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#BoycottHP

The Boycott, Divestment and
Sanctions movement calls for
escalating the boycott following
revelations implicating HP Enterprise
in Israel’s brutal prison and policing
system.
Who Profits, an independent
research
organisation
tracking
corporate complicity in Israel’s
occupation, has confirmed that HP
Enterprise continues to provide
services to Israeli prisons and police
despite its full knowledge of the grave
human rights violations perpetrated
by both. HP remains complicit in
apartheid.
On the other hand, HP’s
contract providing servers for the
computerisation of Israel’s population
database, known as the Aviv System,
has come to an end, according to
a recent Who Profits report. This
achievement comes on the heels of
over a decade of effective campaigning
against HP by solidarity groups,
churches, unions and progressive city
councils across the world.
While we celebrate this milestone
in our Boycott HP campaign,
affirming the unmistakable global
grassroots and civil society shift in
favour of Palestinian liberation and
against Israeli apartheid, we call for
the escalation of our BDS campaigns
(including divestment) against HPbranded companies.
2021 was a year of growing global
recognition that Israel is an apartheid
state and of the need to dismantle
its regime of racist domination,
as was done with apartheid South
Africa. Thanks to strong, strategic
and sustained BDS campaigning,
multinationals that have enabled
and profited from Israeli apartheid
are paying a dear price for their
complicity, with major players pulling
their business out as a result.
The Aviv System database, which
includes Palestinian citizens and
residents of Israel (mainly in occupied
East Jerusalem), has facilitated Israel’s
efforts to ethnically cleanse and
colonise Sheikh Jarrah, Silwan and
other Palestinian neighbourhoods in
occupied Jerusalem. By including the

so-called Yesha database of Israel’s
settler population, the database has
also enabled the expansion of illegal
Israeli settlements.
Still, HP remains deeply complicit
in Israel’s grave human rights
violations. As Who Profits reports,
“In 2020, [HPE] was contracted to
provide computer and communication
maintenance for Israel Prison Service
for 2021-2022 for the amount of over
NIS 1 Million (more than 300,000
USD)”. It has also been contracted to
maintain servers for Israel Police until
2023 for more than 1 million USD.
More than 500 Palestinian
administrative detainees have called
for a boycott of Israeli military courts
and are mobilising against this illegal
policy. We are escalating our campaign
against HP as part of our commitment
to the just demands of the Palestinian
administrative detainees and other
political prisoners in apartheid Israel’s
dungeons.
The Boycott HP campaign has
been a vibrant global campaign with
support from major trade unions
representing millions of members,
including the UK’s second-largest
union, Unite, and the Netherlands’
largest trade union federation,
Federatie Nederlandse Vakbeweging.
Support for the campaign also came
from large student groups, including
the Student Federation of India with
its four million members.
Churches have been at the
forefront of the Boycott HP campaign,
declaring themselves HP-free as
well as divesting from HP-branded
companies. These include the United
Church of Christ (US), Presbyterian
Church USA, Friends Fiduciary
Corporation, Evangelical Lutheran
Church in America, and the Unitarian
Universalist Association.
The city councils of Dublin in
Ireland, and Portland (Oregon) in
the US, have also divested from HP
companies over their involvement
in human rights violations. From
shop pickets to global days of action,
BDS campaigners have relentlessly
demanded an end to all HP contracts
with apartheid Israel, and have shown
what collective, resilient grassroots
organising can achieve against greedy,
criminal corporate giants.
We are inspired, by the heroic
resilience of Palestinian political
prisoners and the growing strength
of the global BDS movement,

Fighting fund

T

Bit of a spurt

he highlight of this week’s
donations to our January
fighting fund was the brilliant £100
bank transfer from comrade GB.
On top of his monthly subscription,
he regularly comes up with such
excellent contributions.
Another bank transfer was
the £50 from comrade AN, who
was so pleased we had published
a recent letter he sent at the last
moment. Then there was the £50
paid by PayPal from MM, who
had asked a CPGB comrade to
help with his computer. The
comrade refused an offer to pay
him for his work, so instead MM
paid the Weekly Worker!
There were three other PayPal
donations - coincidentally all for
£50 (thank you, comrades SB,
MF and RL) - and eight standing
orders. Here our thanks go to
comrades PB (£60), NH (£30),
BO, GD and DV (£25 each), DR
(£20), RG (£15) and SM (£10).
DR’s £20 is the first monthly
payment of a new standing order
taken out in response to our

recent appeal, by the way.
All that comes to £560, taking
our running total for January up
to £871. But that means there
are less than three weeks left to
get the £1,379 we still need to
reach our £2,250 monthly target.
And don’t forget that we fell
considerably short of that target
in December, so now we could
really do with a bit of a spurt.
If you want to chip in, please
click on the PayPal button on
our website. Better still, why not
make a bank transfer, for which
no fee is deducted. Make your
payment to account number
00744310 (sort code 30-99-64).
And, yes, we still accept cheques!
Help us make sure we go
shooting past that £2,250 target
- and make up for December’s
shortfall while we’re at it! l
Robbie Rix
Fill in a standing order form
(back page), donate via our
website, or send cheques,
payable to Weekly Worker

to reinvigorate our boycott and
divestment campaigns against HP.
Let us teach HP, and through it all
corporate criminals, that profiting
from war crimes and human rights
violations comes at a steep price.
BDS Movement
email

Hanging man

Being attacked by Gerry Downing is
much like being attacked by a dead
sheep - only worse. I am accused of
“a truly shocking abandonment of the
class” (Letters, December 16). This by
someone who spent years supporting
Ian Donovan’s theory that US foreign
policy towards Israel was a product
of an ethnic Jewish subset of the US
ruling class!
And when Gerry and Ian eventually
parted company, Gerry told us that
Ian was none other than a Strasserite
(the so-called ‘left’ of the Nazi party),
begging the question as to why he
had not realised earlier that he was in
political partnership with a Nazi!
I have abandoned neither the
working class, a class analysis nor
Marxism. On the contrary, I have
tried to apply a historically materialist
approach to certain shibboleths that
have become detached from their
historical roots. Marxism is not a
religious doctrine, in which you
cannot question certain fundamental
questions for fear of offending the
High Priest.
Yes, the working class/proletariat
was seen as the agent of revolutionary
change - the grave digger of capitalism
- by Marx and Lenin, but in the light
of our experiences of the past century
is this still the case in the United
States and western Europe? Is Lenin’s
observations about the conservatism
of the British working class not
relevant today? Did not illusions in
British imperialism play a large part
in Brexit and the belief that migrant
labour was a threat to British workers?
Most revolutionary socialists
and anti-imperialists accept that the
Jewish working class in Israel or its
white counterpart in South Africa play
and played a reactionary role, in that
they identified with their own ruling
class, as opposed to the indigenous
working class. In other words, the
working class is not at all times and
everywhere revolutionary. However,
comrades are loath to apply such
insights more widely for fear of being
accused of betraying the class.
Gerry is also not above
misrepresenting me. Nowhere did I
“champion the cause of the rightwing
anti-communist, Ernest Bevin, on
the spurious basis that he was of
working class origin”. Gerry clearly
did not understand my reference,
which was that the right wing in
Attlee’s time came from the trade
union bureaucracy, whereas today’s
right wing (Starmer/Blair) reject any
link with the trade union movement.
I quoted Bevin about the ghost of
1929 stalking Labour’s cabinet not
to ‘champion’ him, but to explain his
political origins and orientation and
the project that the Attlee government
was engaged in.
Gerry says that he has “no
hesitation in supporting the former
majority executive of Labour Against
the Witchhunt”. To quote Lenin, this is
very much like the rope that supports
the hanging man! They are welcome
to his support.
Tony Greenstein
Brighton

Hypocrisy

Jewish Currents, a liberal US
commentary magazine, has just
reported an alleged assault on one
Blake Zavadsky, who was wearing
an Israel ‘Defence’ Forces sweatshirt
in an area of Brooklyn, where many
Arabs,
including
Palestinians,

currently dwell. Demonstrations
ensued - naturally enough. Some
demonstrators supported Zavadsky,
many also wearing pro-Israel Defence
Forces sweatshirts - purportedly
(according to Jewish Currents)
solidarising with Zavadsky and his
right to wear such a garment. But
were they not also supporting the IDF
and its mass repression and regular
murder of Palestinians?
JC reports: “A small group of
counter-protestors, most them of
them members of the anti-Zionist
Haredi group, Neturei Karta,
showed up to denounce the rally,
though the Palestinian group, AlAwda, counselled their supporters
not to counter-protest or respond,
because any reaction ‘will be taken
out of context and used to hurt our
members’.”
As ever, imputing a precise message
or purpose to any demonstration is a
judgment call; but genuine democrats,
while disgusted at the antics of these
Zionists, may still feel that this is a
counsel of defeatism.
All the same, it occurs to me
that there are interesting similarities
with, and differences from, the
1977-78 brouhaha around Skokie,
a suburb of Chicago; there Lincoln
Rockwell’s American Nazi Party
proposed to hold a plainly provocative
demonstration (very many Jews lived
in Skokie, including more than a few
survivors of the Nazi mass murders).
The American Civil Liberties Union then a body famously (or notoriously)
committed to freedom of speech
and of political expression for all supported by public statements, and
in court, the right of this foul clique to
its freedom of political expression. As
a result it lost, we gather, many of its
members and certainly, at the time, a
great deal of centrist support.
You may already have noticed
that, whereas the Nazi SS did not
survive 1945, the IDF to this very day
flourishes, revels in its mass repression
and frequent murder of Palestinians,
receives much applause from many,
including the Labour Party leadership,
and is heavily subsidised by US
taxpayers, including Palestinian Arabs
- including indeed those resident in
that Brooklyn 48th district.
I had not noticed Skokie residents
being forced to pay for the SS, Waffen
or Allgemeine ...
Ari Halevi
email

A socialist?

Desmond Tutu was an inspirational
part of the movement against the racist
apartheid system in South Africa and
we are so proud of what he helped to
achieve. Along with members of the
African National Congress, he risked
his own life, as an archbishop, on a
number of occasions to try and bring
racial equality in South Africa. The
Rugby Trade unionist and Socialist
Coalition supported his actions 100%.
I campaigned vigorously against
apartheid back in the 1970s and 1980s,
as did all our members who were
around at the time. Desmond Tutu
was an amazing person, who merged
his religion with his politics to risk
his own life in opposition to the way
black people were treated by the white
minority leadership in apartheid South
Africa. He also campaigned for the
rights of Palestinians, and he opposed
poverty and suffering wherever it
occurred. He strongly criticised
capitalism for the inequalities it
caused. He was a political activist in
every meaning of those words. I am
proud to call him a socialist.
I will never personally forget his
speech at the Free Nelson Mandela
concert at Wembley, headed by U2,
to demand the end of imprisonment
for Nelson Mandela after 25 years in
captivity. It was so moving. He spoke

better than any politician, and in a
challenging, sensitive and personal
way. He was a true socialist and antiracist, and Rugby Tusc applauds him
for everything he stood for.
Desmond Tutu inspired me and
many others of my generation, as did
Nelson Mandela, Steve Biko and all
the other fighters against apartheid.
They will never be forgotten. He was
courageous and inspirational. His
passing literally brought tears to my
eyes.
Pete McLaren
Secretary and spokesperson, Rugby
Tusc

Corbyn party

If Jeremy Corbyn or anyone else really
were to set up a new party, then its
name should contain no ‘ist’, or ‘ism’,
or other such word, including ‘Left’ or
‘Red’. The party’s only constitutional
aim should be, ‘To secure economic
equality and international peace
through the democratic political
control of the means to those ends.’
Wherever the party had more than
one position to fill, then the members
should vote for one candidate, with the
requisite number elected at the end. Its
internal discipline should apply the
Smith Principle: ‘If John Smith could
have tolerated this, then so can we.’
Beyond that, then it should rarely or
never mention the Labour Party.
David Lindsay
Independent parliamentary candidate
for North West Durham, 2019 and
2024

Talk to people

There is still much to say after a
fascinating
Winter
Communist
University, but I’ll try and just
stick to one topic. In the first
session (‘Party and programme:
why the contemporary left fails to
take programme seriously’) I was
struck by a part of James Creegan’s
contribution. He referred to a “hunger
for knowledge” in the working
class, but suggested that an obstacle
was the evidence of condescension
frequently shown by the educated to
the uneducated.
This was while looking at what
he saw as a common feature of left
groups, that they tended to have an
educated, middle-class core - often of
academics - while having, in the ranks,
a less well educated working class
membership. Even if the leadership
did not show disdain to the members,
workers outside the movement might
see this to be the case.
I hope I have not misrepresented
what he was saying here, but it made
me think of my own early working
experience. I started holiday work
when I was 15: it was legal then - a
step between a school leaving age of
14 and the one of 16 which we have
now. Furthermore, holiday work was
very easy to come by.
Thousands (tens of thousands?) of
students, from school and university,
would work for the post office
at Christmas time - sorting and
delivering the extra millions of cards
and packets. A few weeks in summer
was easy to get and even a couple of
weeks or so in the Easter holidays. I
worked every holiday from my 15th
birthday until graduation, and there
was even work available after that!
It was clear from the start, I thought,
that doing O or A levels or a university
degree did not mark anyone out as
any more intelligent than anyone else.
There are plenty of well-educated
idiots (just watch PM’s questions
on TV) and plenty of bright folks
(and idiots) without the education. I
thought that the only way you could
tell if someone was intelligent or not
was to talk with them or to hear them
talking to others. Brighter folks were
obvious to all in a workplace.
I’ve spent many years in manual
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work, in the print trade and in office
work - and I’d say that this was true
in all of them. What was also true was
that politics didn’t arise all that often
in passing conversation. It would from
time to time and, as I’m sure comrades
are aware, one must be careful not to
bore everyone senseless when it does.
As Marx and Engels pointed out,
in The German ideology for instance,
workers are interested in the quotidian,
or day-to-day. How to feed and shelter
themselves and their families, but also
nowadays where and when they are
going on holiday and what was on TV
last night.
I’m not convinced that the
division between the educated and
the less educated is a major obstacle
to party building. We have a lot of
other obstacles, many of which were
eloquently addressed in the CU - roll
on the next one.
Jim Nelson
email

Mistakes?

