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editorial
With a decision to renew Trident having been forced through Parliament by the

increasingly familiar Tory-New Labour alliance, US sabre-rattling over Korea and Iran

continuing unabated, and in the light of emerging evidence that a staggering 1

million people may have already been killed in Iraq since the invasion, it seemed

appropriate to highlight peace issues in this edition of Challenge. Campaigners for

peace have been making their voices heard across the world, and the march of

60,000 against Trident replacement in London was only one example of a burgeoning

resistance movement to imperialism and war. In the United States, for example, rallies

against the war are of ever increasing size, and we are beginning to see it rejected by

‘official’ politicians in the shape of the resurgent Democrats.

Sadly in Britain - as the Parliamentary vote showed - there is no official Opposition to

whom we can turn, although rebels in the Labour Party have taken a principled stand

on Trident. This, however, will not be enough. A mass campaign for peace and against

nuclear weapons will have to be fought before the opinions of the British people -

overwhelmingly anti-war and anti-Trident - are listened to by the powers that be. This

message is hammered home by Gawain Little (We Will Beat Trident, p10) and Brendan

Lee (Roll On the Drums of Peace, p11). On a more personal note YCL activist Harriet

Roethling-Cook attended the Trident debate in Parliament before being arrested for

unfurling a peace flag, and describes her experiences on pp12-13. The second of the

two part Back to Basics on imperialism (p20) enters into the historical context of the

issue and the essential link between capitalism and war.

While the struggle outside Parliament is paramount, John McDonnell is leading a bold

attempt to restore Labour to its working class roots within it. Ben Stevenson looks at his

campaign on pp6-7.  Attacks on benefits for single mothers are investigated on page

8, while David Morgan exposes the sexism inherent in capitalist ideology (Who Wants

to Be a Penguin, p9.) In the light of the fiftieth anniversary of the European Union, we

recap on its history (An Alliance for Imperialism, pp14-15) while I take a look at the

likely effects of state funding for political parties on pp16-17. Wage deals are the

subject of our Industrial Diary (p18) and Alison Gorman covers attacks on education

on p19. The issue is rounded off by an explanation of Marx’s Economic and

Philosophical Manuscripts in our Book at Bedtime.

The struggle for peace and socialism is growing, but we must redouble our efforts if we

are to succeed. Capitalism is not going anywhere without a fight. So let’s get on with

it!    Ben Chacko Editor
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N E W S

The election results for May’s
local and regional elections did
not provide much comfort for
any of the main political parties.
In Scotland, the story is slightly
more complicated - even
though the SNP only gained one
seat more than the Labour
Party, becoming the largest
single party in Scotland is
certainly an achievement -
albeit one which perhaps says
more about the moribund
nature of the establishment
parties, and particularly new

Labour (for Labour have held
the lead in Scottish elections for
decades) than about a desire
for Scottish independence.

In England and Wales, the results
were less exciting. Labour took
the beating that had been
widely predicted, but it was
difficult to see who gained. The
Tories made few advances on
last year; the Liberal Democrats
nosedived.

These elections show that

people in Britain are increasingly
indifferent to the “choice” given
them by a medley of neoliberal
parties, and cry out for
something different. Communist
candidates standing across
Wales and in some areas of
England and Scotland provided
a much needed alternative to
the establishment parties - who
are recognised more than ever
as nothing more than the
marionettes of the bourgeoisie ■

Just before Tony Blair
announced the date of his

resignation, Foreign Secretary
Margaret Beckett outraged
those campaiging for an
open leadership contest in
the Labour Party by stating
that it would be “preferable”
if no-one stood against
Gordon Brown for the
leadership.

Beckett, who gained
notoriety last summer for

opposing calls for a ceasefire
during Israel’s attack on
Lebanon, claimed that a
leadership contest would
“distract” Brown when he
needed to be concentrating
on leadership.

It is indeed a pity for New
Labour that every now and
again they have to be
distracted from their
aggressive neoliberal

agenda  by such outmoded
processes as elections. Beckett’s
comments also seem to imply that
Brown’s leadership is done and
dusted, whatever the public might
think - an attitude certainly in
keeping with our government’s
decision making style.

But her real motive soon became
apparent after she hinted that she
would like to remain Foreign
Secretary in a Brown government ■

No winners in local elections

The 7th to 11th March saw
delegates from progressive
organisations around the world
meeting in Vietnam for the 17th
General Assembly of the World
Federation of Democratic Youth.
YCL General Secretary Ben
Stevenson and International
Secretary Raphael Ross
represented British Communists
at the Assembly.

The Assembly voiced the
outrage of the Federation at the
escalating imperialist assault of
the Western powers and the
wars which they have started in
recent years - particularly in Iraq

and Afghanistan. Recent
estimates that the war in Iraq
may have claimed over one
million victims so far places it
amongst the most bloody
conflicts since the Second World
War. Vietnam was a poignant
meeting place for anti-war
activists, since the country’s
struggle against French,
Japanese and US imperialism
cost its people millions of lives,
but the ultimate victory of the
Vietnamese Communists
provides inspiration for those
today who fight for peace and
respect for national sovereignty.

The delegates also discussed
the damage being done to
public services in many
countries as a result of the
neoliberal economic policies
which go hand in hand with
imperialism, and committed to
intensifying resistance to
capitalism on all  fronts 

Raphael Ross declared:
“Progressives around the world
have a duty to unite to combat
international imperialism with an
international campaign for
peace and socialism.”   ■

Beckett attack on democracy

WFDY meets in Hanoi



5

N E W S

The US government has been
taking an aggressive line in

negotiations with the
Democratic People’s Republic
of Korea over their nuclear
programme. Frequent stalling in
the talks has been blamed by
the US on the Koreans, but
Russian and Chinese diplomats
have laid the blame squarely at
Washington’s door.
That a state such as the US,
which possesses over 9,000
nuclear warheads, is berating
Korea for for developing atomic
weaponry is hypocrisy of the
highest order. The
condescending and arrogant
language that their government
uses will only inflame the
situation.

It should be obvious to Western
diplomats that it is their own
addiction to ‘regime change’
(i.e. invasion and overthrowing
of sovereign governments) is
behind attempts by other
countries to gain nuclear
weapons. Increasingly it is seen
as plausible that only a nuclear
arsenal of one’s own is likely to

discourage the attentions of
troops from the US and its allies.
The growing knowledge that
Iraq was not attacked - as was
claimed at the time - because it
possessed ‘weapons of mass
destruction’ but rather would
have been safer if it had is
bound to lead to this sort of
calculation.

The proliferation of nuclear
weapons is illegal . But attacking
People’s Korea for developing
them when the governments of

the West have not even
attempted to accord with their
treaty obligation to progressively
disband their nuclear arsenals in
no way an admirable strategy.
People’s Korea have shown
themselves willing to disarm if
the US will  halt its warmongering
and economic aggression in the
region, but politicians in the US
aren’t listening, presumably
because warmongering and
aggression comprise their raison
d’etre. 

The hysterical attacks on Korea
will seem even more
preposterous in Britain, where
our government has rushed
through a Bill demanding the
updating of our own nuclear
weapons. Western campaigners
must highlight this hypocrisy and
expose it to the world■

European leaders including Tony
Blair and German Chancellor
Angela Merkel have resurrected
plans for the EU Constitution
amid grandiose celebrations of
the union’s fiftieth birthday.

