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Phoney and farcical, 'campaign-against-terrorism' might humiliate imperialism further but could damn the fake-'left' and its condemnation of 'terrorism'  for all time. Taking advantage of Tsarist defeats or setbacks from any source, implied no Leninist 'support' for German imperialism, anarchist assassinations, or any other Tsarist difficulty. But 'condemning' them wasn't the issue either which only confused things. Capitalising on Tsarist’s problems was all that mattered, as now with US imperialism. Let other anti-US jihads frazzle imperialism as best they can. Let Leninism sweep the world as the only final solution.

The Zionist blitzkrieg on the West Bank will underline the philosophical bankruptcy of the fake-'1eft' more graphically than ever for its 'moral condemnation' of 'terrorism'
in the suicide bombings on New York by Middle East resentment of US imperialist domination.

The assassination of Zionist colonial boss Zeevi has given Palestine's imperialist occupiers exactly the same 'excuse' for state-terror vengeance on the native Arab population as their American protectors have claimed for their blitzkrieg massacre of Afghanistan, ‑ for "harbouring terrorism".

For some fake-'lefts' like the Socialist Alliance stalwarts from the Weekly Worker, who denounced Palestinian Islamic Jihad for "unacceptable terrorist barbarism" as well as al-Quaeda, their 'condemnation' in line with the rest of Western bourgeois hypocrisy, now plays into the hands of the greatest colonial tyranny in modern times and makes their 'protests' against Zionist warmongering as futile humbug as their 'opposition' to the US military onslaught on Kabul.

If so-called 'terrorism' is truly an 'intolerable appalling horror' as the CPGB and other fake-'lefts' have described it, then all their 'objections' to the USA's retaliatory butchery are more worthless than the silliest social-pacifist 'No to war' bleating which is unsurprisingly gaining so little public support so far in the West that is effective.

If 'indiscriminate terror' really is so indigestibly frightening to delicate Western sensitivities, then the fake-'left' pretences of objecting to 'indiscriminate Western reaction' as being 'no better than what it is fighting'; or to 'bombing mass-punishment' when 'only' a 'police action and an international court of justice are called for'; or to 'any violent imperialist response of any kind', ‑ carry no conviction whatever.

Such fake-'left' condemnation of 'terrorism' is on a par with fake-'lefts' in World War I who could not see the correct Marxist philosophy of the Bolshevik slogan for Russia to be defeated. This would mean approving of the colonial-imperialist military aggression of Kaiser Germany, they claimed.

Lenin dismissed this nonsense in arguments (see quotes below) which apply to today's fake-'lefts' who feel obliged to denounce the "terrorist massacre of innocent workers in New York" while pretending to still be for the 'revolutionary defeat of imperialism'.

In both cases, in the final analysis, it means a retreat from really wanting the defeat of one's own imperialist ruling class.

If particular disasters likely to befall a hated world-domination imperialist system are to be 'condemned' in line with general bourgeois 'shock., horror' propaganda, then the pretence of nevertheless still being in favour of 'all-out class war' is just hypocritical posturing, because of refusing to take advantage of all the difficulties the system is facing in order to overthrow it, ‑ as Lenin explains.

It is precisely because this class-collaborating stance of "all agreed in condemnation of Sept 11 massacre of innocents" has uncovered the philosophical humbug at the heart of fake-'left' anti-imperialist 'revolutionism' that the 57 varieties of Trot and Revisionist petty-bourgeois posturing have so desperately tried to pretend that "imperialism has been strengthened" by the so-called "disastrous terrorist crime".

The true rottenness of all subjective-idealist philosophy of course oozes out at such a point like foul pus,  ‑  prepared to say anything about reality purely in order to "prove" the justice or correctness of a class attitude already instinctively adopted. These middle-class don't want to be associated with Sept 11 despite wanting to posture as "sincere, all-the-way, anti-imperialist revolutionaries". So any crap distortion of reality will do to "prove" them right to "condemn terrorism".

The biggest joke of all, of course, is that the serious scientific Marxist-Leninist disagreement with terrorism as necessarily the best first-choice tactics for fighting imperialism, and its obvious potential disadvantage if trying to build a mass proletarian party of revolutionary political theory as the only possible way to finally defeat imperialism (see EPSR 1106, etc) not only does not imply or require any condemnation of terrorist tactics to substantiate Marxism's own credibility, but does not lead to any philosophical contradictions if the OBJECTIVE damage to imperialism from other sources or causes (including al-Quaeda terrorism) is acknowledged.

This is exactly the point that Lenin was explaining to the 57 varieties of fake-'lefts' which plagued the workers movement then. To joyfully take advantage of Tsarism's humiliation and defeat by truly loathsome Kaiser colonial-imperialism in no way implied anything but utter contempt for German monopoly-capitalist domination.

The situation of Sept 11 should have been a thousand times easier for today's fake-'lefts' to get their heads round because only in complete subjective-idealist irrationality could the tragic handful of suicide-bomber fundamentalists be confused as "another German colonial-imperialist military aggression", either under its Kaiser mantle or its Nazi version (and so what, anyway, Lenin would add).

Once again, all that the pathetic fake-'left' attempts (to portray al-Quaeda as the "new Nazism")achieve is to draw attention to their own philosophical squirming as they somehow sense the ground slipping away from under their "condemn terror" idiotic posturing.

In refuting over the last seven issues of the EPSR that US imperialism has been anything other than utterly humiliated and thrown into total disarray by the exploited Third World's Sept 11 revenge attack for all past neo‑colonial American armed tyranny and fascist-stooge repression, the Review has concentrated on this crucial notion of imperialist DEFEAT, which is where Lenin starts:
THE DEFEAT OF ONE'S OWN GOVERNMENT

IN THE IMPERIALIST WAR

July 1915 

During a reactionary war a revolutionary class cannot but desire the defeat of its government.

This is axiomatic, and disputed only by conscious partisans or helpless satellites of the social-chauvinists. To desire Russia's defeat, Trotsky writes, is "an uncalled-for and absolutely unjustifiable concession to the political methodology of social-patriotism, which would replace the revolutionary struggle against the war and the conditions causing it, with an orientation  - highly arbitrary in the present conditions ‑ towards the lesser evil" (Nashe Slovo ' No. 105).

This is an instance of high-flown phraseology with which Trotsky always, justifies opportunism. A "revolutionary struggle against the war" is merely an empty and meaningless exclamation, something at which the heroes of the Second International excel, unless it means revolutionary action against one's own government even in wartime. One has only to do some thinking in order to understand this. Wartime revolutionary action against one's own government indubitably means, not only desiring its defeat, but really facilitating such a defeat.

The phrase-bandying Trotsky has completely lost his bearings on a simple issue. It seems to him that to desire Russia's defeat means desiring the victory of Germany. (Bukvoyed and Semkovsky give more direct expression to the "thought", or rather want of thought, which they share with Trotsky.)                     To help people that are unable to think for themselves, the Berne resolution (Sotsial-Demokrat No. 40)* made it clear that in all imperialist countries the proletariat must now desire the defeat of its own government. Bukvoyed and Trotsky preferred to avoid this truth.

The reason why the chauvinists (including the Organising Committee and the Chkheidze group) repudiate the defeat "slogan" is that this slogan alone implies a consistent call for revolutionary action against one's own government in wartime. Without such action, millions of ultra-revolutionary phrases such as a war against "the war and the conditions, etc." are not worth a brass farthing.

