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his weekend’s demonstration
for asylum and immigration
rights comes immediately after

that he would accept that this could
be applied to the Met, Condon was
looking for a way out through “a new
and widely accepted definition”. He
said: “I hope, pray, anticipate that the
judge will say something significant
around institutional racism. I will em-
brace that with zeal.”

Macpherson duly obliged. The term
was redefined as “the collective fail-
ure of an organisation to provide an
appropriate professional service to
people because of their colour, cul-
ture or ethnic origin. It can be seen or
detected in processes, attitudes and
behaviour which amounts to discrimi-
nation through unwitting prejudice,
ignorance, thoughtlessness and rac-
ist stereotyping.”

Condon could live with that. To be
guilty of “thoughtlessness” is hardly
the same as being branded an agent
of  British-style apartheid. It is equiva-
lent to an acceptance that the police’s
policy is basically well meaning, ac-
cording to bourgeois anti-racist crite-
ria. The commissioner had already
accepted that racism was “wide-
spread” and that measures would
have to be introduced to tackle it.

But the enquiry’s findings do not
pinpoint any specific examples of in-
dividual or “institutional” racism in the
conduct of the Lawrence case. The
police “underplayed or ignored” the
importance of race relations and were
slow to acknowledge that Stephen’s
murder was a racist attack. There are
many examples of “ineptitude”, and a
general conclusion that the only pos-
sible explanation for the “errors and
incompetencies” is “pernicious rac-
ism”, described as a “corrosive dis-
ease”.

So ‘race awareness’ courses will
become much more central in police
training, and there will be a big recruit-
ment drive to win more black and Asian

officers. Condon - if he is allowed to
remain in post - will work even harder
to achieve his “anti-racist police serv-
ice”, while John Grieve, head of the
Met’s violent and racial crimes unit,
will continue to encourage his offic-
ers to “go out and nick a few racists”.

The truth is that, far from the cari-
cature of capitalist society portrayed
by so much of the left, establishment
figures are vying with each other to
appear the most liberal, tolerant and
anti-racist. That is why Straw, in a fit
of pique, slapped an injunction on The
Sunday Telegraph in a vain attempt
to stop it stealing his thunder by leak-
ing the Lawrence report. As Hugo
Young wrote in The Guardian, “The
report will be a catharsis. Nobody, ei-
ther, seems likely to dispute it. Its lan-
guage may be questioned, but its
premise, that racism of every kind is
an incontestable evil, is not chal-
lenged” (February 23).

How true. Even such ultra-reaction-
ary newspapers as The Daily Tel-
egraph hardly fit into the left’s ‘racist’
categorisation: “The stabbing of this
decent young man, with his ambition
to become an architect, seems so
wicked that it would be less than hu-
man to remain unroused. And the suf-
fering caused to Neville and Doreen
Lawrence by their son’s death has
surely moved every parent in the
country” (February 20). Indeed
Stephen Lawrence has become almost
an icon for the establishment.

But the same paper lays into its fel-
low rightwing journal, the Daily Mail,
for its “Murderers!” headline, over the
article which first publicly insisted that
the prime suspects for the murder
were guilty, even though three of them
had just been acquitted, in 1996. The
Telegraph condemns the growing
campaign to jail the five white men:
“We would be horrified - and rightly -

if courts began to hand out guilty ver-
dicts on the basis that the police had
a pretty shrewd idea of who was re-
sponsible, or that the accused had
noxious opinions.”

Indeed, the establishment’s horror
at the five’s bigoted racism has led to
calls for some highly dangerous steps
to be taken - a change in the law to
allow a defendant to be tried more than
once for the same crime; the banning
of any expression of racist language
or possession of an “offensive
weapon” even in private. While we
would be more than pleased to see
the incarceration of Stephen Law-
rence’s killers, such measures would
clearly lay a precedent for the state to
use similar draconian curbs against
other opponents in the future - not
least the working class movement.

Clearly far-reaching changes will be
introduced to further cement bour-
geois anti-racism - among immigration
officers for example, as well as in the
police. But Socialist Worker, despite
sharing the growing establishment
consensus around “institutionalised
racism” and joining in the chorus to
“sack Condon”, dismisses any such
possibility. Hassan Mahamdallie asks,
“Can the police be reformed?” and
promptly answers his own question
in the negative (February 20). He de-
clares bluntly: “Police racism is not
the exception. It is the rule ... we
should not lose sight of the fact that
the police can never be ‘anti-racist’.”

This ‘always have been, always will
be’ mentality is no substitute for an
analysis. Just why is it impossible for
the bourgeoisie to adopt a new ideol-
ogy? And why can it not be imposed
on state organs, including the police?
It is now more than clear that the es-
tablishment is determined to root out
the many racist officers that its police
force undoubtedly contains.

But in one sense it is true to say
that the police force cannot be re-
formed. It can never be transformed
into an instrument for the working
class. Irrespective of newly found
anti-racist credentials, it remains an
organ of the bourgeois state. Work-
ers need their own bodies, to defend
us from the state as well as from rac-
ists. We need workers’ defence corps.

However, the fact of the matter is
that racism no longer suits the pur-
pose of the establishment. Previously
the alleged ‘inferiority’ of subject peo-
ples was used to justify colonial con-
quests. Today, with the empire long
dismantled, a rearticulated national
chauvinism is a much more useful
weapon. This anti-racist national chau-
vinism aims to cohere the whole popu-
lation - black and white - around the
class interests of British capital, de-
fined in opposition to the interests of
‘outsiders’. But modern bourgeois
anti-racism, despite its aim of domes-
tic stability, can be just as divisive as
was its racism. Its ‘positive discrimi-
nation’, imposed from the top, serves
to pit black against white in competi-
tion for jobs and resources (‘black’
and ‘white’ ‘races’ being political con-
structs - and having nothing to do
with supposed biological groupings
of human beings). We are meant to
approach the state as ‘ethnic’ suppli-
cants - state officials act to ensure ‘fair-
ness’.

Moreover, the aim of state anti-rac-
ism is to unite us negatively on the
basis of nationality. It encourages
workers to turn against the ‘threat’ of
asylum-seekers, who are told to stay
where they ‘belong’. Straw wants to
keep them out not because of their
race or ethnicity, but because by and
large they are working class and poor.
In times of full employment and labour
shortages the ruling class positively
welcomed immigrants as ‘worst paid
labour’. Today they would be a ‘bur-
den’.

Bourgeois anti-racism has nothing
in common with positive working
class unity. By contrast proletarian
politics is first and foremost interna-
tionalist. We have no interest in pro-
moting the national state. Just as
capital and its products pass freely
across borders, so we demand the free
movement of workers. We must have
the right to live, work - and struggle -
anywhere in the world l
l Smash all immigration controls
l No support for the police
l For workers’ defence

Alan Fox

the publication of the Stephen Law-
rence report.

Sir William Macpherson’s docu-
ment slams the Metropolitan Police for
“pernicious and institutionalised rac-
ism”, accompanied by an orgy of
hand-wringing from the liberal media.
While on the one hand official anti-
racism has never been more pro-
nounced and open, on the other hand
the British state’s assault on the rights
of immigrants and asylum-seekers has
never been more vicious.

At the same time as home secretary
Jack Straw announces a new package
of politically correct anti-racist meas-
ures, he is intent on forcing through
his Immigration and Asylum Bill - in
order to “minimise the incentive to
economic migration, particularly by
minimising cash payments to asylum-
seekers”, to quote the words of a
home office document. Straw intends
to disperse them across the country
in barrack-style hostels set up for the
purpose, and asylum applicants will
have no say in where they are placed.

Others who are living with friends
or family will have all rights to claim
benefit withdrawn, with food vouch-
ers introduced as their only means of
state assistance. Even worse, anyone
who has the temerity to challenge an
immigration ruling in the high court
will have even their right to food
vouchers or accommodation with-
drawn. All this is to be backed up by
new state powers to fingerprint peo-
ple with “inadequate documentation”
and those turned away at ports.

For many on the left all this is fur-
ther ‘proof’ of state racism. Some -
Workers Power for one - even say that
all immigration controls by their very
nature must be racist. The capitalist
state - presumably in its South Afri-
can variant as well - so we are told,
has an irrational aversion to people
with dark skins. Or, if (as at present)
many of the asylum-seekers happen
to be from eastern Europe, it is simply
foreigners in general the bourgeoisie
despises. This too is labelled racism.
And, as everybody knows, the state
always hopes to set white worker
against black as a means of keeping
control. Therefore, according to the
conventional ‘wisdom’ of the left, it
must inevitably seek to stimulate rac-
ism. It is institutionally racist.

How strange then that the state it-
self has now adopted the very same
terminology. In the wake of the mur-
der of Stephen Lawrence, the
Macpherson enquiry announced:
“There must be an unequivocal ac-
ceptance of the problem of institution-
alised racism.” And, just as the
social-democratised left has been cir-
culating petitions calling for the res-
ignation of Metropolitan Police
commissioner Sir Paul Condon for re-
fusing to accept the growing consen-
sus, so the enquiry report states: “Any
chief police officer who feels unable
to respond will find it extremely diffi-
cult to work with the community in
the way that policing by consent de-
mands.”

Prior to the enquiry report, Condon
had categorically denied that there
was “institutionalised racism” in his
force. He was using the definition of
the term that Lord Scarman had given
it after the Brixton riots - that the po-
lice must “knowingly as a matter of
policy” be implementing racist meas-
ures. While there was no possibility
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A commission of inquiry under the auspices of
the London Socialist Alliance is being organ-
ised to look into events on this year’s Bloody
Sunday demonstration in London. As reported
in last week’s paper, Eibhlin McDonald of the
Spartacist League/Britain was subjected to a vio-
lent assault by Ian Donovan, editor of Revolu-
tion and Truth and chair of the LSA (Weekly
Worker February 18).

The commission will consist of comrades Bob
Pitt (What next? editor and Labour Party mem-
ber), Toby Abse (Independent Labour Network
member), Tina Becker (Hackney LSA member)
and Lee Rock (Socialist Perspectives member).
They will meet on Saturday March 13 at a cen-
tral London venue to take written, taped and
verbal submissions from both sides in this par-
ticular dispute and from others who feel they
have material worth consideration. Organisa-
tions and individuals will be approached for evi-
dence over the next few days, but if comrades
have information they think relevant, please
contact Tina Becker, c/o London Socialist Alli-
ance, Box 22, 136-138 Kingsland High Street,
London E8 2NS (0973 231620).

For our part, the Communist Party is quite
clear. We have no hesitation in deploring com-
rade Donovan’s action - it was intolerable. We
condemn violence as a means of settling our
political differences in the workers’ movement.

But then Ian’s method is not characterised by
a resort to violence. The man is not a Tony Goss
(a thuggish ex-member of the Socialist Labour
Party given to launching himself at political op-
ponents). Comrade Donovan has written coher-
ently and comprehensively on his differences
with the SL/B, an organisation he parted from
acrimoniously in 1986, and with its United
States-based parent body, the International
Communist League. In the view of this writer, he
has done rather a fine demolition job on at least
one of the central pillars of Spart dogma - popu-
lar fronts (see Revolution and Truth No1, sum-
mer 1998). It appears that Ian resorted to his
fists in frustration after being baited by an or-
ganisation which brands him a “dangerous lu-
natic”.

In other words, it is impossible to consider
this moment of madness in isolation. Just as
juries - even as they find people guilty and wor-
thy of punishment - can cite extenuating cir-
cumstances, the Communist Party urges that due
weight is given to the modus operandi of the
SL/B. We believe that it should be recognised
as a contributing factor in this incident and also
stands worthy of condemnation.

Here we have an organisation characterised
by its own international leadership as inept li-
ars. We have cited the comments of one Jon B,
spokesperson for the ICL international secre-
tariat, who crushingly observed that “if [the SL/
B] have to lie about our opponents in order to
deal with them it means we have no confidence
in ourselves and our programme” (Weekly
Worker February 18). However, it is precisely
on the basis of such fabricated evidence that
this group repeatedly launches campaigns
against political opponents, branding them
‘scabs’, ‘picket line crossers’ or ‘supporters’ of
loyalist terror gangs. Moreover, this abuse is
often raised in political circumstances where the
SL/B’s opponents are in effect being set up for
not just political attack, but physical harm.