Blair stated that despite the
rejection of the Constitution by
French and Dutch voters, it was
needed to “put the European
project on a secure footing.”
The Constitution was intended
to formalise neoliberalism into

the structure of the European
Union and make it more difficult
for individual countries to resist
privatisation drives and attacks
on public services. Also
important was the development
of a unified military machine.
These plans were derailed by
the votes in France, Holland and
Denmark, but EU chiefs remain
determined to see them
through ■

US takes hypocrisy to new limits on Korea

EU Bosses PlotWant to
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For a Socialist 
Prime Minister 

Ben Stevenson reflects on the campaign of John McDonnell
for the leadership of the Labour Party and explains why he
was the only real alternative to Brown

L E A D E R S H I P  E L E C T I O N S

In July 2006 John McDonnell became the first MP
to openly declare that he would contest the
election for the leadership of the labour party. It

is indicative that the launch of his campaign took
place at a gathering of 250 trade unionists, affiliates
and individual members of the Labour
Representation Committee (a body established in
2004 to mobilise trade unions, constituency labour
parties and socialists both inside and outside the
Labour Party, to reclaim the party from New
Labour), at its annual conference. It was a fitting
venue for the launch of his campaign and firmly
established his credentials as a left alternative to
New Labour and to Gordon Brown. In the event the
Labour kleadership ensured that Brown faced no
challenger but McDonnell gave them a fright.

The initialtask for McDonnell's campaign was to
e n s u re that an election took place rather than the
c o ronation of Brown as Blair's successor. The
d i fficulty was that in order for McDonnell to get on
the ballot paper, 44 MPs need to nominate him.
Given that the number of government ministers
(including those that have junior posts) combined
with those hopeful that brown-nosing will get them
a post, this left a very small number of MPs that the
McDonnell campaign could pool the nominations
f rom. Despite this almost all Labour MPs are
s p o n s o red by trade unions, and the call must
continue to be made that union sponsored MPs
must back union policy, and in future thus back a
candidate that opposes privatisation, de-
regulation, raising the pension age, the war in Iraq,

the introduction and consolidation of market forc e s
in the education system and the NHS. There was
only one candidate who fulfilled these criteria and
that was John McDonnell.

The false notion of an open ideological
d i ff e rence between Blair and Brown, which has
been over hyped by the mainstream capitalist pre s s
as being an almost open war between Number 10
and 11 Downing St and their respective camps, was
a distraction from the real political diff e re n c e s
between the trade unions, a majority of
constituency members of the labour party and the
New Labour clique. In fact Brown has consistently
demonstrated that there is not an inch between
himself and Blair. Not only did Brown refus to
distance himself from Blair over the invasion of Iraq
but we also have PFI, the introduction of market
f o rces in the NHS, the proposed sacking of
thousands of civil servants, and the decline of the
manufacturing industry. All have been part of
B rown's economic policy and a central part of New
Labour's overall strategy. It is reasonable to
conclude that the supposed division between New
Labour’s joint founders was a myth deliberately
hyped up by the top echelons of the Labour Party
in order to trick the left into acquiescing in Bro w n ’ s
l e a d e r s h i p .

Indeed despite all of New Labour's claims that
they have successfully navigated Britain away fro m
the Boom and Bust economy (which as Marxists we
know is merely a natural consequence of the
capitalist system) and that this is all due to Bro w n ' s
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L E A D E R S H I P  E L E C T I O N S

s h rewd economic planning, Britain is actually
heading towards an economic crisis. The massive
level of personal debt, the rising level of
unemployment, the decrease of wages in re a l
t e rms (the government off e red a typical 2% pay rise
in the public sector for 07/08 whilst inflation is
c u r rently at 4.4%) and the decline of industry are
beginning to contribute to a growing economic
crisis that will only benefit transnational
corporations, and will affect the working class worst.

At the heart of MacDonnell's campaign was a
focus on the local labour movement up and down
the country. Numerous meetings organised by
student organisations, trades councils, local
campaigns to defend public services and trade
union broad lefts have been held up and down the
country. The debate has not been confined to the
b o u rgeois media or the houses of parliament, or
even solely amongst members of the labour party,
he realised that the struggle to reclaim labour must
be an open political struggle not confined to these
a renas but by a joining up of those campaigns and
o rganisations against specific government policies
and initiatives into a wider political struggle to
remove the New Labour parasite from the heart of
the labour movement. The political pundits and
elite commentators in Britain’s “quality dailies” bent
over backwards to ignore McDonnell’s candidacy
with such phrases as “no credible rival has stepped
f o r w a rd to challenge Mr. Brown”, while the Blairite
coven at the heart of New Labour attempted - so
far in vain - to cajole various New Labour goons
(David Miliband has often been suggested) into

opposing the Chancellor, in the hope that the left
wing programme could have been marg i n a l i s e d
and dismissed. But even after Blair’s statement that
he was tol resign on the 27 June, New Labour  only
fielded one candidate, Brown. 

The water was muddied considerably by the
announcement of former environment minister
Michael Meacher that he intended to stand as a
'left' candidate for the leadership. This came more
than nine months after McDonnell's campaign
began. In fact Meacher was at the LRC confere n c e
which voted to support McDonnell for the
leadership. His claim that he would stand because
McDonnell would have been unable to get the
re q u i red nominations  (and that he had 30 MPs
ready to nominate him) to get on the ballot paper
was a clever way of countering claims that he
would have split the left vote. He attempted to
appear as a more 'credible' candidate for whom
McDonnell should step aside. This tactic failed and
he had to withdraw. 

McDonnell himself consistently stated th contest
was not about personalities but about politics and it
is for this reason that Communists and every bro a d
left in the trade union movement supporting his
campaign. Meacher’s political past - containing
such lapses as voting for foundation hospitals and
even the Iraq war (he now claims he was ‘duped’
by Blair) - showed that he was less suitable for the
leadership than McDonnell.

B rown was elected but the battle must be
joined. Nothing frightens Gordon Brown more than
a left alternative that might rouse all socialism’s
latent strength in the grassroots of the Party and in
the trade unions. McDonnell, even as he failed to
contest Brown as in a position to strike a crippling
blow at New Labour in the form of a monumental
vote of no confidence from Labour’s rank and file.
That is why every effort was made to keep him off
the ballot paper. 

The Labour leadership have proved many times
that they are thick skinned, but a strong McDonnell
vote would have revealed their isolation to the
whole country. This is why the right pulled out all the
stops to prevent McDonnell overcoming the first
h u rdle - gaining 44 nominations from the most
supine and sycophantic part of the Labour Party, its
Parliamentary wing. 
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Child support –
the beginning
of the end?

A concescending attitude to women is behind plans to
slash benefits for single mothers, writes Gawain Little

F E A T U R E S

Over the past few years, we have become used to
seeing attacks on workplace rights, civil liberties, social
rights and more from the new Labour government but,
every so often, legislation is proposed that conflicts so
deeply even with new Labour's own rhetoric that it is
difficult to believe we are under a Labour and not a Tory
government. 

Such a piece of legislation was recently announced
following the release of a long-awaited report into state
welfare provision, by Sir David Freud, a City banker.  The
report, which was launched on the 5th March by Tony Blair
and Gordon Brown, proposes that the age at which child
benefit is stopped and single parents are expected to find
work be lowered from 16 years to 12 years, with the aim of
reducing it further over time. This move has provoked so
much outrage that even the Sun – a newspaper known for
its bigoted attitude towards single parents (and many
other sections of society) – has condemned the measure. 

