


2

editorial
This issue of Challenge comes at a time when the left is facing profound challenges, both in

Britain and across the world. The Parliamentary Labour Party demonstrated its political

cowardice in the coronation of Gordon Brown as Prime Minister (David Morgan takes a look at

the decaying state of the Labour Party on pp14-15.) The new premier has adopted a more

modest and collegiate style than his predecessor, but there have been no indications that any

revision of the neoliberal strategy of the Blair years is on its way.It seemed a good time to take

stock of the whole new Labour project - to analyse its origins and review the extent of the

damage it has done to our country over the past decade. To this end many of our articles

investigate various arenas of new Labour policy: I look at its educational strategy on pp8-9,

while in other articles we cover its approaches to foreign policy (pp12-13), economic policy (in

the first of a series of articles) on p20, and local government (p19.) Gawain Little seeks to

understand the ideological underpinnings of new Labour on pp16-17, while Ben Stevenson

shows that hope for a real opposition to the capitalist consensus is emerging in trades unions

(p18.) The failures of the government with regard to child poverty (p6) and sex education (p7)

are also detailed.If all this makes grim reading, I'm afraid I can promise our readers no relief

when it comes to our cover story - CND Chair Kate Hudson's excellent speech, given in

London on the 1st September, reveals that US strategy is coming alarmingly close to

achieving 'nuclear primacy' across the world, giving the trigger-happy American government

(the only country ever to have actually used atomic weapons) carte blanche to blackmail and

intimidate its opponents - and worse. On p22, we have an account of someone who lived

through this summer's unprecedented flooding, while on p21 Graham Stevenson responds to

recent attempts to equate terrorism with communism and points out the opposition of Marxists

to terroristic methods from the start. In Back to Basics we take a look at the recurring crises

that are a feature of capitalist economics, and our Book at Bedtime reviews a speech given by

Bulgarian Communist Georgy Dimitrov on the nature of fascism (see pp25-26 for details.)

Sadly reasons of space forced us to postpone publication of part 2 of Gawain Little's analysis

of the European Union.The expanded size of this edition of Challenge reflects the range of the

problems we on the left face at this time - as well, of course, as the growing popularity of the

magazine and an increasing number of contributors (I remind readers that articles are always

welcome - send them to Challenge, Young Communist League, Ruskin House, 23 Coombe

Road, London CR0 1BD or email them to editor@challenge-capitalism.co.uk). Fighting the all-

encompassing global might of capital is certainly a daunting task; but after looking at its

horrendous impact, not merely on the vast bulk of the human race but increasingly on the

planet itself, I am sure readers will agree that it is equally an essential one.

Ben Chako



3

Contents
In the news . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 – 5

3.5million British kids . . . . . . . . . . . 6
in poverty.

Worthless pledge . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

Sabotaging the system . . . . . . . . 8 – 9

New cold war . . . . . . . . . . . 10 - 11

New labour: . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 -13
On world stage

Labour Party . . . . . . . . . . . 14 – 15

The third way . . . . . . . . . . . 16 - 17

Trade Unions . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

Marxism and terrorism . . . . . . . . . . 19

False Choices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

Great exploitation . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

The day the floods came . . . . . . . . 22

Back to Basics . . . . . . . . . . . 23 -24
Capitalist crisis

Book at bedtime . . . . . . . . . . 25-26

What we stand for . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

in thisissue

ISSUE

Sex education

p8

New cold
war

p6

Education
under attack

p12

Editor: Ben Chacko
Business Manager: Gawain Little
Design: Steven Martin
Print: Communist Party of Britain
Published By: Young Communist League, Ruskin House, 23 Coombe
Road, London CR0 1BD
and next to that:

Thanks to: all our contributors to this issue, with special thanks to
Gawain Little, David Morgan, Ben Stevenson, Joanne Stevenson, Jo
Levy and all those who fight for a better tomorrow.



4

in the news
N E W S

Round up
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Over the summer, hundreds of thousands of Britons
were the victims of the worst flooding seen since the
1940s - firstly in Hull, and later in Gloucestershire,
Worcestershire, Oxfordshire and other southwestern
counties. Tens of thousands are still in emergency
accommodation, since their flooded homes are in no
state for habitation and will not be for the foreseeable
future, while dozens of schools and community centres
remain out of action. At one point almost a million
people were without running water due to the
submersion of water treatment plants, yet despite the
water having been shut off for as much as a fortnight
in many places, water provider Severn Trent refused to
waive water bills for the specified period, pointing to
their provision of bowsers - although many people say
that these were too few, too widely dispersed and too
infrequently filled to count as a reasonable
replacement.

It seems likely that the bizarre weather conditions
which affected Britain and some other countries (there

was also notable flooding in France) in what passes for
summer these days are due to the unpredictable
effects of climate change, making all the more urgent
serious government action to curb carbon emissions
and to effect a coherent strategy for dealing with a
changing environment. In addition, reckless building on
greenbelt land and floodplains was, predictably
enough, rewarded with such buildings being swamped
when the banks burst on the Severn and the Thames.

In the short term Britons may have to get used to
the fact that torrential rainfall and severe flooding are
no longer things which happen to other countries.
However, if people mobilise to demand action on
climate change, as well as better flood defences, we
may be spared the worst of the deluge next time
around. The government will not take action unless it is
forced to; it is up to the British people to do the forcing.

Greek Communists fight the fires

Most of us have read over the summer about the
devastating fires which have swept across the
forests of Greece. Less, however, has been said
about the suspicious nature of these fires, or the
way in which they have been beneficial to the
capitalist class.

The Greek Communist Party (KKE) has
pointed to the link between the fires and
legislation allowing for the clearance of forests,
which makes land available for development and
commercial use. While the government has not
condoned the burning of forests directly, it was
noted that of every 11 acres burned between
1991 and 2006, only one acre has been
replanted - the rest have been handed over to
business. The message this sends out is
obvious. If a capitalist enterprise needs land to
build on and knows that burning forests will free it

up, it naturally will not hesitate to set fire to the
forests - capitalists have seldom been noted for
their concern for the natural world. Nor does the
record of capitalism imply that the 65 deaths that
occurred this summer would be seen as too great
a price for their plans.

The KKE and the Communist Youth of
Greece (KNE) have played a valiant rôle in
protecting forests, sending teams to guard them
and putting cadres at the disposal of the
firefighters and local authorities for help in putting
out fires, but for the forests to survive a change
in the attitude of the Greek government will be
necessary. Insisting on replanting all burned
areas would be an impressive start, but is one
that would only be pushed through in the teeth of
capitalist opposition.

U K  h i t  b y  f l o o d s
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UK judge calls for all British
citizens to have their DNA
stored on national database

The surge of imperialist rhetoric in
recent years - covered in previous editions
of Challenge - has generally been focused
either in the British-US 'Special
Relationship', or in the absurd historical
revisionism so popular among the
Japanese authorities. However, the new
Sarkozy régime in France recently
confirmed the worst fears of progressives
when the President addressed a gathering
of young people in Libreville, Gabon. 

"One cannot blame everything on
colonisation," he declared: "the corruption,
the dictators, the genocide - that is not
colonisation." Sarkozy presumably has
conveniently forgotten the genocides which
were a frequent feature of colonial Africa,
under France as under the other imperial
powers; in addition he fails to make the
obvious connexion between the corrupt
dictators he lambasts and the Western
powers who have propped them up.

Head of the African Union
Commission, Alpha Oumar Konare,
expressed dismay at these comments,
which followed what was regarded as an
incredibly condescending address Sarkozy
had made in Senegal, where he depicted
African "peasants" as having 'no concept of
progress', as well as remarking that while
France "may have made mistakes"
regarding Africa, it "had never exploited
African peoples" - a breathtaking comment
considering the brutality of the Algerian war
of independence alone, and particularly
outrageous at a time when the full extent of
French complicity in the Rwandan
genocide of the 1990s is emerging.

Konare stated, "Africa has been largely
left behind because of colonialism. . .it is a
page of our history we will never rip out."

Sarkozy

Calls by a senior UK judge, Lord

Justice Sedley, for all British

citizens and all visitors to the

country to have their DNA stored

on the national DNA database

are an ominous sign of this

country's drift towards

increasing authoritarianism -

consistent since the 1980s. 

They represent an

unacceptable attempt to increase

government control and

surveillance of a population who - if

one judges by the number of CCTV

cameras in the country - are

already the most watched and

spied upon people in the world.

As so often with the

machinations of the right, Lord

Sedley poses as a defender of the

underprivileged. He points out that

many innocent people's details are

on the database already, since

anyone who is arrested for a crime,

or whose DNA is found at the

crime scene, has their genetic

code stored on the database

forever - regardless of whether

they were subsequently convicted

of anything or even prosecuted. He

also mentions the alarming statistic

that 40% of black men have their

details on the database, as

opposed to 13% of Asian men and

9% of white men. (The proportion

of women on the database is

smaller.) It would be 'fairer', the

judge opines, to put everyone's

details on the database and have

done with it..

This is true, in the sense that

it's 'fairer' to punish all innocent

people than it is to punish some.

But the judge seems to have

missed the most obvious solution

to the problem. One can hardly

deny that the database has its

uses, or that the police should be

allowed in some circumstances to

retain people's DNA. But there is

no purpose - or if there is, it must

be fairly sinister - for keeping the

DNA of everyone who has ever

been arrested, even those who

have been released without charge

or found innocent. (and, of course,

many victims of crime, since DNA

found at crime scenes is kept). The

police should be required to

destroy DNA records for all citizens

not convicted of crime.