 The degraded form of SL/B external interven-
tion is a more or less faithful replication of its
delirious internal life. This is characterised by
forced hysteria, a nightmarish atmosphere of
denunciation and heresy-hunt designed to co-
here the sect’s adherents around the one great
revealed truth embodied by the ICL. It is a sect
par excellence in other words, an extreme mani-
festation of the general problem that cripples
our movement.

Of course, none of this justifies physical re-
prisals against this organisation or its comrades
- quite the opposite. Political exposure must be
the chosen method and a degree of comradely
patience shown to past and present SL/Bers that
have been so obviously bent out of shape by
the experience of membership. To this end, the
CPGB will urge that the LSA commission con-
duct its work dispassionately, with even-
handedness, and with the wider interests of the
movement as a whole uppermost in its mind l

Mark Fischer
national organiser

Don Preston did not ask the Alliance for Work-
ers’ Liberty for our view about our relations
with Socialist Outlook inside the Welfare State
Network before writing ‘Economists fall out’
(Weekly Worker February 11). Instead he used
the opportunity to have a cynical sneer about
Outlook in the first place, but also about the
AWL.

In the case of the AWL he makes some un-
substantiated assumptions about how we have
behaved in the WSN. Let me put some things
on the record. I write both as an AWL member
and as an editor of Action.
1. For over four years the WSN has been a
collaborative effort of different groups, cam-
paigns and individuals. That is a fairly unique
experience on the British left.
2. Outlook have never been excluded from the
campaign or from the campaign’s paper Action.
3. Outlook’s viewpoint has never been cen-
sored. From the point of view of developing
political discussion and trying to shape a
healthier left we felt, and still feel, that is a good
thing to have political pluralism in the WSN’s
paper. As Action did, and Action for Solidar-
ity will continue to do, we publish the views of
Socialist Outlook on different, including con-
tentious, subjects. The only obstacle to this is
Outlook refusing to provide an opinion, as they
did for the forum on left unity in Euro-elections
in Action no48, to which the SWP, Socialist
Party, Scottish Socialist Party, the AWL and
John Palmer contributed.
4. Outlook have always had the opportunity to
contribute to, sell and distribute Action.
5. However, for nearly four years Outlook, as
an organisation, have not taken any copies of
Action. From September John Lister’s involve-
ment in the production and editing has been
minimal. To this extent Outlook have excluded
themselves from the campaign and its paper.
6. The WSN democratically agreed by a major-
ity vote to publish Action fortnightly. Socialist
Outlook have gone off in a huff, complaining
that decisions have been “rammed through”.
They have withdrawn from practical collabora-
tion as a means of protest. They simply lost
the vote!
7. Outlook knew the direction the AWL wanted
to take with Action - making it a broad socialist
newspaper - because we have debated and dis-
cussed these things!
8. The truth is Outlook did not want the AWL
to be able to develop Action as a political pa-
per for the labour movement, because they
feared that if we did that the AWL would be
able to use it as a political tool - not because
the paper would be a closed AWL affair, but
because AWL activists would be the most en-
ergetic in promoting it. If Outlook did not have
the energy to sell both their tendency paper
and Action, they were damned if the AWL were
going to be allowed to. Outlook have pro-
ceeded on the basis of organisational jealously.

I expect socialists to try to adopt a critical
open-mindedness about any issue. So what
kind of account is ‘Economists fall out’ from
someone whose organisation claims to be in
the vanguard of clear, honest, open debate?
You should try checking some facts and make
at least a rudimentary attempt to weigh up the
veracity of people’s claims, instead of making
judgements based on prejudices.

Unfortunately I suspect this kind of reason-
ing is in keeping with your whole attitude to
the labour movement, which I would charac-
terise as a cynical standoffishness. Such an
attitude leads you to try and insult us by call-
ing us “economists”. If seeking to agitate
around what Marx called the political economy
of the working class, the social gains made by
our class over 100 years or more, is to be an
“economist”, I’ll plead guilty as charged and
be proud of it.

The AWL bases its practice on the idea of
transitional demands: ie, we think demands “for
state-of-the-art healthcare, free at the point of
need” can mobilise our class, help strengthen
the movement and educate workers about the
need for socialism. Politics for us can be about
making agitation - it isn’t just about intra-left
polemics, however important those may be.

Right now we are getting on with the job of
producing Action for Solidarity. We invite any-
one on the left, including Socialist Outlook, and
the readers of the Weekly Worker too, to write
for and provide debate for its pages.

Alliance for Workers’ Liberty

I would genuinely not wish to be “vile and of-
fensive” to Bob Paul (Letters Weekly Worker
February 11), especially in view of such rea-
soned arguments. Nor do I ignore the barbaric
discrimination inflicted by capitalist society
against homosexual orientation, racial minori-
ties, etc; or not support the rights of all the
oppressed to fight back to change all foul laws;
or doubt that such campaigns aid the general
struggle to defeat the capitalist state.

Communist revolutionaries are as welcome
from the ranks of single-issue reformism (femi-
nism, black nationalism, animal rights,
ecologism, homosexualism, alternative life-
styles, etc) as out of any other struggles for
justice and liberty, but my experience is that
such ideological concerns largely coincide
with, and help sustain, the most virulent anti-
communism - invariably due to the extreme sub-
jectivism of such interests and beliefs, leaving
people totally disarmed when faced with the
massive worldwide brainwashing power of CIA-
masterminded anti-workers’ state propaganda.

Subjective anti-communism has been a bad
enough obstacle in the revolutionary move-
ment. Non-political subjectivism has now blan-
keted the world in counterrevolutionary
confusion of even dafter idealist philosophies.
I say Tiananmen Square was a CIA
counterrevolutionary stunt, correctly dispersed
by the Chinese workers’ state - and argue that
in Marxist science it is the continued strength-
ening of the dictatorship of the proletariat that
will alone see workers’ states to the withering
away of all state power in the future. Predict-
ably, another Weekly Worker article (February
11) ignores the quotes from Engels and Lenin I
gave and implies that I argue that proletarian
dictatorship is the key to workers’ state his-
tory solely because I wish to eliminate gays.
Such subjectivism makes rational argument
impossible.

Homosexual existence and lifestyle as such
could not possibly be of concern to the fight
for revolutionary communist consciousness.
As with Engels’ notoriously homophobic let-
ter to Marx of June 22 1869, a polemical prob-
lem arises when any rationalisation of
subjective idealist philosophising starts to play
a reactionary role.

There were no less than three attacks in your
February 11 issue on the damage done by ‘po-
litically correct’ self-righteousness. That is all
that I was attacking in the Mark Trotter case,
which started off this whole argument. The
same with the grotesque New Labour govern-
ment lies in the Ron Davies affair. If that story
had been only about one individual’s sad
search for emotional/sexual comfort, sympathy
alone would have been the issue. But the huge
web of hypocrisy, lies and deceit built up
around Davies by New Labour before, during
and after his tragic ordeal - solely to suit New
Labour’s political purposes - tells me that ridi-
cule is in order.

Any single-issue subjective philosophy
which used its reformist PC self-righteousness
to block political ridicule (as Weekly Worker
correspondents have done over the Trotter and
Davies cases) should merit any communist’s
condemnation. Most counterblasts against the
Economic and Philosophic Science Review
have been pure hypocrisy anyway, fired for
completely different political motives, as with
John Pearson’s latest broadside (February 11).
Such vengeful venom is exactly typical of this
appalling epoch of anti-Marxist subjectivism.
When is the Weekly Worker ever going to face
up seriously to the huge central historical prob-
lem of how to understand the dictatorship of
the proletariat, and deal with Engel’s letter to
Bebel ridiculing “the sheer nonsense of a ‘free
people’s state’” and with Lenin’s frank admis-
sion of dictatorship “unrestricted by any laws”?

You decry Stalinophobia occasionally on
detail, but you never take on the really vast
picture of worldwide shallow public opinion
made demented by nonsense about labour
camps, the Cultural Revolution, Pol Pot, etc,
out of all proportion with the total reality of
20th century imperialist warmongering, tyranny
and crimes, which account for 99.999% of the
pain, terror and injustice which has befallen
mankind.

No requirement of history says that socialist
revolutions can only grow straight and true.
They will come in all shapes and sizes. The
‘democracy’ postured about on the left is the
biggest fraud ever. The entire swamp of ‘so-

cialist alliances’ and revisionist and Trotskyite
sects produces zero results through this ‘de-
mocracy’ - and all accuse each other, with some
justification, of being tyrannies in their inter-
nal affairs.

So what sort of workers’ state would the revo-
lutionary overthrow of capitalism in Britain pro-
duce? Total backstabbing chaos. I would still
back it unconditionally, but I would anticipate
some very poor decisions and some very rough
justifications for a very long time. What if “the
whole stinking corpse of Scargillism” took
power, to quote you? And in harness with even
less enlightened remnants of the ‘left’ TUC
bureaucracy? With state power in its hands,
how much ‘democracy’ and civilised adminis-
tration and organisation will there be, and how
moderated would be your reactions to its ab-
sence, and how would that workers’ state then
respond to your further protests?

The Weekly Worker is part of a worldwide
anti-Soviet drift to the right which ends up with
the supposed ‘left’ saying ‘no’ to revolution
as routinely as organised reaction does - un-
dermining any possibility of a revolutionary
movement by its endless factionalism. You will
argue that my expulsion from the SLP has
proved you correct for refusing to accept the
Scargillite project on his terms because it would
be stillborn. I think it could yet provide a cen-
trist vehicle for reviving mass working class
interest in socialism.

Bob Paul ridicules my guessing at what a
transformed stable society under an estab-
lished workers’ state might conclude about
same-sex relationships. He might be right. Hu-
man relationships may go off in all sorts of
unexpected directions. I only remain convinced,
however, that the huge subjective concentra-
tion on single-issue politics continues to be a
total distraction from anti-capitalist revolution-
ary science.

Stockport

Mormons believe that the devil and his alter-
native to god is such a threat because of their
similarity. The Spartacist League operate off a
similar formula - the closer you are to their creed
without being part of it, the more dangerous
you become, the more you must be ruthlessly
denounced.

Your article on the Sparts (Weekly Worker
February 18) brought back unhappy memories
- of invites to public platforms simply to be set
up for public attack on the most obscure of
points. My own NUM branch was accused
loudly and publicly of organising a racialist
march and rally at a scab wharf! The truth was
that in response to the South African NUM’s
call for a boycott of apartheid coal we had tar-
geted the wharf at which the coal was being
shipped in.

The Sparts picketed our local branch meet-
ing selling newspapers, denouncing me and
asking one of our few Caribbean miners what
he thought of the “racialist Hatfield branch”.
He responded by turning a fire hose on them.
The following edition of the paper talked about
the anti-red witch hunt attack upon their inno-
cent paper-sellers.

Worse than that, during a strike pickets from
Frickley turned up at my pit, which was on holi-
day, and tried to persuade safety workers not
to work. Someone told the men that all the other
pits were being allowed safety cover and they
should proceed to work. One malevolent Spart
paper-seller started the rumour that this bloke
was me (I was actually on holiday).

None of my members crossed the line, but
the following issue’s headline shouted that
Dave Douglass “talks left but walks right”, took
his men across a picket line and encouraged
the pit to scab! This was the most serious and
disgusting accusation anyone had ever made
against me and of course was utterly untrue. I
would rather be found dead on a picket line
than cross one.

I have ceased all contact with the Sparts to
this day until they lift that vile and scandalous
slander against myself and my branch.

Doncaster
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ngry demonstrations and pro-
tests filled the streets of Eu-
rope - and beyond - last week.

sions are running particularly high
in Greece, where Ocalan is a popular
figure. It does not help that the PKK
leader was seized from the Greek
ambassador’s residence in Kenya.
Three senior ministers who were be-
hind the bungled operation to hide
Ocalan were sacked by the Greek
prime minister, Costas Simitis. The
role played by the CIA in the cap-
ture of Ocalan by Turkish troops has
added salt to the wound. Nationalis-
tic MPs threatened to withdraw their
support for Simitis’s government
unless the sackings took place.
Memories of Greek resistance to the
Ottoman Empire run deep.

