature of this social change, itientity of
those who would carry it out, and — importantlyhe teasons
why it failed were subject to a variety of interatéons. The
New Left was not an homogenous or unified movenwnt
perspective coming out of 1968, but is rather ahpla of
currents, movements, and trends across the leflilzerdarian
spectrum that arose from that time.

On the one hand, the New Left expresses the restege
of class struggle and hence of tendencies whichhasiped
class analysis in various forms. The Chinese calltur
revolution had already raised the profile of Maoiss an
alternative socialism to Stalinism; and a numbernoh-
Stalinist Marxist groups were involved in the eeaof 1968.
There was at the time and subsequently a re-engagesith
the ideas of Marx. Older revolutionary traditiorsat had
until then been eclipsed by the duopoly of Statimiand
social democratic reformism were re-energized. Mess of
Trotskyism flourished, for example. The Situatidnis
International and those who followed them famoudigw
upon the ideas of council communists, such as Faehke
left communism and the ideas of Bordiga too hae\aval
(e.g. the International Communist Curreht).

On the other hand, some New Left tendencies stiesse
the ‘cultural’ aspects of the events of 1968. lasth accounts,
struggle and hence revolution was no longer abooih@mic
scarcity and the old class-based politics but albppression
and hence liberation of various forms. Social cleamgas
linked to lifestyle and personal politics; and thgents of

% Readers will know of the ICC through their news-shaerld
Revolution which is sold from the fringes of leftist and actast
meetings, demos etc.
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change were the ‘new social movements’ of such ggoas
women, blacks, gays, youth, squatters, anti-nuclead
ecological campaigners and so on.
cleavages became the basis for the ‘identity jgslitof the

1970s and 80s, fragmenting the New Left.

As we shortly see in more detail, ten years ldierd was
an economic downturn and a right-wing backlash.tHis
context, the hopes of many of the New Left stilrddhe
stamp of that time of radical change but becamesmmwdest
in practice. Many of the same people who condenthed
unprincipled compromises of social democracy, arglied
that change could only come from outside the eistaflent,
now looked to the inside for change. With the tgabf
revolution apparently fading into the distance, tbely
possibility of any kind of social transformationwmseemed
to be through much more gradualist reformist meflanghe
foreseeable future. Many of the 1968-inspired Newft L
therefore now entered the Labour Party for ‘theglanarch
through the institutions’ to a better society.

This turn from outside to inside the institutionasamade
possible by changes that had been taking placeriiisiB
society since the last war, which had affected mahyhe
class of ‘68. Before describing these changes, leweve
need to remain with the events of 1968. As we shed, the
celebration of group diversity and difference wazt only
inspired by the autonomous struggles of differeaugs but
was also prompted by a defence against a last-ditelek by
the Conservative old right in its efforts to hold @ a notion
of supposed homogenous Britishness.

Imperialism and racism of the old British Right

argued that the numbers of immigrants from both \Whest
Indies and the Indian subcontinent over the previtwo

These cross-cladscades had become far too large to be assimilatexithe

British way of life. As a result, as they settledBritain and
had children, the immigrant populations were esthbig
their own separate and alien cultures in many dfaBrs
major towns and cities that would inevitably comwoi
conflict with the culture of the indigenous Whitegulation.
On the basis of lurid anecdotes drawn from his evhit
constituents, Powell warned, that unless concemedsures
were immediately taken to repatriate immigrantsiioss
racial conflict would sooner or later become ingsdde.

Enoch Powell, like most of the Conservative Palniyd
previously welcomed the large scale immigratiomsrfrboth
the West Indies and the Indian subcontinent as anmef
dealing with the acute labour shortages, and thsexguent
strengthening of the trade union bargaining pasjttbat had
arisen during the long post-war economic upswingdekd, as
Minister of Health between 1960-63, Powell had \esyi
promoted the policy of recruiting workers to filhskilled
jobs in the NHS from the West Indies. However, ot
winter of 1968, culminating with his ‘rivers of lWd’ speech,
it became clear that Enoch Powell had made a decigiout-
turn with regard to the issue of immigration.

Powell, had not been the first Tory politician toeak
ranks with the then existing official Conservatipelicy on
immigration in order to play the ‘race card’. In6GE® much to
the embarrassment of Conservative Central Offidee t
Conservative Party in Smethwick constituency in
Birmingham, had waged a vehemently racist anti-igration
local election campaign to win control of the localuncil —
one of the few electoral gains made at a time where was
a nation wide swing to the Labour Patty.

However, Powell's speech was particularly significa
because he was a prominent front bench politic@antlie
Conservative Party, and one of the party’'s few getced
intellectuals. But what is more, with his old fogeyage and
the frequent allusions to the literature of anci@neéece and
Rome which littered his speeches, Enoch Powell sdetn
many to epitomize the persistence of the old Britis
establishment and the Victorian order and valuas skrved
to uphold it. Indeed, for liberals, modernizers and
progressives, Powell was a reminder, amidst thesioaised
by the election of a Labour government after yeafs
Conservative rule, that Britain remained a ‘cladslen’
society, in which social rank was strictly demagchtby
accent, dress and mannerisms, formed through #st elnd
class based educational system. Powell’s ‘riversblobd’
speech underlined the fact that the Victorian qréed the
insular, reactionary and racist attitudes it engeed, was still
very much alive.

The British establishment, and the Victorian ordéich
upheld it, had emerged in the late nineteenth cgris a

On April 20" 1968, barely two weeks before the result of the alliance, and gradual fusion, betweennewly

revolutionary events were to break out on the osiie of the
English Channel, Enoch Powell, the then shadowesagr of
state for defence, delivered his notorious ‘rivefsblood’

° It was alleged that the Smethwick Conservative yPdrad
distributed stickers with the slogan ‘If you wantnigger for a

speechto the Birmingham Conservative Association. Powelineighbour, vote Labour.” The local Conservative Yart course

4 Powell never explicitly referred to ‘rivers of [’ in his speech.
The title derives from his reference to Virgil'siepoem,Aeneid:
‘As | look ahead, | am filled with foreboding. Likihe Roman, |
seem to see "the River Tiber foaming with much blgod

4

denied having anything to do with these stickersoweler,
Conservative Central Office was so concerned aboaitowertly
racist inclinations of the Smethwick Conservativatydhat they
sent down ‘minders’ at the subsequent generaliefetd supervise
the running of the election campaign. S&e Rise of Enoch Powell,
Paul Foot, Cornmarket Press, 1969.
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emergent industrial bourgeoisie and the decliningjng
landed aristocracy. After the tumultuous social ngjea and
intense class conflicts of the early decades of dietury,
which had been brought about by industrial revolutand
rapid urbanization, both the industrial bourgeoiaied the
landed aristocracy had been united by the aim
consolidating the existing social order and thedsition
within it, particularly in the face of an increagin militant
and organized working class.

During the early years of Queen Victoria’'s reighe t
industrial bourgeoisie had been permitted to rue tiew
industrial cities while the landed aristocracy é¢omed to rule
the countryside and govern national affairs. Howgevéth
the agricultural depression of the 1870s and 188k the
consequent decline in land rents, the economicpiex@ence
of the landed aristocracy was steadily undermin€de
political and social position of the ruling estahbinent
became increasingly dependent on the transfusioneaith

bringing the benefits of Western civilization tethprimitive’
peoples of Africa, Asia and elsewhere, this wasffigent to
justify continued British rule. After all if thesgrimitive’
peoples were civilized by the British Empire whyltbthey
not then eventually rule themselves. The answehiwas
ofacialism, that is that the non-white races wemdgically
inferior and were therefore inherently incapable rofing
themselves in a civilized manner. The British tifrene it was
concluded, had a right, and indeed a duty, to Byethe end
of the century, like elsewhere in Europe, the tatisories of
racialism and eugenics had become pervasive tpdhg of
being common sense in Britain, with even socialist
intellectuals accepting them.

The social and political changes following thetfinrld
war, particularly the continued growth of organizetour,
combined with the decline of Britain’s economic aswpny,
which culminated in the dismemberment of the Bhitis
Empire, undermined the basis of the old Victoriadeo. By

and economic power of the industrial and commerciathe end of the second world war large sectionshef dld

bourgeoisie. Successful businessmen, who wished
consolidate their gains by obtaining influencetia torridors

fstablishment had come to accept, with varying etegrof
enthusiasm, that if the British working class was o go

of power and by enhancing their social status, wer€ommunist’, and if British industry was to competi¢h that

increasingly able to gain admittance to the ingtnhs and
social networks that together constituted
establishment. They were encouraged to buy cowgdigtes,
to go hunting and grouse shooting; to invite ttledito lend
prestige and authority by sitting on the boards tlodir
companies; to marry their daughters into aristocraimilies
and to send their sons to public school to be addci the
classics alongside the sons of the upper classu¢h ways
sections of the bourgeoisie could be slowly assitad into

of Europe and the USA, then Britain had to be moided.

the gulin By the 1950s, all but the most diehard right-wirgyi€s came

to accept, in the face of national liberation moeets and
pressure from the USA, that Britain’s former coksiwould
sooner or later have to be granted independencéleWh
domestic affairs it was accepted that the socisfirditions
and class privileges of the old Victorian order hadbe
dismantled. The only issue was the pace of change.

