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  Thanks to friends and comrades for their inspiration and help with this book


  “Come, my friends,

  ‘Tis not too late to seek a newer world.”

  Ulysses by Alfred Tennyson


  Challenges for a new left

  Has capitalism lost its capacity for internal renewal – to reform under the pressures of its own crises and antagonisms? Speaking back in 1996 on his book, The Future of Capitalism, Lester Thurow reflected on how social progress had been achieved in the 20th century. He anticipated that the decline of left wing politics would prove to be a problem for capitalism:

  What does a society do when problems start emerging, like falling wages in the United States, yet nobody has any idea about the alternative [to the status quo]? Suppose you didn’t believe in capitalism, well what do you believe in? The answer is you wouldn’t have anything to believe in anymore. And that means the dominant system, capitalism, loses the ability to reform itself. [Because]... if you look at the reforms made to capitalism over the last hundred and forty years, things like pensions, healthcare, unemployment insurance, they were all done under the pressure of socialists who said ‘if you don’t do this we’re going to take over ’, whereas there is no one about to take over anymore.[1]

  If we look at the reactions of global elites to the financial crisis since the collapse of Lehman Brothers, we can see visibly how Thurow’s prophecy has been realised. Today, capitalism lacks an “other ” in the sense of an opposition that it could define itself in relation to and which could, in turn, by appearing to threaten the system’s existence, compel ruling elites to reform and attempt to overcome the internal contradictions of the system. Thurow’s argument remains powerful because it begs the question: what will capitalism look like as a system when it is ‘left to its own devices’, when it assumes such a degree of political authority that the cultural condition of humanity becomes ever more capitalistic? At times over the last decades capitalist ideology had its own utopia – i.e. an idealised vision of the market-driven and technologically-refined society that globalisation was pushing us towards – but since the financial crisis it has lacked this certainty about the future it is creating.

  At the same time, a credible left wing politics has also not emerged that might compel ruling elites to reform, in the manner that Thurow described occurring in the 20th century. This seemingly post-utopian conjuncture poses challenges to those who still argue for going “beyond capitalism”. For radical leftists that believe there is indeed an alternative, the challenge is how do we make this idea credible again? And even if it does become credible once more, how can we stop capitalism from incorporating aspects of our project into its own reproduction as a profit- driven system? The capitalist crisis poses profound questions about the future of left wing politics because of its sheer depth and severity. When leading establishment think tanks anticipate decades of austerity will be the norm in a number of western countries,[2] then it brings to light the epochal nature of the current crisis – of how the changes which are forged out of this cauldron of discontent will determine the future for a much longer period ahead. While the longevity of the crisis underlines the scope for preparation and the gradual marshalling of support amongst wider layers of working class people, the crisis nonetheless still poses sharply the ‘if not now – then when?’ question for anticapitalist and socialist activists. After all, in these conditions radical political ideas should be striking a chord amongst millions of workers and, if they are not, then we have to look hard at ourselves. We have written this book as activists in the movement who want to reappraise some of the historical problems of the left in light of the transformations the world has undergone over the last three decades. Two themes occupy our attention in what follows. Firstly, we discuss the evolution of political life since the 1970s and the fate of the radical left after the neoliberal revolution. In most countries in the world not only is acceptance of capitalism fundamental to the assumptions of the major political parties, but a specific variant of neoliberal ideology has come to be seen as the exclusive road down which politics must travel. Of course there are variations and differences - we do not want at all to deny the fact that world capitalism remains a mosaic of enormous variety. Indeed, we admit that much of the narrative we tell might be based on a specific set of experiences in Anglo-American politics. But we do nonetheless believe there are general problems for the left in the post-1989 world, which we have to grapple with and understand if we are to find a way forward.

  The second theme of our book might appear more distant and more abstract, yet it cuts to the core of how political struggle and resistance is formed today. How do we move beyond capitalism? Or, even, whether it is possible to move beyond capitalism? How we choose to answer these questions has strategic consequences. Historically, most discussion on the radical left deals with this second question and explores a spectrum of possibilities. If we consider the programmes that emerged in the post-war period until the 1980s, then there were several specific strategies which were each in their own way considered by large numbers of people to be a viable means through which capitalism could ultimately be transcended: parliamentary reformism, peasant insurrection, Autonomism and urban guerrilla-ism, and a party- led working class insurrection à la the October Revolution.