In response, well organised and
disciplined demonstrations con-
vulsed Europe - and there were also
pro-Ocalan marches in Tehran, Mos-
cow and in the Armenian city of
Yerevan. In London we saw the
three-day occupation of the Greek
embassy by 77 Kurds and the dem-
onstrations in support of the occu-
piers - all of whom were arrested and
charged under the Prevention of Ter-
rorism Act. Three Kurds were shot
dead in Berlin, as they attempted to
storm the Israeli consulate. In Tur-
key itself 2,000 people have been ar-
rested in connection with Ocalan
and the PKK, and in the city of
Diyarbakir pro-Ocalan demonstra-
tors have been fired upon. In south-
east Turkey 14 members of the PKK
have been killed by government
forces. PKK bases in Northern Iraq
have been attacked by 4,000 Turk-
ish troops, backed by air support and
assisted by the Iraq-based Kurdistan
Democratic Party of Masoud
Barzani.

The Turkish prime minister, Bulent
Ecevit of the Democratic Left Party,
has responded aggressively to Eu-
ropean criticisms of the Ocalan af-
fair. Of course Ocalan will have a ‘fair’
trial, and Ecevit has warned foreign
governments “to refrain from at-
tempts to put pressure on our courts.
We would consider such attempts
as an unacceptable affront.” Indeed,
official circles in Turkey have de-
scribed Greece as a “rogue state” for
its pro-PKK sympathies and has de-
manded that the EU investigates
Greece’s ‘illegal’ activities.

But Turkey does have strong al-
lies in Europe too. Otto Schily, the
German interior minister, has de-
clared that Germany’s ‘counter-ter-
rorist’ service will step up its efforts
to “smash” the PKK, which is firmly
entrenched among the 500,000 Kurds
living in Germany and it has been

suggested that Kurdish militants
found guilty of criminal offences
should be deported.

Naturally, this explosion of pas-
sion has baffled the cold-blooded
and etiolated bourgeoisie. Why do
the Kurds need to be so ‘violent’
and militant in their protests? Our
rulers find it difficult to understand
real conviction and beliefs - stand-
ing in sharp contrast to the dehu-
manised ‘post-politics’ politics of
official discourse, where a lifeless
consensus reigns supreme and all
we see are fake arguments over spin.
The fact that the Kurdish masses
identify with the struggle of the PKK
is just beyond them.

In particular, our scribblers are
baffled by the dramatic action of
Nejla Kanteper, the 15-year-old who
set fire to herself on the first day of
the occupation of the Greek em-
bassy in London.  Good grief - teen-
agers passionately engaged in
politics. This is of course not a new
phenomenon. For example, the
Soweto Uprising of 1976 was a mass
rebellion by school students
against the compulsory imposition
of Afrikaans - ie, the oppressor lan-
guage.

The distinct message from the es-
tablishment and the foreign office
is that Ocalan deserves his fate. We
are supposed to blame the PKK for
the 40,000 deaths witnessed over the
last 15 years. What revolting hypoc-
risy. Responsibility lies squarely
with the Turkish state and its terror
campaign to suppress the Kurds’
struggle for self-determination.

Ironically, at this time the west is
looking for more moderate leaders
to deal with - a Kurdish version of
Gerry Adams (we have seem the
same process in Kosova with the
KLA). Fantastically, it is being
mooted that with Ocalan out of the
way, it will be easier to nurture such
a figure in the PKK. What foolish
illusions. Obviously, such a quest
will now be a lot harder - Ocalan was,
potentially, a Gerry Adams.

For years the PKK professed to
be Marxist-Leninist and its pro-
gramme was for an ‘independent
socialist’ Kurdistan. However, in re-
cent times Ocalan has distanced the
organisation from its more ostensi-
bly Marxist-Leninist rhetoric and he
dropped references to independ-
ence several years ago. Ocalan now
calls for ‘autonomy’ within Turkey.
In fact, Ocalan faced radical oppo-
sition within the PKK and the most
likely consequence of the whole af-

n
London: Sunday February 28, 5pm - ‘Dic-
tatorship of the proletariat in Marx and
Engels’, using Hal Draper’s The dicta-
torship of the proletariat from Marx to
Lenin as a study guide.
For details phone 0181-459 7146.

Manchester: Monday March 1, 7.30 pm
- ‘The general law of capitalist accumu-
lation’, in the series on Karl Marx’s Capi-
tal.
For details phone 0161-798 6417.
E-mail: cpgb2@aol.com

n
The CPGB has forms available for you
to include the Party and the struggle for
communism in your will. Write for de-
tails.

n

To get involved, contact Box 22, 136-
138 Kingsland High Street, London E8
2NS, or ring Anne Murphy on 0973-231
620.

n
Launch meeting of Socialist Alliance,
formerly known as United Socialists:
Tuesday March 9, 7.30pm at Friends
Meeting House, Euston.
Trade union rally: Saturday April 17, 2pm
at South Camden Community School,
Charrington Street, NW1.

n

Public meeting - ‘Marxism and the na-
tional question’ - should  socialists cam-
paign for a federal republic? Speaker -
Mary Ward.
Wednesday March 10, 7.30pm, Partick
Burgh Hall. All welcome.

n
There will be a major demonstration in
Cologne on May 29 to coincide with the
heads of government summit of the EU.
This will be a protest against unemploy-
ment, job insecurity, social exclusion and
racism. It will be the follow-up march to
the 50,000-strong demonstration in Am-
sterdam in June 1997. The Cologne dem-
onstration is expected to be at least the
same size, if not bigger.
To organise effective participation from
Britain under the banner of Cologne ’99
a meeting has been called, open to all
interested organisations and individu-
als. It will be held on Saturday March 6
at ULU, Malet Street, London, 11.30am-
4.30pm (nearest tube - Goodge Street).
For more details contact Andy
Robertson (secretary of Euromarch Li-
aison Committee). Tel: 0191-222 0299.
E-mail: EUROMUK@aol.com.

n
Picket  - Sunday February 28, 11am at
the headquarters of SO19, 337 Old
Street, London. Justice for Diarmuid
O’Neill - shot dead by British state
forces.

n

For details phone Patrick on (01304)
216102 or Martin on (01304) 206140.

n

Support Group meets every Monday,
7pm, at the Station pub, Warrington
Street, Ashton under Lyne.
Donations and solidarity to Tameside
Unison, 29 Booth Street, Ashton under
Lyne.

n

Solidarity with workers in struggle.
Meets every Monday at 7.30pm. The
Cook Tavern, Phoenix Road, Euston.
For more information call 0171-249 0041
or write to SSG, 145 Imperial Avenue,
Victorian Road, London N16 8HL.

This display of political fury was ig-
nited by the abduction and arrest by
Turkish troops in Nairobi of “Apo”
(Uncle) Abdullah Ocalan, leader of
the Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK).
Ocalan was indicted by a hastily as-
sembled Turkish court with “high
treason” and “attempting to divide
the country by force”. He now lan-
guishes on the prison island of Imrali
and faces either the death penalty or
22,000 life sentences.

The circumstances surrounding
the seizure of Ocalan only added to
the bitterness and passion of the
protests. Ocalan was the victim of
an elaborate cloak-and-dagger op-
eration to capture Turkey’s ‘public
enemy number one’. This plot,
codenamed Operation Safari, which
saw Ocalan lured to Kenya, involved
extensive cooperation with the CIA
and - it seems - the Israeli secret serv-
ice, both of whom have a heavy pres-
ence in that country. A senior
Washington official bluntly stated:
“We as a government tried to figure
out where Ocalan was, where he was
going and how we might bring him
to justice.” This involved causing
Ocalan to flee Syria, persuading nu-
merous countries to refuse him sanc-
tuary and then driving him into a
desperate search for refuge. Any-
where - Kenya even.

The final humiliation came when
his slightly pathetic figure - in chains,
blindfolded, possibly drugged - was
presented to the truimphalist Turk-
ish media. A drowsy looking Ocalan
was heard to mumble, “If the truth
needs to be told, I love Turkey and
the Turkish nation and I want to
serve it. If I have the chance, I would
be pleased to serve. Let there be no
torture or anything. I would be happy
to serve.”

The political fallout from this epi-
sode has been considerable. Pas-
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fair is to increase the organisation’s
intransigence - and of course gain it
thousands more recruits.

But Ecevit and the Turkish state
will not give ground. He has aggres-
sively stated: “Autonomy or feder-
alism for the Kurds are not on the
agenda. We will not allow it and we
can’t afford it.” Ecevit even gave a
hypocritical lecture on the evils of
racism: “Turks and Kurds of Turkey
are one nation. In contrast to the rac-
ist heritage and tendencies of cer-
tain European nations, we have no
concept of racial differentiation, and
there has been no instance of racial
conflict or discrimination in Turkish
history.” The most Ecevit is prepared
to offer the Kurds is “economic de-
velopment” for their impoverished
areas.

The Kurds must have the right to
determine their own future. There-
fore, communists resolutely defend
Ocalan and the PKK from the rav-
ages of the Turkish state.

This is more than could be said for
the mealy-mouthed defenders of hu-
man rights in the liberal press. The
Guardian pontificated on the need
for “a full and fair trial - it’s in the
Turks’ own interest”, adding: “And
that, practically speaking, must mean
that the Ocalan trial is an object of
international interest. If the evidence
against Ocalan is as strong as Turk-
ish ministers have been saying, the
more open and transparent the judi-
cial process which exhibits it, the
more convincing any eventual con-
demnation. Due process is a human
right even in the fraught circum-
stances of civil war. The Turks have
won a tactical victory. What is
needed now in Ankara is a sight of
strategy - not magnanimity, but a
clear view of national self-interest:
that must lie in admitting foreign
observers and ensuring full legal
representation for the accused” (Feb-
ruary 19). Sound advice for the rul-
ing class in Turkey.

Communists call for the right to
self-determination for the Kurdish
masses - whether they be in Turkey,
Iraq or Iran. How that right is exer-
cised - whether it takes the form of
autonomy, independence/separa-
tion or even complete integration -
is a matter to be decided by the
Kurds. Central to their struggle is the
consciousness of the Turkish
masses themselves, who must break
from all manifestations of Turkish
chauvinism and champion the demo-
cratic rights of the oppressed l

Eddie Ford
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eographical determinism and
‘revolutionary centralisers’ are
unconsciously relegated to the

Wales in the 19th century, after the
extension of the franchise to a Welsh-
speaking, or recently Welsh-speak-
ing, middle class happened despite
Wales having politically ‘disappeared’
as a result of the earliest and only fully
incorporating Act of Union in 1535!

All of this is very hard to explain if
you adopt Stalin’s theory of nation-
building, with its “common culture”
following directly as the result of a
growing “common economic life”,
greater “economic cohesion”, and the
“development of the means of com-
munication (not least in print)”. For,
all of these largely economic devel-
opments were far more advanced in
the UK than in Georgia, the example
given by Jack. The unionist, as op-
posed to unitary, nature of the UK
state is much easier to understand,
when you see that an emerging Brit-
ish ruling class had to struggle to pro-
mote its top-down ‘British nation’
identity through its UK state. The Brit-
ish ruling class had to confront widely
held English, Irish, Scottish, Welsh
(and other) national and ethnic iden-
tities. Ironically, the wider develop-
ment of national consciousness
associated with the rise of democracy
also gave a more coherent form to the
subordinate nations too. This was
particularly the case with Wales.

Each subordinate nation was di-
vided by class too, with popular tra-
ditions, which also allowed for
‘internationalism from below’ and
more conservative traditions, which
made alliances with the British ruling
class. This made the conservative
wing of the subordinate nation more
receptive to the top-down promotion
of ‘British nation’ identity. So resil-
ient were the popular vernacular tra-
ditions that a ‘British nation’ identity
never fully displaced these other na-
tional identities, even at the height of
the British empire. Instead there were
hybrid British and English/Irish/Ul-
ster/Scottish/Welsh/ Indian/West In-
dian/black identities. This left the
British ruling class along with its UK
state and ‘British nation’ very much a
‘hostage to fortune’. When circum-
stances changed and the British em-
pire declined, so too did the wider
‘British nation’ identity.

The rise of anti-imperialist move-
ments within the British empire - of
organisations of black and Asian mi-
norities in ‘Britain’, and of national
movements in Ireland, Scotland and
Wales - have all forced an increased
questioning of the top-down ‘British
nation’. Their struggles have helped
to expose the contradictions underly-
ing the ‘progressive’ development of
the UK. They have reopened the fault-
lines in the state of a ‘nation’ created
top-down.

