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1: Democracy and the National Question
Marxists and the Ukraine
conflict

been seized by Putin in an undemocratic pseudo-referendum conducted under Russian occupation.)
The working class in the East and South East has legitimate grievances and reasons to fear what a Western-oriented Ukraine will mean for the continued decline of their
regional economy, based on mining and heavy industry oriented to Russia. These workers are as much “our people”
and deserving of solidarity as the workers of western
Ukraine. But support for the working class of the East,
Ukrainian-speaking, Russian-speaking and Russian, is a
very different matter from support for the separatists. In
fact the separatists have already begun to attack the workers’ movement, including murdering a prominent miners’
leader.
Secondly, it is true that the new Ukrainian government –
and really the whole of official Ukrainian politics – is rightwing. However it is not, as some pro-Russian leftists have
claimed, a “fascist junta”. There are fascist forces in
Ukraine, but they are a small minority; some are getting
stronger but some weaker. Moreover, the pro-Russian
Yanukovych regime overthrown by the democratic but politically inchoate Maidan protests in February 2014 was also
right-wing. The weakness of the left – unsurprising in light
of the country’s history – meant that Ukrainian nationalists
took the lead and one right-wing government led by an oligarch was replaced by a different one.
All the more reason to support Ukraine’s left and workers’ movement, including against the Ukrainian government and Ukrainian nationalists. None of that invalidates
Ukraine’s right to self-determination.
That is doubly case because the pro-Russian separatist
forces in eastern Ukraine are right-wing too – a noxious
mix of post-Stalinists, far-right Russian nationalists and
outright fascists inspired by Great Russian, Orthodox and
even Czarist imperialist ideology. It is worth noting that
these forces are supported by fascists and ultra-nationalists
across Europe, from France’s FN to Greece’s Golden Dawn
to Hungary’s Jobbik.
In any case, it is impossible for the left to combat the
Ukrainian nationalists and fascists without defending

Sacha Ismail, AWL, February 2015
In situations of national conflict, Marxists emphasise opposition to all nationalism and solidarity among the working
class on all “sides”. We are always for the “Third Camp” of
the working class and the oppressed against all bourgeois
forces. Ideologically we oppose all nationalism.
It does not follow that we are always neutral in such conflicts. Where this is a real issue of national oppression, an
essential part of working-class internationalism is support
for the oppressed nation. Marxists should combine opposition to all nationalisms with support for the oppressed nation defending its democratic right to self-determination.
We should do so both in order to combat oppression, and
because seeking to deal with the “national question” is an
essential part of clearing the way for united and effective
workers’ struggle.
Obvious cases in point would be Palestine-Israel, Kurdistan-Turkey/Iran and Tibet-China. Workers’ Liberty argues
that the same basic idea also applies to the Ukraine-Russia
conflict.
All capitalist states that gain a sufficient level of economic development have the potential to develop imperialist tendencies. A state can go from being weak and
threatened to emerge as a regional imperialist power (eg
Turkey). But Ukraine is not a strong regional power. It was
one of the poorest Soviet Republics. Since becoming an independent capitalist state its economy has shrunk; it has
gone from being a similar size to Poland’s to being two and
half times smaller.
Moreover, Ukraine was for centuries oppressed by Russia
– first Czarist and then, after the brief period of liberation
ushered in by the October revolution, Stalinist. It only
broke away from Russia in 1991, after the collapse of the
USSR, when over 92 of its people voted for independence.
Now Russia is once again threatening Ukrainian independence – not by outright conquest, but by military intervention in the East of the country and attempts to gain
leverage over the policies of the Ukrainian government. We
should defend Ukraine’s right to determine its future free
from Russian interference, demanding the withdrawal of
Russian forces from eastern Ukraine and end to its arming
of local “separatist” forces.
The picture is complicated by three factors – factors
which pro-Russian forces on the international left (including the so-called “Solidarity with the Anti-Fascist Resistance in Ukraine” group in Britain) have used to deny or
downplay the Ukrainian national question.
Firstly, the existence of the country’s Russian minority,
mainly in the East. Don’t they have a right to self-determination? In fact, there is no evidence that anything like a majority in these areas wants to separate from Ukraine. A clear
majority of the population in the further east provinces of
Donetsk and Luhansk is ethnically Ukrainian (some of it
Russian-speaking: note that in the Ukrainian capital Kiev a
majority of people speak Russian). Democratic autonomy
for these provinces is not the same as separation, let alone
separation brought about on the basis of Russian imperial
intervention.
Moreover, there is plenty of evidence to suggest that,
while that the pro-Russian “separatist” forces have some
popular support, they represent only a minority even
among ethnic Russians. It is worth noting that in 1991
Donetsk and Luhansk both voted 84 percent for Ukrainian
independence, much higher than their proportion of ethnic
Ukrainians. (Crimea does have an ethnic Russian majority
and so could in theory be a different matter, if it had not
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could only mean “Imperialists: let Kobane fall”. Logically, it
could only mean “Defeat for Kobane without US bombing
is better than victory for Kobane with it”.
For socialists to call or advocate support for military action would be incompatible with advocating working-class
independence from, distrust and hostility to capitalist governments. The bourgeoisie always acts in its own way, for
its own reasons and in its own interests. That is why, even
in a case such as Kobane, we say “No trust in imperialism”.
That is virtually a principle; but there is no principle which
obligates us to raise a particular demand and slogan the realisation of which would mean disaster for the working
class and the oppressed.
On the British left, some take refuge from such problems
by denying self-evident facts (they claim Kobane would
have won even without US bombing). Others construct fantastic scenarios for working-class action which cannot possibly be realised in the available timeframe (the labour
movements of the region aiding the Kurds). Some imply
that the purpose of slogans is not to orient and educate the
working class about what we want to happen, but to strike
a pose which maintains our ideological militancy or purity.
In 1938, in a world dominated by giant colonial empires,
Leon Trotsky argued for the same approach we are here:
“In ninety cases out of a hundred the workers actually
place a minus sign where the bourgeoisie places a plus
sign. In ten cases however they are forced to fix the same
sign as the bourgeoisie but with their own seal, in which is
expressed their mistrust of the bourgeoisie. The policy of
the proletariat is not at all automatically derived from the
policy of the bourgeoisie, bearing only the opposite sign –
this would make every sectarian a master strategist; no, the
revolutionary party must each time orient itself independently in the internal as well as the external situation, arriving at those decisions which correspond best to the interests
of the proletariat. This rule applies just as much to the war
period as to the period of peace.”
(Learn to think)
In a world where colonial imperialism has been replaced
by the US-led “imperialism of free trade”, where the basic
forces shaping the international capitalist hierarchy are economic, and where much big power military action is to
shore and patch up this system rather than take colonies,
these sorts of considerations are even more relevant.
In today’s world, cases where we need to fix the seal of
distrust on imperialist military actions rather than oppose
them outright are more common than in 1938. Kobane is a
dramatic example, but Kosova in 1999 and Libya in 2011
are others.
Of course that does not mean that we should cease to oppose most military actions. In an interview with us about
the Kurdish question in November 2014, Marksist Tutum
argued:
“What we experience at present are instances... of an imperialist war. Revolutionary Marxists are not in a position
to say ‘yes or no’ to these kinds of turns and moments. We
must not lose sight of the greater picture...
“We must stress that saying no to US bombing in this
particular instance is not necessarily anti-imperialist. One
must remember that it is not a rarity that national liberation
movements receive support from this or that big power.
“While this bombing helped the Kurdish forces in
Kobane we know that the imperialists do not carry this out
because of good intentions towards the Kurds and later it
might mean something completely different. This is a very
slippery ground.”
(Support the Kurds, expose imperialism)
In general, Marxists do say “no” to particular instances of
imperialist action: for instance, the US-UK invasions of Iraq
and Afghanistan. Given our attitude to capitalism and imperialism, that is our default position. Our default, but not
an automatic position, for the reasons explained above.

Ukraine’s national rights against Russia.
Lastly, there is the role of Western imperialisms. Of
course we oppose the expansion of NATO and the neo-liberal policies which the EU and the IMF want to see implemented in Ukraine. We support struggle by Ukrainian
workers against NATO militarism and neo-liberal capitalist
“austerity”. We should demand the cancellation of
Ukraine’s debt.
But it is Russia engaging in military aggression and imperialist bullying against Ukraine, not NATO. We must oppose both imperialisms, but in respect of Ukraine, there is
not symmetry.
Ukrainian oligarchs and nationalists, Russian imperialists, the EU and NATO are all incapable of resolving on a
democratic and socially progressive basis the crisis gripping Ukraine. The only force capable of leading the way
out of the crisis is Ukraine’s working class, united around a
program for the socialist transformation of society. Only a
labour movement fighting for democratic, economic and
social rights as transitional demands can unite the different
sections of the working class to fight all their exploiters and
oppressors; we must build solidarity with the left forces
preparing the way for such a movement. An essential part
of that is defending Ukraine’s right to self-determination.

Kobane and imperialist
military intervention
Sacha Ismail, AWL, February 2015
Since we are against imperialism, shouldn’t we actively oppose every particular imperialist military intervention
(bombing, movement of troops)? There are plenty of
counter-examples from history. Those Trotskyists who had
already understood that the Stalinist USSR was imperialist
did not call for the Russian army to stay in the eastern outskirts of the city while the Nazis crushed the Warsaw uprising of 1944; they denounced the Russians for not moving
against the Nazis.
The US bombing which has aided the (now victorious)
Kurdish resistance to ISIS in Kobane is also clear evidence
that the question is more complicated.
Those leading Kobane’s defence say that, without US air
support, the city would have fallen to ISIS. There is no obvious reason to doubt that assessment. Given the realistically available courses of development, “Stop the bombing”
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Our solidarity with the
people does not mean
political support for their
leaders

of their main allies in the Middle East (starting with
Turkey), while actually supporting the claim for independence and unity of the Kurdish people. In the present context, it would be unrealistic to perceive any kind of
convergence of interest that oppressed people could exploit
to reach their fundamental demands. All peoples of the region are victims of the new military intervention led by the
far away great powers.
The great powers struggle with forces which may certainly seem to elude them, but that they themselves
brought about: by the occupation of Iraq in 2003 and the
abuses of power during the interim period of Paul Bremer
(civil administrator of Iraq until July 2004); then the repressive control carried out by the Maliki government put into
place by the US in 2006; without omitting the direct financial aid to the regional allies of the great powers (Saudi Arabia, Qatar …) and, in Syria, to reactionary forces and
Islamic militias (including the IS). But the IS has become
number-one enemy, like Bin Laden had been at his time
after having been in partnership with the US in
Afghanistan against the USSR.
We may then understand that in this consequential situation, Kurdish nationalist organisations require weapons
and military support from the great occidental powers that
they are de facto helping by halting the advance of IS
troops. But let us not forget that by this policy, Kurdish nationalist leadership is probably preparing the Kurdish people for new setbacks, with the next reversal of these
one-time imperialist allies.
The nationalist leadership, both the leaders of the PKK
(in Turkey and elsewhere) and of the PYD (in Syria) as well
as Barzani (the current head of the Iraqi Kurdistan Regional
Government), are wise to want to conquer power for themselves. Moreover, they are competing with each other for
the monopoly over Kurdish representation: it is obvious
that sending reinforcement from the PKK to the Iraqi Kurdistan on the frontlines against the IS is not only driven by
the boost of sympathy for all Kurds but also by the competition between the former and Barzani’s party for the power
over Iraqi Kurdistan.
With their more-or-less Maoist past and their leader
Öcalan imprisoned in Turkey, with their female soldiers
and proclaimed secularism, the PKK and its Syrian branch
appear to be the most modern and “leftist” parties. But regarding their own people, they are no less dictatorial, no
less ready to physically eliminate all opposition.
The leaders of the Syrian PYD are currently trying to
have it both ways. On one hand, they have formed an alliance with Assad, which enabled them to momentarily win
autonomy over their area; never mind the rest of the Syrian
people, never mind the Kurds, where such a policy only
isolates them even more compared to other oppressed peoples in Syria. On the other hand, they intend to form an alliance with the great powers (that keeps the alliance with
Assad intact), seeking international recognition and – one
day, they hope – their very own territory to govern. The
military alliance brings about initial recognition that they
seem to be proud of, with the great powers ready to drop
them in the near future. The entire history of the struggle of
the Kurdish people has been made from similar alliances,
with such or such government, followed with just as much
treachery.
Therefore our task is first to denounce our own governments’ responsibility in the creation of this Islamic State
that they claim to fight, and more generally, their responsibility in the bloody and fiery devastation of Iraq, Syria, and
a large part of the Middle East. Our task involves denouncing the true goals of their interventions, namely the installation of regimes in their own interest, even at the cost of
more brutality. Their obsession is to maintain their grip on
this region of the world, while blocking it from anything
that could lead it towards a revolutionary and democratic
outcome for the masses.