The report proposes offering those currently in receipt of
benefits in-house care for three years after they find work.
However, it also suggests that the process of getting
people off benefits and into work should involve the
private and voluntary sectors more, with the aim of
creating a market in welfare providers over the next six to
eight years. This market would potentially involve using
money to pay private contractors to find long-term jobs for
those in receipt of Job-Seekers Allowance, instead of using
it to pay benefits to those who need the support 

The report has been condemned by the TUC and by
groups representing single parents. As Chris Pond, director
of One Parent Families, has pointed out, “Most lone
parents with older children are already working. About 70%

already have a job. Those who are not working very often
have good reasons for not doing so.” However, at the
launch of the report, Tony Blair attempted to blame single
parent themselves for not working, claiming that “we need
an even greater effort from people on benefit to get back
into work.” This clear attempt to cut public spending by
targeting a group already economically and politically
marginalised under capitalist society is, unfortunately, what
we have come to expect from a government which seems
to have more in common with the Thatcher years than with
the Labour Party. 

Not only is this measure a direct attack on single parents
but, by implication, on all parents. The logic which says that
bringing up a child is not ‘real’ work and that it should not
prevent someone (in most cases a woman) from going out
and getting a ‘proper’ job as soon as the child reaches 12
(and possibly in the future even younger), completely
devalues the task of bringing up children. It implies that
those people (again generally women) in two-parent
households who decide to give up work and bring up
children are doing an inferior task to their employed partner
and one which, by all rights, should be combined with paid
work.

Parents who decide to give up work to bring up children
are taking on a difficult and demanding task and one
which is of huge benefit to society. If the government is
serious about tackling child poverty, the growing rate of
juvenile crime and the many other social problems caused
by capitalist society's attitude to youth and to parenthood,
then it must give single parents the right to decide when to
return to paid work. This is an issue which will affect the
whole of society ■
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Who wants to be a penguin?
David Morgan explains how capitalist ideology
encourages the gender gap

Usually I wouldn't place much weight in opinions
expressed in a Persil commercial – and yet recent
events seem to add authority to even this most

mundane of capitalist art forms.  

After the Second World War the British government
recognised that the Soap Opera could be put to
political use. Ever wondered where the name came
from?  Soap Operas were of course invented as a means
of engaging the attention of radio listeners whilst
launching into the commercial about soap powder.
During late 40’s and early 50’s the British governments
decided that the same attention grabbing technique
could help rebuild patriotic British values and let people
know their place in the turbulent post-war years.  The
Archers was born, romanticising an agricultural English
ideal where the important family was respected and
everybody new their place.  

Enough of the history lesson, ‘what about the
penguin?’ I hear you cry.  Well retuning to the present
the New Labour government has launched its long
awaited Gender Equality Duty.  Academics of all colours
speculated as to how New Labour would tackle
centuries of oppression of women.  Few guessed that
Persil would get to the root of the problem.  Apparently
the gender pay gap exists because women do not
aspire to the top jobs.  Or as Persil would have it boys
want to be firemen, astronaughts and the Chief of Police
while girls just wanna be penguins. The problem is that
girls lack ambition.  All that has to be done is to
persuade women to educate themselves for high
powered jobs and all will be ok. What nonsense!

It is worth noting that the government’s own statistics
demonstrate that the number of women gaining
qualifications at all levels from Key Stage 1 to
postgraduate professional qualifications is higher than
men.  In fact it is only at the higher degree level that
men outperform women.  Once again the liberal right
has sought a liberal solution to a question of economic
exploitation.  This is not to say that I would wish to
subsume the oppression of women into base economic
equations.  In fact the question of the gender pay gap is

dripping with ideology.  Insidious, greedy, vulgar,
capitalist ideology.    

I think it is useful to consider three strands of the
problem.  

Firstly there are those factors which act as barriers to
anyone seeking a high powered top job. The inflexibility
of such positions which mean it is impossible to forge
anything like a work-life balance and therefore exclude
anyone with caring commitments.  Insidious, greedy,
vulgar, capitalist ideology has ensured that it is women
who overwhelmingly carry the burden of such
commitments.   

Secondly the continued dominance of men on
recruitment panels, in human resources departments, as
managers and the authors of contracts, terms and
conditions.  Not necessarily a self perpetuating problem,
provided all such men were free from prejudice and
sexist values.  Unfortunately in the present climate of
insidious, greedy, vulgar, capitalist ideology this seems
unlikely.

Finally the very fact that insidious, greedy, vulgar,
capitalist ideology dictates that the jobs which had
traditionally been designated female have the lowest
pay and the worst employment rights.  

The solution is simple, it can be applied to all of
humanity, women and men, and  it would be a great
step towards liberating all of humanity.  Provide the
opportunities for our women and men to contribute to
society paying them a wage for their caring and their
public work.  Give women and men the access to
positions of power in the state, in the media and in
management which allow them to discard sexist
ideology and practice.  Give women and men a real
choice as to which area of work they enter by paying a
decent wage for all types of work. 

The alternative is bleak.  Continue with the insidious,
greedy, vulgar, capitalist ideology and most oppressed
women and men in our society will have no choice but
to be penguins ■
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We will
beat 
Trident

Gawain Little on the government’s  nuclear weapons

A N A L Y S I S

The 20th March this year marked
the 4th anniversary of the start
of the Iraq war - an illegal war
which continues today in the
form of a brutal occupation,
causing the daily slaughter of
Iraqi civilians alongside ordinary
working class men and women
from Britain and the US. We were
led into this war on the basis of
false claims about Iraq
developing weapons of mass
destruction (WMD). These claims
were later exposed as a
deliberate fabrication to justify
the invasion of a sovereign
country - a fact which should
not be forgotten. 

It is ironic, therefore, that on the
14th March, almost exactly four
years to the day, the new
Labour government forced a
vote through parliament to
illegally develop and replace its
own weapons of mass
destruction - the Trident nuclear
weapons system. This decision is
illegal because it directly
contravenes the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty under which
Britain (alongside the other
acknowledged nuclear
weapons states) is committed to
acting in good faith to disarm its
nuclear arsenal. 

But, international law aside, this

decision goes directly against
the wishes of the British people,
whom this government claims to
represent. According to the
most recent poll, 72% of the
British population are opposed
to replacing Trident now. Within
the Labour Party itself, there has
been huge opposition to the
decision and in the final vote 95
Labour Mps backed an
amendment calling for more
debate, with 88 voting against
Trident replacement. However,
with Tory support, the
government won the vote. 

So where are we now, following
the decision? Well Tony Blair,
Gordon Brown and the rest of
the new Labour clique would
like us to think that that is it, the
campaign is over. And we lost.
In fact, immediately following
the vote ultra-Blairite Hazel
Blears was quoted saying that
now the vote had been taken,
the British people would back
the decision in the same way
that we now back other
"incredibly controversial"
measures such as trust schools
and foundation hospitals. 