One of the central planks upon which this post-war

the establishment and what remained of the old ddnd consensus was built was thpest-hoc justification of the

aristocracy could secure their privileges and dqmaition as
part of the governing class.

This gradual assimilation of the bourgeoisie inh® t
ruling established order necessarily entailed tlaéntanance,
and indeed a reassertion of distinctions of so@ak. Yet
while Victorian Britain remained a sharply ‘clasgivided
society it became increasingly ideologically unitezhind the
supposed common allegiance to ‘Queen,
Empire’.

The rapid growth of the British Empire in the firthree
decades of the nineteenth century had importanhanic
advantages that served to underpin the emergingphNao
order. Firstly, the Empire had to be run. It preadd
expanding secure and well remunerated posts botthen
army and the civil service for the sons of the kahd
aristocracy. For the capitalist, the Empire proudigeotected
markets for the commodities they produced, privakbgccess
to raw materials and cheap labour, and an outlebémking
and finance. At the same time easy profits thatdcbe made
from the Empire allowed British capitalists to matkeely
material concessions to the working class that eskrto
mitigate class conflict at home.

However, just as important as these economic adgast
in cementing together the sharply ‘class’ divideatel
Victorian society, particularly as far as the woikiclass was
concerned, was the inherently racist ideology ofpkEen
Britain was seen as taking up the torch of Westesitization
that dated back to the ancient world of GreeceRmhe. The
British Empire, like that of Rome, brought the bi#seof
civilization to the world, but on a far greater lgcaret while
the spread of the British Empire could be justifiederms of
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second world war as a war that had united Britaiith its
long established democratic traditions, against i Nezd
fascist totalitarianism. With the revelations ofetiNazi
holocaust, eugenics and racialist theories, whichva have
mentioned were once so pervasive in both rulingsctircles
and amongst intellectuals, were now thoroughly rédited.
Indeed, suggestion of racism was now to becoméd@otin

Country anolite society’.

The myth that Britain had been united in a war asgfai
the Nazis and their fascist and racist ideologwestrthe
British left well in its efforts to build a natioh@onsensus
around social democratic reforms. It could be adgiat the
great sacrifices made by the nation, particularly the
working class, had to be rewarded by a fairer more
progressive Britain. However, it was a convenieythfor
many on the right since it covered up the widegpraati-
Semitism and pro-Nazi sympathies amongst the Britiding
establishment during the 1930s — ranging from mesbé
the Royal Family down to proprietors of nationalvspapers
such as th®aily Mail.

For many on the left, in ‘daring to speak out’ iis h
‘rivers of blood’ speech, Enoch Powell had betraybd
persistent covert racism of large parts of the i8rit
establishment. However, while this may have beenctrse,
for Powell the old establishment, having alreadiydyed the
Empire for its own short-term advantages, was ntamding
by while Britain’s thousand-year-old culture andditions
were about to be overwhelmed and destroyed. Indeadell
had little but disdain for many of those who nowdmaup the
establishment who were prepared to sacrifice ahcien
traditions and principles for the sake of presegviteir
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privileges a little bit longer and who failed twdi up to his
romanticized view of the old Victorian order.

In making his ‘rivers of blood’ speech Enoch Powedls
clearly aiming to make his appeal, not to the rightg of the
establishment but directly to the ‘lower ordersddad, The
speech was full of anecdotes expressing the fdatedl ory
working class and lower middle class that their ltexi
position in the world was under threat and that nbat the
Empire was gone the tables would be turned andbthek
man will have the whip hand.Powell's speech certainty
resonated amongst large sections of the working lawer
middle classes. Not only was Enoch Powell inundatét
messages of support but at the time his speechwididy
credited with contributing to the Labour Party’sbsequent
unexpected defeat in the 1970 general election.

For the new left, Enoch Powell’s ‘rivers of bloapeech
and its aftermath was a defining episode in terfrisoth the
issue of racism and in its relation to the old.leftleed, it was
to play an important part in the subsequent devetop of
the new left's ideas concerning multiculturalismoll&wing
his speech Enoch Powell was widely denounced bylynak
mainstream politicians. Even tH&unday Times denounced
Powell for ‘racialism’ and he was promptly dismidseom

The aftermath of the ‘rivers of blood’ speech

The positive response to the ‘rivers of blood’ speserved to
highlight the endemic racism and social consermatisf

significant sections of the British working cla@r many in
the new left this served to strengthen their régacof the old
left’s faith in the working class as the primaryeagfor social
change and underlined the need to look for new tageh
social change, which were being constituted bynthe social
movements, such as the young, women, blacks or
oppressed people of the Third World.

For others in the new left this endemic racism social
conservatism in the working class was the resultthef
labourist ideology embedded in the institutions katlership
of the traditional British labour movement. Oftemvaking
Lenin, it was argued that from its very inceptiontihe mid-
nineteenth century the reformist British labour mment had
been dominated by a ‘labour aristocracy’ whose tirada
privileged position was dependent on the superegtgiion
of oppressed peoples of the British Empire. Assalltehere
had been a long history of complicity on the pafttle
British Labour movement with imperialism, and alfeg to
combat the racism it engendered within the workétegss.

the

the shadow cabinet. Yet in response to the subséqud-rom this it was concluded that the British labowwvement
popularity of Enoch Powell's speech, as had hapgpenehad to be radically reshaped or a new more rewwoiaty one

previously when the issue of immigration raised hesad,
within months a new immigration law was passed dirae
curbing the right of entry for immigrants from thdéew

built out of the militancy of the rank and file.
Either way, for both the ‘new new left’ and thedatew
left’, the widespread conclusion was a rejectiomhef Labour

Commonwealth — that is from those parts of the farm Party and its reformist politics for much of the708. But by

British Empire whose populations were predominabtick
or Asian.

The question that arose was why liberals and social

the end of the 1970s the political climate had Ibetguchange
as the dark clouds of reaction began to draw in.
The 1970s were a period of economic uncertainty and

democrats in government and parliament had so yeasiincreasing political polarization. Amidst soaringlation and

capitulated to the demands of Powell and his raigjst wing

populism. Was it because these well meaning libeaaid
social democrats were simply weak kneed? Or whsdause
they were implicitly racist themselves to
unacknowledged degree?

It is probably true that many of those at the timéo
both rallied to his support or vehemently opposad, lsaw
Enoch Powell as defending the old-style racialistawever,
Enoch Powell was careful to avoid arguing that ocokds’
were biologically inferior and thus unable to bellyfu
integrated into civilized British society. What peamted the
integration of black and Asian immigrants into Biit society

somebacklash and a ‘return to the '30s'.

rising unemployment, the revolutionary hopes raibgd68,
and sustained through to the miners’ victory in4,97ad by
the late 1970s been overtaken by fears of a righ¢tw
Deepeningneatic
crisis, and with it the hastening of Britain’s lortgrm
economic decline, coupled with cuts in public spegdon
housing and public services were all serving toeatuate
racist sentiments, particularly amongst the econaltyi
insecure lower middle classes and less well offiees of the
working class. Blacks and Asians were easy scapegodl
faced not only persistent discrimination by emplsyand
police harassment but also frequent racist abudermunting

was theiralien culture. Thus there was nothing to stop blacksphysical attacks by racist gangs.

and Asians from adopting the British way of life as

individuals, but as groups asserting their owniniéstculture
they could not. As such the difference between Hoavel
the mainstream proponents of assimilation was singl
question of numbers. That is, how many blacks asthA
immigrants could Britain absorb.

Indeed, to the extent the liberal policy of assatidn
assumed that it was appropriate for immigrants dopa
British culture, it was just as racist as Powell was part and
parcel of the new style racism based not on biologl on
culture. This rise to the notion of multiculturatis with its
insistence on the equality of cultures, we will sgas to
emerge over the following four decades as the nemviilint
consensus.

® This was a fear of one of Powell's constituent®tqd in the
speech.

On the back of this rise in overt racism, fuellgdltrid
tales in the tabloids, came the rise of the Natiémant. The
National Front had been founded in 1967 as a miansite
the various fragments of the old British Union @fsEists and
other tiny fringe far right-wing groups. At thatrté it had
been easily dismissed as merely a collection ofnhess
nutters. Ten years later the National Front wasatening to
become a serious political force. It was beginningnake
significant gains in local elections and had becobodd
enough to attempt to seize control over the stiggtisolding
sizeable marches through immigrant areas. Feave gnethe
left that sooner or later the British ruling classuld abandon
its post-war anti-fascist ideology and turn to tNational
Front to find a solution to the deepening economiw
political crisis facing Britain.