To repudiate the defeat slogan means allowing one's revolutionary ardour to degenerate into an empty phrase, or sheer hypocrisy.

What is the substitute proposed for the defeat slogan? It is that of "neither victory nor defeat" (Semkovsky in Izvestia No. 2; also the entire Organising Committee in No. 9 ). This, however, is nothing but a paraphrase of the "defence of the fatherland" slogan. It means shifting the issue to the level of a war between governments (who, according to the content of this slogan, are to keep to their old stand, "retain their positions"), and not to the level of the struggle of the oppressed classes against their governments! It means justifying the chauvinism of all the imperialist nations, whose bourgeoisie are always ready to say -and do say to the people ‑   that they are "only" fighting "against defeat". "The significance of our August 4 vote was that we are not for war but against defeat," David, a leader of the opportunists, writes in his book. The Organising Committee, together with Bukvoyed and Trotsky, stand on fully the same ground as David when they defend the "neither-victory-nor-defeat" slogan.

On closer examination, this slogan will be found to mean a "class truce", the renunciation of the class struggle by the oppressed classes in all belligerent countries, since the class struggle is impossible without dealing blows at one's "own" bourgeoisie, one's "own" government.

Those who accept the "neither-victory-nor-defeat" slogan can only he hypocritically in favour of the class struggle, of "disrupting the class truce"; in practice, such people are renouncing an independent proletarian policy because they subordinate the proletariat of all belligerent countries to the absolutely bourgeois task of safeguarding the imperialist governments against defeat. The only policy of actual, not verbal disruption of the "class truce", of acceptance of the class struggle, is for the proletariat to take advantage of the difficulties experienced by its government and its bourgeoisie in order to overthrow them. This, however, cannot be achieved or striven for, without desiring the defeat of one's own government and without contributing to that defeat.

When, before the war, the Italian Social-Democrats raised the question of a mass strike, the bourgeoisie replied, no doubt correctly from their own point of view, that this would be high treason, and that Social-Democrats would be dealt with as traitors. That is true, just as it is true that fraternisation in the trenches is high treason. Those who write against "high treason", as Bukvoyed does, or against the "disintegration of Russia", as Semkovsky does, are adopting the bourgeois, not the proletarian point of view. A proletarian cannot deal a class blow at his government or hold out (in fact) a hand to his brother, the proletarian of the "foreign" country which is at war with "our' side", without committing "high treason", without contributing to the defeat, to the disintegration of his "own", imperialist "Great" Power.

Whoever is in favour of the slogan of "neither victory nor defeat" is consciously or unconsciously a chauvinist; at best he is a conciliatory petty bourgeois but in any case he is an enemy to proletarian policy, a partisan of the existing governments, of the present-day ruling classes.



But is it not fanciful to start assessing a purely chance, suicide-terror, hit-or-miss spectacular like Sept 11 in terms of a long-prepared, crucially-consequential, entire inter-imperialist war defeat???

Not in the slightest. How far al-Quaeda get remains to be seen; but that Bin Laden & Co are trying in their own way to achieve the destruction of US imperialist dominant power is not just obvious, but is properly enthusiastically cheered-on by the poorest billions of mankind.

And the difficulties created for US imperialism could yet be enormous if this vicious, mindless, vengeance blitzkrieg against Afghanistan goes . as badly as it conceivably might. do.

So what was Sept 11? It was a setback defeat for US imperialism in a war which had not then fully broken out but which had already heard the warning shots in the 1993 World Trade Centre bombing, the attack on two US embassies in Africa, the blowing up of the USS Cole in Aden, and the American Cruise-missile reprisals on Sudan and Afghanistan, the constant NATO bombing of Iraq and trade sanctions, and the incursions into Somalia, etc, etc, etc.

Acts of war are only an expression of and a continuation 'of political war that is already the main content of ongoing struggles between classes and between nations.

The Third World revolt against imperialist world domination is not remotely startling or surprising. All that Sept 11 records is how quickly the Third World is mastering all the methods of fighting within its power, ‑  all of them methods which the epoch of colonial-imperialist domination of the planet ALONE has taught mankind, including quite deliberate and cold-blooded terrorism.

So, ‑ as Lenin demonstrates with the fake-'left' which baulked at welcoming Tsarism's defeat and destruction in war with German imperialism, ‑ these modern fake‑'lefts' who baulk at welcoming America's humiliation on Sept 11 are exposed as not seriously wanting in practice the downfall of what, verbally, they wish to see overthrown.

The whole of fake-'left' history, of course, is only another version of this dissembling in the endless Trot and Revisionist reappraisals of for how long after 1917 they supported as "valid" the dictatorship of the proletariat in the Soviet workers state, variously bottling-out from unconditionally pro-Soviet anti-imperialism from 1918 onwards from the moment that the USSR had to use its proletarian dictatorship to prevent the overthrow of the workers state; or manoeuvre diplomatically to prevent the USSR from being isolated for general united world-imperialist counter-revolution; or made gross mistakes and errors of judgment in either activity.

But the Leninist approach alone makes any sense, which was for unconditional solidarity with the Soviet workers state in eve case of bourgeois propaganda-smear or imperialist sabotage, without exception; restricting proper Marxist criticism of Moscow's Revisionist blunders to more-correct revolutionary addressed to the international proletariat alone.

The "condemnation" of "barbaric terrorism" by the fake-'left' has nothing to do with Marxism-Leninism to start with, and certainly has nothing whatever to do with wanting genuinely to see imperialism humiliated, confused, badly split, and provoked into potentially disastrous reactionary retaliation.

And although Bin Laden religious backwardness remains a reactionary response to imperialist domination; as the EPSR has always described it, ‑ its legitimate Third-World resistance to the West and to America's feudal-stooge regimes and Zionist-colonial hitmen remains an obstacle to imperialism's total triumph which all other anti-imperialist struggles must take obvious advantage of.

Let the West's blitzkrieg on Afghanistan and al-Quaeda BE DEFEATED. Let the suicide-terrorist skills of the Palestinian resistance to Zionist colonisation INCREASE MIGHTILY, driving the Zionists to ever-more short-sighted fascist repression and the West's support for  Zionism into ever-graver splits

Down with the fake-'left' stooges for the 'Western way of life fraud. For the dictatorship of the proletariat.  Build Leninism,  ‑ nothing else EPSR

Sinn Fein outmanoeuvres British-colonial intransigence as outlined in annual conference plan (see p 7)

Edited extracts of Gerry Adams' speech (22 Oct)
Nationalists and republicans see the potential of the peace process being frittered away by a British government not honouring its commitments, and a unionist leadership obstructing the fundamental change that is required.

Unionists tell us that they are prepared to share power with nationalists and republicans. They argue that they see the issue of IRA arms as crucial to this. For this reason David Trimble says he has triggered this latest crisis.

The British government's suspension of the institutions, its remilitarisation of many republican communities, its emasculation of the policing issue, and the premature movement by others towards this inadequate position; along with the loyalist campaigns, have all created difficulties which are coming to a head.

From this clash of positions and perceptions has emerged a threat to the peace process that risks undoing the advances of the last decade. This must not be allowed to succeed. Our aim is to save the Good Friday agreement.