Well it is our role to show them
that this is not the case. In the
course of the campaign so far,
we have built the largest united

movement of trades unionists,
religious believers, socialists,
communists, students and young
people ever to oppose nuclear
weapons in this country. We truly
represent the British people. The
rebellion in the house of
commons was not only the
largest since the Iraq war vote
but the largest on a domestic
issue since 1997 and the largest
in a defence policy debate
since 1924. We have the largest
parliamentary opposition to
nuclear weapons we have ever
had. 

We must unite these forces
inside and outside of parliament
to push the capaign forward
and increase the momentum.
As Kate Hudson, chair of CND
said to over 1000 people
gathered outside parliament
when the results of the vote
were released, "This is the first
stage in the process of a full
victory in our campaign to
defeat nuclear weapons." ■

Gawain Little is a member

of CND National Council

and Convenor of the

Communist Party’s Peace

Advisory
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C O V E R  S T O R Y

Our government ignored

tens of thousands marching

against Trident replacement

and forced approval for their

scheme through Parliament

through an unholy alliance

with the Tories. Brendan Lee

says the fight isn’t over 

You would think, 60,000 feet
marching under banners
to the sound of beating

drums down the capital may
have got our leaders' attentions.
Unfortunately, with our new
Labour-Tory alliance the war
drums of the White House and
the interests of private capital
are drowning out the sound of
the drums of peace and the
calls of reason and debate in
our halls of power.

The decision on Trident is a
very important one for the
youth; even the government's
reasoning for its support for re-
proliferation of nuclear
warheads is one of protection
for the future. This means that
evidently the government not
only has a grim outlook on what
will happen in the future - they
are also willing to and helping to
lead us in that direction.
Margaret Beckett may have
attempted to rubbish the claims
that proliferation escalates
tension and distrust and
encourages other countries to
build up nuclear arsenals, but I
doubt her calls for updating our
nuclear "deterrent" are being
interpreted as a gesture of
peace in Iran or the Democratic
People's Republic of Korea. 

With a total lifetime cost
predicted at over £72 billion,
Blair's true legacy is going to be
the bill he passes down to his
children and the rest of our
generation. When the
education system desperately
needs more finance, students
are faced with an ever

increasing level of debt, the
soaring house prices are kicking
first time buyers out of the
market, and hospitals are firing
staff and closing beds all over
the country, to see this much
money squandered on the most
destructive weapon on earth is
more than a kick in teeth. It
demonstrates this government's
contempt for the working
people of this country, its
indifference to their needs and
most of all its obsession with war
as the only solution to any
international problem (although
we should also bear in mind that
most of these international
"problems" are concocted by
the government or its American
allies in the first place - as a
retired White House
spokesperson said on the
buildup to the war in Iraq, "It was
95% charade, and Bush and
Blair knew it.")

However, all is not in vain.
Even though the majority of
Parliament aren't listening to our
calls the people of Britain most
certainly are and this is seen by
greater opposition to the war in
Iraq and greater opposition to
Trident replacement. What we
can be sure of is that the capital
will tremble again to the sound
of the drums of peace because
in this war, peace is the only
option and the youth are going
to be the ones fighting the
hardest ■

Brendan Lee is National
Organiser of Youth & Student
CND
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halt any nuclear developments
they may be undertaking? Just
as the US's powerful nuclear
weapons system has done. . . 

Next to speak was Nigel
Griffiths, one of four brave
Labour politicians who just
before the vote quit junior
government jobs in protest at
Trident renewal saying he was
voting against the Government
with “a heavy heart but a clear
conscience”.

He stated “Governments'
priorities and resources should lie
with real issues facing the world
today, climate change and
terrorism.”

His comments were backed
up by some strong words from
Michael Meacher MP,  who firstly
pointed out that “Actual
spending for the lifetime for
trident replacement will be
£75bn (source British American
Information Council)”.

He also pointed out that “No
wars or enemies have been
deterred by the existence of
nuclear weapons: Examples :US
& Iraq, US & Vietnam, France &
Indo-China.” 

Britain should follow the lead
of South Africa, a country which
opted to disarm its nuclear
weapons systems after the
democratic revolution which
toppled apartheid.

Further argument against
Trident Replacement was given
by John McDonnell Labour MP,

YCL activist Harriet Roethling-Cook describes her
experience observing the Trident “debate” in Parliament.

On Wednesday 14 March, MPs gathered
from 1pm in the House of Commons for a
debate being held on the pretence of

deciding the future of our strategic nuclear
defence, that is to say the future of Trident -
Britain's submarine based nuclear missile arsenal.

In the preceding weeks Trident had become a
hot topic, with ever increasing opposition to the
government's proposal. Aside from the usual
tourists the House of Commons viewing gallery
appeared to have been infiltrated by several
‘CND types’. The House itself was attended by a
meagre few, about 11 Tories and not that many
more from the Labour or other parties. 

The debate opened with one of New Labour's
wretched creatures, Foreign Secretary Margaret
Beckett who stated, “The house is being asked
today whether it supports the steps necessary to
maintain a minimum strategic nuclear deterrent
for the UK (a single system consisting of
submarines, missiles and warheads) and to take
further steps towards meeting our disarmament
responsibilities under article 6 of the NPT”. I found it
mildly insulting that she could think us ignorant
enough to fall under the illusion that she was here
to put forward the argument for Britain's
commitment to nuclear disarmament. She wasn't. 

She then went on to say that the millions of
pounds proposed for trident replacement “is
worth paying as in 50 years time security may be
unstable." Hmm. . . 

Jeremy Corbyn posed the question to her that;
"Our party had been characterised through its
stance on campaigning for nuclear disarmament.
The decision to develop an enhanced delivery
system is contrary to the whole spirit of the treaty
and likely to encourage proliferation rather than
reduce it”.

The response from Margaret Beckett has been
described as ‘unbelievable’: “We are not here
today to make a decision on delivery systems. This

is the type of unwise statement
that encourages states to carry
out these actions!” 

Before closing her statement
she added “I pray that we will
never see the day when we will
have to use a nuclear weapon
of any kind, and I would love to
say that Trident replacement
would be a waste of money,
however we can never be sure
of what the future holds.” She
then handed over to her
colleague, William Hague
(Cons): Shadow Foreign
Secretary, who claimed that the
UK has reduced its nuclear
capabilities by 70% since the
Cold War.

He added,”Without
development of renewal, we
are reliant upon the White
House to provide us with
security.” 

Of course we know this is
already the case. The notion
that we would be able to
launch nuclear weapons
without US consent is somewhat
misguided! In addition D5
missiles and warheads are
leased by the US. 

He added, “It is realistic to
assume that by not developing
weapons, rogue states would
not be deterred to disarm." Are
we then to assume that Britain
having an even more
advanced nuclear defence
system will make the likes of
North Korea and Iran suddenly
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who said; “It is irrefutable that
climate change and terrorism
are the main threats to the UK
today. Commitments to trident
ignore the fact that the nature
of terrorism (largely stateless
organisations, making the threat
of nuclear weapons redundant)
and rogue states have
changed.”

He explained how he found
many weaknesses with the
Government’s white paper:

“The claim made (in the
white paper) that there is a
good reduction in the number
of warheads is a myth. It is clear
that there will still be 48 on the
sea at any time.”

Alas not everyone spoke so
bravely or with such rational
argument. One pompous Tory
MP put forward that “WW1 and
2 were determined by the
decision to maintain armament,
and  the Cold war was kept
cold due to armaments." He
then went on to claim "The main
issue and the real reason we are
here today is to defend
Christianity, our values and
Britain”. 