Undoubtedly the National Front was able to tap itht®
racist currents that were still widespread withimitiBh
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society, and which had been brought to the surfacehe

Powell had predicted, but anti-racist and antiftsdots. In

deepening economic and political crisis of the X970 the riots that followed the Notting Hill Carnivails the mid-

However, at the same time, longer term ideologiaat
cultural changes, which had been developing sihteaat the
end of the second world war, meant that there wiare
stronger anti-racist currents that could be moddiz

Victory in two world wars had certainly served toldier
British nationalism; but in both these wars Britaias seen as
championing democracy, firstly against
authoritarian militarism and then against HitlerNazi
Germany. Consequently, even for people with rightgw
opinions, any affinity with Nazism, and its antifgitic white
supremacism, was widely seen as being unpatriotjcite
unBritish in fact. This was always a formidablerirfor the
acceptance of the National Front as the party dfisBr
nationalism.

the Kaiser'sFront.

1970s, in the Lewisham and Southall riots of 197@@ & the
country wide riots of July 1981, young blacks, whkitand
indeed Asians joined together to fight the racgitoms of the
police and to stop the National Front.

In 1977 the Anti-Nazi League (ANL) was formed as a
broad front to oppose the political advance of Naional
In drawing in everyone from Anarchists and
Trotskyists through Labour Party members to literahd
even a few Tories, the ANL served to bring togetherNew
and old left in a common fight against racism aadcfsm.
With the slogan the ‘National Front is a Nazi Fraamd by
tapping into the anti-racism of the counter-cultuvih its
‘rock against racism’ campaign the ANL succeedelaiing
the electoral advance of the National Front. Th@nbined

Furthermore, although the world wars had served taith the physical defeat of the National Front'seatpt to

inflate a sense of British superiority this was rsao be
punctured. In 1956 Britain was humiliated at thedsof the
Americans when, in the face of US opposition, thi¢igh and
French governments were obliged to call off thembined
invasion of Egypt to re-capture the Suez Canal liaalt been
nationalized by Nassér.

dominate the streets, meant that by the end ofl@¥@®s the
threat posed by the National Front was receding.
However, although the advance of the National Froas
halted, Thatcher won the 1979 election by landskdan
electoral success in part due to her willingnes$lay the
race card. Echoing Powell's ‘river of blood’ spéec

The humiliations of 1956, combined with the final Thatcher had expressed the fear of Britain beimgisped’

demise of the British Empire by the early 19605uight a
general recognition of Britain’s diminished position the

world. Of course, it was precisely this realizatithat Great
Britain was no longer as great as it once was nagaloith the

belief that this was due to the failings of thetBH ruling

elites - that had served to fuel the popular supforboth

Enoch Powell and subsequently the National Frootvéier,

for many, particularly amongst the younger generstiof the
time, the notion of ‘making Britain great again’ svaimply a
hopeless nostalgia for a by-gone age. After alatwiad been
so great about Britain apart from its ability tangoer half the
world?

This acceptance of Britain’s decline in the wordhd
with it a rejection of British chauvinism, broughith it an
increasing acceptance of other cultures. Indeed, tlfe
generation born after the second world war, emhgpother
cultures offered a means of escape from the coasesvand
insular confines of British culture, whose drabnbad been
accentuated by the post-war austerity of the 19%Gs.a
consequence, central to the British counter-cultafethe

by immigrants® Indeed, by echoing Powell, Thatcher was
able to take the wind out of the National Frontsls and
make the Conservative Party the representativbasfet who
feared further immigration.

In the face of the new Thatcher government manthen
new left now flocked into the Labour Party. The rleft now
began its long march through the institutions egdip as
new labour as we shall now relate.

The rise of the new middle classes

The class of ‘68 were born into a world where theé o
Victorian social order that Powell was seen to espnt was
already dying. As we have argued, while some ofdbas of
the new establishment find their origins in therdgeof 1968,
the class of 1968 were only able to become the new
establishment — to move from the outside of Newt ketial
movements to roles within the institutions — due kyp
changes that had been taking place in British $psiace the
last war. In particular, changes in social mobibtyered the

1960s was a trans-culturalism, which sought a crosgass position of many. Their changed class paositiare

fertilization of cultures — from India to that ofalck America.
As a result, when the children of the wave of inmaigs
from the West Indies of the 1950s and '60s camagef and
began to assert their culture this was not seemdst young
whites as a threat, as Enoch Powell had foretald,as an
exciting opportunity. Ska, reggae and ganga became
common point of reference to both young whites blaaks.
Hence when social tensions erupted into full-scales in the
late 1970s and early 1980s these were not racs, rag

" But perhaps more important for many was Englandsitiation at
the hands of the Hungarians in football, firstly ttwitheir
unprecedented 6-3 defeat at Wembley in 1953 and the 7-1
hammering in Budapest the following year. Englarmusstige was
partly recovered by winning the World Cup in 1966t this was not
to last long. In 1970 England was knocked out i diuarter finals
and for the rest of the decade the England teamdfoit very
difficult even to qualify for the tournament.
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themselves part of the explanation of the new dstabhent
consensus over the ‘muslim community’. We now tton
briefly outline these changes in social mobilitattallowed a
generation with quite different social backgrouhart their

8 Interview with the journalist, Gordon Burns, broasicon Granada
TV, January 30 1978. Thatcher was responding toiestipn over
immigrant numbers by arguing that ‘if we went onnasare then by
the end of the century there would be four millmeople of the new
Commonwealth or Pakistan here. Now, that is an awfulnd |
think it means that people are really rather afthiak this country
might be rather swamped by people with a diffemiture and, you
know, the British character has done so much foradeaty, for law
and done so much throughout the world that if therny fear that
it might be swamped people are going to react andcather hostile
to those coming in.’
www.margaretthatcher.org/speeches/displaydocunsgritdmcid=10
3485
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forebears to emerge as the UK's most influentiadieg
politicians, civil servants, intellectuals and eptreneurs.

The post war settlement is the key to understanthirg
enhanced social mobility that took place afterlze. One of
the features of the settlement was a huge uniyelsiilding
programme, which made it possible for many workaotass
and lower middle families to send their offspriguniversity
or polytechnic for the first time. Further and hégleducation
were no longer in effect the privilege of the toféss. This
massive expansion of higher education was matched
growth in the public sector more generally — th@do end of
the civil service, local authority services, anc thational
health service all expanded. Thus those graduaftiom
university now found new management, white collad a
other higher-status places waiting for them.

lifestyles, aspirations, identities and social leis¢ and their
politics. After all, it seemed to them, the workiolgss were
often the problem itself not part of the solutidnad. It was
the old-fashioned, conformist working class wheexig
attitudes, homophobic opinions and racist expressiwere
found to still exist unabashed.

Indeed, these kind of points were not peripheral bu
central to the new political consensus that wasrgimg in
the new middle class and their allies in the ol@@shment.
-or example, political correctness — the imperatiweuse
language that does not offend different groupsuldcbe seen
as the natural extension of one of the key innowatiof the
New Left (i.e. the recognition of the autonomouseptial of
various different groups). Thus social change cauti¢ed be
achieved, and the remaining barriers to equality fs@edom
for all the different groups of people making ugisty, could
be overcome. All that was needed then was for tmese
middle classes to be in positions of power, onnkile.

Hence for example the unarguable attack on the
dominance of ‘white middle-aged (middle class) memith
their assumed oppressive attitudes, was first madée
Labour Party - through the argument for black aedhdle
candidate short-lists. This attack on the monocalism of
the old elite was then pressed through allied gsosych as
the National Council of Civil Liberties (now Libgjt and
other liberal charities, think-tanks, intellectualsd lobbying
groups. The attack was understood as a rallyingfealthe
positive contribution that minority groups could keafor the
essential value and worth of these groups, who thaeh
excluded for no other reason than the prejudiceadfition. It
was a call for a more rational and fair society.

The strategy flourished in the Labour Party’s local

The growth of higher education made bourgeois $pcie government strongholds. The clearest and most deedl

in the UK much more meritocratic and rational, asren
people were appointed on the basis of formal guoatibns
regardless of family background. The growth of neddass
jobs in effect meant that a whole swathe of workalgss

people became middle class in one generation. Tisé f

people to make this transition were the post wabyba
boomers, those people born in the 1940s and 5@sel$ame
people who would become young adults around 1968y T
therefore made up a large part of the New Left ¢ginatv from
the events of this time. When the prospect of netiah
receded, it was these same people who then pursoed
modest objectives. They often did this through ttéweks of
the Labour Party, or through reformist and ‘singgsue’
campaigns and pressure groups, or through libesstutions,
or local government.

expression was in the Greater London Council (GLR&d’
Ken Livingstone oversaw the appointment of numerous
highly paid professionals to look after speciakmest groups
such as blacks, gays, women, gay women, black efay®tc.
But the creation of jobs for the representativestliodse
‘communities’ and interest groups was significanfarming
careers that took ‘radical’ people from the outsata put
them on the path to the establishment. Any numbfer o
community activists, who had originally organized
independently, got vast amounts of funding from @ieC,
which eventually took them from the outside to seea path
on the inside. The careerization of radical feniis an
obvious case in point.