Conference opened with a whimper as the General
Council had no position, or an untenable one, on the
only two issues of controversy in the entire agenda.
Then it held its breathe for three days as the Council
still found it difficult to find a position. Congress
battles were fought in delegations whilst leaders
sniped about each other. Labour Party leader Gordon
Brown indicated that unions cause “boom and bust”,
and that government must exercise “pay discipline”.
Resulting in  public sector workers ‘awarded’ a
pittance pay rise (2% now, 0% next year and 1% in
2009), language tests for Polish fruit pickers and
apprenticeships with Sainsbury’s. 

However, there were positives to come from the
conference. Foremost, a remarkable degree of unity
amongst affiliates around a programme of
progressive policies. Also a new opinion poll told us

that nearly three quarters of trades unionists think
that we should have a UK referendum on the Reform
Treaty. It was widely claimed “Brown’s aides have
been arm twisting GMB officials in a last-ditch bid to
persuade them to drop (their) motion (regarding the
Reform Treaty).” 

Behind the scenes the union movement spent £7
million on TV advertising, showing how flexible labour
conditions create the disordered society. Mass rallies
in football stadia across the nation saw live satellite
linked rallies. Every member was personally
canvassed. 

The prize for the most original twist goes to the
delightfully lithe Mary Turner of the GMB for her
advice to the NUM that they should offer to police the
picket lines if the Police Federation ever carry out
their bluff and win the right to strike.

T U C C O N F E R E N C E
G O E S B Y W I T H A W H I M P E R
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3.5 million kids
I N  B R I T A I N  S T I L L  L I V E  I N

povertyFreda Poole takes an in depth look at 

family and child poverty in Britain.

A N A L Y S I S

This Labour government has

screwed up again by missing its

own targets towards ending child

poverty. Tony Blair pledged in

1999 to eradicate child poverty in

the UK by 2020 and to have cut it

from 4.1m to 3.1m by April 2005.

The number has actually only

fallen by 700,000 since 1999,

missing the target by a third of a

million.

The definition of ‘ a poor family’

is such that one wonders how, in the

fourth richest country in the world, all

those campaigners for peace on

earth and goodwill to all can’t see the

outrage of 3.5 million children living

in poverty. A family is considered to

be ‘officially poor’ if they are living on

less than 60% of Britain's median

(average) level of household income.

Which (in plain English) means that if

a single person has an income of

less than £100 per week, or if two

adults and two children have a

weekly income of less than £260,

they are living in poverty.

It seems appalling that,

considering the modern cost of basic

living, we could tolerate even a few

hundred thousand people having

less than £260 a week, let alone over

3 million.   Trade unionists must

demand that our government acts

now, instead of spending millions on

combating benefit fraud, which is

practiced by a very small number in

comparison to the billions hived off

by the rich and the sheer tragedy of

the millions of children living in

poverty.

Instead of adverts telling us to

shop social security scroungers, how

about a massive blitz to tell poor

families how they can take up council

tax benefits? That would reduce

poverty numbers dramatically. The

challenge must be to push harder to

end child poverty by joining up

policies across housing, jobs,

education, health and transport. 

OK, so the number of children in

absolute poverty is down to 1.9

million. Big deal! The government's

policies have forced more than

300,000 extra lone mothers to find

employment - but at what cost?

Many large families and those with

disabled children are still in

difficulties.  Half of the poor children

in Britain live in households with one

or more parent in paid work. Thus it

appears that work, on its own, is no

guarantee of a living income. Not

only do we need to improve the lousy

benefits for people in these dismal

circumstances and create more full

time secure jobs but it is also our

task as trade unionists to insist on a

living wage for all; if not for our own

sake but that of our children who

ARE living in poverty. ACT NOW

END CHILD POVERTY IN BRITAIN!

“Charity” ends with rights and begins

at home!

We must fight to

● Adopt an aim of universal, free at

the point of delivery childcare

● Better jobs, not just more jobs

● Boost benefits and tax credits 

● End regressive taxes for the poor

such as council tax and VAT on

children’s goods

● Ensure all children have full

access to meals, uniforms and

activities

Extend the availability of good

quality childcare 

● Improve benefits during

pregnancy

● Improve child benefit and all

family incomes

● Link income support with earnings

growth

● Provide benefit entitlements to all

UK residents irrespective of

immigration status

● Reform the administration of tax

credits and benefits 

● Update the combined value of

child tax credit and child benefit in

line with earnings
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C O M M E N T

The government's promise to

halve teenage pregnancy

rates by 2010 will come to

nothing without a radical

improvement in sex

education, writes Joanne

Stevenson.

The government has pledged to halve

teenage pregnancy rates by 2010 and

is expecting to reduce by 2,000 the

number of girls who become pregnant

this year. And yet one wonders - how it

is attempting to do this?  If they aren’t

making contraception free and easily

available, if they aren’t going to

change the ridiculously outmoded sex

education system, then the only other

way to reduce the numbers of teenage

parents is via abortion  - and here we

have seen an increase of attacks,

often supported by New Labour, rather

than a strengthening of the current

system.  

So what is New Labour going to

do about it? Keep kids away from sex?

You must be joking! It’s well proven

that information not ignorance is the

best way of solving the problems

associated with teenage sex.  “Family

values” campaigners, fed by the Daily

Mail, seem to have the ears of the

government in their grasp, along with

their testicles.  And yet it was not the

Daily Mail but New Labour’s David

Blunkett who stopped the extension of

sex education into primary schools.

He said he didn’t want children under

ten to have their “age of innocence”

taken away from them.  Primary school

kids learn about human conception

and birth as biological theories. But

they get no information about periods,

despite the fact that 10% of girls

actually start menstruating before

finishing primary school.  

A c t u a l l y, it’s not just a

misconception that children need to be

protected from even knowing what sex

is; it’s a ridiculous notion that

undoubtedly adds to confusion and

pain for many who have had a sexual

experience at a young age but were

unaware of the whys and wherefores

beforehand - and thus become

ashamed.  It appears that as we get

older we seem more and more fanciful

about what exactly kids know and do.

Shouldn’t it be our job not to endanger

young people via ignorance but protect

them via education?  

We won’t be able to lower our

appalling figures of teenage

p r e g n a n c y, or combat the ever growing

epidemic of sexually transmitted

infections, whilst young people are

given too little valid information and

our entire society pours out mixed

messages about sex.  Girls who live in

poor households and communities are

statistically more likely to become

pregnant and the daughters of teenage

mums are more likely to follow their

example. One study suggests that a

quarter of teenage mothers were

themselves born to teenagers. And the

figures are all too clear: the bulk of

teenage mums and dads come from

poorer families. Teenage mums are

more likely to leave school as soon as

they can and do so with few or no

qualifications.  Put simply, teenage

parenthood acts to keep those at the

bottom of the pile exactly there. 

Sex education is compulsory in

secondary schools, but parents have

the right to withdraw their kids from

lessons.  What is taught is restricted to

the reproductive system (our `bits’),

how the foetus develops in the uterus,

and the changes that come in

adolescence.  Contraception, safe sex

and access to local advice and

treatment services are all things that

are taught only by the bravest of

teachers. 

The University of Brighton’s

survey of 14 to 15 year olds shows

that there’s a lot of rage amongst

young people about sex education.

Girls feel that classes focus on the

mechanics of sex and contraception

rather than on emotions. Boys think

that they are kept away from

information thought to be `juicy’.  No

wonder that today’s young people think

our society treats them like shit. T h e

law even makes teachers tell parents if

a pupil asks them about contraception

but prohibits them from telling the kids.

And teachers are even expected to tell

parents when a pupil tells them that

they are having sex! 

Teenage pregnancy and sexual

health amongst young people in

general is best met by providing

accurate and non-judgmental

information. But what goes on in

schools at the moment just isn’t

working.  The government came up

with new guidelines on sex education

in schools in consultation with the

churches. How about telling them that

it time to start listening to young

people and their organisations, whilst

they’re at it?  We need to fight to give

our government a shove and the balls

to stop hiding behind the religious right

and to protect young people today.

Joanne Stevenson is Women's

Organiser of the Young Communist

League
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E D U C A T I O N

The record of new Labour's first decade

in government has been uniformly grim,

but in few areas have the Labour leaders

shown their true colours as clearly as in

the field of education. It is in education,

indeed, that some of the most serious

attacks on the welfare system have

occurred, and where the decline in

quality of service has often been most

apparent.

Some might say that after Blair's

famous commitment to "Education,

education, education," the savaging of the

British state education system came as a

surprise. In fact, however, Blair was

probably being quite honest when he

claimed it as a priority, in the days before he

became intoxicated by the lure of imperialist

banditry abroad. The appalling record of his

premiership when it comes to education is

not a result of neglect; rather it serves to

emphasise the level of importance which

Blair and his associates placed on this area.

In the space of a single article it would

be futile to attempt to cover all the many

reverses which British education has

suffered since 1997 - tuition fees and top-up

fees in universities; the selling of cleaning

and catering services to private contractors

in primary, secondary and higher education,

which has led to a decline in the quality of

service as well as in the wages and working

conditions of the cleaners and caterers

involved; the relentless and all too often

superfluous testing, with its associated

problem of separating pupils from their

peers based on test results, and punctuated

by exam board scandals (such as when

papers were given arbitrary grades by OCR

in 2004 in order to quash rumours that

exams were getting easier); the running

down of comprehensives and the trumpeting

of beacon schools; the encouragement of

faith schools, and, worse, the growing

involvement of corporations and other

private interests in setting and designing

courses within schools. . .the list could go

on. Challenge has covered many of these

developments in detail in past issues. The

purpose of this article is to try to give an

overview of what has been happening to

British education - and why.