Clare Short; Labour MP who
after resigning over the Iraq war
accused Tony Blair of being
“obsessed with his place in
history. . . Tony Blair is trying to
lock the party into policies he
wants for the future, so that he
can admire his control “beyond
the grave”.

Labour MP Jon Trickett put
the magnitude of the day's
decision into scale, explaining
how “the Nagasaki bomb kill
140,000 human beings. The
weapons we have now have
eight times that capacity. There
is the capacity to kill one million
people with the explosion of a
single device. Our submarines
have the capacity to deliver 48
of those.”

Listening through the hours of
debate it was hard not to feel
too hopeful. Relevant
arguments were put forward
and anyone who felt strongly
about this had spoken out. 

When it comes down to it,
whether the vote was won or
not, Trident replacement is still
wrong. The proposal of an
‘independent’ nuclear deterrent
is still false. It will still bring us into
a more slavish position to the
U.S. It will always be hypocritical
to replace and upgrade our
own nuclear weapons whilst
condemning so called rogue
states for developing nuclear
technology, and the majority of
the population are still opposed
to trident replacement. 

In replacing Trident laws
have been broken, and the
Non-Proliferation Treaty has
been made a mockery of. 

At approximately 6pm me
and my friend were arrested
and carried out for unfurling a
peace flag, much to the

annoyance of Margaret
Beckett. 

So I was unable to see the
rest of the debate. But we all
know how the story ends: Blair
and his Tories win the vote 409-
161 in favour of Trident
replacement. Blair gets his
bombs. But not without facing
the greatest rebellion from his
party since the beginning of the
Iraq war in 2003, with 94 labour
MPs voting against the
government. 

Going outside in the
immediate aftermath was very
strange, the atmosphere was
pretty belligerent. There were
people crying on the streets and
the general attitude just
highlighted further how isolated
the government has become
from the public. 

It's not surprising that people
may feel defeated by this, and
disillusioned with the
government. It’s perfectly
understandable that months of
relentless campaigning could
leave people feeling exhausted
and weakened.

But we cannot let any sense
of defeat consume us, but must
be fuelled by our outrage.

This is not the end for us, this
is only the beginning in a long,
relentless campaign for nuclear
disarmament ★

“ W e
c a n n o t
b e
c o n s u m e
d by
d e f e a t ,
but must
be fuelled
by our
o u t r a g e ”
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An alliance for  
A N A L Y S I S

This spring, the European
Union (EU) will celebrate the
50th anniversary of its

founding.  The purpose of this
article is to take a look at the
development of the EU over the
past fifty years and what the EU
represents now.  A second
article will look at the question of
free movement of labour within
the EU.

The Treaty of Rome, signed in
1957, formed the European
Economic Community (EEC), the
precursor to the EU.  The EEC
itself was based on the existing
European Coal and Steel
Community (ECSC), set up in
1951 by six members of the
Organisation for European
Economic Cooperation (OEEC)
which was established to
supervise aid under the Marshall
Plan after WWII.  In 1957,
alongside the EEC, the European
Atomic Energy Community
(Euratom) was formed "for the
speedy establishment and
growth of nuclear industries".

The EEC, ECSC and Euratom
were all based on the same
structural model.  In the EEC, a
permanent European
Commission of top civil servants
was set up to draw up budgets,
initiate legislation and impose
regulations on member states.
The commission was
accountable in each policy
area to the European council of
ministers from the member
states.  There was also an
unelected and largely powerless
European Assembly.  In 1967, the
institutions of the three
communities were merged and,

in 1972, Britain legislated to join
them in 1973, endorsed by
referendum in 1975.

The first major revision of the
Treaty of Rome was the Single
European Act (SEA) which was
signed in 1986 and came into
force in 1987.  This act, which
was ratified in Britain when
Margaret Thatcher used the
guillotine to end debate in the
House of Commons, was
designed to establish a Single
European Market, defined as an
area demanding the free
movement of goods, services,
labour and capital.  Tory MP
John Bercow later argued that
"Margaret Thatcher was herself
a driving force behind the Act
and some of her ministers
positively fizzed with enthusiasm
about the Single Market which
they believed achieved the
Thatcherisation of Europe".

Since the SEA, the process of
European integration has
progressed, with the Maastricht
Treaty in 1991 formally proposing
the introduction of a single
currency and the Stability and
Growth Pact of 1996, which set
out the convergence criteria for
joining the Euro.  The Criteria
imposed include strict guidelines
on government debt and
deficits which have lead to the
privatisation of nationalised
industries, reducing expenditure
on public services and the
introduction of private finance
into the public sector through
schemes such as the Private
Finance Initiative (PFI).

Following the introduction of
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the SEA, in 1988, the then president
of the European Commission,
Jacques Delors, came to address the
TUC conference.  Alongside the SEA,
a largely symbolic European Social
Charter had been launched in order
to gain labour movement support for
the EU project.  Delors told delegates
that the EU was the alternative to
mass unemployment and Tory
attacks on pay and conditions and
many in the Trade Union movement
bought the vision of a 'Social Europe'
committed to a set of ethereal
'European Ideals' and promising
economic prosperity for all.  The
reality of the EU has proved to be
very different, despite the fact that
some in the Labour Movement still
cling to the ghost of 'Social Europe'.

From the very beginning, the
process of European integration has
been tied to the creation of a Single
Market based on the principles of
free market capitalism.  This process,
first made explicit in the SEA, requires
that all barriers to free trade are
removed.  In the case of goods, this
means outlawing any form of state
subsidy which the Commission deems
to be detrimental to the operation of
a free market, no matter how many
jobs may be at stake, no matter
what vital skills and even entire
sectors of an economy may be lost.

In the case of free movement of
capital, this means allowing
companies to move their operations
to wherever working conditions are
lowest, wherever taxes are lowest
and wherever they can exploit the
labour force to the maximum extent
to secure super-profits for their
shareholders.  We have seen this in
action recently, for example, in the

case of the Peugeot factory in Ryton,
which has been closed and
production moved to Trnava,
Slovakia.  While the EU spent two
years deliberating on whether to
allow the British government to put up
around £14million of state aid to
Peugeot to enable the new model to
be built in Britain, a £73million subsidy,
free land, construction financing,
local infrastructure enhancement,
labour training subsidies and a 10-
year 'tax holiday' were approved
from the Slovakian government.  As
the Financial Times (20.04.06) pointed
out "By 2008 Slovakia will be turning
out 1m cars a year - compared with
1.6m in Britain this year.  The reason is
simple.  The average gross wage a
month for a car worker in Slovakia is
£350 - compared with about £2,000
for assembly line workers at Ryton."

However, it is when we come to
the free movement of services that
we see the full effect of EU legislation.
The controversial EU services directive
has as its aim the creation of a free
market in service provision.  Prior to
this directive, the EU attempted to
carry out the privatisation and
liberalisation of services in member
countries in a piecemeal fashion.  For
example, the privatisation of the rail
network in Britain was carried out on
the basis of EU directive 91/440 which
aimed to "facilitate the adoption of
the [European] Community railways
to the needs of the Single Market" by
"separating the management of
railway operation and infrastructure
from the provision of railway transport
services".