Fraction L’Etincelle, October 2014
This text is part of Fraction L’Etincelle’s contribution for the congress of the New Anti-Capitalist Party (NPA) in early February
2015. It addresses some specific international issues that are currently debated within the NPA and more broadly in the French
left and does not pretend to cover every aspect. Dated October 27,
2014, it does not take into account the latest events. However,
those latest events do not change the substance of the views expressed here.
The general situation of the world is currently characterized by two things: an overall offensive against the working
class, not only in France or in Europe, but globally, and a
series of wars led by the great imperialist powers on a scale
previously unseen since the end of the Vietnam war in
1975, which ended the long period of wars led against colonial independence.
The offensive against the working world and the poor is
certainly not a recent development of the last few years. But
since the financial crisis of 2008, it has shifted into the next
gear.
The same can be said for wars. Capitalism has never truly
ceased from executing its bloody assault on the world, nor
from increasing France’s interventions in Africa. But the
disappearance of the USSR also brought forth tremendous
instability, even more than during the period of the Cold
War, when maintaining order over the people was shared
between the two superpowers. With the invasion of
Afghanistan in 2001 and then of Iraq two years later, the
United States, under the impression of having free rein,
tried to ensure for itself an increased control of the planet’s
main oil-producing region, as well as access to oil resources
located in the southern outskirts of Russia and Central
Asia. Since 2011, imperialist powers’ military interventions
are also a reprisal to the explosion of revolutions in the
Arab world. Hence the war in Northern Iraq and Syria
which has resumed with even greater intensity, where bombardments against the Islamic State do not obscure the fact
that the region’s reactionary forces against the 2011 revolts
formerly enjoyed the support of said powers.
Facing this situation, we must recognize that the NPA
(New Anti-capitalist Party) as well as the rest of the far left,
do not have the means to substantially intervene and are
essentially reduced to denunciative propaganda. Our message of solidarity (manifesting itself through party positions and diverse protests) towards oppressed peoples or
war victims remains; all the while trying to define the key
outlines of an independent class policy for exploited workers that we must defend.
Confronting the Islamic State and Imperialist Powers
The most debated issue in the NPA is in regard to the Islamic State’s offensive and the Kurd resistance. First and
foremost, we do not believe in simply calling on the French
or even the American government to provide weapons to
Kurdish combatants resisting the IS in northern Iraq or in
Kobanî, Syria. Let us pause to examine such a ridiculous
notion: neither Hollande nor Obama waited for such a campaign to start sending troops (military advisors on the
ground and fighter planes in the sky), and to pat themselves on the back for having found the Kurdish militia’s
own rank and file already on the ground so that they,
Obama and Hollande, won’t have to send themselves, at
least for now. Their soldiers recruited from the heart of an
oppressed people will likely be rid of soon, especially considering it is out of the question for them to get in the way
4

leaders. The organizations that have taken control and
could attract a part of the youth with their apparent radicalism are often, like Hamas in Palestine (the same goes for
Hezbollah in Lebanon, today allied with Assad), profoundly reactionary and dictatorial organizations.
The radicalism of Hamas, only militarily (contrary to the
time when Israel tolerated, or even promoted it relative to
the PLO), comprised of suicide attacks or some rocket fire
at Israel, in some ways facilitates the Israeli government’s
propaganda in order to make their own people accept the
war waged against the Palestinian people. In this area, the
first Intifada of 1978-1988 launched by angry youth had
done more damage to Israel’s policy than the rocket attacks
of Hamas, mostly because of the young military recruits’
realization that they were up against their own counterparts. In Israel, the protests against the war took on an even
larger scope than the small protests from the summer. And
when we see, with the full-on Israeli defensive at the Gaza
Strip, Hamas execute so-called traitors (or mere opponents?
We are not sure), we cannot help but think that the public
character of these executions aims to terrorize the people of
Gaza, to coerce them into backing the dictatorship of
Hamas.
As for the BDS campaign (Boycotts, Divestment and
Sanctions), supposing that it has a propagandist character
and that it calls to mind the imperialist involvement with
the State of Israel, it hardly has a chance of changing the direction of this State. Rather than vainly hoping to suffocate
the State, it would be better to give a little air to those who,
even in Israel itself, are anti-capitalist and against the oppression of the Palestinian people. Our own propaganda
must also address the Israeli population, themselves victims of unemployment, price increases, and the costs of
war. It must assist those in Israel who object to their own
government’s policies (even if today they seem fewer than
yesterday) and must endeavour to contribute to what the
oppressed peoples of both communities, Israeli or Palestinian, find within the same combat, the combat of class.
To Tunis
For the past three years in Tunisia and in Egypt, all
counter-revolutionary forces, regardless of their rivalry
with one another, – the army, the politicians from the old
regime (generally recycled in Nidaa Tounes party in Tunisia
or behind General el-Sisi in Egypt), and Islamist parties –
try hard to finish with any democratic aspirations and social claims that had led to the revolutions overthrowing
Ben Ali et Mubarak in January and February 2011.
The Arab revolutions of 2011 were based on democratic
demands, a general discontentment against corrupt
regimes, the lack of liberty, arbitrary police tyranny, as well
as unemployment and poverty. They indiscriminately
mixed all groups of society, but first and foremost young
people. Workers participated with the others without any
specific policy, even if it is noteworthy that, in Tunisia as
well as in Egypt, strikes played an important role in the fall
of the regimes. But it is after that point that the task of revolutionaries was to try and respond to political and social
dissatisfaction with a policy for workers and the unemployed, a program that is both democratic and social, giving priority to the strikes and the class mobilization rather
than getting trapped in electoral impasses that the bourgeoisie – with its leanings all mixed up – set up for the
working class.
The demagogues of the extreme right, along with Islamist
political parties, have managed to grab the attention of
working people and win their votes at the polls with more
than just the weight of religious traditions alone. It is also
because there was no other opposing political choice offered to the workers, to the poor, apart from waiting for a
new Constitution, then a new election again, etc.
The Left is certainly quite weak. But in the name of this
weakness, some have come to the conclusion that so-called
“united fronts” are necessary, which have essentially boiled

All good reasons not to call for some kind of military intervention from the great imperialist powers. We have all
known the bitter experience of seeing the left-leaning parties, like Front de gauche in France, and even some comrades of the 4th International, supporting an occidental
military intervention in order to supposedly “save the
Libyan people” from Kaddafi’s dictatorship. At present, the
Libyan population is at the hands of armed gangs as much
reactionary as they are in rivalry with each other, the same
gangs that the occidental coalition relied on.
Needless to say, we extend our solidarity to the Iraqi people threatened by the reactionary hordes of the IS, and to
those in Syria caught in the crossfire of the Assad dictatorship and various armed clans competing with him for
power, only getting along enough to stifle the democratic
and social demands from the revolt of 2011. But this solidarity should not be confused with political support for
mostly self-proclaimed nationalist leaders, even if some
among them, whether Kurdish or not, claim to be progressive.
We have had a few opportunities, mostly through
protests and rallies, to show our solidarity with peoples
who are submitted to live under dictatorships and wars incited by imperialist appetites. Unfortunately, we hardly
have the means to bring them a more effective solidarity.
However, it is still within our reach (and our duty) to bring
the maximum amount of political, or even material, aid to
the small revolutionary groups of these countries, when
they exist and stand on the field of class struggle, anti-capitalism, and internationalism.
From Gaza...
The same applies to our solidarity with the Palestinian
people that we have shown this summer to protest the attacks on the Gaza Strip, despite pressure from the French
government, and the critiques of those who had the nerve
to say that we were going to fuel anti-Semitism. In no way
could this solidarity lead to political support for Hamas,
even less so than to the Palestinian authority of Mahmoud
Abbas.
Incidentally, most nationalist organizations of the 1960s
and 70s, that claimed to be more-or-less on the left or moreor-less secular, have been beaten or lost credibility, like the
PLO for instance, partly because of the corruption of their
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which instead looks for “good peoples” and “bad peoples”
will never succeed.
For example: the AWL is for equal rights for both nations
in Palestine — two nations, two states, rather than the destruction of Israel and the establishment of a single Arab
state as some socialists advocate. The Palestinians should
have the right to self-determination, but it is not as simple
as “Arabs good, Israelis bad”. In fact, we look to the Israeli
workers to champion the Palestinians’ cause.
National self-determination is a democratic political demand, and not a measure of anti-capitalist economic transformation. It is no more able to undo the economic ravages
of global capitalism, and the squeezing of the weak by the
strong within global capitalism, than free speech in a capitalist society can undo the exploitation of labour.
Socialists who argue that the economic sufferings of
countries that used to be colonies or semi-colonies should
be solved by a “second independence” or “economic independence” will end up tailing bourgeois nationalism, or
even the regional imperialism of one second-rank capitalist
power or another.
But national self-determination remains an important
democratic demand. The Ukrainian nation, for example,
has a right to self-determination against the incursions of
Russian troops and the desires of the Russian government
to annex a large part of its territory as “Novorossiya”. The
fact that an independent Ukraine will still be subordinate
and disadvantaged within global capitalism does not undo
the importance of democratic self-determination.

down to electoral coalitions, hence the political wavering
and general conformity to reformist tendencies. In Egypt,
we have seen a part of these left militants from the “Revolutionary Socialists” group supporting a possible presidential bid for Morsi; and this same group then split over the
issue of his overthrow by the army. In Tunisia, it was instead the comrades with ties to the 4th International that
blindly followed the Workers’ Party of Tunisia, whose policies can be summarized by their desire to first guarantee
democracy and, like many other left nationalists,
“straighten up” the country before taking on social demands. The Popular Front’s program for the October 26,
2014 election just so promises to economically straighten up
the country with a more “balanced” budget, thanks to the
support from “heads of patriotic businesses”, so-called job
creators.
The problem is to make ourselves heard, despite our
small number, through a completely different voice.