Throughout the 1980s, the Conservatives were istill
power nationally, so the New Left attacked the old

By the 1980s, many of the new middle class New Lefestablishment from the outside. The GLC and otheour

class of '68 found that the their earlier modesategy
choices now took the form of appealing career leslddew
opportunities opened up to them in the developireative
industries (media, advertising), in higher eduaatend in the
civil service.

strongholds saw themselves and were seen as anti-
establishment. This was true, in the sense that the
campaigning groups and individuals that Labour cdsn
such as the GLC supported were critical of theustajuo:
they campaigned around such issues as police rad@m

In this context, their working class origins becameexample.

increasingly forgotten, and the class analysis tat once
been as relevant the exciting new perspectivesheflate
1960s now seemed to have little applicability tceith

% Media, advertising and finance have been sombefteas where
this new breed are to be found, but such ex-hifigiges as Richard
Branson (Virgin Records then Virgin everything elsa)d Anita
Roddick (the Bodyshop founder) are also good examples
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Yet, the old establishment was also under attamk fthe
inside. Prime minister Margaret Thatcher was héreet
from the upper middle class but had come to powerugh
forging an alliance between the old establishmadtthe new,
an alliance which in fact served to undermine tHd o
establishment. Thatcher and her ministers promaiket]
fashioned establishment values such as the traditi@amily
and gender roles, nationalism, and racism. But alse
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sacked a number of the old school tie brigade andchpted
into her cabinet new middle class and former warkitass
grammar school boys like Norman Tebbit, Kennethrkala
and John Major.

the faculties of the social sciences and the hutieaniof
Britain’s universities in the 19803.

The ideas of post-modernism, and more particujaolst-
structuralism, had a strong appeal to the risingegation of

In effect, with the support of some of the oldacademics who had benefited from the large-scabaresion

establishment in an alliance of old and new rigttatcher

of higher education in the 1960s and that, as aemuence,

pursued neo-liberal policies on the freedom of nyonehad been drawn from a much broader section of soth@n
capital!® Sweeping away all barriers to the movement ofany previous generation of academics.

money-capital meant destroying some of the trautio

First of all, for those who had been radicalizedthgir

customs and rules of the old establishment. Thet mosvolvement in the new left and the counter-culturet who

explosive expression of this was the opening uphefCity
and British banks to just anyone with money (inahgd
foreigners) — the ‘Big bang’ or ‘Wimbledonizatiowf the
City. This liberalization went hand in hand with tkvi

had now given up all hope that there would be amyédiate
revolutionary change in society - and had consetijuésold
out’ and embarked on an academic career - postimisde
offered a means to preserve their sense of beidigaiaand

decimation of manufacturing (with its entrenchedcritical. Indeed, post-modernism often drew on maffiyhe

management and well as labour practices) and tirement
of old school tie mandarins such as ‘Sir Humphteiyi the
changing civil service. The changes Thatcher's govent
introduced therefore served to complete the forzaéitn and
rationalization of the bourgeois revolution. Meaitd profit
were finally dislodging the stupifying influence wédition in
almost every area of society.

The continued pursuit of nationalism, however, witth
ethnocentrism and irrational loyalty to the traalis of the
nation state came into conflict with this free merk
‘revolution’, most obviously in the Conservatives’
contradictions over Europe. As we shall see, Neloua's
pursuit of the war in Iraq and its ‘modernizatiasf society
has embodied a similar contradiction.

The ideological and political
transition to New Labour

Post-modernism:
The bridge from New left to New Labour
As early as the 1950s American sociologists haduiveg

argue that with the relative decline of American

political and cultural themes of the counter-cidtiand the
new left and, what is more seemed to give them aemo
radical theoretical and philosophical basis. A®sult, post-
modernism could appear to many young academicheat t
time as being, at least theoretically, far moraaadthan the
rather ‘outdated’ nineteenth century ideas of retiohary
Anarchism or Marxism that they had once adoptedhair
student days$?

Secondly, post-modernism provided this new germnati
of academics with rather devastating weapons whichvto
storm to the old elitist, white and male- dominatestions
that still remained within academia, as well as tieans to
carve out a niche for themselves in the newly espdrworld
of higher education. Post-modernism provided ttstirditive
subject matter for a whole new range of academic
departments; such as cultural studies, media studiemen’s
studies, black studies and so forth. At the same, tiin the
older existing academic disciplines, such Engligbrdture
and sociology, post-modernism provided a radicalv ne
alternative that could undercut the establishechoaldx
theories.

One of the first university departments that post-

manufacturing industry, and the consequent growingnodernism colonized was that of English literatuEaglish

economic importance of ‘the service sector’, Amgrigas
becoming a ‘post-industrial society’. In the ear@70s,
drawing on such ideas, historians of art and, irtiqdar

literature, particularly at Oxford and Cambridge,asw
traditionally regarded as something of a backwakesubject
deemed suitable for the small number of women siisdat

architecture, began to argue that this economic and less enlightened times had managed to reacletiet of a

sociological transition was being reflected in dtunal shift

university education. For a time in the 1980s, Ehgl

away from the ‘modernism’ associated with thedepartments, particularly the one at Cambridgeaimecthe

industrialization of the late nineteenth and eamentieth
century, to ‘post-modernist’ forms of art and atebiuré? By

the late 1970s, these ideas were broadened, ard givch
greater philosophical depth, with their merger withe

various strands of post-structuralist philosophyarating
from France. The various and often mutually incstesit
theories and notions that resulted, which cameetdkiown
under the rather broad rubric of post-modernisngpwacross

0 These policies would in the nineteenth centuryehlaeen referred
to as middle class liberalism.

1 Sir Humphrey is the name of the powerful careerte¥tall civil
servant in the television comedy ‘Yes, minister’.

12 0f course the notion of ‘modernism’ is quite vagwel nebulous.
Indeed, in literature, what are usually considessd modernist
writers were more often than not reacting againsbdem
industrialism. See Perry Andersoffe Origins of Postmodernity,
Verso, London, 1998.

cutting edge of the Post-Modernist offensive. Theiam,
dating back to Mathew Arnold in the late nineteecimtury,
that the role of the universities was to defenddlitst ‘high
culture’, defined by a cannon of great literary kgrfrom the
barbarism and philistinism of mass popular culturas
ruthlessly attacked. The class walls between higitidle and
low brow culture had to be torn down, while the ces of
those that had been long suppressed and excluded tfre
white, male-dominated great cannon, had to be heard
recognized. Thus the artwork of tBeano and the lyrics of

13 For critiques of post-modernism, see Perry Andershe Origins

of Postmodernity, Verso, London, 1998; Alex Callinicoggainst
Postmodernism: A Marxist Critique, Polity Press, Cambridge, 1989
and Terry Eagleton;The lllusions of Postmodernism, Blackwell
Press, Oxford, 1996.

14 For arguments showing how post-modernism was aalady of
defeat, see Alex Callinicosigainst Postmodernism: A Marxist
Critique, Polity Press, Cambridge, 1989 and Terry Eaglefdre
Illusions of Postmodernism, Blackwell Press, Oxford, 1996.
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Bob Dylan could be considered just as worthy ofdecaic
study as the paintings of the ‘Grand Masters’ erpgbems of
Keats. The writings in English of women, as weltlas Black
and Asian writers of the former colonies had tacbesidered
as just as much a part of English Literature as th
predominantly white male writers recognized by treat
literary cannon.

However, the Post-Modernist offensive did not remai
confined to undermining what was after all the eath
conservative and Victorian notion that the essexfid&/estern
civilization, and indeed its superiority, was emisadin its
high art and literature. In much of the social scies the
established schools of thought, whether liberahseovative,
or even Marxist, all sought to emulate to a greatelesser
extent the empirical methods and reasoning of thiiral
sciences. The radical challenge of post-modernisas
attack empricism foundationalism of the social sces by
undercutting its very roots. The Post-Modernists agout
attacking the underlying notion that the histonyd awith this,
the superiority of Western civilization and cultumgas
defined by the progress of reason, which, with gbientific

revolution of the seventeenth and eighteenth cgntumpredisposition

Enlightenment, had thrown off the shackles of ssiitésn
and religious dogma so as to find its highest esgiom in
science and technology.

