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Who are the
British Fascists ?

IN SEPTEMBER^ 1939, that amorphous body the 
“left”, a queer collection of labour leaders, publish­
ers, journalists, unemployed “intellectuals”, lawyers 
and neurotics, declared the second world war to be 
a war for freedom and announced the rapid radical- 
isation of the nation at war. “Revolution by War” 
was the favourite slogan, and pretty intellectuals, 
who had never heard a shot fired in anger, gave 
precise military instructions to the British General 
Staff. One might have thought the war was being 
run by the Left Book Club. ’

The fall of France and the invasion scare which 
followed gave a badly needed invigoration to the 
“war for freedom” merchants. Badly shaken by 
the steps towards the corporate state taken by the 
British government at war, the “progressives”, the 
labour journalists and the left propagandists revived 
their notion that the war was making Britain and 
Europe more radical, that the nation at war must 
necessarily become more democratic, more “labour” 
and socialist. The newly formed Local Defence 
Volunteers or Home Guard were the “People’s 
Army” and were likened to the Workers’ Militia of 
the Spanish Revolution. There was to be no officer, 
no badge of rank, no saluting and no barrack square 
parade; just guerilla tactics and plenty of shooting. 
Wintringham and Levy opened a college for gueril­
las and there was talk of the British generals adopt­
ing the tactics of the Spanish Anarchists. It was a 
“People’s War”, they said.

Hitler’s invasion of Russia in 1941 increased the 
stock-in-trade of the “People’s War” merchants. 
The Communists executed their second double 
somersault of the war and everything that was bad 
became good, everything good became bad. Enemies 
were friends and friends were enemies. Capitalists 
became “comrades” and workers became “fifth col­
umnists”. More than ever it was to be a “People’s 
War.”

Alas! Life rarely supports the theories of 
Socialists and Communists. So far from becoming 
more democratic, more popular and more radical 
the war is strengthening all the tendencies towards 
the corporate state inherent in the British capitalist 
system. In war the nation becomes more conserva­
tive, more oppressive, more fascist. Less and less 
can the state at war tolerate the organisation and 
practices previously won by the workers—free trade 
unions, free speech, the right to quit the job. More 
and more are oppression, toil and care laden on the 
workers’ backs, while the rich become more indolent, 
opulently arrogant and tyrannical. The war has 
turned right, not left.

The “war for freedom” has given us military 
conscription, labour conscription, home guard con­
scription, conscription for women, fire-watching con­
scription, forced labour for the mines and shipyards 
and the threat of serf labour for the farms. The 
“People’s War” has given us the Essential Works 
Order, the forced transfer of labour, a new institu­
tion of “Income Tax at the Source,” whereby the 
worker is robbed of a third of his wages at the 
source. It has given us “clothing rationing” where­
by the worker pays his coupons for shoddy rags, 
while the ruling class may pay three or four pounds 
for a hat or fifty pounds for a coat. It has put the 
anti-militarists in Wormwood Scrubs and the war 
profiteer in a swanky West End hotel. It has 
abolished the free trade union and reduced free 
labour to serfdom.

The exigencies of war were to be applied to 
rich and poor alike, indeed the rich and poor have 
ceased to exist in the language of Communism. Just 
as Common Law is not applied in the same manner 
to rich and poor, just as “rationing” does not apply 
in the same way to either class, so there exists one 
war law for the rich and another for the poor. We 
have space for but one example, but that is a very
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obvious one. While hundreds of workers are going 
to gaol for even slight infringements of the Essential 
Works Order, no employer has been imprisoned, 
nor is it intended that any shall be.

So far from the war “dishing” the Conservative 
Party and the British capitalist class it has complete­
ly tamed the trade unions,’the Labour Party and the 
Communists. Trade Unions are now part of the 
British corporate state and gladly assist the smash­
ing of trade union rights and conditions. A large 
body of shop stewards (Communist stewards at least) 
have become nigger-driving “production commit­
tees”. The Labour Party, under the leadership of 
Bevin, Morrison and Silent Attlee is (apart from 
an occasional sham revolt) more conservative than 
the Conservatives. The Communist Party tries to 
be an advance edition of the Ministry of Informa­
tion, not only in the infinitesimal amount of infor- ■ 
mation it puts into the largest possible volume of 
sound but also in the exact line of propaganda of 
the day. The exact relationship of the two bodies 
is interesting but obscure.