However, the aim of the services
directive, following on from the GATS

agreement of 1994 drawn up at the
WTO by the EU and other members, is
to establish a Single Market in all
services using the same free trade
model.  Some concessions were won
in the campaign against the Services
Directive.  For example, healthcare
was excluded from the list of services
to which the directive applies.
However, immediately following its
exclusion, EU health spokesman,
Margaritis Schinas, announced that
"we will come with a separate
proposal on health services
preferably by the end of the year"
and already the European Central
Bank (ECB) has suggested that the
range of free services provided by
the NHS may have to be curtailed
because of their "inflationary"
potential.  An ECB report from 2003
called on member states to reform
their healthcare systems by "limiting
the public sector's exposure" and
"enhancing private funding", "leaving
individuals to provide for non-

Further Reading:

● No to the Euro

by Rob Griffiths

● No to the EU Constitution TUAEUC

● The Services Directive - a Race to

the Bottom 

by Brian Denny

● The European Union, National

Independence and Democracy 

by John Boyd

● Euro Fallout CAEF
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strategy. The malaise runs
deeper than it did in the 1980s.
Many of Thatcher's policies
w e re hated, but there was
some room for 'off i c i a l '
opposition to them, in the form
of the Labour Opposition in
Parliament. But Blair's Britain
gives its people no such option.
Aside from a small but
dedicated group of left Labour
MPs, the parties re p resented in
Parliament re p resent the same
thing. Quarrels between new
Labour ministers and the To r i e s
tend to focus on the trivial
issues of the day - whether
private members' clubs should
be excluded from the smoking
ban; whether a particular form
of fox hunting is illegal. On the
g reat issues which have had
the nation up in arms - the
invasion of Iraq, the selling off
of hospital and school
contracts to private business,
the renewal of Trident - the
Tories have not opposed
anything. In each case well
over half the British population
made it clear they were
opposed to the Govern m e n t ' s
scheme, but in each case "Her
Majesty's Loyal Opposition"
have lined up to vote with Blair.

This is the key reason for a
very real disillusionment with the
political élite among most British
people. Geoff Hoon and others
may blame "the media" for
mistrust in politicians. He is wide
of the mark. That fewer people
bother to vote is due to the
fact that Parliament is not seen
as re p resenting them. The
Young Communist League
would argue that it makes no
sense to refuse to vote -
struggle through Parliament
should be combined with mass
action outside it - but it is easy
to see why so many people
i g n o re election day. Politicians
attempt to shunt the blame for
this on 'voter apathy', another
smug and self righteous stab at
the people. But how can the

British people be derided as
apathetic, when this
g o v e rnment has seen more
and larger protests than ever
b e f o re in British history -
c rowned, of course, by the
m a rch of 2 million against the
war in Iraq? They cannot.
People in Britain do take an
i n t e rest in politics. They just
don't see how Parliament can
be of any use - and the
culpability for that lies in the
p e rf o rmance of our MPs.

This long preamble may
seem not to be going
a n y w h e re, but it provides the
context for the current debate
on the funding of political
parties. This is sometimes seen
as a leftish attempt to pre v e n t
big business interfering in
politics, but it is anything but. In
the immediate sense it is true
that Labour - due to a
h a e m o r rhage of members
thanks to Blair's anti-working
class agenda - is beset by
financial problems and is
looking for a way out. But to
fund political parties from the
state would be to widen the
chasm between rulers and
ruled. The problems with the
scheme are many - and most
people will already be familiar
with the argument: "Why should
my taxes pay for a bunch of
political groups I have no
sympathy for?" The idea of our
taxes going to new Labour is
galling enough. That we are
also going to be funding the
Tories is worse.

Another reason for the
p roposals is to break the link
between the unions and the
Labour Party. Caps on
donations from org a n i s a t i o n s
would sever the last gre a t
connection between Labour
and the working class. Barring
the unions from any political
rôle would be a dream come
true for Blairites, but they have
had to wait until the Labour

Party has an alternative sourc e
of funds in sight - the state.

But this point, valid though it
is, is not the chief reason for
resisting the change in the way
parties are funded. 

That reason is that it
absolves parties of re s p o n s i b i l i t y
for grassroots activism and
fundraising. A healthy political
party will be able to raise
money for itself, because its
leaders will be linked to a much
l a rger group of members and
sympathisers across the
country, all doing local work for
their Party, helping to raise
money for it, and being
re p resented at Confere n c e s
and through MPs accountable
to local Party org a n i s a t i o n s .

This doesn't happen in
Britain. We have seen Labour's
C o n f e rence decisions ignore d
by the Labour government as a
matter of routine. The Labour
Party is not much more than a
quarter of the size it was in
1997. This is an unhealthy party,
one with no link to its own
' g round troops', let alone the
people that its overpaid MPs
supposedly re p resent. But to
resolve this sickness what is
needed is a resoration of
democracy, accountability of
the parliamentary Party to
C o n f e rence, and of MPs to their
constituency associations,
which in themselves would
i m p rove the chance of
p ro g ressive policies being
followed, increase grassro o t s
support and solve Labour's
financial crisis. Ignoring the
roots of the problem and
paying for their upkeep fro m
the Treasury's coffers mere l y
exacerbates the divide and
c o n f i rms the unaccountability
and undemocratic nature of
British politics.

People in
Britain do
take an
interest in
politics.
They just
don’t see
how
Parliame
nt can
be of
any use -
and the
blame
lies with
MPs
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Truth about wages
I N D U S T R I A L  D I A R Y

David Morgan writes

Aquick glance at the industrial calendar tells
me that the annual wage round is upon us
once again. A dear subject in many of our

hearts - 'How much can we get out of the boss this
year? And what shall we spend it on?' - but in this
heartless world of ours what do our bosses have to
say on the matter? Consulting the collected
headlines of recent weeks we note 1.9% for
Nurses, 2% for Council workers and 3.3% for the
armed forces.  All in all the public sector is to be
held to a 2% target, or so Gordon Brown has
decreed in what used to be called a 'wage
freeze'. Unfortunately it is in fact much worse than
that. Pay is not so much frozen as melting away
quicker than a Venusian slush puppy, all because
of inflation. If Gordon Brown gets his way all these
people will effectively have their pay cut.

So what is inflation and whose fault is it?
Inflation is a measure of price increases.
Economists put together a list of the average
things an average person spends their money on
(rent, food, MP3 players etc); you give the whole
'shopping basket' a number (100) and you
measure how much more your shopping basket
costs this year compared to last year. Whose fault
is it? I blame the people who put up the prices:
Capitalists.

In 2006 these price increases hit 4.4%. So this
year if anyone offers you a wage increase of less
than 4.4% the amount of stuff you can actually
buy (real wages) is going down. So a cut for the
armed forces, a cut for Council workers and a cut
for Nurses. 

When it comes to the interest of the vast
majority, of the working class, our requirements on
the wages front seem fairly simple. We do of
course need to protect our purchasing power
from the inroads these price rises would otherwise
make on our standard of living. You can be sure
that the capitalist class has sought to protect their
own standard of living, grabbing ever more
greedily for profits. In itself maintaining our
standard of living is a poor excuse for a goal or
ambition. The key as ever is to begin to wrest
economic power from the capitalist and begin
the redistribution.