For the shock troops of post-modernism this notibthe
progress of reason and science was merely the itarfca
‘euro-centric meta-narrative’. It was not simphattihe there
was no such thing as empirical facts independetiteotheory
that was to be verified or falsified by them; bt there was
no such thing as an objective truth that could bewn by
reason. Both the solidity of the knowable ‘objeatid the
‘rational subject’, the twin pillars of the epistelogy of
science and indeed the Enlightenment, were ‘dengctsd’
and ‘de-centred’. There was, it was declared, ngthi
knowable beyond ‘discourse’ or the ‘text’ - therasaonly the
free interplay of signifieds and signifiers, whicitimately
only referred to themselves and their differen&sence, it
was asserted, was no more than a narrative, whglsuch,
had no more claim to a superior or privileged stahan any
other narrative, including those it had claimed have

in the management of British capital and statejrtedlectual
nihilism of post-modernism, while retaining a carta
fascination for some, was of little practical usetinning the
everyday reality of capitalism.

e With the self-indulgent obscurantism of much of its
writings, its glaring logical incoherence, togethgith the
startling ignorance of the natural sciences it nold to
critique and the injudicious remarks concerning ld/@ffairs

of its more vulgar proponents most  notoriously
Baudrillard’s insistence that the Gulf War did d@ppen -
only served to open post-modernism up to ridicué hasten
its decline. By the early 1990s post-modernism beoming
distinctly passé. With the collapse of the USSRJ dine
consequent neo-liberal triumphalism, it became itastble
once again for intellectuals to speak of ‘progress’
‘modernization’ and the ‘end of history’.

Nevertheless, despite its decline, post-moderniss o
have two distinct, if at times contradictory, legacfor the
new ruling ideology that was to find its cleareslitical
expression in the then emerging New Labour ‘prajdetst
and foremost, post-modernism was to bequeath angstro
towards cultural relativism  withinhig
emerging ruling ideology. As such post-modernisns @
provide the intellectual basis for the relativistlticultural
consensus, which insisted on the difference
incommensurability between cultures, that, as wall dee,
was to influence much of New Labour’s thinking arcisl
policy.

Secondly, post-modernism, for all its supposedaultr
radicalism, paved the way for the acceptance of- neo
liberalism and market fundamentalism, which wadé¢othe
defining element of the New Labour project. The yake
radicalism of post-modernism was always readilyaappt as
soon as its principal proponents were lured ouhefcomfort
of their academic preoccupations to address someret
political issue, when, almost invariably, they webukeveal
themselves to be either middle of the road liberais
conservatives. But this was not due to the propenehpost-
modernism falling short of their theory, but wasérent in
post-modernist theory itself. In denying the ‘madst’ and
enlightenment appeals to reason, history and yegbibst-

and

overcome, such as magic or religious dogma of othemodernism denied any actual possibility for systéenttal

allegedly less advanced, cultures.

social transformation. Post-Modernists either had ke

History and progress, and hence the very claim thatontent, like Foucault, with the fragmentary refesmm of

Western civilization was in some way more advanteth
other societies and cultures, was merely a fictids.such,
history as known by Hegel, Marx and other Enlightent
figures, was merely a ‘grand narrative’. There wassuch
thing as history, only a multitude of stories; dmehce there
was no such thing as historical progress (hencevas
meaningless to talk of something being progressive
reactionary).

By the end of the 1980s post-modernism had reaithed
apogee. The university departments that were mo
susceptible to post-modernism had by then alreasbprne
colonized. The notion of ‘post-modernism’, and agw&
understanding of the ideas associated with it, hadv
become a part of the common knowledge of the ‘efdaca
classes’ beyond the walls of the lecture theatfost-
modernism continued to have an appeal to the soalaus
associated with Britain’s rapidly expanding culturmedia
and advertising industries. However, for thosehef post-68
generation who were on the verge of taking senasitjpns
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everyday life; or else, like Baudrillard, to an émantly
conservative acceptance of the inevitability aresaapability

of what simplyis. Such resigned acceptance easily slipped
into a celebration of the freedom and individuaisiedonism

of the market. After all, it could be argued foaexle that by
playing with the ever shifting semiotics of diffeg
commodities, the free market allows the consumer to
constantly redefine their image, and hence roleksidentities
through what they buy. As a consequence, the veddl post-
shodernist academic could easily conclude that singpp
could be a subversive activity.

At least as far as the educated and upwardly mobile
‘class of 68 were concerned, it could be said thast-
modernism did more to bring about the acceptanceeof
liberalism than any of its chief advocates, suciHagek or
Freidman, could have dreamed of doing through tealicit
polemics and propaganda. But, of course, therean@ertain
irony in all this in that post-modernism ended optcibuting
to the resurrection of the most pervasive of alletan
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narratives’ of the nineteenth century — that ofssieal
economic liberalism:
progressive freeing of the market and the individinam
state interference. Indeed, as we shall see inlPdtie latent
contradiction between the post-modernist legacselaftivism

underpinning New Labour’s multi-culturalism, andeth

universalism of its acceptance of neo-liberalisraswo come
to the fore following the attack on the Twin Towensd the
subsequent invasion of Iraqg.

in which history is told aseth

With the industrial militancy of the early 1970sany of
the more ‘realistic’ elements of the British nevt lead been
drawn to the CPGB. For those reacting against thgianism
and disorganization of the movements of ‘post-@8, CPGB
offered a highly disciplined organization that hdekp roots
within what could be seen as an increasingly nmititeorking
class. Of course, the CPGB was still very muchefdld left:
it remained very much a Stalinist party, while #ging
militants were often socially conservative and wslavishly

But the question we must now ask is how did posteommitted to an unquestioning defence of the US&R, in

modernism, which after all was merely an intellettiashion
which could have well remained entrenched withi idalms
of academia, help give rise to the New Labour Rt8jés we
have mentioned, the catalyst that hastened thesdeafiipost-
modernism and the rise of New Labour was the dedind
fall of the USSR. The decline of the USSR and itsng¢ual
collapse brought to a head a longstanding conffiletiveen
traditionalists and modernizers in the communistigs of
Western Europe. This conflict in many ways prefeglithe
similar struggle in the Labour Party in the ear®@@s. Indeed,
as we shall now see, many of the ideas that wele=tome
central to the New Labour project were developedthsy
modernizers of the old Communist Party of Greattefni
(CPGB).

New Labour: New Britain

Unlike its sister parties in France and ltaly, tiheé CPGB had
always remained a relatively small party. Howedesspite its
size, the CPGB had from its inception exerted ssictamable
influence over the British labour movement. Rigipt wntil
the late 1970s, the CPGB had maintained a highjarozed
presence within both the leadership and the ramkfée of
the trade unions. What is more, from the 1930s odsvéhe
CPGB had been an important centre of attractiomefinwing
intellectuals, whose ideas held significant swayrowhat
was otherwise an atheoretical and pragmatic Britsfour
movement.
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contrast to the response to the invasion of HungaryQ56
where the Party had simply closed ranks againsntdinal
and external critics of the USSR, the trauma causeithe
CPGB by the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia i688ow
seemed to open up the possibility for radical mafaf the
Party.

In their efforts to modernize the Party, new left
intellectuals in and around the CPGB in the laté0ESbegan
to import the ‘third way' politics and theories duro-
communism, which were at the time emerging in Feased
Italy. In attempting to find a ‘third road’ that gl combine
the democratic pluralism of liberal European cdjsita with
socialism, the advocates of Euro-communism requhecld
Communist parties to jettison both their last revirag
revolutionary pretensions and their commitment to
establishing a monolithic dictatorship of the ptat@t. At the
same time, the tired old dogmas and politics based rigid
economic determinism, it was argued, had to beaogg by
the far more subtle theories of social change strassed the
importance of culture — one of the principal souofesuch
ideas being Antonio Gramsci.

Compared with France and ltaly, the task of theigri
Euro-communist modernizers was perhaps far eaSiee.
CPGB had long since abandoned any hope of disglabia
Labour Party as the mass party of the working ciaeb had
instead adopted the role of guiding the LabouryPadng the
‘parliamentary road to socialism’. Indeed, by tlely 1980s
the modernizers were already able outmanoeuvrer thei
Stalinist opponents to capture key positions in@GR&B, and
had taken control of what was to become the Party’s
influential monthly journal Marxism Today.

In becoming what was to be known as the house @&urn
of ‘yuppie socialism’Marxism Today did much to popularize,
particularly amongst the rising post-68 generatibri.abour
politicians, the culturalist theories of both pastdernism
and the neo-Gramscianism put forward by Stuart biadl his
fellow academics at the Centre for Cultural Studegs
Birmingham University. At the same timdarxism Today
also popularized the complementary theories of-postlism,
which despite the post-structuralist anti-foundaaitssm of
the post-modernist purists, could be seen to peowich
updated and Marxist economic basis for both théucalist
theories of post-modernism and neo-Gramscianism.

Drawing on the theories of the French regulatiomost
it was argued that the post-war boom of the 195@s1®960s
had been based on a Fordist regime of accumulatiardnich
the mass production of standardized commodities beeh
balanced with their mass consumption through
implementation by the state of Keynesian policiedamand
management. In the 1970s this regime of accumuldiid
gone into crisis, which had prompted a fundamental
restructuring of capitalism. For the theorists obpFordism
this restructuring had already given rise to thgif@ngs of a

the
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new regime of accumulation based on flexible aretghzed
production, which allowed commodities to be custedito
meet the tastes of relatively small groups of comens. The
emergence of this post-Fordist regime of accunutati
underlay the shift away from the mass politics andss
culture that had been recognized by post-modenmigrs.