Democracy and National
Self-Determination
AWL, February 2015
The working class, as a class, cannot govern society without
democracy. Without democracy, what you get is control by
someone or some group which only claims to speak in the
name of the working class.
There can’t be collective ownership of social wealth without collective democracy. In Cuba and China, the state
owns everything, but because there is no, or very little, or
fake democracy, a bureaucracy — as Trotsky put it — owns
the state.
Under capitalism, a limited amount of political democracy is possible. But democracy is permanently excluded
from the fundamental economic basis of society. At work,
capital is dictator and crowned king.
At the same time, effective workers’ struggle is impossible without democracy. More than any other class, the
working-class needs democratic rights — to organise itself,
to strike, to demonstrate, to publish freely — if it is going to
defend and advance its interests.
Moreover, unions will be not respond to the needs of
their members, will not be effective in struggle, unless they
are democratic. And the biggest strike movements always
throw up rank-and-file committees and councils far more
democratic than either unions or parliament-type institutions, making possible the establishment of a new type of
democracy throughout society.
We fight for a new, socialist form of democracy based on
workers’ councils and so on, as existed in the Russian revolution. But we also campaign to win democratic reforms
within the existing Parliamentary system — for instance,
abolition of the House of Lords, proportional representation and parliamentary control of the Government — as an
essential part of the fight for a workers’ government.
We believe that the struggle for democracy — in the
working-class movement, in society and in the state — is
inextricably bound up with the struggle for socialism. “No
real socialism without democracy — and no real democracy
without socialism”, as Rosa Luxemburg almost put it.
We support other struggles for democracy too — the
struggles of women, of oppressed minorities, of oppressed
nations — both as ends in themselves and as essential part
of building an effective workers’ movement.
We are against all nationalism, but also for equal rights
for all nations — including the right to national self-determination. This is an issue on which, under the influence of
Stalinism, much of the left has gone astray.
When communities or nations are at war, only a movement which seeks to unite workers on both sides through
the struggle for consistently democratic solutions can drain
the poison of nationalism and chauvinism. An approach

What does a revolutionary
party do?
Sean Matgamna, AWL
The organisational nature of a Marxist “revolutionary
party” has, obviously, to be shaped to what the Marxist
party exists to do in the outside world. What, fundamentally, irreplaceably, does it do?
In the course of its life a Marxist party does many things,
from organising strikes, to street-fighting with fascists and
racists, to organising insurrections. But fundamentally,
through all the phases and varieties of its activity, it works
to educate and enlighten the working class so that it can see
capitalist class society as a whole; the place of capitalism in
history as one exploitative class society in a succession of
them; the place of the working class in capitalist society; the
possibility and urgent necessity for the working class to
overthrow capitalism and begin to build a socialist society.
Plekhanov, the well-named “Father of Russian Marxism”
and first teacher of Lenin, explained the idea of Marxist
revolutionary activity which would guide the Bolsheviks in
their work of preparing the working class to make the October Revolution in 1917:
“Standing resolutely on the side of the proletariat, the
new Socialists do everything in their power to facilitate and
hasten its victory. But what exactly can they do in this case?
“A necessary condition for the victory of the proletariat is
its recognition of its own position, its relations with its exploiters, its historic role and its sociopolitical tasks.
“For this reason the new Socialists consider it their principal, perhaps even their only, duty to promote the growth
of this consciousness among the proletariat, which for short
they call its class consciousness.
“The whole success of the socialist movement is measured for them in terms of the growth in the class consciousness of the proletariat. Everything that helps this growth
they see as useful to their cause: everything that slows it
down as harmful.
“Anything that has no effect one way or the other is of no
consequence for them, it is politically uninteresting…”
Living in the depths of Stalinist corruption, Trotsky
6

ing militants who could lead a mass working-class struggle.
You have to have an atmosphere in the organisation
where discussion is free — where there is not a heavy disapproval from full-timers, central bodies, and so on, of discussion. Where there is no shouting down, no intellectual
hooliganism. You need an organisation where the “machine”, the full-timers, have no privileges. They have rights
— they have the rights of members — but there is no special prioritisation for the “machine”.
The organisation has to be regulated above all by the
rhythms and by the needs of the class struggle. It has to accept, and really mean, what the Communist Manifesto says
— that the communists have no interests apart from those
of the working class.
The organisation has to be a living part of the class struggle, not a spinning top on its own axis, as all sectarian
groups are.
It has to be an honestly Marxist organisation. One of the
baneful things on the left is that in most cases what the
groups say is determined or heavily adulterated by calculations of advantage. That is best called “apparatus Marxism”. It is a sort of twin of academic Marxism.
There should not be any pre-designated leaders. Quite
plainly in any collection of people some will have more
abilities in certain directions, but there should not be a predesignated leadership. There should not be a closed leadership.
That is democratic centralism as the Bolsheviks had it, as
Lenin had it, and as it can serve the working class. The sectarian stuff can’t, and that is the reason for condemning it.
The fundamental trouble with the SWP’s methods is that
they cannot serve the working class or help the working
class. They can only do harm.

summed up the rules that must govern a serious Marxist
party in its internal life and in its relation to the working
class: “To face reality squarely; not to seek the line of least
resistance; to call things by their right names; to speak the
truth to the masses, no matter how bitter it may be; not to
fear obstacles; to be true in little things as in big ones; to
base one’s program on the logic of the class struggle; to be
bold when the hour for action arrives...”
To play this role in the working class the members of the
Marxist organisation must educate themselves. This is not
only a matter of mastering key old texts. It is an ongoing
process. The Marxists don’t just teach the working class, we
learn from it also – as, for instance, the Bolsheviks learned
about soviets and their possibilities from the Russian working class.
That requires that the Marxist party is a democratic organisation in which the members can think, question, reason and learn from past and contemporaneous events.
Which is made up of thinking people, not aspirant parrots.
Where the leaders have the authority of more experienced, more knowledgeable, more devoted comrades, not
the authority of sect priests. Where Marxism is an honest
tool of analysis, not the house-broken handmaid rationalising whatever the “party” apparatus decides to say and do.
Trotsky, with the stiflingly bureaucratic parties of Stalinism in mind, once compared the need for democracy within
a revolutionary Marxist organisation to the need of a living
being for oxygen. Without oxygen the living being stifles
and dies. Without democracy so, over a longer period of
time, does a would-be Marxist party.
The question of the organisational rules for a Marxist
party -”democratic centralism”- has been hopelessly muddied over by the experience of Stalinism – and of some notionally Trotskyist organisations, Lenin described what it is
in a 1906 article:
“Criticism within the limits of the principles of the Party
Programme must be quite free, not only at Party meetings,
but also at public meetings. Such criticism... cannot be prohibited. The Party’s political action must be united. No calls
that violate the unity of definite actions can be tolerated either at public meetings, or at Party members, or in the
Party press”.
An organisation in which the members do not have the
right and the duty at all times to think about politics and
the affairs of the organisation, and the right to express their
opinions freely, is in reality the opposite of Bolshevism.
The first precondition for Bolshevik politics is full rights
of internal discussion. You get some discussion even in the
most bureaucratic organisation, but usually as a concession
from the leadership. But it needs to be a right of the members to have a discussion when they want it.
You have to have it written into the constitution, as it is
written into AWL’s constitution, that there is a right of access to the public press for minorities. There may be exceptions — where you’re going to organise an insurrection,
you wouldn’t allow a minority to denounce this plan in
your paper — but everyday, normally, minorities should on
demand get access to the press. There must be a possibility
of initiative in the organisation other than from the centre.
There are some Trotskyist organisations which have rules
that say that discussion can’t be started until the centre initiates it. But there has to be a right of initiative for every
member.
You need a right for members to by-pass the leading
committee and call a conference if necessary. Our AWL constitution gives the Disputes Committee the right to bypass
the leading committees and call a conference if necessary. It
wouldn’t do that casually, but the right has to exist.
The organisation must have a politically self-respecting
membership. An organisation where members are taught to
kowtow to a Pope, to an archbishop, to a prophet — that
organisation is not breeding self-respecting individuals. It
is not breeding educated political militants. It is not breed-

The Communist Manifesto
and the Future of
Trotskyism
Sean Matgamna, AWL
“History does nothing; it ‘possesses no immense wealth’, it
‘wages no battles’. It is man, real living man, that does all that,
that possesses and fights; ‘history’ is not a person apart, using
man as a means for its own particular aims; history is nothing
but the activity of man pursuing his aims.” Marx and Engels,
The Holy Family.
Trotsky tried to make sense of the bureaucratic-collectivist
Stalinist society in terms of classical Marxism and the 1917
Bolshevik version of those ideas. His tardiness in drawing
the sharp and clear conclusions which can be seen now as
necessary wreaked havoc with the Marxism he set out to
defend. He was forced to follow in the steps of Stalinism,
putting his own gloss on events while critically accommodating to the brute reality of the USSR. In Trotskyism and
then neo-Trotskyism there was a transformation, often out
of recognition, of the ideas and language of Marxism.
Throughout the 1930s, Trotsky stretched and adapted the
old Bolshevik and Marxist ideas and terminology to accommodate the new things, adding qualifying adjectives and
using terms with implied quote-marks, such as “caste” for
the USSR’s rulers. Beyond very narrow limits, such a procedure could not but corrupt meaning and confuse definition.
By the end it had become a scholastic game or even a form
of juggling with words akin to word magic and superstition. For example, what more than superstition was the
idea that to hold back from giving the USSR bureaucracy a
name — ruling class — implied in all Trotsky’s concrete descriptions of its reality would somehow ward off the dis7

capitalism to socialism. The idea that capitalism (and even
on some levels imperialism) is progressive was excised
from Marxism. So was the idea that to reject and negate the
progressive work of capitalism (technology, bourgeois civilisation, the creation of the working class) is sectarian and
backward-looking. Marxists reverted to the spirit of those
who in the mid-nineteenth century wanted to go backwards from industrialism and of those against whom Lenin
polemicised for their “petty-bourgeois” desire to unscramble imperialist concentrations of industry back to an earlier
stage of capitalism. The neo-Trotskyist idea that the Stalinist states were “in transition to socialism”, following in the
tracks of Stalin’s “socialism in one country”, turned elementary Marxism on its head. The “movement” was from
the periphery to the centre. This was the politics of Marx’s
anarchist-populist opponent Mikhail Bakunin, not of Marx
himself, or Lenin or Trotsky. Even reactionary alternatives
to capitalism, and not Stalinist ones alone, were seen as
progressive, even though they destroyed the fruits of world
civilisation since the Renaissance. World history was seen
teleologically as a process with an outcome — world socialism — mechanically fixed in advance, irrespective of what
living women and men did or failed to do.
2) The patently false notion that capitalism had reached
its historic end was used in the spirit of utopian socialists
who felt they had discovered “the last word”. That Stalinism was replacing capitalism was supposedly proof of this
proposition. Acceptance of the mid-nineteenth century idea
of socialist colony-building, which would compete with advanced capitalism and replace it, was at the heart of post1951 “Third World Congress” neo-Trotskyism —
acceptance of Stalinism as representing a viable “transition
to socialism”, albeit one that would eventually need drastic
working-class reform, or even “political revolution”, to perfect it.
3) The idea that the proletarian revolution is made by the
proletariat and cannot be made for them had been displaced by the idea of a locum acting to create, if not socialism, then the first decisive step towards socialism — the
creation of a “workers’ state”. Working class rule was seen
to inhere in the forms of bureaucratically nationalised property. A totalitarian economism — a fetish of nationalised
economy, separated off from all the social and political conditions that might give it a working class socialist character
— was substituted for the traditional politics of Marxism.
Actual working-class political rule — “to win the battle for
democracy and make the workers the ruling class”, as the
Communist Manifesto put it — was pushed to the margins
and relegated to the future by the ongoing “revolutionary
process” that was spreading worker-enslaving and labourmovement-destroying “workers’ states” across the globe.
That “process” was the first and immediate stage of the socialist revolution. Workers’ rule would be a second and
subsequent stage. The old communist centrality of democracy — even during the dictatorship of the proletariat —
went. Democracy was a desirable extra. It could be done
without in the “workers’ revolution”, at least in the first
and immediate stage. The idea of socialist revolution was
detached from Marx’s notion of the organised, self-aware
working class as the force that could make it, and reduced
to millenarianism, the hope for a superhuman agent of liberation. Marxists became millenarians scanning the horizon
for the revolutionary agency. Again, Stalinism was central;
it was the prototype of the non-proletarian force which
nonetheless, through a perverse twist of history, becomes
the agent of proletarian progress.
4) Marx and Engels in the Communist Manifesto saw the
development of the organised, conscious communist political party as integrally interlinked with the self-development of the whole working class. The communists would
“represent the future of the movement in the movement of
the present”. This was replaced by the notion of a “party”
self-defined by the possession of an esoteric doctrine and