Your party leadership has been involved in intense negotiations with the Irish and British governments and the leadership of the UUP.

I recently travelled to South Africa and spoke to former president Nelson Mandela and later to the president of South Africa, Thabo Mbeki, and others, about this crisis. I have spoken to President Mbeki again today. Martin McGuinness has also been in discussions with President Bush's special ambassador, Richard Haas. Martin is today in the US in dialogue with political representatives there and with Irish America.

In our view it is not only possible but imperative that everyone committed to a new future play their part fully in bringing about the achievement of a lasting peace.

But Sinn Fein is not naive. Our strategy is determined by objective realities. It is guided among other things by the fact that the democratic rights and entitlements of nationalists and republicans cannot be conditional. These rights are universal rights.

In the Good Friday agreement matters such as policing, the political institutions, demilitarisation, human rights, the justice system and the equality agenda are standalone issues ... to be resolved in their own right.

It is clear to the Sinn Fein leadership that the issue of IRA weapons has been used as an excuse to undermine the peace process as well as the Good Friday agreement.

But I do not underestimate the emotiveness and confusions which arise at different phases in struggle and in particular the effects of media and propaganda spins. This is particularly so on the weapons issue.

Many republicans are angry at the unrelenting focus on silent IRA weapons. This is in marked contrast to the attitude to loyalist weapons and bombs in daily use, and the remilitarisation by the British army of republican heartlands in the north. The issue of all arms must be resolved. But not just IRA weapons British weapons as well.

Martin McGuinness and I have also held discussions with the IRA and we have put to the IRA the view that if it could make a groundbreaking move on the arms issue that this could save the peace process from collapse and transform the situation. 

The naysayers, the armchair generals and the begrudgers, and the enemies of Irish republicanism and of the peace process, will present a positive IRA move in disparaging terms. Others will say the IRA has acted under pressure. But everyone else knows the IRA is not an organisation that bows to pressure or which moves on British or unionist terms.

In my view the IRA is genuinely committed to building a peace process in which the objectives of Irish republicanism can be argued and advanced. The army has repeatedly demonstrated leadership and patience and vision, and I respect absolutely its right to make its own decision on this issue.

I would appeal to republicans to stay united. I would particularly appeal to IRA volunteers and their families, and to the IRA support base, to stay together in comradeship. This is the time for commitment to the republican cause.

Irish republicans hold that the British connection is the source of all our political ills: The British government has inflicted and continues to sustain historic wrongs upon the people of this island. 

There is a responsibility upon the British prime minister to right the wrongs and to be part of building a new future.                    British government has pandered too much to conservative elements within its own system and here in the north.  

Fake-'left' deploring of 'terror' is leaving them increasingly exposed as just petty-bourgeois 'revolutionary socialist' frauds who actually hate all real proletarian-struggle against imperialism.
Duplicity, cowardly evasion, specious philosophical "justifications", outright lies and simple plain abuse (dressed up as "polemics") continue to pour out of the fake-"left" (Revisionist, left Labourite, and Trotskyist) as the "war on terrorism" relentlessly exposes their kow-towing to imperialism and the class-collaborating essence of their misnamed "revolutionary politics".

History moves in revolutionary jumps and such transforming moments throw sudden new light on established politics. While the September 11th guerrilla-war attack on the World Trade Centre is neither the end of capitalism,  nor able by such, undeniably heroic,  suicide-method philosophy to achieve it, it was a qualitative jump forwards in the relentlessly accumulating crisis of the imperialist system and resistance to its weakening political and economic grip on the whole planet (heading ultimately for the biggest collapse in history).

In the ferment of debate and anti-imperialist exultation sparked among the oppressed masses worldwide by the attack, and the barbaric vengeful US/UK-led war retaliation,  the Mosleyite semi-fascist authoritarian and warmongering character of pro-capitalist Blairism and its ultra-cynical spinning ( - "use the crisis to slip through the bad stuff" memos) has become more obvious, for example.

And the entire range of pseudo-"lefts" have been caught out, trailing along behind, on imperialism's side. Universally they have failed to see and explain the overwhelmingly most important and widest perspective of the events, which is the devastating impact of the blow on US and world imperialist prestige and confidence - (finishing forever the "unassailable" reputation of the USA "citadel"; setting off widespread and valuable political debate among ordinary people; undermining numerous stooge regimes eg,eg,eg) -  and have capitulated instead to deranged notions of "massively strengthening imperialist world hegemony by war and conquest". 

Yet the Stock Markets curves tend ever more to slide down; the unrepayable world debt mountain grows ever higher; bankruptcies are beginning to take out whole industries (airlines, IT eg) and threaten whole countries (Turkey, Argentina, Saudi Arabia, Japan, Indonesia etc) and the international coalition of rival capitalists, neo-colonial stooges and collaborating regimes shows signs of disintegrating (e.g. in Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, the PLO, Pakistan, India and more all facing turmoil and revolt).  

More repulsively, in more or less poisonous ways,  the pseudo-'left' has joined in with the hatred being poured out by the ruling class against anyone who dares fight back against the globalised exploitation by capitalism - swimming in the tide of western press and propaganda crocodile tears, "deploring" the New York civilian casualties and "fearing" more such attacks (the hand-wringing social-pacifist Socialist Labour Party position),  and at worst outdoing Bush and Blair themselves in tirades against "terrorists", "criminals", "reactionaries", "monsters" or  "civilian killers" who "don't play by the rules". 

At meeting after "anti-war" meeting speakers have made sure they begin their contributions by "condemning the attacks" and frequently called for motions condemning so-called "terrorism" too. They have also helped pave the way for imperialist hatred and warmongering attacks by denouncing the Taliban etc as "reactionary and just as bad as imperialism".   

(But the Taliban simply imposes its bizarre notions on a handful of dry-as-dust poor mountain valleys and has no exploited regions, neo-colonial finance power or massive multi-nationals sucking the whole planet dry of surplus value. And no intention of conquest to achieve the same - or power to do so. There is no comparison.)

Those not overtly making such condemnations themselves, have failed to take up and denounce those speakers who do, or even make excuses for them.  Typical was a recent "explanation" by Stalinist Lalkar leader and SLP executive member Harpal Brar that some "moral condemnations" of the WTC attacks as "criminal",  such as those made by Fidel Castro, or the Sinn Fein or the PLO Palestinian authority, should not be taken at face value because "different things are said in private".  

To condone as "diplomacy" the misleading of the world working class by false perspectives is an astonishing admission of failure of leadership and the importance of the Stalinist approach to theory adopted by Lalkar and imported into Scargill's SLP, where the hiding of politics produces the insufferably bland Socialist News of tepid trade union stories and limited occasional "statements" about world events. Of course diplomatic and political necessities may prevent open and specific comment on blows against a much larger enemy, particularly when that enemy is looming over and threatening, as the heroic workers state of Cuba particularly is endlessly threatened by the US.  But that is a different matter to issuing statements that feed misunderstanding and pacifist illusions in the working class. Only the revolutionary overthrow of capitalism will ever bring peace and socialism to the planet.

Such refusals to make clear to the working class what is happening are as damaging as the false and lying counter-revolutionary garbage poured out by the Trots and other reactionaries posturing as "lefts" at peace meetings and anti-war rallies, and in the newspapers and leaflets they issue.