This shift to post-Fordism meant that the old stgfe
mass politics, which had underpinned old-style & and
social democracy, was now out of date. It was aigtheat
with her appeal to individual aspirations and adesment,
Thatcher had already recognized this economic aitrel
shift. What the ‘left’ needed to do was to abandtsnold
ways of thinking and take a leaf out of Thatchdér®k. The
‘left’ had to appeal, not to collective class imsts but to
individuals as aspiring consumers. Just as Thatthebuilt a
Gramscian style ‘hegemonic project’ that had mabdi the
cultural shift towards individualism and consumeri shift
Britain to the right, the ‘Left’ had to mobilize¢ke very same
tendencies to build a ‘hegemonic project’ that wdoplush
Britain in a more ‘progressive’ direction.

remnants of the old Victorian order that had uplieltience,
perhaps rather ironically, it was Thatcher that have
inaugurated what Gramsci might have seen as a ¢oynd
‘passive revolution’ that had served to moderntze British
state and capitalism.

Nevertheless, although the New Labour ideologue® we
prepared to admit with hindsight that Thatcher'®-tiberal
economic reforms were on the side of history, aedck in
some sense ‘progressive’,
Thatcher’s right-wing populism that were could orie
considered reactionary. Her willingness in echaihg new
racism of Enoch Powell in expressing fears thatadriwould
be ‘swamped’ by immigrants in the 1979 election paign;
her vehement militaristic British chauvinism disgd in her
commitment to buying the hugely expensive Tridemtl@ear
weapon system and her accompanying Cold War ricetomi
her insistence on defending ‘traditional familywed’, had all
been essential to Thatcher’'s electoral appeal ticpkarly
amongst lower middle class and working class vobens
before the second world war.

there were key aspects of

Following the fall of the USSR the modernizers loé t As New Labour made clear right from the outset,
CPGB succeeded in liquidating the Party, and prbmpt following Tony Blair's election as leader of thedaur Party
joined the mission to modernize the Labour Pargue®al of in 1994, there would be no return to the old sod@&hocratic
the leading figures that had been associated wighriow policies of ‘old Labour’; there would be no re-ratalization
defunctMarxism Today became key advisors to the then stillof the industries and public utilities privatizechder the
small cabal of modernizers that were coalescingratovhat  Tories, there would be no redistribution of weadltinough
was to become known as the New Labour project. &hedigh progressive taxation and there would be neakpf the

advisors not only contributed ideological ammumitio win
arguments, but also their long experience of buedic

Tories’ anti-trade union laws. New Labour made ldac it
was committed to continuing the neo-liberal pokcief the

manoeuvring was to prove invaluable in capturing th Thatcher and Major governments. However, within lthméts

controlling heights of the Labour Party.

Of course, the New Labour project, as a practiahhg
ideology, was the result of a convergence of variand often
mutually inconsistent ideas and theories. Howether,ideas
that had been promoted and popularizedvayxism Today
played a vital part in distinguishing New Labouorfr both
the social democratic politics of ‘old Labour’
Thatcherism.

Combined with the fashionable theories of globaiimg
which claimed that the old social democratic ang/nésian
policies that sought to manage national economiee wo
longer feasible, post-Fordism lent an air of inahility to
Thatcher’s neo-liberal economic reforms.
democratic political beliefs of old Labour were se&s arising
from the now out-dated corporate and class polités
Fordism. As a consequence, it was argued that Hisowr
Party could no longer appeal to the class loydltthose who
‘worked by hand and brain’ since the working claedonger
identified themselves as producers but as indiVistiz
consumers. There was therefore no alternativedoab&ndon
efforts to appeal to collective solidarity and &esi embrace
the politics of ‘individual choice’.

of the post-Thatcher settlement New Labour promizedet
different priorities to alleviate and rectify theoxgt aspects of
Thatcher’s legacy. After more than two decadestrfigent
curbs on public spending, New Labour promized iaseel
investment in health and education, ‘a New Dedhétp the
unemployed back in to work’, higher welfare bersefit

and targeted at the ‘deserving poor’ such as pensicaeds'poor

hard-working families’ and larger regeneration betdgfor
‘deprived areas’. These promises, coupled with

subsequent introduction of the minimum wage, offeseme
hope and relief to Labour’s traditional supportg@a:ticularly
those in the old industrial cities of the Northtthad suffered

The sociathe most from the defeats of organized labour bwtdlner

and who had borne the brunt of her class vindioggs.
However, the extent of these promises, and theedeigr
which they could be implemented in New Labour’stfiterm
of office, was severely circumscribed by the ovding
concern to restore government finances withoutrsing the
tax cuts imposed by the previous Tory administretioln
order to make an appreciable difference, whatlitioney
that could be found from juggling the governmespending
priorities had to be concentrated through targefiagicular

From a very early stage in her rule Stuart Hall hadyroups and areas.

pointed out that Thatcher was not merely an oltesty

reactionary Tory. Her right-wing populism, whichugnt to

Hence, in accepting the post-Thatcher settlemdm, t
scope of the economic and material differences Nataour

promote ‘a property owning democracy’ and ‘a populacould offer were highly restricted. Instead, Newbabar's

capitalism’ through the sell-off of council housita council
tenants and nationalized industries to the gemeralic rather
than to the financial institutions of the City, was stark
contrast to the elitism of the old Tory right-wintmdeed,

broad appeal, which was to be central to its ladeslictory
in the 1997 election, was based on the promiseadmpte a
‘new Britain’ that would be inclusive, diverse and
multicultural. The New Labour government would hestark

the

Thatcher had not only succeeded in breaking upldhsocial contrast to the narrow-minded social conservativism
democratic post-war consensus but in doing so Had a promoted by the previous Tory governments. Whelesh
hastened the demise of the old establishment aadatst Major and Thatcher had repeatedly deplored the gdsin
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culture and sexual mores that had gathered pace she

‘permissive sixties’, the New labour government Vdou
embrace such changes and actively promote the igqoél

women and gays as well as religious and ethnic rities

and accept non-conventional families. Under New duaib

Britain would no longer look back to its imperialgast and
define itself in terms of its military prowess;vibuld define

itself in terms of its cultural dynamism exempldidy the

then current trends of Britpop and Britart of ‘c@itannia’.

apparent success of the policies then currentlyngoei
implemented by Bill Clinton in the USA. In doing sbey
necessarily adopted much of the closely assocthtaties of
functional sociology and communitarianism that updeed
and justified them. Hence, with Bill Clinton actirags the
intermediary, Amitai Etzioni, the leading Americ#imeorist
of communitarianism, was invited to give seminard.abour
Party policy makers in London. At the same timethamy
Giddens, who had played a central role in reviviig

Having been repelled by the increasingly desperatiinctionalist sociology of Talcott Parsons in th@8Qs, was

attempts by Conservative leaders to rally its agouge
supporters by moralistic speeches and policy tnitta; such
as Peter Lilley's vilification of single mothersection 28’ of
the 1988 Local Government Act, which banned
authorities from ‘promoting’ homosexuality, and doh
Major's much derided ‘Back to Basics’' sloganeeririgy
large sections of the electorate, particularly ¢hbslonging to
those generations which had come of age since #6€s]
New Labour’s ‘New Britain’ had a broad cross-claggpeal.
Yet New Labour’s culturalism did not simply havebeoad
appeal to the electorate; more importantly it alppealed to
key sections of the bourgeoisie.

Of course,
companies Thatcherism had been seen as vitaltorires the
fortunes of British capitalism. But once the restming of
British capitalism had been achieved the need fog t

commissioned to write the primer for New LabourThird
Way'."®
Functional sociology had developed in the 1950sras

localdeological defence of the post-war settlement efica. As

such it had upheld the principles of a pluralistigeral
democracy based a predominantly free market cagital
economy against not only what was seen as thetéotah
socialism of the USSR, but also British style sbcia
democracy?® But, at the same time, it had to both justify and
prescribe the limits of the increased role of ttaesthat had
come about as result of the ‘big government’ peidhat had
followed Roosevelt's New Deal of the 1930s. As a

in the boardrooms of Britain’s majorconsequence, a central theme of functional socipl@gd

subsequently Communitarianism, was the problem that
neither the liberal democratic state nor a markaitalist
economy were sufficient in themselves in ensurhrg gocial

Conservative Party to appease the xenophobia ano- eureproduction of capitalist society.

scepticism of its increasingly restless supporterd become
more and more tiresome.