  While these movements were diverse – and each ideology gained a foothold amongst sections of society at different points in space and time – they each contributed to the general conception of the 20th century as a great tussle between capitalism and its left-modernist challengers. The post-1989 world is strikingly different in this regard, and so, to speak of radical change at all, almost recalls a bygone age. An ‘elephant in the room’ problem – so often occluded or just downplayed in left wing discussion – that imposes itself on activists, is that to arrive at a conjuncture where anticapitalist strategies can be implemented will require an extraordinary transformation in the consciousness of millions.

  The gap between where we are and where we want to be is the basic problematic of left politics today. Once you get passed the optimistic rhetoric of the left, the fear that lingers behind the scenes is whether we can overcome the radical disjuncture between our political aspirations and the degree of support in the working class that genuine revolutionary change requires. This problem is not entirely novel, because of the first of our questions – how we analyse society – has always informed perspectives on how to change it. Many radicals in the 1960s responded to an apparent decline in left wing radicalism by searching out ‘new revolutionary subjects’ beyond the working class as it was traditionally understood. Bold and imaginative as these endeavours often were, they failed to build movements that had the social power to realise the anti-systemic goals they held to. In their impatience they tended to isolate the most radical from orgainsed labour and so allowed its reformist ethos to go relatively unchallenged. But they nonetheless emerged out of a real problem: bureaucratisation had rendered the labour movement passive and conservative.

  Today, we are still in a period marked by the long-term decline of organised forms of radical left wing politics. The problem is all the worse if we consider how proletarian revolutionaries, with no support amongst the proletariat, can often be a staple of establishment humour. Comrade Wolfie, an urban guerrilla in Tooting, from the 1970s TV show Citizen Smith famously encapsulated this. The joke (all too familiar, unfortunately) was that he spoke a language and led a lifestyle that workers could not understand, let alone relate to. So his claim to ‘leadership’ was literally farcical. Reversing the trend to isolation, still to this day expressed in the cultural idiosyncrasies of the left, is perhaps the central question facing activists in the 21st century. Answering it will arguably require a critical appraisal of our existing understanding of how to make the bridge ‘to the masses’.

  The experience of isolation from the working class is however complex. It is not simply through denial that the revolutionary left ‘carry on regardless’ – emphasising the positive and building trade union and social struggles – but there is in fact a real disjuncture between their daily political practice and wider ideology. Socialists can often find themselves at the centre of social movements. We saw this during the student revolt and in the role the organised left played in building demonstrations and strikes in Britain across 2011 activists. The contradiction lies in how Trotskyist or Leninist tradition will be respected for their activism despite their wider ideology and this can breed complacency and routinism on the left, because all things being equal it should be facing up to a crisis that goes to the heart of its very existence as a left. But the sense of exhilaration that comes with movement-building puts the left on life support. We are happy to build the next demonstration without having to wrestle with the knottier issue of how to render the anticapitalist and revolutionary politics properly “organic” to these social movement mobilisations.

  While the revolutionary socialist left tends to look to the Bolshevik model of party organisation as their template, their understanding of what it means in practice – the formation of small disciplined cadre organisations fighting for a narrowly defined strategy in the movement – does not properly accord with the totality of the Russian experience. It overlooks how the Bolsheviks emerged out of an attempt to construct a party, defined politically in broadly Marxist terms, which could achieve socialist hegemony over the working class. The Bolshevik tradition tends to be read as a history of splits ‘from above’ – i.e. as arguments amongst the leading Russian Marxists – rather than ‘from below’ in the forms of political organisation that were established within the Russian working class. Achieving a greater degree of unity is arguably one of the pressing questions facing the radical left today because, compared to the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party, its organisational divisions, at least in most countries of the world, are numerous and badly undermine its ability to instil an anticapitalist consciousness in wider society.

  A sombre comparison between the dramatic growth of the radical left after 1968 and the much more modest gains made after the mass movements of 2011 underline the fact that Marxism has lost its position as the natural ‘go-to politics’ for radicals in struggle today. Quite simply people are not joining the organised left in the way that they used to and we need to start appraising why this is in more practical terms. A start would be to ask people who participated in these movements why they were not joining the Marxist left, and then to think about whether these were real principled differences or whether they just had concerns about secondary questions. If it turns out to be the latter, then the radical left has a duty to reflect on these criticisms and think about how it can become more attractive.