Trends in British education over the last

ten years must be analysed as part of the

bigger picture - they do not stand alone, and

anyone who has been keeping an eye on

Labour's record on health will find their

educational "achievements" depressingly

familiar. The contracting out of cleaning and

catering services, or the increasing

involvement of the private sector in running

educational institutions, are mirror images of

the attacks on the NHS. The new Labour

agenda has always included the rolling back

of the welfare state - a system wrenched

from the capitalist class by the working

class in the 1940s, when the labour

movement was, both domestically and

internationally, far stronger than it is today.

After the Thatcher government successfully

battered Britain's most powerful trades

unions and after the collapse of a socialist

bloc on the international scene it was clear

that the welfare state was in danger. The

provision of free education, health and

welfare, paid for by income tax, is quite

simply neither logical nor desirable from a

capitalist point of view. The question was

merely how successful they could be at

withdrawing the hard-won rights of the

working class without provoking too much

resistance. The answer they came to was to

combine a gradualist approach to the

assault on welfare with a barrage of (so-

called) free market ideology, in the hope

that working class people would not realise

the extent of the damage being done, and

could hopefully be tricked into thinking that it

would benefit them.

Ben Chacko takes a look at the

terrible legacy of new Labour's first

decade on education
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S a b o t a g i n g
thesystem

In education, both approaches can be

traced over the years. In 1997, when the

newly elected Labour government went

back on its election pledges and introduced

tuition fees - in accordance with the World

Trade Organisation's General Agreement on

Trade in Services (GATS), which argued

that government payment of tuition fees

interfered with the right of private

educational institutions to compete on an

even footing - it was sure to promise that

top-up fees (whereby different universities

and different courses would charge different

rates, thus ensuring a growth of inequality

among colleges and students) would not be

introduced (of course they were soon

enough.) In addition, by providing a limited

grant for a tiny number of students from

extremely poor backgrounds, it was even

able to present the move as an attack on

more privileged students - making the

middle classes pay for their education while

providing it free to those who could not

afford it. It must be said in defence of the

British people that almost no-one was naïve

enough to believe this. As was predicted

across the left, applications to universities

from poorer backgrounds are falling, while

many of those who have attended university

struggle to repay the huge debts they have

accumulated before even beginning their

working lives - now over £12,000 for the

average graduate - putting many people off

socially useful but badly paid jobs, almost

exclusively jobs in the public sector, or

indeed courses which are not seen as likely

to repay one's investment. And so access to

education has been further restricted, while

the ideological overtones of tuition fees are

no less important - you pay for your own

education, and you use it to help yourself,

rather than entering education as a socially

useful activity which will be used in later

years for the benefit of society. Britain

stands at the beginning of the Brown era

firmly on the road to American style higher

education - open to the rich, but leaving

others either dependent on chancy

scholarships or without the prospect of

further education at all.

In terms of secondary education, the

Government's promotion of city academies

and beacon schools has had a similar

result, undermining the efforts of poorly

performing schools to improve while

ensuring that children from better off

backgrounds continue to do well. The

involvement of private finance in schools

also serves to allow the ruling class to pick

and choose which skills it wants which

groups of people to learn. All the Blairite

mantra of increasing 'choice' and involving

parents in school administration have

proved hollow - the reality has been one of

school closures and an increasingly

unbearable workload for teachers (now

working over 52 hours a week on average)

which has negatively impacted on quality

without opening up opportunities for any but

the wealthier middle classes. We are

heading back towards the traditional

capitalist educational model which preceded

the welfare state - where, as Antonio

Gramsci put it, "Each social group has its

own type of school, intended to perpetuate

a specific traditional function, ruling or

subordinate."

You might say that it's early days yet -

Brown hasn't had time to pronounce much

on his educational plans. But it would be

foolish to assume that a man who has been

just as integral to the new Labour project as

his predecessor is going to change gear

after ten years of neo-liberal decimation of

the British educational system. Some fierce

struggles were waged against many of

Blair's moves - the case of tuition fees is an

obvious example - but we haven't stopped

the juggernaut in its tracks. All those who

value a free, fair education, where access is

available to all those who want it and

learning is valued for its own sake, should

wake up to the consequences of what has

been done to our educational system and

fight tooth and nail to rebuild it. 

C O M M E N T
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The New Cold

P E A C E

CND National Chair Kate Hudson speaks out on the ominous nature

of US missile defence plans

war

The words ‘new cold war’ have

been much spoken over the past

few months, and tensions between

the United States and Russia have

been mounting. 

Some commentators are quick to

suggest that an increasingly

authoritarian Russia is aggressively

asserting its rôle in the world. But

others – CND included - recognise

that the chief problem is the pursuit

by the US of its missile defence

plans. 

In the 1980s we fought Reagan’s

'Star Wars' plans, and we are fighting

the system today. Let us be

absolutely clear. This system is not

about defence. It will allow the US to

detect and shoot down incoming

missiles. It will allow the US to

launch pre-emptive attacks without

fear of retaliation. After Iraq, who is

confident that that won’t happen? 

Not surprisingly, Russia is

concerned, even though the US

insists the system is directed against

‘rogue states’, such as Iran. The US

is currently planning to place a radar

for the system in the Czech Republic,

and interceptor missiles in Poland.

Russia has suggested it may put

missiles in Kaliningrad on the Baltic

coast if these facilities go ahead.

This is very alarming. And it is a clear

indication that Russia is seriously

worried about the US system. 

Some people say that Russia is

just engaging in belligerent rhetoric,

that it is posturing about something

that presents no threat at all. But

looking at the issues, I don’t think

this is the case. 

Over the past couple of months,

Russia has put forward alternatives

to the central European locations.

During the G8 summit, Putin

proposed that the US could use

Russian facilities in Gabala in

northern Azerbaijan. Gabala is a

huge radar station with a 6,000

kilometre range – sufficient to cover

the Middle East – if indeed Iran is the

genuine focus for these systems. 

Russia has also offered the use

of facilities in southern Russia. It has

offered to work with the US

administration over missile defence

through the NATO-Russia Council.

Yet Bush continues to insist that

facilities in Poland and the Czech

Republic are a necessary part of the

system. 

So, is Russia right to be so

concerned? After all, defenders of

the system are quick to point out that

the relatively small number of

interceptor missiles would be useless

against the full might of the Russian

arsenal. 

That is true – the system could

not deal with a massive Russian first

strike. 

But consider the possibility of a

US first strike, which knocked out the

major part of the Russian arsenal.

Then when Russia tried to fire back

with what was left of its system, the

missile defence interceptors would

be enough to knock out most of the

retaliatory strike from Russia. So the

common vulnerability would be at an

end; there would be no ‘mutually

assured destruction’. The US could

attack with impunity. The end,

presumably, of even any gesture

towards the notion of ‘deterrence’,

which our government still gives as a

reason to maintain nuclear weapons. 

You then have a situation where

Russia has to rely on the US

choosing not to attack, and as we

know, that is not something that can

be guaranteed. 
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Last year, an article in the US

journal Foreign Affairs1 put forward

the view that the age of US nuclear

primacy has begun; it argues that the

US arsenal is growing rapidly, while

Russia’s decays and China’s stays

small. It stated: ‘For the first time in

almost 50 years, the United States

stands on the verge of attaining

nuclear primacy. It will probably soon

be possible for the United States to

destroy the long-range nuclear

arsenals of Russia or China with a

first strike.’ If you put this alarming

development together with US

insistence that missile defence must

be in Europe under their control, you

can see why the Russians are

anxious. 

So Russia is likely not only to put

missiles in Kaliningrad but also to

upgrade its nuclear missile arsenal

and introduce a range of other

improvements and innovations. 

But we do not want a new

nuclear arms race. Better by far that

the US ditches its NMD plans now.

But if you look at the situation

here in Britain, we are facing another

example of the government coat-

tailing on the US administration. And

being completely out of step with the

majority of UK public opinionRather

than urging the US to pull back, our

own government is actually

increasing its own participation in the

system. On the last day before

Parliament went into its summer

recess, Defence Secretary Des

Browne 

issued a written statement

announcing that the Menwith Hill spy

base will become part of the US

Missile Defence system. This adds to

the current use of the radar base at

Fylingdales on the North Yorkshire

Moors. 

The last we had heard of this

was when Tony Blair said in

February, "I am sure that we will

have the discussion in the house

and, indeed, outside the house ...

When we have a proposition to put,

we will come back and put it.” .

But where is this proposed

discussion? Once again the

government has tried to slip a crucial

decision in through the back door. I’m

glad to say many MPs have been

extremely angry about this. Many

MPs –  including those local to the

bases in Yorkshire - have signed a

letter expressing their concern about

this. They are emphatic that the UK's

“continued and increasing

involvement in US missile defence

potentially puts the UK on the

frontline in future wars. It has already

contributed towards increased

tensions with Russia." The cross-

party group of MPs who signed the

letter insist that any UK support for

the programme should be fully

debated and agreed by Parliament

rather than by ministerial

announcement. 

The MPs have significant

popular support for their demand: a

recent YouGov poll shows that 68%

agree that the UK's support and

involvement in the system should be

decided by Parliament. 

The poll also shows that 54% of

the public agree that the siting of US

missile defence facilities in the UK,

Poland and the Czech Republic

increases the security threat that we

face. Having yet another Missile

Defence base in Britain confirms our

place on the front line in future US

wars. Were anyone to wish to launch

missiles at the US, these bases

would be top priority targets. This is

a crucial issue for Britain’s security -

these developments must not go

unchallenged. 

This is the text of a speech given

by Kate Hudson as CND National

Chair to the European Conference

Against Missile Defence on the 1st

September, 2007 in London.
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Before 1997, new Labour committed itself

to an "ethical foreign policy" - a promise

which their record in government has

reduced to a rather unamusing joke. In no

area has British foreign policy since 1997

been benevolent; it has been dictated by a

two-pronged approach, with a commitment

to the increased subordination of national

sovereignty to the European Union on the

one hand, and on the other to the 'special

relationship' with the United States, which

has led to the depressing spectacle of a

Labour government engaging in more acts

of aggression than any British

administration since the collapse of the

Empire.