turbing implications of that reality for the old Marxist
schemes of history?
The toll taken by this attempt to “save the old theory”
was that the meanings of most of the terms of that theory
were changed. For example, “defence of the USSR” against
a small non-imperialist nation, in the USSR-Finnish war,
the “defence” that led anti-Stalinists to back those whom
Trotsky had called “the rapists in the Kremlin” in their attempt to take over Finland, was not the same thing as the
old “defence of the USSR against imperialist attack”.
Within the old terminology, there took place what in other
fields has been called a “shift of paradigm”. This happened
again and again as events shunted brutally into each and
every one of Trotsky’s theoretical positions on Stalinism,
pushing them off what had seemed solid ground.
Trotsky was working within a false theoretical frame
from as early as the mid-1920s, when he saw the Stalinist
“centre” as a minor threat compared to the Bukharinite
“right wing”. Trotsky’s frame and the impact of reality on it
combined to create doctrinal havoc with the very basics of
communism. It was not enough that Trotsky conscientiously restated those basics from time to time. The fact that
Stalinist society, calling itself socialist, was misidentified by
its most bitter critics as a workers’ state, inevitably debased
the meaning of all the key words involved.
There was a further infusion of new meanings into old
words as Stalinism spread after 1944. This process in Trotskyism paralleled what Stalinism did to Marxism and represented a degree of ideological conquest by Stalinism of its
most consistent critics. By around 1950, neo-Trotskyism had
stood on its head the Communist Manifesto and its basic
ideas, that is, the foundation of Marxism as it was in 1917.
1) Marx and Engels made socialism “scientific” by converting it from a moral scheme, counterposed to capitalism,
into a logical, although revolutionary, dialectical development from material preconditions created by capitalism. In
neo-Trotskyism (that is, mainstream revolutionary socialism, for a whole era) a pre-Marxist sectarian rejection of
capitalism on a world scale, and an identification with Stalinist states as a progressive alternative (because they were
anti-capitalist), had replaced this idea of the relationship of
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to suppress the majority. Consequently, these currents have
completely distanced themselves from the word “democracy” and see it as distinctly “bourgeois”.
From a Marxist perspective, both views of “democracy”
are inaccurate and misleading. However, even though these
two concepts are opposed to each other they have two common points. First, both see “democracy” as belonging to the
bourgeoisie. Second, both views distort Karl Marx’s theory
of the “dictatorship of the proletariat” — consciously or unconsciously. In the liberal view, “democracy” is a “modern”
concept that came out of the bourgeois democratic revolutions of the 17th and 18th centuries in Europe.
The Stalinist vision of “democracy” is similar to the liberal reasoning, but in reverse. This view believes that the
principle of ‘democracy’ has no relevance to the labour
movement.
Second, the assumptions of both views of the phrase
“dictatorship of the proletariat” are also incorrect.

revelation. The Marxists were those who could see the hidden and secret process leading to a socialist future within
the horrors of Stalinism. Having once discovered that truth,
their job was primarily to gain enough forces, anyhow, to
present themselves as “the leadership” to the elemental
working-class revolt guaranteed by the decay of capitalism.
Neo-Trotskyism, rationalising from Stalinist reality and
building its “revolutionary perspectives” around it, regressed back behind the political level attained in 1848 at
the dawn of Marxism.

Three concepts of
democracy
Maziar Razi, IRMT
The following is the English translation of the transcript of a discussion at a Marxist Revival meeting in February 2014.

The concept of the revolutionary dictatorship of the
proletariat
The liberal view poses the phrase “dictatorship of the
proletariat” as a totalitarian dictatorship. As the tool of the
state to suppress the people, and hence it is rejected. In contrast, it assumes that bourgeois democracy will give democracy to all the people.
The Stalinist concept also believes that the working class
is supposed to create a regime called the “dictatorship of
the proletariat” that will rule over the non-working class
population, and when any differences crop up, uses force
and bayonets “to repress” them. So a despotic regime, in
the name of the “proletariat”, will “dictate” its rule on the
majority of society. This process will generally be led and
organised by the Stalinist “iron party”. In fact, in this concept the “party” has replaced the working class and generally a “leader” has been placed at the head of the party. In
other words, a leader of the “communist party” exercises
the dictatorship of the working class. A brutal regime that
will crush all opposition in society. A system that relies on
state control over all issues at all levels of society, so that a
sort of state capitalist system is realised. As was experienced during the era of Stalin, Mao and Pol Pot and now in
North Korea.
In fact Karl Marx did not have any of these views about
the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat. First, when
Marx uses the word “revolutionary dictatorship of the pro-

In this meeting I will try to present a basic and short outline
of the discussion, because you can have detailed discussions on the various issues around it. In this session, in contrast to the other two views of “democracy”, I wanted to
comment about socialist democracy.
The first reason for this is that in the next period the
question of democracy (as well as the concept of socialism),
can be one of the bases of convergence between revolutionary Marxists.(1) These two concepts, i.e., the concepts of
“democracy” and “socialism” are in some ways linked to
each other. Because both of these issues have been much
misrepresented, and there are numerous conflicting arguments around them. As revolutionary Marxists we have to
distinguish clearly our opinions from other different shades
of understanding of the concepts of “democracy” and “socialism”. In a previous interview (see interview with the Socialist Komala TV), I dealt with the main points of the
concept of socialism. However, in this discussion, I will
focus on the Marxist concept of democracy.
Before explaining about the Marxist concept of democracy, I first wanted to mention two deviant concepts on the
question of democracy that have been posed by former and
current defenders of “socialism”. These two deviations
have been posed by a range of leftist and socialist currents.
First, the position of the liberal currents, which can be
seen today in many of the Iranian opposition. Currents
with different “Social Democratic”, “constitutionalist”,
“atheist republican”, “secular” names, and all kinds of currents that have broken away from Stalinist and Maoist tendencies, can be seen. Many of these tendencies are those
who supported the “socialist camps” (e.g., Russia and
China), and due to the collapse of the camps, have made a
180-degree turn towards the camp of “social democracy”
and joined it. Today, the monarchists are also standing next
to the wide range of social democrats. In fact, from a class
position, the whole of the opposition social democrats and
liberals represents the left wing of the bourgeoisie in Iran,
i.e., the “reformists”.
As a result, in recent years we have seen a wide range of
these currents. Now, we should evaluate what they mean
by “democracy”? Many have assumed that this group of
the bourgeoisie carries a great “gift” for the Iranian nation.
Or that perhaps the bourgeois society of the West is a
“Utopia” that can be exported to our country as a model,
and that we can use it to solve all social problems.
The flip side of the liberal vision is the Stalinist position
on democracy. These people believe that democracy has essentially no connection to the labour movement and communists. They assume that ‘democracy’ is basically
bourgeois word. They argue that communists call for the
establishment of a “dictatorship of the proletariat” in the
sense of an authoritarian regime that is supposed to suppress the minority in society. They see “democracy” as a
phenomenon of the “bourgeois” minority that is supposed
9

letariat” (Stalinist tendencies omit the word “revolutionary”). Second, what Marx meant by the word is not a
“regime” or government. He meant a transient state (or a
non-state), a state for the transition from capitalism to socialism. The “revolutionary” state has been described as a
period of transition from capitalism to socialism, it must
apply the best democracy that humanity has ever known,
otherwise the transition from capitalism to socialism cannot
be realised. Marx believed that socialism must be direct and
with the active participation of all sections of society from
below and be realised not by a “leader” or an “iron party”
or even just the “working class”. According to Marx, all
members of society (workers, peasants, the urban petty
bourgeoisie, intellectuals, national minorities, etc.), after the
“revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat” (the soviet
republic) has been established, should eventually become
socialist human beings. Because this “revolutionary” state,
after the conquest of power, will constantly revolutionise
the economy of society. The limits of the power of the state
will determined by a government of the majority of society
through a constituent assembly (a government of workers
and toilers or something like a government of the masses)
which will guide it.
In addition, in Marx’s time the word “dictatorship” did
not mean a tool for tyranny and repression. Marx, for example, speaks of “the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie” even
about governments that had bourgeois democracy. At that
time Marx used the word “dictatorship” in the “right of
veto” sense. Marx never meant the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat as an authoritarian and repressive
state. Marx meant that just as bourgeois states had a right
of veto on certain matter (e.g., preservation of private property etc.), the “revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat”
will also be a state will have the “right of veto” on issues it
wants to control (nationalising economic resources like the
banks under the control of the workers’ republic. Dispossessing the bourgeoisie of economic power and the tools of
violence. Control over international trade and so on to prevent the restoration of capitalism. These will be under the
veto right of the new proletarian power).
As a result, it should be clear from the outset that the liberal and the Stalinist conceptions of the “dictatorship of the
proletariat” are distorted and fundamentally flawed.

The history of democracy in human societies
From the beginning of social activity some kind of
democracy has been seen in human societies and it is not
only related to the bourgeoisie. Just as there was democracy
before the bourgeoisie, after the bourgeoisie or after the
overthrow of the bourgeoisie and capitalism, there will also
be democracy. We call that democracy “socialist democracy”. A democracy for all sections of society, not just a specific minority of society.
Contrary to the liberal attitude, if we look at history, we
see that even in the years before Christ, and in societies before slavery, a kind of democracy existed. We have witnessed democracy in tribal communities. At that time, the
tribal leaders would deliberate and then make decisions. In
400 BC, in slave-owning societies, democracy existed.
Among the slave-owning masters of Plato’s time there was
democracy and Plato’s writings show that a democratic
style of interaction existed there. This was the case also during the period of feudalism. During feudalism there was all
sorts of democracy between aristocrats, land owners, kings
and others. There were a series of forums where they made
decisions and exchanged views. In capitalist society it was
the same too. Different periods of capitalism, during free
trade and before that and after that, different types of
democracy existed. Eventually what we see today as the
product of bourgeois democracy after the bourgeois-democratic revolutions was attained.
Therefore this discussion of the liberal currents that
democracy belongs to the bourgeoisie is completely false
and not related to historical facts.
The liberal’s utopian view of democracy
On the other hand, the point that the liberal view within
the opposition does not consider is that adopting models
and transferring an idea from the “outside” into Iranian society, is a completely utopian method. Because the question
is that even the democracy within bourgeois democratic societies has been the product of a series of bourgeois-democratic struggles and revolutions. The bourgeoisie has in fact
organised struggles against feudalism and these struggle
went as far as ousting feudalism from power and bourgeois-democratic political revolutions were organised. It
was during the fight against feudalism and the struggle for
democracy that bourgeois-democratic demands that the
bourgeoisie had in mind were realised. In other words, if
we are to have bourgeois democracy in Iran, we must show
what has been the history of bourgeois democracy in Iran.
What anti-feudal struggles has the Iranian bourgeoisie had
and basically where has Iran’s bourgeoisie come from?
It is clear that there is no alignment and compliance of
the Iranian bourgeoisie with the bourgeoisie of the West. In
principle the imperialist bourgeoisie imposed Iran’s bourgeoisie on society. Specifically from the Safavid era capitalism was imposed from above by imperialism in Iranian
society. Reza Shah’s reign in the form of a modern capitalism state, in accordance with the needs of imperialism and
to curb the spread of the 1917 socialist revolution in Russia,
and then during the Shah and the needs of new imperialism to export the means of production into Iran, imperialist
policies under the title “White Revolution” and “land reform” of the monarchy in Iran, were implemented and a
capitalist state was installed at the top of society. This capitalist state, in contrast with capitalist states of the West, was
not the result of anti-feudal struggles, because basically feudalism did not exist in Iranian society, but a despotic precapitalist state existed and a specific mode of production
existed in that society that until the Safavid period was
known as the Asiatic mode of production and after that the
bourgeoisie was just the result of imposition by imperialism on society.
In other words, the bourgeoisie was in fact “injected” into
underdeveloped countries such as Iran. This bourgeoisie is