  Indeed, one problem with the theoretical output of the organised revolutionary left is its propensity to find excuses for its marginalisation from wider society and, in the process, try and justify practices that “common sense” typically questions. Each socialist group will tend to explain the disunity of the left as justified on the basis of the differences which exist amongst its various constituent parts instead of asking if, at least some of, these differences could co-exist within a common organisation. Low levels of radicalisation are explained by the use of universal generalisations about “leadership” or “confidence”, without appraising the more specific and concrete challenges and our own failures as a left to develop a socialist politics that really resonates. Marginalisation can breed a de facto reliance on official leaders of the unions, justify opportunism towards them on the grounds of realism (that in effect accept as ‘realistic’ what they say), and focus energy away from the longer-term need for independent, grassroots organisation of trade union members. And the list could go on. All of these positions each contain elements of truth – for instance, it would be wrong to never work with a union official or make unrealistic demands on union members – but their overall logic is to justify conservatism and sectarianism, and their purpose is to explain away the failure to connect socialist ideas to real people. If, in contrast, we accept that the gap between our intentions and the reality of our circumstances has become unbearable, then it can open up avenues for fresh thinking about how to bridge this gap between aspiration and reality. In short, recognising the problem might be a condition for going forward. It is our contention, put across in the closing chapters, that a bit more ‘common sense’ – in the sense of practice-informed strategic politics – could go a long way to improving the radical left.

  This might sound pessimistic; perhaps even the normal impatience and frustrations of the intelligentsia. However, we explore these points across the following chapters not from the standpoint of critical observers, but as activists on the radical left. We first came into the movement during the ‘summit sieges’ that took off with the Seattle protests in 1999 and have drawn these conclusions from our experience in left wing politics since. This was far from entirely negative, but we do believe there are fundamental problems that require re-evaluation on the part of all activists. The opportunities we have in front of us make reappraising the received wisdoms of a marginalised left all the more pressing.

  Perhaps we should see the resistance of 2011 as having opened up two roads for the left. In one direction there lies further isolation and with it the assertion, ever-more categorically and trenchantly, of the theoretical justifications for our position. But down the other road, should we choose by our own free volition to take it, lies the possibility of renewal and progress, if, that is, we grasp the opportunity that the economic crisis presents to actually destabilise and reshape Marxism into a meaningful and resolutely practical politics.

  We could do much worse than learning from how neoliberalism was able to achieve its ideological hegemony over the last decades. It managed to sustain the idea that marketisation was synonymous with progressive ideals: the expansion of democracy and human freedom and modernity as a vision of ascending technological and social progress. The current economic crisis has, in part at least but not entirely, broken these planks of neoliberal ideology. The prospect of decades of austerity leaves its claim to represent social progress badly undermined. Growing public awareness of the myriad of corrupt ties between each of the central pillars of capitalist hegemony – the rich, media, police, and politicians – has also dented its democratic credibility. But if there is an opportunity to be seized with this decline, the lesson of its original genesis continues to hold true: the left must make the ideals of progress and modernity, and democracy and freedom, its own. Indeed, they must become an organic part of the renewal of a practical Marxist politics.

  1989 and 2011: the new global revolutions or ‘we are all liberals now’?

  Reflections on 2011 share a common conviction that it was one of those ‘mad years’ – when a series of uprisings and revolutions that were dispersed across the globe with apparently distinct causes intersected with one another and fed into a general sense of social upheaval in world politics. 1848, 1917, 1968, 1989 are all identified as conjunctures of a similar magnitude; when changes that once appeared impossible suddenly seem inevitable.

  Time will tell whether 2011 does go down in history as such a decisive conjuncture that foreshadowed decades of social change.

  But the movements of 2010 – 2011 have certainly shifted the terrain of possibilities for the radical left. Revolutions against despots in the Middle East and North Africa and the rise of large- scale anti-austerity movements in Western Europe intersected with the structural crisis and instability in the global economy. These have not only seen traditional labour movement protests, but also the more overtly political call of #Occupy for a new kind of politics based on the 99%; a movement that represented a powerful ideological challenge to thirty years of economic policy in the West.