Although it was presumed to be the most efficient
economic system, the market capitalist economy ssecdy

Now that it had embraced neo-liberalism, New Laboufragmented society into competing groups and inldials, all

offered a welcome change. This was perhaps no tnoee
than for the banks and financial institutions oé t8ity of

pursuing their own narrow, often divergent, setknmests. As
a consequence, the capitalist economy necessanky igse to

London. As one of the principal bastions of the oldindividual and group conflicts that were dysfunotbto the

establishment the City of London had traditiondllsen the
natural enemy of the Labour Party. However, Newdiab
was particularly in tune with the new meritocratad

cosmopolitan City of London that had emerged sihee'big

bang’. As a centre for global finance capital, tieav City of
London had little time for conservative and impksiac

attitudes that had typified the old City. The nevityC
exhibited a bourgeois multiculturalism: all cultsrbad to be
given equal respect so long as they did not interfsith

profit-making and the free movement of capital abuhe
globe (i.e. they were just variegated forms of leois
culture). Indeed, as the City of London’s emergeasethe
leading world centre outside the Middle East fohd8a
compliant finance’ necessary for the recycling dlidns of

petro-dollars has shown, cultural differences cdwgdhighly
profitable for Labour’s new friends in the cityhis is a point
that perhaps needs expanding on later on]

Communitarianism and New Labour’s ‘Third Way’

New Labour, communitarianism and functional sociology

As we have seen, the largely French-inspired thef neo-
Gramscianism, Post-Fordism and indeed post-modernis
particularly as interpreted and popularizedMgrxism Today,
by changing the intellectual climate in and arotimel Labour
Party, provided the bridge between new leftism ey
Labour. However, for New Labour’s key architecte more
immediate intellectual influences, which were teggrise to
the practical politics and policies which were &fide New
Labour, came from across the Atlantic. Gordon Broawm
Tony Blair drew inspiration for their ‘Third Way'rém the
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reproduction of society as a whole.

Of course, it was also presumed that the liberal
democratic state provided the most rational meams t
overcome these conflicts. It could provide a |dgainework,
which could limit the dysfunctional actions of eoomic
agents, and it could act as a neutral arbitratoresolving
conflicts of interests. Furthermore, it was alsoceqted that
the state might intervene to address market fa|u@ensure
the provision of public goods and services that ldauot
otherwise be provided by the private sector andli@viate
poverty and economic distress that might undernpinlelic
order.

But the problem was that by itself there was norgnize
that a liberal democratic state would actually ectthese
ways to resolve dysfunctional conflict and ensine arderly
reproduction of society. Indeed, if the pluralistiemocratic
political system simply reflected the conflictingtérests of
the economy then economic conflicts would simply be

15 A. Giddens,The Third Way: The Renewal of Social Democracy,
Polity Press, Blackwel, 1998.

1% In his The Structure of Social Action, Free Press, New York,
Talcot Parsons established the basis for his fonati sociology
through a review of the writings of what he sawhasforerunners;
Alfred Marshall, Vilfredo Pareto, Emile Durkheimaiax Weber.
In his new introduction to the work in 1968, rem&ariOn the
theoretical side, the book concentrated on thepttoblem of the
boundaries and limitations of economic theory. it do in terms
which did not follow the established lines of eitithe theory of
“economic individualism” or its socialist opponengven the British
democratic socialists to say nothing of the Masxipt
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mirrored in the state. The state would then be uwragt and
run by the politically most powerful sectional irgsts. The
state may then exacerbate social conflicts andnately

undermine the liberal democratic state itself. Afadl, the

state could only act as an arbiter to the exteat thwas

perceived as being in some sense neutral. Furtlierntioe

rule of law in a liberal democracy depended on greke of

consent of those governed. The more the law was ase
being biased towards one group or class the moweitd

have to be imposed by authoritarian and repressaeans.

Alternatively the state could
interests and impose what it saw as the generateisis on
the groups and interests of society as whole. Bwdtwas to
prevent the state, or more specifically the statesducracy,
from emerging as a particular interest like anyeothand
thereby end up imposing its particular interestthasgeneral
interest’?

Either way it seemed that a liberal democratic tedipm
was doomed to either disintegrate into the disordér
competing interests due the centrifugal forceshefédconomy
or else would end up with a totalitarian or auttasian state.
A liberal democratic free market capitalism woulferefore
seem to be unsustainable if not impossible.

However, for functionalist sociologists this wasdantly
not the case; liberal democratic free market chpitawas
certainly alive and well in the USA if not elsewbeWhat
was it about actual liberal capitalist societieattensured
their orderly reproduction?

their ideas back to the British philosopher, ThofddksGreen.
Green'’s philosophy had been an attempt to go beydmat

he saw as the limitations of utilitarianism that dha
underpinned classical economic and political libena of the
early nineteenth century. In doing so he came jectehe
long tradition of British empiricism and insteadked to the
classical German philosophy of both Kant and HeBglthe
end of the nineteenth century Green’s philosophieaiks
had gained considerable influence amongst British
intellectuals and provided one of the central fatimhs for

rise above particularthe ideas of New Liberalism that was to guide thécpes of

Liberal Party at the turn of the century.

Both the classical sociology of Weber and Durkheing
the philosophy of Green can be seen as part diribeder re-
orientation of bourgeois social theory that emeraethe end
of the nineteenth century in response to ‘the $agiastion’
and the problem of defending the existing ordereddsy the
rise of organized labodf.Of course, the problem of ensuring
the orderly reproduction of capitalism, particwair relation
to the working class, had long been an issue fardenis
social theorists. Adam Smith, writing a hundredrgdaefore,
had warned of the dangers that could arise fromntired-
numbing effects of factory production and the mater
deprivation caused by the drive to force wages dimnanbare
subsistence level. Smith feared that these conseqaeof
capitalist accumulation might threaten social cares
through both the material and moral degradationthef
working classes. The possible breakdown of the asoci

As we have seen, for the functionalist sociologistgeproduction of the working class because of mateand

although the liberal democratic state and the fnesrket
capitalist economy were considered as providing rist
rational and efficientmeans to achieving given political and
economic ends, they did not determine these emdsgauld
they ensure that such ends were congruent with etwdr.
The question then was how were these ends deteiraime
reconciled. The functionalist sociologists’ answeas that
liberal capitalist society necessarily gave riseatalistinct

moral deprivation was to be a recurrent concerrcfassical
political economists and other bourgeois theorisfist down
to the mid-nineteenth century.

However, with the advance of organized labour ftbm
middle of the nineteenth century, the main concéfn
bourgeois theorists became less that the matesjadivchtion
of the working class would lead to family break dpwising
crime and the spread of disease. Instead the nosicecn of

cultural sphere in which the amoral and asocial economicthe bourgeoisie was that the growing strength afrgianized
agents constituted by the competitive market wehgcated working class would ultimately lead to revolutiondathe
and socialized to become ethical citizens. As stioh,ends expropriation of private property. The responsehie threat

pursued by groups and individuals were not merebse of
narrow hedonistic self-interest but had a broaderaiand
social dimension. Furthermore, in interacting tlylouthis
cultural sphere as ethical citizens, a general @wsiss could
emerge that could reconcile particular interesteugh the
emergence of a generally accepted idea of what tvas
‘common good’ and ‘public interest’, which couldeth serve
to define what should be the ends and purposesiaf golicy.

For the theorists of communitarianism the most irtga
basis of this cultural sphere was the
Communities were constituted by the nexus of vaont
social relations between individuals that extenbegond the
family, and as such were distinct from social lelsd
mediated by the market and the state. The existarice
communities became evident in the form of voluntaodies,
charitable institutions and in religious groupsttlaatively
bound their members together in the pursuit ofcethand
moral ends.

Both the theorists of functional
communitarianism could trace their origins backthie late
nineteenth century. Whereas Talcott Parson’s clairis
functional sociology was rooted in the classicatislogy of
Weber and Durkheim, communitarian theorists haeeei
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had been to make timely political and economic essmns
that aimed to integrate the organized working chagthin
bourgeois society both collectively and individyalThis had
led to the radical re-orientation and re-organaratiof
bourgeois social theory in order to provide theotk&cal
framework to understand and guide such reforms.

New Liberalism had sought to both forestall the aatbe
of the labour movement through social reforms aatdthe
same time harness its power in the fight against dhd

‘community’.establishment and the continued power of landegepty.

However, following the first world war, the LiberBhrty, and
with it New Liberalism, was overtaken and sidelirtad the
electoral success of the Labour Party and thesstatiitics of

sociology and'’ This resonated well with Tony Blair who had bareligguised

disdain for the social democratic politics of o&bdour that for him
had been an unfortunate detour in the advance wfgfpssive
politics’ in 20" Century.

18 See Simon ClarkeMarx, Marginalism and Modern Sociology,
Macmillan, Basingstoke, 1991.
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social democracy. As a consequence, Green, anchets
Hegelian philosophy, was soon forgottén.