The liberal vision of democracy
To explain further the liberal view of democracy it should
be noted that its supporters are partly from a leftist and socialist background. They therefore argue that the future socialist society can only pass through the route of bourgeois
democracy and that these two stages are linked together.
This view maintains that the only path to realising socialist
democracy goes through the path of bourgeois democracy
— and gradually. Many of the so-called Marxist spectrum
that today see social democracy as an alternative for the future, have such an idea. Of course, there are also right-wing
social democratic currents who in principle do not believe
in socialism (like the monarchists and the right-wing bourgeoisie tendencies who now call themselves social democrats).
This view believes that a model or template can be made
of societies like America or Sweden and then “implemented” in Iran. The ideal future society of this viewpoint
is the Western bourgeoisie. Their utopia or ideal society is
Sweden or America. They think that if there is a democracy
like America in Iran, the current dire situation will change
and, ultimately real freedom, equality and democracy will
come about in Iran. This vision also holds the belief that
democracy belongs to the bourgeoisie and is the achievement of the bourgeois-democratic revolutions in Western
societies. Whereas historically this debate is essentially
baseless. It should be emphasised that democracy has a history and its origin is not the bourgeois democratic revolution.
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layed, but can also bring about a new type of democracy,
socialist democracy, in society.
This is a problem that the liberal currents, especially the
tendencies that have a communist background, do not pay
attention to. Of course these new liberals were never Marxist tendencies, but were quasi-Stalinist, Stalinist and Maoist
tendencies. By abandoning Stalinism they have not only
joined the regiment of the enemies of the working class, but
have become missionaries of this bourgeois deception and
are promoting this model-making and building a bourgeois-democratic society in Iran. Posing this issue by the
liberal spectrum under the guise of creating democracy,
and the sort of democracy that is imported from abroad,
without the basic history and objective conditions for it existing in Iranian society, means nothing other than the
strengthening of capitalist reaction.
From this point of view, revolutionary Marxists must
specifically and clearly stand against the spectrum that
wants bourgeois democracy using the imported method as
in Western countries like Sweden, Norway, America and so
on, and ruthlessly struggles against them as enemies of the
working class, the only class carrier of democracy in Iran.

a bourgeoisie that has no relation to the bourgeois of the
West. From this perspective the argument of the liberals
that bourgeois democracy, based on the model of the Western bourgeoisie, be created in Iran is unfounded. During
the last century, no element that showed any signs of wishing to create democracy, even a bourgeois democracy, was
seen. Consequently, we have to deduce from the objective
conditions in society what kind of government and democracy should be realised in society.
Which class can bring democracy to Iran?
I believe that in Iranian society, like many capitalist societies, there are three classes. In the particular case of Iran
there is a bourgeois class that does not have a revolutionary
character or had any struggles against the feudal and precapitalist classes, and essentially has nothing to do with
democracy. Members of this class are capitalists who have
no history or tradition of revolutionary struggle. Most of
them are smugglers, thieves and large landowners that imperialism, in order to serve its own interests, placed in
power. This imposed bourgeoisie has never had a social
base. In Iran, the bourgeoisie is essentially a completely regressive and reactionary class.
Therefore it is not able to bring democracy to Iran and
has shown no sign during the past 230 years, from the
Safavid period onwards, that the bourgeoisie in Iran has
wanted new developments. However, in relation to Constitutional Revolution, it was an event that passed quickly
and was not a bourgeois revolution as seen in the Western
sense. But it was too unstable and failed. The only time we
saw the rise of bourgeois democracy was in this period,
which quickly disappeared.
The second class that can carry the fight against tyranny
and pose the issue of democracy is the petty bourgeoisie.
But during the 1979 revolution the petty bourgeoisie clearly
showed that it is basically part of the repressive forces of
the bourgeoisie and has a counter-revolutionary role. Not
only did it not move in the direction of the proletariat and
the struggle for democracy, but was essentially anti-democratic. The experience of 1979 showed that this class (upper
layers of the petty bourgeoisie and the urban petty bourgeoisie) in fact had become the Islamic Republic regime’s
repressive force. As a result, this class is also not a layer that
can create democracy in Iran. Many of the left tendencies
have wrongly assumed that to reach a democratic revolution and a socialist revolution in the future they can unite
with a section of the petty bourgeoisie – which has been
shown that basically this is not possible.
Therefore the only class that has shown any sign of democratic struggle in Iran, is in fact the working class. Even if
we look at it just at the level of the question of democracy,
we see that the working class was the only class that in the
struggle against the royal despotism built workers’ councils
in Iran and was able to overthrow one of the most powerful
forces in the region, which was completely dependent on
imperialism, and create democratic workers’ councils, so
that for the first time in Iran’s history, we witnessed democratic relations in our society.
Despite all the crackdowns that the working class has
suffered during the past 33 years, and despite all the divisions within itself, and all the attacks, incursions and murders that it has had to endure, workers’ struggles have
continued for their first and main demand, i.e., democratic
rights. No force and no other class has been as persistent
and as consistent as the working class in the manner it has
fought for the restoration of democracy. Therefore the only
hope for those who want a democratic future and to establish a democracy in Iran, in fact, should be focused on the
working class. Fighting and preparing for the proletarian
revolution in Iran and strengthen the working class is the
only way to achieve democracy. Because a workers’ revolution in Iran is the only revolution that will not only realise
the bourgeois-democratic democracy that has been de-

The limits of bourgeois democracy
Even if we assume that these utopian model-making
methods are real and that a Western-style democracy can
really be implemented in Iran by the supporters of the liberal concept, we must be aware that these European societies themselves have many limitations in implementing
their democracy. To understand this, you do not need to
have to be lawyers and theoreticians. Bourgeois democracy
is “formal” because it does not enter the field of social production. The advocates of the bourgeoisie claim that all societies have the freedoms of speech, assembly, press and
founding parties. Obviously, all these arguments are unfounded. How can ordinary people (workers’ organisations, youth and women) without any access to vast
financial resources have the same propaganda tools as the
capitalists? Opening party offices and hiring “full-time”
employees needs huge financial resources that workers
lack. As a result all this publicity is impossible to achieve,
except for those who are rich.
They say that in “civil society” all have the right to vote
and can freely choose their parliamentary representatives.
First, these elections take place every few years, and during
this period the people cannot dismiss or control the representatives. In fact, the representatives become “privileged”
and do not have the slightest contact with the electorate.
Second, this method gives the wealthy, and parties tied to
the state, a free hand to exert their political influence in
every geographical area. Third, the main political force is
not in parliament but is organised through a vast bureaucratic apparatus behind closed doors. Fourth, in these
“free” elections do the voters have the right to vote essentially for their favourite system? — rather than voting for
this or that candidate. Or according to the eternal constitution that the system has determined for ever, they can only
vote for the candidates who swear that they will uphold the
constitution with their lives. The most fundamental principle of the constitution is respect and protection for an individual’s property. Therefore, respect for personal or private
property, which needs its own democracy, it is democracy
for the owner of the means of production, an insignificant
minority within a society. To impose and dictate this
democracy on the vast majority of society, is the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. This bourgeois dictatorship, includes cabinet ministers, the judiciary, the security forces,
the Iranian regime’s Pasdaran, police and plain clothes security agents. The heads of these institutions are in fact the
key decision-makers in capitalist society and not the general public. Because none of these institutions can be
changed by the general vote and are permanently in power
or they are selected.
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state and the state has fixed elements lying behind the government. For example, the people never elect the chief of
police. The chairmen of banks, heads of state bureaucracy,
who have all matters in their hands, not the representative
in parliament, always remain consistent. The main pillar of
the capitalist state is this permanent and non-dismissible
bureaucracy. Even in countries like America and in Europe,
all these posts are appointed. In all decisive matters the
government, in principle, does not determine anything. To
be elected as the President, Prime Minister and other government officials requires the approval and need of financial institutions and banks. For example, if America’s Wall
Street wants the candidate from a particular party to be
elected the president, such huge financial resources are put
into his/her campaign that the person is probably elected.
As a result, every four or five years, they launch a show
that is actually for deceiving the masses. Iran’s liberal opposition wants to import such a “democracy” for the Iranian people from abroad!
No, Iran’s working class and toilers have no need for this
form of “democracy”. Iran’s historical experience has
shown that the bourgeois will not even tolerate such Western formal “democracy” in Iran. In contrast, the working
class, with the formation of workers’ councils, has shown
that it is able to provide socialist democracy to society. Just
look at what America’s “democracy”, which is supposed to
be the world’s “cradle of liberty”, has been doing recently.
It has deployed an information surveillance system for the
whole world, even its allies in Europe. Disclosures by a former employee of the National Security Agency, Edward
Snowden, have shown the international crimes of the
Obama administration against the people of the world, including even its European allies. It is the mark of the dictatorship of a minority over society. Because of this
humanitarian action Edward Snowden has had many
threats from the American government. We do not want
this form of bourgeois “democracy” (even if it is possible to
realise) in Iran!
To defend this kind of formal western democracy the liberals say: “Look, there is no democracy in Iran, there are no
free elections, therefore we have to resort to Western
democracy, and export such a democracy to Iran.” They
say: “See what repression rules the “communist” societies