At root, Britain's odd position between

America and Europe rests on the divided

interests of British capital. British finance

capital is linked, by huge levels of foreign

direct investment, to US capital - indeed,

the bulk of money which travels through

the City of London is American. By contrast

the interests of British manufacturing

capital are bound up primarily with

European capitalists. For the left, therefore,

the choice between alliance with Europe or

alliance with the US is a false one. Both

represent rival capitalist blocs. That

America is more powerful and more

aggressive is largely due to its

organisational unity and its highly

developed military-industrial complex,

which explains the drive of European

leaders towards ever greater integration, a

continual decrease in the powers of

national governments within the EU, and

the building of a European army (to "fight

the resource wars of the twenty first

century"), all of which are designed to

enable the European Union to compete

with the US on a global scale. The US

response to this has been to attempt to

gain influence over the direction of the

European Union through courting pro-US

régimes in Eastern Europe and, of course,

in Britain. It is undeniable that when faced

with a choice between the two

imperialisms, the Blair government tended

to side with the Americans, more explicitly

so as time went on. This reflects the

greater power of finance capital in Britain

than that of manufacturing capital, due to

the decline in British industry which has

continued since 1997. It is also linked to

the personality of Tony Blair, who identified

strongly with the American Christian right

and gradually dropped the more prominent

pro-Europeans, such as Robin Cook, from

his circle of key advisers. However, the

process of integration with Europe did not

stop and we are now seeing an attempt to

revive the European Constitution which the

British government fully supports.

US and EU interests coincided in the

first major aggressive war in which the

British government engaged - that against

Yugoslavia. This war was preceded by a

propaganda campaign of tremendous

effectiveness, in which the socialist

Yugoslavian government were portrayed as

genocidal racists (subsequent UN

investigations uncovered no evidence of

genocide and concluded that the Kosovar

Liberation Army had been responsible for

more deaths than the Yugoslavian military.)

By fabricating this case against Yugoslavia

NATO achieved several things. The brutal

bombardment shattered the Yugoslav

economy and forced their government to

become dependent on trade with the NATO

powers, particularly Germany; it also

succeeded in forcing a 'free market' on the

country. It split Kosovo from the rest of

Yugoslavia and placed it under a Western

viceroy (Paddy Ashdown) in order to

forestall any attempt by Yugoslavia to

recover as an independent economic entity

(the implications of this are still being

thrashed out with the Russians, who look

on NATO designs with no friendly eye.) It

was also NATO's first major operation

since the end of the Cold War, and thus

provided the organisation, whose initial

purpose was the destruction of Soviet

socialism, with a new rationale for

existence in a post-Soviet world -

"humanitarian intervention"; although it is

W O R L D

YCL international secretary

Raphael Ross assesses the

international effects of new

Labour policies
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on the world
stage
interesting to note that the humanitarian

intervention argument has been used

mainly as a backup ever since - in the

attacks on Afghanistan and Iraq, the US

did not feel confident that the argument

could be used to justify invasion, and thus

was forced to claim that the régimes in

those countries represented a direct threat

to the West. This was illustrated in Britain

by Blair's insistence on the existence of an

alliance between "rogue states" and

international terrorism which did not exist -

the Saddam Hussein dictatorship was

hostile to, and loathed by, the forces of Al

Qa'eda, and outside the curiously blinkered

worldview of British parliamentarians it has

become obvious that the terrorist threat

has massively increased as a result of the

invasion of Iraq, while those 'soft' lefties

who defended the invasion on the grounds

that Saddam Hussein was a brutal dictator

have been forced to admit that the result of

the invasion has been a humanitarian

disaster of catastrophic proportions, with

far more people dying in four years than in

the more than twenty of the old régime. In

addition, the idea that Saddam Hussein

had a terrifying arsenal of "weapons of

mass destruction" which Blair famously

opined could be launched at us within 45

minutes has been universally rubbished.

The Iraq war revealed splits among the

world's major imperialists, as the EU found

itself divided over the issue of invasion,

with its two most powerful economies,

Germany and France, becoming highly

critical of US foreign policy (due to fears for

their own investments in pre-war Iraq,

rather than to any humanitarian concern),

while more peripheral members such as

Britain, Italy and Spain lined up behind the

United States - in each case against the

wishes of the overwhelming majority of

their people. Since the ruling class was no

longer united in its aims, the barrage of

propaganda, while just as heavy as before

Yugoslavia, was much less convincing, and

the war in Iraq sparked unprecedented

levels of popular protest in Britain, across

Europe and even in the US. The enduring

carnage in the country has also contributed

to a significant propaganda defeat for pro-

US capital and to a certain extent for

capital generally: millions of working people

have woken up to the nature of imperialism

in a way which didn't happen over

Yugoslavia. Indeed, before the 2003

invasion the use of the word imperialism

was often ridiculed as a sort of ultra-left

fantasy, while since then it has become

standard across the left. However, this

advance has not been adequately

sustained. The failure of popular

movements to prevent their governments

from entering the war displayed several

governments' contempt for the popular will,

but rather than encouraging further

opposition many in the movement became

demoralised by what they saw as their

ineffectiveness. As a result the British

government was not forced to alter its

approach, and remained firmly pro-US (and

anti-public opinion) in more recent conflicts

such as Israel's assault on Lebanon.

Most recently we have seen a degree

of healing in the rift between the United

States and the key European powers,

especially since the elections of the right

wing German Chancellor Angela Merkel

and neoliberal French President Nicolas

Sarkozy. But while threats against Iran,

Cuba and People's Korea have continued,

it has become increasingly evident that the

targets of imperialist encirclement are

much bigger countries - socialist China on

the one hand, and in the last year or so

Putin's Russia, whose emergence from the

total economic collapse of the Yeltsin years

has caused alarm to those who felt that

either US or EU imperialism could

construct a new world order. (This 'new

cold war' is covered elsewhere in this

issue.) Gordon Brown's government will be

hoping to maintain this truce between rival

imperialisms in order to satisfy both

sections of Britain's ruling class. The left

must maintain a principled opposition to the

machinations of either power bloc, and

must make its voice heard for peace and

socialism.
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Paradoxically, ten years of Labour government have only served to

demonstrate the weakness of the Labour Party itself, writes David Morgan

P O L I T I C S

Powerless, penniless and falling apart



E
lectoral success in the Blair years

has gone hand in hand with the

rapid decline of the Labour party

throughout the country. The last general

election of 2005 confirmed that the

Parliamentary Labour Party has joined the

rest of organisation in its declining fortunes.

The policy making process within the

Labour party has been centrally driven by

government throughout the Blair period.

There have been little publicised attempts

to reform the process by which policy is

made, and attempts by ordinary Labour

party members to use existing structures to

influence or at least protest about this

government agenda. 

The headlines for the Blair era as far

as the Labour party is concerned are

encompassed in: three election victories; a

collapse in membership; financial

d i fficulties; a lack of internal democracy. 

Blair initially raised hopes of a Labour

Party of one million members - the revival

of the party’s relative popularity in the face

of declining fortunes for the Tory party

meant that membership hit 407,000 in

1997. After all, the prospect of defeating the

Tories had gained some popularity by the

mid 1990s: ‘surely Blair would be better

than John Major?’. But the experience of

Labour in government quickly began to take

its toll. Policies of privatisation, rising house

prices, growing inequalities and war meant

that by 2003 the membership had almost

halved. Attempts were than made to reform

the party’s internal structures, to give

ordinary members and trade unions a

greater say in policy development. From

the point of view of membership this utterly

failed, latest membership figures for the

Labour party stand at 177,000 or to put it

another way just 274 members per

parliamentary constituency. 

So what about the policy making

position? During the Blair year the Labour

Party Conference has (amongst other

progressive positions) passed policy

opposing tuition fees, foundation hospitals

and PFI, and calling for the

renationalisation of the railways. But then

Annual Conference (claimed to be

‘sovereign policy-making body of the

Labour Party’) has never actually had the

power to dictate policy to the Parliamentary

Labour Party. 

The Labour Party actually functions (or

r a t h e r, malfunctions) according to a policy

making process known as Partnership in

P o w e r. Partnership in Power was

established at Conference in 1997. T h e

Partnership consisted of a policy agenda

drawn up by a professional Whitehall team

which was then sent around Labour

‘ s t a k e h o l d e r s ’ for consultation. T h e

stakeholders consisted of Labour

Constituency and branch structures, trade

union and other affiliates and ‘experts’ o f

any political persuasion chosen by Mr Blair.

Neither members nor trade unions could

submit amendments to the text, and

Conference decisions were not included.

The party’s National Policy Forum gave the

upper echelons of the stakeholder structure

a chance to demonstrate their loyalty to the

leadership by agreeing the text before it

was offered up to Annual Conference.

Delegates were offered the option of either

agreeing the document and having some

policies or opposing it and having none at

all. 

This caused a degree of discontent. A t

the height of division over the Iraq War and

in the face of an increasingly confident

trade union section a wide-ranging review

was set up in 2003. To say that the review

was a missed opportunity is perhaps overly

naïve. The truth is, the two year review was

always in the hands of the party’s

leadership – loyal professional staff. A n n u a l

Conference 2005 agreed new proposals to

improve PiP. The new structure is retained

today and has three stages: First stage –

‘Big Conversation’ style publicity stunt;

Second stage – Documents, drawn up

under the watchful eye of the Joint Policy

Committee, outline the policy choices

emerging from the initial discussion (the

Joint Policy Committee is chaired by the

Prime Minister and appears to have been

set up because the National Policy Forum

could no longer be trusted); Third stage –

the policy documents will be considered for

amendment at a ‘Warwick type’ NPF: each

party unit will be entitled to submit

amendments and have them considered at

this ‘Warwick stage’ of the NPF. 

