
Stop  the  War’s  Ukraine
Betrayal:  When  ‘Anti-
Imperialism’  Becomes
Apologetics for Empire
The contradiction is not subtle. It screams from every Stop
the  War  Coalition  meeting,  every  leaflet,  every  carefully
calibrated press release. When Israel bombards Gaza, the StWC
mobilises  hundreds  of  thousands,  demands  comprehensive
sanctions,  calls  for  arms  embargoes,  and  platforms  the
Palestinian Ambassador as the authentic voice of his people’s
resistance. When Russia bombards Ukraine, the same Coalition
organises  static  demonstrations  of  a  few  hundred,  opposes
sanctions as ‘collective punishment,’ demands an end to arms
supplies,  and  platforms  a  marginal  pacifist  representing
perhaps a dozen Ukrainians as the authentic voice of their
people’s desire for surrender.

This is not inconsistency. It is consistency of a particularly
cynical kind.

The  Political  Roots  of  the
Betrayal
Understanding the StWC’s position requires understanding its
organisational  DNA.  The  Coalition  is  not  a  pacifist
organisation in any meaningful sense. It emerged in 2001 as a
political vehicle jointly controlled by the Socialist Workers
Party and the Communist Party of Britain, with the strategic
orientation  shaped  by  figures  like  Lindsey  German,  Andrew
Murray,  and  John  Rees.  Its  founding  premise  was
straightforward: the primary threat to world peace is American
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imperialism  and  its  British  junior  partner.  All  other
questions  are  subordinate  to  this  axiom.

The  Coalition’s  intellectual  bankruptcy  finds  its  clearest
contemporary expression in figures like Chris Bambery, who
served  as  the  SWP’s  national  organiser  for  years  before
departing.  Writing  in  Counterfire  in  August  2025,  Bambery
argued that ‘US-Russia peace talks would be a good plan’ and
dismissed those who support Ukrainian victory as believing in
a ‘pipedream.’ He accused critics of wanting ‘war to the last
Ukrainian’: a Kremlin talking point deployed without irony.
Most revealing was his insistence that ‘the war in Ukraine did
not begin with Putin’s criminal invasion’ but with ‘highly
contested elections’ in 2013. The provocation narrative in its
purest form.

And  the  practical  conclusion  of  this  ‘realism’?  That  the
Ukrainian  people  should  accept  dismemberment  because  Chris
Bambery has decided resistance is futile. That Putin should be
brought ‘in from the cold’ while Ukrainian cities burn. This
is not anti-imperialism. It is capitulation dressed in radical
vocabulary.

The problem, of course, is that this axiom produces grotesque
results when applied mechanically to every conflict. If the
main enemy is always at home, then every conflict involving
Western  powers  must  be  opposed  from  the  Western  side
regardless of who is dying, who is conquering, who is being
colonised. The Syrian revolutionaries crushed between Assad’s
barrel  bombs  and  Russian  airstrikes?  Dismissed  as  NATO
proxies. The Ukrainians resisting annexation? Cannon fodder
for Washington’s geopolitical games.

No, worse than dismissed. Actively denied the means of self-
defence.



What ‘Stop the War’ Actually
Means
The StWC’s 2023 AGM resolution states it plainly: opposition
to  ‘the  Russian  invasion  of  February  2022’  coupled  with
opposition to ‘the reckless policy of expanding NATO and US
hegemony which preceded and to an extent provoked it.’ Notice
the grammatical structure. The invasion gets three words of
condemnation.  NATO  provocation  gets  an  entire  explanatory
clause. The framing distributes culpability, transforming a
war of colonial aggression into a shared responsibility, a
tragedy with fault on all sides.

And what follows from this framing? The Coalition opposes arms
transfers to Ukraine, arguing that weapons merely ‘protract’
the conflict. It opposes sanctions on Russia, arguing they
constitute ‘collective punishment’ of ordinary Russians and
fuel  the  cost-of-living  crisis  at  home.  It  demands  an
immediate ceasefire: a robber’s peace that freezes Russian
troops  in  occupied  territory,  rewards  annexation,  and
broadcasts to every aspiring imperial aggressor that conquest
works if you can outlast Western attention spans.