The EPSR, seemingly alone,  has battled to expose this across-the-board petty-bourgeois Judas-denial of the worldwide oppressed masses' struggle and the cowardly fear it demonstrates of being labelled an "enemy" by imperialism. It has resoundingly exposed, for example, the sly distortions of Marxist and Leninist theory used by some of these groups to "condemn" and "morally repudiate" those using "terrorist methods" and blame them for increased repression or warmongering by imperialism (Economic & Philosophic Science Review No. 1106  October 2, 2001).  There are better, mass political, ways to build revolutionary struggle to end imperialism, and better ways to use the energies of revolutionaries,  is all that Lenin argued, not that "terrorists" should be denounced or "blamed". 

Some of the pseudo-"left" have lately tempered their denunciations of the suicide bombers and the Taliban, as the warmongering has escalated and anti-imperialist ferment has grown among ordinary people in both the Third World and within the privileged imperialist countries. As their positions have become more obviously reactionary, "left celebrities" like Paul Foot of the SWP have softened their language - Foot spoke recently,  at a Palestinian rally, simply of the WTC attacks "not being excused" despite the huge debate they have started - and Tariq Ali changed a line denouncing terrorism and painting the Taliban as unmitigated reactionary monsters - "if the Taliban is toppled I will not be crippled with remorse" - to merely describing "what took place in the US" as "a tragedy".

For the crypto-Trotskyist and CPGB guru-sect even this much toning down is too much ground and it berates the other swamp pseudo-"lefts" for "softness" and failure to reach, or stick to, the guns (rather say 'imperialism's guns') of overt condemnation of the WTC events.  To give the rest of the swamp some anti-communist backbone the CPGB comes up with some new specious "philosophy", suggesting that there are two kinds of anti-imperialism - the good progressive kind and something called "reactionary anti-imperialism".  

Only the former (unfortunately rather thin on the ground at present for the CPGB) is to be supported and the latter can be soundly subjected to the foulest and most bloodthirsty abuse, which the CPGB "scientifically" proceeds to do for the Taliban, Osama bin Laden and anyone associated with the recent Third World upheavals, 

Even the CIA could not dream up more useful hate propaganda; and all supposedly backed up by Marxist philosophy.  

The convenient notion that some kinds of rough-and-tumble struggle against imperialism do not have to be recognised, is a nice way to prevent any discomfort for the complacent pseudo-"lefts" sitting in the Islington cafes and restaurants during a hysterical tide of imperialist hate and war propaganda. Not too much need be made of difficult calls for imperialist defeat in the heightened chauvinistic war atmosphere, when capitalist state authorities are at their most aggressive.  But it all depends crucially on giving some substance to this new notion of "reactionary anti-capitalism". 

To establish some authority for this bogus counter-revolutionary political invention the CPGB unhesitatingly quotes (limited) chunks of Marx and Lenin, ostensibly to back it up, an act of bare-faced hypocrisy in an article which just a few paragraphs earlier had roundly condemned everyone else for using such quotes:

‘You can almost hear the arguments being rehearsed even now. Sacred works of 'communist' scripture are no doubt being gone through, in a search for out-of-context quotes that can be used to justify 'military', not 'political' support for the Taliban. The example of Mussolini's 1934 colonial occupation of Abyssinia will be dusted off, along with various quotes from Lenin about the need to side with 'dependent formally independent states such as Iran in wars with the colonial powers, in a world the bulk of which was then ruled by mainly European colonial empires. We will be lectured that it is an 'obligation' for revolutionaries to support the 'imperialised' Afghanistan of the Taliban against the imperialist west. The holy words of Lenin and Trotsky will be brandished by the biblicists and sectists to ward off all rational criticism grounded in contemporary social reality.   ‘

Leave aside for one moment the crucial difference between wishing defeat upon imperialism and "support" for the forces that might be involved in inflicting such blows ( - a profound distinction in something like the Gulf war for example where there can be no question of supporting a monster like Saddam Hussein but every wish to see the much more significantly monstrous reactionariness of the US and other imperialist forces - which saturates the world -  given a profoundly bloody nose - by the self-same Iraqi forces if that it how it comes about materially, or any other turned stooges "biting the hand that feeds them" - ) and lets see whether the Lenin and Marx dragged up by the CPGB is anything to do with "contemporary social reality".

Not at all. Though it hard to tell that because despite citing Marx in no less a document than the Communist Manifesto itself, the CPGB does not put in the words. A quick look at the section shows that Marx was talking about very specific social material forces, namely the remnants of the old aristocracy.  His ‘feudal socialism’ bears no relation to the current situation and is no basis at all for a new kind of ‘reactionary anti-imperialism’ concept.

‘

III

SOCIALIST AND COMMUNIST LITERATURE

1. REACTIONARY SOCIALISM

a. Feudal Socialism

Owing to their historical position, it became the vocation of the aristocracies of France and England to write pamphlets against modern bourgeois society. In the French revolution of July 1830, and in the English reform agitation, these aristocracies again succumbed to the hateful upstart. Thenceforth, a serious political contest was altogether out of question. A literary battle alone remained possible. But even in the domain of literature the old cries of the restoration period* had become impossible.

In order to arouse sympathy, the aristocracy were obliged to lose sight, apparently, of their own interests, and to formulate their indictment against the bourgeoisie in the interest of the exploited working class alone. Thus the aristocracy took their revenge by singing lampoons on their new master, and whispering in his ears sinister prophecies of coming catastrophe.

In this way arose feudal Socialism; half lamentation, half lampoon; half echo of the past, half menace of the future; at times, by its bitter, witty and incisive criticism, striking the bourgeoisie to the very heart's core; but always ludicrous in its effect, through total incapacity to comprehend the march of modern history.

The aristocracy, in order to rally the people to them, waved the proletarian alms-bag in front for a banner. But the people, so often as it joined them, saw on their hindquarters the old feudal coats of arms, and deserted with loud and irreverent laughter.

In pointing out that their mode of exploitation was different to that of the bourgeoisie, the feudalists forget that they exploited under circumstances and conditions that were quite different, and that are now antiquated. In showing that, under their rule, the modern proletariat never existed, they forget that the modern bourgeoisie is the necessary offspring of their own form of society.

For the rest, so little do they conceal the reactionary character of their criticism that their chief accusation against the bourgeoisie amounts to this, that under the bourgeois regime a class is being developed, which is destined to cut up root and branch the old order of society.

What they upbraid the bourgeoisie with is not so much that it creates a proletariat, as that it creates a revolutionary proletariat.

In political practice, therefore, they join in all coercive measures against the working class; and in ordinary life, despite their high-falutin phrases, they stoop to pick up the golden apples dropped from the tree of industry, a and to barter truth, love, and honour for traffic in wool, beetroot-sugar, and potato spirits.*

Communist Manifesto - P507 Collected Works Marx and Engels 

Vol 6. 1845-8.



The essential point is that Marx is referring to REAL social classes.  The feudal order was still extant in the mid-nineteenth century and a real force in the class struggle, either as counter-revolutionaries in France or still running states in much of Europe (such as the Austro-Hungarian Empire).  He was pointing to a fraudulent use of ideology but by real concrete social forces, which was where the danger lay.