The famous Warwick A g r e e m e n t

negotiated in 2005 (hence the name) is

recognised to have been influenced only by

the Labour cabinet and the leaders of the

four big trade unions. It is also generally

recognised that the union leaders were

disappointed with the meagre changes they

had wrung from the politicians and that

subsequently these ‘concessions’ have had

almost no impact on the direction of

government policy. 

At the end of the Blair period a further

opportunity to breathe new life into the

ailing Labour Party appeared to open up

but was quickly closed. John McDonnell's

attempt to make policy discussion a part of

the leadership contest, and to offer a left-

wing option for Labour Leader, suffered a

very traditional defeat. For most of Labour’s

history the MPs or Parliamentary Labour

Party have had sole control over the choice

of leader. Only Neil Kinnock, John Smith

and Tony Blair were actually voted for by

the membership although each under a

d i fferent set of rules. 

Just 29 Labour MPs offered their

support for MacDonald, the only hope for a

leadership contest. 308 pledged their

support to Brown and yet Labour rebellions

on votes over the Iraq war, Foundation

Hospitals, tuition fees actually demonstrate

that well over a hundred Labour MPs are in

favour of progressive alternative policies.

The motivation was of course fear. T h e

p a r t y ’s MPs can be divided into those who

fear they will miss out on a top job if they

back the loser and those who simply fear a

Tory victory at the next election. 

In reality opposing Blair’s, and now

B r o w n ’s, policies is not enough for the left

either inside or outside of the Labour Party.

The repeated attempts of recent years to

replace the Labour Party with either an

'old' Labour Party (in the case of the

Socialist Labour Party) or through electoral

alliances of activists and campaigners (as

with the Socialist Alliance and Respect)

have all failed to alter the public mood.

Equally significantly they have off e r e d

nothing to allay the fear of Tory victory

which seems to paralyse the Labour left.

The solution must lie in projecting a political

alternative that can win support with the

public including the Labour left. Defeating

the right-wing in Britain will by necessity

include the Social Democrats of the Labour

left until such a time as the left outside the

Labour Party can command majority

popular support - however expressed. 



"The Third Way ... draws vitality from 
uniting two great streams of left-of-centre
thought – democratic socialism and liberalism –

whose divorce this century did so much 
to weaken progressive politics across the West.
Liberals asserted the primacy of
individual liberty in the market economy; 

social democrats promoted social justice
with the state as its main agent. 

There is no necessary conflict between the two." 

Tony Blair, ‘The Third Way:
New Politics for the New Century, 1998)

I D E A S

The Third Way
assessed



Gawain Little

investigates the

theoretical

credentials of

Blairism

T
hroughout Tony Blair’s term in office,

we heard a lot about the “third way”

– “the wave of the future for

progressive politics”; “social democracy

renewed”; “the new progressive politics”.

But what exactly was the Third Way?

Where was it the Third Way to? And what

were the first and second ways of getting

there - and why were they discarded? 

Well, the most obvious answer to the

first of these questions is that the Third

Way was a fabrication, a hotch-potch of

nice-sounding but meaningless statements

which relied on such clever devices as

calling everything “New” and and

repeatedly refering to “left-of-centre

thought” as if this provided a way of

capturing the centre ground without losing

votes on the left. However, as an ideology,

the Third Way (and new Labour’s general

political outlook) has in fact been extremely

influential and successful in redefining

Labour politics in the interests of big

business. For this reason, it is important to

identify and clearly characterise new

Labour’s political outlook. 

New Labour was born into a political

scene dominated by the ‘new right’ and the

economic and social policies of

neoliberalism. As Olssen et al (2004) have

argued, the ‘new right’ was not

characterised by a single set of political

values but rather represented “an alliance

of interests comprising market liberals and

political conservatives” (p134). However,

for our purposes, it is sufficient to consider

the ‘new right’ in Britain (or Thatcherism)

as essentially a neoliberal economic

project drawing very much on the work of

the Austrian school of free-market

economics, and the theories of Fredrich A.

Hayek in particular. By characterising

human beings as rational, self-interested

individuals, Hayek argued that the market

was the most effective way of organising

society. In order for the market, and

therefore society, to function properly, the

role of the state must be restricted to

protecting the right to life and property of

each individual within society. Any further

intervention by the state would be entirely

unacceptable on two grounds. Firstly, it

would affect the functioning of the market

(which, according to Hayek, was based on

localised knowledge not available to the

state), derailing the natural logic by which

the market operated and causing economic

and social problems which would not exist

under conditions of a true free market. In

this way it was deemed to be inefficient

and problems associated with the

operation of the market were attributed to

unwarrented state intervention and the

absence of true economic freedom.

Secondly, any intervention by the state in

the lives of individuals, other than to

protect life and property, was seen as

fundamentally undemocratic – an assault

upon the freedoms of individuals – and

would eventually lead down the “road to

serfdom”. This second argument was

based upon a very particular definition of

freedom. Freedom is used by Hayek purely

in the sense of freedom ‘from’ as opposed

to freedom ‘to’. It is defined as the absence

of external coercion. Hence, someone who

is not prevented from a course of action by

the state, regardless of whether that course

of action is closed off to him/her, because

of his/her position in the market, is free: a

position characterised by the novelist

Anatole France when he said that "equality

before the law means that the rich man has

precisely the same right as the pauper to

sleep under the bridges of Paris."

New Labour claims to have

fundamentally restructured this model of

the New Right and the Hayekian market.

Condemning the free-market excesses of

the past, new Labour declared that,

contrary to the assertions of the previous

government, there is such a thing as

society. However, in new Labour’s

conception, it is not the class society that

we know and live in. It is an

undifferentiated meritocracy where

everyone will have equality of opportunity

(excepting, of course, their market position)

and therefore whether they succeed in this

society is all down to their own hard work.

In this context, Anthony Giddens, guru of

the Third Way, argues that “egalitarianism

at all costs” must be replaced by a

“dynamic life chances approach ... placing

the prime stress on equality of opportunity

even if larger inequalities of outcome are

the result”. So far, this sounds identical to

Hayek’s free-market. However, here is the

twist. New Labour attempts to combine this

view with an identification of those few

people who are “excluded” from society.

So, outside of this perfect, meritocratic

market society, we have the “socially

excluded” – the long-term unemployed,

families living in poverty, single parents,

etc. As the root of the problem is the fact

that these people are excluded from

society, the solution is simple – social

inclusion. If only they could be “included”,

all their problems would go away. This

leades directly to theories such as social

and cultural capital theory – people in

disadvantaged areas are excluded

because they lack the social and cultural

skills and attitudes which others have

(skills and attitudes which are taken to be

all-encompassing – “good” parenting skills,

etc.). Therefore, all that is needed is

interventions to make them more like a

typical middle-class family and the problem

will go away.

What this whole argument completely

neglects is the rôle of class. Our society is

not one, perfectly operating, meritocracy

where people get on according to their own

talents and hard work. Social mobility has

declined drastically over the past four

decades and will continue to do so. We live

in a class society. Those who are

“excluded” from society in New Labour’s

model are actually one section, the most

disadvantaged section, of the working

class and it is upon their exploitation, along

with that of the rest of the working class,

that the entire market system rests. The

attempt at “social inclusion” cannot and will

not work because it neglects that crucial

factor – that some people are poor

because others are rich; that our society,

and all its wealth, is based on the

exploitation of the great mass of people by

the few. Until this is tackled and the ruling

class are once and for all overthrown and a

new societ is built, free from exploitation,

there will always be those who suffer at the

hands of the rich. 



New Labour 
A N D    

Trade Unions

Ben Stevenson assesses the

growing militancy of the

trade union movement

It is apt that with a new prime
minister and new leader of the labour
party crowned, and this issue of
Challenge appearing at the start of
the autumn round of conferences,
beginning with the TUC, that we take
this opportunity to analyse the impact
that 10 years of a new Labour
government has had on the trade
union movement. I will not attempt to
detail every policy disagreement,
dispute and individual industrial
action - as the list is far too long to
cover in a single article and most of
the most significant ones have been
covered in greater depth in previous
Challenges as part of the Industrial
Diary – but rather I will outline the
relative successes and failures of
new Labour’s strategy to restrict the
trade union movement and the
impact that it has had as a whole.

There has been something of a
seismic shift within the trade union
movement if we compare the
situation when the government took
office to that of today. In 1997 there
were few trade union leaders who did
not wholly or partly sign up to the
ideology of new Labour. ‘Partnership’
was the watchword in the trade union
movement - the advocates of labour
and capital would work as partners
with the new Labour government.
The European Union was a project
that would work in the interests of the
working people of Europe. Public
service ‘reform’ was a necessary
step; market forces were invincible;
nation-states were irrelevant as we
lived in a global economy, and so on.
These illusions have been shattered
- to the dismay of those former union
general secretaries now sitting in the

House of Lords and new Labour
politicians alike. 

The measure by which this can
be gauged is the increasing level of
coercive measures which the
government has been forced to
utilise. The anti-trade union laws can
no longer be solely attributed to the
Tories, as they have been
consistently used and strengthened
by new Labour. The reception given
to new Labour ministers at trade
union conferences has moved from
hysterical applause, to decidedly
frosty, to openly hostile. Whilst
proponents of new Labour are quick
to point out how much the
government has done for the trade
union movement ("after all they
introduced the national minimum
wage, they…erm…that’s it",) trade
union leaders now talk openly about
reclaiming the Labour Party so that it
serves the interests of working
people rather than those of foreign
and domestic capital. 