By opposing both military aid and economic sanctions, the StWC
opposes every coercive measure available to pressure Russia.
All that remains is ‘diplomacy,’ by which they mean Ukrainian
capitulation  dressed  in  the  language  of  peace.  Gilbert
Achcar’s  analysis  in  International  Viewpoint  demonstrates
precisely  how  this  works:  Trump  and  Putin’s  bilateral
framework  carves  Ukraine  up  for  their  own  imperialist
interests,  demanding  significant  portions  of  Ukrainian
territory  and  resources  without  offering  genuine  security
guarantees. The principle of ‘Nothing about Ukraine without
Ukraine’ means nothing to those who have already decided that
Ukrainian resistance is a pipedream.



When  Solidarity  Becomes
Selective
The contrast with Gaza could not be starker. Here the StWC
deploys  every  tool  it  refuses  Ukraine.  Comprehensive
sanctions?  Essential.  Arms  embargo?  Immediate.  Economic
isolation? The only non-violent mechanism to force compliance
with international law. The ‘collective punishment’ argument
deployed  against  Russian  sanctions  vanishes  entirely.  The
concern  about  prolonging  conflict  through  material  support
evaporates.

The StWC claims it cannot mobilise for Ukraine because the
British public won’t march against Russian aggression. And
yet: 400,000 people marched against Iraq in 2003. 800,000 have
marched for Gaza since October 2023. The infrastructure is
there: local groups, trade union affiliates, faith community
liaisons. The capacity is proven. The Coalition’s choice is
not incapacity but refusal. And the Ukrainian trade unionists
asking for solidarity? They receive invitations to send video
messages that are never played.

The defenders of this position have their arguments. They will
tell  you  that  sanctions  on  Russia  serve  inter-imperialist
rivalry while BDS against Israel represents grassroots demand
from the oppressed. They will tell you that arming Ukraine
strengthens  NATO  while  disarming  Israel  weakens  settler
colonialism.  But  notice  what  these  arguments  share:  they
reduce every question to the relationship between the conflict
and American power. Ukrainian agency disappears. The forty
million people fighting for national survival become merely
instruments in a great power chess game.



Who Speaks for Ukraine?
Perhaps nothing reveals the bankruptcy of the StWC’s position
more  clearly  than  its  choice  of  Ukrainian  voices.  The
Coalition  claims  to  amplify  the  voices  of  victims.  In
practice,  it  exercises  rigorous  curation.

For  Palestine,  the  StWC  platforms  Husam  Zomlot,  the
Palestinian Ambassador to the UK, a figure representing the
official national movement and articulating robust support for
resistance.  For  Ukraine,  the  Coalition  elevates  Yurii
Sheliazhenko,  executive  secretary  of  something  called  the
Ukrainian  Pacifist  Movement.  Sheliazhenko  argues  that
Ukrainians should refuse to fight, that ‘both sides’ share
blame  for  the  violence.  Investigative  reports  suggest  his
movement may consist of a handful of active members. He faces
legal trouble in Ukraine for his stance, which the StWC frames
as  evidence  of  Zelensky’s  authoritarianism  rather  than  as
evidence that he represents approximately nobody.

This false pacifism is egocentric at its core, as the Fourth
International’s  2023  World  Congress  resolution  noted:  it
prioritises  opposing  one’s  own  national  government  over
genuine  solidarity  with  the  Ukrainian  people.  Worse,  it
refuses to recognise the imperialist character of Putin’s war,
preferring instead to present it as a defensive response to
NATO expansion. Sheliazhenko is its perfect avatar: a figure
who tells Ukrainians to stop fighting while offering nothing
that might actually stop Russian shells. No wonder Ukrainian
and Russian socialists themselves reject this framing. They
understand what the Western ‘peace’ left cannot bring itself
to  say:  approving  arms  transfers  to  Ukraine  is  not
warmongering.  It  is  elementary  solidarity.

Meanwhile,  the  Coalition  has  refused  to  platform
representatives from the Federation of Trade Unions of Ukraine
or the Confederation of Free Trade Unions of Ukraine. Both



support the war effort. Both have called for international
arms supplies. Both represent the organised working class of
Ukraine, the social force that any socialist movement should
prioritise. But their message is inconvenient, so they remain
unheard at StWC events.