But the world has moved on since 1848.  Feudalism no longer exists anywhere on a planet now thoroughly dominated by capitalist imperialism - except ironically in such places as Saudi Arabia where it has been given a "living fossil" role as a reactionary stooge for US imperialism in return for the "golden apples" of protected oil wealth.  Even more ironically for the CPGB the Bin Laden network has arisen partly as a revolt against that fossilised feudalism and the imperialism that supports it, taking its social root among the disaffected bourgeois and petty bourgeois elements in Saudi society primarily, who have never seen even bourgeois democracy (for what its worth) let alone socialism.

In other words the real concrete social forces in play now are utterly different to the world of the nineteenth century, and their ideology has to be assessed in an utterly different way.

Imperialism has not only become the dominant form of society, as Lenin analysed (long after Marx had died)  in "Imperialism - the highest stage of Capitalism" but particularly since the Second World War and the triumph of dollar imperialism, has penetrated every niche on the planet. Even in the colonial days of the British Empire, there were stretches of the world with old social formations in them, tribes deep in forests, feudal principalities (India eg),  but today there is barely a soul living that has not seen a mobile phone or a BBC film crew, and who does not know the world of factory work and sold labour power. The power of capital confronts the entire 5.5 billion population of the world head on (although in workers states like China and Vietnam it is held in check).

The point applies equally to the Lenin quote dragged up by the CPGB:

‘Lenin wrote: "Imperialism is as much our `mortal' enemy as is capitalism. That is so. No Marxist will forget, however, that capitalism is progressive compared with feudalism, and that imperialism is progressive compared with pre-monopoly capitalism. Hence, it is not every struggle against imperialism that we should support. We will not support a struggle of the reactionary classes against imperialism; we will not support an uprising of the reactionary classes against imperialism and capitalism" (VI Lenin, 'A caricature of Marxism and imperialist economism' CW Vol 23 Moscow 1977, p63).’

Once again when Lenin wrote the world was different.  Feudal elements remained in many parts of the world from the just toppled imperial Chinese (1912), the 600 year old Turkish pasha order (overturned by the bourgeois Young Turks in 1908), Tsarism itself in Russia (until 1917), divers Indian princes, and much more.   In parts of the world such as Saudi Arabia, nomadic tribalism was still in existence and not even a feudal state existed.  These various ultra-reactionary class forces were still very real, and Lenin’s analysis is firmly based on their reality as concrete factors. They have all since disappeared as the relentless globalisation of capital has saturated the entire planet during the twentieth century.

Rather than take this short quote (out-of-context) from an almost book length polemic by Lenin on self-determination and struggle against imperialism the CPGB would have done well to look at another section.:

What, generally speaking, is "defence of the fatherland"? Is it a scientific concept relating to economics, politics, etc.? No. It is a much bandied about current expression, sometimes simply a philistine phrase, intended to justify the war. Nothing more. Absolutely nothing! The term "treasonous" can apply only in the sense that the philistine is capable of justifying any war by pleading "we are defending our fatherland", whereas Marxism, which does not degrade itself by stooping to the philistine's level, requires an historical analysis of each war in order to determine whether or not that particular war can be considered progressive, whether it serves the interests of democracy and the proletariat and, in that sense, is legitimate, just, etc.

The defence of the fatherland slogan is all too often unconscious philistine justification of war and reveals inability to analyse the meaning and implications of a particular war and see it in historical perspective.

Marxism makes that analysis and says: if the "substance" of a war is, for example, the overthrow of alien oppression (which was especially typical of Europe in 1789-1871), then such a war is progressive as far as the oppressed state or nation is concerned. If, however, the "substance" of a war is redivision of colonies, division of booty, plunder of foreign lands (and such is the war of 1914-16), then all talk of defending the fatherland is "sheer deception of the people".

How, then, can we disclose and define the "substance" of a war? War is the continuation of policy. Consequently, we must examine the policy pursued prior to the war, the policy that led to and brought about the war. If it was an imperialist policy, i.e., one designed to safeguard the interests of finance capital and rob and oppress colonies and foreign countries, then the war stemming from that policy is imperialist. If it was a national liberation policy, i.e., one expressive of the mass movement against national oppression, then the war stemming from that policy is a war of national liberation.

V I Lenin  Collected Works Vol.23 P32  August 1916



Concrete analysis of the class forces involved is what matters in trying to understand any war, not what is in the heads of the people fighting it. There is only one war being fought - an imperialist bludgeoning of a tiny country to impose an imperialist stooge government on a regime deemed too “uppity” and to “take-out” diffuser world-wide forces deemed hostile to big monopoly money power - imperialism. 

The anti-imperialist content of the “policies” on the other side is the critical element, despite its weird religious clothing.

A wide variety of bizarre and irrational ideologies are floating around the planet, not least because the dire failure for many decades of Revisionism and the Third International to provide clear international communist revolutionary leadership, has left a vacuum of understanding, further addled by the endless anti-communism of the 57 Trot varieties pumped out as supposed "revolutionary theory". 

Some of these ideologies draw on old notions but are being applied (mistakenly of course) by class forces very different to the old feudal landlords, and therefore acquire a completely different significance. 

At least the weird reactionary religious ideology gives people the sense that imperialist decadence is being challenged.  And bin Ladenism, while completely unsuitable as a solution to the problems of the world's masses, clearly has elements of knowing anti-imperialism in it.  The great masses of oppressed who have thrown Bin Ladenism to the surface, and are cheering it to the skies in demonstrations across the planet (to the extent of being shot down for it - by the PLO etc) are not responding particularly to the bizarre backward and religious 7th century notions as this bourgeois press article shows:

‘...in his address to the Muslim world delivered through Qatar's al-Jazeera pan-Arab satellite channel, Osama bin Laden astutely focused on the main reason: "Israeli tanks are wreaking havoc in Palestine - in Jenin, Ramallah, Rafah and Beit Jala and other parts of the land of Islam, but no one raises his voice or bats an eyelid"

Judging by the Beirut press, the freest in the Arab world, his appeal struck a sympathetic chord with much of Arab opinion. "It is a shame," trumpeted al-Dyar newspaper, "that bin Laden had to go to a remote cave in Afghanistan . . . that he could not find a foothold anywhere in the Arab world to proclaim that a crime has been committed by the west by giving Jews a homeland in Palestine at the expense of the Palestinian people."

"This was his best stunt ever;" said Jamal Khashoggi, a Saudi journalist who has met the now legendary Islamist champion down the years. To be sure, for him, this is a  "clash of civilizations"; or, as he himself put it, "the decisive war between the faith and the global impiety" : But although his address and those of two of his henchmen were couched in the imagery of uncompromising, militant Islamism, he did not labour his doctrines and beliefs. These only have a limited appeal to the Arab people in general. In fact, as bin Laden himself probably knows, a great many of them rather pine for those ideals of democracy and freedom for which the US stands. What they really object to is that, thanks to the repressive and corrupt regimes that the US has had no small part in preserving, they have been deprived of them. They also object to the way in which, in their eyes, the US tramples on that other long-standing US ideal, the self-determination of peoples, when the people in question are Palestinians.

What appealed to his Arab and Muslim audience was not his catechism - insofar as there was one - of the original, pristine Islam he claims to represent, but his enumeration of the injustices to which all Muslims, be they secular or devout, feel they have been subjected at western hands in modern times.’