During the early years of the
new Labour project, due to the
increasing general de-
industrialisation and specifically the
near total dismantling of heavy
industry in Britain, the trade union
movement accepted the heart of
New Labour’s ideological posturing -
that we are living in a classless
society. The mantra goes: the class
struggle is over, we lost, so as trade
unions our sole rôle is to act as the
advocates of labour in partnership
with capital;  primary organisations of
the working class are irrelevant.
Some unions openly accepted this
ideological onslaught and proceeded
to try and adapt the way they

operated, to become ‘commercially
viable entities’, offering members
insurance, credit cards and a whole
host of other services. This has been
hastily and thankfully abandoned; as
the onslaught of new Labour’s
neoliberal policies continue to hit
ordinary workers' wages and
conditions, members began to reject
any trade union leaders who prattled
on about partnership and refused to
assert their opposition to the policies
eminating from Downing Street.

Far from becoming irrelevant, as
the workplace environment has
become increasingly precarious,
trade unions have recognised the
necessity of organising among
‘casualised’ labourers. Indeed, if
there is a new watchword in the
trade union movement then there
can be no doubt that this is it. 

The relative lack of opposition to
government policies from inside the
Labour Party (and generally within
parliament) has actually resulted in
trade unions becoming the main
advocates of the kind of left and
progressive policies that would
benefit the vast majority of the
population.

New Labour’s strategy for
dealing with the trade union
movement has been a disaster - if
anything a demoralised, defeated
and allegedly outdated arena of
struggle has been imbued with a new
sense of militancy. Ten years ago, or
even back in those heady days in
1994 when the new Labour project
rose to its position of prominence in
the labour movement, no-one would
have predicted the current level of
industrial action being taken by

lecturers, civil servants, prison
officers and those working in the
finance industry.

There is however a very real
danger that Brown will ‘abandon’ the
new Labour tag and yet continue
pursuing exactly the same policies in
order to keep the trade unions quiet
until the next election. Now is
precisely the time that the trade
union movement must capitalise on
its renewed position.

Whilst Gordon Brown has not yet
given a comprehensive overview of
the policies that he will adopt, we will
very quickly be able to gauge how
many concessions he is willing to
make. The debates on the trade
union freedom bill and the temporary
and agency workers bill which the
government blocked earlier in the
year are crucial. Outright opposition
or a failure to support these
measures, which are a part of the
Warwick agreement could act as a
signal fire to the trade union
movement. So too is the call to hold
a referendum on the ‘redrafted’
European constitution being issued
by the trade union movement. With
the distinct possibility of a general
election being called early (which has
been strengthened by the probability
of a looming economic recession)
and the decline in the capacity of the
Labour Party, independent of the
trade union movement, to mobilise its
supporters, it could very well be that
the government needs the trade
unions more than they need them.

U N I O N S



Contrary to the popular image of
Communists as bloodthirsty types,
itching to get the bombs and
machine guns out, we have always
opposed the kind of actions that,
according to George Bush anyway,
now seemingly get a special war
thrown at them. Terrorism and
Communism, despite that being the
title of a book by a famous renegade
from Marxism, Karl Kautsky, most
certainly do not go hand in hand.  

In every generation Communists
have faced some nutter or other who
thinks the short cut to solving
problems is the proverbial black
gunpowder ball with a fizzing fuse.
The founding fathers of Marxism,
Karl Marx and Frederick Engels were
no exception.

On the 13th December 1867, a
group of Irish revolutionaries
attempted to free some of their
leaders from Clerkenwell Prison with
a bomb. The attempt was a fiasco
and the bomb only destroyed a
number of neighbouring houses,
killing a few people and wounding
hundreds. The British press used the
occasion for a campaign of anti-Irish
hysteria. As far as Marx and Engels
were concerned, their actions had
set back the cause of Ireland
decades. Engels wrote to Marx that
day from Manchester: 

“The Clerkenwell folly was
obviously the work of a few special
fanatics; it is the misfortune of all

conspiracies that they lead to such
acts of folly because ‘we really must
do something, we really must get up
to something’. Especially in America
there has been a lot of bluster
amongst this explosive and
incendiary fraternity, and then along
come some individual jackasses and
instigate this kind of nonsense. 

Marx wrote back from London
the next day:

“Dear Fred,
The London masses, who have

shown much sympathy for Ireland,
will be enraged by it and driven into
the arms of the government … One
cannot expect the London
proletarians to let themselves be
blown up for the benefit of … secret,
melodramatic conspiracies of this
kind (which) are, in general, more or
less doomed to failure.” [Marx-Engels
Correspondence 1867; MECW
Volume 42, p. 501]

Four decades later, in Russia,
the autocratic monarchy, resistant to
any social change, Marxists once
again pondered the phenomenon.
Long before the conclusion of the
Russian Revolution, Lenin had
outlined his ideas of Terrorism, which
he completely rejected as a means of
achieving revolutionary
transformation. In a 1902 article for
the underground paper, Iskra,
entitled “Revolutionary Adventurism”
he wrote: 

“Each time a hero engages in

single combat, this arouses in us all
a spirit of struggle and courage,” we
are told. But we know from the past
and see in the present that only new
forms of the mass movement or the
awakening of new sections of the
masses to independent struggle
really rouses a spirit of struggle and
courage in all. Single combat
however, inasmuch as it remains
single combat …has the immediate
effect of simply creating a short-lived
sensation, while indirectly it even
leads to apathy and passive waiting
for the next bout. We are further
assured that “every flash of terrorism
lights up the mind,” which,
unfortunately, we have not noticed to
be the case with the terrorism-
preaching party of the Socialist-
Revolutionaries. [Collected Works
Vol 6 pp  186-207]

In `What is to be Done’, Lenin
mused over the extraordinary
similarity of opinion between a
supporter of trade union spontanaiety
as a strategy for revolution and a
supposedly Marxist inclined
revolutionary who argued for
terrorism as a way forward. (Lenin
called those who had “subservience
to spontaneity” `Economists’.) He
thought Economists and Terrorists
“showed themselves to be
accidentally in agreement. Speaking
generally, however, there is not an
accidental, but a necessary, inherent
connexion between the two”. 

Lenin realised his readers might
think he had gone bonkers, so he
rushed to explain. It was their impact
on political struggle and activity that
was in common. At first sight, his
assertion seemed paradoxical, so
great is the difference between those
who stress the "drab everyday
struggle" and those who call for the
most self sacrificing struggle of
individuals. 

But there is no paradox.
Economists and Terrorists merely
bow to different poles of spontaneity;
the Economists to the spontaneity of
struggle and Terrorists to the
“spontaneity of the passionate
indignation” of individuals who lack
the ability or opportunity to connect
the revolutionary struggle and the
working class movement into an
integral whole. It is difficult indeed for
those who have lost their belief, or
who have never believed, that such
an integration is possible to find
some outlet for their indignation and
revolutionary energy other than
terror.

By 1906, Lenin hardly bothered
to state his case, against terrorism
and the rest, as they say, is history:
“the acts of individuals isolated from
the masses, which demoralise the
workers, repel wide strata of the
population, disorganise the
movement and injure the revolution”.
[`Collected Works, Vol 11 pp 213-
223]
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Despite much propaganda to the contrary,

centralization is the underlying theme of

local government reform in the Blair years. 

The key changes have been the

introduction of ‘Best Value’ as a concept

providing a standardised set of statistical

measures by which all Councils can be

judged and the development of

‘Executives’ which centralise power within

Local Authorities. Just as important is the

total absence of any attempt to reverse

market driven privatised madness of the

Major years. Private companies feed, ever

more vampire like, on the very thing they

claim to have transcended, public

bureaucracy and taxpayers' money.

Meanwhile our local democracy lies in

tatters. 

The recent fashionable spin about the
‘choice agenda’ has been applied to Blair’s
reforms, particularly since the 2005
election, but the reality is one of false
choices. Councils have been offered three
different types of Executive to replace the
sovereignty of full Council meetings - each
of which takes power away from the
ordinary councillor relegating them to
‘backbench’ status. Amazingly the
legislation states that the executive does
not have to reflect the political balance of
the council. Democrats will be please to
know, however, that executive powers can
be delegated to unelected members of
council staff. One of the examples outlined
in government documents is of an
executive consisting only of an elected
mayor and an unelected ‘Council
Manager’. 

Councils were also given three options
for local elections the consequence of each
was that councillors would be elected for a
four-year term without the option for them
to be recalled by the electorate. (This
persistent flaw in the British electoral
system was brought home to me when a
colleague reported that his local councilor
had defected from the Labour party and
joined the BNP after his election.) 

The rôle left over for the ‘backbench’
member is in providing an outline policy
framework once a year and through
‘Overview & Scrutiny Committees’. These
committees have the right to review
Executive policies but do not have the right
to overturn them. The sacred Executive,
we are informed, is not a committee of the
council, and the council can only change
decisions made by the executive if they are
outside the policy framework. 

So how much room for manoeuvre is
there to reflect local priorities in the annual
policy framework? The truth is that
councils’ hands are tied. Local Authorities
are obliged to produce a ‘Sustainable
Community Strategy’ and a Local Area
Agreement. A review of any number of
these documents reveals that each one is
simply a list of nationally established ‘Best
Value indicators’ with the local targets
(which have to be agreed with government)
dropped in to fill in the blanks. 

In Blair’s Britain delivering these
nationally set ‘local targets’ has involved
not just local government but parasites
from the private and the voluntary sector
too. The Blair government compelled
Councils to establish Local Partnership
Boards which guarantee private companies
a place at the decision making table.
Where the Tory government of John Major
had only got as far as selling off public
services to the private sector, Blair has
given the private sector the power to
decide which public services will be on
offer. “In what way are these public
services?” I hear you cry. The answer is
simple - in Blair’s Britain private companies
were propped up with public cash. With
Gordon Brown, Blair’s chief economist,
now at the helm the need for a mass
campaign to expose and reverse this is
ever more pressing.