Apply the same standard to Palestine. If the StWC treated Gaza
as  it  treats  Ukraine,  it  would  search  for  Palestinian
pacifists who condemn Hamas and call for immediate surrender
to stop the bombing. It would platform them as the authentic
voice  of  the  Palestinian  people.  It  would  dismiss  the
mainstream national movement as proxies for regional powers.
The absurdity is obvious.

The Labour Movement Fractures
The StWC’s Ukraine position has produced a significant split
in the British trade union movement. Unlike Iraq or Gaza,
where  unions  were  generally  united,  Ukraine  has  created
genuine contestation.

The GMB, ASLEF, and NUM have passed motions supporting arms
for  Ukraine  and  affiliating  with  the  Ukraine  Solidarity
Campaign. They view the war as a fight against fascism and
support the right of self-defence. In 2024, the University and
College Union congress voted to overturn a previous StWC-
aligned position, backing Ukrainian resistance instead. This
is significant. The StWC’s influence on Ukraine is waning
within organised labour even as its influence on Gaza remains
hegemonic.

The debates at TUC congress have been fierce. Delegates accuse
the leadership of applying double standards: supporting arms
for Ukraine while demanding an embargo for Israel, or opposing
arms for Ukraine while supporting sanctions on Israel. And the
TUC leadership’s response to these contradictions? Procedural
manoeuvres  to  avoid  votes.  The  contradiction  cannot  be



resolved because it is structural. It flows from a framework
that categorises conflicts by their relationship to Washington
rather than by the rights of the peoples involved.

What Genuine Internationalism
Requires
The Fourth International has maintained a different position.
We  support  Ukraine’s  right  to  self-determination  and  its
material capacity to exercise that right, including through
weapons supplies. Not because we endorse NATO’s geopolitical
strategies, but because we recognise that national liberation
struggles do not wait for ideologically pure sponsors. The
Ukrainian people have the right to defend themselves with
whatever weapons are available.

This  does  not  mean  uncritical  support  for  the  Zelensky
government. Ukrainian workers, trade unionists, feminists, and
social movements are fighting on two fronts: against Russian
invasion  and  against  their  own  government’s  neoliberal
policies.  Our  solidarity  must  support  their  independent
organising, not subordinate them to either Russian imperialism
or Western geopolitical interests.

We reject the campist logic that treats Russia as part of an
‘anti-imperialist’ bloc merely because it opposes the United
States. Putin’s vision of ‘multipolarity’ is not a progressive
alternative  but  one  where  only  a  limited  number  of  large
states  will  have  any  voice  in  the  international  arena:
competing capitalist authoritarianisms carving up spheres of
influence. This reasoning led the StWC to silence over Assad’s
barrel bombs. It leads them now to effective solidarity with
Putin’s colonial war. The enemy of my enemy is not my friend
when that enemy is crushing another people under tanks.

Ernest Mandel emphasised throughout his work that socialist



internationalism means supporting the material interests of
workers and oppressed peoples everywhere, not aligning with
lesser imperial powers against greater ones. The StWC has
abandoned  this  tradition.  It  has  become,  in  practice,  an
organisation  that  mobilises  against  Western-backed  violence
while demobilising against violence that Washington opposes.

The Gatekeepers
The Stop the War Coalition remains the gatekeeper of mass
anti-war protest in Britain. It has the infrastructure, the
union affiliations, the historical credibility from 2003. But
its gatekeeping is highly selective. The gates open wide for
those fighting US allies. They remain firmly shut for those
fighting US rivals.

This is not anti-imperialism. It is campism dressed in anti-
imperialist clothing. It measures every struggle not by the
rights of the peoples involved but by its relationship to
American hegemony. And in Ukraine, that measurement has led to
a  position  functionally  indistinguishable  from  calling  for
Ukrainian defeat.

Chris Bambery offers the quiet part out loud: bilateral US-
Russia  negotiations,  Ukrainian  ‘realism’  about  territorial
losses, an end to the ‘pipedream’ of victory, bringing Putin
‘in  from  the  cold.’  He  even  celebrates  Trump’s  nuclear
diplomacy while Ukrainian cities burn. The StWC wraps the same
message  in  more  careful  language,  but  the  destination  is
identical. A robber’s peace. Ukrainian dismemberment. And the
message to every future aggressor that the Western left will
provide  ideological  cover  for  conquest,  so  long  as  the
conqueror is not aligned with Washington.