Even if the notion that the US stands for freedom is even more bizarre than bin Ladenism, the point is clear. But none of this concrete and particular analysis matters to the CPGB which is determined to artificially create "progressive" and "reactionary" categories of anti-imperialism on which such vital life and death questions such as the blitzing and bombing of the millions of (literally) dirt poor and endlessly unlucky Afghanistanis can be decided. 

This is pure philosophical idealism - the petty bourgeois view that history changes from inside men's heads and not by objective reality.  The whole of Marxism was the science of uncovering the real material forces in history which were and remain hidden to mankind, developing "behind their backs", and showing that the ideas in their heads are an often inadequate reflection of reality and not its shaping force. Being determines consciousness and not the other way round - consciousness does not determine being.  

None of which discounts the importance of correct leadership - but rather underlines it. The ideology and leadership philosophy of social forces is at key moments a significant material factor in all the historical revolutionary class struggles of mankind, and the final revolutionary overthrow of capitalism will not be achieved without the greatest scientific revolutionary clarity and understanding, built by a revolutionary party and matching as far as possible the material world. 

But what is in people's heads is not necessarily at all a good guide to understanding any particular event in history.   

If what men thought determined what was, the titanic English Revolution of 1640-49 would be seen not as the first decisive overturn of the 1000 year old feudal European order and the political advent of the long incubating and for its time progressive capitalist system. It would be Catholics against Protestants and a rather hard-to-understand squabble over which kind of decorations should be used in churches. Cromwell did not understand himself to be the revolutionary leader of an unstoppably maturing new economic and production system trying to burst through the social fetters of an old order based on land ownership, handicraft and village serfdom.  But his beliefs, in a Protestant God did not prevent his objectively playing just such a role. And his objective need to play that role undoubtedly shaped in turn such leadership thoughts he did have, which then guided the events as they unfolded.

Even in the scientific epoch of the 21st century the swirls and tides of human movement, including the socialist revolution which finally ends capitalism for good, (and not a moment too soon), will be made largely by masses of people who are ill-educated, perhaps illiterate, with the crudest of manners, the most ill-formed cultural sensibilities, maybe full of shallow fashion-following consumerist pop superficiality, maybe sexist notions, sometimes residues of racist ideas, religious prejudices and plain old ignorance. In short the damaged,  badly-formed, exploited, alienated human detritus created by capitalism, the proletariat, is precisely the force that will end it, still with a multitude of weird things in their heads, even as they turn to crucial Leninist understanding and leadership.  

The inchoate blows struck against imperialism at the World Trade Centre or around Afghanistan are in no way "invalid" because they might have been carried through by individuals with an inadequate, non-Marxist or even completely bizarre ideology in their heads. 

The CPGB want to turn reality on its head, to continue their comfortable existence.

‘But there are other forms of destabilisation of the imperialist  world order which communists have no interest in helping. Imperialist capitalism is a decaying system that is incapable of providing a progressive solution to the problems of wide areas of the world. This very incapacity can also give rise to barbaric, retrograde  movements and forces that seek a  road out, not on a path of social progress and revolution, but rather by trying to roll back the wheel of history to some imagined golden age before capitalism. The Taliban, and indeed Islamic fundamentalists in general, are a prime example of this, seeking a return to the Caliphate of over a thousand years ago.’

To follow the CPGB's arguments, i.e. to begin with words and ideas and not the particular concrete realities of rapidly accelerating history, would be to write-off the whole potential of the confused and ignorant masses ever to change capitalism.  But then that is the real purpose of the CPGB's categorisations. 

The apoplectic spluttering continuation of this CPGB quote simply reveals even further the profundity of the anti-communist confusion:

‘This logic has been stretched in pretty bizarre directions recently - the Kosova war in 1999 is a case in point, when much of the left found themselves calling for the `victory' of Serbian forces over their mainly Albanian victims, simply because the Albanians had, in their desperation at a decade of overtly chauvinist, apartheid-style oppression, turned to the western powers for The result is a dogma that baldly states that any armed struggle by any armed formation in a backward country which in some measure is also directed against an advanced capitalist country is necessarily a progressive struggle. This is irrespective of whether the social and political aims of the forces waging the struggle have any progressive, democratic or (heaven forbid) working class content at all.’

To repeat yet again, the call for defeat of imperialism and exposure of its barbaric bullying blitzkrieg on Serbia in no way suggests any support for the cowardly treacherous class-collaborating revisionist remnant Milosovec, or for Serbian nationalism as an ideology.

[But see the giveaway on the CPGB's mentality about who it is permissible to support, slipping in the supposedly innocuous phrase about how "in their desperation" the Albanians turned to the west for help.  Just a teency-weency bit of foul fascist stoogery then - just an itsy-bitsy bit of calling on the biggest and most barbaric force on the planet to come in and bomb to smithereens a tiny Balkan country to put into power a bunch of drug-running, prostitute-trading mafia style gangsters who have promptly started their warlord provocations and bullying next door against Macedonia. What 'forward-looking' ideology have the KLA expressed which the CPGB considers puts them into the "progressive camp"?  The answer is none because they have not.]

[These forces are the "barbaric retrograde" movements which the CPGB says are thrown up by dying imperialism. It is shown by the real concrete fact of the decade-long CIA/KLA collaboration. It was part and parcel of 20 years of multiple imperialist interference in the sovereign country of the revisionist-led workers state of Yugoslavia, aiming to fragment and break it up (via the Ustashe fascist Croatia, and reactionary Austrian influenced Slovenia initially) and then to fragment and break up the remnants even further.]  

Effectively,  to once again quote an bemused,  and uncomprehending CPGB, it really is the case that, as :- 

'the dogma....baldly states....any armed struggle by any armed formation in a backward country which in some measure is also directed against an advanced capitalist country is necessarily a progressive struggle. This is irrespective of whether the social and political aims of the forces waging the struggle have any progressive, democratic or (heaven forbid) working class content at all.’

More accurate would be to say it is irrespective of whether the conscious ideology being expressed has such aims.  The question is to see the objective motivations and forces driving these elements, whatever the ideology.

There is no doubt at all that hatred of decades of imperialist repression and oppression and exploitation is the driving force for the current events.   

What counts is that imperialism is being hammered, and an imperialism that dominates and penetrates the entire planet to a degree and in a manner that is unprecedented in all of human history, and which is the cause and source of all the reaction, oppression, alienation and exploitation on the planet. Damaging imperialism is the best means of altering and releasing even the most backward of people from the grip of ignorance and backward ideology.  

Leninism will develop and find an ever increasing response putting petty-bourgeois anti-communism to flight.  Build Leninism.  Don Hoskins

World Socialist Review
(Edited extracts from a variety of anti-imperialist struggles).

We are working for the day when all armed groups, including the IRA, cease to be. But we will not be part of any effort to criminalise or to deem as terrorists those men and women who fought when they considered they had no other choice and who had the integrity, courage and wisdom to support a peace process when they had that choice

Our own Peace Process is in a mess and it must now be obvious to everyone that the political institutions established under the Good Friday Agreement are going to collapse unless the unionists lift their threats and work with Sinn Fein and the other parties, as they committed themselves to do under the Agreement.

The institutions will collapse because unionists are refusing to administer them except on their own terms. They have prevented the all Ireland institutions, and ironically the British-Irish Council, from functioning. They have vetoed the work of the Minister of Education and the Minister for Health and now they are moving a motion to exclude Sinn Fein from the Executive.