How often when the Daily Worker attempts to, 
popularise 'some new sacrifice, some government 
minister follows close behind. Some time ago War 
Commentary (in Red and Black Notebook) drew 
attention to the Daily Worker s advocacy of bread 
rationing and the adulteration of flour by potatoes. 
A few weeks later Woolton threatened bread ration­
ing and the Ministry of Food began an intensive 
campaign for potatoes in the bread. (The reason 
for the propaganda aimed at the housewife is the 
difficulty of introducing potatoes during the milling 
of wheat). War has made stronger the Conservative 
Party and has harnessed to it all those “lefts” who* 
yelled about a “People’s War.”

The recent labour “revolt” over Beveridge does 
not weaken our thesis. We cannot take it seriously. 
The leader of the “revolt” is Greenwood who, as the 
Minister who appointed Beveridge, instructed him to 
make it clear that the report was not the opinion or 
necessarily the policy of the government. (See War 
Commentary, Jan. 1943). The sham fight reminds 
us of the old nursery rhyme “Tweedledum and 
Tweedledee agreed to have a battle, Poor Tweedle­
dum said Tweedledee had spoiled his nice new 
rattle.”

But it is not alone for war that the Conservative 
Party marches towards the corporate state. There 
is only one real form of post-war planning in Britain 
now. That is the post-war plan to keep the Con­
servatives in. power, and to increase that power. 
1914 saw the Conservative Party well out of office 
and the Liberal Party strongly in power. After 
four years of war the Conservatives were in power 
(and, with two insignificant intervals, have retained 
office since) and the Liberal Party in collapse. The 

end of the present war will bring about much the 
same, but with the Communist and Labour Paries 
playing the Liberal death-bed scene.

We are often asked “do you think that these 
things will continue after the war?” It is the in­
tention of the government that they shall continue 
after tjie war, long after. Almost every week some 
spokesman of the government tells us that in his 
department the war measures will be continued after 
the cessation of hostilities; persons like the Com­
mander of the A.T.S. who said that woman’s con­
scription must be continued after the war-—for the 
purpose of domestic service! Recently, within four 
weeks, we have had such statements from three 
government spokesmen. Bevin warned the trade 
unions that their restrictions would continue after 
the war. Morrison announced the intended con­
tinuance of rationing and a general spoke of the 
post-war Home Guard as a counter-revolutionary 
force. The latter person’s statement is worth 
quoting: “When the Armistice is signed human 
nature being what it is there may well be an inclina­
tion for the discipline of the country not to be as 
steady as it should. That is why, apart from the 
responsibility of the Home Guard during the war, 
I would remind you of the great task members will 
have afterwards.”

“Lieutenant General Sir Arthur Smith, G.O.C. 
London District, said this yesterday when he in­
spected the Second City of London Battalion of the 
Home Guard.” Daily Mirror, 8/2/43.

There is one other newspaper we might quote 
on this subject. Alan Moorhead, writing from 
Algiers, reveals the Fascist nature of the Allied acti­
vity in North Africa, supporting the view of War 
Commentary:

“Look for a minute at this new Government 
Giraud is erecting so quickly# There is no elected 
assembly. Instead there is at the top the leader, 
Giraud.

A series of executive and advisory committees are 
being set up—one for finance, another for shipping, 
and so on.

Thus, in Algiers last week Peyrouton nominated a 
group of editors and newspaper proprietors to act as 
a committee to control the Press.

In general, then, it is a corporate State that is 
being erected here, with our approval and assistance— 

"a corporate State with the object of waging war as 
quickly and efficiently as possible.”

.Daily Express, 22/2/43.
Moorhead goes on to say that it is this corporate 

state which will invade France and establish itself 
there. The Fascist corporate state in Africa, in 
France and in Britain; that is the plan of the Con­
servative Party and the British capitalist class, aided 
by Communists and Socialists. Anarchists oppose 
imperialist war and the corporate state. The fight 
against one is the fight against the other.