I was pleased to see that in his reply
to Paul Flewers, Andrew Northall
understands the need to campaign for
a democratic socialist society (Letters,
January 6). This is a point I have
been making recently, in line with
the Soviet constitution of 1936 and
Trotsky’s campaign for a democratic
socialist society.
Comrade Northall, in line with both
Trotsky and the Soviet constitution
sponsored by Stalin, writes: “We
do need to advocate, popularise and
campaign for a socialism that is fully
democratic, participatory, pluralistic
in all aspects and involving the
whole working people in the running
of society. Soviet socialism was
clearly not this end point, but was
nonetheless a tremendous advance
for the working people of Russia,
and indeed the world, away from
monarchy, feudalism, capitalism and
imperialism from which it emerged.”
These sentiments are correct, although
whether the “whole” working people
are necessary to run socialism is

debatable.
The comrade is also right when
he suggests that the failure to make
progress in the direction of democratic
socialism was at the heart of the crisis
which saw the collapse of the Soviet
Union in 1991. However, I would
argue that the seeds were not sown in
the 1960s, as the comrade seems to
suggest, but goes back further. That is
another debate, but I would argue that
the period from 1917 to 1945 formed
an emergency situation, to one degree
or another, for the Soviet Union,
made up of two strands: the threat of
another imperialist intervention after
the conclusion of the civil war; and,
to meet this threat, the need to rapidly
industrialise the Soviet Union in the
shortest time possible. Stalin’s speech
in 1931 to a party meeting, warning
that Russia was 50 to 100 years behind
the west and had 10 years to catch up
or go under, summed up the situation
facing the Soviet Union. Precisely
10 years later Stalin’s campaign to
industrialise as quickly as possible
was proved correct, when the country
had to face the Nazi invasion of June
1941. In all probability, had Bukharin’s
strategy for industrialisation won out
or had Stalin based himself on it, the
Nazis would have defeated the Soviet
Union easily.
The point we need to remember is
that many things worked against the
transition to a democratic socialist
society under Soviet socialism.
When Gorbachev tried to make this
transition in the 1980s it was done
in a bureaucratic fashion, from the
top down instead of mobilising a
campaign from the grassroots.
After the failure of Gorbachev’s
approach and the collapse of the
Soviet Union, which allowed Yeltsin
and his pro-capitalist team to take
over, which continued under Putin, the
way back to power for the Communist
Party of the Russian Federation is
not nostalgia, but a campaign for a
democratic socialist society based
on a mixed economy, which means
renationalising the foundations of

Online Communist Forum

Sunday January 16 5pm

What do we want: a mass Communist
Party or a broad left socialist movement?
Speakers:
Tony Greenstein and Jack Conrad
Sunday January 23 5pm

A week in politics

Political report and discussion from
CPGB’s Provisional Central Committee
Register in advance each week at:
communistparty.co.uk/ocf-register
Organised by CPGB: communistparty.co.uk and
Labour Party Marxists: www.labourpartymarxists.org.uk
For further information, email Stan Keable at
Secretary@labourpartymarxists.org.uk

the economy, while allowing small
businesses to remain in the private
sector, which can supplement
the public sector for as long as is
necessary. An ultra-left attempt to leap
into full communism in one go can
only undermine communist rule.
This is not simply a programme for
Russia, because we communists need a
programme for the whole world based
on democratic socialism. We can learn
from the mistakes of previous socialist
revolutions, although they represent a
different historical context to what we
face today.
Without a democratic socialist
society, a privilege-seeking stratum
of bureaucrats will always take over,
even in an advanced country. Only
democratic socialism has any chance
of stopping creeping totalitarianism
based on advanced technology,
involving transhumanism and artificial
intelligence, with human beings
directly connected to and controlled
by smart technology. The reactionary
elements in the elite are promoting the
transhumanist agenda as the ultimate
safeguard against revolution, with
the Covid-19 ‘pandemic’ paving the
way. They want to use technology to
permanently lock us down.
This means that, regardless
of his mistakes, we need to
continue Trotsky’s struggle against
totalitarianism in favour of democratic
socialism, while at the same time
recognising that Stalin’s leading role
in defeating Nazism, made possible
by the rapid industrialisation of the
Soviet Union, served the interest of
progressive humanity. Stalin needs to
be criticised for his abuse of political
power, not negated. Marx, Lenin,
Trotsky, Stalin and Mao all made
mistakes along the way. Rather than
seeking to negate them, we must learn
from their mistakes.
Tony Clark
email

Automation

Most people in the so-called
advanced world live, it seems, part
of their daily existence with the
internet, smart phones, smart TVs,
email, Twitter, YouTube, logging
in to their employer’s website to be
remote-controlled, etc.
Yet, outside of work and
sometimes even while working
online, plenty of people also spend
ample time engaged with online
platforms. Euphemistically, these
are called social media. In reality,
they are run by very powerful
multinational,
profit-making,
and all too often no-tax-paying
corporations.
The advent of the internet,
recently turbo-charged by the
Coronavirus
pandemic,
has
transformed the way we work. It
also changed the way we interact
with co-workers - sometimes, as far
afield as half way round the world.
Yet, the next step is already
on the way: digital technologies
are starting to move off-screen
and becoming integrated into the
physical world that surrounds us.
These are known as the internet of
things and ‘Industry 4.0’. It already
includes industrial robotics, selfdriving cars and trucks, intelligent
cancer-screening machines and
the like. As of barely a month ago,
a Mercedes S Class car can now
drive itself on Germany’s infamous
Autobahn automatically.
According to some experts - selfappointed and otherwise - human
beings would be largely leftovers
in an automated future. There are
truly wild predictions about massive
job losses because of automation.
Some suggest up to 45 million
Americans, or about a quarter of the
USA’s entire workforce, might lose
their jobs to automation by the year
2030. A few years ago, in 2017, the
suggestion was just 39 million.
Thomas Klikauer and Meg Young
email

ACTION

The Marxist theory of history

Saturday January 15, 2pm: Online Marxist Forum, speaker John
Rees. Organised by Counterfire:
www.facebook.com/events/1403538756727646.

The fight for a socialist green new deal

Monday January 17, 7pm: Online seminar. Speakers: Rebecca
Long-Bailey MP, Asad Rehman (COP26 Coalition of climate
campaigners) and Chris Saltmarsh (Labour for a Green New Deal).
Organised by Labour Assembly Against Austerity:
www.facebook.com/events/2737038389932247.

Fossil fuel systems and how to change them

Monday January 17, 7pm: Online meeting. How fossil fuels relate
to modern capitalism and how to make the radical transition away
from fossil fuels. Speaker: Simon Pirani.
Organised by RS21: www.facebook.com/events/430162425444279.

Introduction to radical anthropology

Tuesday January 18, 6.30pm: Series of talks on social and
biological anthropology. This talk is online only, via Zoom:
‘Blood magic: synchrony and cycles’. Speaker: Chris Knight.
Organised by Radical Anthropology Group:
radicalanthropologygroup.org/evening-talks.

Israel’s deepening regime of apartheid

Tuesday January 18, 7.30pm: Online meeting. Analysing
Israel’s end-game of taking over Palestine and marginalising the
Palestinians. Speakers from the Israeli Committee Against House
Demolitions: Jeff Halper (Israel) and Linda Ramsden (UK).
Organised by Lambeth & Wandsworth Palestine Solidarity
Campaign: www.palestinecampaign.org/events.

The finance system

Wednesday January 19, 6pm: Online Marxist study session.
Marx’s Capital Volume III, chapters 21 to 26.
Organised by North West Socialist Theory Study Group:
study4socialism@outlook.com.

SOS NHS - emergency funding now!

Wednesday January 19, 7pm: Online rally. Demand a fully funded
NHS, end interference from the private sector and pay staff properly.
Organised by Keep Our NHS Public:
www.facebook.com/events/499896431335274.

The witch-hunt against Paul Holmes

Thursday January 20, 6pm: Online discussion of the case of Paul
Holmes and the need for a democratic trade union movement.
Organised by Labour Left Alliance trade union group:
www.facebook.com/LabourLeftAlliance.

The impact of climate change on Palestine

Thursday January 20, 7pm: Online meeting. Using water as a case
study, exploring the vulnerability of Palestine to climate change.
Speaker: Zayneb Al Shalalfeh, Palestinian water rights activist.
Organised by East London Palestine Solidarity Campaign:
www.palestinecampaign.org/events.

Bloody Sunday commemoration march

Saturday January 22, 1:30pm: Assemble Great Orford Street,
Liverpool L3. Remembering the 14 innocent civilians who were
killed at the hands of the British state in Derry in 1972, and to
demand justice.
Organised by Irish Society Liverpool:
www.facebook.com/events/238661191147860.

Building solidarity: student-staff assembly

Saturday January 29, 12 noon: Online organising meeting for
university and college staff and students, in the wake of UCU ballot
results, and plans for a further round of action in higher education.
Organised by UCU Solidarity Movement:
www.facebook.com/events/309237057631180.

Johnson out! Resist the Tory offensive

Saturday January 29, 2.pm: Online rally. Taking a stand against
the most corrupt administration in generations. Speakers include
John McDonnell MP, Richard Burgon MP, Shami Chakrabarti, Sarah
Woolley (BFAWU) and Manuel Cortes (TSSA).
Organised by Arise: A Festival of Labour's Left ideas:
www.facebook.com/events/4312816802158356.

Fighting for anti racist workplaces

Saturday February 5, 11am: Online trade union conference. The
government uses divide and rule to fool working people that ‘others’
- migrants, refugees and Muslims - are to blame for problems in
society, legitimising racism and opening the door to the far right.
We need to take up these arguments in workplaces, building unity to
oppose racism and austerity. Organised by Stand Up To Racism:
www.facebook.com/events/614529873228514.

Building the resistance

Saturday February 5: Online AGM of the Labour Representation
Committee. Debate the NEC statement, resolutions and elect a new
NEC. Speakers include Apsana Begum MP and Jeremy Corbyn MP.
Registration £1. Organised by Labour Representation Committee:
labourrep.com/lrc-conference-btr.

Cap energy bills

Saturday February 12, 1pm: Demonstration. Assemble central
Manchester (details to follow). Energy bills are set to increase
dramatically. Demand action to tackle the cost of living crisis.
Organised by Manchester Trades Council:
www.facebook.com/events/350330473201366.

CPGB wills

Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s
name and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in
your will. If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us.
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Rise of the killer machines

It is no longer dystopian sc-fi. Yassamine Mather looks at the race to develop and deploy autonomous
lethal weapons

I

n December 2021, in a lecture on
artificial intelligence, professor
Stuart Russell warned about
artificial intelligence weapons as
a threat to humanity. Russell has,
on a number of occasions, called
for an international moratorium on
autonomous lethal weapons: “The
killing of humans should never be
automated, based on algorithmic
formulas.” During his lecture,
Russell said: “Such dehumanisation
of life-and-death decision-making by
autonomous weapons systems must
be outlawed worldwide.”1
One of the reasons Russell is
worried is that AI lethal weapons
are no longer science fiction:
they are “small, cheap and easily
manufactured”. According to him,
such weapons are advertised on the
web and you can buy them today
online.
AI experts often refer to particular
examples of such systems, not least
the Israeli government’s Harpy
(AIA Harop), a 12-foot-long fixedwing drone capable of carrying 50
pounds of explosives. It can be flown
remotely or can run autonomously
after a human target is specified.
There are rumours that India and
Azerbaijan have both purchased
Harop planes, and in fact Israel
Aerospace Industries boasted last
year that “hundreds” of these had
been sold. Harpy is programmed
to fly to a specific geographic
area, identify a particular human
target (based on face recognition
techniques) and kill them, using a
high-explosive warhead nicknamed
Fire and Forget.
We also know about the Turkish
arms manufacturer, STM, which in
2017 revealed its production of the
Kargu - a fully autonomous killer
drone no bigger than the size of a
rugby ball. Kargu drones also rely on
image and face recognition to attack
their victims. It is believed such
drones were used in Libya in 2020
to selectively home in on targets.
Again, according to Russell, “STM
is a relatively small manufacturer
in a country that isn’t a leader in
technology. So you have to assume
that there are programmes going on
in many countries to develop these
weapons.”
Most AI weaponry incorporates a
number of diverse AI technologies,
including visual perception, speech
and facial recognition, comparison
with large databases, as well as
decision-making tools to perform a
variety of air, ground and maritime
military operations - all this
independent of human intervention
or indeed supervision.
Then there is the category of
‘loitering attack munitions’ (LAMs).
These weapons are pre-programmed
to loiter for targets (in other words,
they look for enemy planes, ships
or tanks) to be identified by sensors
that detect an enemy’s air defence
radar. LAMs use AI technology to
shoot down incoming projectiles,
reacting much faster than any human
operator, and are able to remain in
flight (or loiter) for much longer
periods of time.
Israel’s Harpy II is a LAM that is
able to remain in flight for up to six
hours, and there are also a number
of fully autonomous LAM weapons
developed by the UK, China,
Germany, India, Israel, South Korea,
Russia ...
At a recent UN conference, held in
December 2021 in Geneva, it became
clear that a number of governments,
including the US, Israel, Russia,
the UK and Australia, are against a
ban on such weapons. Surprisingly,

Drones, AI and robots are revolutionising warfare
China seems to favour a ban, and
the country’s UN arms control
ambassador, Li Song, was quoted
as saying that the application of AI
technology can play a significant
role in the future of warfare, with
the possibility of causing major
humanitarian crises: “rules were
needed to stop it becoming a tool for
war or hegemony”.2
Of course, China is well aware
of US intransigence on this subject
and is simply making such claims
to maintain the ‘moral high ground’.
In fact we already know that China’s
sea and air-based drones are linked to
complicated neural networks, which
could monitor and control the waters
in the South China Sea. These could
be used to impede future US ‘freedom
of navigation’ in this zone. But it is
clear that the Biden administration
will not support a legally-binding ban
on the development of unmanned,
autonomous war machines (or ‘killer
war robots’), favouring instead a
non-binding ‘code of conduct’.