All of this has been greatly influenced by the manner in which the British Government approaches the process. That approach has been characterised by making all other issues secondary to that of IRA arms. In other words, the issue of IRA weapons has been made a precondition for progress on all other issues. This is in direct breach of the Good Friday Agreement.

The British Government may protest that this is not the case, or insofar as it is the case, that it arises from David Trimble's resignation and from the price which Mr Trimble has put on the future stability of the political institutions. ,

But this is not the whole truth. The whole truth is that resistance to change in the north of Ireland comes not only from those within unionism, but from within the British system also.

This goes back much further than the current crisis. Indeed, it has been an historic factor in every effort to deliver equality, justice, and peace.

In this phase, it goes back to the private assurances in the side-letter that Tony Blair gave to David Trimble hours after they had endorsed the Good Friday Agreement three and a half years ago. It is his government that is responsible for permitting a virus to enter and to remain at the heart of the Agreement.

The fault line in the Agreement and of every crisis in it can be traced to that point. That letter showed a willingness on the part of the British Government to pander to unionism and to create the space for Mr Trimble to commence his effort to hollow out the Agreement.

It is worth reminding ourselves that there would not have been an IRA cessation if this matter had been made a precondition. None of the opportunities which have been opened up in the last eight years would have been possible.

I believe the issue of arms can be resolved. We in Sinn Fein have done our best and enormous progress has been made in the past six years, particularly in relation to IRA arms. But, as I have said many times, I do not believe that the issue of arms, all arms held by all armed groups, including those held by the British state forces, will be resolved on British Government or unionist terms, or on the basis of threat, veto or ultimatum.

Some accuse Sinn Fein of being opposed to the decommissioning of arms and of not doing enough to achieve this. This is untrue.

In stark contrast to the continued use of loyalist and British weapons, IRA guns are silent and the IRA cessations are now into their eighth year;  the IRA has acknowledged that the issue of arms has to be dealt with as part of a conflict resolution process, and last year the IRA leadership set out a context in which it would put its weapons verifiably beyond use.

In addition, as a confidence building measure it took the unprecedented initiative of agreeing with the two governments the appointment of two International inspectors and allowing them to examine its arms dumps to verify that their weapons have not been used.

Last month, in an historic breakthrough, the IICD announced that it had agreed a scheme with the IRA to put arms completely and verifiably beyond use. And the IRA is presently engaged in ongoing discussions with the IICD.

These are not small, unimportant events. These are huge developments, which, in the proper context, point the way to a future free of IRA weapons.

The Sinn Fein leadership helped to create the conditions that made this possible. We did so because of our commitment to a lasting and just peace settlement on this island.

The UUP response to this progress has been to ignore Sinn Fein's democratic mandate, the mandate of the other parties, the referendum, the Good Friday Agreement itself and their responsibilities and obligations.

The British government have not done much better.

Many republicans are angry at a Unionist leadership that frustrates, belittles and undermines this progress, while at the same time doing absolutely nothing to end the daily bomb and gun attacks by loyalists or Catholic families.

They are angry at a British Government which underpins the UUF position, in breach of the Agreement, and which has remilitarised nationalist and republican heartlands.

UNIVERSAL RIGHTS

If the issue of arms is to be dealt with effectively the unionists and the British need to get real and return to the Good Friday Agreement. This means the Arms issue has to be dealt with as an objective of the Peace Process and not as a precondition to the political process.

Moreover, the democratic rights and entitlements of nationalists and republicans cannot be conditional. These rights are universal and affect all citizens.

In the Good Friday Agreement these matters, policing, the political institutions, demilitarisation. human rights, the justice system and the equality agenda, are stand alone issues  ‑  to be resolved in their own right. They cannot be withheld or granted or subjected to a bartering process.

Mr Trimble has protested that it is not his responsibility to influence republicans on the arms issue and he has dismissed the suggestion that he and Mr Blair have a pivotal role to play. This is a huge mistake. Republicans and nationalists want to be convinced that unionism is facing up to its responsibilities. They want to believe that a British Government wants to right wrongs and usher in a new dispensation based upon equality.

For the unionists to reject the IICD determination as they did and for the British Government to suspend the institutions, as it has done, not once, not twice, but three times, is hardly the stuff of peace making.

THE ONLY DIRECTION IS FORWARD

There is no easy way to sort out these issues and for my part I want to reiterate my total commitment to playing a leadership role in bringing a permanent end to political conflict on our island, including the end of physical force republicanism. I say this conscious of the dangers, risks, and history of sum departures.

I have no illusions about any of this and I know my commitment is shared by the Sinn Fein leadership. From within the broad republican constituency we are working for the day when all the armed groups, including the IRA, cease to be.

But we will not be part of any effort to criminalise or to deem as terrorist those men and women who fought when they considered they had no other choice and who had the integrity courage and wisdom to support a Peace Process when they had that choice.

FORGOTTEN TEN

I want to welcome the steps being taken by the Irish government to re-inter the ten IRA Volunteers buried in Mountjoy Jail.

There are elements on this island who say there should be a repudiation of those who used force to win freedom and that Ireland should apologise for our patriots.

I am sure that even at this serious juncture America is not going to apologise for George Washington. Who would expect them to? Neither should the Irish nation apologise for Wolfe Tone, or Padraig Pearse or James Connolly, or Maire Drumm, or Mairead Farrell or Bobby Sands or Kevin Barry.

BUILDING POLITICAL STRENGTH

Many republicans and nationalists are disillusioned with the pace of progress and frustrated by the hypocrisy and cynicism of anti-republican elements who have sought to use events of this summer to gang up on Sinn Fein or to relaunch their anti-republican agenda. Following the arrest of three Irishmen in Colombia and the atrocities in the US, it was almost like the bad old days of vilification, demonisation and media disinformation once again. While loyalist paramilitaries threw over 250 bombs, while their murder campaign intensified daily, while young Catholic school children were blockaded on their way to and from school, there was an unrelenting agenda to pressurise, marginalise and blame Sinn Fein for all of this. And the hypocrisy and opportunism wasn't limited to the usual anti-Agreement elements in the British and unionist establishment.

Could it be that what all these elements have in common is a fear of the growing strength of Sinn Fein? Could it be that many of those who railed against us in the old days who were against the Hume/Adams initiative, who were for censorship could it be that in June of this year they saw their worst nightmare starting to become a reality, and seized upon other events in an unprincipled and opportunistic attempt to batter us and to unnerve our support? This will not be successful.

In March I predicted that when our Ard Fheis finally meets later this year it 'will be to welcome Pat Doherty as the MP for West Tyrone'.   Failte Pat.

I went on to predict significant gains in worth Belfast, Mid-Ulster, Newry and Armagh, Foyle, and all other parts of the North.

I want to commend Comhairle na Se Chondae for the outstanding achievement of putting forward the biggest number ever of local government candidates and achieving significant breakthroughs everywhere.

I want to commend the people for making Sinn Fein the largest nationalist party in the Six Counties.

And finally, in what was a deeply personal and emotional campaign for me, we put it to the people of Fermanagh .and South Tyrone that it would be a fitting tribute to Bobby Sands if they could elect Michelle Gildernew as their MP and the first woman Sinn Fein MP since Countess Markievez. And the people answered a resounding yes.