The Ukrainian working class deserves better from the British
left. So do the Russian anti-war activists facing prison for
opposing  Putin’s  war.  So  do  all  of  us  who  believe  that



international solidarity means something more than tactical
positioning against Washington.

The StWC had a choice. It chose wrong. The task now falls to
others to build the genuine internationalist movement that
both Ukraine and Palestine deserve.

Duncan Chapel, Red Mole Substack, 8 December 2025

Catherine  Connolly  wins:  An
historic victory for the left
– Rupture Magazine
Paul Murphy, 25 October 2025

Catherine Connolly’s resounding victory in the Presidential
election is a watershed moment. It is the first time that the
left has won a majority of votes in a national election. This
was not a narrow victory either; Catherine won the largest
percentage  and  largest  total  vote  of  any  Presidential
candidate  in  history.

The combined forces of the political and media establishment
threw everything they could at Connolly to try to stop the
momentum behind her campaign. “Smear the bejaysus out of her”,
as Ivan Yates suggested, was the strategy deployed. Her trip
to Syria, her employment of a Republican convicted of a gun
crime, her comments in opposition to US, French and British
imperialism, as well as her previous work as a barrister, were
all endlessly scrutinised and picked over.

The red thread running through the majority of the smears was
the fact that she is out of touch with the political and media
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establishment in her defence of neutrality and opposition to
aligning more and more openly with NATO. While Fine Gael’s
Heather  Humphreys  pointedly  refused  to  criticise  what  she
termed “our allies” and their arming of genocide, Catherine
Connolly openly criticised US funding of Israeli war crimes
and the drive for rearmament in Europe, to the horror of most
political commentators.

Despite this, her campaign, backed by all the ‘left’ parties
and  a  movement  from  below,  continued  to  gain  support  in
successive polls and handily beat the establishment candidate.
There will be attempts to minimise the extent of the victory
by pointing to the calamities that struck the establishment
parties – from the dropping out of the preferred Fine Gael
candidate,  Mairead  McGuinness,  due  to  illness,  and  the
dramatic withdrawal of Fianna Fáil’s candidate mid-contest, to
the unconvincing media performances of Heather Humphreys. But
these calamities were mostly an expression of the declining
social bases of Fianna Fáil and Fine Gael.

The fact that Fianna Fáil, the historically largest party in
the state, could not find a credible candidate within its own
ranks and the leadership felt compelled to go with a celebrity
candidate  in  order  to  stop  the  corrupt  former  Taoiseach,
Bertie Ahern, from being nominated, is itself instructive.
That Jim Gavin was undone by a scandal of being a landlord who
robbed money from a tenant was poetic justice for Fianna Fáil.

Similarly, the fact that Heather Humphreys proved to be such a
poor candidate exemplifies how deeply out of touch Fine Gael
is  with  the  majority  of  people.  They  were  convinced  that
Humphreys would prove a popular figure with a down-to-earth
manner.  In  practice,  she  appeared  uncomfortable  with  any
questioning that went beyond soundbites. Despite her previous
position as a Minister, she had never been faced with much
challenging questioning. Might Mairead McGuinness have been a
better candidate for FG? She would have been a more capable
debater, undoubtedly. But in that case, the debate would have



focused more on the direction of the European Union, and her
close relationship with Israel-supporting European Commission
President Ursula von der Leyen, the majority are still with
Connolly.

Why did she win?
We  should  not  forget  that  mainstream  journalists  largely
missed the boat. They were busy telling us over and over how
this presidential election was “dull” and “uninspiring”, while
a movement was rapidly developing behind Connolly. For those
who think real politics only takes place within the four walls
of Leinster House, this was a boring campaign. But out in the
real world, Catherine was motivating 1,500 young people to
attend a fundraising gig at Vicar St., which was sold out in
less than an hour, and rallies and meetings across the country
were packed out on every occasion.

Much ink will now be spilt to avoid the most basic and simple
conclusion: she won because the majority of people agree with
her values, the values of the left, rather than those of
Fianna Fáil and Fine Gael. A big majority support neutrality,
support the right to housing, and aspire towards a more equal
and just society. They’re horrified by the genocide in Gaza
and want a president who is unambiguous about Palestinian
freedom. Connolly’s message of a movement working to build
what she termed ‘a new Republic’ resonated deeply.