Dangers

We all know of the mistakes and
subsequent disasters caused by
human-operated drones, so it is
easy to imagine how the actions of
autonomous ‘killer robots’ can get
out of hand.
Amongst AI ethics experts
who have expressed considerable
wariness about such devices is John
Tasioulas, Oxford professor and
director of the Institute for Ethics in
AI, who has tweeted that the Biden
administration’s stance was “sad and
unsurprising”.3
The 2017 video Slaughterbots
gives an accurate representation of
AI-enabled small weapons - birdsized drones targeting a specific
victim or set of victims. These are
programmed to fire a small amount
of dynamite into the target’s skull.
Defence against or interception of
such small weapons is very difficult.
Today such weapons are
reasonably cheap and are no longer
science fiction. The next stage in
their development is, it seems, to
‘teach’ them how to form an army
and work as a team. In this and other
AI applications, group behaviour by
the likes of ants and bees is studied
and applied to autonomous devices,
so that they act in coordination with
each other. Imagine a few hundred
thousand of such devices attacking a
city. In theory they could kill half of
the inhabitants with no damage to the
infrastructure.
It is said that AI robots cost
much less than hiring a killer and
that no human lives would have to
be sacrificed (no need for suicide
bombers). But there is the complicated
issue of accountability. Who is

responsible? The person who gave
the order, the one who programmed
the robot, the manufacturer? All this
creates a minefield, when it comes to
international law.
According to Stuart Russell,
The capabilities of autonomous
weapons will be limited more by
the laws of physics - for example,
by constraints on range, speed and
payload - than by any deficiencies
in the AI systems that control
them. One can expect platforms
deployed in the millions, the
agility and lethality of which will
leave humans utterly defenceless.4
If such predictions are correct, it
is said that AI arms could be more
dangerous than the threat posed by
nuclear weapons, which international
regulations, including the nonproliferation treaty, supposedly limit.
Although Israel is exempt, all other
countries with nuclear weaponry
have signed up to the NPT and face
regular monitoring and inspection.
In addition, nuclear weapons are
allegedly just a deterrent, because
everybody knows that nuclear war
between the major nuclear powers
would inevitably lead to mutual
destruction.
When it comes to AI weapons,
there have been several proposals
for avoiding a potential disaster.
For example, some AI experts and
military advisors have suggested
using some kind of ‘human in the
loop’ solution. Of course, we know
that human decision-making has not
saved the lives of innocent victims
of drones in Afghanistan or in the
Middle East. However, for the ardent
supporters of AI weapons, the main
advantage of their new lethal toys
comes from the speed and supposed
accuracy of such devices operating
without human intervention.
Others
have
proposed
‘regulations’ to control AI weapons,
but this has not been taken very
far. For a start, it is not very clear
what can be classified as a fully
automated weapon. According
to Heather Roff of Case Western
Reserve University School of Law,
autonomous AI weaponry consists
of “armed weapons systems, capable
of learning and adapting their
‘functioning in response to changing
circumstances in the environment in
which [they are] deployed’, as well
as capable of making firing decisions
on their own.”5
Some academics use a much
lower threshold to classify any
weapons system capable of causing
fatality without human supervision
as an autonomous weapon, while
the British ministry of defence has
another definition:

systems that are capable of
understanding
higher-level
intent and direction. From this
understanding and its perception
of its environment, such a system
is able to take appropriate action
to bring about a desired state. It
is capable of deciding a course
of action, from a number of
alternatives, without depending
on human oversight and control
- such human engagement with
the system may still be present,
though. While the overall activity
of an autonomous unmanned
aircraft will be predictable,
individual actions may not be.6
Then there is the question of who
would oversee regulations over
AI weapons. It is said that these
would only permit robots fighting
robots, therefore avoiding ‘collateral
damage’. But it is difficult to imagine
imperialist states adhering to such
regulations. During a war, the aim
is often to inflict maximum damage,
which includes human casualties.

Ban?

One proposal, supported by many
academics and scientists, is the call
from the Campaign to Stop Killer
Robots for a ban on all AI weapons.
There is nothing new about such a
demand: biologists, chemists and
physicists have long campaigned
against biological, chemical and
nuclear weapons. However, many
states, including the USA, UK and
Russia, oppose such a ban, claiming
it is premature in relation to AI
weaponry.
In February 2021 the US
National Security Commission on
Artificial Intelligence supported
the development of autonomous
weapons powered by AI software.
Robert Work, a former deputy
secretary of defence and panel
member, claimed that autonomous
weapons would make fewer
mistakes than humans, for example
by reducing casualties caused by
target misidentification.
So what is the current state of
play? Who is winning the war so far?
In the current arms race, China
is not the underdog and there are
predictions that it will soon overtake
the US. This is mainly because of
its superiority when it comes to the
data necessary to feed machinelearning algorithms. In 2018 Chinese
president Xi Jinping was already
emphasising the importance of “big
data”, cloud storage, and quantum
communications
amongst
the
“liveliest and most promising areas
for civil-military fusion”, and the
Chinese government provided huge
funding for these projects.

Scientists who argue for a ban
on AI weapons make the following
points:
n This technology will have a
negative effect on the future of
humanity because it will increase
the uncertainties posed by existing
threats, such as nuclear weaponry;
it will transform the nature of these
threats and introduce new ones.
n The prospect of fusing AI with
early-warning systems will compress
and dramatically reduce the decisionmaking time frame.
n The ubiquity and declining costs
of drones will mean that these
weapons will continue to proliferate
at an unprecedented speed. In
Eric Schmidt’s The age of AI: and
our human future, he warns of
the dangers of machine-learning
AI systems, arguing that they are
developing so fast that they could
react to hypersonic missiles by firing
nuclear weapons before any human
got into the decision-making process.
n Autonomous
weapons
will
complicate the ability of states to
anticipate, attribute and effectively
counter future autonomous attacks.
In the current situation it is
easy to see how poorer countries
have already lost any chance of
confronting such threats. If the US
does not like the foreign policy
of some ‘rogue state’ it will not
need to organise a coup: instead it
can deploy AI weapons with facerecognition algorithms to eliminate
all the ‘unfriendly’ members of that
government.
In August 2018 Venezuelan
president Nicolás Maduro claimed
he had survived an assassination
attempt
involving
explosive
drones. Although this cannot be
confirmed independently, footage
of his speech at an event marking
the 81st anniversary of the national
army shows the president suddenly
looking upwards - he seems startled and dozens of soldiers running away.
Venezuela blamed elements within
the US for instigating “a rightwing
plot”.
It is easy to envisage a situation
in which, rather than using sanctions,
the US employs AI weapons to
destroy the civil and military
infrastructure of a ‘rogue state’,
while claiming that there was no
‘collateral damage’.
In December 2021 an AI robot,
the Megatron Transformer, made
the headlines when it was used as
a speaker in a debate at the Oxford
Union, in a motion entitled: “This
house believes that AI will never be
ethical”. The Megatron came up with
a very interesting conclusion:
AI will never be ethical. It is a
tool and, like any tool, it is used
for good and bad. There is no such
thing as a good AI - only good and
bad humans. We [the AIs] are not
smart enough to make AI ethical.
We are not smart enough to make
AI moral … In the end, I believe
that the only way to avoid an AI
arms race is to have no AI at all.
This will be the ultimate defence
against AI7 l

Notes
1. www.ft.com/content/03b2c443-b839-4093a8f0-968987f426f4.
2. www.scmp.com/news/china/military/
article/3159704/time-set-global-rules-aiwarfare-china-tells-un-weapons-review.
3. www.independent.co.uk/news/world/
americas/us-politics/biden-killer-war-robotsban-b1972343.html.
4. www.nature.com/articles/521415a.
5. core.ac.uk/download/pdf/214077458.pdf.
6. www.gov.uk/government/publications/
unmanned-aircraft-systems-jdp-0-302.
7. www.bbc.co.uk/news/
technology-59687236.
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Three cheers for juries

With attorney general Suella Braverman threatening to use extraordinary measures and a deafening silence
coming from Labour’s front bench, Paul Demarty unhesitatingly welcomes the acquittal of the Colston Four

A

year and a half after protesters
threw a statue of Edward
Colston into Bristol harbour,
the four people charged with
destroying it have been cleared - and
a very good thing too.
They are not out of the woods
yet, of course, with the government
huffing and puffing about this
outrageous verdict, and attorney
general
Suella
Braverman
threatening to use extraordinary
measures to get the case appealed with the ‘right’ answer to be given
next time around. Whether to do so
is, of course, a political calculation:
even defeat in a court of appeal
could provide a timely dose of antiwoke culture-war guff, and with the
government presently at a low ebb in
terms of its authority and coherence,
it is more likely than usual that
recourse will be made to such low
tactics.
For the time being, however,
they can celebrate a vindication not
only of their actions, but of the jury
system at its best. The right is quite
apoplectic that what is, on its face,
a pretty slam-dunk case of criminal
damage has been thrown out by
sympathetic jurors; but the very fact
of the result testifies to the marginality
of such views within Bristol itself.
While the city itself is just about the
wokest in the country, with Labour
and Green 20 councillors apiece,
the exurban sprawl contains many
true-blue Tories. Only three or four
miles separates the statue’s old spot
from the edge of the constituency of
a certain Jacob Rees-Mogg.

Then and now

The contrast with the days of Edward
Colston himself could not be greater.
He was born to a merchant family in
1636 and was very much a chip off
the old block, going into the family
trade and inheriting its reactionary
political allegiances. His family
were staunch royalists in the civil
war period, and he himself settled
into a firm monarchist Toryism, as
the rest of that tumultuous century
played out. His trade was initially
in textiles and southern European
luxuries, but he soon became
involved in the nascent African
slave trade, which would make him
fantastically wealthy.
Not only him, of course. Bristol
became one of the most important
ports in the infamous Triangle
Trade, and its prosperity was built
on the backs of brutalised Africans
transported to the colonies. (During
this time, Bristol became home to
one of the first black communities
in Britain, thanks to the inevitable
‘leakage’ from the slave-ship
system.) The philanthropy of men
like Colston - perhaps a desultory
effort to put some credit into the
moral balance of their lives - built
much of the civic architecture of
the time. Though the slave trade
was later suppressed, the ‘primitive
accumulation’ already done meant
that Bristol thrived in the 19th
century too as a mercantile port;
indeed, it was not until 1895 that
the Colston statue was erected; for
all that Colston’s actual trade was a
little unrespectable, the wealthy Tory
bourgeoisie of that time recognised
a distinguished predecessor in the
merchant marine.
Today, Bristol is a very different
place: substantially deindustrialised,
it has nonetheless gained a kind of
prosperity based on white collar

A richly deserved dunking
industries. Central Bristol, with its
office buildings, extravagant street
art and pervasive creative industries,
is something of a satellite of east
London, rather like Brighton. Like
London, it is blighted by steep
social inequality and homelessness,
and its working class residents are
progressively priced out of the urban
core - all the more, now that homeworking professionals are flooding
out of the capital, London-weighted
salaries intact.
In short, neither the elite nor
the masses today have much use
for Edward Colston, and efforts to
strip his branding from the city had
been gathering steam for years, and
endlessly met with bureaucratic
obstructionism. When patience
finally snapped and the statue got
tossed in the drink, the levee broke,
and the old man’s footprint on the
city started shrinking dramatically.
The Colston Hall concert venue
became the rather blander Bristol
Beacon. The Colston Arms, a pub
in the Cotham neighbourhood,
hastily rebranded itself Ye Olde
Pubby McDrunkface, inviting more
permanent suggestions from the
regulars - it is now the Open Arms.
One of the voices raised angrily
against the destruction of the statue
was that of the Edward Colston
Society, a quasi-Rotarian outfit of
Tory charity-mongers; but it gave
up the fight almost immediately, and
its members voted to disband this
ancient club entirely by the end of
2020.
To rightist culture warriors, this

adds up to a terrifying Orwellian
assault on British history; but such
an account is stupid and hysterical.
Cities commemorate their heroes;
Bristol, for all its problems, has
at last outgrown this monstrous
criminal. The statue is now in its
proper place - on its back in the city
museum, still covered in spray-paint.
It is sometimes piously objected that
we should talk about these historical
issues, rather than erasing traces of
them in the public space; well, we
are talking about it, because the
statue was pulled down. Mission
accomplished, surely?
What is really at stake is an
attempt to redeem British history,
in the face of the very real moral
problems posed by centuries of
imperialist crimes, of which the
Atlantic slave trade was merely an
unusually grim example. Revisionist
historians would prefer us to look at
the infrastructure built by colonial
power, or else the rather more
dubious claim that the empire spread
liberal norms and civilisation in the
face of rather cruel local tyranny. To
see the empire in terms of slavery
makes this sort of recapitulation of
national pride more difficult. It is,
alas, for the Niall Fergusons and
Boris Johnsons of the world, a rather
sharper lens than that of the Indian
railways.

History

For all these reasons, it should be
plain to any reader of this paper
that acquittal was the just outcome.
This stands quite regardless of the

verdict’s correspondence to the
actual law of the land: if the law
says otherwise, the law is unjust. It
may not be that the specific statutes
involved are generally unjust, but
that is a separate question. To take
a rather grander example: in 1851,
in Christiana, Pennsylvania, a group
of runaway slaves had taken shelter.
Their former owner attempted to
take back his ‘property’, but the freed
slaves and their defenders resisted
and shot dead the slaveowner. No
northern jury would convict these
‘murderers’, but neither the juries
nor the participants in the ‘battle
of Christiana’ would argue that
shooting people dead in general
should be legal. It was a regrettable
expedient in the face of the evils
of the fugitive slave law recently
passed by Congress.
It is therefore, for genuine
democrats, a demonstration of the
importance of trial by jury. We
should be animated by distrust of
the legal system and the rule of
law, which, in the end, are forms
of systematic corruption of justice.
That is precisely why jury trials have
been marginalised over time, and
why juries have been increasingly
browbeaten into finding one way
or another by the presiding judge.
Bourgeois power is, from time to
time, forced into concessions, but
corrupts those concessions from
within by maintaining control of the
apparatuses that dispense them. In
law, as Mike Macnair often argues,
this is achieved through the ‘free
market in legal services’, which

ensures that lawyers are biddable,
and the related system that produces
judges from the ranks of the most
successful (that is, typically, the
most biddable) lawyers. What,
Brecht famously asked, is a bank
robbery compared to the founding of
a bank? And what is a law-defying
jury compared to a justice-defying
law?
We are, nevertheless, at a
dangerous moment. We already
noted the government’s toying with
the idea of traducing the finding of
the good jurors of Bristol. At the
same time, legislation is speeding
through parliament to restrict the
right to protest, in the light of the
disorder attributed to the Black Lives
Matter and Extinction Rebellion
movements (it is not without interest
that a group of XR protesters were
similarly allowed to walk by a jury
last year). Tory hearts bleed for the
indignities inflicted upon inanimate
objects - public statuary, tube train
doors, central London shopfronts;
all in the name of silencing
solidarity with the people tossed
out on the streets to please property
developers or put to flight by wars
and ecological disasters, in which
Britain is seriously if not exclusively
culpable. Here, criminal ‘justice’
legislation serves to produce the
ultimate filter bubble, protecting a
wholly specious image of a great
and noble nation from those who
remember its victims.
Here, of course, we meet the
limits of single-issue movements
like the one that dunked Colston,
or indeed even the most ‘arrestable’
activists of XR. It is not so much the
positive content of BLM politics that
is a problem - though there certainly
are such problems (as I have argued
before, I would take a year of woke
diversity training rather than submit
to a single day of treacly Tory
revisionism) - but the very form of
the single-issue campaign as such.
The limits, indeed, are written into
the phrase itself: restricted to the
terrain of one problem, no matter
how morally urgent, it proves
impossible to posit an alternative at
the level of general politics without
effectively splitting the movement.
The usual path taken is to keep
the thing going, somehow, which
tends to turn even the most radical
of such movements into an NGO,
and therefore sets them fighting each
other for handouts from the liberal
philanthropic funds which keep such
NGOs going. Necessarily, the result
is that any radicalism must then
be contained within the bounds of
what the Ford Foundation, George
Soros or whoever else is prepared to
tolerate.
Excluded from that remit,
naturally, is the sort of revolutionary
change to the political architecture
of society that could produce a
legal system for the masses. Such
changes would cut at the heart of
how capitalism concretely operates;
their proper custodian is a political
party not subject to the crippling
influence of constitutional loyalism
(the deafening silence of the Labour
front bench on the Colston Four
is testament enough to that). The
present controversy, then, takes us far
beyond the fight against grotesque
Tory historical revisionism, into
territory the left is currently illequipped to contest l
paul.demarty@weeklyworker.co.uk
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Still no hint of seriousness

The working class, humanity, cannot afford to wait till the next century before dealing with capitalist
slumps, war threats and the actuality of ecological breakdown. Jack Conrad replies to Tony Greenstein

L

et me begin by stating that I have
always held Tony Greenstein in
some considerable regard. He
is a brave, pugnacious and tireless
fighter. If he was on side in the fight
for a mass Communist Party he
would, doubtless, be an asset.
However, on this occasion,
replying to the comrade is, sad to
say, once again, a real chore. Yes,
on the subject of the fight for a
mass Communist Party - ie, what
is objectively necessary if we, that
is humanity, are going to supersede
capitalism, end national, racial and
sexual oppression, end the threat of
nuclear war, meet the challenge of
climate change, achieve universal
freedom, etc - he is, judging by his
last two articles, either unwilling
or simply incapable of serious
engagement.1 After all, as will be
seen, we have to counter utterly
baseless claims, loud complaints
and a whole lorry load of nonsense:
unkind though it is, “a tale, told
by an idiot, full of sound and
fury, signifying nothing.”2 Trying,
exasperating, a real challenge to
rise above what is mostly mindbogglingly trivial. More than a pity.
Hence the reader’s patience will
be tried and tested. I apologise even
at this stage. If you are going to
seriously read this article, I would
suggest that you not only follow the
text below, but also keep comrade
Greenstein’s two articles, and my
first article, at hand (either hard
copy or online). Check and recheck.
It will be a long, hard slog, but I
don’t want anyone to rely on my
word alone.

