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The Hollow Man: Why Starmer is the ultimate neoliberal ...
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Keir Starmer is being urged to explain what he believes in to save his leadership. That
misunderstands the problem. This video argues that Starmer’s failure is not one of
communication, but of conviction, and that his total lack of belief reveals a deeper crisis
in British politics, Labour, and democracy itself.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yd0I1Uqgx2]k?si=StejW-8Cpb6qrHws_

This is the audio version:

https://www.podbean.com/player-v2/?i=7vu2c-1a3f256-pb&amp;from=pb6admin&amp;
share=1&amp;download=1&amp;rtlI=0&amp;fonts=Arial&amp;skin=f6f6f6&amp;font-c
olor=auto&amp;logo_link=episode_page&amp;btn-skin=c73a3a

This is the transcript:

The problem with Keir Starmer is that he has no beliefs. The Labour Party is saying to
him right now that he must explain what he believes in and what he's going to do, and
that doing so might create his last chance to survive as Labour leader, but that
argument misunderstands the situation completely. The problem Keir Starmer has is
not of communication. The problem is that he has nothing to communicate.

Keir Starmer has never known what he stands for, not tactically, not strategically, not
morally. That is why he has always relied on others to tell him what to think. That's why
he's in the mess he's in. Morgan McSweeney got him into it by telling him what to think.
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Leadership has always been beyond him.

Starmer is not a strategist. He is not a thinker. He has no political instinct. At best, he's
a middle manager, someone who waits for instructions and then carries them out
without reflection or grumbling. Politics for him has been a career move, not a calling,
not a mission, and most definitely not a belief system.

And what is curious about this is that his absence of conviction is not neutral. The
vacuum he's created is revealing. It exposes three deeper truths about Starmer and
about the political system that produced him.

First, Starmer does not believe in the real role of government. He's never made a
positive case for what government is for, not as a builder, not as a protector, not as a
democratic instrument, because he has never wanted to govern in any meaningful
sense. Politics for Starmer has always been about personal advancement. It's not about
public purpose. That's what makes him a modern political apparatchik. He's a
functionary of power, but not a challenger of it, and crucially, he's not the exception
now; he is the norm.

Second, Starmer does not believe in democracy. Look at how dissent inside the Labour
Party has been treated. It's been silenced. People have been excluded. There has been
enforced conformity, but democracy tolerates argument. It requires debate. It
encourages disagreement because out of it consensus is created. But Starmer has
instead demanded obedience. This is not accidental; it's ideological, and as a
consequence, democracy has been hollowed out. He sees democracy as a threat and
not as a value, and that tells us something fundamental about how he sees power.

Third, Starmer is the political type | described in The Courageous State. | wrote that
book in 2011, and | described what | called the cowardly politician. When faced with a
problem, a cowardly politician retreats, they defer, they abdicate. They cling to the
dogma that the market knows best, and as a result, they always say that government
must stand aside. This is Starmer in action, of course. The result is not prudent. It is not
realism. It is literally perpetual abdication. Problems remain unsolved. Institutions are
allowed to decay, and trust collapses. As a consequence, politics empties out. That's
why Starmer cannot now explain himself.

There is nothing that he either can explain with regard to his beliefs or that he would
want to explain with regard to what he has done because he has literally gutted politics.
He doesn't believe in Labour. He doesn't believe in what the party has done. He doesn't
believe in what it could do. He cannot lead a movement because he does not
understand them, and he does not trust them. There is no speech that he can make
that can fix that.

But he is, as a consequence, the politician of this moment, and this is the crucial point.
Starmer is literally representative of the political class right now because he is a
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neoliberal politician, and it's not neutral. This is the politics of destruction after all.
That's an idea I'm going to explore more in further videos, but the point is,
neoliberalism set out to destroy the state. It wanted to degrade government; as a
conseqguence. It sought to destroy faith in democracy, and that is what Starmer has
done.

He's not resisting this process; he is, in fact, completing it. He has destroyed value. He
has undermined democratic credibility. He has left a void where politics should be, and
in that sense, the long project of Blair, Mandelson, and their successors has succeeded
within New Labour, just as Thatcher intended that it would in the Conservatives.

So the real question for Labour now is something quite different. It's not about
Starmer's survival. The question is whether the Labour Party will recognise its historic
task. This country has now had six Prime Ministers in a row, all of those since David
Cameron. None of whom has had any idea why they are in office. There is no purpose
left for government as a consequence of their serial failures.

So, if the Labour Party has any purpose left with its massive majority, it would now seek
to restore democracy. It would want to rebuild the capacity of government. It would
want to govern with purpose. But will it? Can you honestly believe that's going to
happen when you look at the range of successors to Starmer, who are currently made
available by the hollowed-out Labour Party that he helped create? Or will Labour accept
managed decline and acquiesce in hollowed out politics and invite the authoritarian
future that would inevitably follow that?

That is the choice, and it must be faced now.

| know what | want. | know | want a politics of care, a politics for people, a politics that
funds the future, a politics that delivers hope, but none of that is on Starmer's agenda.
We are poles apart, and so are most of those who might succeed him. That's the crisis
of this moment. That's the crisis that Starmer has created.

Where do we go? | don't know.

What do you think? There's a poll down below.

Poll

[poll id="321"]
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