L O C A L  G O V E R N M E N T

False
choices

Marianne Allcott

reviews local government

"reform" since 1997



‘The economy has grown at an annual per capita rate of 2.4% a
year. This is rather better than the average for the last half century,
which is 2.1%.’ That’s what the good old BBC will tell you.  They
will also mention ‘Wealth gap widest in 40 years' and ‘The UK is
the worst place in the developed world to grow up, according to a
major study on childhood by the UN.’ Strangely they seem
incapable of linking these strands and arriving at the seemingly
inescapable conclusion.  The British economy is serving the
transnational corporations while it is failing the British people.  This
three part series on the Economy under Blair and Brown begins
with a look at income inequalities.

The top 10 per cent of earners earned more than £886 per
week, while the bottom 10 per cent earned less than £244.
Between April 2005 and 2006 the distribution of gross weekly pay
widened, with a 3.7 per cent increase at the bottom decile, and a
4.2 per cent increase at the top decile.  Even in the top 10% of
earners there is massive disparity.  We have all heard of the huge
sports stars and other celebrities; it is also worth noting that the
average salary of a Chief Executive in Britain’s top 100 companies
was £2.9million in 2005 - a rise of 43% on the previous year.

Income inequality is more complex than this though.  Women,
the young and ethnic minorities suffer further discrimination in
terms of incomes.  Detailed figures are available to demonstrate
the superexploitation of women and young workers.  While the
government likes to claim progress on the gender pay gap by
focusing only on full time workers it deliberately ignores a major
issue in gender income inequality.  In fact average male earnings
stand at  £455 per week with female at £279 per week.  Women’s

part-time work overwhelmingly reflects other non-paid caring
commitments and yet women’s living cost, in rent, energy, and food
bills are at least as high as men’s.  All too often the impact of
women’s poverty is to deny them independence and make them
reliant on an affluent male.  It is the greatest barrier to any hope of
challenging traditional gender stereotypes.

Young workers have suffered discrimination in Blair’s economy
too. Unsurprisingly the income gap is huge.  Average weekly
earnings for 16 –17 year olds stands at £74; for 18-21 year olds it
is £192, but by the time you reach 30-39 it hits £429. Age rates in
the national minimum wage enshrine such discrimination in law: £3
per hour for 16-17 year olds ,£4.25 for 18-21 year olds and £5.05
for ‘adults’.

Perhaps more worrying still is the number of jobs in Blair’s
Britain that were recorded as paid below the minimum wage.  In
Spring 2006 the number stood at 336,000 amounting to 1.3 per
cent of all jobs in the labour market.  Within this the inequality
continues:

The number of jobs paid below the national minimum wage
were:

15,000 jobs (4.3 per cent) held by those aged 16 to 17, 
48,000 jobs (2.5 per cent) held by those aged 18 to 21 and
274,000 jobs (1.2 per cent) held by those aged 22 and over.

1.6 per cent of women’s jobs compared with 1.1 per cent of
men’s fell below the minimum wage.

Income inequalities also exist between different sectors of the
workforce: the average weekly wage in the manufacturing sector
was £434 in 2006, while in the service industries it was £345.  Low
wages mean higher profits and the profit motive is a powerful thing.
Manufacturing has shrunk in relative terms far more than anyone
could have predicted (from 21% of our economy in 1997, to less
than 14% today). 

The next instalment in this series will examine how these
structural changes in the British economy have impacted on wealth
inequalities in Britain and will discuss the flight of capital from the

In the first of three articles, David

Morgan takes a look at the

economics of the Blair years

Great Exploitations
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The day that the floods came
Sima Ben relates his personal experience 

of the summer floods which

devastated south-west England.

It was the afternoon of the 21st July
when I first noticed the water. I had
been reading in the living room, and,
aside from a vague awareness that it
had been raining for a very long time, I
hadn't noticed that anything was amiss
until I glanced out of the window to
discover that my garden was
submerged. You could no longer see
the grass, and the road beyond the
gate looked like a river. Each car that
passed sent a gentle wave rippling up
to the house.

This was quite a shock, as you can
probably imagine, but I was not
particularly worried (most of the
electrical devices on the ground floor
belonging to my dad rather than me)
and I donned my wellingtons (since
they are seldom used, I had to knock
some spiders out of them first) and
sallied forth into the torrent, thinking,
with some satisfaction, that the local
Liberal Democrat/Conservative
council's multi-million pound flood
prevention scheme had clearly not
worked. I did a brief tour of the area.
The water wasn't more than a foot
deep and fortunately for us the water
began to recede later in the day
without quite penetrating the house. I
discovered later we had been lucky:
several nearby houses had been
flooded, this being Cheltenham, and
from the news later that day I realised
that the nearby towns of Gloucester
and Tewkesbury had been hit far
worse.

Thus the ordeal began. For my
family, it did not involve having to

evacuate a flooded house (although
the council did have plans to evacuate
Cheltenham if the power failed, which,
for two days, it seemed likely to) and
the worst we had to put up with was a
lack of running water which lasted for
ten days. This was extremely irritating,
but since we lived centrally and had a
car, collecting water from 'bowsers'
(water tanks, for those who, like me
before the crisis, have never heard of
them) and from water distribution
points manned by the military was not
too difficult, if one could bear the sight
of our Liberal Democrat MP handing
out token bottles of water while
grinning for the cameras (a stunt soon
overshadowed by Prince Charles: our
local paper went into raptures about
His Royal Highness' gracious concern
after he splashed around in Gloucester
for a couple of hours.) We were not
alone - over 350,000 people in
Gloucestershire were without water,
and there was a distinct sense of
camaraderie and community spirit
which developed as a result (needless
to say since the end of the crisis this
has completely disappeared.)

But for many tens of thousands of
people, the situation was much harder
than for us. Pensioners and the
disabled found it more or less
impossible to go and fill buckets of
water at the bowsers and lug them
back, while the council found it equally
difficult to keep an accurate track of
such people, who needed water
delivered to their doors. And that is not
to mention those whose homes were

ruined. Millions of pounds' worth of
damage have skewed the
Gloucestershire economy and put
schools, shops and community centres
out of action; in some cases they will
not be able to reopen for over a year.
And, of course, Gloucestershire was
only one of the counties hit by the
floods - similar horror stories have
been emerging from elsewhere.

On one level, of course, you could
say that we've been over melodramatic
in our response to this floods crisis.
This kind of disaster looks tame in
comparison to many of the real crises
around the world, and I was not the
only one who could not believe his
eyes when our local paper's editorial
compared the damage to that wrought
by Hurricane Katrina; besides which
living without running water is an
everyday reality for billions of people
across the globe - one can only hope
that the taster of this we received -
cushioned and ameliorated by efficient
water distribution - leads to a stronger
will to change this. On another,
however, it is true that the floods have
underlined the unpredictable nature of
climate change and the bankruptcy of
the drive for short term profit by
refusing to take action on the matter
(or for that matter by building on
floodplains or running down flood
defences to save money.) In the wake
of the summer floods, the British
people must send a warning to the
government loud and clear that what
Marx termed the "rape of the natural
world" by capitalism has to end.

E N V I R O N M E N T



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

One of the key features of capitalism is the recurrence of
periodic, systemic crises. These crises are either denied by
capitalist economists, attributed to specific circumstances
(and thereby taken as an exception rather than a rule) or it is
claimed that, actually, the cause of the crisis was state
intervention and attempts at planning which have thwarted the
logic of the market and deformed an otherwise perfect system.
The recurrence and regularity of these crises makes all such
arguments demonstrably false. The purpose of this article is
to outline a Marxist explanation for capitalist crisis.

Capitalist production is production for profit. As outlined
previously, a commodity produced under capitalism has both a ‘use
value’ (a coat can be worn) and an ‘exchange value’ (a coat can be
sold). In order for the exchange value of a commodity to be
realised, it must be sold. Therefore there must be a buyer who is
(ultimately) interested in the use value of the commodity.

Under modern capitalism, there is a huge interdependency of
industry. As production methods become more specialised in
individual character, they become more social in their overall
character. This interdependence is further extended by the use of
credit to pay for improvements in the means of production, creating
a system where one company defaulting on a debt can cause a
whole series of companies and banks to miss payments to their
creditors and where companies are regularly spending profits
before they are realised. 

Capitalist production can be divided into two broad categories:
the production of capital goods, or the means of production, and
the production of consumer goods. Whilst some commodities will
clearly fall into both categories, most companies will produce
mainly for industry or for consumers. The demand for capital goods
is directly related to that proportion of capitalist profit which is
reinvested into the production process, plus the amount necessary
to replace machinery and raw materials used in the process. On
the other hand, demand for commodities is directly related to the
cost of labour (paid in wages to the workers and spent on
commodities) and that proportion of capitalist profit spent on
commodities (both neccessary and luxury items). Therefore both
branches of production are intimately linked and, for capitalism to
progress without crisis, both must develop at an equal rate. 

Now let us examine the process of production at the point when
a new means of production is introduced. Initially, the new
technology is introduced in a few enterprises only and, for a short
period of time, these enterprises will receive above average profits
since the labour embodied in their products is less than is socially
necessary. Soon other enterprises will seek to introduce new
means, first in the original sector, then across the whole sphere of
production. This increased investment in means of production
increases production in the capital goods sector, which in turn
increases employment and therefore available purchasing power
and hence develops sales of consumer goods, stimulating a new
wave of investment. 

Since the capital goods sector has a slower rate of reaction, due
to the nature of its product, demand far outstrips upply and the
prices of capital goods increase more than those of consumer
goods, as does the rate of profit. 