The comrade was so hurt, so
offended, that he went “through the
list of articles” he has written for the
Weekly Worker over the years. Even
he was surprised, he says - “150!”
“One article a week for 3 years is
hardly ‘occasional’. Why the need
for this sneering condescension?”
You might have expected him to
get upset about the charge that he
is not an attentive reader, which is
clearly true. But, no, what gets his
rag is the word “occasional”. A
dictionary definition: “occurring or
appearing at irregular or infrequent
intervals; occurring now and then.”
Comrade Greenstein does not write
every week, despite his claim to the
contrary. No, he writes occasionally.
A search of our website produces a
list of exactly 152 articles … since
2006! Excellent, but, that said, he
surely needs to grow a thicker skin.

General laws

Comrade Greenstein paints the
CPGB, and myself, as trapped in
the past, hankering after being some
sort of a historical re-enactment
society. He writes:
Jack regurgitates what the
German working class did in
1875, Russia in 1917 and the
formation of the Labour Party
over a century ago, without
even a hint as to why there has
not been a successful working
class revolution since 1917. It
hardly needs to be said that the
conditions arising out of the
formation of the German working
class - Bismarck’s attempts to
outlaw the Social Democratic
Party and his Kulturkampf - the
repression of the tsarist autocracy
and the conditions surrounding
the founding of the Labour Party
bear no resemblance to today.

Heretics

In his most recent, ie, second
article, comrade Greenstein begins
by casting himself in the illustrious
role of the great renaissance
mathematician and astronomer,
Nicolaus Copernicus: “I feel as if
I am being accused of denying that
the Sun revolves around the Earth.”
Jack Conrad is, presumably, cast in
the role of Clement VII. “My crime”,
says a defiant comrade Greenstein,
is being found guilty of abandoning
“working class politics”. “In other
words”, he says, “I am a heretic. I
am fortunate not to be burnt at the
stake.”
Well, true, comrade Greenstein
has abandoned class politics (more
on that below). But that does not
mean we should not seek to rescue
him though. In the process, so goes
our calculation, there are many
others to be won. Not through
threats, certainly not through
threats of immolation, but through
reasoned, verifiable, theoretically
consistent arguments … of the
type, yes, advanced by Copernicus,
Galileo, Newton, Darwin and Marx.
An aside. This paper, this
organisation, is not interested in
silencing anyone. Unlike comrade
Greenstein, we - taking our cue
from classical Marxism - champion
unrestricted freedom of speech. We
certainly encourage debate at our
schools, forums and universities.
Naturally there are quality, space
and time considerations. What
takes forward our project always
constitutes the bottom line. Hence
the contested decision to feature
comrade Greenstein’s last two
articles. On the Provisional Central
Committee - which acts as the
de facto editorial board - there
were various opinions. After some
debate we came out for printing his
contributions in full. Not because of
their quality. Not because of some

Fernand Léger ‘Construction workers’ (1950)
liberal commitment to the right to
reply at equal length (a plea made
by comrade Greenstein himself).
No, the reality is that - when it
comes to the contemporary left,
leave aside bourgeois society at
large - we, that is the CPGB, are
very much the minority voice. The
broad left formation, the dismissal
of the revolutionary potential of the
working class in Europe and North
America, the rainbow coalition
politics advocated by comrade
Greenstein, constitute, sad to say,
a widely held common sense. A
common sense that we want to
challenge and overthrow … even
if that means wading through all
manner of very silly arguments.
As noted in my first reply to
comrade Greenstein, he seems
to work according to the motto,
‘Attack is the best form of
defence’.3 Therefore his intemperate
response to the resignations of

Tina Werkmann, Jackie Walker,
Kevin Bean and Stan Keable from
the steering committee of Labour
Against the Witchunt. Not content
with denouncing them for resorting
to the “big lie” tactic of Joseph
Goebbels, he accuses them of
liquidating LAW and doing “very
little” against Keir Starmer’s witchhunt. Feeble stuff.
Maybe the same diversionary
tactic explains this childish
statement: “If anyone is guilty of this
charge [abandoning class politics],
it is Jack himself, who stubbornly
refuses to use any form of Marxist
or class analysis in relation to the
current political and economic crisis
in Britain and Europe. Indeed there
is no analysis.”
We shall deal with class politics
and analysis below. Meanwhile
the trivia comes thick and fast.
Comrade Greenstein complains that
my article is “littered with snide

innuendo and personal attacks.”
Well, when making political
criticisms, as is often the case in
my polemical articles, it is done in a
direct, frank and, where appropriate,
comradely manner. As for “personal
attacks”, what “personal attacks”?
Reader, look over my first article.
Not that we are against “personal
attacks” in principle, eg, the SWP’s
comrade Delta. But, though the
personal is political and the political
is personal, we are first and foremost
interested in the politics.
With that in mind, let us look
at the sole example he cites of
the “snide innuendo and personal
attacks” that supposedly litter my
first article. Comrade Greenstein
kicks up a great fuss over this little
sentence of mine: “Well, I know the
comrade is a regular reader of the
Weekly Worker, even an occasional
contributor, but obviously not an
attentive one.”

What was the context of my writing
about the founding of the Social
Democratic Party in Germany in
1875 and in Russia in 1903? I was
answering comrade Greenstein’s
contention that there could be no
leap into a mass Communist Party:
“You cannot from existing levels of
consciousness and organisation leap
to a revolutionary consciousness.”
That there has to be a “transitional”
broad left movement for anything to
happen. I was showing him, trying
to show him, through these two
famous examples, and more besides,
eg, Communist Party of China and
its 50 founding members, that his
statement was factually incorrect.
In other words, I disproved his
contention, showed that it was false,
needed to be corrected. There could
be a leap, there was a leap, there can
be a leap.
But, sadly, comrade Greenstein
cannot admit that he is wrong. That
is why he erects a Chinese wall in
his mind between the history of
the working class movement in the
19th and 20th centuries and today.
However, what we are talking
about owes nothing to this or that
particular feature of this or that
particular country, such as Otto von
Bismarck, the Kulturkampf or the
tsarist autocracy. No, we are talking
about the general laws of history,
society and politics. So we are not
looking for an exact repetition of
anywhere. That is impossible. But
it surely has to be admitted that
certain features of the revolutionary
movement of the 19th and 20th
centuries do possess universal
significance … and, of course, those
who cannot learn from the past are
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doomed to repeat past mistakes.
There were certainly those in
the 1880s, 1890s and early 1900s
who dismissed the idea of copying
Germany’s Social Democratic
Party and adapting it to Russian
conditions. Eg, the Narodniks, the
Economists and the anarchists.
Don’t you know that backward
Russia bears no resemblance to
advanced Germany; don’t you know
that Russia has a tiny, ignorant,
proletariat and a vast peasantry;
don’t you know that before the
working class can be organised into
a party it must first engage in routine
trade unionism, support worthy
liberal causes; don’t you know …
etc, etc. But Georgy Plekhanov,
Vera Zasulich, Pavel Axelrod,
Vasily Ignatove and Leo Deutsch
were right. These exiled intellectuals
formed the Liberation of Labour
group in 1883 in Switzerland.
Russia’s first explicitly Marxist
organisation. The main polemical
target of Liberation of Labour were
the Narodniks and their morbid fear
of capitalist development and failure
to recognise the revolutionary
potential of the working class.
Plekhanov also drew up two draft
programmes for what would become
the RSDLP, based on the model
of the German Erfurt programme.
Between 1900 and 1903 it was, of
course, the celebrated paper Iskra
which truly laid the organisational
foundations for a mass party (editors
Georgy Plekhanov, Vera Zasulich,
Pavel Axelrod, Julius Martov and,
crucially, Vladimir Ilyich Lenin).
Opening the 2nd Congress of
the RSDLP in 1903, Plekhanov,
looking back 20 years, freely
admitted that to begin with they
were “nothing” … but we have
“grown into a strong social force”
and the future promised ever greater
strength.4 Backward Russia could
emulate, copy, advanced Germany.
And there were just two years that
separated the 2nd Congress and the
two big factions of the RSDLP, the
Bolsheviks and Mensheviks, each
becoming mass organisations in
their own right. There was a “leap”.
What about me not even
providing a hint as to why “there
has not been a successful working
class revolution since 1917”? Well,
of course, that is a key question. It is
also hugely complex. That is why, in
my first article, I simply said that we
have striven, along with countless
other Marxist thinkers, to provide
explanations … and answers. In
other words: look at what we have
written.
Anyway, comrade Greenstein
will have none of it. He is not
satisfied. So, for his benefit, if
for no one else’s, a few words.
Firstly, his question, “why has
there been no successful working
class revolution since 1917”, needs
qualifying. After all, since 1917
various working class parties, ie,
‘official communist’ parties, have
come to power - with the backing
of the Soviet army, or leading
peasant-based armies - resulting, it
has to be said, in yet more strange
non-capitalist, non-socialist social
formations and dead-ends.
However, the failure of the
working class to carry out a
revolution that transforms it into a
ruling class, a revolution that has
the potential to universalise itself,
certainly, that has nothing to do
with the absence of mass strikes
in the docks, the mines and on the
railways in Britain. Parochial in the
extreme. Nor should it be explained
because of information technology,
etc. So, why the post-1917 litany
of failure? The most obvious
explanation lies in the ability of
the ruling class to divert, distract,
befuddle and beguile, through the
massively subsidised mass media
(not least through advertising), and,

when that fails, savage oppression
and slaughter on an industrial scale
(Finland, Hungary, Italy, Germany
and Spain, to name but the most
horrendous examples). Of course,
there must be more to it than that
- eg, the hidden nature of capitalist
exploitation and the role of the
education system, religion and
public intellectuals.
But there are two sides to the
story. There is not only them. There
is us. With this in mind, at the risk
of gross oversimplification, let me
provide nine further explanations.
1. The incorporation of the
European trade union and labour
bureaucracy into the state apparatus
of the ruling class, most decisively
with 1914. Thereafter, what is
now called social democracy - or,
in Britain, Labourism - looked
to improve the condition of the
working class through the existing
state, not against the existing
state. A phenomenon, and it needs
emphasising, not confined to the socalled first world. The theory of a
corrupted labour aristocracy living
off the crumbs of imperialism has
proven to lack explanatory power.
Note, for example, the reformism
of the mainstream left in Latin
America, South Africa, the Middle
East and India.
2. The shrivelling of democracy in
the soviets and the militarisation of
the Russian Communist Party (in
order to win the civil war), and then
the ban on factions in the face of the
necessity of internal retreat and the
conditions of NEP.
3. The modelling of the newly
founded communist parties - yes, in
the expectation of imminent world
revolution - not on the Bolsheviks,
but on the post-1921 RCP.
4. The 1928 counterrevolution
within the revolution in the Soviet
Union, and the mass purges.
5. The moulding of ‘official
communist’ parties into pliant
diplomatic tools of the Soviet elite
using bureaucratic centralism, and
then the programmes of national
roads, class collaborationism and
popular frontism.
6. The normalisation of the post1928 Soviet Union as a model of
‘socialism’ by ‘official communist’
parties,
national
liberation
movements and even left social
democracy (but, for the latter, the
Soviet model minus absolutism) ...
which comes crashing down in
1989-91, but not necessarily in the
mind.
7. The inability of left oppositions
internationally to break from the
post-1921 model of organisation.
8. Because
of
bureaucratic
centralism, the inevitable splitafter-split sects.
9. The philistinism, the tailism,
the collapse to the right, the
coalitionism, of the ‘transitional’
advocates of broad left half-way
house formations.
A vicious circle of material
circumstances
and
subjective
failure. Frankly, the list, and the
permutations, could be extended on
and on, to a hundred, to a thousand.
But, the idea that Jack Conrad, or
anyone else on the thinking left,
who, confronted as we are by the
unexpected 20th century … and its
continuation into the 21st century,
has not bothered to come up with
explanations, is simply ridiculous.
What of the solution? In politics
there is an endless chain, consisting
of an infinite number of links. But
“the whole art of politics” lies
precisely in “finding and taking
as firm a grip as we can” of the
main link, the link which, if joined
together, gives the “possessor the
possession of the whole chain”
(What is to be done 1902).5 Today the
main link is unmistakably the party
question. Without that recognition
there can only be failure … heroic,