Every honest and active person in a society such as Sweden or America can find out the limitations of this form of
democracy. Bourgeois democracy is merely a deception that
the bourgeoisie imposed on society at the time of the bourgeois democratic revolution. In fact, this form of democracy
is a formal democracy. This means that the bourgeoisie pretends that “all are equal” and society is based on “national
unity”, “national state”, “equality” and so on. When the
bourgeoisie led the anti-feudal struggle, always as a minority of the society not only did it deceive and fool the majority of the population, but it pretended that this is
democracy, democracy for all the people. From itself inception, the bourgeoisie has had to hide its class interests, it
has falsely posed as the protector of the interests of “all”
the population. It has used categories such as “equality of
rights”, “national state”, “public interest”, “popular democracy” to fool the people. In fact, there is not the slightest aspect of these bourgeois social and economic issues that is
“public” or “general”. All the “laws” of capitalism are “special” and “one-sided” and all serve the immediate interests
of the bourgeois class.
Bourgeois “democracy” is merely a formal democracy.
They say that the “buyer” and the “seller” of goods have
“equal rights” in the market. That’s true! However, this is
just the surface appearance. In this “equal” deal one of the
parties (the proletariat), due to poverty is forced to sell their
labour power at wages far lower than the value that is generated. What happens is a completely undemocratic and
unfair deal. In fact, the owners of capital exploit workers in
an “uneven” way and in this way become wealthier. According to new data, between 1979 and 2007, the top 1% of
society in the United States acquired more than half (53.9%)
of the total increase in revenue. During the same period, the
average income of the bottom 99% of taxpayers in America
grew by approximately 19%, while the average income of
the top 1% increased more than 10-fold — a 200.5% increase. Between 2009 and 2012, in the period after the “recession” and the beginning of the economic “recovery”, the
top 1% of income in America pocketed 95% of total growth
in revenue. So the “improvement” has not been for “all”,
but for a very small minority of society. (2) Meanwhile a
vast number are suffering from unemployment and
poverty. Just in 2010, 15.1% of the population lived in
poverty. The poverty rate is the highest since 1993. In the
same year, 16.4 million children, or 22%, were poor and the
rate for black children is estimated at more than 38%. So
capitalism even imposes penury “unevenly” on the vast
majority of society. (3) So bourgeois “democracy” is a cover
for the exploitation of one class by another class.
This propaganda has penetrated even into the consciousness of many among the masses. This in fact suggests that
this “equality” and “democracy” is basically no more than
a deception, even in advanced industrial societies, that now
the Iranian liberals want to bring into the country!
Thus, not only are the masses unable to dismiss the representatives they chose during the election period, they also
do not have a role in controlling them. A section of parliamentary representatives become transformed into state bureaucrats. In other words, part of a privileged layer of
society. Consequently, these are not candidates that the
working class can criticise or dismiss. In fact, a formal relationship between voters and parliamentarians is established.
Bourgeois democracy is not only a formal democracy, but
actually, in bourgeois society political power is primarily
not in parliament. Parliament itself is basically a show. Political power is in the hands of the state, because bourgeois
currents are essentially based on the deception of the
masses, they confuse the concepts of the “state” and the
“government”. They say that since the government was
elected by the people, therefore the whole of this society
and state are in the hands of the people! But this is not so!
The fact is that first of all the government is a part of the
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royal family, who actually do nothing (taxpayers spent almost $26 million on maintenance costs of palaces. $6.5 million on the royal train, helicopters and jets. $6.5 million on
royal visits. In total, each year the Queen gets $83.8 million
from the government and the estates and it is widely assumed she also receives a multi-million dollar income from
her private portfolio of stocks and bonds). (4) Using huge
budgets they divert the attention of youths to coverage of
football tournaments. Large sums of money are spent to divert public opinion and to prevent socialist consciousness
from being formed. In this way they can affect society and
make the deception even deeper (in the US, six big corporations control 90% of the media). (5)
As a result, we do not want this kind of “democracy” and
we want real democracy, our real democracy is not bourgeois democracy, our real democracy is socialist democracy
and it goes far beyond the democracy that exists in bourgeois societies.

of the Soviet Union and China or Eastern Europe or Cuba.
Communism means repression and subjugation of the people. Consequently, we must resort to Western democracy”!
These words are pure lies. In the Soviet Union, especially
after 1925, and in China and Cuba, “socialist democracy”
did not exist for various reasons (a detailed analysis of
these societies lies outside today’s discussion; in previous
discussions we have dealt in detail about the lessons and
reasons of the defeat of the 1917 October revolution).
In fact, as mentioned, the equality that exists in bourgeois
society, is equality for capitalism. In other words, the basic
motto of the bourgeoisie in the West is: “To each according
to the size of his capital.” That means that whoever has
more money has a bigger role in decision-making. The existing capitalist states wish to preserve private property.
Hence, if the masses take to the streets and say: “We accept
political democracy, but we are also calling for economic
democracy!” That means that we want to abolish private
property, we want to replace it with social property, it
means crossing a red line. Abolition of private property is
the red line and will be suppressed in the strongest way
with every force available. There should be no doubt that
even in Sweden or in America or other western countries, if
there are demonstrations demanding the abolition of private property, the police, the army and all sections of the
bourgeois state will repress the working class and the toilers, to the extent of using armed conflict and shooting them
(recently in a suburb of Stockholm in Sweden, young immigrants protested against poor conditions, using some violence, and were immediately confronted by a police
crackdown). In these communities, the so-called “Cradle of
Liberty”, the masses cannot basically raise issues about
their underlying problems, because they do not have the
necessary facilities. After more than two hundred years of
exploitation, the working class in Western capitalist societies has not been able to make its voice heard. Therefore
after more than 200 years the threats against workers, because of all the different advertisements of the bourgeoisie,
have not reached a wide public audience. For all media, including radio, television and the press is focused mainly in
the hands of the bourgeoisie. (For example, in August 2010,
the roof of the San Jose mine in Chile collapsed and 33 miners were trapped below ground at a depth of approximately 700 meters and 5 kilometres from the pit head. This
is the modern form of slavery). The bourgeoisie says to the
workers: “You are free to print your publication, you are
free to talk, you are free to choose whoever you want to
do”. Except that having the right and having the ability are
different things. None of the workers’ financial institutions
are able to compete with those of the capitalists. A “neutral” and “national” state should provide the same amount
of money that it puts into capitalist media as to workers for
their propaganda. However, it is not so. Because there is no
real equality between capitalists and workers. As Marx
would say, the dictatorship of the bourgeois reigns in these
societies.
The question is this: why do capitalists acquiesce to this
formal democracy? Because one of the cheapest ways of
continuing their survival is in fact bourgeois democracy,
otherwise they will be confronted with revolutions and
then they would have to repress the mobilised masses and
pay heavily. If a strike occurs, it will disrupt the economy
and investors may lose large amounts of money. So, to continue their survival, they have to concede some points to
keep control of the situation (and we must not forget that
democratic demands such as the eight-hour day, women’s
suffrage, universal suffrage, etc., are the result of struggles,
where the working class paid for with its blood and the
bourgeoisie did not just “award” them).
So the masses are deceived on a huge scale. To divert the
consciousness of the masses and to postpone and neutralise
revolution, they draw the people’s attention to minor issues. For example, in Britain they spend huge sums on the

The concept of socialist democracy
The democracy that revolutionary Marxists have in mind
is socialist democracy. Since the working class does not
have anything to hide it also has no need for an ideology
like “bourgeois democracy”. In other words, it does not accept bourgeois democracy as an ideology. (6) Unlike “bourgeois democracy”, socialist democracy hides nothing from
the scrutiny of the masses. It is a democracy for all sections
of society (because in the transition to socialism, social
classes and conflicts between them should gradually disappear). It is a clear, explicit and clear democracy that is controlled by the majority of society, for the working class and
all toilers in society, and not just a wealthy minority.
The “left” advocates of capitalism attempt to portray
“bourgeois democracy” and “socialist democracy” as the
same thing. Naturally, not only the middle classes of society but even the majority of the working class are tainted
with this deviation and are deceived by it.
From the standpoint of revolutionary Marxists, these two
types of “democracy” have nothing in common. Each
serves a specific social class and is in conflict with another
class. Unlike the view of liberals and the “democratic”
bourgeoisie, “socialist democracy” is not only not the development of “bourgeois democracy”, but it is just the opposite of it. Bourgeois democracy is designed to preserve
the rule of the bourgeoisie and to justify the capitalist system. Whereas socialist democracy is based on the intention
to eliminate the system of exploitation and getting rid of
the capitalist state. The struggle of the working class and
toilers (and other oppressed layers) only finds its true expression when it is aimed at achieving socialism.
There are a few important points worth mentioning
about socialist democracy. Unlike the liberal preachers,
who claim that if socialist democracy is to be developed, it
must be done peacefully and through the channels of bourgeois democracy and by supporting and strengthening
bourgeois democracy, we say that basically socialist democracy has no connection with bourgeois democracy. These
two are essentially alien to each other and are the dialectical negation of each other. Bourgeois democracy wants to
preserve the exploitation of the working class and toilers,
whereas socialist democracy wants to wipe out exploitation, and these two are completely separate and stand opposed to each other and there is no common ground
between them. From Marx’s point of view, “democracy”
and “socialism” were inseparable. This is Marx’s reply to
all sectarian Stalinist currents and various currents that
claim that democracy belongs to the bourgeois. In fact,
Marx in all his writings from 1848, specifically sees the
struggle for democracy as one of the effective and important ways to achieve socialism. In the Communist Manifesto Marx says: “… the first step in the revolution by the
working class is to raise the proletariat to the position of
ruling class to win the battle of democracy.” (7) This means
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cratic freedoms to protect its interests. Within the framework of the international capitalist system, the Iranian
bourgeoisie will never be able to develop the productive
forces and fundamentally solve the economic and social issues — and thus will not tolerate any democratic openings.
Petty bourgeois democracy will not be able to go beyond
bourgeois democracy (the experience of the Nicaraguan
revolution is a concrete example of this).
From this viewpoint, the problem of workers’ revolution
is on the agenda of our society and we cannot wait for the
liberal currents to bring the Swedish and American models
of democracy to Iran for us. By no means can we expect the
Iranian bourgeoisie to bring us democracy. We cannot wait
for the petty bourgeoisie, which is a strike force of the bourgeoisie, to bring about democracy for us. Only the working
class is able to resolve such tasks.

that the struggle for democracy paves the way to socialism.
So unlike the Stalinist left and contrary to the centrist currents that say “democracy” is bourgeois, Marx believed that
democracy means socialism. Democracy belongs to the proletariat. Just as you can see in Iran, the first step and the
first struggles of the proletariat and the working class are
for its own democratic rights. And these democratic rights
will lead them to socialist consciousness.
Therefore “democracy” belongs to the proletariat and not
the bourgeoisie. Marx in many of his writings, especially
after 1848 when he sees the bourgeoisie of Germany and
France are not capable of realising their bourgeois democratic tasks, in the March 1850 Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League talks of permanent
revolution. Because he reached the conclusion that the
bourgeoisie had lost the ability to solve bourgeois democratic tasks, and fearing the proletariat, has gone over to the
side of authoritarian and pre-capitalist currents. Because if
it starts to solve the democratic tasks, it will see the proletariat standing against itself and in the struggle for democracy the proletariat will stand opposed to the bourgeoisie.
Since then Marx specifically mentions “Democracy belongs
to the proletariat”, that it is part of the life of the proletariat
and the struggle for democracy, means the struggle for democratisation of the social system, the democratisation of
all aspects of human life. And ultimately the democratisation of the state means revolution. According to Karl Marx,
the socialist revolution cannot have any other meaning
than this.
So when we talk about the democratisation of our social
problems, it means that we want a socialist revolution, and
it cannot have any other meaning. In addition, from 1853
onwards, in many of Marx’s own writings, he mainly does
not use the term “democracy” and “bourgeoisie” together
and used the term “liberalism” to describe the bourgeoisie.
He said the liberals are no longer democrats and do not adhere to democracy. In other words, Marx views democracy
as belonging to the proletarian. This is a very important
and central issue and in fact the first step in the proletarian
revolution is to fight for it.
This problem is also particularly true in Iranian society.
In other words, the central question regarding reaching socialism in Iran is the struggle for democracy. This means
that the working class of Iran, which has the specific experience of exercising democracy and building workers’ councils during the past revolution, is particularly in a position
to be able to take the struggle for democracy forward until
the overthrow of the regime and the building of socialist society. Despite all the problems that the working class has
today, and despite all the problems facing the workers’
movement, it continues to be the only class that can achieve
democracy and create democracy for all sections of society.
All the currents that for whatever reason want freedom and
democracy in this sense, should see that the quickest and
shortest way for them is to strengthen the working class
and support the preparation for a workers’ revolution and
a socialist revolution.
In Iran, capitalism is more backward than the bourgeoisie
of the imperialist countries. Iranian capitalism was imposed on society by imperialism and from above. The Iranian bourgeoisie, in contrast with the bourgeoisie of the
West, which has a tradition of struggling against feudalism
and had a belief in bourgeois democracy, is devoid of any
democratic originality and tradition. It therefore cannot tolerate any kind of freedom and democracy. That is because
any democratic opening would sound the alarm for the
overthrow of the regime. For example, as soon as some relative democratic openings took place, the Shah’s military
dictatorship was overthrown in a short time by the protests
of millions. During the past century, experience has shown
many times that the bourgeoisie of Iran (and other Third
World countries), whichever way it appears (royal crown or
clerical turban) has no choice but to take away all demo-