Jack even stumbles upon the real
nature of the UK and its ‘British na-
tion’, but he has to immediately deny
it! The ‘British nation’ is just another
example of the “state communities
such as Belgium, Spain or the former
Soviet Union”. As an older, more es-
tablished state, the UK may have
been more successful in promoting
the English language, but there still
remain Welsh, Gaelic (and now Asian)
language minorities, whilst the states
Jack mentions have each tried, at
times, to impose French, Castilian or
Russian throughout their territories.

Jack’s social democratic theory of

nation formation is also highlighted
in his lofty referral to “a spreading
English language”, associated “with
the development of capitalism”. This
decidedly economistic view
downplays the role of state oppres-
sion. Official English did not just
‘spread’, but was often imposed by
the state at the expense of Gaelic,
Welsh, Scots and, as many working
class kids in England, Scotland Wales
and Ireland would also be able to tes-
tify, through the attempted suppres-
sion of local dialects in schools.

Also, because the UK rose to be the
dominant world power in the 19th cen-
tury, it had the economic, social and
political clout to more effectively pro-
mote ‘Britishness’. But even the Bel-
gian state, now federalised, had some
success in the 19th and early 20th cen-
turies in promoting ‘Belgian’ nation-
ality. For a long time the largest Belgian
political parties were organised on an
all-state basis. As a relatively new
state with minor and declining impe-
rial influence, it is not surprising that
Belgian identity should more easily
give way to Flemish and Walloon iden-
tities. The UK state may have been
around for longer and been more suc-
cessful in promoting a ‘British nation’
identity, but this too is undergoing a
process of reversal with the decline of
British imperialism.

At each and every stage, the greater
territorial unity of the UK state was
brought about by either conquest, as
was the case in Wales and Ireland, or
through a deal between ruling classes,
as happened in Scotland in 1707.
There were no struggles from below
of a British ‘nation’ trying to consti-
tute itself as a British nation-state. This
is different from those national move-
ments which led to revolutions for Ital-
ian and German unity, particularly in
1848-9, some time before Cavour and
Bismarck pursued their campaigns for
Italian and German unification by
‘revolution from above’.

Furthermore, if a particular ruling
class resorts to conquest to increase
its territories, then the brutalisation
involved in this process leaves its
mark on the state. It has severe con-
sequences for the subordinate classes
among the conquering nation too.

The US state, for example, was
moulded by a legacy of the bloody
conquest of native Americans and the
enforcement of black slavery. This can
perhaps explain the particularly diffi-
cult conditions under which labour,
socialists and communists have tried
to organise in the USA. The USA has
unfortunately produced too many he-
roes of the class struggle who were
also martyrs, like the Wobbly, Joe Hill.
In the USA, conquest and enslave-
ment have been such central parts of
the state and nation’s territorial for-
mation that brutality remains a very
visible feature to this day. This is high-
lighted by the lengthy imprisonment
of American Indian activist Leonard
Peltier and the threatened execution
of black activist Abu Jamal Mumia.

In the case of the UK, conquest was
mainly a feature of the territorial in-
corporation of the ‘peripheries’, par-
ticularly Ireland and the Highlands,
and this left its mark both on the UK
state and in its methods of operating,
particularly in Ireland. But it was in
the British colonies that brutalisation
became central features of the colo-
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nial administrations, as capitalism was
introduced from above, through con-
quest and enslavement.

The UK state has been formed by a
combination of external conquest,
‘revolution from above’, and even
‘counterrevolution within the revolu-
tion’. This has involved various class
struggles depending on the period of
history under examination. We can
also see periods when classes and
peoples, previously viewed as ‘back-
ward’ or reactionary, were trans-
formed by struggles in new historical
circumstances.

When Henry VIII brought about the
incorporating Union of Wales in 1535,
it was partly associated with the end-
ing of the remnant communal land-
holding. This was also very much a
feature of the conquest of Ireland and
the incorporation and military sup-
pression of the Highlands. In Tudor
England, however, Ket’s Rising
against enclosures contributed to the
successful defence both of freehold
land and a yeomanry. This helped to
make Norfolk a major centre of revo-
lution in Cromwell’s time.

The 1707 Act of Union between
England and Scotland followed from
a complex century of revolutionary
and counterrevolutionary struggle
involving a variety of classes. The
first period of revolution was initiated
in Scotland by the cross-class alliance
of the Covenanters in 1638 directed
against the growing royal absolutism
of the Stuarts. This inspired a revolt
in Ireland in 1641 against the recent
conquest of the old Gaelic order and
seizure of remaining communal land.
The Scottish example also spurred on
the rise of the Puritan party in Eng-
land, based on the rural gentry, mer-
chants and manufacturers from 1642.
As the revolution intensified, the Cov-
enanter alliance in Scotland split, pro-
ducing more revolutionary leaders
and drawing more support from the
‘lower orders’. The more revolution-
ary wing was drawn into closer alli-
ance with the puritans in England,
whilst the moderates split off and
joined the royalist counterrevolution.

A similar process took place in Eng-
land. However, here, not only the gen-
try, merchants and manufacturers
were drawn in, but also yeomen, arti-
sans and apprentices. This helped to
create a clear revolutionary republi-
can force, the Independents, led by
Cromwell. However, in Ireland, the
English and Scottish ‘revolutionary’
forces revealed their ‘counterrevolu-
tionary’ aspect, since like the crown
before, they had no interest in end-
ing the yoke over the Irish - wanting
only their land or enforced labour. It
was this which drove the ‘native
Irish’, or ‘woodkerns’, into the arms
of reaction.

Seeing the possibility of greater
enrichment at the expense of the Irish,
many Cromwellian supporters in-
creasingly turned their back on their
previous near-millenarian revolution-
ary ideals. They began to lord it over
their fellow Independents too. This
produced the decisive struggle within
the revolutionary forces, putting the
Levellers in opposition to Cromwell.
The Levellers drew their support from
the ‘lower orders’. They opposed
Cromwell’s attempt to send them to
Ireland and instead saw the ‘native
Irish’ as possible allies against the
attempts both of the old crown forces
and the newly rich revolutionary elite,
now represented by Cromwell, to re-
impose the ‘Norman yoke’.

The Levellers were crushed at
Burford in Oxfordshire in 1649. The

possibility of an alternative path of
development, based on a mixture of
freehold and common proprietorship,
and of a completely different relation-
ship between the peoples of these is-
lands, was aborted. However, later
struggles for Irish national liberation,
drawing in the mass of downtrodden
Irish peasantry, were still marked by
their desire to overthrow the legacy
of Cromwell. This highlights the ear-
lier point that states formed by con-
quest or ‘revolution from above’ leave
deep scars. These are likely to be
‘picked over’ again and again, when
new historical opportunities present
themselves.

The revolutionary forces in England
outstripped those in Scotland, forc-
ing Cromwell to invade the country of
his former allies, to prevent royalist
reaction taking root. He created an
English imperial republic. However, by
suppressing the Levellers and enrich-
ing his supporters in Ireland, he gave
new impetus to the larger landholders
and merchants, and set the pattern for
England’s agricultural development.
Instead of a freeholding yeomanry
there was to be increased economic,
social and political domination by
large landowners. Cromwell repre-
sented the ‘counterrevolution within
the revolution’. His actions paved the
way, after his death, for his former al-
lies, now also fearful of challenges
from below, to invite back the Stuart
monarch, the better to unite the old
ruling class with the new. Former revo-
lutionary republican General Monck
became Lord Albemarle under Charles
II.

However, under the restoration, re-
action pushed things so far back, par-
ticularly when James II took the
throne, that the Covenanters were
forced to reorganise in self-defence
in Scotland. Only this time the major-
ity were now drawn much more clearly
from the ‘lower orders’ . They formed
the revolutionary United Societies in
the 1680s. They led the revolution
from below in Scotland in 1689.
Monmouth’s failed rebellion of 1685
in England, also consisting mainly of
the ‘lower orders’, had seen the reap-
pearance of the Levellers’ sea-green
emblem. However, when the ‘Glorious
Revolution’ did arrive in 1688,
Monmouth’s prior defeat ensured that
it was very much a ‘revolution from
above’ in England. The new constitu-
tional monarchy of William of Orange
was largely the creation of the new
Whig section of the ruling class. But
its rule was strongly contested in
Scotland - not just by the Jacobite
right, but more importantly by the
Covenanter left.

Ireland, however, once more experi-
enced ‘revolution’ in the form of con-
quest. The resultant massive land
transfers, permitted under the draco-
nian penal code directed at catholics,
helped to greatly increase the overall
power of the large landholders and
create a new reactionary political force
to replace the old Jacobite and catho-
lic lords. These landlords have re-
mained a continuing reactionary block
with wider UK influence. They were
responsible for setting up the
counterrevolutionary Orange Order,
which not only confronted the United
Irishmen, but had cells in the armed
forces used at the time of Peterloo and
the radical rising in Scotland. The con-
tinued existence of a huge,
unassimilated, constantly resentful,
Irish catholic peasantry, coupled to
the official catholic nature of the in-
fant UK’s prime colonial competitor,
absolutist France, also contributed to

back-burner when Jack approaches
the period of capitalist ascendancy.
Instead, ‘objective’ economic forces
take their place. The key sentence in
Jack’s analysis of the seemingly ‘in-
exorable’ rise of the ‘British nation’ is
the following: “The industrial revolu-
tion and the fruits of a worldwide Brit-
ish commercial empire cemented a
merger of the main peoples in Britain.”
Class struggle and the nature of the
politics involved in cementing “a
merger of the main peoples in Britain”
are largely airbrushed out of his analy-
sis.

Jack adopts the Whig view of his-
tory. Under the impact of the Enlight-
enment and the rise of liberalism, the
early Whig political theories associ-
ated with the rise of the UK were given
a new social and economic historical
underpinning by David Hume, William
Fergusson, Adam Smith and John
Stuart Mills, in the 18th and early 19th
centuries. This provided the basis for
viewing firstly the rise of commercial
society, then the industrial revolution,
as the major contributors to the de-
velopment of the British ‘nation’
through “a merger of the main peo-
ples”.

But industrial development did not
automatically lead to a merging of
peoples in the new factories, mills or
workshops. Certainly, many industrial
centres in the UK did witness a wider
mixture of peoples (and not from the
constituent nations of England, Ire-
land, Scotland and Wales), but also
black ex-slaves and Asian (for exam-
ple Lascar seamen) settlers and refu-
gees from Europe. In some cases,
workplaces employed very ethnically
mixed labour forces; in other cases
specific jobs were reserved for par-
ticular ethnic groups; whilst in yet
others - for example, the Harland and
Wolff shipyard in Belfast - there was
institutionalised ‘ethno-religious’
exclusivism. Similar divisions could
also be seen in the residential areas
serving the major new industrial cen-
tres.

A much clearer understanding is
gained by seeing that developing
capitalism, itself continuously con-
tested through class struggle, trans-
forms the conditions of possible state
and nation formation. The actual out-
comes were not the result of some ‘ob-
jective’ process which followed
inevitably from the industrial revolu-
tion. Class struggle determined
whether it was greater national unity
or continued and increased disunity
which prevailed. Internal class strug-
gle or external conquest decided the
social and political character of new
nations and states.

Jack does get nearer to the real rea-
son for the development of a ‘British
nation’ when he also states that this
was the result of “the fruits of a world-
wide British and commercial empire”.
For, it was the possibilities of colonial
exploitation which led to the creation
of a genuinely British ruling class,
made up of English, Scottish and later
Irish and Welsh components. It was
this British ruling class which pro-
moted a top-down ‘British nation’.

However, this emerging British rul-
ing class was unable to form an incor-
porating British state. They opted
instead for a union state, which con-
stitutionally, and hence administra-
tively, recognised the existence of
separate English, Scottish and Irish
nations. The Scottish and Irish-born
sections of an increasingly British rul-
ing class still jealously guarded rem-
nant national ‘property rights’, whilst
pooling their resources for the more
effective exploitation of the ever-wid-
ening British empire. But the more the
‘lower orders’ fought for and gained
greater political representation, the
more devolved the administration be-
came - in Ireland in particular, but also
in Scotland and increasingly in Wales
too. The political ‘reappearance’ of
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what was to become a central feature
of the new ‘British nation’ identity. The
UK state continued to promote
protestantism. The fading legacy of
this still remains in the established
Church of England and the constitu-
tional requirement for a protestant
monarch, even though civil society
has moved on. In the ‘Six Counties’,
however, British national identity re-
mains virtually inseparable from
protestantism. The Orange Order is
still ‘defending’ a ‘protestant Britain’
at Drumcree.