tragic or, nowadays, mostly comic
- the liquidationist merger of LIEN
and LAW and the hopeless project
of a yet another broad left being
just the latest example of the comic
descending into pure farce.
In attack mode, comrade
Greenstein writes: “To imagine
that we are in a revolutionary or
pre-revolutionary situation is to
engage in the politics of fantasy and
wishful thinking.” Indeed it is …
but I don’t do any such thing. For
comrade Greenstein’s benefit, there
has been no revolutionary situation
in Britain at any time during the
20th century (including 1910-14,
1918-20, 1926, 1984-85). There
are, of course, those anarchists,
semi-anarchists
and
anarcho
bureaucrats in our movement who
believe that we live in revolutionary
or pre-revolutionary conditions
permanently (Georg Lukacs called
it the “actuality of the revolution”6).
Voluntarism is the inevitable result.
If we artificially push this or that
routine strike, protest movement
or mass demonstration further and
ever further, events supposedly
accelerate to the point where soviets
are formed and the whole state
apparatus crumbles. Out of the
social rubble steps the new order in
all its glory and splendour. However,
I am not one of those believers.
However, comrade Greenstein
thinks I must be one of them. Why?
Because I advocate the formation of
a revolutionary party. His reasoning
runs along these narrow gauge
tramlines: revolutionary parties fit
revolutionary and pre-revolutionary
times and reformist parties (or
movements) fit reformist times.
Presumably, in times of reaction
and counterrevolution we need a
reactionary and countrevolutionary
party. No, no, no, not even comrade
Greenstein could argue that. But
he does say that, when we are
under attack from a right populist
Johnson government, when trade
union membership and struggles
are at a low ebb, the formation of a
revolutionary party is “impossible”.
That what is needed, all that can
realistically be achieved, is a broad
left movement with extraordinarily
limited 2017 and 2019 Labour
manifesto aims and ambitions.
But the fact of the matter is
that a revolutionary party does not
depend on a revolutionary situation
to justify its existence. If that was
the case then there would have been
no German SDP nor the RSDLP
(I am using these two organisation
as examples to bring out general
laws). There was no revolutionary
situation in 1875 Germany. Nor
was there a revolutionary situation
in Russia in 1883 when the
Emancipation of Labour group
was formed, nor in 1898 when the
RSDLP was abortively formed, nor
in 1903 when the RSDLP was really
formed.
In point of fact, it could be
argued - and I would strongly argue
just this - that the formation of the
Communist Party of Germany in
December 1918, when there was a
revolutionary situation, was too late.
Waiting for a revolutionary situation
before forming a revolutionary
party more or less guarantees
defeat … then and now. Cadres
need to be trained, programmes
agreed and tested, deep socials roots
dug, class allies gained to establish
a social majority, and the bonds of
trust between the party leadership
and the class firmly secured, so that
we can confidently retreat as well as
attack in a coordinated, disciplined
and effective manner.
Revolutionary situations are, in
fact, extraordinarily rare. It requires
not just a refusal by the masses to
be ruled in the old way. The ruling
class must be unable to rule in the
old way. In other words the ruling

class is itself deeply divided and
the whole, or key parts, of its state
machine become unreliable to the
point where rank and file, even top,
personnel, go over to the side of the
masses. Meanwhile, long before
such a revolutionary situation arises,
the revolutionary party educates,
agitates and organises in what is a
period of preparation. There is, after
all, the minimum, the immediate,
programme,
which
includes
the fight for higher pay, better
working conditions, environmental
protection, opposing draconian laws
and demanding far reaching social
reforms and radical constitutional
measures - such as the abolition
of the monarchy and the second
chamber, the election of judges, the
replacement of the standing army
by a popular militia, etc.

Nose

Quite frankly, arguing with comrade
Greenstein over the 2017 general
election is tedious and pretty
pointless. But, well, I think the
reason he bangs on and on about it
is to establish his truly remarkable
powers as a prophet, a sage. He
has no need for opinion polls, local
election results, historical studies
and rubbish like that. All he needs is
to step out of his Brighton and Hove
front door and sniff the air and he
instinctively knows the result of any
general election (though, in fact,
to be on the safe side he brilliantly
predicts almost every possible
outcome).
What we are meant to rely on is
comrade Greenstein’s nose ... and
not only when it comes to predicting
general elections. Organise the
working class into a political
party, as shown by the Chartists
and as theoretically generalised
by the Marx-Engels team? Sniff,
sniff, no, that’s impossible.
Grasp the universal significance
of Bolshevism and the October
Revolution? Sniff, sniff, no, we
don’t live in tsarist Russia and this
isn’t 1917. He could add, if he really
wants to stun us, that this is not
2021. Fight for a mass Communist
Party because modern capitalism
means ever increasing attacks on
past gains, financialisation and
offshoring production, desperate
mass migrations, the new cold war
with China and, with the climate
crisis, absolute limits and the danger
of civilisational collapse? Sniff,
sniff, no, all that can be achieved is
a broad left movement.
Comrade Greenstein has a trump
card up his sleeve, though. It is our
undeniable failure to establish a
mass Communist Party. Here is how
he presents his case:
Jack tells us that “we have a fully
worked out strategy ... a twintrack approach”. And what is this
wonderful strategy? “The main
emphasis [is] on the struggle for a
mass Communist Party.” Perhaps
he can tell us how this strategy
differs from their strategy for
the past 30-plus years and how
successful it has been. This is no
strategy: it is at best an aspiration
- or a fantasy.
There is no possibility of
forming a mass revolutionary
Communist Party today. We
are not in 1917 or at the end
of World War I. Marxism and
class analysis is about taking
the particular period we are in
and understanding the relative
strengths and weakness of both
ourselves and our opponents.
We have seen over 35 years
of industrial quiet with a
recomposition of the working
class and the halving of trade
union membership.
Well, comrade Greenstein, it is not
30-plus years, it is 40-plus years.

We published the first edition of The
Leninist in November 1981 (and
there was, as a group, a pre-history
as members of the Communist Party
of Turkey). We had four founding
comrades. Three have long gone.
Recruits there have been. But far
too few. We count membership in
the tens not the millions. We are, to
draw a parallel, still at the Liberation
of Labour or Iskra stage. Whereas
events in Russia were concentrated,
moved at break-neck speed, just 30plus years separating the formation
of the first Marxist organisation and
conquering state power, events in
Britain over the last 40-plus years
have moved far slower and with far
less intensity, and certainly have not
culminated in an earth-shattering
finale. Indeed, there has been a
general retreat, a decay. Back in
1990 Jack Conrad wrote about what
he called a “period of reaction of a
special type”.7 We were not going to
be killed or sentenced to long years
of imprisonment: we were going to
be sidelined and dismissed as cranks
and fantasists.
As comrade Greenstein himself
endlessly repeats, there has been no
successful working class revolution
since 1917 (that is, a revolution
which had the serious possibility
of universalising itself). It is not
only the CPGB that has failed - so
has the entire socialist and working
class movement globally. Comrade
Greenstein might care to tell us
what his “wonderful strategy” has
produced. From what I can tell, it is
a typical sect of one. No, if we date
the origins of the modern working
class movement from 1838 and
Chartism, it is clear that we have all
failed (following Marx and Engels,
I take the overriding aim of the
Chartists to be not its six immediate
demands, but the “formation of the
proletariat into a class, overthrow of
bourgeois supremacy, conquest of
political power by the proletariat”8).
Of course, that needs explanation
- see above - but should the
struggle for working class state
power and human liberation now
be abandoned because there has
been a 180-year plus history of
failure? No, capitalism still exists
and, by definition, still relies on
the exploitation of wage labour
and nature. The central task of
communists therefore remains that
of forming the working class into
a party - a mass Communist Party
- and, at every point in the struggle,
distinguishing ourselves only in
bringing to the fore the common
interests of the international
working class, putting the whole
before the part, and developing the
clearest theoretical understanding
of the required general line of
march (summed up in our Draft
programme).
But, no, comrade Greenstein
is wedded to his realist broad
left movement, which, even if it
comes into existence, and that
is doubtful, would represent an
unmistakable case of capitalist
realism, incapable of learning from
the past, let alone envisioning the
social transformation that is both
historically overdue and urgently
necessary. Hence, when comrade
Greenstein tells us that the idea of
establishing a mass Communist
Party is for the next century, ie,
“some time in the next 100 years”
and, with equal certainty, that
this project “simply isn’t serious
politics”, I can only conclude that
he is part of the problem, not part of
the solution.
It is his politics that lack
seriousness and realism. Does he
really imagine capitalism lasting
another 100 years before we have
the means of putting an end to its
despotic rule? Another 100 years
of capitalist exploitation, wars and
ecological destruction? What would
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remain? Surely, without realising
socialism and beginning the global
transition to communism well within
the next 100 years there is a distinct
danger of thermo-nuclear war and, if
not that, total ecological breakdown.
Or does comrade Greenstein
seriously imagine that even a fullyfledged broad left party can halt,
even reverse, the destructive logic
of capital? Such a claim would be
truly absurd and, in effect, would
make you a common or garden left
reformist, serving to lull people, to
reconcile them to capitalism.

Labour

Let us now turn to the Labour Party
specifically. This is how comrade
Greenstein begins his argument:
Jack and the CPGB are misjudging
the mood of those who have left
or been expelled from the Labour
Party. They are angry - but also
politicised - by six years of trench
warfare with the Labour right. It
is our duty to ensure that they do
not simply disappear. Hence why
we are merging LAW and LIEN.
Even Jack admits that “LAW has
done very little, has been paralysed
even”. Why then would he want to
preserve it in its current form other
than as a stage prop to parade at
rallies?
Maybe comrade Greenstein is right
about the those who have been expelled
or who have merely left. But I doubt
that things are so neat and simple.
Some will have been politicised, ie,
have gone towards a higher level
of political consciousness. We get
our steady trickle of membership
inquiries. There is anger. Definitely.
But there is an awful lot more by
way of confusion and demoralisation.
Frankly, we should not expect
otherwise. But they won’t disappear.
No, most will surely reappear. When
conditions change. When we, the
left, get our act together. But the idea,
the suggestion, that we can scoop
up 150,000 scattered hurt and burnt
individuals at this moment in time
is delusional. We cannot do it. Nor
can comrade Greenstein’s disparate,
politically backward, untrained,
programmeless, 70 or 80 LAW-LIEN
Zoom members.
What about this: “Even Jack”
admits that “LAW has done very
little, has been paralysed even”?
Frankly, I am stunned. Shame on you
comrade Greenstein. When it comes
to polemics, we in the CPGB really
do strive for honesty, for telling the
truth. We try our damndest not to
misrepresent. Why do anything else?
The real problems are legion enough.
Anything else is a waste of time.
So when we spot one of our Weekly
Worker journalists doing anything
like this - and it happens - we criticise,
correct, demand better. But comrade
Greenstein operates under no such
guidelines, no such restraints. He is
a freelancer, does not operate as part
of a disciplined communist collective.
No, this quote: “Even Jack” admits
that “LAW has done very little, has
been paralysed even”, is, in fact, cut
and pasted from a passage defending
LAW’s SC majority against “comrade
Greenstein making [the] accusations
of liquidationism”. The “LAW has
done very little, has been paralysed
even” stuff is irony, intended to refute
comrade Greenstein’s case.
In order to leave not a shadow of
doubt, read the quote in context:
[P]resumably working according
to the motto, ‘Attack is the best
form of defence’, we find comrade
Greenstein
himself
making
accusations of liquidationism ….
This is simply childish. LAW has
done very little, has been paralysed
even, but despite this paralysis has
maintained a professional looking
website, gained members, picketed

Labour Party HQ, organised Not
the Forde Inquiry at the Resist event
at this year’s [ie, 2021] Labour
conference in Brighton. Of course,
these actions have been organised
with a range of others and not
only LIEN (there was the Labour
Left Alliance, Labour Campaign
for Free Speech and Labour Party
Marxists too). And all in the
midst of the Covid-19 pandemic,
social mixing restrictions and two
lockdowns, remember.
So comrade Greenstein has either
resorted to distortion, that, or he is, I
expect, let us be generous, simply an
inattentive reader.
The crucial question for comrade
Greenstein is, “how we can adapt our
tactics and strategy to meet the current
circumstances of an unprecedented
witch-hunt in the Labour Party and
unify the thousands under attack by
Starmer and Evans.” As far as he
is concerned, we in the CPGB have
“no answer other than build a mass
Communist Party. Jack calls this a
strategy. I call it a religious dogma
masquerading as politics.”
Well let us start with strategy.
Strategy concerns itself with class
forces, internationally and within
a given state, in the fight to achieve
socialism. Hence, internationally, we
recognise the centrality of working
class unity under the banner of
a global Communist Party. US
imperialism remains the capitalist
hegemon and is therefore the main
counterrevolutionary force. Within
Britain we fight for the unity of the
working class under communist
leadership, isolating, dividing, the
capitalist class and winning over, or at
least neutralising, the middle classes.
That does not change when either
Jeremy Corbyn or Sir Keir Starmer
becomes leader of the Labour Party.
No, it is not strategy but tactics
that change with the ups and downs
of the struggle. The idea that we have
only one offer, ie, a mass Communist
Party, is surreal. The Communist
Party is a strategic aim. But tactically
we have promoted organisations
such as Labour Party Marxists and
LAW. Comrade Greenstein might
remember LAW steering committee
meetings with our comrades facing
him in those Zoom squares. We also
intervened in organisations such as the
Labour Left Alliance. Our comrades
supported the Jewish Voice for
Labour counterdemonstration against
the Enough is Enough anti-Corbyn
Zionists in March 2018. Similarly we
have regularly intervened at Labour
Party conferences and supported
initiatives such a Resist at The Rialto.
Because of tactical considerations
we have supported Labour candidates
in various elections; because of tactics
we told our LAW steering committee
members to resign; because of
tactics we told our comrades on the
LLA’s organising group to constitute
themselves a distinct opposition
faction. The same approach sees old
slogans replaced by new slogans. Eg,
‘vote for Roger Silverman in Labour’s
NEC election’ is clearly no longer of
any relevance (he has been expelled).
Our tactics serve, are subordinated to,
our strategy.
So, comrade Greenstein’s claim
that we have retreated into “fixed”
formulations and slogans is belied
by the facts (except when it comes to
strategy).
Comrade
Greenstein
prides
himself for posing what he considers
awkward questions, such as:
whether the western working class
today is capable of the revolutionary
overthrow of capitalism when at
the height of its industrial power.
When class-consciousness was at
a peak, they fought economic but
not political battles, leaving the
latter to a reformist Labour Party.
Why should an atomised and

deunionised working class fare
any better today or tomorrow? To
that Jack has no answers.
I think I have already shown that Jack
Conrad has answers. So, the briefest
reply to the above: can the working
class overthrow capitalism today? No,
of course not. Can the working class
overthrow capitalism, not tomorrow,
but in the future? Yes, of course.
What other class, what other force
can we seriously envisage? But what
this ‘heretical’ line of questioning
reveals about comrade Greenstein is
a revisionist abandonment of class
politics, the politics of the working
class. All he has left is either third
worldism or ethical socialism (or a
combination of the two).
As damning evidence, let me
present this paragraph:
Because capitalism is incapable of
planning [untrue: think World War
I and II] and is driven by profit
and capital accumulation it is
unable to deal with Covid [untrue:
think of the Oxford-Astra Zenica
not-for-profit vaccine which was
developed at a truly amazing speed
and then put into millions of arms
by NHS workers]. It is also through
global warming endangering
the very existence of human
civilisation. If the revolutionary
overthrow of capitalism is not
possible, then we have to look at
alternative methods [my emphasis]
of preventing human catastrophe.
Socialists have to try and unify the
disparate social movements into a
force for change in a society and
system that is producing climate
disaster. Clinging to slogans and
rigid doctrine [ie, Marxism] as a
substitute for strategic thinking is
a serious political mistake.
If you abandon, dismiss, the
revolutionary potential of the working
class in Europe and North America
(and Japan?), then, frankly, you give
up on socialism. Without winning
the commanding heights of the
capitalist world economy, attempts
elsewhere are doomed to poverty,
isolation, deformation and hollow
pretence … and ultimately defeat or
surrender (I take contemporary China
as a complex, paradoxical, form of
surrender).
And yet comrade Greenstein insists
that forming a broad left socialist
movement is crucial to generalising
the fightback against the attacks of
the Johnson government. Why his
LAW-LIEN broad left formation
will fare better than the other broad
left formations we have seen over
the years goes unanswered. Socialist
Alliance, Respect, Scottish Socialist
Party, Left Unity, Tusc - none have
got anywhere. However, they proved
to be very effective at watering down
political principles, disorientating
militants
and
engendering
demoralisation. But no, this time
it will all be different. It is through
struggles against the Police, Crime,
Sentencing and Courts Bill “that the
fight for a mass socialist party of the
working class can be born, not through
parroting empty slogans.” Presumably
though, this “mass socialist party of
the working class” will be incapable
of revolutionary action, presumably
it will therefore limit is demands …
especially if it stands in elections
and aspires to form a government.
We end up with a pointless broad
left Labour Party mark two, which
is entirely improbable when we still
have the broad left Labour Party mark
one, along with its several hundred
thousand real members and millions
of real trade union affiliates.
Comrade Greenstein claims that
Jack Conrad dismisses “all attempts to
unify the socialist left.” This is simply
daft. Any attentive reader of the
Weekly Worker will tell you otherwise.
Take a look at the two editions of my

pamphlet Towards a socialist alliance
party (August and October 2001). We
not only actively participated in the
Socialist Alliance, Respect, Scottish
Socialist Party, Left Unity and LLA.
Apart from Respect, where we threw
agitational bombs, we had comrades
elected to the leadership bodies of all
these organisations. However, what
characterised our comrades was their
unremitting fight for the Marxist
programme as against broad-left
opportunism.