  Recent developments have also produced a shift in the psychology of ruling elites. As Paul Mason has argued, the post2008 recession has brought to earth with a bump the neo-conservative outlook on social change that was once perfectly summarised by Karl Rove’s riposte to the academic world as the ‘reality-based community’:

  That’s not the way the world works anymore. We’re an empire now, and when we act, we create our own reality. And while you’re studying that reality – judiciously as you will – we’ll act again creating other new realities, which you can study too, and that’s how things will sort out. We’re history actors… and you, all of you, will be left to just study what we do.[3]

  This idea of neoliberal governments in the West as seemingly all- powerful ‘change makers’ has, since the crisis broke in 2008, been displaced by a new collective psychology which sees the same economic agenda pursued through a series of political reactions to the unfolding crisis. The change in outlook is typified by the Eurozone crisis. At its foundation no constitutional mechanism was established that would allow states to leave the Euro but remain in the European Union, because the failure of the project was simply not considered possible. Now, however, the prospect of states leaving the Eurozone – and all the emergency constitutional measures that would require – is a really quite tangible possibility. Should it happen it is unlikely to involve careful planning by elites, but will be a consequence of an economic breakdown in one or other of the most-indebted states. In any case, this underlines the reactive and uncertain nature of today’s neoliberal policy making.

  The new revolutions of 2011 may appear to have come seemingly out of nowhere, but these kinds of turning points in history will always bring to the surface of events long-maturing contradictions and processes. To understand them we need to keep in mind what the sociologist Fernand Braudel called “the dialectic of duration”, “the living and continuous tension between the moment and the span of time”.[4] Braudel meant that in a single moment of time a vast array of historical experiences become concentrated. Such “multiple and contradictory timespans of the lives of men” are “not only the substance of the past but also the stuff of present social life.”[5] Any single conjuncture “builds upon” the accumulated experiences of the past and these historical episodes continue to resonate into the present.

  If we consider the great turning points in history (1848, 1917, 1968, etc.) in such terms, then each one can be seen as adding new experiences and realities to the modern world. Each of these years are identified with revolutionary movements that appeared at one time to threaten capitalism but then had their utopia ‘otherised’ and the immediate programmes co-opted into the lifecycle of the system. In 1848 it was revolutionary democracy, as mass urban-based movements demanded that power pass from the old elites to the people. In 1917 the overthrow of Tsarism unleashed communism onto the world stage, compelling reforms from ruling elites who suddenly felt their social power threatened, as well as stimulating the rise of openly totalitarian anti-Bolshevik movements on the political right. And in 1968, a diverse series of elements – from anti-Stalinist Marxism, to feminism, black liberation and revivified labour struggles – demanded the social freedoms of the oppressed and an egalitarian redistribution of the fruits of post-war industrialisation in East and West. Seen in these terms, 1989 is novel because it was a crisis that exclusively took place ‘within anti-capitalism’ rather than its antagonists. Or, at least, it came to be seen as such, and thus laid the basis for an unprecedented expansion in the hegemony of liberalism.

  We cannot understand the meaning, let alone the potential, of 2011 without recognising the challenge it represents to the fabric of the ‘post-Berlin Wall world’. The years from the collapse of Lehman Brothers in 2008 through to the Arab Spring of 2011 saw the rupturing of the key ideological and economic assumptions of the international order; that globalisation and technological transformation would bring prosperity and development to every corner of the globe. By undermining the idealistic claims of neo-conservatism and its proponents’ feeling of omnipotence, a space has opened up in mass society to contest this way of organising political and economic life. But it is only a partial rupture - a destabilisation of the old ways – because the continuity also remains striking. The fiscal measures of western states are designed precisely to sustain systems of neoliberal accumulation to which ruling elites are still committed. Resistance movements that contest this still remain largely within the assumptions of liberal democratic ideology. This is the key challenge that confronts any attempt to develop a more generalised anticapitalist response to the current social crisis. It can be summed up with the question: ‘are we all liberals now?’

  The economic crisis has had an over-determining impact on global politics in the sense that its effects are felt in every aspect of our culture, but its contradictions can arguably only find their resolution at the level of politics. Leon Trotsky’s observation, following the economic downturn interlaced with political and social upheavals after the First World War, that the tasks of the economic base are “submitted for solution in the sphere of the superstructure”[6] powerfully resonates with today’s conjuncture. For the central antagonism that cuts through society is that between governments (i.e. the “political superstructure”) trying to sustain the neoliberal accumulation model at “the base”, and the contestation of this programme by political and social movements “from below”. The slowly emerging and tentative rival of anticapitalist consciousness amongst layers of society that go far beyond the left – expressed in everyday reactions to corruption scandals, tax cuts for the rich and the use of the unemployed as free labour in social security schemes – indicates the possibilities for a more far reaching renewal of radical politics. But there remains a disjuncture between this consciousness and attempts to give it an active, political expression. The “old hierarchies”, be it the European social democracy or conservative organisations like the Muslim Brotherhood in the Arab Spring, still have a reach and depth of social support that is far beyond anything the political left can muster.