But in the 1690s a UK state-pro-
moted British ‘nation’ identity could
only begin to take place through crush-
ing the recent legacy of Scotland’s
‘revolution from below’. If the increas-
ingly powerful Whig landlords and
merchants were to enjoy the fruits of
their ‘Glorious Revolution’ from
above, this legacy had to be dealt with
decisively. The immediate counter-
revolutionary Jacobite threat had
been contained by the actions of the
United Societies at Dunkeld in 1690.
Later, to consolidate his rule and over-
awe both enemies and ‘friends’,
William authorised the Glencoe Mas-
sacre of 1691. There were many fea-
tures of the new Scots parliament,
which William and Anne and their
landlord supporters found objection-
able. The landlords were particularly
incensed at the loss of direct patron-
age over the clergy, which greatly
weakened their social and political
power and could block their attempts
to evict their tenants.

Therefore, the main thrust of the
1707 Act of Union was to eliminate
the more revolutionary legacy in Scot-
land. The voting on the union of par-
liaments, after extensive bribery of the
‘parcel of rogues’ in the Scots parlia-
ment, divided on clear class lines. The
more rich and influential, the bigger
the majority for abolition. However,
amongst the ‘lower orders’ the re-
sponse was clear. The Act of Union
was met by rioting in the streets, par-
ticularly in the recently revolutionary
Edinburgh and Dumfries.

When the War of American Inde-
pendence took place from 1776, it is
again possible to identify the class
conflicts involved. Although the more
revolutionary farmers and tradesmen
formed the vanguard of the revolu-
tion, they were marginalised and re-
pressed. Instead the new United
States were consolidated under the
control of large land and plantation
owners and the big merchants. The
more radical ‘lower orders’ failed to
ally with the black slaves or native
Americans. Refusing to support a
wider emancipation, they helped to
strengthen the position of the new ris-
ing ruling class over them. The USA
was able to establish itself as an im-
perial republic. Cromwell’s English
imperial republic, defeated over a cen-
tury before, now took firm root, but
on American soil.

However, although further revolu-
tion was aborted in the USA, the re-
publican example still provided
impetus for revolutionary challenges
in France and in Ireland, Scotland and
England. Here, what began as noble-
led movements for constitutional re-
form gave way to consecutively more
revolutionary challenges from the
‘lower orders’, particularly after 1789.
Those peasants who had been writ-
ten off by the upholders of ‘the great
Whig tradition’ as bearers of the deep-
est catholic reaction, particularly in
France and Ireland, now showed their
revolutionary ardour. And the strug-
gle to overthrow the UK state increas-

ingly took the form of ‘international-
ism from below’, particularly with the
formation of the United Irishmen,
United Scotsmen and the London Cor-
responding Society.

With the defeat of the naval muti-
nies in England and the Strathtay
Uprising in Scotland in 1797 and the
crushing of the United Irish Rising of
1798, the state-promoted British ‘na-
tion’ took on a new impetus. Already
built up as a consciously counter-
revolutionary identity against the
French Revolution, the British ‘nation’
was now extended across the Irish
Sea, with the 1801 Act of Union. The
fact that the largely landlord parlia-
mentary representatives from Ireland
could join the same political parties -
Whigs and Tories - as their English
and Scottish class brethren, shows
that a British ruling class was being
further cemented.

However, with the extension of the
franchise, as a result of the massive
suffrage campaigns, including that of
the Chartists, it became more neces-
sary to emphasise the subordinate
nation identities in the UK - particu-
larly Ireland, Scotland and Wales. The
newly enfranchised middle class too
wanted to enjoy the fruits of the Brit-
ish empire, but they also wanted ‘pro-
tection’ on their national ‘patch’. This
is why the Liberal Party, the great mid-
dle class party of the 19th century,
was increasingly forced to adopt
home rule for these three nations, ei-
ther through mainly external pressure
in Ireland, or internal pressure in Scot-
land and Wales.

However, the Liberals represented
the many successful industrialists
who rose from the middle class to join
a widened British capitalist ruling
class. These people saw little need for
the national career protection advo-
cated by the middle class in the Lib-
eral Party. Their sights were clearly
empire-wide. Faced with the prospect
of home rule, they ‘jumped ship’ and
became first the Liberal Unionists,
before merging into the Conservative
and Unionist Party. In Ulster, south
Wales and Clydeside, the Liberals
were split and eclipsed as a result.

With the extension of the franchise
to male skilled workers, it became even
more necessary to emphasise the
multi-nation nature of the UK. The top-
down promotion of British ‘nation’
identity might deeply penetrate the
working class, particularly in the hey-
day of British imperialism. The Con-
servative and Unionist Party and the
Orange Order made considerable in-
roads into the working class in this
period. In the latter years of Queen
Victoria, an imperial monarchy was
revamped along populist lines, the
better to extend the ‘British nation’ to
the ‘lower orders’. But, even when it
came to whipping up support for im-
perial war, another prime device for
promoting a common ‘Britishness’,
the army recruiting posters, still had
to appeal to Paddy, Jock and Taffy.

Trying initially to relate to those
growing numbers of workers disen-
chanted with the Liberal Party, the
newly founded Independent Labour
Party also found it necessary to adopt
home rule all round. This was to re-
flect and contain the much stronger
remnant national identities amongst
the working class, not yet displaced
by the imposition of ‘Britishness’, or
being recreated to meet new condi-
tions. The Independent Labour Party
itself had quite varied characteristics
according to which nation or region it
was organised in. Keir Hardie, the
Scots-born christian socialist and paci-

fist leader of the ILP, displayed all the
characteristics of this hybrid British/
Scottish national identity. It was
‘Britishness’ born out of imperialism
which allowed racism to colour his
politics. When oppressed Lithuanians
fled the tsarist empire to seek work in
the Lanarkshire coalfields, “Hardie
demanded their removal on the
grounds their presence is a menace to
the health and morality of the place”!
Rightwing Labour historian Kenneth
O Morgan states that “Hardie had
been linked … with British socialism,
not with the Glasgow parochialism of
the Clyde or the very Celtic commu-
nism of John Maclean”! It was
‘Britishness’ too which led Hardie to
seek compromise with the Liberals and
to emphasise reform through West-
minster in his many campaigns to be
elected MP in Scotland, England and
Wales.

From Keir Hardie to Tony Blair,
‘Britishness’ has been a prime con-
duit for the subordination of the ver-
nacular radical and revolutionary
traditions of the working class in Ire-
land, Scotland, Wales and England.
Furthermore, since the British ‘nation’
is an identity promoted from above
by the UK state, it invariably pulls its
advocates amongst the ‘Brit left’ and
the British Marxists into a defence of
the British state too. ‘International-
ism from below’ is completely foreign
to this political current.

Their most ‘advanced’ defence of
the British state is support for a ‘fed-
eral republic’. Yet federalism and con-
stitutional republicanism represent the
ruling class’s last ditch attempt to hold
on to their state. It is at this point that
the previously abstract politics of Brit-
ish Marxism joins with the politics of
the ‘advanced’ section of the British
ruling class to oppose any real revo-
lutionary challenge from below aim-
ing to break up the UK state. What
differentiates the ‘revolutionary’ Brit-
ish Marxists from their merely radical
brethren is the former demand a higher
price for their accommodation - a fed-
eral republic; whilst the latter will set-
tle at a cheaper price - monarchist
devolution.

Any examination of federalism in
the history of the UK, British nation
and empire highlights its counter-
revolutionary role. Thus, as early as
the American War of Independence,
the radical reformer, Major Cartwright,
“handed the king an address plead-
ing for ‘American legislative inde-
pendence within a renovated empire’.”
Then they “would gladly take their
new place as members of ‘the grand
British League and confederation”(G
Newman The rise of nationalism
Routledge, p201). Faced with colonial
revolt in British North America in 1837,
James Roebuck, MP for Bath, advo-
cated a federal republic to offset US
interests. Lord Durham met Roebuck
and, acting on behalf the government,
drew up a federal scheme which pre-
served “the supremacy of the crown
of England” (J Kendle Federal Brit-
ain Macmillan, p22). During the tur-
bulent years of the Irish Land League
campaign and Parnell’s Irish Parlia-
mentary Party, the Radical MP, Joseph
Chamberlain, proposed a federal so-
lution with an imperial parliament for
Westminster, a supreme court and
subordinate legislatures for England,
Scotland, Wales, Ulster and the rest
of Ireland. In 1920 a federal solution
for the UK was drawn up by the Speak-
ers Conference, involving Tories, Lib-
erals and Labour; to deal with the
rising challenge of the Irish national
movement. And today, the more far-

sighted ideologues of the British rul-
ing class, such as Andrew Neil, are
also contemplating a federal republi-
can future for ‘Britain’.

Now in 1891 Engels advocated a
federal republic for England, Ireland,
Scotland and Wales. Earlier both Marx
and Engels had advocated Irish inde-
pendence. However, by 1891, the
powerful Irish Land League, repre-
senting the tenant farmers, had been
outmanoeuvred and sold short by its
parliamentary advocates, whilst the
Irish parliamentary party itself had
been hopelessly split over the Parnell
affair, marginalising the once strong
home rule movement. It appeared pos-
sible that the new land reforms might
take the ‘sting’ out of the British con-
nection. The revolutionary impetus of
the Fenians or Irish Republican Broth-
erhood appeared to have exhausted
itself. British socialists were beginning
to organise in Ireland. The popular
classes in Ireland were at a low ebb.

However, more concerted class
struggle did arise again. It was mainly
based on the new working class, in-
cluding unskilled and women work-
ers. James Larkin and James Connolly
found that, in order to organise at all,
they had to break the stranglehold of
the British trade union bureaucrats
and found the heroic Irish Transport
and General Workers Union. Connolly
also had to fight the ‘Brit left’ of his
day to win recognition for the Irish
Socialist Republican Party at the Sec-
ond International Congress. In Paris
the Irish delegation formed part of the
revolutionary wing, whilst the British
joined the compromisers. Developing
class struggle made Engels’ 1891 for-
mulation redundant.

Lenin recognised the right of Ire-
land to exercise self-determination and
break from imperial Britain. Lenin was
also fairly scathing of those who ad-
vocated federalism once the issue of
self-determination had been raised in
a concrete situation: “The right to ‘self
determination’ means neither federa-
tion nor autonomy (although speak-
ing in the abstract, both come under
the category of ‘self-determination’).
The right to federation is simply mean-
ingless, since federation implies a bi-
lateral contract” (VI Lenin ‘The right
of nations to self-determination’ Ques-
tions of national policy and prole-
tarian internationalism Progress,
p91). Put in another way, ‘it takes two
to tango’! Those who try to prevent
workers breaking up existing states
(including imperial reactionary ones
like the UK) on the grounds that ‘work-
ing class unity’ must be preserved,
are behaving like the worst trade un-
ion bureaucrats who try to stop mem-
bers taking action in one area, by
telling them to wait until everywhere
else is ready. Often it is precisely de-
cisive local action which is needed to
provide a catalyst for wider action.

When it came to World War I, both
the ‘Brit left’ ILP and British Marxist
SDF split between openly pro-war and
pacifist factions. In contrast,
Connolly, who had been organising
amongst the most oppressed sections
of the working class, began to turn
the Irish Citizen Army towards insur-
rectionary plans, against Irish home
ruler John Redmond’s attempts to re-
cruit the Irish Volunteers for the serv-
ices of British imperialism.

John Maclean, on Clydeside, also
worked amongst the most oppressed
workers. He campaigned amongst a
very mixed working class. In contrast
to the “British socialist”, Keir Hardie,
the “parochial” Scottish John
Maclean, campaigned tirelessly on
behalf of the Lithuanian miners, and
of course for the Irish too. Least af-
fected by notions of Britishness, they
helped to give Maclean the political
strength to organise against the war.