Leaps

Comrade Greenstein is a determined
gradualist: “You cannot from
existing levels of consciousness and
organisation leap to a revolutionary
consciousness”, he declares. That,
presumably, explains why he says
this:
In the most bizarre section of his
article Jack gives us a lesson in
theoretical physics and cosmology,
and analogies between Marxism
and the laws of physics. Quite
what bearing water turning to
steam and the merits of the steady
state and infinite expansion of the
universe have to do with questions
of revolution leaves me baffled.
Leaving aside the controversies
over the Big Bang and singularity,
I am at a loss to see how the theory
of quantum mechanics, whereby
sub-atomic particles can only exist
in certain energy levels, parallels
the political process. Water is
inanimate, whereas human beings
are conscious.
Yes, he is baffled, bothered and
bewildered. Comrade Greenstein
is unable to grasp the universal
significance of dialectics. As Engels
explained, dialectics are “abstracted”
from the history of nature and human
society. Dialectics are “nothing but
the most general laws” of “historical
development, as well of thought
itself.”9 So, at the most basic level, it
is important to know that water, and
matter in general, changes in terms
of quality but also quantity. There
are leaps between the solid, liquid
and gaseous states of H2O. The same
applies to ideas and theories. So, yes,
I think we are all well aware that
water does not have ideas or theories.
It lacks consciousness. Comrade
Greenstein’s killer point? But ideas
and theories, such as the expanding
universe, do not need to gradually
evolve from ideas and theories of the
solid state universe. Indeed, as I noted,
there was, in physics, a leap from the
one to the other paradigm. The same
goes for politics. You can “from
existing levels of consciousness and
organisation leap to a revolutionary
consciousness.”
I am not trying to categorically rule
out gradual development: that would
be stupid. Nor, then, do I rule out midpoints, stages, etc. All I am insisting
upon is the leap. Hence my attempt to
teach comrade Greenstein the ABC of
dialectics … dismissed as “bizarre”.
Oh, well.
Let me touch upon my contention
that a mass Communist Party can
only be built “top down”. And
comrade Greenstein’s inevitable
“we are not in 1917, with a small
working class and a large peasantry”
disagreement. A small working class
and a mass peasantry has nothing
to do with anything here. Marxist
parties begin with Marxist theory
and then build accordingly (theory
developed outside the daily economic
clash of employer-employees and the
point of production). Even comrade
Greenstein’s putative LAW-LIEN
broad left socialist movement begins
with a theory of a kind - even if it is
thoroughly opportunistic.
Finally, when it comes to the Labour
Party, there is comrade Greenstein’s
casual, utterly incoherent, twosentence dismissal of the Marxist

category of the ‘bourgeois workers’
party’. Let me break his argument
down into its four component parts:
(1) It is “meaningless”; (2) It is a
“slogan”; (3) It was “relevant a
hundred years ago; (4) “[T]oday we
are seeing the complete destruction of
the Labour Party as a working class
party.” So, a hundred years ago, ie, in
1922, this “slogan” was meaningful.
But that is all it was, a slogan.
Today, however, we are “seeing the
complete destruction of the Labour
Party as a working class party.”
What a muddle. He might be right
when it comes to today “seeing the
complete destruction of the Labour
Party as a working class party.” It
is, for me, an open question that will
be decided in the course of the class
struggle, a class struggle which we
have no intention of abandoning for
the sake of a fragile lifeboat project.
Suffice to say, if comrade Greenstein
is right about the Labour Party being
destroyed as a working class party
today, the Marxist category of the
bourgeois workers’ party cannot be
“meaningless”. His logic is illogical.
That is, unless he dismisses (and he
does not) the influence of bourgeois
ideas and bourgeois material interests
exerted through not only the Fabian
society but also the ILP, the PLP and
the trade union bureaucracy.

Brexit

As a footnote, let me deal with Brexit.
Comrade Greenstein says this:
In order to ‘prove’ his thesis
that I have abandoned working
class politics Jack accuses me of
being merely “a mere tail of the
bourgeois ‘remain’ campaign”.
If this is true, then there is indeed
substance to Jack’s criticisms.
I am in effect being accused of
having crossed class lines. The
most honest thing to do would
be to immediately resign as vicepresident of Brighton and Hove
Trades Council, since it is clear
that I have one foot, if not both, in
the camp of the bourgeoisie!
Comrade Greenstein, I don’t want
you to resign from anything. Not
even as vice-president of Brighton
and Hove Trades Council. I just want
you to learn, to reconsider, to think
and rethink.
But, as the reader might well
expect by now, there comes the
counterattack: my accusations are
“designed to divert attention from
Jack’s own absence of anything to
say.” Once again, hardly true. I will
not go to the bother of counting the
number of Weekly Worker articles
written by myself on Europe, the EU,
the 2016 referendum and Brexit (leave
aside other CPGB writers). My own
contributions, with all their faults,
yes, but also their strategic clarity
and consistency, will amount to more
than a few, though not 150 in three
years! Let me also mention Which
road (1983, 1989, 1991), Europe:
meeting the challenge of continental
unity (2002) and Remarking Europe
(2004). Either way, I most certainly
do have something to say l

Notes
1. T Greenstein ‘Not a liquidation?’ Weekly

Worker December 9 2021: weeklyworker.
co.uk/worker/1375/not-a-liquidation; ‘Selfdeclared heretic replies’ Weekly Worker
January 6 2022: weeklyworker.co.uk/
worker/1377/self-declared-heretic-replies.
2. Macbeth act five, scene 5.
3. J Conrad ‘Something serious needed’
Weekly Worker December 16 2021:
weeklyworker.co.uk/worker/1376/somethingserious-is-needed.
4. B Pearce (trans) 1903: second ordinary
congress of the RSDLP London 1978, p28.
5. VI Lenin CW Vol 5, Moscow 1977, p502.
6. www.marxists.org/archive/lukacs/
works/1924/lenin/ch01.htm.
7. The Leninist December 6 1990 - see J
Conrad From October to August London
1992, p200.
8. K Marx and F Engels CW Vol 6 New York
NY 1976, p498.
9. K Marx and F Engels CW Vol 25, London
1987, p356.
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COMMUNIST UNIVERSITY

Six sessions of the best

Ollie Hughes and James Harvey report on Winter Communist University 2022, where discussions ranged
far and wide

T

he central theme of the online
Winter
2022
Communist
University - ‘the party we
need’ - was taken up in six sessions
held over the weekend of January
8-9. Although the focus was on the
important question of what type of
party Marxists should aim to build,
inevitably the discussions ranged
far and wide over contemporary
and historical issues of perspectives,
strategy, and political organisation.
This reflects not only the open
and democratic approach to political
debate and ideas that has long
been the hallmark of Communist
University, but also our belief that
we need to think seriously about
the current parlous state of the left
internationally and the strategy
needed to put ourselves on a winning
course. In that context it was pleasing
to see a good turnout of comrades
from the United States and Europe,
in particular the Netherlands.
In the first session Kevin Bean
looked at the question of ‘Party and
programme: why the contemporary
left fails to take programme
seriously’. Comrade Bean outlined
what he described as “the common
sense” of most of the left. This was
a reliance on the unconscious and
untheorised movement of the working
class. The existing consciousness of
the working class is not only taken
as a necessary point of departure,
but to all intents and purposes
it is regarded as unproblematic
and sufficient as the basis for a
developed socialist consciousness.
This produces a ‘transitional’ form
of politics and programme that
blurs the distinction between subject
and object and believes that, in this
epoch of capitalist decay, there can
be no permanent social reforms or
economic concessions by capitalism.
The argument continues that the
simple defence of these social
and economic gains will raise the
consciousness of the proletariat
and trigger the initial impetus for a
struggle to overthrow capitalism.
Kevin suggested that this rather
economistic approach, which rejects
classical Marxism’s minimummaximum programme, is in fact a
crude bowdlerisation of Trotsky’s
transitional programme, and prizes
spontaneity over a programmatic
strategy for winning the majority
of the proletariat intellectually and
organising the working class into a
conscious movement and political
party.
Comrade Bean showed how an
emphasis on “the logic of struggle”
influences the political practice
of the left, especially its focus on
“immediate issues” at the expense
of high politics, a diplomatic
orientation towards Labourism and
its attempts to build broad fronts that
require programmatic concessions to
reformism.
In the discussion comrades
outlined a whole series of examples
of these transitional politics and the
political dead-end that they represent.
It was also questioned whether the
working class still has “a hunger
and a thirst” for socialist knowledge
and, moreover, whether a socialist
intelligentsia, in the late 19th and
early 20th century sense, committed
to overthrowing capitalism still
exists. Both the speaker and
comrades from the floor argued that,
while there is plenty of evidence of
working class struggles and protests
of all kinds internationally, the key
issue remains the ways in which the
left had proven woefully inadequate

Pieter Bruegel the Elder ‘The blind leading the blind’ (1568). Without a programme, the left too
for the urgent task of building a
genuine revolutionary working class
party.
Ben Lewis looked at similar
issues in his discussion of the politics
of German social democracy: ‘1910
and all that: the republic, the mass
strike, and the curse of reformism’.
Comrade Lewis gave a detailed
account of the politics of the mass
strike in that period, and the debate
between Karl Kautsky and Rosa
Luxemburg over republicanism and
socialist participation in bourgeois
governments. He discussed the
historiography of the politics of
the Second International and the
dangers of reading backwards from
the betrayal of 1914. One important
theme in the debates within the
German SPD turned on what were
the conditions for a successful
revolution and how far the subjective
strategy of a revolutionary party can
accelerate the tempo of development.
Comrades discussed both the specific
issues raised during the pre-1914
period and the wider implications for
the strategy of the revolutionary left
internationally today. One important
strand in the discussion was the
relationship between the spontaneity
of working class struggles and the
role of the party in co-ordinating
and developing these struggles to a
higher, consciously revolutionary
level. Above all, it was suggested, the
left’s worship of spontaneity arises
from its present profound weakness
and its rejection of the necessity of
a revolutionary programme as an
essential part of raising the political
level of the working-class movement.

Labour

In the session on ‘The Labour Party
and its limits: why Labour can never
substitute for a Communist Party’,
Jack Conrad looked at both the
historical and present role and nature
of Labour as a bourgeois workers’
party. Tracing the history of the
British working-class movement
from the Chartists onwards, comrade
Conrad outlined the forces that
contributed to the development of
the Labour Party and the debate
about its character.

For Lenin in 1920, the Labour
leaders were “reactionaries of the
worst kind” because they pretended
to be socialist and acted as agents
of the bourgeoisie within the
working class. Jack argued that
the “bourgeois workers’ party”
formulation advanced by Lenin
was not just a label or slogan, but
accurately captured - and continues
to capture - the contradictory nature
of the Labour Party. It remains a party
with a base in the organised working
class, but with a leadership resolutely
loyal to the constitutional order and
to capitalist society. Moreover, he
suggested, because Labour has never
been anything more than a bourgeois
workers’ party, it could not simply be
reclaimed to become an instrument
of revolutionary politics. However,
it does have the potential to “resolve
the contradiction between these two
poles; the bourgeois pole which
has been historically dominant,
and the proletarian pole which has
traditionally been subordinate. It
has the potential to reverse that
- to put the proletarian pole …
politically in command and resolve
that contradiction by driving out
the right.” For comrade Conrad and
other comrades who joined in the
discussion, that process requires the
militant politics and strategy that
only a Communist Party can offer:
it is impossible for these factors to
evolve spontaneously from within
the Labour Party itself.
Much of the discussion was
taken up with the nature of the
Corbyn movement and the current
politics of a rapidly disintegrating
Labour left. Comrades described
an “unsophisticated Bonapartism”
desperately awaiting a saviour, a
‘man on the white horse’, to lead
them, showing the volatility of
society but also the lack of substance
in the politics of the Labour left.
Comrade Conrad concluded that
we should indeed describe Jeremy
Corbyn and John McDonnell as
reactionaries of the worst kind.
Corbyn might have been an antiimperialist, but he and his immediate
supporters threw all that away at the
time when it was most important,

when they were leading the Labour
Party. They were quite happy to go
along with the anti-Semitism big lie
and throw comrades under the bus.
They are precisely reactionaries of
the worst kind - those who pretend to
be fighters for our class.
Mike Macnair’s talk on ‘How
broad-frontism requires top-down
bureaucratic controls’ looked at an
important element in the strategy
and practice of the majority of the
far left internationally. He argued
that the broad front strategy in which
revolutionaries attempt to bloc
with left reformists has historically
resulted in a diplomatic cosying up
to the right and a watering down
of the revolutionary programme.
Interestingly, he identified the origins
of this strategy in the Trotskyist
argument that transitional politics can
build a bridge from bread-and-butter
demands to the conquest of power,
and in the Stalinist policy of the
popular front, in which the workers’
movement forms a bloc with a
fictitious ‘progressive’ bourgeoisie.
The fusion of these elements
produces a form of “revolutionary
triangulation” which, far from
radicalising the masses, actually
drags ostensible revolutionaries
to the right through ideological
concessions to Labourism and
reformist politics.
It is characteristic of such broad
fronts, as they develop internationally
in the workers’ movement, that
such spurious unity between
revolutionaries and reformists also
necessitates bureaucratic centralism
and gatekeepers to preserve the
bloc and thus cement a de facto
shift to the right. The result is that
the internal regime of left groups
working in this way becomes
increasingly
bureaucratic
and
undemocratic, preventing principled
political criticism of their reformist
‘allies’ and using the cry of ‘unity’
to close down debate and control
the membership. The discussion that
followed threw up many examples
supporting Mike’s thesis, both from
comrades’ immediate experiences
in Britain as well as internationally.
In particular, comrades considered