The National Minimum Wage has long been a
focus for the YCL and needs to become the
concern of all progressives not least all progressive

youth. The key to narrowing inequalities lies not
merely through tracking price rises but through
linking the minimum wage to average male
median earning (male because men still earn
more than women). Communists propose a
formula which sets the minimum wage at half
male average earnings rising to two thirds over
time. Beyond this Communists call for a campaign
for higher wages to focus particularly on low paid
sectors with the aim of narrowing wage inequality
in the context of an overall rise.

By focusing on the minimum wage and low pay
sector we can begin to narrow the gap between
the earnings of young people and the rest of
society and between women and men. By placing
this in the context of an overall rise we can ensure
that instead of redistributing from one section of
the working class to another, and leaving the
capitalist to his profits, we can begin to alter the
balance between the wage bill and the profits bill,
benefiting the working class as a whole.

A mass campaign around the minimum wage
formula, a drive for union membership among
young people, women and the working class as a
whole and joined up pay negotiations with the
aim of establishing national pay negotiations
based on sectors of employment. These are the
priorities set out in the YCL's industrial strategy (IS07)
and are the priorities for working class advance on
the wages front. 

Life would be dull if it were all about wage
settlements. Progressive change in society
encompasses a much wider agenda and many
arenas of struggle. But before I can turn to
struggles on more exciting fronts it is necessary to
bring to the attention another recent public sector
campaign. 

The struggle of NHS Together is no less than the
struggle for life and dignity, for a fight against
disease that would not be constrained by
accountants and fat cat businessmen. The
tremendous wave of protest visible across the
country on their March day of action was a sight
to inspire hope for the future. All the Health Service
trade unions, the TUC, the professional bodies of
Consultants, Scientists, radiologists, midwives and
even many progressive Hospital Managers, stood
against privatisation. More importantly they begin
to open there eyes to a post new labour vision of
patients before profits ★

Visit www.nhstogether.org.uk to find out more.
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Education – or indoctrination?

The government is
handing control
over education to
business in a
search for
“employer friendly
attitudes.” 
Alison Gorman
explains

Further Education is
undergoing change; a
process begun in 1980s

under the Tories continues
apace.  Where once a stark
division existed between an
academic education system
and an employer based
apprenticeship system both
appear to be endangered
species.  So how has the
change been progressing? 

Well, first the appre n t i c e s h i p s
vanished.  In the context of
mass unemployment most
employers realised that
investing in training a workforc e
could be circumvented if
another cheap source of labour
(after all apprentices were
always conveniently low paid)
could be found.  The non-
unionised and desperate
unemployed of Thatcher's Britain
p rovided that labour.  

Employers having given up
paying for training and
development were loath to
meet the cost ever after.  They
found willing allies in successive
g o v e rnments, as schemes such
a YTS and the New Deal
followed.  Governments - both
Tory and Labour - stepped up to

f o rce young people into low or
unpaid servitude for gre e d y
businesses.   

But the employers wanted a
slice of the education cake too.
Schools and colleges were not
under their control, but were in the
g o v e rnment's gift.  In 1992
'incorporation' (privatisation) of
colleges meant that the colleges
themselves could be made into
nice money making schemes.  The
Further Education Bill intro d u c e d
by this Government goes much
f u r t h e r.  It hands control to open,
closed, or 'incorporate' colleges
and even course design to the
unelected quangos, and, of
course, the employers are on the
b o a rd. 

Two things are clear.  Schools
as traditional providers of
academic AS and A-levels are
under threat.  In future higher
education course content will be
for benefit of big business rather
than for the benefit of learners.  Or
in the Government's own word s :

'Employers will influence the
design and delivery of Diplomas
and Apprenticeships. This will
e n s u re that young people will
leave learning with the
knowledge, skills and attitudes that
employers want.'

A re you ready to assume an
employer friendly attitude?    

Also we see the re t u rn of the
A p p renticeship within the 16-18
model with all other 16-18 pro v i s i o n
(i.e. a break from the classroom to
give your labour to the bosses
without pay) or within the
employer model with other
e m p l o y e r-based provision. (Who
needs class ro o m s ? )

The 'providers' of this new
servitude (for the benefit of young
people with healthy employee
attitudes) will of course be in
competition with one another -
although it will still be the tax
payer and not the businesses that
foot the bill.  The public sector will
act as 'Strategic Commissioners'.

In its honesty the govern m e n t
has foreseen the pro b l e m s
associated with this but is still
d e t e rmined to press on.  The
G o v e rnment have stated two
options for a Strategic
Commissioning Model. They say
the weakness of Option One is: 

'Should there be a mismatch
between plans and delivery, there
would not be the flexibility to
redeploy funds to meet
unplanned demand during the
year [and that] Institutions and
p roviders may overstate [lie
about] the growth they can
actually deliver to improve their
negotiating position and
a l l o c a t i o n . '

So what about Option Tw o ?
The Government say:

' P roviders that lose funding as
a result of in-year adjustments
might have to cancel courses or
withdraw re s o u rces to manage
budgets. [on the other
hand]Institutions might not have
the facilities to cope with
additional unplanned numbers.'

What kind of person would
p ress on with a policy when even
their own experts had pointed out
major flaws?  Perhaps a person
with the knowledge, skills and
attitudes that employers want?  ★
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back to basics: 8
Imperialism Part 2

B A C K  T O  B A S I C S

In Back to Basics part seven, we
began looking at the
development of imperialism.  In

this article, we will look at recent
developments within imperialism in
what constitutes its third phase.

The first phase of imperialism, up
until 1945, was characterised by
i n t e r-imperialist rivalry and the drive
to divide and re-divide the world into
s p h e res of influence of the dominant
capitalist countries.  It is important to
note that this was a global, not
national or regional, process and
that imperialism has always been a
global system.

The second phase of imperialism,
lasting from 1945 to the early 1990s,
was characterised by an increase in
stability brought about by the
existence of the Soviet Union and the
socialist countries of Eastern Euro p e .
The capitalist countries were forc e d
to conceal some of their diff e re n c e s
and subjugate inter-imperialist rivalry
to the need to form a united fro n t
against the socialist countries and
the threat of communism.  This is not
to argue that capitalism ceased to
develop or developed on an even
basis.  Indeed, the capitalist
countries continued to develop their
mode of production within the
capitalist sphere and the effects of
uneven development continued to
play a role in the relative power
struggles within imperialism.

H o w e v e r, due to the existence of
the Soviet Union and its allies,
substantial gains were made by
the working class in the advanced
capitalist countries and the
g rowth of imperialism was slowed,
though not halted.

Since the early 1990s, we have
faced a very diff e rent world
situation.  Firstly, since the end of
WWII, there has been a massive
expansion of non-banking
financial institutions (e.g.
insurance and pension funds).
Money is taken from workers via
these institutions and re - i n v e s t e d
in the stock market outside of the
c o n t rol of the working class.
Secondly, the role of Tr a n s n a t i o n a l
Corporations (TNCs) has gre a t l y
i n c reased.  TNCs now contro l
m o re than 1/3 of world
p roduction, more than 2/3 of
i n t e rnational trade and more than
fl of corporate investment.  This
p rocess has been gre a t l y
accelerated by dere g u l a t i o n .
T h i rdly, the export of capital is of
even greater significance than
ever before.  All the advanced
capitalist countries have high
levels of Foreign Direct Investment
(FDI), the vast majority of which is
invested elsewhere in the
developed world, tying the
economies of the major capitalist
countries closely to each other.
For example, by far the larg e s t
part of British FDI is invested in the
US and, similarly, the majority of
money passing through the City of
London financial centre is US
capital.  