After the failure of the 1919 40-hours
strike, Maclean looked to what was
being achieved instead through a po-
litical challenge in Ireland. Following
Connolly, he took up the slogan of a
workers’ republic, in his famous 1920

address, “All hail, the Scottish Work-
ers Republic!” Maclean had not be-
come a Scottish nationalist, but a
Scottish internationalist, joining with
the struggles in Ireland, India and
Egypt for the break-up of the UK and
British empire, which he wanted to
push on to world communism. The
international revolutionary wave of
1916-21 clarified the truly revolution-
ary road for communists living in the
UK. Although this view was
marginalised and apparently lost af-
ter the defeat of the international revo-
lutionary wave from 1921, it points the
way in a future revolutionary chal-
lenge to the UK state. The choice lies
between the ‘British road to social-
ism’, with its bureaucratic, top-down
‘internationalism’ and its successive
rearguard attempts to shore up the
‘British nation’; and ‘the break-up of
the UK road to communism’ and its
championing of ‘internationalism from
below’.

Jack, however, still sees the crea-
tion of the ‘British nation’ as an un-
doubted plus for humanity.
Unfortunately, for Jack a hiccup has
occurred. The ‘objective, inevitable
progress’ of the British ‘nation’ is
now under threat. “It has only been
with the visible decline of British im-
perialism that Scottish nationalism
has seriously emerged. The closure
of the old steel, shipbuilding, engineer-
ing and mining industries, the discov-
ery of North Sea oil and the election
of four successive Tory governments
created genuine nationalist senti-
ments amongst the Scots, and not only
those who voted SNP.” Now perhaps
if British imperialism was not allowed
to go into decline the ‘progressive
British nation’ could be allowed to
continue until ‘the revolution’!

There is not a word in Jack’s par-
ticular analysis here that most current
British social democrats, whether of
old or New Labour allegiance, could
disagree with. Their prescriptions, of
course, differ in the face of recent po-
litical challenges. New Labour wants
to boost British imperialism by bomb-
ing Iraq and imposing the ‘pacifica-
tion process’ on the ‘Six Counties’. It
also wants to reform the UK state
through ‘devolution all round’ and a
modernised second chamber to re-
place the House of Lords - all this to
be fronted by a populist monarchy.

Jack, to his credit, opposes the
bombing of Iraq - but then, so do those
old Labour social democrats, Tony
Benn and Tam Dalyell. Jack, along with
the majority of British Marxists (SWP
and Socialist Party) and increasing
numbers of the old left Labour, seems
to accept the partition of Ireland now
that Sinn Féin has gone constitutional
nationalist. Furthermore, along with
Andrew Neil, Peregrine Worsthorne
and an increasing number of the To-
ries, the Liberals and no doubt soon
the Labour Party too, Jack can see that
Blair’s devolution policy is unlikely to
hold the line for the UK. The unity of
the UK state will instead need a fed-
eral response.

Last year, when confronted with
Blair’s rigged Scottish devolution ref-
erendum, the CPGB-PCC came up with
a stay-at-home abstentionism on Sep-
tember 11. This did not exactly chime
with the rest of the British Marxists
and the ‘Brit left’. But the CPGB-PCC’s
federal Britain position leaves it well
placed in the future, as the crisis fac-
ing the UK unfolds, to play a similar
role to that Militant played over Blair’s
devolutionary proposals - critical
cheerleaders for the British ruling
class’s political project to maintain the
unity of their state and the ‘British
nation’.

Faced with such a crisis, will the
CPGB-PCC ignore the white and the
blue and try to rescue the red in the
‘butcher’s apron’? Maybe ‘Union’
Jack would like to consider why it is
that two of the crosses in this flag are
red? Just which class is being mar-
tyred when it gives its loyalty to the
‘British nation’?! l
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n the Weekly Worker (January 21)
Don Hoskins, a supporter of the
Economic and Philosophic Sci-

spontaneous class practice would
then be revitalised. This class prac-
tice was idealist in that the power of
the proletariat was projected onto an
unknown entity, with related idealist
conclusions that consciousness
could autonomously realise the philo-
sophical character of the proletariat.

Lenin rejected this idealism in his
steadfast emphasis upon the revolu-
tionary character of the proletariat in
a period of reaction. For the adverse
balance of class forces meant that the
proletariat and sections of the party
were inclined to project their poten-
tial economic and political power onto
idealist phenomenal forces, such as
religion and upholding idealist views
about science. Lenin, in contrast,
showed that the importance of prac-
tice was connected to explaining and
confirming new ideas about an ob-
jective reality that was independent
of consciousness. In other words,
revolutionary practice was about de-
marcating materialism from idealism
that upheld the primacy of conscious-
ness over the material world.

Lenin’s Materialism and empirico-
criticism is a flawed work in relation
to its one-sided criticisms of
Bogdanov, but it is still invaluable in
relation to its defence of materialism
as against the rejuvenation of ideal-
ism caused by the advances of the
new science, and the equation of ob-
servation with scientific practice in
an autonomous and relative world of
energy that displaces matter in mo-
tion.

So how can the EPSR’s conception
of practice be characterised? It is very
similar to the Bogdanov of 1908-10
and the classical economists of 1900-
1903. For the EPSR relies upon eco-
nomic and political crisis to

spontaneously realise a revolution-
ary consciousness and to bring about
a revolutionary situation. This econo-
mism means that practice becomes
instrumental: any type of opportun-
ist political practice and theory be-
comes justified for bringing the
revolution chronologically closer to
fulfilment.

This economism is regressive in
comparison to Bogdanov’s over-op-
timistic call to abstain from participa-
tion in duma elections in a
non-revolutionary situation, because
Bogdanov was still a partisan Bol-
shevik leader who was trying to un-
derstand a complex and changing
political situation. He was trying to
find the appropriate tactics for a diffi-
cult period of class struggle ex-
pressed by the aftermath of the
revolutionary situation. But the end
result was a type of political deter-
minism that replaces economic deter-
minism as the basis for his practice,
in that the call for a radical rejection
of political work orientated around the
duma was considered the basis to
reactivate the proletariat after 1905.
This meant Bogdanov was trying to
impose the political tactics of 1905
onto the situation of a changed bal-
ance of class forces in 1910.

The EPSR is not even close to as-
piring to realise the one-sided limita-
tions of Bogdanov’s tactics. Instead
it continues to support the illusion
that economic crisis will spontane-
ously resolve the problem of devel-
oping revolutionary class conscious-
ness, and so imminent revolution is
the only practice that is possible and
principled. Thus practice and its con-
nection to perspectives is primarily
the justification for rigidity and
dogma, rather than a profound expres-
sion of historical materialist analysis.

To Lenin the concept and actuality
of revolutionary practice was not an
excuse to be dogmatic, or an abstrac-
tion with no meaning, but instead
practice is the end result of theory
that has attempted to dialectically
analyse the world. Thus Bukharin
and Lenin showed from their studies
of imperialism that the attempt to ana-
lyse imperialism showed how inter-
imperialist war indicated the
necessity of proletarian internation-
alist revolutionary practice. This
analysis was based upon an under-
standing of the structural mecha-
nisms of capitalism that was able to
transcend the misleading phenomenal
forms of the capitalist nation state
and show the interdependent and in-
ternational development of the pro-
ductive forces.

In contrast to this type of analysis
Hoskins and the EPSR seem to label
as Kautskyite anyone who mentions
the stability and organisation within
contemporary capitalism. They con-
veniently gloss over Lenin’s equa-
tion of state monopoly capitalism,
supervised by the dictatorship of the
proletariat, potentially starting the
process to realise socialism. (It could
be argued that Lenin is accommodat-
ing to the theory of socialism in one
country in this economic definition
of socialism.) To the ultra-radical
EPSR monopoly capital is nothing
more than chaos, instability and the
inability of capitalism to overcome its
inter-imperialist contradictions. The
possibility that the major capitalist
powers could develop as an ultra-

imperialist phenomenon, united in ex-
ploiting the rest of the world does not
deny the necessity of world revolu-
tion, nor does it deny the terrible
choice of socialism or barbarism. Ul-
tra-imperialism is barbarism, and ex-
presses the evolutionary development
of capitalism in the post-war period.
But the EPSR cannot accept this pos-
sibility because it prefers the literal,
formal word of Lenin and Marx, rather
than attempting to develop the method
and spirit of Marx and Lenin as the
basis to define practice.

The EPSR concept of practice ig-
nores the importance of ideological
struggle, and regards it as an expres-
sion of pessimism in contrast to the
constant repetition of empirical facts
about the economic crisis leading to
revolution. For example, the he-
gemonic economic role of American
imperialism is not linked to its power-
ful ideology of individual initiative,
social improvement and the aspira-
tion to realise equality of opportunity.
In order to oppose this form of bour-
geois ideology, and its connection to
reactionary social practice, it is nec-
essary to constantly develop and
modify dialectical philosophy in or-
der to oppose this spontaneously
generated bourgeois ideology within
the proletariat in favour of a dialecti-
cal philosophical consciousness.
This requires the contrasting of the
hegemonic and sceptical post-mod-
ern consciousness with the alterna-
tive of dialectics.

If this theoretical and political task
is not carried out the proletariat will
continue to have a consciousness of
fragmented impressions and will not
be able to realise its revolutionary
potential. In contrast, the EPSR seems
to believe that the proletariat will one
day develop revolutionary con-
sciousness based upon a single mo-
mentous qualitative leap from
reformist consciousness, as a result
of economic crisis. This idealist ap-
proach cannot explain the possible
approach from A to B, because it uses
a leap from A to C as its methodol-
ogy.

Does my approach give primacy to
theory over practice, as Hoskins sug-
gests? The answer to this question
is ‘yes’ in the sense that without
theory revolutionary practice is not
possible. Obviously this definition
does not bring out the necessity of
practice as an appropriate corrective
to theory - as was shown by Lenin’s
significant modifications to his
‘democratic dictatorship of the pro-
letariat and peasantry’ theory in the
February-October period of 1917. But
we still get to know the material world
through evaluating competing theo-
ries, and Lenin’s changes in practice
in 1917 would have been unintelligi-
ble without his theoretical explana-
tion to the party and proletariat.

In order to try to polemically de-
feat me the EPSR attempts to deny
the importance of theory, which for-
mally is opposite to the intentions of
the EPSR. This contradiction be-
comes a dominant factor the longer
the time scale of the polemic around
the EPSR’s theoretical claims, and
shows that dogma, not science takes
precedence in their approach.

Is my approach anti-scientific in its
stance on predictions and sexuality?
Apparently my standpoint is similar
to the epistemological relativism of
Karl Popper, who tries to deny the
historical durability of the theory of
Newton, Darwin and Marx. I lack an
in-depth knowledge of Popper, but I
have profound disagreements with
what I do know about him. Popper’s
falsification approach that suggests

new facts can relatively undermine
existing theories is a relativist stand-
point that cannot explain anomalies
as an important part of a theory. For
example Marxism has tried to explain
how Stalinism could develop out of a
revolutionary Marxist party, but to
Popper Stalinism equals the realisa-
tion of Marxism, and the historical
dominance of capitalism.

My own approach to science gen-
erally defends the standpoint of
Gaston Bachelard, whereupon the
epistemological break explains the
struggle between old and new, and it
is necessary to break with old con-
ceptions if science is to be differenti-
ated from what has become its
antiquated form. Hoskins upholds the
antiquated standpoint in his uncriti-
cal support for Newton, in that he
refuses to differentiate between New-
ton’s law of gravity and his adher-
ence to a mechanical conception of
the universe, which was being super-
seded by the new physics of the late
19th and early 20th century.

This failure to demarcate between
old and new is not a political surprise;
it is based upon the continued attempt
by the EPSR to defend and uphold
antiquated and counterrevolutionary
Stalinism, and it is this context that
makes them theoretically consistent
whilst being seemingly paradoxical
and ironic in their defence of an old
economistic third period-type of Sta-
linism.

In his article Hoskins does not
elaborate upon the previous criticism
of my views about prediction - except,
that is, to locate the repudiation of
prediction within bourgeois
Popperian science. In reply, it is im-
portant to emphasise that Popper
apparently repudiates prediction in
order to uphold the capitalist system,
whilst I am trying to show that pre-
diction is not the main or even sec-
ondary aspect of revolutionary class
struggle. What is being argued about
prediction by Popper and myself is
from different class standpoints.
However, the approach of Hoskins
and the EPSR represents the mun-
dane repetition of the approach of the
bourgeois enlightenment about un-
complicated historical progress.