the possibility of new broad front
initiatives by the far left which
attempt to revive the Corbynite left,
even in the face of its all too apparent
collapse, and the form that such unity
projects might take.
‘The party we need and
internationalism’ was the subject
of Yassamine Mather’s opening.
She began by looking at today’s
international division of labour
and the forms of global capitalism
alongside the development of
imperialism and global political
instability. Comrade Mather then
went on to look at the nature and
importance of internationalism for
the workers’ movement. She drew
heavily on the historical experience
of Marxism from the time of the
First International onwards to
show the importance of real rather
than platonic internationalism in
revolutionary politics. This means
that we should not become apologists
for imperialism and its fictions
of human rights and international
law, but neither should we support
reactionary nationalisms or regimes
that merely mouth opposition to the
US imperialist hegemon - the “antiimperialism of fools”.
This produced a vigorous and
broad discussion around the issues
of defeatism and defencism, ranging
from the nature of the Protestant
working class in Northern Ireland
to the correct approach Marxists
should adopt in relation to Iran,
Syria, Israel and the wider politics
of the Middle East. In particular,
comrades raised how far we should
defend the right of third world
states, such as Syria and Iran, to
defend themselves against foreign,
imperialist attack. A strong case was
made that our primary orientation
must be the defeat of our own state
and opposition to US imperialism in
any conflict, and that some defencist
slogans give support to reactionary
regimes. The development of an
organisation linking working class
parties throughout the world is a
symbolic and practical embodiment
of the idea of independent workingclass politics. It plays an important
part in the proletariat gaining an
awareness of itself as an international
class, which is essential for a real
revolutionary consciousness.
The final session covered ‘Cop26,
climate crisis and the necessity for
a Communist Party’. It was opened
by Tam Dean Burn, who referred
to his personal experience in the
climate change movement and the
illusory nature of the coalition that
developed around the Glasgow
Cop26 conference. He described the
ways in which the climate movement
had been incorporated into bourgeois
politics and the need for a real
alternative to sanitised protests and
media events. Given the seriousness
of global warming and its dire
implications for the working class
and society as a whole, the comrades
who spoke in the discussion looked at
the importance of the party question
in that context. It was clear, given
the fundamental and global nature
of the climate crisis, that tackling
the issue requires the overthrow of
the international state system and the
irrational capitalist system.
Thus, far from being peripheral
to the politics of the climate crisis
and the growing demands for
‘immediate emergency action’,
the nature of the movement and
programme required were actually
the central political questions of
the current period l
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Calluses on our souls
Dick Gregory arrested in December 1977, picketing the South African embassy, Washington - charged with demonstrating within 500 feet of an embassy

Nigger - an autobiography by Dick Gregory with Robert Lipsyte, Plume 2019, pp235, £19.79

A

short while ago, at the
CPGB’s Online Communist
Forum, there was a discussion
of books which had been banned in
the US. I remembered this particular
one, which caused controversy when
first published in 1964, and I could
not remember why it was considered
so dangerous. In 2016 it caused
controversy again when a staff
member at a Jesuit college in the
US suggested a student read it, and
students called for the staff member
to be fired for “daring” to give a
black student a book with such an
inflammatory title!
Well, I found out why it was
‘dangerous’ - and I do not think it was
because of the title. No government
in its right mind would want people
to read about poverty so dire that
black children wore their mother’s
second-hand clothes (given to her by
her white employer) so they could go
out to play, while she was working for
“the Man”.
This is an angry book, but also
a redemptive one. Dick Gregory
describes a life of abject poverty and
degradation, from which he emerged
to become a leading civil rights figure.
Richard Clasdon Gregory was
born in 1932. His father, called ‘Big
Pres’, was absent, so he was brought
up by his mother alone. He begins
the book with a paragraph: “Dear
Momma - Wherever you are, if ever
you hear the word ‘nigger’ again,
remember they are advertising my
book.” This defines his style - a
combination of serious message with
wry and sometimes extremely funny
language.
Dick Gregory (never Richard) was
hustling from the time he was six shining shoes, carrying and fetching
for shop-owners, often stealing food
when he could not bring anything
home to his mother for dinner. The
first chapter by itself is enough to
make the reader both weep and be
furiously angry.
Life was not easy for him as a child.
He describes once shining the shoes
of a white woman. He inadvertently
touched her actual foot and a white
man sitting near her kicked him in
the teeth, shouting: “Get your dirty
little black hands off that white lady,
you nigger bastard.” A fight started.
The bartender got Dick out and gave
him five dollars, apologising. Dick’s
response to one of his friends was:
“If I could get kicked in the mouth a
couple of more times today, and get
five dollars each time, man, we’d be
all right.”
Everyone in the neighbourhood
knew that the family was fatherless.

Because of this, they were on ‘relief’
- a much lower form of the benefit
system we have in Britain. His
mother worked illegally for a white
woman several days a week, but did
not make enough, even with relief
money, to have electricity, gas or hot
water. Later Dick describes a visit
from a “worthy” churchwoman who
brought food, including a large turkey
- but the family could not accept it,
even though they needed the food,
because they had no way of cooking
the turkey.
“Momma” taught him that
smiling was better than crying, and
so he developed an outward happy
demeanour. He was small and apt to
be bullied, so he made people laugh in
the hope they would like him instead
of beating him up. He describes his
early life without self-pity, but also
writes: “I never learned hate at home,
or shame. I had to go to school for
that” (p31).
He describes the humiliation of
school. He was slow, could not read
well and could not do homework
because they had no lights after dark.
At school he was always sitting in
the seat with a chalk circle around
it, because he was considered a
troublemaker. His teacher, in a bid to
teach him a lesson, described to the
entire class the fact that he had no
father and was poor.

Violence

The worst part of chapter 1 is when
Dick (still a child) describes the
one time his father came home. He
began to drink the whisky “Momma”
always kept for him, and in two
succinct pages Dick describes the
beating his father gave his mother
that night: “He beat her all through
the house, every room, swinging his
belt and whopping her with his hand
and cussing her and kicking her and
knocking her down and telling her
about his women” (p21). Like many
downtrodden women, “Momma”
could only apologise for her past
‘wrongdoings’ and tell her husband
that, yes, “It’s all my fault” (p22).
Later, Big Pres apologised to her,
kissed her, told her he would change,
etc, etc - the usual plaint cry from a
slightly sober man who will never
actually change. Dick went into the
kitchen and got a large kitchen knife.
He says: “I knew how to cut ... Swung
right at his head, everything I had, I
swung for every kid in the whole
world who hated his no-good Daddy”
(p23). His life would have been very
different, had he succeeded. But his
mother stopped him, and his father
left. He did not see him again until

many years later, when Dick was
famous.
After this frightening and enraging
first chapter, Dick describes how he
slowly - very slowly - rose out of
poverty. He went into high school
and joined the running team - so
that he could take a shower every
day. Running became his salvation,
eventually, through high school and
college. But he also worked his way
through - especially during the war,
when black workers were paid the
same as white.
An accident at his place of work
left him in the street, unable to move.
A white woman - someone obviously
very well known - took him to the
white hospital, after an altercation
with a policeman:
“Where are you taking him,
officer?”
“To the nigger hospital.”
“I beg your pardon?”
Officer gives the name of the
hospital.
“That’s too far. I’m taking him to
the (white hospital).”
“That’s not for niggers, lady. You
better mind your own business.”
“Officer, do you know who I am?”
“Some nigger-lover, who ...”
The lady said her name and the
cop’s mouth dropped open and he
took a step backward.
“I have your badge number and
you can consider yourself fired”
(p75).
In the ‘white hospital’ he was
given stitches and a “beautiful
white bandage. Nobody in my
neighbourhood had ever had such a
beautiful white bandage” (p75) - not
from the hospital for blacks.
When he was discharged, though,
his white saviour had gone, and noone said anything about coming back
to have the stitches taken out. He took
them out himself - “one by one, with
a needle and scissors. It wasn’t that
hard” (p76).
His first foray into demonstrations
came when he discovered that allnegro track meets were never listed
in the scholastic record book - only
those for white athletes. Dick Gregory
organised a march. He was not sure
if it was because of this, but, the
following semester, the track meets
were integrated. Because of these
meets, he could go to university,
during which time his mother died.
One of the saddest paragraphs of the
book was this:
I went out into the backyard and
looked up at the sky and said:

“I’m sorry, Momma - sorry I was
embarrassed because we were
on relief; sorry I was ashamed
of you because you weren’t
dressed the way other kids’
mothers were dressed; sorry you
had to die before I realised what
a great lady you were (p96).
He then describes how he decided
to become an MC and a comedian.
He developed his humour, and
decided deliberately to assail the
racism inherent in the US:
They asked me to buy a lifetime
membership in the NAACP
[National Association for the
Advancement of Coloured
People]. I told them I’d pay a
week at a time. Hell of a thing
to buy a lifetime membership,
wake up one morning and find
the country’s been integrated
(p144).
He learned how to deal with
hecklers. One night someone in
the audience called him “Nigger”.
The atmosphere was electric, with
the white audience waiting with
bated breath for a major fight. Dick
Gregory paused for some strategic
seconds and said:
You know, my contract reads
that every time I hear that word,
I get 50 dollars a night. I’m only
making 10 dollars a night, and
I’d like to put the owner out of
business. Would everybody in
the room please stand up and
yell ‘Nigger’? (p147).
He, and the club, were saved.
Slowly he became famous - on
television, in major stage shows,
even in prisons. In Maryland he
insisted the inmates be integrated.
The warden resisted. Dick Gregory
went on stage and said:
I tell you, I enjoy entertaining
you fellows, but I have a problem
... I’ve never worked before a
segregated audience before and
I don’t intend to. Now, if you
fellows want one hell of a show,
I want to see you switch those
seats (p162).
A moment of silence and all of a
sudden five white inmates jumped
up and picked up an elderly black
inmate who could not walk, and
placed him in the best seat in the
centre of the front row. And Dick
Gregory says to the white guys:
“I dig integration, but I still don’t

know if I’d give up that good seat.”
Everyone is laughing now and the
show goes on.

Civil rights

He goes on to describe how he
joined the civil rights movement. He
was a famous comedian now, and
married with children, but he knew
he would be a target wherever he was.
Although afraid he might be killed, he
joined Martin Luther King, Medgar
Evers, Richard Pryor and others. He
remembered president Franklin D
Roosevelt saying people had nothing
to fear but fear itself. Dick Gregory’s
response? “Bullshit.”
He marched, was beaten by cops,
who called him “nigger”, and was
jailed for a short time. He embraced
King’s passive resistance movement
(although he was not so sure about
its effectiveness). On one march the
police knocked down a 98-year-old
woman. She looked up at him from
the gutter and said: “Don’t let them
make you mad, honey. They ain’t
after me: it’s you they after” (p187).
In a crowded jail cell in Mississippi
he spied a four-year-old child! Dick
Gregory asked him what he was there
for, and the child replied “Teedom”
(p192). He could not even say the
word he was accused of fighting for,
but he was in jail for advocating it.
Dick Gregory was not a
revolutionary and certainly not a
communist. But he was an individual
who spent his life fighting a system
that had tried to destroy him and
failed. He was active until he died in
his 80s, involved in the movement
for the Equal Rights Amendment. He
died in 2017, and a documentary film,
The one and only Dick Gregory, was
made about him in 2021.
He ends the book on a high note not that the fight was won. He knew it
would be a long hard struggle, but that
it was still going on, even after the
bombings, the murders, the beatings.
He finishes as he began, “talking” to
his mother:
You didn’t die a slave for nothing,
Momma ... You and all those
negro mothers who gave their
kids the strength to go on ... Those
of us who weren’t destroyed
got stronger, got calluses on our
souls ... When we’re through,
Momma, there won’t be any
niggers any more (p223).
Yes, I can certainly understand why
this book was so controversial. So
if you would like to read something
that makes you cry, laugh and feel
good for being involved in the
struggle, this is the one! l
Gaby Rubin
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Class struggle and sport

Jon Tait Colliers: Northumberland’s pitmen and their Football League team
Rough Badger Press, 2021, pp171, £7

LS Lowry ‘Going to the match’ (1928)

T

he coalfields of the 1920s were
a hotbed of discontent and
militant communist agitation.
The bishop of Durham, Dr Hensley
Henson, said that his Durham
diocese was the “most communistic”
in Britain - and could anyone wonder
why?
In 1928 the Scottish and northern
communists of the communist
Labour League of Ex-Servicemen
(LLEX), dressed in their khaki
uniforms, stormed the platform of the
Durham Miners’ Gala. The muchrespected communist MP, Shapurji
Saklatvala, had called from the
platform for the Scottish miners to be
given the right to speak - something
which would never sit well with the
deeply formalistic Durham Miners’
Association executive.
It was against such a background
- and amidst ruling class fears that
the British working class would
follow the Soviet example to
revolution - that two football teams
of northern pitmen were forging
their mark on the game: Ashington
in Northumberland and Durham
City. Both were founder-members of
Division Three (North) in 1921.
The standing stones of bitter
and epic battles of the union from
its inception in 1825 - leaders
who dragged themselves and their
workmates up by their bootstraps
with vision and principle; the great
northern coalfield strikes of the
Durham and Northumberland miners
and national actions over 150 years
- all will be well known to many
former miners. The major disasters,
whose impacts were scorched into
the collective memories of northern
coalfield communities likewise will
come as no surprise to many of my
generation, and previous ones. What
is novel in this interesting book is
the parallel struggles on the pitch, as
‘The Colliers’, through strikes and
disasters, lock-outs and unbelievable
hard work, battled for their teams.
This is a social, political and
sporting tale interwoven in a way I
have not seen or thought about before.
It features men whose prowess on
the field spared them no mercy down
the pit at the coalface, where they
were all still engaged in punishing
shift work. The team interestingly
played in black and white stripes
- the traditional Northumberland

County colours. The author, Jon
Tait, retraces both the blow-by-blow
action on the pitch and the triumph
over many neighbouring teams, and
the starry trajectory of some of their
players.
The book has a number of
interesting insights and cameos, not
least the chapter on ‘Little Moscow’
- the red village of Chopwell. One of
the most militant pits in the whole
northern coalfield, it threw up some
giants of men as leaders - not least
the Lawther family, whose dynasty
in the miners’ and left movement is
remarkable still. It produced the first
three ‘red banners’, which carried
among them the images of Marx,
Lenin, Keir Hardie, Arthur Cook
and - in the uniform of the Irish
Citizens Army, in which he died
fighting for Irish freedom - the bold
James Connolly. Unique in their
far-left trajectory, the banners from
Chopwell, Follonsby (Wardley)
and Bewicke Main were all from
Gateshead.
As for the football overlap,
Ashington AFC was the farthest
north team in the Third Division
North. In the 1926-27 campaign,
almost the entire team hailed from
Northumberland, with the rest from
‘the toon’ or villages in County
Durham. Their key striker and
captain, James Price, was, though,
a Scot - close enough! I confess
to not being a football enthusiast
(Father, forgive me!) and this book is
something of a niche item for those
who are. It records the matches, the
scores, the stars, the defeats and the
triumphs.