  The perspective of a prolonged phase of economic crisis and social convulsion is commonly shared on the left and not without justification. For all the uncertainty of the current moment, a long-period of sluggish growth and crises can be anticipated for the simple reason that the western economies remain shackled by debt and its governments are almost universally committed to propping up the financial interests that own these credit assets. Although the costs of this will be distributed unevenly across Europe, the working classes generally face a deepening of austerity. The effect of which can be summed up as an attack on what the European left call “the social wage”. That is, a forcing downwards not only of wages, but also of the proportion of wealth generated in society which is used to fund the social security, health, education and welfare benefits of the labouring masses. In some countries, particularly Britain, the heartland of neoliberalism, this goes alongside a dramatic programme of de facto privatisation, which opens up core welfare services to private sector tendering, and so creates, through bureaucratic means, unprecedented avenues for tax payers’ money to find its way into the pockets of profit-making companies. While this is a continuation of neoliberal dogma (markets are good, state monopolies are bad), it is hardly a picture of the nimbler and dynamic market against the slothful state. Highly complex bureaucratic systems – such as the British governments’ new structure for the National Health Service – are actually created to manage this transfer of funds to private hands. Added to this is the depression-like economic context for these measures that has seen a return of structurally high unemployment with its disciplining logic on the employed: “Don’t like it? Well, there are ten other people on the dole who would happily do your job”.

  Indeed, the optimistic hubris that surrounded the march of globalisation has given way to a new climate of immense pessimism and a crisis of intellectual answers in the sphere of mainstream public policy. But government policy remains largely consistent with the previous three decades. A key feature of neoliberalism was always to favour the biggest sections of finance capital with banks in particular a highly privileged interest group. A key point of continuity between the pre and post 2008 world is to socialise the losses of the banks and defend the financialized wealth of the biggest blocs of international capital.

  As David Harvey has argued, since the regulatory changes of the 1970s increased the danger of systemic-risk in the marketplace the state has been mobilised systematically – despite the liberal economic doctrine of non-interference in the markets – to defend financial interests:

  One of the basic pragmatic principles that emerged in the 1980s, for example, was that state power should protect financial institutions at all costs. This principle, which flew in the face of the non-interventionism that neoliberal theory prescribed, emerged from the New York City fiscal crisis of the mid-1970s. It was then extended internationally to Mexico in the debt crisis that shook that country to the core in 1982. Put crudely, the policy was: privatise profits and socialise risks; save the banks and put the screws on the people (in Mexico, for example, the standard of living of the population dropped by about a quarter in four years after the financial bail-out of 1982). The result was what was known as ‘systemic moral hazard’. Banks behave badly because they do not have to be responsible for the negative consequences of high-risk behaviour. The current bank bail-out is this same old story, only bigger and this time centred in the United States.[7]

  Class interests have always stood behind the neoliberal restructuring of modern capitalism. It was never therefore simply a body of rational thought that rose on the basis of truth and evidence, and could fall just as easily once that evidence proved suspect, but it was, or rather it is, as Harvey has put it, a “project of ruling class power ”. Elsewhere, Harvey has described these interests groups as the “Party of Wall Street”[8] that successfully colonised Anglo-American political institutions regardless of election results.

  If the capitalist politicians of our age were honest – quite an if! - and actually produced a “manifesto” of genuine intent, then what would it have in it? There are several key policies that are currently shared by the political elites across Europe and the United States.

  
    	Save the banking sector;

    	Open new markets to realise profits (privatisation, moderate or informal mercantalism);

    	Carry on the massive transfer of wealth from poor to rich, ensuring sufficient capital for future investment when the economy picks up again;

    	Dismantle the welfare state/public sector in education, social provision and healthcare;

    	Discipline the workforce, end welfare and smash workers’ rights;

    	As a by-product of these policies, creating mass unemployment that will help to further depress wages and discourage working class resistance.