MAKING POLITICS WORK

This is the first Ard Fheis attended by Bairbre de Brun as Minister of Health and Martin McGuinness as Minister for Education.

Sinn Fein is responsible for two of the most difficult Ministries in the Executive. And I want to commend Bairbre and Martin for the remarkable job they have done in conditions which no other Minister in these islands has had to endure. Inside and outside their departments they have won the praise and admiration of many people, including some who are not Sinn Fein supporters.

UNIONISTS

The cause of unionism is being disgraced daily on the Ardoyne Road, as it was previously at Harryville and Garvaghy Road. There is no excuse and no right to protest and blockade against children.

The leaders of unionism need to make that clear. Sinn Fein has been working in North Belfast, not only to lower tensions but, while repudiating the protest, attempting also to deal with the fears of unionists in that part of Belfast city. I want to assure unionists that we will have no truck with sectarianism of any kind from any source.

We want to reach out to unionists. For republicans they are in the culture of everyday life, no less Irish than the rest of us. However if they or some of them, to one degree or another, do not choose to look at it in that way that is their entitlement. They should not be compelled into acknowledging what they do not want to and we accept that narrow green conservatism has contributed at times to their sense of alienation from the community of Ireland which we desire them to embrace.

Unionism overall is locked into a leadership battle which is being fought out around the Good Friday Agreement and the changes which that Agreement involves. There is resistance to these changes and no unionist leadership has yet to emerge to actively and consistently promote an acceptance of them.

Despite this, a lot of progress has been made and our difficulties and our differences in many ways have been put in context by what is happening in other parts of the world. Our collective responsibility at this time is to settle our differences and I appeal to the leaders of unionism to join with us in doing that.

The SDLP can play a vital role in delivering peace or it can retreat into 'post-nationalist' fallacies and fantasies and a narrower, more negative agenda.

The decision is for them to take but I have to say that their move, taken in the final days of John Hume's leadership, to endorse the revamped RUC, which falls short of the basic Patten requirement, does not augur well for the future.

To support a failed police force when our shared constituency cries out for a new policing service is to attempt to impose an inequitable solution on a people who demand equality.

Sinn Fein will not acquiesce to or be neutral about the need for a new beginning to policing. We are committed to continue the work to bring this about and to reject anything less than what people are entitled to. I appeal to the new leadership of the SDLP to join again with us and others who seek an end to the causes of conflict on these islands. This will require courage and it will require sacrifice but we owe this to our shared constituency and to the rest of the people of this island.

However, I am very conscious that there is a section of the SDLP which is virulently and obsessively opposed to us. The only thing that keeps it going is looking over its shoulder at Sinn Fein. The problem is that it does not therefore see the future coming and is likely to bump into it, with even more unpleasant electoral consequences in the time to come.

These are all issues for the SDLP to sort out for themselves but people in the Six Counties will watch that space to discover if the SDLP is more about initials than ideas.

Progressive struggles throughout the world have been set back by the attacks in the US. There is no justification for those type of actions. But neither should anyone truly concerned with world peace be deflected from that task or be carried away by the notion of a clash between civilisations. The real challenge is for dialogue, not retribution. That is the lesson of the Peace Process on this island.

■It is wrong that anyone should have to suffer because of their nationality, their colour, or their creed.

■ It is wrong that the Third World should be crippled with debt while the First World is affluent.

■ It is wrong that an elite group of less than a billion people control more than 80% of the world's wealth.

■ It is wrong that 1.2 billion of the world's people live on less than one dollar a day.

■ It is wrong that armaments production and sales exceed by over 60 times the World Health Organisation's annual expenditure on the world's four main preventable diseases.

■ It is wrong that eleven million children under five die each year from preventable causes. This is equivalent to 30,000 children a day 

■ It is wrong that at least one million civilians, half of them children, have died in Iraq as a result of the embargo imposed by the US and Britain.

■ It is wrong that the British Government sells weapons to Israel.

■ It is wrong that the Middle East conflict has been allowed to endure for so long and that the people of Palestine have to endure illegal occupation by Israel.

■ It is wrong that our environment and the protection of this planet, the protection of nature, has been destroyed at the whim of big business

■ It is wrong that 5.3 million people in Afghanistan  ‑ that's the population of our island  ‑  are on the brink of starvation as the result of a three year drought, in what the UN has described as the world's worst humanitarian crisis.

■ It is wrong that justice has not been brought to the various long standing conflicts that have troubled this planet for a very long time.

THE 1981 HUNGER STRIKES REMEMBERED

This year marks the 20th anniversary of the 1981 Hunger Strike. I want to commend everyone who established and participated in the 1981 committees and who sought to celebrate the lives of the Hunger Strikers.

How do you explain the Hunger Strikes? How do you come to terms with what happened? It can be understood only if we appreciate the incorruptibility and unselfishness and generosity of the human spirit when that spirit is motivated by an ideal or an objective which is greater than itself.

One of the greatest achievements of the Hunger Strikers was that they set a moral standard for the conduct of struggle. I'm sure that this was not their intention but it is a fact. Their generosity, commitment, idealism and unselfishness set an example for the rest of us to follow. Gerry Adams

And those international delegations who had the opportunity to address those attending the party conference also spoke about the need for peace and dialogue and a fairer and deeper analysis of international reality. From South Africa, ANC MP Pallo Jordan was critical of the so-called coalition against terrorism. "It is all well and good to renounce terrorism perpetrated by the like of those who carried out that stark deed in New York and Washington," he said. "But let us also remember that some of the very states that are being involved in this coalition against terrorism cannot claim to have clean hands."

THE BASQUE COUNTRY

Joseba Alvarez and Milia Arambide, representatives of Basque pro-independence party Batasuna, explained that this is the time "to gather for peace and justice, because our experiences and those of others have shown that will be through dialogue, and not through war, that we will resolve conflict. In our opinion self-determination and peace  are synonymous: the first will bring the second. That is what our fight is about: the right to decide. That's all we ask for."

Sinn Fein support for a political resolution for the Basque conflict was expressed through two motions which were passed unanimously. Motion 244 called for the release of Basque cultural and political activists arrested as consequence of the "demonisation strategy adopted by the Spanish government towards those campaigning for Basque Independence", and "for the Spanish Government to enter into dialogue with all those that are party to the conflict in the region." The Ard Fheis also sent solidarity greetings to "Basque POWs and those campaigning for their transfers to jails nearer to their families and homeland".

PALESTINE

Daisy Mules from Derry and Mick Brady from Dublin, as many others throughout the party conference, highlighted the suffering of the Palestinian people under Israeli occupation. The Ard Fheis agreed motions to keep supporting "the right of the Palestinian people to defend themselves against Israel aggression" and for the US Government "to stop the sales of weaponry to Israel".

Earlier on Sunday, the Palestinian Ambassador Ali Halimeh, had spoken about the difficult situation of the Process. "Our Peace Process, practically speaking, is collapsing. We have been trying for some time to reconstruct what Mr Sharon and his company in Israel are trying to do. They have destroyed every single hope. 

Mr Sharon has destroyed the spirit of the Oslo Agreement. He is involved in daily massacres against Palestinians.  At least 597 Palestinians and 169 Israelis have been killed since the uprising began after peace talks stalled a year ago.

"They are talking about ceasefire, but who is shooting who? What are the Palestinian using? They are using the most primitive methods to defend our country, our land. 