On the question of sexuality
Hoskins takes an extremely defensive
standpoint, and labels all criticism of
the EPSR perspective as being politi-
cally correct. Apparently to disagree
with the EPSR does not merit a seri-
ous reply, because it is an expression
of Labourist PC reformism. Rightwing
PC (Labour Party bureaucracy) does
tend to support censorship as the
administrative method to suppress
dissident views, but the Weekly
Worker is entirely opposed to such
methods, as the very publication of
EPSR articles indicates. This attempt
by the EPSR to give itself a martyr-
dom status is nothing more than a
manoeuvre to avoid any real discus-
sion on the rightwing Freudian na-
ture of its approach towards
understanding homosexuality.

The rightwing stance of this ap-
proach was summed up in George
Orwell’s Animal Farm: ‘Four legs
good, two legs better’. In other words
the EPSR formally attempts to be
egalitarian and ‘generously’ tolerant
in its standpoint, but it still refuses to
accept that diversity and equality is
the real basis of a revolutionary ap-
proach for understanding sexuality.

Increasingly the EPSR tries to put
the same label onto the varied groups
opposed to its politics, but presently
only in the Weekly Worker is the op-
position to the EPSR of an explana-
tory and revolutionary content l

ence Review, makes another attack on
my criticism of its views.

His polemic seems to be based
around two main issues: firstly, that
practice is the main criterion of defin-
ing the explanatory nature of a theory
in contrast to the alleged epistemo-
logical relativism and scepticism of
my views; secondly, that my views
about science express an adaptation
to bourgeois ideology in relation to
the question of predictability.

Lenin is utilised by Hoskins in or-
der to uphold the connection of prac-
tice to theoretical development with
regards to the dispute in 1908-1910
about the new physics. The partici-
pants in this dispute were Bogdanov,
Lenin and Plekhanov. Contrary to
Hoskins, Lenin unlike Plekhanov did
not try to minimise the development
of a new physics and was not against
the objective necessity to develop
new theories to explain more suc-
cinctly what was occurring. Unlike
Plekhanov Lenin did not reject a con-
nection between scientific advance
and philosophical advance, but he
was also critical of Bogdanov, who
adapted to the new science in rela-
tion to the idealist justification of the
new scientific progress with his
theory of collectively organised ex-
perience.

If anything, Lenin was biased to-
wards Bogdanov and was still an or-
thodox Plekhanovite materialist, but
contrary to Plekhanov he recognised
the importance of scientific practice
for showing and developing truths
about reality. In contrast, Plekhanov
was seemingly content to criticise
Bogdanov’s ‘mentor’, Mach, and
thereby had nothing substantial to
say about Bogdanov’s accommoda-
tion to existing scientific practice.

The point being made here is that
it is necessary to clarify what is meant
by practice. This is something that
Hoskins does not do. Bogdanov’s
practice was similar to the spontane-
ity of the workers in relation to the
new development of trade unions, in
that the workers and Bogdanov have
a common uncritical view towards this
new phenomenon. Plekhanov’s ap-
proach is similar to that of the
rightwing Mensheviks in the 1905
Russian Revolution, who disliked the
new forms of class struggle - the es-
tablishment of soviets - and instead
wanted to have strict party control
over the static and antiquated bour-
geois revolution. Lenin’s approach to
practice was to acknowledge the im-
portance of new scientific progress,
but to maintain it was still necessary
for the party and proletariat to guide
these advances in dialectical materi-
alist terms and to oppose the rival
bourgeois idealist approaches and
perspectives.

Thus Lenin denounces the god-
seekers as an ostensibly left social
democratic extension of Bolshevism
in a situation where the proletariat had
become demoralised by the defeat of
the 1905 revolution, and progress
seemed to be restricted to the new
science and the supposed new ideas
about religion. The mythology of the
relation of the proletariat to god
seemed to be a superficially attrac-
tive way in which the morale of the
proletariat could be restored and
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l Our central aim is to reforge the Communist
Party of Great Britain. Without this Party the
working class is nothing; with it, it is everything.

l The Communist Party serves the interests of
the working class. We fight all forms of oppor-
tunism and revisionism in the workers’ move-
ment because they endanger those interests. We
insist on open ideological struggle in order to
fight out the correct way forward for our class.

l Marxism-Leninism is powerful because it is
true. Communists relate theory to practice. We
are materialists; we hold that ideas are determined
by social reality and not the other way round.

l We believe in the highest level of unity among
workers. We fight for the  unity of the working
class of all countries and subordinate the struggle
in Britain to the world revolution itself. The
liberation of humanity can only be achieved
through world communism.

l The working class in Britain needs to strike as
a fist. This means all communists should be
organised into a single Party. We oppose all
forms of separatism, which weakens our class.

l Socialism can never come through parliament.
The capitalist class will never peacefully allow
their system to be abolished. Socialism will only
succeed through working class revolution and the
replacement of the dictatorship of the capitalists
with the dictatorship of the working class. Social-
ism lays the basis for the conscious planning of
human affairs: ie, communism.

l We support the right of nations to self-
determination. In Britain today this means the
struggle for Irish freedom should be given full
support by the British working class.

l Communists are champions of the oppressed.
We fight for the liberation of women, the ending
of racism, bigotry and all other forms of chauvin-
ism. Oppression is a direct result of class society
and will only finally be eradicated by the ending
of class society.

l War and peace, pollution and the environment
are class questions. No solution to the world’s
problems can be found within capitalism. Its
ceaseless drive for profit  puts the world at risk.
The future of humanity depends on the triumph
of communism.
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new scientific and technologi-
cal revolution is imminent. Bio-
technology, the science of the

to save seeds for subsequent years
farmers have to continually buy them
from the company. The GM food gi-
ant Monsanto has produced a GM
strain of soya which is unharmed by
herbicide. Monsanto also produces
the herbicide and, as farmers can use
more on their fields of soya, the com-
pany sells more.

Most of the GM strains of crops
such as oil seed rape currently being
grown in the fields of agricultural re-
search stations across Britain have
been modified to be more resistant -
not to disease, contrary to the prom-
ises of their developers, but to pesti-
cides and also to herbicides used as
weedkillers. This raises three concerns
that the biotech companies have not
adequately addressed. First, the re-
sistance of these crops to pesticides
means farmers will use more chemi-
cals on them to eliminate pests and
weeds, which means higher levels of
toxic residues in the final food prod-
uct. Secondly, high levels of herbi-
cides could mean wild flora such as
hedgerow plants being eliminated,
destroying the basis of the food web
supporting bird and animal wildlife
and impoverishing the natural eco-
system. Thirdly, modified genes con-
ferring resistance to herbicides could
be transferred to other plants: either
plants of the same species by cross-
pollination, or - less probably, but
more seriously - to other plants, such
as weeds, by viral gene transfer.

Concerns have been expressed re-
cently about potential damage to the
environment because of the use of
genetically modified crops. But it is
the possible direct threat to human
health these ‘Frankenstein foods’
might pose that has really caught the
attention of both the public and the
press. As the New Scientist put it
(February 20), “Nothing sets a na-
tion’s pulse racing like a food scare.”

People naturally feel suspicious of
GM food, especially after the experi-
ence of the BSE/CJD cover-up scan-
dal. When Tony Blair stated that he
is sure GM food is safe and he and
his family are happy to eat it, he was
ridiculed in the tabloids and com-
pared to John Gummer getting his
daughter to eat a beefburger. The
public does not trust the government,
at least on food safety, which is an
encouraging sign.

The recent explosion of hostility in
Britain to GM food was triggered by
the fate of Arpad Pusztai, a biochem-
ist at the Rowett Research Institute
in Aberdeen. He is an expert on lectins
- proteins which are toxic to insects
and produced by some plants as a
defence against insect attack. It is
lectins which make some beans un-
safe to eat raw. He transferred the
gene for a lectin from snowdrops into
potatoes, and fed these genetically
modified potatoes to rats. Other rats
he fed ordinary potatoes laced with
lectin extracted from other plants, and
a control group of rats were given
just ordinary potatoes. The rats in the
second group fared as well as the
control group, but the rats fed the
GM potatoes developed abnormali-
ties in their gut lining, liver and other
organs, grew poorly and had weak-
ened immune systems. This sug-
gested to him that it was not the lectin
itself  - the product of the transferred
gene - that harmed the rats, but some-
thing involved in the process of ge-
netic engineering. This alarmed him
so much that on August 10 1998 he
warned on a TV documentary that
GM foods were being sold without
adequate testing.

Obviously the worst nightmare is
that genetic material that has been
transferred from another organism
could be unstable and interfere with
the DNA of the organism eating food
containing it. But a more likely expla-
nation of the harm suffered by his
experimental rats is that potatoes
forced to synthesise alien protein
suffer disruption to the rest of their
biochemistry and are consequently
of poor nutritional quality. This in it-
self has alarming implications for GM
food intended for human consump-
tion.

Four days after appearing on TV,
Pusztai was forced to retire from his
post at the Rowett Institute, which
published a distorted account of his
results, pretending that no GM pota-
toes were used. Earlier this month a
group of 20 scientists from 14 coun-
tries who examined Pusztai’s work
called for a moratorium on the com-
mercial development of GM crops,
and accused the Rowett Institute of
bowing to political pressure in its
treatment of him. The government
rejected the call.

Three interesting facts came out in
the subsequent press reports. First
that the Rowett institute received
£140,000 pounds in funding from
Monsanto, and that the government
had given away millions of pounds
to biotech companies to encourage
them to invest in Britain. Secondly, it
was revealed that a member of the
government, science minister Lord
Sainsbury, owns millions of pounds
worth of shares in biotech companies.
So shameless is New Labour about
its links with industry that its Invest

in Britain bureau now boasts that the
UK “leads the way in Europe in en-
suring that regulations and other
measures affecting the development
of biotechnology take full account of
the concerns of business” (The
Guardian February 13). This was
done partly by filling the advisory
committee on releases to the environ-
ment - the quango which gives com-
panies permission to set up GM crop
test sites - with people closely linked
to the biotech industry - although as
a sop to public concern environment
minister Michael Meacher has prom-
ised to appoint three ecologists or
experts on farmland diversity to the
committee. Finally it was also revealed
that Europe imports from the USA
soya protein manufactured by
Monsanto, which refuses to separate
the fraction derived from GM plants
from the rest, and that the EU backed
down from insisting on this, as it knew
it would come off second best in a
trade war with the US.

Given these facts, the public are
perfectly justified in distrusting both
the biotech industry and the govern-
ment. To complete the New Scientist
quote, “Nothing sets a nation’s pulse
racing like a food scare, especially
one spiced with allegations that a
whistle-blowing scientist has been
unfairly sacked and gagged as part
of a government-inspired cover-up.”

The Weekly Worker welcomes the
debate around GM food, and en-
dorses the call for an independent
commission to investigate what dan-
gers they pose to human health and
the environment. While companies
like Monsanto keep the results of their
research secret for commercial rea-
sons, we insist on openness and a
full discussion of the issues to en-
able people to come to an informed
decision about whether to eat GM
food. We also demand that all food
containing GM ingredients be fully
labelled, so that people can put this
choice into effect.

Choice about individual actions is
a straightforward demand. The more
complex question of how much po-
tential damage to the environment
ought to be tolerated in exchange for
improved quality (not to mention
company profits) must be decided
democratically within society.

In the current conflict between
biotech giants like Monsanto and
their government backers on the one
hand, and an alliance of greens and
environmentalists, on the other, most
people are siding with the greens. In
my view, given the potential hazards
of biotechnology, they are probably
right to do so, until the risks have
been properly assessed. But we
ought not to support a permanent
ban on GM food. Such a ban would
probably be impossible to enforce in
any case, given the momentum of the
advancing technology.

One thing seems certain: biotech-
nology will be one science to develop
with great speed in the new century.
Whether it is used wisely by society
collectively in a planned, democratic
way for the benefit of humanity as a
whole, or irresponsibly by capitalists
to make profits for a few at the ex-
pense of the many, depends on
whether the working class as a move-
ment champions this question l

Mary Godwin

Genetically modified food
new century, is already starting to
have an impact on our lives, with the
appearance of genetically modified
food and the controversy surround-
ing it.