In Britain social democracy became established tith
post-war settlement; which saw the establishmentaof
comprehensive welfare state, extensive public oshiprof
the economy and a commitment to full employmenti&o
democracy served to integrate the working classhimit
British capital and the British state lmgpresenting it as a
class-for-itself, via the organizational forms dfetLabour
Party and the trade union movement. Yet at the saneas

representing the working class as a class-for-itself — thatsis a

a class that was both conscious of itself as asclaad

sufficiently organized to advance its own interasta class —
social democracy served to preserve the workingschs a
class-in-itself — that is a mere aggregate of imdialized

workers and consumers. If social democracy waslt@rece

the collective interests of labour and wring cosgass out of

the bourgeoisie it had to be able to mobilize tlheking class

to take political and industrial action. Howevertte

same time, to the extent that such concessions we

ultimately dependent on the continued accumulatiafin
capital, social democracy had to contain workingssl
militancy within acceptable limits — it had to delpilize the
working class.

This contradiction within social democracy, togetivth
the changing technical class composition broughtiaby the
decline of British manufacturing — came to the famethe
crisis and capitalist restructuring of the 1970d 4880s. The
very success of entrenching social democratic nefon the
post-war era had served to undermine the abilithaih the
Party and the trade union movement to both mobitind
demobilize the working class as a class. Social cdeaty
had become hollowed out, making it vulnerable hottihe
working class offensive that threatened to go bdytime
limits of capital, and to the subsequent bourgemianter-
offensive, which was to begin in earnest under jpeeship of
Thatcher.

integrated directly within bourgeois society, The#cs neo-
liberal policies had marginalized and ‘excludedjrsficant
sections of the working class, which in Americammts
threatened to become an ‘undercld8§Thatcher may have
defeated the ‘enemy within’ of organized labour lutloing
so she had left a legacy of mass unemployment, lffami
breakdown and growing levels of crime in many oit&n’s
declining inner cities. The ‘social question’ was Ionger the
problem of organized labour but once again the lprabof
‘social cohesion’ and ‘social inclusion’.

Communitarian social theory was adopted by New
Labour as the theoretical framework to address‘fgblem
of the working class’. Indeed, with the emergentéie new
conservatism of David Cameron, the arguments
communitarianism have become an essential panteofuling
political consensus and ideology. As Cameron putsfi
Thatcher mended the broken economy now the prodem
mend the broken society.

of

Communitarianism as ideology and practice
Communitarian theorists argued that the establisiro&the
welfare state, combined with the hedonistic indisilism

Thatcher was able to turn back the advance of koci®romoted by both the spread of the 1960's countéitie

democracy through a two- pronged attack. Firsthg broke
the collective strength of organized labour througlass
unemployment, a battery of anti-strike laws andmadtely
through police repression. In doing so she soughhake it
clear that any attempts by the working class toaade their
interests through collective action and class soiig was
futile. At the same time, Thatcher sought to inéégrthe
working class directly as individualized workers dan
consumers through her policies and ideology of tpap
capitalism’. While collective action and solidaritpay be
futile, there would be plenty of opportunities faworking
class individuals and their families to advanceribelves.
However, although growing economic
following the restructuring of capital in the 1980=md
allowed large sections of the aspiring working slas be

19 Green’s neo-Hegelian philosophy, having emergéth the

incipient advance of organized labour and havingnbeclipsed by
be subsequent rise of social democracy, has beerede by

Communitarian social theorists with the retreat famized labour
and social democracy. Indeed it is perhaps alssunprise that this
revival of Green’s philosophy first emerged in thiSA, where

advance of social democracy was most limited intiestern world,

and in conjunction with American functional socigyothat had

originally emerged at least in partial opposition¥estern European
social democratic ideas.
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prosperity

and the neo-liberalism of the 1980s, had undermitied
sense of community and social responsibility thatrev
essential in holding society together. In a diversalti-

cultural society, in which the standard traditiofehily was

in irrevocable decline, the appeals to nationatyuaind a
return to family values put forward by the right rereno

longer sufficient to ensure social cohesion. Ydlscir the

extension of rights and entittements and for thdistebution

of wealth to deal with the ‘social problem’ weres@lout of
date. For the communitarians, rights and entitldsméiad to
be balanced with social obligations and dutiesthst same
time the state had to take a more extensive anacpive role
in fostering communities.

For many of those in the post-68 generation whoewer
now reaching senior positions within the managenaérihe
state and capital, these arguments had a certaonaeace.
First of all, the communitarian idea of ‘communitwas
certainly reminiscent of the notion of ‘gemeinsthaf as a
social form based on direct and unalienated huraktions —
that had gained a wide currency in the new leth&’60s and
'70s, and which had been used as the basis ofrifiistn of

20 Of course, the notion of an ‘underclass’, whichries with it the
ideological baggage of welfare dependency etc., highly
controversial and one that we would not acceptaues.
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the alienated social forms of the commodity and dtete. not simply exist side by side but are in antagonigtiation to
Secondly, the communitarian stress on the plurabfy each other. Thus, in promoting the advance of abpitule
communities was in accord with the emerging consens through their neoliberal policies New Labour servies
around multi-culturalism and contrasted with bdte barrow undermine and hollows out the communities that ttleym
and outdated monoculturalism and individualism b&fther to wish to promote.

and Powell. Thirdly, the communitarians’ rejectiofi the Indeed, in their efforts to promote and ‘engagehwite
libertarianism of '60s counter-culture and theiress on community’, state agencies have had to invent cplitstract
social duties no doubt chimed for many in the @t- and empty ‘communities. Hence, for example, eveeyon
generation, who were now middle-aged with their damily  living in a certain area is deemed to constitutee ‘local
responsibilities. Finally, for those in New Labowho were community’, everyone who is gay constitutes ‘they ga
now taking over the running of the state, commuigitasm community’, anyone who happens to be disabled it gl
offered a new role for state intervention in sociebw that ‘the disabled community’ and so forth even if thembers of
‘globalization’ had supposedly ruled out effectiviate these communities have no connection with eachr atian
intervention in the economy. within the heads of state administratofs.

Although communitarianism may claim to be class This is not to say that communities in some semsaadl
neutral in theory, this is certainly not the casehie ideology exist in Britain. However, the strongest commusitége the
and practice of New Labour. For the bourgeoisie #ml vestiges of those traditional and pre-capitalistm® of
middle classes attempts to promote social respiibsdnd a  community that have been transplanted from theamdiub-
sense of community have been based merely on atioort continent as a result of successive waves of irmatimn since
and incentives. The middle classes have been umdie the 1950s. As we shall see in Part Il, it is thésgan
ethical consumers and recycle their rubbish, whilmpanies communities that were seized upon and vigoroustynoted
have been encouraged to adopt policies of corporatey New Labour politicians, not only for ideologicadasons
responsibility and engage with their ‘community’.utB but for practical political purposes. These comrtiasj with
‘community engagement’ usually means increasetheir traditional social conservativism, not onlgnge to
‘networking’ with national and local politicians @n exemplify New Labour's idea of ‘community’ but also
government administrators that has been necessamepare through their communalist politics, served to pdavia vital
the way for public-private partnerships, privatenafice electoral base for New Labour.
initiatives and other forms of privatization of piabservices,
which have required a breakdown of the old division
between the public and private sector.

In contrast, New Labour’s attempts to inculcateease
of social responsibility in the ‘problem’ sectiors the
working class have taken on a far more coerciveetsp
Pseudo-contracts have been imposed on the unendploye
parents and those in council or social housingluFaito
comply with what New Labour deems as adequate lpcia
acceptable behaviour can lead to benefit cuts en eviction.
Furthermore, in order to promote a sense of comtyuni
particularly in ‘problem neighbourhoods’, by curiranti-
social behaviour, neighbours have been encourageplass
each other up to the authorities over the most mioio
nuances. Instead of intervening as a last resaathirate in
neighbourly disputes, the authorities take sidesthWhe
consequent issuing of Anti-Social Behaviour Ord&SBOs)
quite draconian restrictions can be placed on iddals
alleged to be guilty of anti-social behaviour, oftmerely on
the basis of hearsay evidence and with little imiated
opportunity to contest the case made out agaiest th

In short, ‘community’ has become a vacuous term
New Labour speak. On the one hand it has merelyedaas a
cover for privatization. On the other hand it hag used to
justify the increasingly intrusive policing of seuts of the
working class. Indeed, rather ironically, commum&aism in
practice has served to pre-empt any emergenceyofamse
of community and social solidarity that might beainy way
in opposition to the state and capital. 2L A blatant example of the far reaching effect of iteology of

The fundamental problem of communitarian theory iScommunity’ occurred in Brighton at the time of tigaeli invasion
that the problem of the decline of Community is aatimple of Lebanon in 2006. The Palestine Solidarity Campaigd the local
result of social policy. It is a problem resultifgm capital —anti-war movement had called for two local demat&ins against
itself. The advance of capital into every facet Iie the invqs_iqn. The second demonstration was hepmili;_ae_d, Whiqh
necessarily leads to the destruction of direct hunedations ~dréw criticisms from the local newspaper. Insteflsifying their
and their replacement by the alienated forms of th&ctions on the traditional grounds of maintaininglfc order, the

commodity and the state. Capital and human commudut g(g:ﬁ?n a.rgyed that they were _ defending - Brighton'swAsh
unity
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