The expansion of democratic rights
Although from the historical perspective of the proletariat, “democracy” is nothing but a bourgeois tool to fool
the masses, the working class (and toilers of society), in
order to advance its anti-capitalist struggle, benefits from
the relative democratic rights that have been gained in society and struggles to extend these rights.
However, the struggle of the working class and other oppressed layers (such as youth, women and oppressed nationalities) for democracy is quite different from the
struggle of reformers for democracy. The proletariat takes
its struggle beyond the realm of politics and uses it as a tool
to abolish the capitalist system as a whole. In other words,
ultimately the basic struggle of the working class is for the
complete overthrow of the bourgeoisie and not to maintain
and improve the existing situation.
Meanwhile, the struggle for democratic rights of the
masses and realising their rights such as unemployment
benefit, social security, paid leave, democratic rights such
as the freedom of expression, the right to organise and
strike, the freedom to establish trade unions and independent labour organisations, free education for women and
men at all levels, respect for human rights and the right of
any citizen to complain about and prosecute any government official in court, and so on, provides the practical experience and political and organisational training for
workers. These experiences increase workers’ confidence
and strengthen their spirit of militancy. Moreover, the
struggle for “transitional” demands (such as workers’ control, opening the books of capitalists’ offices income and expenditure, etc.) that are not realisable in capitalism, open
the path to more confrontation between workers and the
capitalist state and prepare for the overthrow of the entire
system. In a situation when even one bourgeois democratic
regime (even the worst type) does not exist in society (like
the current situation in Iran) popular insurrections and rebellions, will reflect the discontent of the masses and will
prepare the ground for gaining practical experiences
against the regime.
Reformist parties and organisations of various colours
and hues indirectly resist workers’ independent action. Because their aim is to “reform” the existing system, not to
overthrow it. They present today’s independent student
and labour activity as “riots related to Western governments”. They are frightened of workers and students gaining experience, because without these experiences the
Iranian people cannot be prepared for the overthrow. Recent experience of student protests has shown that all reformers (even Aghajari who was condemned to death!)
forbid the students from action beyond the law.
To prepare for the overthrow of the regime and confronting reformist deviations, the Iranian working class
needs to form its own organisations and political parties.
Parties that have set themselves up as the “guardians” of
the working class and see themselves as the “leaders” of
the working class, without the slightest connection with the
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calling for the resignation of the Prime Minister (a campaign which shrank to a demand for a judicial inquiry into
alleged election-rigging in 2013) did not go any further was
because it would have brought the already awakened
masses into the realm of class struggle. Such class struggle
would generate radical demands, which this party is not
willing to deliver. The campaign already had caused high
expectation on a scale that surprised even Imran Khan. The
fact is that most of the people supporting PTI were doing so
not because of the charisma of an “incorruptible” leader at
the helm of a political party that is mutant offspring of the
reactionary classes. The reason most people supported it
was because of deep dissatisfaction with the Nawaz Sharif
government, which singularly has failed to deliver on their
electoral promises. The shortage of electricity and the terrorist attacks continue apace.
The reason why Imran Khan so hastily dumped the
Dharna and decided to side with the government in the
name of national security was due to pressure from the feudal and the military establishment who were scared of the
consequences of any further radicalisation of the working
class and the peasantry.
Nawaz Sharif is leading one section of big bourgeoisie
against another section of big bourgeois that has come into
being as a direct result of the intervention of the military in
banking, property, industry and farms, i.e. the “Military
Everything Complex”. This has forced Nawaz Sharif to juggle his politics to keep the military from taking full control
of the state and to provide a breathing space for the big industrialists to keep raking in the profits.
The Pakistan People’s Party also is a mutant between feudalism and social democracy. Zulfikar Ali Bhutto had
among his first cabinet ministers, socialists and big feudal
landlords of Punjab, Sindh and Khyber Pakhtoon
Khawa/NWFP.
The farce of political crossbreeding is legitimised by the
imposition of a cultural hegemony in the name of Islam.
Any alternate cultural discourse that challenges the status
quo narrative not only is discouraged but also is vehemently crushed.
The crossbred monsters called Pakistani political parties
are a manifestation of a peculiar economic condition that
emerges from the lack of ability and will of the Pakistani
bourgeoisie to establish itself as an independent ruling
class. This is not only because of its belated entry into the
stage of capitalism but also because of its helplessness in
leading a bourgeois revolution that would rid the country
of feudalism, religious influence on the state as well as an
ambitious military that has over the years become a serious
stakeholder in the power game. It is because of this that the
Pakistani bourgeoisie finds itself trapped in between two
large markets, namely, China and India. This again is one of
the reasons why the Pakistani ruling classes are holding
tight to imperialism and consider it as their sole guarantor
for a fair share in global trade. This guarantee comes with a
price. The price is the sovereignty of Pakistan. Since the
early days, the Pakistani ruling classes have been entirely
dependent on the whims of imperialism in our region for
economic and military aid and in turn have become a pawn
in imperialist designs.
Several parties of the left have raised their voices against
the imperialist intervention in Vietnam and more recently
in Afghanistan, Iraq and Syria. However, they too are following a political programme based on social democracy
and calls for left unity. What is needed is not a unity of leftwing personalities but unity among the working class and
the peasantry. These two classes lack revolutionary leadership and are poorly organised. That is the main reason why
our masses are seen desperately flocking behind liberal
demagogues such as Imran Khan or religious demagogues
like Tahir Ul Qadri. What is needed is a movement, a
Tehreek, to build a consensus, Itefaq, of opinion, Rai,
among the working classes and the peasantry. At the heart

vanguard workers, and call on everyone to join their party,
they certainly will not be able to organise the fight against
reformism and prepare for the upcoming revolution.
The struggle for the realisation of socialist democracy
(the highest form of democracy in the history of mankind)
is linked with the complete overthrow of the capitalist ruling regime (including all its factions) and the fight against
reformist ideas within the labour movement. This matter
cannot be realised without forming a “revolutionary party
vanguard” of advanced workers.
1- See Towards Twenty-First Century Marxism: Marxist
Revival Project for breaking away from elitism and utopianism (a pamphlet in Persian).
2- http://www.epi.org/publication/unequal-states/
3- http://www.npc.umich.edu/poverty/
4- http://thenextrecession.wordpress.com/
2011/05/01/royalty-or-republic-a-reckoning/
5- http://www.infowars.com/these-6-corporations-control-90-of-the-media-in-america/
6- Marxism: Ideology or Science?, a series of Marxist Revival discussions, 13 October 2013.
7https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1848/
communist-manifesto/ch02.htm

2: International
Comment
Mutant Forms: The
Problem of Cross-breeding
in Pakistani Politics
Dr Amjad Ayub Mirza
The people of Pakistan are faced with three mountainous
problems. They face the tyranny of feudalism, comprador
capitalism and imperialist domination. The majority of Pakistan’s bourgeois political parties are performing a balancing act while pursuing the interests of the classes they
represent. The fact that there is not a single organisation
which truly represents the aspirations of the working class
and the peasantry has led our masses astray in their political struggle for social, political and economic change necessary to effect fundamental shift in the relations of
ownership of means of production. The recent march into a
cul de sac was manifest during the Dharna politics of both
Imran Khan and Tahir ul Qadri.
The media and big landowners of Khyber Pakhtun
Khawa, Sindh and Punjab have been promoting Pakistan
Tehreek e Insaf (PTI) as a party led by the “incorruptible”
Imran Khan. This reminds us of Plato’s logic of having a
pious king in order to reform the republic. But the problem
here is that the ills of our society are a direct result of the
oppressive productive relations that are a manifestation of
the private ownership of the means of production by a corrupt and nepotistic ruling class. The stronghold of the feudal class in Pakistan and the neo-liberal demands of our
market to be more pro-business (opening markets to multinationals, downsizing industry to favour foreign products,
restructuring the economy to benefit the international finance nodes, etc.) have facilitated a compromise between
the feudal and neo-liberal bourgeois classes. Tehreek e Insaf
is the result of their crossbreeding. Hence we had landowners and urban petty bourgeoisie standing next to each other
on the Dharna containers.
The reason why the campaign launched by PTI initially
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of such a consensus would be the realisation that unless
they overthrow the yoke of feudalism and comprador capitalism, along with the suffocating hypocritical obscurantism of religious cultural hegemony, and free themselves
from prejudice, there can be no way out of the current crisis.

cal exploitation. He invited a collection of dreadful people:
French politicians, from Hollande to Sarkozy, and heads of
State from 50 countries, who suddenly claimed to “be Charlie”. Hand in hand at the head of the demonstration were
Ali-Omar Bongo, president of Congo and son of the dictator who ruled the country in the interests of the French capitalists for 40 years, the Hungarian Prime Minister Victor
Orbán, who uses fascist groups to smother the media and
impose austerity plans, the representative of the Turkish Islamist government that jails and murders opponents and
journalists, the Israeli Prime minister Benjamin Netanyahu,
who killed dozens of Palestinians with shelling last summer, etc. The Charlie Hebdo team would have died a second time, of anger, if they had seen such support!
This operation was all the more hypocritical since it has
been conducted by the French government, which did not
hesitate to limit “freedom of speech” when it prohibited a
demonstration for Gaza last summer or with the murder of
a young demonstrator by the police in October. Nevertheless, all the political parties, more or less voluntarily, have
joined in the “national unity”. Only the far left, with the
NPA (New Anti-capitalist Party), Lutte Ouvrière and a few
other groups, have clearly denounced it.
All the media claimed the virtue of this new “national
unity”! It increased Hollande’s popularity rating for a few
days. But it will probably not even save Hollande’s party in
the upcoming local elections. What is the reality behind this
show?
The racist atmosphere has been aggravated quickly after
the terrorist attacks with dozens of assaults against
mosques and Muslims. Despite the speeches against any
amalgam being made between terrorists and Muslims, the
confusion of the two has been fomented by the government

The writer is the Chairman of Tehreek e Itefaq e Rai. He can be
reached at dr_amjad_mirza@hotmail.com

In the face of “national
unity”, we need workingclass unity against
government attacks
Maurice Spirz, Fraction Etincelle, February 2015
A huge wave of shock and protest swept France after the
attack with automatic weapons against the satirical paper
Charlie Hebdo and the bloody hostage-taking in a kosher
supermarket. Against this obscurantism, within a few days,
millions of people demonstrated in the streets.
The national unity myth, to make us forget the class
war
But the giant demonstration on the following Sunday
(January 11) in Paris was, by nature, very different from the
more-or-less spontaneous demonstrations of the days before: François Hollande had chosen to seize the occasion to
turn this demonstration into a gigantic operation of politi-
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3. Activities
and Reports

itself, whose first measure has been to reinforce “Frontex”,
the European border police, whose job is to push away the
Mediterranean boat-people. As if the problem was caused
by immigration, even though the three jihadists were born
in France! But this was, for the French government, an opportunity to strengthen its campaign against immigration
and, at the same time, to justify its participation to the military actions in Iraq and its wars in Africa.
No to all kind of racism!
Unfortunately, after the attacks, we saw the progression
of two kinds of far right ideas in the working class. On the
one hand, among the white workers, racist remarks were
expressed more openly against people with Arabic origins.
On the other hand, the success of “conspiracy theories” has
been astonishing (driven for instance by a former humorist
and now far right activist, Dieudonné). This new far right
current, opposing anti-Black and anti-Arab racism with
anti-Semitism, has a growing influence in the youth with an
immigrant background (but not only). Alongside the Islamists, it contributes to the dissemination of all kinds of
reactionary ideas in the working-class neighbourhoods.
It is necessary to notice that, during the last decades, the
growth of Islamist movements has been a general phenomenon and did not set apart the youth with an immigrant
background in France. The Western States have a part in
their development. For instance, the US supported for a
while groups like the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt. They
are obviously supporting the reactionary Islamic regime in
Saudi Arabia. And Osama Bin Laden himself has been their
“agent”, before turning into their number one enemy. In
Libya, after the revolt of 2011, the imperialist allies (France,
US and UK) also pushed forward Islamist groups to replace
Gaddafi (with the success we know of a country now in
complete chaos).
At the same time, in France, the context of high unemployment and discriminations, the racist prejudices and the
anti-immigration policies from the governments and the
traditional far-right, helped the religious communitarian far
right to extend its influence (more than it recruited) among
the youth of immigrant origin.
Facing anti-Charlie declarations that disturbed the socalled “national unity”, the government reacted in the
worst manner possible, exaggerating the extent of these
talks which, most of time, were more an expression of
anger against racism and discriminations, than a real support of terrorism. Even pupils have been excluded from
school, and a teacher has been suspended for organising a
debate with his students instead of joining the moment of
silence decided by the government. An eight-year-old boy
has been interrogated by the police for “advocating terrorism”. As if this could stop the growth of the Islamists’ influence! Quite the opposite.
What now?
Hollande and his government were all the more aggressive against those who questioned their “national unity”
built on the ashes of Charlie Hebdo as they were aiming at
using their newly found popularity to pass a series of attacks against labour laws. These attacks are turned against
all the workers, no matter their origin. The working class
have to fight all kind of racism and unite against its true enemies, those who try to divide it to defeat it.