This encourages investment in the capital goods sector in
preference to the consumer goods sector, causing an initial break
in the even development of both sectors. This break in the rate of

profit causes the capital goods sector to expand faster than the
consumer goods sector, but at the same time both sectors are
expanding as employment increases, wages rise (although not as
fast as prices) and demand for commodities increases. The capital
goods sector delivers on the new means of production, meaning
that rates of production are increased greatly in the consumer
goods sector.

Slowly, a point is reached where the relation between supply
and demand for consumer goods begins to change. Demand for
consumer goods has reached its current maximum, due to the slow
increase in wages, yet the rate of production continues to increase
due to previous investments in new means of production which are
only now delivering results. As supply begins to outstrip demand,
those businesses operating below the average rate of production
and therefore investing more than socially necessary labour time in
the production of commodities, find that the cost of production of
their goods is now higher than their market value (exchange
value). This is possible because of the separation in time between
the production of these commodities and their sale. 

Due to the expansion of credit and the loans readily provided by
banks during the boom in production when the rate of profit was
much higher than interest rates, many of these enterprises
continue to produce at a loss using projected future profits.
Eventually, the slump reaches a point where even commodities
produced using socially necessary labour time cannot be sold for
their cost of production due to a glut in the market. Bank loans are
now refused or charged at exorbitantly high interest rates and the
entire system of credit collapses with many businesses going
bankrupt or being bought up by the larger businesses which have
the resources to weather the recession. In one fell swoop, the
contradiction between the use value and exchange value of
commodities is resolved with the ruin of thousands of lives and the
loss of enormous quantities of value. 

After the financial crash, which may last months, or even years,
the number of businesses operating in each sector is greatly
reduced, as is their output. Those businesses (generally the larger
ones) which have weathered the collapse are simply selling off
stocks accumulated during the end of the boom, when demand
began to fall or, where necessary (for instance perishable
consumer goods), carrying out production to order. Slowly, the
financial situation stabilises and, with wages driven down by the
pressure of unemployment, some businesses begin to make a
profit again. Prices of capital goods remain lower than consumer
goods (since people need essentials such as food and clothing
even during a recession) and it is not long before some of the
businesses which survived, with their competitors having gone
bankrupt or been bought out, decide to invest in new means of
production to expand into the growing market. Hence the cycle
begins again. 

This cycle, and the destruction inherent in it, will continue as
long as the contradiction between use value and exchange value,
between the social character of production and the private
character of appropriation, continues. 

"The last cause of all real crises always remains the poverty and
restricted consumption of the masses as compared to the tendency
of capitalist production to develop the productive forces as if only
the absolute power of consumption of the entire society would be
their limit." (Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. III, p568)

Capitalist crisis



book at bedtime
For the Unity of the Working Class Against Fascism
by Georgi Dimitrov

R E V I E W

In a slight departure from the usual

format for Uncle Joe’s Book at Bedtime

this is actually a speech given by

Dimitrov to the Seventh World Congress

of the Communist International on

August 2nd 1935, which has been

reproduced as a pamphlet as part of the

Classics of Communism series

published by the Communist Party.

Dimitrov is an often overlooked figure in

Communist theory and history and it is

perhaps strange given that he presents

such a clear cut analysis of the

character, class basis and the tactics

and strategy for fighting fascism and

played such a significant role in

shaping the communists response to

the struggle against fascism in the

1930’s and 40’s as secretary of the

communist international from 1934 until

it’s dissolution in 1943. Indeed there is

so much in this speech that is still

incredibly relevant - not only to the

struggle against fascism today, but in

his analysis of youth, women, the tasks

and strategies of the Communist Parties

in the ideological and class struggle - I

can do little but point out some of the

central planks that form the basis of his

theoretical analysis.

This speech is seminal in that it

represents the culmination of attempts to

develop a common strategy for tackling

fascism, which by this point had risen to

power in Germany, Austria Italy as well as

Dimitrov’s native Bulgaria and was a

significant force in nearly every capitalist

country. Communist Party’s in the early

30’s had adopted sectarian attitudes

towards the rest of the left in the wake of

the betrayal of the working class by social

democracy in many countries, during the

period of severe economic crisis. Dimitrov

was the leading proponent of developing a

united front of left and working class

organisations to fight against fascism,

around which other popular forces could be

gathered into an anti-fascist people’s front.

The eloquence and clarity of his analysis

and we’re formed not only by his

experiences in Bulgaria but also in



Germany, where he had been working in

the leadership of the Central European. It

was demonstrated to an international

audience during the Leipzig Trial when the

Nazi government put him and two other

Bulgarian communists on trial in an attempt

to implicate them in the Reichstag Fire, to

further their claim that it was part of an

international communist plot rather than

something that was started deliberately by

the Nazis in order to rally support behind

further repression of communists and the

organised working class. During the trial

Dimitrov represented himself and turned

the attention on his accusers, particularly

Goering and Goebbels, who appeared as

witnesses, earning an acquittal for himself

and his comrades. 

Of particular significance is Dimitrov’s

analysis of the class character of fascism,

as it had often been argued and

sometimes advanced by the proponents of

Fascism that it represented a “revolt of the

petty-bourgeoisie” (indeed this perspective

is still advanced by many historians today

– mainly because the Nazis drew most of

their electoral support from small

businessman and farmers, who had been

hit incredibly hard by the economic crisis).

Others insisted that fascism was a form of

state power “above both classes” – the

proletariat and the bourgeoisie (due to the

development of a corporatist state).

Dimitrov was quite clear in distinguishing

between the image presented and

‘populist’ policies advanced by fascist

parties in theirs attempts to seize power

and the precise class character of fascism,

namely in whose interest the ruled. He

sums it quite brilliantly in saying “fascism is

not a power standing above class, nor the

petty-bourgeoisie or the lumpen proletariat

over finance capital. Fascism is the power

of finance capital itself.”

It is a type of state power adopted and

advanced by sections of the ruling class in

order to further subjugate the working class

as the class struggle intensifies due to the

growing crisis in capitalism. However he is

careful to stress that Fascism is not

equivocal to capitalism under ordinary

conditions, indeed many left opportunists

have fallen into this trap by failing to

distinguish between the two and thus label

the Second World War as another

‘Imperialist’ war rather than characterising it

as Communists do as a struggle against

fascism.

“The accession to power of fascism is

not an ordinary succession of one

bourgeois government by another, but a

substitution of one state form of class

domination of the bourgeoise – bourgeois

democracy – by another form – open

terrorist dictatorship.”

This is important in another regard it

demonstrates how a bourgeois government

adopting more coercive methods to repress

dissent and the struggle of the working

class can lead to a fascist government. At

this time many social democrats

participating in ‘national’ governments

failed to recognise this danger and actively

supported the repression of communists

and working class militancy.

His speech is a perfect example of why

communist theory is not ossified, stale and

detached from reality but is as Lenin

described ‘a living theory’. It is a perfect

marriage between theory and practice and

is demonstrated most clearly in his

arguments for creating a united front

against fascism. This was formed out of

the experience of Communist Party’s in

countries where the working class had

failed to stop the fascist from taking power

and by the tactics employed in some

countries (like Britain) where the fascist

threat was being effectively countered.

“Fascism was able to come to power

primarily because the working class, owing

to the policy of class collaboration with the

bourgeoisie pursued by the Social-

Democratic leaders, proved to be split,

politically and organisationally

disarmed…And the Communist Parties, on

the other hand…we’re not strong enough

to rouse the masses and to lead them in a

decisive struggle against fascism.”

The underpinning of the strategy was to

unite the forces of the second (social-

democratic) international and the third

(communist) international in an alliance

against fascism in order to establish ‘Unity

of action of the proletariat an a national

and international level’. 

“Joint action…would not be confined in

its effects to influencing their present

adherents…it would also exert a powerful

impact on the ranks of the Catholic,

Anarchist and unorganised workers, even

those who have temporarily become the

victims of fascist demagogy.

He goes on to demonstrate that this kind

of an approach would also have an impact

on other strata of society including those

most susceptible to become adherents of

fascism, the peasantry, urban petty-

bourgeoisie, intelligentsia. The effects of

the United front would also have a direct

effect not only on the capitalist countries

where it would operate, but also in the

oppressed nations of the colonies, semi-

colonies.

With the benefit of historical hindsight,

being able to see the developments in

Europe and elsewhere immediately

following the victory of the popular struggle

against fascism we can see just how

incisive his analysis of the situation was

and how relevant it still is. This is perhaps

why despite the fact that every child in

Britain is taught about the Second World

War and Fascism, this is probably the first

time most Challenge readers will have

heard of Georgi Dimitrov and why the role

of Communists in this arena of struggle is

consistently downplayed or ignored by the

overwhelming majority of historians.

Perhaps it is apposite that we end on a

shameless plug, as we have only been

able to scratch the surface in this article,

for anti-fascists of every stripe this

pamphlet provides some brilliant insight

and acts in the way that Communist theory

should do, as a guide to action. 
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Georgi Dimitrov was head of the Bulgarian Trade Union
Confederation from 1904-23, he and the leadership fled Bulgaria in
June 1923 after the failed to stop the fascist takeover of Bulgaria.
They we’re sentenced to death in absentia. The Nazi’s attempted to
implicate the Comintern in the Reichstag Fire in 1933 and they
arrested Dimitrov and put him on trial. He was appointed secretary
of the Comintern in 1934 and continued until it’s dissolution in 1943.
After the war Dimitrov returned to Bulgaria to lead the Communist
Party and he became prime minister in 1946. He died in office in
1949 and was intombed in the Georgi Dimitrov Mausoleum until
1999, when it was demolished by the right-wing government, despite
widespread opposition, two-thirds of the population were against the
move.
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their liberation. It means realising that only a fundamental shift in
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