Young people were the energy and vitality of the campaign. In
the final Red C poll, she polled 57% amongst 18-34 year olds
compared to Humphreys’ 17%. Amongst 35-54 year olds, she had
49%,  and  for  over  55s,  she  was  at  43%.  The  Irish  Times
interviewed 35 first-time voters, 29 were voting for Connolly,
five  were  spoiling  their  vote,  with  only  one  voting  for
Humphreys! She also polled higher amongst women than men, and
that was evident on the ground. Many in the campaign remarked
on the similarities to the Repeal campaign for abortion rights

https://www.irishtimes.com/politics/2025/10/24/presidential-election-fine-gael-tactics-backfire-as-first-time-voters-back-catherine-connolly/


– with young women as a driving force. Young people rejected
the conservative parties and voted for someone who offered
hope and an alternative.

The  smear  campaign  was  utterly  ineffective  and  ultimately
counterproductive for FG for a number of reasons. One is that
Connolly never wavered in the face of the attacks. She didn’t
give an inch and made no apologies for her criticisms of
European rearmament, nor for hiring a convict. The notion that
her  outspokenness  would  work  against  her  made  no  sense
considering our current, much-beloved President, Michael D.
Higgins, is also a critic of US imperialism and government
policy. The nature of the Presidency itself also created a
terrain more favourable for the left. The President’s lack of
real power means people were free to vote for the progressive
values they aspire to, without the establishment being able to
credibly threaten dire economic implications.

Catherine’s personal qualities also came to the fore in the
campaign. ‘Authentic’ was the word that many ordinary people
used to describe her. All the videos of her playing with kids
and  adults  alike,  from  the  keepie  uppies  and  dribbling  a
basketball, to clips of her dancing a céilí and playing the
piano,  revealed  a  human  side  to  her  that  people  found
immensely  appealing.

Another reason Catherine won by such a large margin is that a
movement was energised around her. There is no precedent in
recent  history  for  a  Presidential  campaign  to  become  a
movement in this way. While Michael D. Higgins has proven to
be an effective President, his 2018 campaign was actually
supported by Fianna Fáil and Fine Gael, while he won in 2011
as a result of the collapse of support for Sean Gallagher
after the final debate. The closest is the victory of Mary
Robinson in 1990, backed by a coalition of Labour, the Workers
Party and the Greens.

This  was  an  insurgent,  oppositional  campaign  organised  by



capable activists from the independent and party left. Over
15,000 people volunteered – the vast majority of whom were not
members of any political party. Over half of those donated or
became active in the campaign. This energy, combined with
smart digital organising and social media messaging, meant
that the Connolly campaign was far more effective than the
Fine Gael campaign at meeting and discussing with voters. In
every  constituency,  there  was  a  significant  amount  of
organised canvassing, on a level for a Presidential election
that certainly hasn’t been seen in decades.

Spoil the vote?
With the ultra-conservative Catholic right narrowly failing to
get sufficient nominations from TDs or Senators to get on the
ballot paper, the far-right ran an active ‘Spoil The Vote’
campaign. This is again a first for Irish politics.

The over 12% they scored in spoils is another warning – the
far right have their claws and influence in working-class
communities. Yet, experience of canvassing more hard-pressed
working class areas proves that this is not a lost battle, but
one to be engaged with. Most of those considering spoiling
their  ballot  were  open  to  being  convinced  that  the  best
protest  was  to  defeat  the  political  establishment.  Deep
community organising and trying to mobilise people in action
on issues like the cost of living crisis will be essential in
order not to cede these communities to the far-right.

Although the far right wasn’t directly on the ballot, their
rise  and  the  increase  in  racist  attacks  and  reactionary
sentiment were undoubtedly a factor in the campaign. Many
rightly  saw  supporting  Connolly  as  a  way  of  opposing  the
rightward political turn, which Fine Gael and Fianna Fáil have
both leaned into. Her victory is part of a counter-current to
the rise of the far-right.