Backdrop

But what makes it fascinating is
the social, industrial and political
backdrop against which these games
were being played: the sparse stands
because of pit closures and mass
layoffs, a world glut of coal and
cheap imports, and the resulting real
poverty of the northern population.
It is also a remarkable piece of
journalism, retracing the games, the
images and the atmosphere from so
long ago.
Another of the football chapters
reveals the extent to which
Northumbrian/Tyneside
players
influenced the birth of the game on
the other side of the Atlantic, after

first having cut their football teeth
with the Colliers. Small world, eh?
I have not, however, in this review
greatly focused on those chapters
retelling the fortunes of the clubs and
players, though they are a rich source
of sporting history, with no doubt
priceless and little known facts that
are thoroughly well researched.
Like any true record of the labour
movement on Tyneside, the history
records the role of the Irish. James
Cuthbert Laird, leader of the Tailors’
and Garment Workers’ Union, was a
founder member of Newcastle and
Gateshead Trades Union Council
in January 1873 and remained its
president for 20 years. He was also,
remarkably, president of the TUC
when it met in the Mechanics Hall,
Newcastle, in 1876 with unions
representing half a million workers.
Laird had played a leading role in
the dynamic Newcastle tailors’ strike
in 1854. One tends not to associate
Newcastle strikes with tailors, but
trade unionism was spreading like
wildfire across all trades and skills
during this period. The miners
of Northumberland and Durham
resolved that none of their members
or families would deal with any firm
which did not agree to the tailors’
basic demands - that would have
been some purchasing power and a
major incentive to reach a settlement.
Chapter 7 touches on the legend
that is ‘Big Jack’ Charlton - a
Northumbrian through and through.
His family was part of the bedrock
of what was known nationally
as Britain’s biggest pit village Ashington. The author declares that
Charlton was, among other factors, a
major influence over him:
The strike of 1984-85 came during
my formative years - a heady mix
of football, teenage girls, Adam
and the Ants, writing, the CPGB,
the NUM and Arthur Scargill.
Jack instilled a sense of social
responsibility in me, a hatred for
injustice and a strong belief in
the trade union movement for the
good of the wider community and
for social change.
A few of the Charltons had
been involved in organising the
Communist Party in Ashington, and
played a leading role during the war

years. James Charlton had stood as a
communist in the Ashington Urban
Council elections of 1948, along
with three other CPGB candidates.
The role of the north-east in the
fight for Spanish socialism against
fascism is perhaps well known - a
number of famous northern working
class leaders made that stand and
many paid with their lives. The
author reckons that 100 men and
women from the north-east went off
to fight in Spain during the 1936-39
civil war.
One of the unavoidable features
of the Northumbria and Durham
working people’s history is the
tendency to physical resistance.
This was born of class struggle, of
course, but also derived from the
highly contradictory influences of
both Jacobites and Jacobins. The
large presence of Irish republicans
in the region ensured the armedstruggle tendencies of that aspiration
featured deeply on Tyneside and the
coalfields.
So it was interesting to find that
this book mentions the story of Percy
Gibson, a Seghill miner and member
of the CPGB, who had come with
an improvised explosive device in
1924 to the Quayside in Newcastle.
His target was either the town hall or
the cylinders of a power station: by
throwing Newcastle into darkness,
he would allow the impoverished
masses to loot the shops. He thought
he was joining forces with some
fellow communist insurgents, but
sadly, although they were indeed
fellow members of the CPGB, they
had sold him out to the cops. Gibson
went down for ‘the cause’ he thought
he was serving.
This is a simple wee book: quietly
and honestly spoken, it provides
a cameo of the northern working
class, how it was composed and
what it stood for, and how that was
represented on battlefields, picket
lines and coalfaces, but also on
football pitches. It is insightful and
deeply moving in parts. It makes
me reflect when people say, ‘Why
can’t you forget all that and just
move on?’
What is it that we are moving on
from? What we had - the depth of that
comradeship, hope and vision? And
what exactly are we moving on to? l
David John Douglass
David John Douglass - anarchistsyndicalist coalminer: reviews and
articles appearing in the Weekly
Worker
Available for £12 including
postage from douglassdavid705@
gmail.com, and from Housmans
Bookshop, 5 Caledonian Road,
London N1 9DY.

What we
fight for
n Without organisation the
working class is nothing; with
the highest form of organisation
it is everything.
n There exists no real Communist
Party today. There are many
so-called ‘parties’ on the left. In
reality they are confessional sects.
Members who disagree with the
prescribed ‘line’ are expected to
gag themselves in public. Either
that or face expulsion.
n Communists operate according
to the principles of democratic
centralism. Through ongoing debate
we seek to achieve unity in action
and a common world outlook. As
long as they support agreed actions,
members should have the right to
speak openly and form temporary
or permanent factions.
n Communists oppose all imperialist wars and occupations but
constantly strive to bring to the fore
the fundamental question–ending war
is bound up with ending capitalism.
n Communists are internationalists.
Everywhere we strive for the closest
unity and agreement of working class
and progressive parties of all countries.
We oppose every manifestation
of national sectionalism. It is an
internationalist duty to uphold the
principle, ‘One state, one party’.
n The working class must be
organised globally. Without a global
Communist Party, a Communist
International, the struggle against
capital is weakened and lacks
coordination.
n Communists have no interest
apart from the working class
as a whole. They differ only in
recognising the importance of
Marxism as a guide to practice.
That theory is no dogma, but
must be constantly added to and
enriched.
n Capitalism in its ceaseless
search for profit puts the future
of humanity at risk. Capitalism is
synonymous with war, pollution,
exploitation and crisis. As a global
system capitalism can only be
superseded globally.
n The capitalist class will never
willingly allow their wealth and
power to be taken away by a
parliamentary vote.
n We will use the most militant
methods objective circumstances
allow to achieve a federal republic
of England, Scotland and Wales,
a united, federal Ireland and a
United States of Europe.
n Communists favour industrial
unions. Bureaucracy and class
compromise must be fought and
the trade unions transformed into
schools for communism.
n Communists are champions of
the oppressed. Women’s oppression,
combating racism and chauvinism,
and the struggle for peace and
ecological sustainability are just
as much working class questions
as pay, trade union rights and
demands for high-quality health,
housing and education.
n Socialism represents victory
in the battle for democracy. It is
the rule of the working class.
Socialism is either democratic or,
as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it
turns into its opposite.
n Socialism is the first stage
of the worldwide transition to
communism - a system which
knows neither wars, exploitation,
money, classes, states nor nations.
Communism is general freedom
and the real beginning of human
history.
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Beware of the
state imposing
a draconian
solution

Civilisation in jeopardy

Extreme weather is becoming typical weather, writes Eddie Ford, and the cause is undeniable: capitalism

T

he past seven years have been
the hottest on record, according
to new data from the European
Union’s satellite system - the
Copernicus Climate Change Service.
Copernicus also said that 2021 was
the fifth-warmest year ever, with
Europe living through its hottest ever
summer and the west of the USA
and Canada encountering record
temperatures.
Furthermore, as we all know,
this winter has so far proved to be
extraordinarily mild in the UK. In
fact, London at 16.3°C recorded the
highest ever January 1 temperature
since they first started taking
systematic measurements in the
1850s. Hence all the pictures of
hardy swimmers emerging from
seaside dips.
Of course, warmer winters might
be welcomed by humans, but it is
a completely different matter for
some animals - especially butterflies,
hedgehogs and bats. These are now
at risk, as the unseasonably mild
weather has disrupted hibernation
in the UK, causing them to emerge
too early, before sufficient food is
available - particularly when you
consider that a later deadly cold
snap could hit us. And the lack of
frost, which tends to kill off pests,
is not good news for gardeners and
farmers. Certain fungi and insects
now thrive all year round. There
are also concerns about the impact
on pollinators, if the flowers bloom
before they have a chance to take
advantage of the nectar; and on
migratory birds that feed on fruit
but have not yet arrived. According
to the Met Office, warm weather
records in the UK are being broken
nine times more frequently - a clear
sign of an overheating planet.
Moreover, much warmer weather
in London coincided with wildfires
in Colorado - with thousands of
people having to flee for their lives.
Record highs and extreme drought
set the stage for the devastating
series of blazes in densely populated
suburbs, especially in Boulder
County. Colorado’s fire season
usually spans May to September.
However, exceptionally warm and
dry conditions through the winter including a historic lack of snowfall
- created tinderbox conditions ripe
for fast-spreading fires. All that was
needed to ignite such a conflagration
was a spark and a force to then fan
the flames - which happened in the
form of a ferocious windstorm with
gusts over 100mph, creating a flash
firestorm unlike anything previously
witnessed in the region during
December.
Ironically in some respects,
the climate conditions for these
devastating fires began with a wet,
snowy spring. March 2021 saw a
major snowstorm dumping up to
two feet of snow and bringing muchneeded moisture to all of eastern
Colorado. The active storm pattern
continued through the spring and
inevitably all this moisture helped
grow the grasslands that dominate
the land cover east of the Rocky
Mountains. By the start of summer,

Warming to the point of immolation
the lower-elevation plains east of
the mountains were lush and green,
and this wave of moisture helped
vegetation to blossom during the
late spring and early summer. All
that newly grown vegetation turned
into perfect fuel for any fire, once
it became desiccated by months
of drought – which, unusually for
Colorado, happened in the autumn
and winter, as opposed to the spring
and summer months. Something
strange is indeed happening to
the weather in Colorado - and
everywhere else.

Recurring

Naturally, it would be a fundamental
mistake to draw an equals sign
between a hot day in London and
the fires in America, automatically
concluding that global warming
is responsible. When it comes
to climate change and weather
patterns, nothing is ever simple or
straightforward. On the other hand,
the fact that this is a recurring pattern
makes this conclusion unavoidable.
Just look at the sheer number of fires,
floods and extreme weather events
in general - including the record
temperature in London and the fact
that UK towns and cities have been
hit by flash flooding 51 times since
2007. Not to mention the devastation
caused by Storm Arwen last October,
leaving thousands in north-east
England and Scotland without power
for more than a week - the embattled
Boris Johnson is now facing calls for
an urgent inquiry into the “appalling”
response from the government.
Indeed, a recent analysis by the soft
Tory think tank, Bright Blue, showed
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that Britain was not adequately
prepared for the increasing risk
posed by flooding, as the climate
changes. Particular areas of concern
were: urban drainage and sewerage
infrastructure, which is under severe
strain; hospitals - at least 15 have
encountered some flooding, causing
disruption; schools - 68 are known to
have been affected by water entering
buildings and disrupting lessons or
school transport; and care homes, 13
of which have been flooded.
Nor should we forget the
widespread
flooding
across
Germany, France and other European
countries in July - with greater or
lesser disruption in more than 135
locations across the continent. The
speed and intensity of the water
overwhelmed defences and 240
people lost their lives as a result.
The flooding led to widespread
power outages, forced evacuations
and damage to infrastructure and
agriculture. This was especially
severe in Belgium and Germany, and
the total cost of the disaster has been
estimated at around $43 billion.
Nasa scientists have established
that in 2020 the planet’s yearly
average temperature had increased
by 1.02°C from the baseline between
1951 and 1980. Shortly, Nasa,
together with the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration and
the UK Met Office, will publish their
assessments of how hot 2021 turned
out to be - which in all likelihood
will not diverge greatly from the
Copernicus findings. We already
know that, back in the summer,
Death Valley hit the world’s highest
recorded temperature of 54.4°C for

the second year in a row. And only
last week Texas recorded the highest
January temperature ever at 37.2°C,
while Argentina also experienced
one of its hottest new year’s days,
reaching 46.6°C at Pozo Hondo.
Meanwhile, Indonesia saw severe
flooding, following days of torrential
rain.
Without doubt, tragically, this trend
will continue. The Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change recently
predicted that if carbon emissions
continue to grow and no action is
taken, global temperatures could rise
to between 2.6°C and 4.8°C above
pre-industrial levels by the end of the
century - making the idea of limiting
the global temperature rise to 1.5°C
seem increasingly remote. This will
mean more rain, more drought and
more record-breaking hot weather
events. According to insurance
company Aon, 2021 is likely to be
the fourth time in five years that
global natural catastrophes have cost
more than $100 billion. The planet is
in deadly peril.

Anti-ecological

All this tells you something that is
now undeniable: the stark reality
of global warming, with irrefutable
evidence that the biggest factor is
the role of humanity. This means that
we are talking about capitalism - not
humanity or civilisation in general,
as some would misanthropically
argue. The fundamental thing about
the current social order, which
makes it so difficult for governments
everywhere to stick to their climate
pledges, is not simply the car
economy or meat production. Rather,

it is the nature of the social system,
which is driven by accumulation for
the sake of accumulation, production
for the sake of production. This is the
fundamental law of capitalism.
We are dealing with a socialeconomic system that is profoundly
anti-ecological. Even if the major
states stuck to the pledges they made
in Glasgow last year and actually
implemented them, we would still
have hundreds of years ahead of
us of destructive climate change.
For example, if you take the polar
ice caps, which are warming up far
faster than the UK, you have up to
200 years of melting to come, inbuilt
into existing conditions. There is
nothing we can do to stop it, bar the
invention of science fiction-type
technology.
In September 2020, the US
National Snow and Ice Data Center
reported that the Arctic sea ice
area has been continuing to shrink
since 1979. An IPCC study in 2020
calculated that the polar ice caps
are melting six times faster than in
the 1990s. As a result, at least in the
opinion of the IPCC, the global sea
level rise could soon reach more than
a metre - meaning that 680 million
people living in coastal areas could
be displaced.
Obviously, sea level rises of this
magnitude will see major cities
around the world disappearing under
the waters - places like Shanghai,
Hong Kong, Dhaka, Hanoi, Jakarta,
Calcutta, Mumbai, New York,
London, Tokyo, etc being the most
in danger. Many Pacific islands will
be totally obliterated. Additionally,
if the polar ice caps keep melting in
this way, days could possibly become
longer than 24 hours, because the
planet will start to spin more slowly
due to the increased sea levels at its
axis - which could have all sorts of
consequences.
Clearly, something has to be
done. Whilst capitalist states might
eventually feel compelled to act, if
they do so it will be in a way that is
very much against our interests as
individuals and as a class. Eg, faced
with a gridlocked Congress the US
armed forces could, conceivably, act
in the name of averting catastrophe,
establish an emergency administration
and preside over some sort of
dictatorial climate socialism. No, the
only logical, rational and democratic
solution is proletarian socialism and
the global transition to communism l
eddie.ford@weeklyworker.co.uk
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