Genetic engineering involves intro-
ducing genetic material from one or-
ganism into the cells of another,
maybe quite different one. The for-
eign DNA can be made part of the
genome of the host organism, which
then synthesises the protein coded
for by the inserted gene.

The design of the £2 coin indicates
the potential importance for the bour-
geoisie of the new technology. It
shows in the centre circle cogs and
gears representing the first industrial
revolution, while in the second circle
electronic circuits symbolise the age
of computer technology. The outer
circle contains pictures of chromo-
somes, the tiny packets of genetic
material contained in every living cell
which are modified by the techniques
of genetic engineering.

The biotechnology industry does
have the potential to manufacture
many useful products. Scientists cur-
rently developing the techniques of
gene transfer, and the biotech com-
panies which hold the patents on their
discoveries, are keen to advertise
these benefits to consumers. We hear
of plants modified to produce in pho-
tosynthesis not sugars and starches,
but hydrocarbons which could be
used as fuel when the world runs short
of oil. Gene therapy is attempted,
whereby the normal equivalents of
faulty genes are introduced into the
cells of sufferers from metabolic dis-
orders such as cystic fibrosis. There
are plans to insert genes for human
vaccines into plants, which would
simplify the process of vaccine pro-
duction and increase the supply.

These applications of biotechnol-
ogy are still mostly experimental, but
the production of genetically modi-
fied food is already well advanced.
Of course, for thousands of years hu-
manity has been slowly improving its
livestock and crops through selective
breeding, but genetic engineering is
a faster, more direct method capable
of producing organisms with charac-
teristics which could never be
achieved by breeding. Again, the
biotech companies promise huge ben-
efits from GM food. Their ‘smart
foods’ will apparently be genetically
modified to contain more health pro-
moting ‘nutriceuticals’. GM wonder-
crops will, they claim, eliminate
hunger from the planet, thanks to their
massively increased yields and abil-
ity to grow in a wider range of envi-
ronments. And GM varieties with
inbuilt resistance to insect pests and
plant pathogens are promised, reduc-
ing the need for insecticide and pes-
ticide treatments.

As with all advertising, this tells
only part of the story, and leaves a
lot of questions unanswered. It need
hardly be said that the principal mo-
tive of biotech companies is not to
feed the world and enhance health,
but to make profits and outsmart their
competitors. First of all, their claim
that GM crops will overcome famine.
In fact the world already produces
enough food to go round, if only it
was rationally distributed. The char-
ity Action Aid estimated, in a letter
to The Guardian (February 13), that
in 1994 world food production could
have fed 6.4 billion people. It makes
the point that “it is inequitable distri-
bution of food that keeps millions
hungry: the result of landlessness,
unemployment, debt repayment and
poverty” - in other words, it is capi-
talism.

In fact reliance on genetically modi-
fied crops may increase the poverty
of third world farmers. The biotech
companies try to make the GM crops
incapable of setting their own viable
seeds, so that instead of being able
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very initiative to forge working
class unity seems to be dogged

istory, as a well known German
once said, happens the first time
as tragedy, the second as farce.

Unfortunately, the founding conference
of the Network of Socialist Alliances to
be held in Birmingham on March 27 is in
danger of confirming this maxim.

The latest issue of The All Red and
Green, the bulletin of the Network’s Liai-
son Group, contains the options pro-
posed by various affiliated organisations
and local alliances. The Rugby founding
conference in September last year agreed
by a slim majority that the Liaison
Group’s proposals for an elected Liaison
Committee should be operated on an in-
terim basis. However, as no elections were
held, the self-appointed Liaison Group
of John Nicholson, Dave Nellist, Pete
McLaren and Dave Church continued to
rule over things.
Because there was such polarisation,
with a 40% minority proposing an inclu-
sive, delegate-based structure, it was
agreed that an all-day recall conference
should be held to settle the question.
Unfortunately, comrades will see from
The All Red and Green that the Liaison
Group is proposing an agenda - in con-
travention to the decision of the Rugby
conference - which will make it almost
impossible to deal adequately with the
Network’s structure/rules for a second
time.

In their wisdom, the Liaison Group is
recommending that the (second) found-
ing conference of the Network only put
aside two hours to consider 17 different
proposals around four structural ques-
tions: aims and background; name; mem-
bership and subscriptions; and
organisation. Given the five minutes al-
located to each proposer, a total of one
hour and 25 minutes will be given over to
presentation and only 35 minutes for sub-
sequent debate - or two minutes per pro-
posal. This can only be a recipe for
confusion and disaster.

At the Rugby conference, the CPGB
moved a motion to alter an equally
pinched agenda so that the whole busi-
ness of the day could be devoted to ar-
riving at clarity on the essential question
of the Network’s structure. Unfortu-
nately, this was defeated, and the un-
workable interim agreement was the
result. Yet now the Liaison Group pro-
poses to curtail the discussion yet again,
filling up the remaining two hours with
report-backs of campaigns and an “ex-
change of information regarding social-
ist slates in each regional constituency”
for the European elections - information
which could easily be shared through a
regular bulletin.

It is ironic that life has passed the Liai-
son Group by. Through its failure to
move beyond the organisational issue at
Rugby, real forces have come together -
including, significantly, the Socialist
Workers Party - which has to a large ex-
tent left the Network on the sidelines in
the developments around joint slates for
the European Union elections. This is not

entirely unconnected with the question
of structure. The United Socialists - who
have ironically now adapted the title ‘So-
cialist Alliance’ - were able to move for-
ward because they are an alliance of
organisations. The Liaison Group’s pro-
posals for a party-type structure based
on pink-green individuals, clearly unsuit-
able for a federal alliance, is a recipe for
exclusion and impotence.

What is most disturbing at the bottom
of these shenanigans is the fact that there
are those in the alliance who - in the name
of ‘inclusion’ - actually cannot counte-
nance different approaches to building
the Network of Socialist Alliances. In ef-
fect, they deem proposals which are dif-
ferent from their own as being
inadmissible. Open and honest political
debate and comradely discussion are
anathema to their political method.

In the latest All Red and Green the fal-
sification of the CPGB’s position contin-
ues with our proposal being given the
subheading, “A central committee?”
Anyone who has read the proposals of
the London Socialist Alliance and the
CPGB can see that they are diametrically
opposed to such an interpretation. In-
stead, they are based on maximum flex-
ibility, recallability and the automatic
inclusion of all political forces on a na-
tional Liaison Committee of the Network.

The latest revised proposals from the
Liaison Group are far more restrictive.
Their proposed five ‘functional officers’
would be elected for a whole year - de-
spite their name they would inevitably
act more like the politburo of a political
party than the functionaries of an emerg-
ing and fluid alliance. The officers and
indeed the Liaison Committee need to be
flexible, responding to changes at the
grass roots. If, under the Liaison Group’s
proposals however, an elected officer
fails in their duties or is obliged to drop
out, perhaps through illness, then it
would be a full year before they could be
replaced - either that or we would have
to go through the fuss of a special con-
ference.

The CPGB’s proposals, subsequently
amended and adopted unanimously by
a well attended general meeting of the
LSA, call for officers to be elected by and
accountable to the Liaison Committee,
where each affiliated organisation and
local alliance is represented.
If justice is to be done in considering all
the various structural proposals, there
must be the maximum time allowed for
democratic, open debate on March 27.
The experience of the SLP and the La-
bour Party shows we need an end to
backroom deals and the steamrollering
of clique agendas.

The CPGB has written to the Liaison
Group requesting that it reconsiders its
proposed agenda and, in the spirit of
cooperation reached at the expanded Li-
aison Group meeting of January 16,
agrees to abide by the decision of the
Rugby conference l

Marcus Larsen

Keep left unity on track
work. It has little or no public pro-
file, a chronic lack of finance and a
snail’s pace of activity. Even the
‘Time for united action’ conference
(attended by somewhere in the re-
gion of 80 people) had a distinctly
‘national’ feel to it, being billed as
sponsored by the Network of So-
cialist Alliances.

Convenor Nicholson also has the
maintenance of his anti-CPGB bloc
on the GMSA steering committee
to consider. The Manchester sec-
tions of the Alliance for Workers’
Liberty and Socialist Outlook are
rife with knee-jerk pro-Labourism.
Therein lies the reason why they
are prepared to stomach
Nicholson’s exclusion of the CPGB
from the steering committee.
Nicholson is well aware that if he
shows too much interest in an elec-
toral challenge to their beloved La-
bour Party, he risks exposing the
fragile nature of his alliance.

Manchester AWL appears to be
at odds with its national leadership.
In London, their organisation has
been an enthusiastic participant in
the Socialist Alliance unity slate for
the European elections. In Man-

by sectarian attempts at exclusion.
The moves towards a left slate to
contest the European elections
have proved to be no exception.

As usual it is those to the right
of the tentative alliances who want
to break up what has been
achieved. We have already reported
how a section of the the Independ-
ent Labour Network around Mike
Davies is far from happy with the
idea of sensible ‘realists’ like them-
selves actually cooperating with
‘hardened revolutionaries’ like the
SWP or the Socialist Party. And, of
course, groups like the CPGB are
simply beyond the pale.

Comrade Davies has called a
meeting this weekend on his home
patch of Leeds, to which only a se-
lect few were invited. Unfortunately
for him news of his exclusivist gath-
ering leaked out and it looks as
though his attempt to form a rival,
more ‘moderate’ slate will be
thwarted - at least on this occasion
- by the presence of just those or-
ganisations he hoped to keep out.

Similar problems have occurred
in other areas. As reported by John
Pearson (Weekly Worker February
4) the attempt to initiate a united
socialist challenge for the Euro-
pean elections in the North West
was to have been discussed imme-
diately after the Greater Manches-
ter Socialist Alliance’s ‘Time for
united action’ conference on Feb-
ruary 13. Regrettably, this proposed
meeting did not take place. It is now
to be held on March 6, hosted by
the Merseyside Socialists.

Comrades in the CPGB suspect
that our exclusion from an initial
forum in Preston was due in no small
part to the machinations of the
GMSA steering committee, whose
members appear to be determined
that our views shall be silenced on
this vital issue. At the ‘Time for
united action’ gathering GMSA
convenor John Nicholson and
company were faced with a differ-
ent balance of forces. Tony Reid,
convenor of the Radical Preston
Alliance, had expressed his regret
at our absence from the Preston
meeting. Similarly, leading members
of the Merseyside Socialists made
it known that they were not inter-
ested in excluding anyone from dis-
cussions. Faced with this, the
GMSA steering committee simply
shelved things, presumably hoping
to stitch up a deal later in the ab-
sence of the CPGB.

On the other hand, there are very
good practical reasons why the
GMSA steering committee does not
seem eager to discuss the subject
of the European elections. Con-
servatism and inertia plague its

“The Weekly Worker is a fasci-
nating read,” says one of our
regular readers - a long-term La-
bour Party member to boot. Com-
rade BT sends £20 to our fighting
fund, along with a pledge to
make it a regular donation.

Thanks also this week to com-
rades TR, CN, YR and BS. Our
total now stands at £238 - wor-

Fighting fund

ryingly short of our monthly
£400 target. Let’s make sure we
don’t end February with a short-
fall. Rush in your donations to
reach us by Monday March 1.

Robert Rix

chester, the AWL comrades seem
intent on waiting for the Independ-
ent Labour Network’s right wing
(presumably around Mike Davies)
to make an authoritative pronounce-
ment. When confronted with the
absurdity of such arguments, AWL
members in Manchester plead pov-
erty. The idea of deciding your po-
litical tasks and then raising the
finance - using your own organisa-
tion as a lever in the development
of an independent working class
challenge to Labour - is utterly al-
ien to our AWL comrades.

Thus far the Merseyside Social-
ists, the CPGB and the Radical Pres-
ton Alliance are the only
organisations who have intimated
a desire to initiate a unity slate in
the North West European elec-
tions. It is imperative that other in-
terested parties break from the
conservatism and inertia of the
GMSA steering committee. Time is
short, and we urge comrades from
organisations involved in unity
slates elsewhere - and any other
group interested - to attend the Liv-
erpool meetingl

Phil Watson