Connolly  also  stood  out  as  a  long-time  campaigner  for



investment  in  the  Gaeltacht  and  support  for  the  Irish
language. That she learned to speak fluent Irish well into her
40s underscored her commitment to the language and Gaeltacht
communities. So, we should see her campaign as part of a new
revival  of  the  Irish  language,  seen  in  the  popularity  of
Kneecap  and  other  artists.  This  is  part  of  forming  a
progressive identity of what it is to be Irish today, relating
to our anti-colonial history, and in opposition to the narrow
white nationalism of the far-right, who misuse the tricolour.

Socialist left – a key backbone of
the campaign
The socialist left, in particular People Before Profit and
independent  left  activists,  were  a  crucial  part  of  the
Connolly campaign. Many of the key activists playing central
roles nationally were veterans of previous successful left-led
campaigns.

The decision of People Before Profit to throw itself into this
campaign,  despite  the  limitations  of  the  position  of
Presidency, was vindicated by the dynamism of the campaign,
the result and the opportunities that open up now. While the
level of activism on the ground was less than what might have
been  possible  with  a  longer  campaign,  it  nonetheless
represents  a  crucial  victory  after  a  challenging  general
election and opens new opportunities.

Independent activists who may have been previously sceptical
about  PBP  have  noted  the  constructive  and  non-sectarian
approach taken by PBP. They should consider joining PBP to
work  together  to  build  it  into  a  mass  pluralist  and
ecosocialist  party.

Those  sections  of  the  socialist  left  who  gave  grudging
endorsements for Catherine while criticising PBP’s engagement
in the campaign will hopefully reflect on what happened and



what they stood aside from. A left-right polarisation took
place,  and  the  left  won.  Thousands  of  new  activists  were
mobilised for the first time and gained organising experience.
Momentum that had slipped to the right has been regained by
the left.

Other parties in the Connolly camp
The Connolly campaign also had a dynamic within the other
parties that supported her. The Social Democrats were with PBP
from  the  beginning  in  supporting  Catherine  Connolly.  They
helped  to  create  a  momentum  amongst  the  left,  which
effectively left Labour and the Greens with a choice between
supporting  Connolly  or  not  having  any  candidate.  Social
Democrat party members enthusiastically engaged at a local and
national level.

Sinn Féin came on board the campaign relatively late, after
considering  running  its  own  candidate.  They  qualitatively
added to the campaign at a central and local level, working
constructively, while also using it as an opportunity to re-
popularise  Mary  Lou  McDonald  as  a  future  alternative
Taoiseach. This was the first serious attempt to implement the
strategy of a “progressive left republican bloc which respects
the  independence  and  autonomy  of  cooperating  political
parties”, first floated after the last general election by the
Sinn Féin national chairperson, Declan Kearney.

By any standard, it has been a success, not just with the
victory of Catherine Connolly, but with a 5% jump in the polls
for Sinn Féin. Working with others has proven effective at
boosting  support  for  SF.  For  Sinn  Féin  members  and  the
leadership, the key question is whether they are now willing
to rule out coalition with Fianna Fáil and Fine Gael and put
all their energy into a campaign for a left government.

For the Labour Party and the Greens, Connolly’s campaign was
polarising. It exposed and undermined their most right-wing
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sections. Former Labour leader Alan Kelly was wheeled out
almost  weekly  by  the  media  to  declare  his  opposition  to
Catherine Connolly and his support for Fine Gael. The media
reported  wider  disquiet  amongst  the  parliamentary  party,
although it did not publicly materialise. With Connolly having
won so decisively, Kelly’s position is now weakened.

The same happened in the Green Party, with former TD Brian
Leddin, resigning from the party in opposition to supporting
Catherine Connolly, mostly it seems because of her opposition
to war and imperialism. A smattering of others followed him
out the door.

The diminishing of opposition to left co-operation in Labour
and the Greens should make it easier for their leaderships to
pursue this further if they wish. A major obstacle there,
though,  is  that  up  until  now,  the  progressive  alliance
proposed  by  both  Labour  and  the  Greens  (overwhelmingly
directed at the Social Democrats) has been to maximise the
negotiating leverage of these parties in a future coalition
with either Fianna Fáil or Fine Gael. That is not what those
involved  in  the  Connolly  campaign  are  looking  for  –  they
rightly want to clear FF and FG out.