  

  One of the most important features of the economic tendencies established since the 1970s - the transfer of wealth from the poor to the rich – is a central feature of policy making and the economic motors of the global financial crisis. The accumulation of massive wealth in the hands of the 1% is a long-term feature of US policy-making. As Michael Moore has pointed out in his film Capitalism: A Love Story, the top rate of income tax was slashed by over 50 per cent – from 70 per cent in 1980 to 28 per cent in 1989 and, during the same decade government policies aggressively sought to raise by productivity through pushing down labour costs, resulting in stagnating incomes for American workers.[9] This same aggressively anti-labour policy has persisted throughout the last decade under both the Bush and Obama administration and even given an added intensity after the financial crisis of 2008. Between 2010 and 2012 the average pay of US CEOs increased by 14 per cent to some $12.9 million, an astonishing 380 times the average wage of US workers.[10]

  After the banking crisis has been resolved and the austerity measures have reduced the social wage to manageable levels, the handful of people who financially benefited from the crisis will be in prime position to make a “killing” in new rounds of investment, capital restructuring, mergers and acquisitions, and privatisation. The wildfire now is to clear the forest for a future round of growth, one that will occur on the broken backs of the poor. This is how capitalism will survive, if everything goes “according to plan”.

  The current phase of capitalist development involves both an economic crisis and an ideological crisis, which goes to the central cultural assumptions of globalisation and neoliberalism. It can, thus, be described in the words of Gramsci as an “organic crisis”:

  In every country the process is different, although the content is the same. And the content is the crisis of the ruling class’s hegemony, which occurs either because the ruling class has failed in some major political undertaking for which it has requested, or forcibly extracted, the consent of the broad masses (war, for example), or because huge masses . . . have passed suddenly from a state of political passivity to a certain activity, and put forward demands which taken together, albeit not organically/formulated, add up to a revolution. A ‘crisis of authority’ is spoken of: this is precisely the crisis of hegemony, or ‘general crisis of the state’. It consists precisely in the fact that the old is dying and the new cannot be born; in this interregnum a great variety of morbid symptoms appear.[11]

  Organic crisis reverberate through society, exacerbating the social tensions, for injustices that were once considered “normal” and thus “containable” suddenly have an explosive quality. In August 2011, riots ripped through inner city Britain. Mostly young people, fed up with poverty and police harassment took their anger out on the shopping centres and on the police. Owen Hatherley summed up how this reflected a pent of rage against a lack of resistance to a crisis-ridden neoliberal capitalism that was “trying to commit suicide”:

  Over the last few years, the ruling class has kept trying to commit suicide—financial crisis, expenses scandal, News International, the Met, financial crisis mark two—and most of us won’t let them. We’d rather Keep Calm and Carry On. These kids, venal and stupid as some of their actions obviously are, don’t want to carry on. They want to see the whole bloody thing burn.[12]

  The riots saw visceral violence, looting (the desire to expropriate the trainers and plasma TVs of consumerist Britain), and expressed the utter alienation of a whole generation. Many of whom had, no doubt, participated in the student protests of winter 2010, as thousands of working class college students fought to keep their EMA and not be priced out of university.

  Discipline and punishment, thus, have not simply arisen out of the logic of neoliberal labour-capital relations in the workplace, but also extended into the political sphere. Pressure for a sharpening of immigration controls, a rise of racist sentiment, and an increase in intrusive and intimidating police tactics, are all part of a picture of social unrest in Europe. In Britain, police have adopted forms of semi-paramilitary public order tactics that have long been the norm in Europe. Water- cannons and plastic bullets have been legalised and pre-emptive arrests have been carried out prior to protests “to prevent a breach of the peace”.

  These are all grim reminders of the failure of liberalism to deliver a utopian vision. As George Orwell once wrote, “if you want a picture of the future, imagine a boot stamping on a human face forever.“[13] It is too easy to respond, “the boot has started stamping”, but it certainly poses questions about whether the liberal centre can hold – especially in the European states that are the greatest victims of austerity economics. If civilisation on this model requires a system of control and direction to protect civilisation from itself, then an issue of durability arises ineluctably. In many European states, it is the xenophobic far right and not the left that looks set to benefit from the real perception that the unaccountable and bureaucratic structures of liberal globalisation have failed ‘the common man’. While this all might appear to be favourable to the renewal of organised anticapitalist politics on a wider basis amid this social instability and crises, plainly there are reactionary dangers here too and their spectre castes a long shadow over contemporary Europe. The possibility of another avenue – of an enduring but depoliticised neoliberal centre moving from crisis to crisis – was seen in the Murdoch affair of 2011-2012. On this path, the establishment becomes a regime of permanent crisis, but it lacks any kind of ideological challenge, so its crises become less and less political, more and more managerial, and so breeds apathy and cynicism at the base.
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