UK Free Shahrokh and
Reza Campaign hands in
petition
AWL, February 2015
On Wednesday 11 February Workers’ Liberty and Iranian
Revolutionary Marxist Tendency members and others
protested outside the Iranian Embassy in London .
We held the protest to hand in 3000 petition signatures
collected to call for the release of jailed Iranian trade unionists Shahrokh Zamani and Reza Shahabi.
We chose February 11 as the day to hand in the petitions
and protest at the Iranian Embassy as it is the official celebration of “Revolution Day” in Iran, where the Iranian state
celebrates a distorted history of the Iranian Revolution. The
Iranian Revolution was made by the Iranian workers, fighting against the Shah but also against their bosses. Their revolution has been taken away from them. We chose this day
to protest at the Iranian state’s treatment of the labour
movement that fought for freedom in 1979 and continue to
fight for freedom today.
As well as collecting 3000 signatures in workplaces and
amongst students, Workers’ Liberty members have passed
motions through trade union branches and Labour Party
branches in support of Shahrokh and Reza. Motions will
also be going to the national union conferences of PCS (civil
service union) and Unison Local Government union.
In addition to the protest at the Iranian Embassy we held
a protest in London about the International Labour Organisation (ILO) allowing Iran to be a signatory to some of their
key conventions whilst Iran continues to repress independent workers’ organisations. The ILO also allows delegates
from Iran’s state run “unions” to attend their conferences,
whilst genuine trade unionists are in jails in Iran.
We will continue to pass motions in support of Shahrokh
and Reza, and other Iranian trade unionists as well as run
fundraising events to support the families and legal defence funds for Shahrokh, Reza and other Iranian trade
unionists.

Surprise win for
Queensland Labor
Bob Carnegie, Workers’ Liberty Australia, February 2015
On Saturday 31 January the state of Queensland (Australia)
underwent another seismic political change. A first-term
conservative government which held a record majority 66
seat majority in an 89 seat parliament was defeated by a not
very confident Labor Party whose central program was opposing the sale of state-owned assets such as electrical distribution and supply and state-owned ports.
It was truly a momentous defeat for the conservative parties, and has had a direct impact on the damaged authority
of the conservative leadership at federal level.
Front and centre in the defeat of the conservatives in
Queensland was the brilliant “Our Assets, Not for Sale”
campaign waged by the Electrical Trades Union (ETU). The
ETU is a union of some 16,000 members; since 2002 it has
revitalised itself and has grown some 250% in those 13
years.
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What set the “Not for Sale” campaign apart from most
union and or political campaigns waged over, say, the last
30 years was that it was a campaign that genuinely engaged the rank and file, their families and communities.
Right across the huge land area of Queensland (seven times
the area of Great Britain), you would see “Assets Not for
Sale” signs in the most remote of spots.
The various state-owned corporations that generate and
distribute electricity employ ETU members. These jobs are
decently paid and stable, and workers tended to make careers of them. The conservatives’ plan to privatise those
state-owned assets would have cut a swathe through those
workers, severely disrupting their lives, their families, and
the communities they live in.
The ETU’s campaign kept plugging away day in and day
out, week in and week out. It developed a powerful presence and became the single most visible anti-privatisation
campaign in the state.
The ETU’s state secretary, Peter Simpson, was extremely
visible and was out front and centre fighting for not just his
union’s membership but in general for working people and
their families at each and every possible opportunity. No
rally was too big or too small for Fellow Worker Simpson or
any other leader of the ETU to speak at.
The effectiveness of the ETU’s campaign meant that, for
all intents and purposes, the Queensland election became a
referendum on whether state-owned assets should be sold
to retire debt or kept in the hands of the state. The people of
Queensland chose the latter — thanks in mainly to a fiveyear campaign by the ETU.

Leaflets reading “Behnam Ebrahimzadeh, Fardin Miraki. Jailed
workers, political prisoners, must be freed! Iranian workers are
not alone!
Want to Stay Alive” organised a gathering outside the
Health Ministry to protest against pollution and the authorities’ lack of accountability, the comrades of IWSN and
Marxist Revival, on their own initiative, distributed posters
in various parts of Tehran. As well as posters in defence of
Behnam Ebrahimzadeh, these comrades distributed and
pasted up posters with the following slogans on them:
“Free all political prisoners”, “Iranian workers are not
alone!” and “Behnam Ebrahimzadeh, a jailed labour activist
is on hunger strike” (Militant Worker, No. 74)
In Militant Worker No. 77 a report by a Marxist Revival
comrade on the situation of construction workers (reinforcement) was published. An activist in Tabriz had sent a
report on the situation of the workers’ movement and the
experiences of his activities and at the end a comrade active
in the student movement produced a detailed report on the
latest developments in the students’ movement since the
2014 Presidential election.
On December 4 2014, the comrades of Marxist Revival
once more defended Behnam Ebrahimzadeh as well as
Fardin Miraki, a labour activist. During this activity posters
were distributed and pasted up in parks, bus stops, and so
on in Tehran. A poster was even stuck on to a police station
wall (Militant Worker, No. 78)

The joint activities of IWSN
and Marxist Revival in Iran
IRMT, February 2015
One of Marxist Revival’s worker comrades in southern Iran
prepared a series of reports on the situation of seamen
(sailors), port and dock workers, porters and also the
Asaluyeh region. The first two reports were important because not only is this section of workers unfortunately in a
very difficult situation (e.g., no fixed hours, low wages, no
insurance, a high incidence of accidents and so on), but
they have not received much attention from labour activists, so that there have been almost no reports on their
situation, even by the regime’s labour institutions.
In addition to this series of reports, some demands were
posed among the workers and, as far as possible, a degree
of organising took place. One of the demands, which was
based on the personal experience of this comrade and the
objective situation of the workers and their level of consciousness, was to set up a fund, so that sailors and the
owners of dhows would pay a certain percentage of their
income into it. The amounts collected, depending on priority and the decision of the fund’s administrator, could then
be paid to different people (people who are ill, people who
had an accident, families whose breadwinners had died at
work, unexpected events, and so on) as interest-free loans
or grants. Because of the readiness of the objective situation, this demand attracted the workers’ attention and
eventually was set up by them and a few trustworthy captains. In addition, an educational booklet on workplace accidents was prepared and distributed among the workers.
On July 7 2014 activists of Iranian Workers’ Solidarity
Network and Marxist Revival distributed posters in support of Reza Shahabi, who was on the 34th day of his
hunger strike. During this activity posters of Reza Shahabi
were distributed in bus and taxi stops, inside buses, parks,
pavements and other busy areas in Tehran (Militant
Worker, No. 73).
Following this, when on August 23 a society called “We

The fight for free
education in the UK
AWL, February 2015
On 19 November 2015, 10,000 students marched through
London to demand free education funded by taxing the
rich. This demonstration – which was opposed by the leadership of the official UK student union NUS – was the result of weeks of agitation across many campuses by the
National Campaign Against Fees and Cuts (NCAFC).
The NCAFC is a coalition of student members of Workers’ Liberty, independent leftwing activists, and members
of other left groups. Since 2010, it has functioned as a leftwing organising centre and opposition to the Blairite leadership of the main UK students’ union NUS (unlike other
countries, there is only one national students’ union federa18

local students’ union leaderships) oppose protests on the
grounds of “safety” or the risk of “reputational damage”.
On the other hand, it is a common idea amongst student
union leaders that “being leftwing” means banning potentially-offensive things from campus: notably, songs with
sexist lyrics, representations of the Prophet Muhammad
(Charlie Hebdo has been banned or censored at several
campuses) or mockery of religion in general, and – following the recent sexual assault scandal in the British Socialist
Workers’ Party – the SWP (and sometimes other far-left
groups). Although such campaigns are often well-meaning,
they invariably strengthen a repressive culture on campus
and are reactionary.
Workers’ Liberty students are campaigning against both
rightwing attacks on freedom of speech and organisation,
and “leftwing” and anti-socialist bans by student organisations.

tion in the UK, NUS, which has a long-standing close relationship with the Labour Party leadership). Its slogans are
for free education, democracy in the education system, and
solidarity with workers.
Whereas the NUS and Labour leaderships are for a reduction of fees to £6,000 per year per student, votes at conferences and the reception to our propaganda shows that
NCAFC has won an argument in the student movement for
free education. Supporters of our line have launched a campaign within the structures of the Labour Party, called
“Labour Campaign for Free Education” (LCFE).
In the weeks following the demonstration, occupations
and protests were staged at many local universities and colleges. Some of these – notably at Warwick University –
faced violent police attacks, with tasers, gas and pepper
spray. This is part of a trend over recent years towards increased police interventions on campus against protests by
students and super-exploited and outsourced staff (such as
the struggles of migrant cleaners in central London universities, and the 2012-15 3 Cosas campaign at Senate House in
London). Increased use of police on campuses is a part of
the ‘neoliberalisation’ of universities, and a response by
managements to an increase in student activism since 2010.
NCAFC and Workers’ Liberty are campaigning for the UK
to conform to the democratic norms of countries like
Greece and Chile, where police are not allowed on university campuses without permission.
The legacy of Blair’s reforms in education, and the Tory
continuation of these reforms, has made universities behave more like corporations. This means outsourcing, managerialism replacing democracy, and an authoritarian drift,
often justified in the name of protecting “safety” or preventing “reputational damage”. In particular, Muslim and
immigrant students are often subject to surveillance.
The “official” student movement, generally nominally
leftwing and Labour-dominated, has inhaled the fumes
from this process, and imitates the culture of the managers,
in a “leftwing”, farcical way. So, the NUS leadership (and
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Help broadcast the voice of
socialism in Iran!
Support the Iranian revolutionary TV channel Sedaye Kargare Sosialist
(Socialist Workers’ Voice)! Sedaye Kargare Sosialist is a weekly TV programme produced by the Iranian Revolutionary Marxist Tendency and
broadcast into Iran by satellite every Friday evening. It carries news of
workers’ struggles, and talks and debates on Marxism and revolutionary
ideas.
But this important voice of revolution in Iran needs your help... and
money! Please donate via Paypal to irm.tendency@gmail.com
Viewers outside of Iran can tune in online by visiting bit.ly/kargar-tv
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