What next?
For  the  thousands  of  people  who  actively  engaged  in  the
Catherine Connolly campaign and for many more who passively
supported it, the big question is: what next? Nobody believes
that winning the Presidency is enough to change the country,
given the very limited powers associated with it. Catherine
Connolly will represent our values in the Presidency well and
will  prove  to  be  a  thorn  in  the  side  of  the  political
establishment. Undoubtedly, the columns from commentators tut-
tutting about the President overstepping the limits of the
role, which became so common under Michael D. Higgins, will
continue.
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But people understand that to effect the change we need, we
need to win much more than the Presidency. The big lesson is
that if the left unites and seeks to mobilise people, it can
win. The dynamic of unity can create confidence and enthuse
others to get involved. The question of a Left government once
again comes increasingly centre stage.

However, any attempt to develop an initiative which focuses
only on the next general election is doomed to failure by
allowing the energy and activism to dissipate. Playing the
role of responsible government in waiting between 2020 and
2024 proved calamitous for Sinn Féin,

People who are suffering under the impact of repeated hikes in
energy and grocery prices cannot wait. Those who are facing
eviction or massive rent hikes under the government’s new
plans  cannot  wait.  Those  who  want  meaningful  action  for
Palestine and defence of our neutrality cannot wait. Joint
initiatives must be organised, together with unions and social
movements – to defend the Triple Lock; to demand the full
implementation  of  the  Occupied  Territories  Bill  before
Christmas; to end the cost of living crisis through price
controls  and  an  end  to  profiteering;  and  to  implement  an
eviction ban alongside meaningful rent controls and public
house building.

However, defensive struggles alone are insufficient. We need
to  raise  people’s  sights  for  the  possibility  of  a  Left
government for the first time in the history of the state.
People  Before  Profit  is  proposing  to  other  parties  and
individuals the organisation of a major conference of the Left
in  the  New  Year  to  discuss  how  left  co-operation  can  be
deepened with a view to presenting a clear choice in the next
general election: Fianna Fáil and Fine Gael, and those who
would prop them up, versus a Left government.

All of this poses complicated questions to the socialist left.
We  understand  that  the  capitalist  system,  where  profit

https://rupture.ie/articles/ge24-changing-of-the-mudguard?rq=election


dominates, simply cannot deliver what people demand and need –
the right to a home and a good life, a world without war and
oppression, the right to a sustainable and liveable future for
our children. We therefore will only enter a government that
commits to a people-power strategy of mobilising from below to
overcome the opposition of the powerful capitalist class and
deliver ecosocialist change. That is far from the programme of
the other major parties supporting Connolly.

Nonetheless, we actively want the rule of Fianna Fáil and Fine
Gael to end. We want a left government, even on a programme
far weaker than the ecosocialist one we would advocate. We
want this government and the approach of reforming capitalism
to be tested before the masses. We are therefore open to
participating  in  this  dynamic  towards  a  left  government,
including committing to vote to allow this government to be
formed, despite the very significant limitations of the likely
programme. The key condition for us is that we retain our
right to independence, to put forward our own ecosocialist
position,  and  continue  strengthening  our  connections  with
communities to mobilise the power of people from below.

In 1843, Karl Marx provided useful guidance for socialists
approaching complicated situations:

”we do not confront the world in a doctrinaire way with a new
principle: Here is the truth, kneel down before it! We develop
new  principles  for  the  world  out  of  the  world’s  own
principles. We do not say to the world: Cease your struggles,
they  are  foolish;  we  will  give  you  the  true  slogan  of
struggle. We merely show the world what it is really fighting
for, and consciousness is something that it has to acquire,
even if it does not want to.”

Significant numbers of people are now anxious to take the next
steps after the Connolly campaign to work towards getting rid
of Fianna Fáil and Fine Gael and electing a left government.
We  should  be  right  there,  alongside  them,  organising  and



taking steps together, while using it as an opportunity to win
people to the argument put forward by James Connolly in 1897:

“If you remove the English Army tomorrow and hoist the green
flag over Dublin Castle, unless you set about the organization
of the Socialist Republic your efforts will be in vain.”

To win a truly new Republic, it will not be enough to replace
the  government  or  even  to  write  a  new  Constitution.  A
socialist Republic with working people and the oppressed in
power is needed.

______________________________________

Paul Murphy is an Eco-socialist TD for People Before Profit in
Dublin South West and a member of RISE
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