Fourthly, imperialism has
become even more parasitic and
moribund, with large amounts of
capital being invested and re -

invested in non-socially-useful
sectors of the economy such as
the arms industry.  This attempt to
stave off economic crisis thro u g h
relying on the re-investment of
g o v e rnment money, taken fro m
the general population in the
f o rm of taxes, in the arms industry
inevitably skews the national
economies of the imperialist
countries away from socially-
useful pro d u c t i o n .

Fifthly, the process of
economic division and re d i v i s i o n
of the world between TNCs has
been accelerated.  As cheap
capital projects and cheap
labour become less significant in
relation to access to markets and
re s o u rces, political and military
means are increasingly used to
gain access.  Sixthly, the
development of state-monopoly
capitalism has accelerated, with
most TNCs not only reliant on state
support in the political and military
s p h e res but also economically
t h rough a process of mass
privatisation to achieve above
average profits at the expense of
the public sector.

Finally, the role of inter-
imperialist rivalry has been
reasserted under the new
conditions of US dominance.  In
an attempt to allow Euro p e a n
TNCs to compete on a more
equal footing with their US
counterparts, leading capitalists
within We s t e rn Europe have
pushed the formation of an
imperialist 'United States of
E u rope' - the EU - to strip away
workers rights and achieve super-
p rofits through the free movement
of goods, services, capital and
labour within Europe ★
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BOOK AT BEDTIME
Economic & Philosophical Manuscripts (1844)

Karl Marx's "Economic &
Philosophical Manuscripts
of 1844" (occasionally

referred to as "The Paris
Manuscripts") are a series of
partially completed notes,
written between April and
August of that year. They were
not published by Marx during
his lifetime but first released in
1932 and only then given a title.
The three Manuscripts convey a
sense of history and
understanding of revolutionary
practice but they are best
understood as rough draft
notebooks, in German, of
Communist ideas on private
property and money. Some
people have made a lot of the
fact that this is the young Marx
(he was 26 years old) and
sought to read far too much
into this. Rather, the Manuscripts
are the opening chapter in a
lifetime's pursuit of the
understanding of capitalism. 

The first Manuscript re v e a l s
the earliest expression of the
Marxist argument that the
n a t u re of developed societies
results in the `estrangement', or
`alienation' of workers from their
own labour. Being tied down to
a definite job, and with
personal morale being
u n d e rmined by labour forc e d
by economic need, leads to
"the loss of self". Marx shows
how economists had pre v i o u s l y
sought (and arguably still try) to
understand these things "by
ignoring the direct re l a t i o n s h i p
between the worker and
p roduction". Humans no longer
rely on nature for a living and
money is the apparent means

of survival. The irony is that "it is
only his[/her] quality as a
worker that permits him[/her] to
continue to conserve
him[her]self as a physical
subject, and it is only as a
physical subject that [s/]he can
be a worker". 

Marx's characteristic
a p p roach is revealed here very
clearly. He carefully separates
out cause from effect and

underlines the need for both
theory and practice. In going
beyond the liberalism of the
enlightenment, he pro p o s e s
that the liberation of the
working class leads to "universal
human emancipation".
S t ressing the decisive role of
p roduction in the social
p rocess, he is the first critic in
favour of consumer pro t e c t i o n
in noting the way that business
opposes the interests of the

Karl Marx addressing the International Working Men’s Association 
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people in its underhand rivalry,
s e c recy, lack of care over
consequences, pro f i t e e r i n g
and monopoly pricing. 

Society should be the
complete unity of humanity
with nature; but the poetic
tragedy is that the cash nexus
a ffects everything and only
when our relationship to the
world has become truly human
can we "exchange love only
for love, trust for trust, etc". Ye t ,
Marx is clear that the `hippy'-
style communes of the early
19th century, that purported to
be communistic (there's almost
nothing new in history!), are
pointless. Such theories of
egalitarianism, with their notion
of a re t u rn to the "unnatural
simplicity of the poor and
crude man who has few needs"
a re no solution. Future society
must give scope for the all-
round satisfaction of humanity's
re q u i rements, and the full
flowering of the human
personality. 

Marx began to write the
Manuscripts to clarify the
p roblems for himself but, in the
p rocess, conceived the idea of
publishing an analysis of the
capitalist economic system.
H e rein is contained the
explanation for the appare n t
d i s c repancy between the
`young' and `mature' Marx of a
quarter of a century later. He
had not yet completed his
i n t e r p retation of the labour
theory of value but the
Manuscripts now led over
many years to the writing of his
g reat work, `Capital'. 

Like most humans, there is
clear continuity between "Early
Marx" (who was hardly a
teenager!) and the "Late Marx".
The 1844 Manuscripts contain
the concept of capital, wages
exploitation and the call to
abolish money and wages. He

had not yet distinguished either
between "value" and
"exchange value" or between
"labour" and "labour power"
and the whole concept of
"surplus value" is absent but this
is clearly the genesis of Marxist
economic theory. 

Some commentators,
seeking to divorce the
generational Marx from himself
- and thus deny the guts of
Marxism - have tried to pose his
Manuscripts as the poetic
genius of a humanitarian and
he does have a vision: "In the
f u t u re life of the peoples … the
inanimate forces of nature
working in machines will be our
slaves and serfs." But Marx is
clear that the category of
worker should not be abolished
but extended to all men;
p roperty will persist but only in
a relationship of the whole
community to the world of
things. 

Marx sees all human
relations flowering only in the
absence of commodity
p roduction for profit. Private
p roperty has so twisted us as a
species that we think
something is only `valuable'
when it is directly possessed, or
used, and we have made even
human potential a commodity.
Writing of the role of women in
the modern world, he pro p o s e s
that prostitution is "only a
specific expression of the
general prostitution of the
l a b o u rer". But the norm a l
relation of man to woman is
one of the most natural of
human relationships. Yet, in the
place of all the natural senses
t h e re has developed a strange
conception, the sense of
having. The abolition of private
p roperty is there f o re in itself the
liberation of human qualities. 

With Communism, in place
of the wealth and poverty of
economics, he argues, will
e m e rge the rich human being
of a fully civilised society. The
poet in Marx eulogises the way
that both Goethe and
S h a k e s p e a re depict the cold
n a t u re of money versus human
w a rmth. Like a lot of Marx,
t h e re are segments of the
Manuscripts that are very hard
to read; but they are also full of
life, beauty and love. Not for
nothing was the teenage Marx
a pretty good poet and for
s a t i re he leaves `Private Eye'
standing, except maybe in the
cartoon department! 

Marx is often accused of
"economic determinism". He is
supposed to hold the idea that
the economy determines every
aspect but this accusation
misses the distinction he himself
made. Marx's view is that the
relationships arising out of
"human productive activity"
and not simply "economic
p roduction", is the underlying
factor of significance. Thus,
Marx's humanitarianism is
deeply rooted in a clear
understanding that only by
liberating humanity from the
very concept of `work' and
`money' can our true nature be
revealed. And to see `Capital'
as anything other than the final
and most complete `chapters'
of his life's work is to as
completely misunderstand the
point and direction of the
Manuscripts as to misconstrue
the point of Marxism itself  ■

O rder Marx posters at
w w w . c o m m u n i s t - p a r t y . o rg . u k
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